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SUMMARY

This dissertation examines John 13:1-20, the pericope which
describes Jesus washing the feet of his disciples. For a variety of reasons,
there is no scholarly consensus concerning the meaning of this passage. In
addition, very little reflection has been devoted to the place religious
footwashing may have held in the Johannine community. This dissertation
reexamines the fundamental issues raised by the passage and investigates
the likelihood that footwashing was a community rite.

Chapter one gives an overview of the prominent interpretations of
John 13:1-20 in the history of interpretation. This chapter also presents an
elaboration of the dissertation’s purpose, together with a preview of and
justification for the methodology employed, which includes text-critical,
background-historical, literary-exegetical, and historical-reconstructive
components.

In view of the decisive bearing on interpretation, the textual

problem found 1n John 13:10 receives considerable attention in chapter



two. Here a decision 1s made in favor of the inclusion of the longer
reading, because of superior external evidence and internal probability.
In chapter three a survey of the practice of footwashing in Jewish
and Graeco-Roman antiquity uncovers first-century attitudes to
tootwashing, which in turn leads to a more informed interpretation of

footwashing’s significance in John 13. The survey reveals that footwashing
functioned as an act of hospitality, an expression of love, a sign of

servitude, and a sign of preparation generally.

Chapter four is devoted to a literary and exegetical analysis of the
text of John 13:1-20. This investigation indicates the pericope’s literary
context within the Fourth Gospel, as the first episode in both the "Book of
Glory" (John 13-21) and the farewell materials (John 13-17). The role of
the disciples in the preceding narrative (John 1-12) is also explored. An
exegetical study follows, which seeks to interpret the text of John 13:1-20
as 1t now stands 1n the Fourth Gospel. The analysis finds that the
footwashing of John 13 is best understood as a sign for the forgiveness of
the disciples’ post-conversion sin. The analysis concludes with reflection
on the implications of its findings for the scholarly discussion about the
literary unity of the footwashing pericope.

The evidence which makes likely that the Johannine community
engaged 1n footwashing as a religious rite is explored in chapter five. This
examination utilizes information from the implied readers in the Fourth
Gospel, from actual readers of the Fourth Gospel in the early church, and

from the practice of footwashing in early Christianity. An examination of



similar categories of evidence suggests that footwashing signified the
forgiveness of post-conversion sin for the Johannine community.
The final section of the dissertation is devoted to a set of

conclusions and suggestions for future research.
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constant supports, have made the completion of this dissertation possible.
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without the superb supervision offered by Dr. Andrew T. Lincoln. His
warm hospitality, generous spirit, critical eye, inexhaustible energy, and
perpetual willingness to argue out many points about footwashing served
not only to stimulate my own thought about John 13, but have taught me
much about the interplay between literary and historical inquiries. Itis
difficult to imagine a better supervisor than Andrew, and 1 here

acknowledge my heartfelt gratitude.
Members of the Woodward Avenue Church of God in Athens,

Tennessee and my colleagues and students at the Church of God School

of Theology have offered a great deal of moral and spiritual support to me



during the composition of this dissertation. My parents, Wayne and Betty
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and my family. Their contribution has been much more than even they
realize and I appreciate their investment of time, energies, and finances.
Finally, the greatest debt of gratitude is owed to my wife, Barbara,
and my daughters, Paige and Lori, who have made enormous sacrifices so
that this doctoral program could be brought to completion. The love,
committment, and devotion of my wife has sustained me through two
nine-month separations owing to my doctoral studies. Her belief in me
has been a constant source of encouragement. Such support is all the
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begun a successful teaching career, and provided an excellent home for
our family in the midst of the demands which my own research made
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daughters, who have lived with this dissertation all of their lives and have
endured numerous separations from daddy because of it, will one day
understand the significance of their own contributions to this project. I
fear that their hardships and sacrifices have been most severely felt and I
offer my apologies for the disruption of their lives that has resulted. It 1s
only fitting that this dissertation be dedicated to those who have sacrificed

the most for its completion, Barbara, Paige, and Lor.



My hope is that this dissertation might contribute in a small way to

a better understanding of a passage that has so often been misunderstood

and that it might make necessary a reconsideration of the place ot

footwashing in the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine community.
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION

Among the canonical gospels, only the Gospel according to John
contains an account of Jesus washing the feet of the disciples (John 13:1-
20). While this unique passage has been the subject of intense study,
there is as yet no scholarly consensus about the meaning of the passage.

In fact, a variety of interpretations has been given to this pericope. A brief

survey of scholarship documents this diversity.

A. Prominent Interpretations of Footwashing.

The history of the interpretation of footwashing is the subject of

two German monographs produced in the last quarter century by Georg
Richter! and Wolfram Lohse,? identifying no less than 11 interpretations
between them in the modern era alone.? It is difficult to offer an entirely
consistent survey of the major views of footwashing because the complex
issues in the pericope seldom allow interpreters to focus on a single aspect

of the passage. Despite these obstacles, a survey of the major

1G. Richter, Die Fusswaschung im Johannesevangelium (Regensburg: Verlag
Friedrich Pustet, 1967).

2W. Lohse, "Die Fusswaschung (Joh 13:1-20): Eine Geschichte ihrer Deutung.”
Dissertation, Friedrich-Alexander-Universitat zu Erlangen-Nurnberg (1967).

3While a history of interpretation is not the purpose of this section, much of the
literature pertaining to John 13:1-20 published since 1967 is surveyed in what follows.



interpretations is beneficial, for it makes clear certain dominant themes
and aspects of John 13:1-20. Of the 11 interpretations identified by

Richter and Lohse, seven are most common:

1. Footwashing as an Example of Humility.

Of the many interpretations given to this pericope, one of the most
prominent is the view that in the footwashing episode Jesus offers a lesson

in humility to his disciples. A variety of scholars views this aspect as the

dominant one in John 13:1-20.4 This understanding is rather natural, for

footwashing itself was the work of slaves. The servant imagery 1s
strengthened by the description of Jesus’ actions, in particular the laying

aside of his clothes and girding himself with a towel. The humble action of

Jesus fits well with the instructions in vv. 13-17 which command the

4Cf. the followin g works: F. Tillmann, Das Johannesevangelium (Bonn:

Hanstein, 1931) 246-53; A. Durand, Evangile selon Saint Jean (Paris: Beauchesne, 1927)
360ff.; M. J. Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Jean (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1936) 348-59; P.
Jouon, LEvangile de Notre Seigneur Jésus-Christ (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1930) 544; J. Huby,
Le discours de Jésus aprés la Céne suivi d'une étude sur la Connaissance de foi dans saint
Jean (Paris: Beauchesne, 1951) 140-41; E. Schick, Das Evangelium nach Johannes
Wirzburg: Echterverlag, 1967) 127-30; J. Michl, "Der Sinn der Fusswaschung,” Bib 40
1959) 697-708; G.-M. Behler, Les Paroles d'Adieux du Seigneur (Paris: Cerf, 1960) 17-43;
. Benoit, "Die eucharistischen Einsetzungsberichte und ihre Bedeutung,” in Exegese und
Theologie: Gesammelte Aufsdrze, (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1965) 90; H. Windisch,
Johannes und die Synoptiker (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1926) 77; H. Bernard, 4 Cntical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to John (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1928) 11 454-69; K. Bornhéuser, Das Johannesevangelium eine Missionschrift fir Israel
Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann, 1928) 78-79; P. Fiebig, "Die Fusswaschung,” Angelos 3
51930) 126-8; W. F. Howard, Christianity According to St. John (London: Duckworth,
1958) 137, 140, 179; R. A. Edwards, The Gospel According to John: Its Cniticism and
Interpretation (London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1954) 103-04; W. Michaelis, Die
Sakramente im Johannesevangelium (Bern: BEG-Verlag, 1946) 32; W. Stahlin, Das
johanneische Denken: Eine Einfilhrung in die Eigenart des vierten Evangeliums (Witten:
Luther-Verlag, 1954) 32, 41; B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Ongins
London: Macmillan, 1961) 423. Cf. also C. K. Barrett, Tfe Gospel According to St. John
gPhiladelPhja: Westminster Press, 1978) 437; B. Zweifel, "J€sus lave les pieds de ses

Thesis, Lausanne University ISI%S) 158; and J. Owanga-Welo, "The Function

disciples.
arrative: a Structural Approach.” Dissertation,

and Meaning of the Johannine Passion
Emory University (1980) 255.



disciples to perform this task for one another. The servant motif is explicit
in v. 16. In addition, Luke’s account of the Last Supper, which includes a
dispute about greatness (22:24-30), has been assessed by many
commentators as providing independent evidence that the footwashing is
a parabolic demonstration of humility. However, while most agree that

humility is an important emphasis, it is often viewed as subordinate to

other issues.

2. Footwashing as a Symbol for the Eucharist.

As unlikely as this identification may seem initially, several scholars
have seen a reference to the eucharist in the footwashing.> One of the
primary pieces of evidence that is claimed for this understanding is the
pericope’s context or setting. Since Jesus’ actions in John take the place
of the institution of the eucharist as recorded in the Synoptics, it is often
assumed that the author of the Fourth Gospel is drawing attention to a

connection between the two stories. It is further asserted that since John

SCf. the followin g works: W. Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium (Tibingen: J. C,

B. Mohr, 1912) 130; G. H. C. MacGregor, The Gospel of John (London: Harper, 1959)
272-76 and "The Eucharist in the Fourth Gospel,” KfTS 9 (1963) 112-14; H. Strathmann,
Das Evangelium nach Johannes (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1959) 194-99; O.
Cullmann, Early Christian Worship trans. by A. Stewart Todd and James B. Torrance

London: SCM Press, 1953) 107-10; W. Wilkens, Die Entstehungsgeschichte des vierten

vangeliums (Zollikon: Evangelischer Verlag, 1958) 151; A. J. B. Higgins, The Lord's
Supper in the New Testament (London: SCM Press, 1952) 84-85; W. Grundmann,
Zeugnis und Gestalt des Johannesevangelium (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1961) 66-67; W.
E. Moore, "One Baptism," NTS 10 (1564) 507-8; C. F. D. Moule, "The Judgment Theme
in the Sacraments," in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, ed. by
W. D. Davies and D. Daube (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964) 475-6;
Zweifel, 159; Arthur Maynard, "The Role of Peter in the Fourth Gospel,” NT.S 30 (1984)
534-35; idem., "The Function of Apparent Synonyms and Ambiguous Words in the
Fourth Gospel." Dissertation, University of Southern California (1950) 329-30; J.
Goettmann, Saint Jean (Paris: Cerf, 1982) 189-90; J. N. Suggit, "John 13:1-30: The
mystery of the incarnation and of the eucharist,” Neo 19 (1985) 64-70.



alludes to the eucharist through specific events in Jesus’ life (for example
as in the miracle at Cana and the bread of life discourse) it is natural to
assume that the footwashing is also an allusion to the eucharist. The
commands given by Jesus to continue the practice of footwashing are
similar to the commands to repeat the eucharist (1 Corinthians 11:23-26).
More specifically, according to this interpretation v. 10 states that the one
who has been baptized may continue to receive forgiveness of sin by

participation in the eucharist.

3. Footwashing as a Symbol of Baptism.

Footwashing is closely associated with water baptism in the minds
of many scholars.® This interpretation is based on several points in John
13:1-20. Most of the arguments offered in favor of this view stress the

occurrence of AeAovpévog in 13:10. Since the verb AovVw conveys the

idea of a complete bath, as in baptism, and since there is some evidence in
the New Testament that AoUw serves as a synonym for Bartifw, several
interpreters take AeAoupEvog to be a direct reference to baptism. This

interpretation of AeAovuevog is not restricted to a single understanding

6. the followin g works: E.von Dobschiitz, "Zum Charakter des 4.
Evangeliums,” ZNW 28 (1929) 166; H. von Campenhausen, "Zur Auslegung von Joh 13,
6-10," ZNW 33 (1934) 259-71; C. T. Craig, "Sacramental Interest in the Fourth Gospel,”
JBL 58 (1939) 36-37; M. Werner, The Formation of Christian Dogma trans. by S. G. F.
Brandon (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1957) 180-81; F. Hauck, "vinttw,” TONT' 1V,
edited by G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, trans. by G. W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1974) 947; R. H. Lightfoot, St. John'’s Gospel (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1960) 261-63; M.-E. Boismard, "Le lavement des pieds (Jn, X11I, 1-17) RB 71
(1964) 5-24; W. F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation
(London: Epworth, 1955) 204; H. Windisch, Taufe und Sunde im dltesten Christentum bis
auf Origenes (Tiibin%en: Mohr-Siebeck, 1908) 275-77; Barrett, 436; and Brown, The
Gospel according to John (Garden City: Doubleday, 1966-70) II 566-68.



of baptism, as baptism is assigned a variety of meanings by the different
interpreters. Such an interpretation is strengthened by the emphatic
language of Jesus in v. 8, where Peter is told that his part with Jesus would
be forfeited if the washing was not administered, and the declaration inv.
10 that the disciples were clean as a result of the washing. Ordinarily, this
view presupposes the omission of et pun Tovg modag inv.10. Asa
result, a direct correlation is then drawn between the footwashing and
AeAovuevog. Baptism imagery proves to be so appealing that a number

of scholars find at least a secondary allusion to baptism in the pericope.

4. Footwashing and the Forgiveness of Sin andfor Cleansing.

The 1dea that footwashing serves as a symbol of cleansing from sin
is another interpretation of John 13:1-20 to receive a good deal of
attention.” Many of the scholars who take this view distinguish between
baptism and footwashing, concluding that cleansing and/or forgiveness in
addition to baptism was needed. Such explanations attribute to
footwashing the removal of post-baptismal sin, the sins due to the frailty ot

the human condition, as well as errors committed daily by the disciples.

