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
 is the consequential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Consequently” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb POIEW, which means “to make: they made.”

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


The active voice indicates that Mary and Martha produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of advantage from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “for Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun DEIPNON, meaning “a meal; a dinner, a supper; the main meal of the day.”
  Then we have the adverb of place EKEI, meaning “there” and referring to the home of Lazarus in Bethany.
“Consequently they made a supper for Him there,”
 is the continuative/additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and proper noun MARTHA, meaning “Martha.”  With this we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb DIAKONEW, which means “to serve; to wait at table; to do what a waiter does in a restaurant.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuing, past action without reference to its completion.


The active voice indicates that Martha kept on producing the action.


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

“and Martha was serving;”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “but” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun LAZAROS, meaning “Lazarus.”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one,” followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: was.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuing, past state of being without reference to its completion.


The active voice indicates that Lazarus kept on producing the state of being.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.
Then we have the preposition EK plus the genitive of the whole (also called the partitive genitive) from the masculine plural articular present deponent middle/passive participle of the verb ANAKEIMAI, which means “to lie; recline.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun with an embedded demonstrative pronoun, meaning “the ones who” or simply “those.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what was occurring at that time.


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Lazarus) producing the action.


  The participle is substantival, since it is used in a prepositional phrase and is also articular.  Literally this says: “one from the ones reclining,” which can be simplified in English translation as: “one of those reclining” or “one of the recliners.”
Finally, we have the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with Him” and referring to Jesus.  There is no prepositional phrase “at the table.”  This was added by translators of the NASB to indicate that the group was eating rather than lying in bed.

“but Lazarus was one of those reclining with Him.”
Jn 12:2 corrected translation
“Consequently they made a supper for Him there, and Martha was serving; but Lazarus was one of those reclining with Him.”
Explanation:
1.  “Consequently they made a supper for Him there,”

a.  In order to interpret this and several other passages that follow, certain assumptions or guesses have to be made with regard to statements in the Synoptic accounts of Matthew and Mark.  These assumptions have to be based on deductive reasoning, writing styles, and known grammatical uses of Greek words.  We are piecing together a puzzle without all the pieces.


b.  As a result of Jesus and the disciples arrival, a supper was made for them.  Now we have to answer a series of questions.  (1)  Who made the supper? or Who is the ‘they’? (2) Where is the ‘there’?


(1)  ‘Who made the supper?’  Martha was clearly in charge of making it.  She probably had help from friends, servants, and the people of Simon the leper’s house.  So whether the supper was at the home of Lazarus or the home of Simon the leper all these people would have probably been involved in its preparation.  If there were two suppers instead of one, all these people would probably still been involved, because of the time and difficulty in preparing a meal for so many men (Jesus, the 12 twelve disciples, Lazarus, and Simon).



(2)  Where the supper was made has two possibilities: either at the home of Lazarus and his sisters as suggested by John or at the home of Simon the leper as mentioned by Matthew and Mark.  The word “there” can refer to “Bethany” in verse one, which means there could be only one supper at the home of Simon, who lived in Bethany.  John would then be telling us that the supper was “there” in Bethany, but doesn’t mention the home of Simon because that fact is already mentioned in Matthew and Mark and John doesn’t repeat facts found in the other gospels.

c.  The problem then becomes whether or not there was one supper or two.  An important point to remember in the solution to this problem is the use of the Greek word DE in Mt 26:6.  This conjunction is used often to introduce parenthetical material.  The story in Mt 26:6-13 of the dinner at Simon’s house where Jesus is anointed with expensive perfume is a parenthetical explanation of His preparation for burial.  Chronologically it belongs between Chapters 20 and 21 of Matthew’s gospel.  This places the time of this anointing prior to the triumphal entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (Mt 21) just as John places the anointing of Jesus with expensive perfume prior to His triumphal entry (Jn 12:12-13).

d.  Note the similarities and differences of the accounts.  The similarities are highlighted in yellow; the differences are highlighted in red.


(1)  John’s account: “Consequently they made a supper for Him there, and Martha was serving; but Lazarus was one of those reclining with Him.  Then Mary, after taking a pound of very valuable perfume of pure nard, anointed the feet of Jesus and wiped His feet with her hair; and the house was filled with the fragrance of the perfume.  But Judas Iscariot, one of His disciples, who was intending to hand Him over, said, ‘Why was this perfume not sold for three hundred denarii and given to the poor.’  Now he said this, not because he was concerned about the poor, but because he was a thief, and since he had the money purse, he used to pilfer the contributions.  Therefore Jesus said, ‘Allow her, in order that she may keep it for the day of My burial.  For the poor you always have with you, but Me you do not always have.’”