7Cf. the following works: E. W, Hengstenberg, The Gospel of St. John I1
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1865) 146-50; F. Godet, Commentary on the Gospel of John 111
trans. by Timothy Dwight (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1888) 94-100; k. Spitta, Das
Johannes-Evangelium als Quelle der Geschichte Jesu (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1910) 285-96; J. Grill, Untersuchungen iiber die Enmehwgaties vierten
Evangeliums 11 (Tibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1923) 140-41; T. Zahn, Evangelium des
Johannes (Leipzig: Deichert, 1921) 522-35; E. Hirsch, Das vierte Evangelium (Tibingen:
Mohr-Siebeck, 1936) 330-37; A. Oepke, "Aovw," TDNT IV 295-307; and W. Koch, "Zur
Einsetzung des Busssakraments™ ThQ 130 (1950) 297-98; Barrett, 436; Zweifel, 158-59; J.
D. G. Dunn, "The washing of the Disciples’ Feet in John 13:1-20," ZNW 61 (1970) 247-
52; Owanga-Welo, 255; H. Weiss, "Footwashing in the Johannine Community," NovT 21
(1979) 298-325; and G. Beasley-Murray, John (Waco: Word, 1987) 234.



Footwashing is also seen by some as a preparation for the reception of the

eucharist. While cleansing and/or forgiveness is conveyed, the
footwashing is but a symbol for the real cleansing agent, the blood of

Christ. These interpretations are similar to one another in that they take
v. 8 to signify the soteriological dimension of the tootwashing. Also, the
declaration that the disciples are clean (v. 10) is understood as

documenting the efficacious nature of the footwashing.

J. Footwashing as a Sacrament Separate from Baptism and
Eucharist.

In addition to the interpretations which emphasize the relationship

of footwashing to the eucharist and baptism, other sacramental
possibilities have been advocated. Footwashing is seen as a reference to
the sacrament of penance which is instrumental in the removal of post-

baptismal sin.® Footwashing has also been identified as a new sacrament.”
In addition, as an ordination rite, the footwashing is said to have
established the disciples as priests in Jesus’ eschatological service. The

footwashing prepares the disciples to serve at the Lord’s table. This

symbol of preparation was a once and for all act done for the twelve.10

8Cf. the followin g works: B. W. Koch, 194; F. Mussner, "Die Fusswaschung (Joh
13:1-17): Versuch einer Deutung,” Geist und Leben 31 (1958) 28; Alf Corell,
Consummatum est: Eschatology and Church in the Gospel of St. John (London: S.P.C.K,,
1958) 72; J. Sickenberger, Leben Jesu nach den vier Evangelien: Kurzgefasste Erkldrung V1
(Miinster: Aschendorff, 1932) 66-69; and V. Warnach,i-!;a e: Die Liebe als Grundmotiv
der neutestamentlichen Theologie (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1951) 156-57.

“B. W. Bacon, "The Sacrament of Footwashing." ExpT 43 (1931/32) 218-21.
10g, 1 ohmeyer, "Die Fusswaschung," ZNW 38 (1939) 74-94.



6. Footwashing as Soteriological Sign.

The connection between footwashing and Jesus’ death on the cross
is such an important dimension of the pericope that many scholars
empbhasize their relationship.!! Certain interpreters claim this theme to
be the primary emphasis of the passage. The essential nature of the
washing (v. 8), its cleansing effects, the centrality of the cross in John, the
emphasis upon Jesus’ love, and its context at the beginning of the Book of
Glory have prompted this identification. In this view the footwashing
symbolizes the cleansing which takes place through the sacrificial death of

Jesus.

11¢f. the following works: F. M. Braun, "Le lavement des pieds et la r€éponse de
Jésus A saint Pierre (Jean XIII, 4-10)," RB 44 (1935) 22-33; E. C. Hoskyns, The Fourth
Gospel ed. by F. M. Davey (London: Faber & Faber, 1956) 436-42; R. Bultmann, The
Gospel of John trans. by G, R. Beasley-Murray gPhi]adel hia: Westminster Press, 1971)
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7. Footwashing as Polemic.

Despite the many interpretations which make some connection
between the sacraments and/or forgiveness of sin and footwashing, the
pericope has sometimes been interpreted as a polemic against baptism!2
or ritual purification.!®> The former conclusion is based upon the way in
which footwashing appears to replace baptism in the pericope. Peter is
told that footwashing is all important (v. 8) and that it cleanses (v. 10).
The latter view is grounded in Peter’s proposal that his hands and head
receive washing in addition to the feet. Jesus’ response (v. 10) makes
explicit that ritual washings of the kind Peter proposes are unnecessary;

only the footwashing is needed.

8. Conclusion.

In bringing this survey of the major interpretations of footwashing
to a close, a concluding observation should be made. While it is obvious
that some of the views are mutually exclusive (i.e., footwashing as a symbol
of baptism and footwashing as a polemic against baptism), most of these
views are based upon a theme found in the pericope. Despite the diverse
emphases of various scholars, many of their basic insights are valid. A

balanced understanding of the passage will do justice to any valid

123, Kreyenbiihl, Das Evangelium der Wahrheit 11 (Berlin: C. A. Schwetschke
und Sohn, 1905) 100-189.

13 A. Fridrichsen, "Bemerkungen zur Fusswaschung." ZNW 38 1&1939) 94-96 and
O. Betz, "Die Proselytentaufe der Qumransekte und die Taufe im NT," RQ 1 (1958) 213-

324.



observations to be found in the preceding interpretations.

B. Statement of Purpose and Method.

Many of the previous studies on John 13:1-20 have contributed to a-
better understanding of the pericope, but frequently they have not
succeeded in holding together the individual elements ot the footwashing
passage and some of these specific aspects have not received enough
attention. On some occasions the evidence has been reconstructed in an
unsatisfactory fashion.

This dissertation seeks to offer an interpretation of John 13:1-20
which addresses the pertinent critical issues of the pericope and which
offers a new exegetical treatment based upon the incorporation of
appropriate literary, philological, grammatical, and theological data. Two
questions in particular provide the focus for this investigation. The first

question centers upon literary and exegetical issues.

What is the place and role of the footwashing pericope 1n
the Fourth Gospel?

The second question is historical in nature.

What can be deduced about the actual meaning and
function of footwashing in the Johannine community?

The method of this study is to re-examine each element of the
footwashing pericope to ensure that no portion is ignored. Bulding upon
these examinations, a literary and exegetical analysis is offered which

seeks to account for the various and complex dimensions of John 13:1-20.
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Finally, the implications of this analysis for reconstructing part of the
thought and practice of the Johannine community are explored.

More specifically, the evidence is selected and arranged in the
following order. Chapter two is devoted to establishment of the text. In
particular, the text of John 13:10 must be determined for a proper
interpretation of the pericope. The issue in v. 10 is whether the phrase €1
nn touvc modac should be included in or omitted from the text. If the
phrase is omitted, the verse reads, "The one who has bathed has no need
to wash." This would allow footwashing to be viewed as a prefigurement
of the complete cleansing accomplished in Jesus’ sacrificial death. In
other words, the footwashing could be a symbol of the cleansing of the
cross which makes additional washings unnecessary. On the other hand, if
the phrase 1s included the verse reads, "The one who has bathed has no
need to wash except the feet." In this case the footwashing could have a
somewhat different meaning than the once and for all cleansing. What
this meaning might be would then need to be explored.

As preparation for the literary and exegetical study of this first
century C.E. text, chapter three is a survey of the history of footwashing in
Graeco-Roman and Jewish antiquity. Special attention is given to the
various contexts in which footwashing was practiced, the identity of those
normally required to perform such tasks, the identity of those whose feet
are washed, and the special motives which sometimes prompted the
footwashing. This investigation helps to identify the expectations of the

implied readers of the Fourth Gospel. The action of Jesus, Peter’s
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misunderstanding of the action, and Jesus’ explanation are best
illuminated by a thorough knowledge of the history of footwashing.
Chapter four seeks to respond, in a direct manner, to the literary
and exegetical question raised earlier concerning the place and role of the
footwashing pericope in the Fourth Gospel. The first of the two major

sections in chapter four is devoted to literary analysis.

Four issues, all of which are related to the plot and structure of the
Fourth Gospel, are of special interest for this particular inquiry. 1) A
major literary concern is the specific location of John 13:1-20 within the
Gospel and the relationship of this passage to the two major divisions of
the Fourth Gospel, the Book of Signs (1-12) and the Book of Glory (13-
21). Its location at the beginning of the Farewell Discourse, which
provides the transition to the passion narrative proper, underscores the
significance of this passage for John’s story. 2) Due to its strategic location
within the narrative and its peculiar theological function, an understanding
of John 13-17 is indispensable for an accurate assessment of the
footwashing pericope. Therefore, the function and theological emphases
of the Farewell Discourse (13-17) must also be examined. 3) The nature
of the disciples’ relationship to Jesus as portrayed in the first half of the
Fourth Gospel is important for a proper assessment of John 13. The story

line about two particular disciples, Peter and Judas, is examined later in

the chapter.

‘The second major section of chapter four presents a close

exegetical analysis of the text. Building upon the literary analysis, and



incorporating many of its insights, this examination follows a traditional
verse by verse format, with longer discussions of specific 1ssues that arise
naturally from the text. The emphasis in this section is upon grammatical,
philological, and historical dimensions of the text.

The chapter concludes with two sections, of which the first
summarizes the results of the analysis and the second articulates their
implications for the questions about the literary unity of John 13:1-20.

Chapter five moves from literary issues to historical ones, from
implied readers to actual readers. Here, the task is to discover the
meaning and function of footwashing for the Johannine community as this

can be reconstructed from the text of the Fourth Gospel as well as other

relevant materials.

The initial section of chapter five seeks to address the fundamental
question: Did religious footwashing have a place in the practice of the
Johannine community? Three categories of evidence are helpful in
responding to this question. 1) The obvious starting point is to determine,
on the basis of what can be known about the implied readers, how the
actual readers would have understood the commands found in vv. 14-17.
Would they be inclined to take Jesus’ words as symbolic or literal? 2)
Actual readers of John 13 in the early church offer additional evidence
from which to determine the way in which John 13 would have been read
by the Johannine community. Did these actual readers interpret John
13:14-17 as calling for a literal fulfillment? 3) A final category of relevant

data comes from the practice of footwashing by members of the early

12
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Church. Although the precise relationship between these practices and
the text of John 13 is unclear, such activities suggest that the practice may
not be unrelated to John 13. Such testimony is important in shedding light
on the social dynamics of the early communities and thereby on the

likelihood of the practice in the Johannine community.

The second major division of chapter five builds upon the
conclusions of the first. If there is some probability that the Johannine
community practiced footwashing, what would have been its meaning and

significance? Several avenues of investigation are profitable for

exploration. 1) Again the starting point is the delicate transition from
implied readers to actual readers. In part, footwashing’s significance
would be determined by the assumptions and expectations of the readers.
In particular, would the meaning which Jesus gives in vv. 6-10 have

influenced the Johannine community’s understanding of its practice?

Here, the primary question is, how much would the commands in vv. 12-20
have been read in light of the soteriological significance found in vv. 6-107?
2) If the readers’ expectations shaped their understanding of footwashing
and the rather new significance which Jesus attached to it, what would
have been their views about cleansing? Access to the community’s beliefs
on this issue is provided by the Fourth Gospel, but especially by the
Johannine epistles, which testify to some degree of preoccupation with the
issue of post-conversion sin among believers. The connection between
footwashing and forgiveness of sin is traced in the writings of the early

church in order to gauge what is the likelihood that the Johannine




community would have made such a connection. 3) Finally, the issue of
the Johannine view of the sacraments is examined. This involves an
examination of the role of baptism and eucharist in the Johannine
community. Would footwashing have been regarded as a sacrament in the
Johannine community? Did anyone in early Christianity hold such a view?

A concluding chapter summarizes the findings of this dissertation
and identifies some implications of this study for future Johannine
investigations.

The thesis of this dissertation is twofold. 1) Standing at the
beginning of the second half of the Fourth Gospel, the footwashing
pericope 1s pivotal for understanding the plot of John. It signifies a new
phase in the disciples’ relationship with Jesus by emphasizing the
importance of continued belief and fellowship. As a unity, the pericope
defines the commands to wash feet in light of the significance of Jesus’
own actions and words. Due to its Jocation in the farewell materials, the
footwashing prepares the disciples for their future mission and ministry by
offering continued fellowship with Jesus.

2) It is likely that footwashing was a rite practiced by the Johannine
community. It is also suggested that perhaps footwashing functioned as an

extension of baptism, signifying the continual cleansing from sin which 1s

availlable to believers.

14
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CHAPTER TWO - ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TEXT

Part of any literary analysis is the establishment of the text under
examination. The text-critical problem whether to include or omit the
phrase el un tovg mddag in 13:10 affects the interpretation of the
entire passage and must be resolved at the outset. The United Bible

Societies Greek New Testament identifies seven variants in this verse.

1. oUK €xer xpeiav €i un Tovg nddac
viyaoBal B C* W ¥ arm Origen Augustine.

2. oL ypeiav €xer €t un Toveg nddoc viyaoBol

(K 1? 1111’1') L1 £13 892 1071 1079 1216 1230 1546 1646 1547
syr:Pd

3. ouk £xer xpeiav (orob ypeiav £xei)el um
Tovg modac viyao8ar itd0ebil%lq.e ngI copsa,bo,ach

4, oV xpelav &xer § Touve Médac viyaodar C
E*A (A 1241&xer xpetav)f! 28 700 1009 1010 1195
(1242* omit ﬁ) 1242¢ 1344 1365 2148 2174 Byz Lect Cyrll

5. o xpetlav €xer €1 U TOVC TWOdUG uévgsv
viyaoBal (p%odx Exer xpeiav)®syrsP cop?® geo
(Chrysostom)

6. OUK E€xEl Ypelav viyaodal R itduheygWW
Tertullian Origen

7. oV xpeiov £xet TNV KEQUANV viyaoBal £l uf
toUg médag pdvov (see 13.9) D itd




One thing is immediately obvious: the seven variants can be
reduced to two basic readings. Readings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7 have essentially
the same sense, while reading 6 offers a truly different meaning. The basic
question then is whether et un toug modag should be included or
omitted. It is sometimes suggested that the diversity of readings which
include the phrase €1 un Tovg TOdaAg is a sign that the phrase is

secondary. Barnabas Lindars notes:

The variants in other MSS. betray uncertainty. The textual
evidence thus suggests that they are not original, but have
been added in an attempt to clarify the sense.l

However, such a view fails to appreciate the complexity of the evidence.
On the one hand, despite their disagreements, each of the witnesses for
readings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7 contains the words el pn Tovg modag. On
the other hand, the kinds of variants attested in these witnesses are just
the sorts of modification one might expect to appear if the phrase were
original.

It 1s one of the basic rules of textual criticism that the shorter
reading is to be preferred. In this case the shorter reading is variant 6,
oOk &xel ypeiav viyaoBai. The external evidence for this reading
is relatively early and has good distribution. R (fourth century) is an
Alexandrian witness. Tertullian (third century), it?¥" (seventh century), it©
(twelfth century) and vg™™ (fourth century) represent the Western family

of witnesses. The Caesarean family is represented by Origen (third

1B, Lindars, The Gospel of John (London: Oliphants, 1972) 451. .
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century). Even though the witnesses are early and widely distributed, as a

whole the evidence is somewhat scanty.

Thus, a number of commentators have looked for internal support
of the shorter reading. Several such considerations have been proposed

for preferring the omission ofei un Tovg n63ag. Basically, they all
are tied to the thesis that the footwashing prefigures the complete

cleansing (v. 10) accomplished in Jesus’ sacrificial death. This thesis is

supported by a number of observations.

From the conviction that John must be speaking of only one
washing several deductions are made. The stern language of v. 8b (CEav
un Viyw og, oLk &xeig MEpog MeT €po?)indicates that the
footwashing is no trivial event. Several scholars argue that if
AsAovuevoc refers to a previous washing and not to the footwashing,

then the latter becomes trivial. Hoskyns and Davey conclude:

If the longer reading be regarded as the original, the
reference might be to the need of comparatively trivial
washing, represented here by the washing of the feet only,
after the complete purging of baptism .... But the action of
Jesus here is not even comparatively trivial.2

Dunn concurs: "By referring to an earlier bathing the significance of the
footwashing is lost -- as though there could be an earlier, more effective
cleansing than that accomplished by Christ’s redemptive action on the

cross.” Barrett suggests that even John’s employment of the two verbs

2 oskyns and Davey, 439.
3Dunn, 251. Cf. also Barrett (441) and Bultmann (470).



AoVeoBat and vinteoBatl as synonyms for cleansing points toward this
interpretation. Consequently, the longer reading could owe its origin to
nondiscerning scribes who saw a difference between the verbs.*

That AeAovpevog refers to the footwashing may be supported on

form critical grounds as well. Bultmann labels the saying in verse 10 as a
parabolic saying which would mean, "Just as the man who has had a bath

needs no further washing, but is completely clean ... so too the man who
has received fellowship with me through the footwashing, needs no further

cleansing.”” Lindars agrees with this assessment and adds that v. 10 is not

a direct reply to Peter’s statement (v. 9).° This parabolic saying would

suggest that the shorter reading is original.

Another rule of textual criticism states that the reading which best
explains the origin of the other readings is probably original. Lohse

follows this rule and concludes:

One would do well to render a judgment according to
internal probability and to ask which type of reading will
explain the origin of the other. Here, together with external
reasons, everything speaks against the long text. There is
absolutely no reason why et pn touvg modag should be
missing. But it is easy to understand how so many ditterent
forms of an expanded v. 10 came about. One felt the short
text presented a difficulty in thought and added an
interpretive expansion to solve the difficulty.’

4Barrett, 441-42. Cf, also Lindars, 451.
5Bultmann,. 470,

6L indars, 451.

7L0hse, [ 8.
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Most scholars who accept the shorter reading would suggest that the
longer reading originated "... when the original meaning of the narrative

was misunderstood."”® Brown offers the best summation of this view.

The most plausible explanation is that a scribe, faced with
the statement, “The man who has bathed has no need to
wash,’ and not recognizing that the bath was the
footwashing, thought that he had to insert an exceptive
phrase to show that Jesus did not mean to exclude the
footwashing when he said there was no need to wash.”

Therefore, in spite of its scanty external support, many scholars detend the

shorter reading on the basis of internal considerations.1?

While such arguments in favor of the shorter reading have some
force, they are not decisive. Rather than assuming that variations in the
longer reading suffice to show its secondary character, it is necessary to
explore these variations carefully before reaching a conclusion about the
genuineness of €1 un Tovg Modacg. Some witnesses (readings 2, 4, S
and 7) have o0 xpeiav &yei rather than oOk £xetr xpeiav.
However, this small difference in word order should not be overly valued.
Several reasons can explain such a change. It may be that the words were
transposed for the sake of euphony.l! While this is possible it is difficult

to determine whether ov xpetiav &xet would really sound better than

8Hosl':jms and Davey, 439.
?Brown, The Gospel According to John 11 567-68.

10¢¢. aiso R. V. G. Tasker, The Gospel According to St. John (Grand Ra;;ids:
Eerdmans, 1960) 157-58 and J. Marsh, The Gospel of St. John (London: Penguin Books,

1968) 489-90.

11, M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (United
Bible Societies, 1971) 240.
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oUKk Exel ypeiav. A better suggestion is that the change was made for
the sake of emphasis.}? By placing xpe{av in a more prominent position
a scribe may have wished to underscore its importance. (Then oVk, which
is appropriate before the vowel of £xg1 changes to oV, when followed by
the consonant of ¥peiav). The transposition may also be simply a
transcriptional error of the mind, whereby the scribe saw oUk €xel
ypeiav but inadvertently wrote o0 xpetav €yxeti. Whatever the actual
explanation, only the verb and noun are transposed; the negative merely

conforms to its following vowel or consonant. Bruce M. Metzger notes,

"Variations in the sequence of words is a common phenomenon ...."13
Since this same kind of alteration appears in a variety of places in the New
Testament, 1t should not seem strange that it happens here as well.

That ovK is original is also supported by the fact that oV is found in
no Greek witness until the sixth century. It appears that D is the first
Greek manuscript to give this reading, joined by the third corrector of C.

It is natural that the rest of the witnesses supporting ov are Caesarean

and Byzantine, for Caesarean witnesses generally preserve a "... distinctive

mixture of Western readings and Alexandrian readings ...,"14 and the

Byzantine text 1s generally characterized by its lucidity and completeness.
The other variations are relatively minor. pévov has been inserted

between 1o6dac and viyaoBat in a few witnesses. More than likely this

12T his possibility was suggested by B. M. Metzger in conversation.
13Metzger, The Text of the New Testament 193.
14ibid., 215.




specification is due to "... the influence of the preceding verse."l> D
expands the verse by adding Tnv ke@aAnv and povov. Alternations of
this nature are not uncharacteristic of D. The substitution of ) foreti un
might best be understood "... as though the evangelist had written
something like o0k #AAov Tivog xpeiav &xer."l0 This reading is
found almost exclusively in Caesarean and Byzantine texts. Since the
differences among the attested longer readings are small and do not
significantly change the meaning of the phrase, it is legitimate to take these
together in support of el un Tovg modag. With this in mind, the major
issue may now be considered. The great preponderance of witnesses favor
the inclusion of ei pn Tovg W6Sag. This reading has the support of the
Proto-Alexandrian % (second-third century), B (fourth century) and cop®?
(third century). Alexandrian witnesses include: C’» (fifth century), W
(fifth century), and cop®® (fourth century). The Western support is strong
and early as well. The witnesses range from D (sixth century) to the
versions syr° (second-third century), it? (fourth century), it:&d€ (fifth
century). The Byzantine family is represented by A (fifth century) and E’
(sixth century). The Caesarean tradition includes: arm (fourth-fifth
century), geo (fifth century), Origen (third century), along with some later
witnesses. Thus, the support for the inclusion of el un Tovg modag is
strong, early, well-distributed and includes a number of different kinds of

witnesses. If a decision were to be made on the basis of external evidence

15Metzger,A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament 240.

16;pid.
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alone, a verdict would have to be rendered in favor of the longer reading.
However, several internal considerations must also be taken into
account. Owanga-Welo argues that when 13:10 is identified as parabolic,
it supports the longer reading. Against Bultmann, he cites a "proverbial"
phrase in Seneca (Epistulae Morales, LXXXVTI 12) which mentions

complete bathing and partial washing together.

Friend, if you were wiser, you would know that Scipio did
not bathe everyday. It is stated by those who have reported
to us the old-time ways of Rome that the Romans washed

only their arms and legs daily - because those were the
members which gathered dirt in the daily toil - and bathed
all over only once a week.l”

This example, he says, demonstrates the proverbial character of v. 10 and

supports the inclusion of el pf} Tovg médag.!® While the text cited by
Owanga-Welo is not quite proverbial, it is apparent that Seneca 1s

describing the Roman practices by use of "traditional materials." Barrett’s

argument that AoV and vintw are used as synonyms is at best a guess
and goes against philological evidence.l? Also, the view that a previous

washing (AeAovpEvog, v. 10) makes additional washing superfluous is

not compelling.20

If, then, there are no sound reasons to reject the longer reading, it

17Cited according to the translation of R. M. Gummerie, Seneca ad Lucilium
Epistulare Morales 11 (London: William Heinemann, 1920) 317.

18Ovc'anga-Wele' 241. According to Owanga-Welo, since Bultmann assumes the
shorter reading he is only partially correct in identifying v. 10 as parabolic.

19The philological evidence will be fully discussed in chapter four below.

20Cullmann (109) can argue on internal grounds for the inclusion of el M
Tovg modag, v. 10, which, in his view, refers to the continual cleansing of the Eucharist.
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is still necessary to explain the origin of the shorter reading. Two

suggestions are quite plausible. The omission may be the result of "... the

difficulty of reconciling et un ToVg modag with the words GAA’

E€oTiv KaBapog O6Aog which follow."s! On the other hand, the

omission may simply be the result of a mistake,** possibly
homoioteleuton. If either of these suggestions is correct then all
objections to the longer reading can be answered satisfactorily.

Finally, in terms of the internal coherence of the passage the longer

reading makes better sense. As Robinson notes:

If toug nd3ag alone were missing, it would make sense to

say that ‘he who has had a bath only needs to wash,’ but to
say that ‘he has no need to wash’ cannot be squared with
Jesus’ insistence on the absolute necessity of the washing (v.

8).23
Consequently, on the basis of early and well-distributed external support

and convincing internal considerations the text which includes et pn

Toug TOdag may be accepted as original.24

21Beme.rdj., 462. Cf. also Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New
Testament 240.

22Robinson, 146 n. 1. Cf. also Bernard, 462 and Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament 240.

23Robinson, 230.

24This is also in accord with the conclusions of F. F. Segovia (44), who offers
three reasons for favoring the longer reading: "a. The external attestation is much
superior; b. The reading can be satisfactorily explained in the context of the Gospel
narrative; ¢. The shorter reading can be readily explained as an attempt to smooth out
what could be construed as an irreconcilable clash with the following.” Other scholars
who support the longer reading are J. N. Sanders, 4 Commentary on the Gospel According
to St. John (London: A. & C. Black, 1968) edited by B. A. Mastin, 308; L. Morris, The
Gospel According to John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971) 618; Haenchen, II 108; F. F.
Bruce, The Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983) 282-83; and D. A. Carson,

The Gospel According to John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, forthcoming).




On this longer reading the disciples (and through them the
readers) are told that since they have bathed, they have no need to wash
except the feet, that 1s, their bath needs only to be supplemented by

footwashing.
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CHAPTER THREE - FOOTWASHING IN THE JEWISH AND
GRAECO-ROMAN ENVIRONMENT

One contention of this thesis is that John 13:1-20 is correctly
understood only when one reads it in light of all the evidence of
footwashing practices in the ancient world. Yet, exegetes of John 13 have
given surprisingly little attention to Jewish and Graeco-Roman texts which
speak of footwashing.! This survey is distinct from previous studies in
several ways. First, it is more comprehensive than those works which
concentrate on John 13. Second, the primary texts are cited with sufficient
context provided for interpretation. Third, the results of this survey are
tfocused upon the meaning of footwashing in John 13. This chapter is

concerned with identifying the circumstances in which footwashing occurs,
the motive and/or purpose which prompts the footwashing, and the

individuals who normally perform or receive the act. With such

IThe majority of commentators either assume the significance of footwashing
without documentation or supply one or two examples of its function. Even those
scholars who identify the importance of such an investigation do not follow through with
a comprehensive study. Hultgren ["The Johannine Footwashing (13:1-11) as Symbol of
Eschatological Hospitality,” NTS 28 31982) 541] laments, "None (of the previous studies
on footwashing) is informed by a study of the general significance of footwashing in the
ancient world prior to exploring the question of meaning within the Johannine context.”
Yet his own survey is quite limited, particularly in Graeco-Roman parallels, and seldom
gives citations of the examples. Lohse (I 9-15) offers a more extensive collection of
parallels but supplies few of the primary texts. The major exception is the excellent
article by B. Kotting, "Fusswaschung,” Reallexikon filr Antike und Christentum, ed. by T.
Klauser (Stuttgart: Hierseman, 1950- ) VIII 743-59. However, Kétting does not give
full citations of the texts under discussion, nor does he make appropriate application of

these materials to John 13.
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information as background the Johannine pericope can be understood

more fully.

A. Footwashing in The Old Testament and Early Judaism.?

There are at least three situations in which footwashing is
observed: (1) cultic settings, (2) domestic settings for personal hygiene
and comfort, and (3) domestic settings devoted to hospitality. Passages
appropriate to each category are examined with special emphasis given to
the identity of those who wash feet, those whose feet are washed, and the

purpose for the footwashing. A final section is devoted to footwashing

and servitude.

1. Cultic Settings.

According to the Torah, the priests are required to wash their
hands and feet before entering the holy place of the tabernacle to offer

sacrifice upon the altar. Exodus 30:17-21 depicts Moses as receiving these

commands:

17Then the Lord said to Moses, 18"Make a bronze basin,
with its bronze stand, for washing. Place it between the
Tent of Meeting and the altar, and put water in it. 1’Aaron
and his sons are to wash their hands and feet with water
from it. 2OWhenever they enter the Tent of Meeting, they
shall wash with water so that they will not die. Also, when
they approach the altar to minister by presenting an oftering
made to the Lord by fire, “lthey shall wash their hands and

ZI‘he date of these materials ranges from early biblical texts to the earliest layer
- of mishnaic tradition.
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feet so that they will not die. This is to be a lasting
ordinance for Aaron and his descendants for the
generations to come."