(2)  Matthew’s account: (26:6-12) “Now when Jesus was in Bethany, at the home of Simon the leper, a woman came to Him with an alabaster vial of very costly perfume, and she poured it on His head as He reclined.  But the disciples were indignant when they saw this, and said, ‘Why this waste?  For this [perfume] might have been sold for a high price and given to the poor.’  But Jesus, aware of this, said to them, ‘Why do you bother the woman?  For she has done a good deed to Me.  For you always have the poor with you; but you do not always have Me.  For when she poured this perfume on My body, she did it to prepare Me for burial.’”


(3)  Mark’s account: (14:3ff) “While He was in Bethany at the home of Simon the leper, and reclining, there came a woman with an alabaster vial of very costly perfume of pure nard; and she broke the vial and poured it over His head.  But some were indignantly remarking to one another, ‘Why has this perfume been wasted?  For this perfume might have been sold for over three hundred denarii, and given to the poor.’  And they were scolding her.  But Jesus said, ‘Let her alone; why do you bother her?  She has done a good deed to Me.  For you always have the poor with you, and whenever you wish you can do good to them; but you do not always have Me.  She has done what she could; she has anointed My body beforehand for the burial.’”


(4)  How do we account for the differences if there was only one supper?  Remember that John does not repeat information already mentioned in the Synoptic gospels.  Therefore, there is no need for him to mention the anointing of the head of Jesus, since Matthew has already done so.  Therefore, John adds the information about the anointing of the feet of Jesus.  Both occurred.  Matthew and Mark didn’t mention Mary as the person doing the anointing; therefore, John does.  And finally, Matthew and Mark blame all the disciples for being indignant with Mary for the costly waste; whereas John pinpoints Judas as the ringleader of this rebuke.


e.  Part of the problem arises in both Matthew and Mark’s account, because just prior to this story of this dinner party Mark says, “Now the Passover and Unleavened Bread were two days away; and the chief priests and the scribes were seeking how to seize Him by stealth and kill Him; for they were saying, ‘Not during the festival, otherwise there might be a riot of the people.’”  Commentators then connect the two days with the time of this supper.  That is an assumption and not a fact.  However, in Mark’s account, the triumphal entry of Jesus into Jerusalem and the second cleansing of the Temple has already taken place, chapter 11.  Therefore, unless Matthew and Mark are using retroactive exposition (a typical device of Semitic writers where they recount events out of their chronological order by recounting a previous event after a current event), this dinner occurs after the triumphal entry of Jesus into Jerusalem and two days before the Passover.  [This is the position of some commentators with whom I do not agree.]  This gives us the following timeline:
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This timeline is just as possible with one supper on Friday the 8th of Nisan at the home of Simon.


f.  Jesus went back to see His friends, whom He had not been able to stay with immediately after the resuscitation of Lazarus due to the wrath of the Sanhedrin.  Lazarus and his sisters had not been able to properly thank Jesus for what He had done for Lazarus.  This dinner was a small offer of thanksgiving for the grace of God.

g.  Lazarus and Simon the leper lived in the same village, were probably friends, both believed in Jesus and both were ‘healed’ by Him.  Therefore, it would not be unheard of for them to combine to arrange this dinner of thanksgiving for what Jesus had done for each of them.  Lazarus had been resuscitated and Simon had been healed.  Together the two men could well afford to provide for Jesus, His disciples, plus themselves and their families and friends or servants who were helping prepare the meal.

h.  The preparation of such a supper would take hours.  If Jesus had left Jericho as late as ten o’clock in the morning, He could have still walked the twelve miles in four hours (3 miles per hour) and arrived by 2 p.m.  This would have given the two families 4-5 hours to prepare the meal, which is more than enough time.  Therefore, we can imagine that such a meal could have been arranged on short notice the evening after Jesus and those following Him arrived in mid afternoon of Friday.  They could not have arrived on Saturday, because they would have violated the Sabbath by walking the twelve miles from Jericho to Bethany.  (A Sabbath’s day walk was 3/5th of a mile.)
2.  “and Martha was serving;”

a.  John characterizes Martha as the one in charge of the meal.  She was in charge of the preparations and the serving of all aspects of the meal.  It is likely that she had servants or friends helping with the preparation and serving.  We might say that she was not only the chef but also the head waiter.

b.  There is no condemnation of Martha here for what she is doing.  In fact, she is doing for the Lord what millions of over believers wished they could have the opportunity to do.  Just because she is serving dinner gives us no right to think that she was not interested in what Jesus had to say.  Are we not commanded in Scripture to ‘Serve the Lord’?  In fact the phrase is found 52 times in the Scripture: Ps 100:2; Rom 12:11.  She is doing what God wants her to do and has given her the ability to do.  She did the same thing in Lk 10:40, where the Lord corrected her for being distracted by all her preparations for a previous dinner.  Some say she is making the same mistake here.  That is debatable.  She may have learned from the previous experience and now is simply doing what has to be done.
3.  “but Lazarus was one of those reclining with Him.”