Exodus 40:30-32 describes the carrying out of these instructions:

30He placed the basin between the Tent of Meeting and the
altar and put water in it for washing, 3and Moses and
Aaron and his sons used it to wash their hands and feet.
32They washed whenever they entered the Tent of Meeting
or approached the altar, as the Lord commanded Moses.?

Similar, although more elaborate, provisions for this washing are made in
the Solomonic Temple. Both 1 Kings 7:38 and 2 Chronicles 4:6 mention
ten lavers as well as " the sea" (B°17) in which the priests were to wash.
Josephus (Antiquities V1II 87) confirms that a sea was available for the
priests:

And having filled the sea with water, he set it apart for the
priests to wash (vinte1v) their hands and feet in when
they entered the temple and were about to go up to the

altar ....°

This practice continues, at least in theory, until the time of
Mishnah. Yoma (3:2-4, 6; 4:5; 7:3) documents that the High Priest is
expected to wash his hands and feet on the Day of Atonement. In
addition, a meal offering could be rendered invalid if offered by a priest
who had not washed his hands and feet (cf. Menanot 1:2).

The purpose of these repeatable washings is connected to one

3 All biblical quotations in this chapter are taken from the New International
Version unless designated otherwise.

4These verses, while present in the Hebrew Text, are missing in the Septuagint.

SCited according to the translation of H. St. Thackeray and R. Marcus, Josephus:
Jewish Antiquities V (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966) 617-19.



aspect of the consecration the priests were to undergo. Each priest’s
consecration included being bathed in water.® The precedent for this
practice is found in Exodus 29:4, where Moses is instructed concerning the

matter, and Leviticus 8:6, where the instructions are said to be carried out.

Then Moses brought Aaron and his sons forward and
washed them with water (EAovoev).

This action takes place at the entrance of the sanctuary to prepare the

priests for entry. Such washing consecrates them for their sacred tasks.’
As Keil and Delitzsch explain:

This cleansing from bodily uncleanness was a symbol of the
putting away of the filth of sin; the washing of the body
therefore was a symbol of spiritual cleansing, without which
no one can draw near to God, and least of all those who
were to perform the duties of reconciliation.

6From all indications this bathing was a complete bath. Although PIT1 is used
to designate washing for parts of the body as well as complete baths, the context indicates
that Leviticus 8:6 implies the latter. Cf. . Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs, A
Hebrew and English Lexicon of The Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976) 934.
The LXX translators prefer this understanding in that EAovoev is used to translate

PITT.

Tp. Oxy. 840 appears to confirm this practice during the time of the ministry of
Jesus and/or early church. In this agraphon, a Pharisaic Chief Priest confronts Jesus and
his disciples who have entered the outer court of the Temple. In defense of his own
purity, the Pharisaic Chief Priest responds,

I am clean. For I have bathed myself (EAovoaunv) in the pool of
David and have gone down by one stair and come by the other and have
put on white and clean clothes and only then have I come hither and
viewed the holy utensils.

If, as Joachim Jeremias argues, this gospel fragment, which dates to about 400 C.E,,
represents an authentic event from Jesus’ life, this priestly practice is confirmed. Ifitisa
wholly apocryphal story at least a morsel of historical remembrance has been preserved
in the description of ]{:giestly washin %(- Cf. J. Jeremias, The Unknown Sayings of Jesus,
trans. by R. Fuller, (London: S.P.C.K., 1964) 47-60.

8C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Commentary on The Old Testament in Ten Volumes:
The Pentateuch I, trans. by J. Martin (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975) 335. Cf. G. J.

Wenham, The Book of Leviticus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979) 139.
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- It appears that the initiatory bath (Exodus 29:4) was thought to be valid
for life (as there 1s no evidence that it was to be repeated), while the hands

and feet were washed due to their constant exposure and possible
contamination. Consequently, the washing of the hands and feet are

repeated acts of purification to prepare the priest for a variety of sacred

activities.”

Philo (Quaestiones et Solutiones in Exodum 1 2) bears witness to a
similar idea. In a discussion of priestly preparation before the offer of a

sacrifice, Philo mentions several aspects of preparing the soul and body.

In a summary notation he observes:

... according to the saying, one should not enter with
unwashed feet on the pavement of the temple of God.10

Since the saying is in the context of a discussion of priestly duties it

suggests the continuation of the practice as a part of cultic preparations

for priests.

The purpose of these washings is bound up in obtaining cultic

purity. Martin Noth observes:

The order for the High Priest and priests to wash themselves is
made more emphatic by the observation that death will follow

any pertformance of the priestly functions without cultic purity,
as the "holy" works destruction on the "unholy". Here eternal

91t is also possible to view the washings as graphic depictions of the division
between holy and profane. By removing the profane dirt/dust, the priests preserve the
distinction between holy and secular domains. In this case, the dirt/dust is not so much
the issue (since inside the tabernacle priests walk on dirt) as keeping elements in their
respective spheres. Cf. M. Douglas, Purity and Danger (London: Routledge & Kegan

Paul, 1966).

10Cited according to the translation of Ralph Marcus, Philo: Questions and
Answers on Exodus Supplement 11 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970) 7.



bodily purity 1s thought to have a mysterious connection with
cultic purity and is most probably a part of it.11

Bodily purity signifies that the priest is cultically acceptable to
Yahweh. Philo (De Vita Mosis 11 138) understands these washings to

symbolize ethical/moral realities:

Washing the hands and feet is a symbol of a blameless life, of
years of cleanliness employed in laudable actions, and 1n
straight travelling, not on the rough road or more properly
pathless waste of vice, but on the smooth high road through
virtue’s land. Let him, he means, who shall be puritied with
water, bethink him that the mirrors were the material of this
vessel, to the end that he himself may behold his own mind as
in a mirror; and, if some ugly spot appear of unreasoning
passion, either of pleasure, uplifting and raising him to heights
which nature forbids, or of its converse pain, making him
shrink and pulling him down or of fear, diverting and distorting
the straight course to which his face was set, or of desire,
pulling and dragging him perforce to what he has not got, then
he may salve and heal the sore and hope to gain the beauty
which is genuine and unalloyed. For beauty of body lies in
wellproportioned parts, in a fine complexion and good
condition of flesh, and short is the season of its bloom. But
beauty of mind lies in harmony of creed, in consent of

virtues.12

11M..r Noth, Exodus, trans. by J. S. Bowden (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1962) 237. Cf. also J. P. Hyatt, Exodus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 254.

12Cjted according to the translation of F. H. Colson, Philo VI (London:
William Heinemann, 1966) 517. Philo (De Specialibus Legibus 1207) even sees
significance for the worshipper in the washing of the feet of a sacrificial animal:

By the washing of the feet is meant that his steps should no longer be on
earth but tread the upper air. For the soul of the lover of God does in
truth leap from earth to heaven and wing its way on high, eager to take
its place in the ranks and share the ordered march of sun and moon and
all-holy, all-harmonious host of the other stars, marshalled and led by
God whose kingship none can dispute or usurp, the kingship by which

everything is justly governed.

Cited according to the translation of F. A. Colson, Philo VII (London: William
Heinemann, 1968) 217.
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Without overestimating the value of Philo’s statement, it appears that his

understanding is representative of a particular contemporary attitude
about the significance attached to the rite. In a mishnaic list of the kinds

of things inappropriate for entry into the Temple, Berakoth 9:5 includes

entrance without washing the feet:

A man should not behave himself unseemly while opposite
the Eastern Gate of the Temple since it faces toward the
Holy of Holies. He may not enter into the Temple Mount
with his staff or his sandal or his wallet, or with the dust

upon his feet, nor may he make of it a short by-path; still
less may he spit there.13

Although this law is not restricted to a discussion of the priests, as in the
Philonic passage, it does suggest that footwashing had a significance for

ritual purity from which other prohibitions (staff, sandal, and wallet) may

have been deduced.14

2. Domestic Settings for Personal Hygiene and Comfort.

The evidence for footwashing in domestic settings is divided into
two sections, since footwashing for the purpose of hospitality ordinarily
depicts a host/hostess as offering water to the guest, while footwashing for

the purpose of personal hygiene and comfort is usually secured by the

individual him/herself.

13y. Danby, The Mishnah: Translated from the Hebrew with Introduction and
Brief Explanatory Notes (London: Oxford University Press, 1974) 10.

140n the other hand, if this law comes from either of the pre-70 groups which
sought to extend purity to all areas of life, then it matters little whether Berakoth 9:5 is

specifically directed to priests or laity. The concern of both would be the same.
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Three Old Testament passages describe footwashing in domestic
settings for personal hygiene and comfort: 2 Samuel 11:8-11: 19:24: and
Song of Songs 5:3.

2 Samuel] 11:6-13 describes David’s attempts to divert responsibility
for Bathsheba's pregnancy from himself to her husband Uriah. At David’s
request Bathsheba’s husband is brought to the King. While in the royal
presence Uriah is instructed, "Go down to your house and wash your feet
(kal viyar Ttoug modag oov)." Exactly what David meant by "wash
your feet" is debated, with several explanations offered.

It has been suggested that 2 Samuel 11:8 must be understood
within the context of regulations governing ritual purity for Holy War.

One such alleged regulation is abstinence from cohabitation (cf. 1 Samuel
21:5; Deuteronomy 23:10-15; Numbers 31:16-24).1° Two different
estimates concerning the meaning of "wash your feet" are derived from the

premise of Holy War regulations. The more common of the two argues
that "wash your feet" 1s a ... euphemistic circumlocution in what amounts

to a dispensation to Uriah to cohabit with his wife, since he would be free

to stay long enough in town to purify himself."1® Therefore, to wash the
feet would mean to cohabit with Bethsheba and, thereby, lose his ritual
purity for Holy War. However, James Swetnam argues that it is the act of

footwashing itself which puts one into a state of ritual purity. According to

13¢f. G. von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im Alten Israel (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1958) 7.

16y, Simon, "The Poor Man’s Ewe-Lamb. An Example of a Juridical Parable,”
Bib 48 (1967) 214. For a similar understanding cf. J. Mauchline, 1 and 2 Samuel

(London: Oliphants, 1967) 249.
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Swetnam, David instructs Uriah, who is in a state of ritual purity for Holy
War, to put himself out of the state by having sexual intercourse with
Bathsheba and then wash his feet to regain his previous status.l” While
certain Holy War regulations may have been in existence at this time, the
evidence that footwashing must be understood in such a context is lacking.
As for Swetnam’s suggestion, it appears too conjectural to be plausible.
Swetnam himself admits, "This interpretation is speculative, for there is no
clear proof elsewhere that the washing of the feet was a ceremony which
initiated the ritual purity required by an Israelite warrior."!8 Although few
scholars find the Holy War context to be self-evident, the idea that
footwashing is a euphemism for sexual intercourse does find advocates.1”
While certain Old Testament passages may refer to the feet in a
euphemistic fashion (Judges 3:25; 1 Samuel 24:3; Isaiah 7:20; Ruth 3:7?),
"washing the feet" is not used euphemistically with the possible exception
of this passage. Besides the etymological evidence, one must wonder
whether David would speak so freely in light of the King’s plan to conceal
his own previous actions.

It is much more probable that David means no more than to go

home and make yourself comfortable.2? Even though going to the

173, Swetnam, "A Review of Georg Richter, Die Fusswaschung im
Johannesevangelium. Geschichte ihrer Deutung.” Bib 49 (1968) 441.
18;bid.

191p addition to Simon and Mauchline cf, P. Kyle McCarter, Jr., 2 Samuel
(Garden City: Doubleday, 1984) 286.

20For this view cf. H. P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Books of Samuel (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark 1899) 318, Keil and Delitzsch, I and 2

Samuel 384 and Brown, Dnver, Briggs, 920.
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comforts of home might imply a conjugal visit,?! it appears to be reading
too much into the command to wash the feet for it to be an instruction for
Uriah to have sexual intercourse with Bathsheba. Again, it should be
remembered that washing the feet was a comfort hard to come by in
military service and would itself be a luxury compared to the sparsely
furnished military camp. Of course, more than just footwashing might be
implied, but at least washing the feet is designated.

An additional piece of information concerning footwashing for
personal comfort and hygiene is found in 2 Samuel 19:24 (25). As David is
returning to power, following the attempted coup by Absalom and his
cohorts, Saul’s grandson meets the King. David inquires as to why
Mephibosheth did not join him earlier (cf. 2 Samuel 16:1-4).

Mephibosheth is described in the following fashion:

He had not taken care of his feet or trimmed his moustache
or washed his clothes from the day the King left until the
day he returned safely.

All these conditions are signs of mourning.>> Mephibosheth’s intention is
to persuade David of his loyalty and of his genuine distress at the King’s
misfortune. The major issue for this inquiry is to understand what is
meant by the phrase o1 my-rH. In particular, how should iy be

understood? The LXX uses 8eparneVw to translate m2y. While in this

2lwhile Hertzberg allows for this allusion, he seems to prefer "make yourself
comfortable” as the meaning of footwashing. H. W. Hertzberg, I and 2 Samuel trans. by

J. S. Bowden (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964) 310.

22p, R. Ackroyd, The Second Book of Samuel (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1977) 181 and Hertzberg, 366.
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context the idea of medical attention is not dominant, no doubt the
translators chose this word due, in part, to Mephibosheth’s infirmity.
Most scholars interpret T2V in the sensé of "to wash the feet".2> The lone
exception to this understanding is McCarter who *OptS to translate the
phrase as "trim the nails".>* Deuteronomy 21:12 is offered as supporting
evidence. One of the procedures which an alien must undergo to be
accepted into Israel’s midst is to "trim the nails" (iM17128~NR M2Y). Itis
true that ¥y 1s used in both verses; however, two points militate against
this suggestion. First, while the feet may be implied in Deuteronomy
21:12 they are not specifically mentioned, nor, consequently emphasized.
Second, and more irﬁportantly, these two passages represent two radically
different contexts.

The trimming of the nails in Deuteronomy is given cultic
significance by its placement in regulations for admission into Israel. The
passage in 2 Samuel clearly deals with personal hygiene and comfort.
While the phrase H11 Mo Y-RY may mean not caring for the feet, this
would in all probability include not washing the feet, even given the fact
that Mephibosheth was crippled.

The final Old Testament passage clearly refers to footwashing for
personal hygiene and comfort, Song of Songs 5:3. The beloved responds

to her lover, who desires to enter:

23Cf. Brown, Driver, Briggs, 749b; Ackroyd, 181; and Keil and Delitzsch, 447.
24l\/IcCaruf:rq,. 417.



I have taken off my robe, must I put it on again? I have
washed my feet, must I soil them again?

Despite the frequent use of double entendre in the Song, a fairly literal
understanding of this verse is the best way to approach it. The beloved
has already retired, which includes washing her feet.Z> This note is surely
to be taken as a sign of comfort and/or hygiene. Any euphemistic
connotation is secondary at best.?

In the first century C.E., footwashing came to be such an expected
part of personal hygiene that to approach a task without adequate
preparation could be described as acting "with unwashed féet," Le.
impromptu. In defending Abraham’s conduct in claiming Sarah as his

sister, Philo (Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin IV 60) warns:

Wherefore anyone who says that this (was done) through
levity of character with unwashed feet ... is deserving of
condemnation.2’

In each passage examined in this inquiry, the feet are washed for reasons
of personal hygiene and comfort. Ritual purity does not appear to be the
primary emphasis nor do euphemistic understandings best explain the
passages. Obviously, washing the feet is a comfort justified on its own

merit. All the citations also seem to indicate that each individual washed

his or her own feet.

23¢t, C.D. Ginsburg, The Song of Songs (New York: KTAYV Publishing House,
Inc., 1970) 165. Cf. also Keil and Delitzsch, Song of Solomon 93.

20This assessment %Epcam to be in agreement with the positions of M. H. Pope,
The Song of Songs gGarden ity: Doubleday, 1977) 515; G. L. Carr, The Song of Solomon
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1984) 133, and Lohse I1 3 n. 12.

27Cited according to the translation of R. Marcus, Philo Supplement ]I
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971) 340.
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3. Footwashing in Domestic Settings for the Purpose of
Hospitality.

By tar the most frequent references to footwashing occur in
contexts of hospitality, with much of the evidence being found in Genesis.
Each citation refers to footwashing as an expected form of hospitality.
Genesis 18 contains the story of Abram’s encounter with the messengers
from God who bring word that Sarah will conceive and give birth to a son.
In greeting these men Abram says, "Let a little water be brought, and then
you may all wash your feet and rest under this tree." Footwashing is
obviously an act of hospitality, especially in light of its context, i.e., the
other hospitable gestures.?8 Yet, while the purpose is rather easy to
discern, it 1s unclear who actually washes the feet, the messengers or
Abraham’s servants. If the Hebrew text were relied upon solely, it would
appear that these messengers washed their own feet. In the phrasgp”':ll‘l
I, 71T is in the imperative. Since the form is second person plural, it
seems that after water is brought these messengers could refresh
themselves by washing their tired, dusty feet. However, the LXX implies
that someone else will wash the feet of the messengers. The LXX renders
Genesis 18:4 in the following manner: AnqueBnTe® 31 UVdwp KAl
VIYATOOAV TOLUC TOdac VUGV, Kol KATayVEdTe LNO TO
5évdpov. The only command these individuals are given is to rest under

the tree. The other two verbs imply that those actions will be done for

28¢t, especially the remarks of C. Westermann, Genesis 12-36: A Commentary,
trans. by J. J. Scullion (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985) 278.
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them. Of particular importance is the way in which %117 is translated.
Instead of the expected second person plural, the imperative occurs in the
third person plural viyatwoav, with the meaning "let them wash your
feet". This rendering clearly implies that Abram’s servants (who also bring
the water) are to wash the feet of the guests.

The next text of importance for this inquiry (19:2) continues the

story line of the messengers. After leaving Abram they journey to Sodom.

Upon their arrival they wait at the city gate, where Lot invites them to his

home.

"My lords," he said, "please turn aside to your servant’s
house. You can wash your feet and spend the night and
then go on your way early in the morning."

As in 18:4, the invitation to wash the feet is in the context of
hospitality. Once again, the offer of water to wash the feet, which are
tired and dusty from travel, is portrayed as a very natural suggestion. Both
18:4 and 19:2 contain the same Hebrew phrase D3°517 18T However,
on this occasion the LXX renders it as kat viyaoBe Toug TOd0G
vuU®V, indicating that the two messengers are to wash their own feet. Why
the LXX translates the same form of 7177 in two different ways is hard to
determine, unless it be that the translators supposed that since Abraham
had servants, while Lot did not, _ they would be employed in such a
task. At any rate, the messengers appear to wash their own feet in 19:2,

Footwashing is mentioned in another Genesis passage, 24:32, as a
hospitable act. Abram sent his servant, Eleazar, to bring back a wife for

Isaac. Laban, the brother of the prospective bride, offers Eleazar'and his
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associates water to wash their feet and fodder for their camels. The
Hebrew text is again ambiguous as to who washes the feet. The infinitive
construct, 1"7171 P12, could simply mean that the guests are to wash their
own feet or that someone else would do the washing for them. However,
the LXX makes clear that the guests are to wash their own feet: Udwp
viyaoBal Tolg mooilv avTol Kal Tolg mooiv Thv Avdphdv
v peT’ avTtod.

A final passage in Genesis is relevant to this inquiry. In 43:24
Joseph’s brothers are given water to wash their feet and are given fodder
for their donkeys. Not only is this offer an act of hospitality, but it appears
that the footwashing is in some way related to the fact that they soon eat
with Joseph. Again the Hebrew text and the LXX seem to disagree about
who washes the feet. The clause, G217 8T states that they (the
brothers) washed their own feet. Since in the previous clause, '™, the
verb is third person singular, the shift to third person plural, 18711, makes
this conclusion fairly obvious. However, the LXX renders the verse in a
different fashion. Instead of the brothers washing their feet, the LXX
implies that Joseph’s steward performs this task, kal fiveykev U3wp
viyalr Tovg mddag avT®v. By using the aorist active infinitive the |
translators imply that the steward washes the feet. Otherwise, one would

expect the middle voice, as in 24:32.
Among the many difficult stories recorded in Judges, the narrative
devoted to the Levite and his concubine is one of the most troublesome.

Tucked away almost incidentally is a reference to footwashing. An old



man from Ephraim invites the Levite and his companions to his home for
the evening. The text records (19:21), "After they had washed their feet,
they had something to eat and drink." Several aspects of this verse are
noteworthy. Similarly to a number of other passages, as part of the act of
hospitality water is provided by a host for footwashing. In addition, the
footwashing immediately precedes a meal. Finally, both the Hebrew text
and the LXX agree about who washes the feet, the guests themselves.
The same Hebrew phrase is used as that in Genesis 43:24, while the LXX
renders it on this occasion as kal [a0Tol]*” éviyavto ToUc nddac
avt®dVv. Instead of the aorist middle infinitive the translators chose the

aorist middle indicative.

Another Old Testament passage which includes a reference to

footwashing is found in 1 Samuel. Chapter 25 relates the intriguing account
of David, Nabal, and Abigail. After Abigail’s husband dies, David sends his
servants to bring her to him as his wife. Abigail greets them by bowing her
face to the ground and saying, "Here is your maidservant, ready to serve you
and wash the feet of my master’s servants." While the offer of footwashing
is a hospitable gesture, the emphasis is upon the fact that Abigail is ready to

serve David’s servants. Both the Hebrew text and the LXX underscore the

idea that Abigail is placing herself in the position of a servant (703X and 1

SoVUAn respectively). As Smith observes, "She is willing to be the lowest of

his servants, a maid to wash the feet of his slaves.">0

29This pronoun appears in Sinaiticus but not in Alexandrinus.

30gmith, 228.
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The 1dea of the host/hostess personally washing the feet of guests
continues in later Jewish literature. Closer to the time of the Fourth
Gospel’s composition is evidence from the Testament of Abraham.3! This
document purports to be an account of Abraham’s preparation for death.
To accomplish such a task God dispatches Michael, the angel, to inform
Abraham of his impending death so that he might make the appropriate
arrangements. Having been praised for his hospitality (1:1-2), Abraham

meets Michael and they travel to Abraham’s home. When they arrive,
Abraham instructs his son (3:6-9):

"Isaac, my child, draw water from the well and bring it to
me in the vessel so that we may wash this stranger’s feet; for
he is tired, having come to us from a long journey." And so
Isaac ran to the well and drew water into the vessel and

brought it to them. Then Abraham went forward and
washed the feet of the Commander-in-Chief Michael.
Abraham’s heart was moved and he wept over the

stranger.3?

Immediately after this reception Abraham and Michael recline and eat.
Not only does this story show that footwashing is an act of hospitality, it
also indicates that Abraham is willing to serve the angelic messenger by
washing his feet. While this is similar to Abigail’s response, the account

differs from Genesis 18:4 where it appears that either the messengers or

31y appears that the most probable date for the Testament of Abraham is ca.

100 C. E. Cf. the discussions in H. F. D. Sparks, ed., The Apocryphal Old Testament
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984) 394-95 and J. H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament

seudepigrapha 1 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1983) 874-75.

32Cited according to the translation of E.P. Sanders, "Testament of Abraham,”
Charlesworth, I 883.
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Abram’s servants perform the task of washing the feet.33 A final
significant point is that the footwashing immediately precedes a meal.
Other evidence from this general period is found in the story of

Joseph and Aseneth.>4 A description of Joseph being received in

Pentephres’ house is given in 7:1:

And Joseph entered the house of Pentephres and sat upon
the throne. And they washed his feet and set a table before
him by itself, because Joseph never ate with the Egyptians,
for this was an abomination to him.3>

Again, footwashing is a hospitable gesture, and it immediately precedes a

meal.36

Later in the story (13:15), while Aseneth is making a confession of

33Recension B of the Testament of Abraham relates that story in a somewhat
different fashion:

As he came into the house, Abraham said to his servants, "Arise and go
out to the flock and bring three lambs and slaughter (them) quickly and

prepare (them), so that we may eat and drink, because this day is (a day
of) good cheer." And the servants brought the lambs, and Abraham

called his son Isaac and said to him, "Isaac, my child, arise and put water
into the vessel, so that we may wash the feet of this stranger.' And he
brought (it) as he was commanded. And Abraham said, "I have an
insight (into) what will come to pass, that in this bowl I shall not again
wash the feet of a man who is entertained as a guest with us." When
Isaac heard his father saying these things, he wept and said to him, "My
father, what is this that you say, ‘It is my last time to wash a stranger’s

feet’?" (Sanders, 896-97).

341n all probability this document should be dated somewhere between the first
century B.C.E. and the second century C.E. Cf. Sparks (496-97) and Charlesworth (II

187-88).
35Cited according to the translation of C. Burchard in Charlesworth, II 210.

36There is some textual uncertainty concerning the reading "they washed his
feet." Certain witnesses support "he washed his feet." The former should be accepted for
at least two reasons. On the one hand, the better witnesses support "they washed his
feet.,” On the other hand, this reading coheres with the characteristics of the book. For if
the original reading should be "he washed his feet," this is the only place in the document
where Joseph must perform this task on his own behalf. In all likelihood Pentephres’

servants wash Joseph’s feet.
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sin and praying, she asks God for Joseph’s safety and the opportunity to

serve as his slave, which includes washing his feet:

Lord, I commit him to you,

because I love him beyond my (own) soul.
Preserve him in the wisdom of your grace.
And you, Lord, commit me to him

for a maidservant and slave.

And I will make his bed

and wash his feet

and wait on him
and be a slave for him and serve him forever

(and) ever.37
Aseneth’s prayer equates the washing of another’s feet with a sign of
service. If, indeed, 7:1 implies that servants washed Joseph’s feet on that

occasion the point can hardly be missed here. It is also evident that this

desire comes from her love for Joseph.

In Chapter 20 Aseneth receives Joseph into her father’s house for a
special banquet which Joseph is to attend. From the context it is obvious

that Joseph and Aseneth are to be married. 20:1-5 describes what
precedes the meal:

And Aseneth said to Joseph, "Come, my Lord, and enter
our house, because I have prepared our house and made a
great dinner.” And she grasped his right hand and led him
into her house and seated him on Pentephres’ her father’s
throne. And she brought water to wash his feet. And
Joseph said, "Let one of the virgins come and wash my feet."
And Aseneth said to him, "No my Lord, because you are my
lord from now on, and I (am) your maidservant. And why
do you say this (that) another virgin (is) to wash your feet?
For your feet are my feet, and your hands are my hands, and

37 Charlesworth, 11 224.



your soul my soul, and your feet another (woman) will never
wash." And she urged him and washed his feet. And Joseph
looked at her hands, and they were like hands of life, and
her fingers fine like (the) fingers of a fast writing scribe.

And after this Joseph grasped her right hand and kissed it,
and Aseneth kissed his head and sat at his right (hand).3S

In sending away her servant girls, Aseneth exhibits her deep love and
concern for Joseph. In sum, footwashing, in this context, is offered as a

sign of hospitality before a banquet by the hostess herself.

4. Footwashing and Servitude.

A final group of texts makes clear that footwashing is to be

associated with servitude. In addition to the evidence about Abigail and

Aseneth, another example is found in two different Psalms. In both songs,

the context is one of military battle and future conquest. Both Psalm 60:8

(10) and Psalm 108:9 (10) record:

Moab is my washbasin,
upon Edom I toss my sandal;
over Philistia I shout in triumph.

The lines about Moab and Edom are of special interest. Moab 1s
described as a washbasin "SI 71°0. Edward Neufeld observes, "The
reference to a ‘wash pot’ or ‘basin’ ... in connection with ‘casting off the
sandal’ clearly indicates their common use for the purpose of washing

feet.”? It is clear from the reference that Moab "... is to be so reduced

38ipbid., 234.

39E. Neufeld, " <grgiene. Conditions in Ancient Israel lglrtrm Age)," Biblical
Archaeologist Reader 1V, ed. by E. F. Campbell, Jr. and D. N. Freedman (Sheffield:

Almond Press, 1983) 158.
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that he becomes the wash basin which is carried by a slave to pour water
over his master’s hands or feet."* Clearly, the footbasin and, by
extension, footwashing itself are associated with servitude.41

It may be that the reference to the sandal being tossed upon Edom
is no more than a traditional sign of ownership.4> However, there is good

reason to believe that a symbol of footwashing is present. Derek Kidner
notes, "... the picture is of a man returning home and flinging his shoes to

a slave or into a corner."> Briggs’ observations relate this verse to

footwashing in a more explicit fashion:

Edom, the troublesome neighbor of Judah, on the
southeast, was also so reduced as to become another slave
to whom the master kicks off the sandals when he would
have them removed to wash his feet.44

At the very least, one can safely assume a connection between the sandal

and servitude.