a.  In contrast to Martha, Lazarus is reclining at dinner with Jesus.  (John doesn’t mention Simon because Simon is already mentioned in the Synoptic accounts, and John doesn’t repeat information found there.)  This is neither a condemnation of Martha nor a commendation of Lazarus.  John is simply telling us why Lazarus was not in charge of serving dinner.  Lazarus may have offered to be in charge of the dinner, but Martha probably insisted that her brother not do so, but rather spend time with Jesus thanking Him for his resuscitation and talking to Him about what is going to happen to both of them, since the Sanhedrin is seeking to kill them both (verse 10).

b.  The phrase ‘one of those’ indicates that the disciples were all there at dinner as well as Jesus and Lazarus.
4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Given all of these variations [between the Matthew/Mark account, the John account, and the separate story by Luke of an anointing in Galilee], many have concluded that there must have been two anointings of Jesus, one early and one late.  A. T. Robertson, for example, lists Lk 7:36–50 without parallel and explains that ‘this anointing in Galilee must be distinct from the anointing in Bethany, near Jerusalem, more than a year later.’  …R. Stein’s explanation is that since Luke, for example, chose to include the anointing in Galilee, he left out the anointing in Bethany to avoid having two very similar anointing accounts.  He concludes that ‘it is quite possible that these accounts go back to two separate incidents in Jesus’ life.  I agree that such an explanation is surely possible, although we must be very tentative when formulating a reconstruction of a historical event that is nowhere described as such in any one historical/biblical text.  In dealing both honestly and reverently with our texts it is of supreme importance to let each Gospel communicate its own particular inspired message in its given context.”


b.  “The Sanhedrin had decreed that anyone who knew where Jesus was should report that information to them.  But rather than turning Him in like some criminal, the Lord’s friends in Bethany gave a supper in His honor.  The purpose of the event was to express their love for Him, and especially their gratitude for His raising of Lazarus.  Since DEIPNON refers to the main meal of the day, it would have been a lengthy one, designed with much time for leisurely conversation.  The guests were surely leaning on one elbow with their heads toward a low, U-shaped table.  How many people were there is not known, but at least Jesus, the Twelve, Mary, Martha, Lazarus, and probably Simon the leper were present.  (That John describes Lazarus as one of the guests reclining at the table with Jesus suggests that the feast was not in his and his sisters’ home.)  Mt 26:6 and Mk 14:3 make more than a suggestion, stating specifically that the meal was held in the house of Simon the leper.  Though the descriptive name stuck to him, he obviously had been healed from his disease, for people would never have gathered in the home of someone with an active case of leprosy.  Not only would they have feared contagion, but also to socialize would have ceremonially defiled them, since lepers were unclean (Lev 13:45).  Nor is it likely that Simon would have owned a house and hosted a meal in it if he had still been sick, since lepers were social outcasts (Num 5:2).  Because cures for leprosy were beyond the limited medical knowledge of that time, it is reasonable to believe that Jesus had earlier healed him.  Though others were served also, Martha’s service on this occasion was primarily directed at Jesus, and was commendable for two related reasons: it was motivated by loving gratitude to Him, and by a desire to generously honor Him in the way she best knew how.  There was no rebuke as in the earlier incident (mentioned by Luke).  Like her, all Christians are to be engaged in selfless service (Rom 12:11; cf. Gal 5:13; Col 3:24; Heb 9:14).  Jesus said, “The greatest among you shall be your servant” (Mt 23:11) and declared of Himself, ‘I am among you as the one who serves’ (Lk 22:27), and, ‘the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve’ (Mt 20:28).  Paul repeatedly described himself as a bond servant of Jesus Christ, as did James, Peter, Jude, and John.  In John 12:26 the Lord promised those who faithfully serve Him, ‘If anyone serves Me, he must follow Me; and where I am, there My servant will be also; if anyone serves Me, the Father will honor him.’  Although it tends to be overshadowed by Mary’s dramatic act of worship, Martha’s humble service on this occasion was no less commendable and pleasing to the Lord.”


c.  “The dinner must have been a joyous occasion with Mary, Martha, and Lazarus there. The relationship of this family to Simon is not known, but it must have been close since Martha served.”


d.  “The account of Mary’s anointing of her Lord is found also in Mt 26:6–13 and Mk 14:3–9.  But it must not be confused with the account given in Lk 7:36–50, where a former harlot anointed Jesus in the house of Simon the Pharisee.  Mary was a virtuous woman, and she anointed Jesus in the house of Simon the (former) leper (Mk 14:3).  The Luke 7 event took place in Galilee, while the account we are now considering occurred in Judea.  The fact that there are two ‘Simons’ involved should not surprise us, for Simon was a common name in that day.  When you combine all three accounts (Mt, Mk, Jn), you learn that Mary anointed both His head and His feet.  It was an act of pure love on her part, for she knew her Lord was about to endure suffering and death.  Because she sat at Jesus’ feet and listened to Him speak, she knew what He was going to do.  It is significant that Mary of Bethany was not one of the women who went to the tomb to anoint the body of Jesus (Mk 16:1).”
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