In hyperbolic language*> Psalm 58:10 (11) uses footwashing

imagery to express the vindication of the righteous over evil foes.

40c, A. Briggs and E. G. Briggs, The Book of Psalms 11 (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1907) 60. Cf. also Keil and Delitzch, Psalms 199.

41geveral examples of footbaths are extant from the archaeological excavations
in central Samaria. Most of the footbaths, which date ca. eighth century B.C.E., are
round with a support in the center on which the foot could rest. Cf. J. W. Crowfoot,
G.M. Crowfoot, and K. M. Kenyon, The Objects from Samaria (London: Palestine

Exploration Fund, 1957) 185-87 fig. 29, and plate XVII 16.

42Cf, Keil-Delitzsch, 199; A. A. Anderson, Psalms 1 (London: Oliphants, 1975)
445; and J. H. Eaton, Psalms (London: SCM Press, Ltd., 1967) 156.

43p, Kidner, Psalms 1-72 (Downer’s Grove: [VP, 1978) 218.

44Brigps, 60.
45Anderson, 1434,
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The righteous will be glad when they are avenged,
when they bathe their feet in the blood of the wicked.

In this picture of vengeance the very life’s blood of the wicked will be used
to wash the feet of the righteous. Not only is there the idea of the free-

flowing blood of the wicked, but also the issue of subjugation. The wicked

will certainly be defeated.

5. Summary.

In ancient Jewish society footwashing functions in a variety of ways.
From requirements for priestly admission into the tabernacle/temple to
personal comfort and hospitality the practice is commonplace. Several
concluding observations contribute to a better understanding of the
footwashing episode recorded in John 13.

First, footwashing prepared one for a variety of things in Jewish
antiquity. Footwashing was so common that the lack of adequate
preparation could be expressed by the phrase "with unwashed feet."
Second, references to footwashing for the purpose of hospitality are very
frequent and this function is quite significant for John 13. Ordinarily, this
usage entails the offer of a meal. In certain situations footwashing is
specifically portrayed as preparation for the meal. Third, footwashing is
generally the responsibility of servants. While a host/hostess offers the
hospitable act, 1t i1s ordinarily carried out by his/her slaves, even though the
guest may sometimes wash his/her own feet. There is éo much an

identification of servants and footwashing that the footbasin comes to
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function figuratively as a sign of servitude. Those who receive footwashing
are always the social superiors of those who render the service. Fourth, in
cases of deep love and/or extreme devotion a host or loved one might
wash the feet of another. Due to its humble nature, the performance of

such an act demonstrates tremendous affection and/or servitude.

B. Footwashing in the Graeco-Roman World.

The evidence for footwashing is divided into four sections in this
part of the inquiry: (1) ritual settings, (2) domestic settings for personal
hygiene and comfort, (3) domestic settings devoted to hospitality: (a) a
gesture of welcome/greeting and, (b) in preparation for a banquet, and

(4) settings which identify those who perform this task.

1. Footwashing and Ritual Settings.

General washings of a ritual nature in Graeco-Roman life are too
numerous to document in the present study, for ritual purity required
various kinds of washings.*6 However, footwashing appears infrequently

with little evidence in support of the practice.
Near the end of Homer’s Odyssey (XXII 454-480), Telemachus, the
neatherd, and the swineherd slay Melanthius and a number of women.

Following the murders, Homer recounts:

Therefore, they washed their hands and feet, and went into

46Examples of such rites are found in: Homer, Odyssey 11 260-61; Iliad V1 265;
Hesiod, Works and Days 724-25; Juvenal, Satire V1 520-31; Theophrastus, Characters
XVI; Pausanius, Description of Greece: Phocis, Ozolian Locri 8; Elius X1II 3.



the house to Odysseus, and the work was done.%’

This first step of purification is followed by a request from Odysseus for
sulphur and fire to purge the hall completely. In this text the feet are
washed along with the hands to purify the killers.

Other evidence of footwashing for ritual purposes is related to
entrance into holy sites. Both Homer (/liad XVI 235) and Strabo
(Geography VI1I 328) imply that footwashing normally precedes entrance
into a sacred place, whether oracle or temple. In a prayer to Zeus,
Achilles describes the Selli, Zeus’ interpreters (who dwell in the
neighborhood of the temple of Dodona), as "... men with unwashed feet
that couch on the ground."® In describing the Selli in this fashion Achilles
is drawing attention to the fact that their behavior is different from what is
customary among prophetic figures. Strabo (V1I 328) explains that
Homer’s phrase should be taken to mean the Selli were barbarians. The
implication of Strabo’s explanation is that the behavior of the Selli is so
unusual that it must owe its origin to foreign influences. During Strabo’s
time it can be deduced that among the Greeks most individuals washed
their feet before entering a holy place.

Fabius Pictor (Delure Sacerdotis 16), a Roman historian in the third
century B.C.E., preserves testimony that at some point certain Roman

priests participated in ritual footwashing:

47Cited according to the translation of A. T. Murray, Homer: The Odyssey Il
(London: William Heinemann, 1919) 371.

48Cited according to the translation of A. T. Murray, Homer: The lliad 11
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1946) 181.
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He (or she) has to present water for hands and feet; in the
left hand he has to hold the wash basin, in his right hand a
vessel with water.4?

Unfortunately, this fragment i1s unrelated to other instructions so that
neither the cult nor the occasion are identifiable.

Pliny (Natural History XXIV 102) notes that a certain selago plant
should be gathered in a state of purity with bare feet that have just been

washed:

Like this sabine herb 1s the plant called selago. It is
gathered without iron with the right hand, thrust under the
tunic through the left arm hole, as though the gatherer were
thieving. He should be clad in white, and have bare feet
washed clean; before gathering he should make a sacrificial
offering of bread and wine. The plant is carried in a new
napkin. The Druids of Gaul have recorded that it should be
kept on the person to ward off fatalities, and that smoke of
it is good for all diseases of the eyes.>?

Obviously, the plant is considered to have such powers that ritual purity is

required in its gathering.
2. Footwashing and Hygiene.

Several pieces of evidence document the common usage of

footwashing for hygienic purposes. Lucian (Demonax'4) demonstrates the

frequency of domestic footwashing in describing Demonax’s decision to

study philosophy:

494, Peter, Historicum Romanorum Reliquice I (Stuttgart: Verlag B. G.
Teubner, 1967) 116.

S0cited according to the translation of W. H. S. Jones, Pliny: Natural History
VII (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956) 75.
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You must not conceive, however, that he rushed into these
matters with unwashed feet, as the saying goes.>}

It appears that footwashing was so common in domestic contexts for
hygienic purposes that it gave rise to a traditional saying which described
the commencement of a course of action without due preparation as
rushing into matters with unwashed feet.

Juvenal (Saunires 111 271-277), a Latin satirist from the early second

century C. E., describing the hazards of walking about the streets of Rome

at night implies that footwashing is a normal part of hygiene:

See how pots strike and dent the sturdy pavement. There’s
death from every window where you move. You’d be a fool
to venture out to dine, oblivious of what goes on above,
without having penned that dotted line of your last
testament. You can but hope they spill a chamber pot

(pelvis).”2
This humorous note indicates that much worse accidents can occur than
being drenched with water thrown out of a foot basin from above. The
expected nature of such an event argues for the commonality of
footwashing in the home.

The clearest atfirmation that footwashing was commonplace in
personal hygiene comes from Apuleius (Apology 8). After being ridiculed
for advocating the use of tooth powder for oral hygiene, Apuleius seeks to

defend its use by suggesting it to be as essential as footwashing:

S1cijted accordin g to the translation of A. M. Harmon, Lucian: Demonax
(London: William Heinemann, 1913) 145.

S52Cjted according to the translation of J. Mazzaro, Juvenal: Satires (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1965) 45.

S0
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I should be obliged, therefore, if my critic Aemilianus would
answer me whether he is ever in the habit of washing the
feet, or, if he admits that he 1s in the habit of doing, whether
he is prepared to argue that a man should pay more
attention to the cleanliness of his feet than that of his

teeth.”3

The intent of the comparison is the identification of a common hygienic

practice with which oral cleanliness might be compared. Footwashing is

an expected custom 1n this passage.

Additional documentation of footwashing for hygienic purposes is
found in the form of a Cryptic terra-cotta of a nude woman washing her

feet in a footbasin®# and in the frequency with which texts refer to tripods,

used for footwashing, and their archaeological discovery.>”

3. Footwashing and Hospitality.

a. Welcome.

One of the functions of footwashing in contexts of hospitality is as a

sign of welcome. The classic example of such a custom is found in Homer

33Cited according to the translation of H. E. Butler, The Apology and Florida of
Apuleius of Madaura (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1909) 29.

24K Sudhoff, Aus dem antiken Badewesen. Medizinisch-Kulturgeschichtliche
Studien an Vasenbildern. (Berlin: Allgemeine Medizinische Verlagsanstalt, 1910) 4-5. A
related scene, which appears on a painted vase, is that of a man washing his feet before a
journey (Sudhoff, 17). Another painted vase dedpicts a servant girl tying her sandals after
having washed her feet (Sudhoff, 20). A painted vase contains scenes of a woman
washing at a large vase. One of them is using a sponge on her feet (Sudhoff, 35, 40). Still
another scene is preserved on a drawing where one woman is washing her hair in a large

vase while another prepares to wash her feet in the vase (Sudhoff, 41).

S3Cf, Pindar, Isthmian Odes 1 18-21 and M. J. Miline, "A Greek Footbath in the
Metropolitan Museum of Art,” AJA4 48 (1944) 26-63.
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(Odyssey XIX 308-19). Without being recognized, Odysseus comes into the

home of Penelope and predicts that Odysseus would return to this home:

Then wise Penelope answered him: "Ah, stranger, I would
that this word of thine might be fulfilled. Then shouldest
thou straightway know of kindness and many a gift from me,
so that one who met thee would call thee blessed. Yet in my
heart I forebode it thus, even as it shall be. Neither shall
Odysseus any more come home, nor shalt thou obtain a
convoy hence, since there are not now in the house such
masters as Odysseus was among men-- as sure as ever such
a man there was-- to send reverend strangers on their way,
and to welcome them. But still my maidens, wash the
stranger’s feet and prepare his bed-- bedstead and cloaks
and bright coverlets-- that in warmth and comfort he may

come to the golden Dawn.”%
In this context the welcome of a guest is explicitly connected with washiné
the feet of the visitor. This episode is depicted in a number of works of
art. A marble relief, housed in the national museum in Athens, portrays
Odysseus sitting while his feet are washed by a servant.”’ Penelope stands
with her back turned as Odysseus holds the mouth of the servant girl
closed. No doubt he keeps her from revealing his identity to Penelope.

A skyphos from Chios depicts still another welcome by
footwashing. Supported by a walking stick, Odysseus has his left foot
washed by a servant as he enters the home of Eumaios, who is in the

background.”® That Odysseus is still carrying his belongings implies that

he has just arrived.

6Cited according to the translation of A. T. Murray, Homer: The Odyssey 11
251.

S7Sudhoff, 7. For other examples cf. K6tting, 746-48.
38ibid., 9.



Athenaeus (Deipnosopihustes X111 583-84) records an episode which
demonstrates that this practice continues in the third century C. E. He

describes a young woman, Gnathaena, who is madly in love with a comic
poet, Diphilus.

Once in a dramatic contest it happened that he (Diphilus)
was shamefully defeated and ‘lifted’ out of the theater, yet
none the less he went to visit Gnathaena. As Diphilus bade
her wash his feet Gnathaena asked, ‘Why need I, indeed?
Haven’t you come to me on your head?””?

The point of interest for the present inquiry is that even after Diphilus

suffers a humiliating defeat, he still expects his feet to be washed when he

arrives at Gnathaena’s home.

b. Banquet.

By far the best documented and most frequent accounts of
footwashing are contexts where the washing precedes a meal or banquet.
The evidence for this practice is both explicit and implicit in nature.

Herodotus (II 172) records the story of Amasis who became King
of Egypt. One episode in particular, depicts Amasis’ cunning ability:

Apries being thus deposed, Amasis became king; he was of
a town called Siuph in the province of Sais. Now at first he
was condemned and held in but little regard by the
Egyptians, as having been but a common man and of no
high family, but presently he won them to him by being
cunning and not arrogant. He had among his countless
treasures a golden footbath, in which he and all those who
feasted with him were ever wont to wash their feet. This he

N Cited according to the translation of Charles B. Gulick, Athenaeus: The
Deipnosophists VI (London: William Heinemann, 1937) 147.
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broke in pieces and made thereof a god’s image, which he
set in the most fitting place in the city; and the Egyptians
came ever and anon to this image and held it in great
reverence. When Amasis knew what the townsmen did, he
called the Egyptians together and told them that the image
had been made out of the footbath; once (said he) his
subjects had washed their feet in it and put it to yet viler
uses; now they greatly revered it. "So now" (quoth he to
them) "it has fared with me as with the footbath; once I was
a common man, now I am your king; it is your duty to honor
me and hold me in regard."®

One issue of relevance to the present study is that the golden foot bath
was used for banquet guests to wash their feet. This text clearly indicates
that footwashing was a regular part of the king’s feasts. It should also be
observed that footwashing and degradation are closely associated in this
text.

An extraordinary footwashing is described by Plutarch (Phocion 1
XX 2). The account relates how Phocion’s son, Phocus, competed in the
Pan-Athenian games and was victorious. As a result, a number of banquet

invitations were extended to Phocus, who had a proclivity for wine and
irregular behavior:

But Phocion declined the other invitations and granted the
coveted honor to one host only. And when he (Phocion)
went to the banquet and saw the general magnificence of
the preparations, and particularly the footbasins of spiced
wine that were brought to the guests as they entered, he
called his son and said: "Phocus, do not let thy companion

ruin thy victory."0!

60cited according to the translation of A. D. Godley, Herodotus 1 (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1964) 485-87.

61Cited according to the translation of B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Lives VIII (New
York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1919) 189-91.
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Not only does Plutarch document the place of footwashing at a banquet,
but he demonstrates that the footwashing itself could be made more
luxurious depending upon the stature of the guest. In this case, water is
replaced by spiced wine.

On a painted vase a scene depicts Prokrustes and a guest reclining
on a couch. Under the couch is a foot basin.®% Such evidence further
documents the place of footwashing as a common sign of hospitality in the
ancient world.

Athenaeus (Deipnosophists 1X 408-09) makes numerous references
to washing the hands before a banquet but says little in an explicit fashion

about the feet. However, at the end of this discussion he notes:

They used to call the dirty water (anéviuuca) from the
hands and feet dndévintpov.63

Without ever describing footwashing, Athenaeus here implies that
washing the feet did take place before the meal.
An elegant reception is recounted (Satyricon 31) by Petronius, a

Latin writer of the mid-first century C.E.:

At last then we sat down, and boys from Alexandria poured
water cooled with snow over our hands. Others followed
and knelt down at our feet, and proceeded with great skill to
pare our hangnails. Even this unpleasant duty did not
silence them, but they kept singing at their work.5

62¢y, Sudhoff, 29.

63Cited according to the translation of C. B. Gulick, Athenaeus: The
Deipnosophists IV (London: William Heinemann, 1969) 357.

64Cited according to the translation of M. Heseltine, Petronius: Satyricon
(London: William Heinemann, 1930) 47.



As in the banquet described by Plutarch, the host spares no effort in
providing his guests with the most gracious pleasures available. Even
though the feet are not mentioned as being washed, the note about their
hangnails being removed implies that the footwashing has already taken
place. Petronius gives primary attention to the excessive gesture of
hospitality offered.

In some evidence 1t appears that removing the shoes before a
banquet intimates that footwashing follows. Plato (Symposium 213 B)
describes the arrival of Alcibiades at the home of Agathon, where

Socrates was already at the table:

Then Agathon said to the servants, “Take off Alcibiades’
shoes, so that he can recline here with us two.”0?

Alcibiades then joins the two at the table. The removal of the shoes
possibly entails the washing of the feet.

Martial, a Latin epigrammatist of the first-century C.E., uses
(Epigrams 111 50) a similar expression in describing the strategy a certain

Ligurinus employs in securing an audience for the reading of his literary

works:

This, no other, is your reason for inviting me to dine, that
you may recite your verses, Ligurinus. I have put off my
shoes; at once a huge volume is brought along with the
lettuce and the fish sauce. A second is read through while
the first course stands waiting; there is a third, and the
dessert does not yet appear; and you recite a fourth, and
finally a fifth book. Sickening is a boar if you serve it to me

63Cited according to the translation of W. R. M. Lamb, Plato: Lysis, Symposium
Gorgias (London: William Heinemann, 1925) 211.
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so often. If you don’t consign your accursed poems to the
mackerel, in future, Ligurinus, you shall dine at home

alone.6¢

In this text the unfolding of the meal is described in careful detail. The
shoes are unquestionably removed at the moment the guests arrive.

Again, the washing of the teet may be implied in the notation about the

removal of the shoes.

Removal of the shoes at a banquet is also documented by artistic
works. An Alexandrian relief of the third century B.C.E. portrays
Dionysus’ arrival at a home. His host welcomes him to recline at the table
while a servant removes Dionysus’ sandals.b” A dining room wall painting

from a house in Pompelii depicts a banquet in progress. An arriving guest

is greeted with a cup of wine offered by one servant and the removal of his

shoes accomplished by another servant.6®

4. Footwashing and Service.

Of special importance in understanding the meaning of John 13:1-
20 is an identification of those normally required to wash another’s feet.
Without doubt, this task was generally the duty of slaves/servants. Many

pieces of evidence cited previously in the study have anticipated this fact.

The following additional evidence indicates the status of those who wash

66Cited accordin g to the translation of W. C, A. Ker, Martial: Epigrams 1
(London: William Heinemann, 1930) 193-94.

67Cf, J. Godwin, Mystery Religions in the Ancient World (San Francisco: Harper
& Row, 1981) 139.

63ct. M. Grant, The Art and Life of Pompeii and Herculaneum (New York:
Newsweek, 1979) 107.
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the feet of others.

Homer (Odyssey XIX 308) indicates that servant girls welcome
Odysseus into the home of Penelope (cf. pp. 51-52). The marble relief
which depicts this scene portrays Odysseus’ feet being washed by a servant
(cf. p. 52). A skyphos from Chios shows the wandering Odysseus reclining
upon a walking stick while*a servant washes his left foot (cf. p. 52). Plato
(Symposium 213 B), Petronius (Satyricon 31), an Alexandrian relief of
Dionysius, and the wall painting from Pompeii (cf. p. 57) imply that
servants are instrumental in the process of welcoming a guest by

footwashing.

In Homer’s story Odysseus insists that none but an old servant

woman be allowed to wash his feet:

... Nor shall any woman touch my foot of all those who are
serving-women in the hall, unless there 1s some old, true-
hearted dame who has suffered in her heart as many woes
as I; such an one I would not grudge to touch my feet

(Odyssey XIX 344-48).69
Penelope intercedes and offers Eurycleia for this task:

She shall wash thy feet, weak with age though she be. Come
now, wise Eurycleia, arise and wash the feet of the one of

like age with thy master (Odyssey XIX 356-58).70

Eurycleia responds:

Therefore will I wash thy feet, both for Penelope’s own sake
and for thine (Odyssey XIX 376-77).71

69 A, T. Murray, Homer: Odyssey 11 253.
70;bid., 255.
libid.
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Homer continues the narrative:

So he spoke and the old dame took the shining cauldron
with water where from she was about to wash his feet, and
poured in cold water in plenty, and then added there to
warm .... S0 he (Odysseus) spoke, and the old woman went
forth through the hall to bring water for his feet, for all the
first was spilled. And when she had washed him, and
anointed him richly with oil, Odysseus, again drew his chair
nearer to the fire to warm himself, and hid his scar with his

rays (Odyssey XIX 386-89, 503-07).7%
In describing the fall of Miletus to the Persians, Herodotus (VI 19)

documents that footwashing could be used as a synonym for slavery. He

cites a Delphic utterance and explains it as being fulfilled:

In that day, Miletus, thou planner of works that are evil,
Thou for a banquet shall serve a guerdon rich shall be the
spoiler;

Many the long-locked gallants whose feet shall be washed

by thy women.
Woe for my Didyman shrine! No more shall its ministers

tend it.
All this now came upon the Milesians; for the most part of

their men were slain by the longhaired Persians, and their
women and children were accounted as

slaves .... 72

Not only is the reference to the Milesian women washing the feet of the
Persians an obvious sign of subjugation, but Herodotus refers to the
women as slaves. The involuntary nature of the service and the forced

slavery of the women indicate a concrete connection between slavery and

footwashing.

72ibid., 263-65.

13Cited according to the translation of A. D. Godley, Herodotus 111 (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1963) 165-67.



Catullus (LXIV 158-63), a Latin poet of the first century B.C.E.,
also associates footwashing with slavery. He describes the anguish of

Ariadna over abandonment by Theseus in this manner:

If thou hadst no mind to wed with me for dread of the harsh
bidding of thy stern father, yet thou couldst have led me into
thy dwellings to serve thee as a slave with labour of love,

laving thy white feet with liguid water, or with purple
coverlet spreading thy bed.’

Peleus so loves Theseus that given the choice between being abandoned

by him or being his slave, she would prefer slavery. Again, the act of

footwashing is used as a symbol of slavery.

A significant text is found in Plutarch’s Pompey (LXXIII 6-7), which
describes Pompey’s defeat by Caesar and the former’s subsequent
humiliation and flight in retreat. Pompey, who is described as being totally

at the mercy of others, boards a ship with two associates, Lentul and

Favonius:

Now, when it was time for supper and the master of the ship
had made such provision for them as he could, Favonius,
seeing that Pompey, for lack of servants, was beginning to
take off his own shoes, ran to him and took off his shoes for
him, and helped him to anoint himself. And from that time
on he continued to give Pompey such ministry and service as
slaves give their masters, even down to the washing of his
feet and the preparation of his meals .... 7>

The text is quite clear in 1dentifying footwashing and slavery. Also

T4cited according to the translation of F. W, Cornish, The Poents of Gaius
Valerius Catullus (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1912) 109.

75Cited accordin ; to the translation of B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Lives V (London:
William Heinemann, 1917) 309.



important here is the possible equation between "removing the shoes" and

"washing the feet".
Another text in Plutarch (T/ieseus XI) makes explicit the

derogatory nature of being compelled to wash another’s feet. In this

section Plutarch tells how and why Theseus killed Sciron:

Sciron robbed the passers by, according to the prevalent

traditions; but as some say, he would insolently and
wantonly thrust out his feet to strangers and bid them wash
them, and then, while they were washing them, kick them

off into the sea.”®
Here Plutarch emphasizes the indignity of this forced footwashing by
stressing that these victims were strangers. When Sciron tried to inflict
these injuries upon Theseus, Sciron was thrown down upon the cliffs.

The story of Sciron and Theseus inspired a number of artistic
renderings. One painted vase shows Sciron with his foot in a foot basin
gesturing to a young traveler to wash his feet.”’ Several other painted
vases portray Theseus in various stages of dispensing with Sciron. These
include Theseus attacking Sciron with the footbasin,’S as well as Theseus
throwing Sciron, over the footbasin, into the sea.’”

Petronius (Satyricon 70:8) records an extravagant footwashing:

I am ashamed to tell you what followed: in defiance of all
convention, some longhaired boys brought ointment in a

76Cited accordin g to the translation of B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Lives 1 (New York:

MacMillan, 1914) 21.
77¢f, Sudhoff, 12.

78¢f. ibid., 13.
79¢f. ibid., 14-15.
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silver basin (pelve), and anointed our feet as we lay, after
winding little garlands around our feet and ankles.30

As in the other reference in Petronius (Satyricon 31), the preparations are
quite elegant.

The lowly nature of the service of washing the feet is made
graphically clear by Epictetus (Discourse 1 19), a Stoic philosopher of the
first century C.E. In a discussion about undue arrogance, Epictetus

demonstrates that everyone must perform certain unpleasant tasks:

All men pay respect to me. Well, I also pay respect to my
platter, and I wash it and wipe it; and for the sake of my oil
flask, I drive a peg into the wall. Well then, are these things

superior to me? No, but they supply some of my wants and
for this reason I take care of them. Well, do I not attend to
my ass? Do I not wash his feet? Do I not clean him?51

Several passages in Athenaeus, (Deipnosophists IX 408-11) assign the task
of washing the hands and feet of banquet guests to servants.52
A final piece of evidence that footwashing is the responsibility of

servants is found on a painted vase. Here a young nude woman is

80cited according to the translation of M. Heseltine, Petronius (London:
William Heinemann, 1925) 135.

81cited according to the translation of G. Long, The Discourses of Epictetus
(New York: A. L. Burt, 1897) 6.

321n Athenaeus’ (Deipnosophists XIII 283-84) discussion about Gnathaena’s
refusal to wash the feet of the poet Diphilus (a text discussed earlier in this chapter),
whom she loved madly, a small piece of relevant information may be contained (cf. pp.
53). Gnathaena refuses to wash Diphilus’ feet because he was humiliated in defeat and
came running to her. It may just be that due to his disastrous attempt to win the
dramatic contest and his subsequent undignified flight, Gnathaena may not feel that she
is subordinate to Diphilus. Consequently, it is not necessary for her to now wash his feet.
If this interpretation is correct, the text sEeaks to the issue of footwashing and servitude
from a different perspective. Since Gnathaena is no longer subordinate, she is no longer
required to wash Diphilus’ feet. On the other hand, the point may be that Diphilus came
"on his head,” thence his feet did not get dirty. Several other passages in Athenaeus,
(Deipnosophists 1X 408-11) assign the task of washing the hands and feet of banquet

guests to servants.
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emptying water from a foot basin.53
In Greek literature it is extremely rare for a non-slave to wash

someone else’s feet. These occasions ordinarily call for special comment

by the author(s).
Aristophanes (Wasps 605-11), a Greek poet of the fifth to fourth

century B.C.E., describes such a practice in recounting the boasts of a

father returning home from work:

But the nicest and pleasantest part of it all is this, which I'd
wholly forgotten to say, "Tis when with my fee in my wallet I
come, returning home at the close of the day. O then what
a welcome 1 get for its sake; my daughter, the darling, is
foremost of all, And she washes my feet and anoints them
with care, And above them she stoops, and a kiss lets fall,
Till at last by the pretty Papas of her tongue she angles
withal my three-obol away.4

Without doubt the actions of the daughter are unusual, since there is little
evidence that children washed their parents’ feet. However, it should not
be overlooked that her motive is certainly love. Otherwise, reference to
her kissing the feet of her father is very hard to explain. Despite the
stigma attached to footwashing, the love of the daughter overrides societal

normnis.

In Meleager’s anthology of epigrams (Palatine Anthology 12, 68) a

83¢f, Sudhoff, 24. There is some question as to the woman’s identity and the
one for whom she empties the basin. Sudhoff calls the woman a Ddmchen (woman of iil-
repute?). Kotting refers to her in a discussion of servitude. Whether she is emptying the
footbasin for herself or another, the task is a difficult one for her. Sudhoff emphasizes
the effort which she must put forth to manage the job. The main point here is that this
woman must perform this menial task because of her position in society.

84Cited accordin g to the translation of B. B. Rogers, Aeschylus, Sophocles,
Euripides, and Aristophanes (Chicago: Encyclopedia Britannica, 1952) 515.
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related scene is described. This first century B.C.E. Greek epigrammatist

describes the emotions of a father as he is separated from his son:

[ wish not Charidemus to be mine; for the fair boy looks to
Zeus, as if already serving the god with nectar. I wish it not.
What profits it me to have the king of heaven as a
competitor for victory in love? I am content if only the boy,
as he mounts to Olympus, take from earth my tears to wash
his feet in memory of my love; and could he but give me one
sweet, melting glance and let our lips just meet as I snatch
one kiss! Let Zeus have all the rest, as is right; but yet, if he
were willing, perchance I, too, should taste ambrosia.®?

The extreme of devotion to someone can be exemplified in washing the

feet with tears. Love is clearly the motive.

Finally, Plutarch (Moralia, Bravery of Women X1I 249d) records the
custom on the island of Ceos which called for young suitors to

demonstrate their affection for a young woman by washing the feet of her
parents and brothers:

It was a custom for the maidens of Ceos to go in a company
to the public shrines and spend the day together, and their
suitors watched their sports and dances. At evening they
went by turns to each one’s home and waited upon
(3inkovoUvToO) one another’s parents and brothers even

to washing their feet.86

This episode confirms that footwashing was considered a means of
service; while showing that, despite its unseemly connotations, a young

man would pertorm this task to demonstrate his love for a young woman.

85Cited according to the translation of W. R. Paton, The Greek Anthology IV
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1963) 313-15.

86Cited according to the translation of F. C, Babbitt, Plutarch’s Moralia 111
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968) 509-11.
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5. Summary.

Footwashing was a widespread practice in the Graeco-Roman
world. From ritual purity to personal comfort footwashing functions in a
variety of ways. Several aspects of this survey are important for a proper
understanding of Jesus’ actions in John 13.

First, footwashing was a sign of preparation in Graeco-Roman
antiquity. It was so commonplace that to approach a task without
adequate preparation could be described in a traditional saying as acting
"with unwashed feet."

Second, descriptions of footwashing most frequently occur in
banquet settings. In these situations a host provides water, in some cases
spiced wine or ointments, for the guests to remove from their feet the dirt
which had accumulated on their journey. Such a practice was

commonplace and appears to be presumed. Most texts place the washing

at the time the guests arrive.

Third, slaves usually perform this task. Not only do servants draw
the water, wash the feet, and dispose of the water, but it appears that a
slave could not refuse to render this service, no matter how old the servant
might be. Consequently, footwashing could be used as a synonym for
slavery. To wash another’s feet symbolized the subjugation of one person
to another. Theretore, those who received footwashing from another

were social superiors of those who performed the task.



Fourth, on rare occasions an individual, without obligation, might
take upon him/herself this chore as an act of love and honor. In these
exceptional situations love is always the clear motivation for such service.

Each of these conclusions is of significance for understanding

John 13.

C. Footwashing in the New Testament.

In addition to footwashing in John 13, the motif of footwashing
occurs several times in the New Testament. Two passages in the gospels

relate how Jesus had his feet washed by a woman’s tears and dried with

her hair.

In Luke 7:36-50, a sinful woman enters the home of a Pharisee and

anoints Jesus’ feet:

36Now one of the Pharisees invited Jesus to have dinner
with him, so he went to the Pharisee’s house and reclined at
the table. 3’When a woman who had lived a sinful life in
that town learned that Jesus was eating at the Pharisee’s
house, she brought an alabaster jar of perfume, 3and as she
stood behind him at his feet weeping, she began to wet his
feet with her tears. Then she wiped them with her hair,
kissed them and poured perfume on them. 3*When the
Pharisee who had invited him saw this, he said to himself, "If
this man were a prophet, he would know who is touching
him and what kind of woman she is--that she is a sinner."”
40Jesus answered him, "Simon, I have something to tell you."
*"Tell me, teacher," he said. 41"Two men owed money to a
certain moneylender. One owed him five hundred denarii,
and the other fifty. 4’Neither of them had the money to pay
him back, so he canceled the debts of both. Now which of
them will love him more?" 43Simon replied, "I suppose the
one who had the bigger debt canceled." "You have judged



correctly,” Jesus said. 4*Then he turned toward the woman
and said to Simon, "Do you see this woman? I came into
your house. You did not give me any water for my feet, but
she wet my feet with her tears and wiped them with her hair.
45You did not give me a kiss, but this woman, from the time
I entered, has not stopped kissing my feet. 46You did not
gut oil on my head, but she has poured perfume on my feet.
TTherefore, I tell you, her many sins have been
forgiven--for she loved much. But he who has been
forgiven little loves little." 48Then Jesus said to her, "Your
sins are forgiven." 4°The other guests began to say among
themselves, "Who is this who even forgives sins?" *%Jesus
said to the woman, "Your faith has saved you; go in peace."

There are a number of similarities between this text and others considered
in this chapter. First, v. 44 confirms that footwashing was regarded as a
normal part of hospitality in that Jesus reminds his host that no water was
offered for washing the feet. Second, the subordinate role of the woman
who performs the washing/anointing is made clear by the frequent
notation of her sinful status (vv. 37, 39, 47-49). In fact, Simon thinks that
her sinful status disqualifies her as one fit to touch Jesus’ feet. Third,
although she is subordinate in role, nothing requires the woman to wash
the feet of Jesus except love (v. 47). Her use of perfume instead of water
also suggests love as the motive for the action.

In addition to the account found in John 13:1-20, the Fourth
Gospel contains another pericope in which footwashing is described.5

John 12:1-8 describes the anointing of Jesus’ feet by Mary, Lazarus’ sister:

87Matthew 26:6-13 and Mark 14:3-9 show a number of similarities to John 12:1-
8. However, since they do not explicitly mention footwashing they will not be considered

in this survey.
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ISix days before the Passover, Jesus arrived at Bethany,
where Lazarus lived, whom Jesus had raised from the dead.
2Here a dinner was given in Jesus’ honor. Martha served,
while LLazarus was among those reclining at the table with
him. 3Then Mary took about a pint of pure nard, an
expensive perfume; she poured it on Jesus’ feet and wiped
his feet with her hair. And the house was filled with the
fragrance of the perfume. 4But one of his disciples, Judas
Iscariot, who was later to betray him, objected, °"Why
wasn’t this perfume sold and the money given to the poor?
It was worth a year’s wages." ®He did not say this because
he cared about the poor but because he was a thief; as
keeper of the money bag, he used to help himself to what
was put into it. /"Leave her alone," Jesus replied. "It was
meant that she should save this perfume for the day of my
burial. $You will always have the poor among you, but you
will not always have me."

As in other accounts of footwashing this passage contains some typical

features. First, the washing takes place in the context of a meal. Second,

as in certain banquet contexts the washing/anointing is with an extravagant

substance, an expensive perfume costing one year’s wages. However, a

third aspect of this passage 1s not part of the other footwashing materials

surveyed. Jesus detends this elaborate anointing as justified because it is

| preparation for his burial. Therefore, John 12:7 adds a new dimension

which may relate to the significance of Jesus’ own actions in John 13.

Finally, one passage in the Pastorals (1 Timothy 5:9, 10) mentions

footwashing:

"No widow may be put on the list of widows unless she is
over sixty, has been faithful to her husband, 1%and is well-
known for her good deeds, such as bringing up children,
showing hospitality, washing the feet of the saints, helping
those in trouble and devoting herself to all kinds of good

deeds.



For several reasons it is difficult to discern the significance of
footwashing in this passage. It will be discussed more fully in chapter five,
but for now it should be noted that, of all the materials surveyed, this text
is the only one which places footwashing within a list of
duties/responsibilities. While one might conclude that these widows are
expected to wash the feet of others due to the generally subordinate

position of women in antiquity, these women appear to have a role of

prominence in the community.

D. Implications for John 13:1-20.

Some of the most important implications of this survey of
footwashing texts for the interpretation of John 13:1-20 are listed here
while the other relevant data will be explored in chapter four.

1. An extremely important implication of this survey for an
examination of John 13 is the close connection that exists between
footwashing and preparation. In the vast majority of texts and artistic
representations consulted, footwashing often serves to prepare one for a
specific task, experience, or relationship. Specifically, footwashing can
prepare one for religious duties, sharing a meal, bed, or an intimate
relationship. In point of fact, the idiomatic use of "with unwashed feet"
comes to mean without adequate preparation. The emphasis on
preparation is immensely significant in John 13:1-20, for the whole of John
13-17 is devoted to Jesus’ preparation of the disciples for his departure

and their subsequent role and function. Standing first in this strategic
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section of the Johannine narrative, the footwashing account serves to
emphasize in a very powerful fashion the disciples’ need for adequate
preparation and Jesus’ personal agency in the preparatory process. This
aspect of footwashing’s significance not only clarifies the meaning of Jesus’
action but must also be taken into account when grappling with Jesus’
instructions that the disciples should wash one another’s feet.

2. The servant motif is clearly a prominent dimension of John 13:1-
20. Since servants perform this task in the majority of cases, Jesus
implicitly assumes the role of the servant in washing the feet of the
disciples. But in order that this aspect is not missed, Jesus’ actions
themselves draw attention to the function of the slave. Jesus removes his
clothes and girds himself with a towel, attire that is reminiscent of the
dress of servants depicted in Roman works of art. John also describes the
taking of the basin and the drawing of water, actions that were assigned
specifically to slaves in the evidence from antiquity. Therefore, whatever
else may be in view in John 13:1-20, Jesus’ identification with the servant’s
role is prominent.

3. The motivation for the action is explicitly described as love
(v. 1). On the one hand, this statement coheres well with the sparse
evidence that on rare occasions an individual, without obligation, takes
upon him/herself this chore as an act of love or devotion. On the other
hand, Jesus’ action is unparalleled in ancient evidence, for no other person

of superior status is described as voluntarily washing the feet of a



subordinate. The unique aspect of Jesus’ action emphasizes that the
footwashing was motivated by love.

4. Peter’s initial response to Jesus’ action is also clarified through
the preceding survey. Since footwashing most frequently took place in
banquet settings and/or as a sign of hospitality, Peter’s protest is natural.
He interprets Jesus’ actions as an offer of hospitality. Peter rejects Jesus’
offer because it violates so many standards of status and, as a result, would
prove humiliating to Peter personally. Of course, such misunderstanding
is typical of the Fourth Gospel.

5. Jesus makes clear that his washing of the disciples’ feet is no
mere act of hospitality but cleanses them and ensures their pepoc with
Jesus. Since footwashing figures as a part of cultic cleansing, its use as a

sign of cleansing/purification by Jesus is neither inexplicable nor

completely unexpected.

6. Due to the burial interpretation given the footwashing described
in John 12:1-8, it 1s possible that Jesus’ actions were regarded as having
reference to his death. The reader is prepared for the way in which
footwashing prefigures the cross in John 13.

7. The text from 1 Timothy indicates that footwashing was
practiced by widows in some early Christian churches, and is therefore

relevant to the question of whether John 13:14 is to be understood

literally.
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CHAPTER FOUR - LITERARY AND EXEGETICAL
ANALYSIS

A. General Introduction.

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the text of John 13:1-20
on its own terms. In order to do this two distinct, but complementary,
aspects of literary inquiry are utilized.

The first major division of chapter four is devoted to literary
contextualization. Three issues in particular are explored. 1) The literary
structure of the Fourth Gospel is examined with special emphasis upon
the major literary divisions evident in the work. 2) Growing out of this
inquiry is a study of the section which provides the immediate context of
the footwashing pericope, namely, the farewell materials. 3) This leads to
an investigation of the relationship between Jesus and his disciples in the
preceding narrative of chapters 1-12.

The second major section of this chapter is given to a detailed
literary-exegetical analysis of 13:1-20. The verse by verse format allows

for extended discussions on particular literary themes and concepts at

various points in the analysis.



The chapter ends with two sections, of which the first summarizes

the results of the analysis and the second articulates their implications for

the questions about the literary unity of John 13:1-20.

B. Literary Contextualization.

1. John 13:1-20 and the Literary Structure of the Fourth Gospel.

a. John 13:1-20 and the "Book of Glory".

While a number of views concerning the literary structure of John
have been advocated,! for a variety of reasons the majority of scholars
identify a major division in John’s Gospel between chapters 12 and 13.2
Perhaps the most important evidence for such a division of the text is the

part
content and audience of each, The first part of the Gospel portrays Jesus

b

interactions with the public, and the events tend to serve as signs. The

second portion is preoccupied with "the hour" and Jesus’ own. These two

sections have been titled "The Book of Signs" and "The Book of Glory",

respectively.> Brown describes the differences between the books in the

following manner:

IFor an extensive survey of the scholarly views on the literary structure of the
Fourth Gospel cf. G. Mlakuzhfy_ril, The Chnistocentric Literary Structure of the Fourth
Gospel (Rome: Editrice Pontifico Instituto Biblico, 1987) 137-68.

2This conviction is graphically exhibited in the physical format of Brown’s two-
volume commentary on the Gospel of John. Chapters 1-12 are treated in volume one,
while volume two is devoted to chapters 13-21. Bultmann (48) and Schnackenburg (I

411) are other major commentators who share this position.

3Brown, The Gospel According to John 1 coxviii-cxooviv and 11 541.
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First during the public ministry, as described in the Book of
Signs, Jesus’ words and deeds were addressed to a wide
audience, provoking a crisis of faith -- some believed and
some refused to believe. The Book of Glory, however, is
addressed to a restricted audience of those who believed.
Second, the signs of the First Book anticipated what Jesus
would do for men once He was glorified. The Second Book
describes the glorification, i.e., "the hour" of passion,
crucifixion, resurrection, and ascension wherein Jesus is
lifted up to the Father to enjoy again the glory that he had
with the Father before the world existed (xvii 5).4

Other evidence for this division of the book is found in the final
section of chapter 12. John 12:37-43 is a retrospective summation of
Jesus’ public ministry, which is now at a close. In particular, there is an
emphasis on the unbelief of the majority of the Jewish people and the
half-hearted belief by some of the leaders who would not confess their
faith due to intimidation by the Pharisees. This unbelief on the part of the
Jews is given a theological explanation on the basis of Isaiah 6:10.
Schnackenburg suggests that 12:37-43 functions as an epilogue to the first
major division which balances the epilogue to the entire book found in
20:30.°

Not only does John provide a summary about Jewish unbelief, but
he als;o includes a compressed form of Jesus’ public teaching 1n his final
public discourse, which immediately follows the previous epilogue. This

concluding discourse sums up "... the main points of all the revelatory

4ibid., I1 541. Bultmann’s position (111) is compatible with Brown’s. "It is easy
to discern the basic structure of the gospel: chs. 3-12 portray the revelation of the 5o&a
to the world ... while in chs. 13-17 (or alternatively -20) is portrayed the revelation of the

S53Ea to the believers." -

SSchnackenburg, 11 411.
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discourses in the first main section, and it even takes up the message of
the prologue."® The final p