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John 19:2


 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun STRATIWTĒS, meaning “the soldiers.”  Then we have the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle from the verb PLEKW, which means “to weave, plait Mk 15:17; Mt 27:29; Jn 19:2.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which looks at the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the soldiers produced the action.


The participle is temporal, preceding the action of the main verb.  It should be translated “after weaving.”

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun STEPHANOS, meaning “a crown.”  With this we have the preposition EK plus the genitive of material, specifying the material out of which the head noun is made,
 from the feminine plural noun AKANTHA, meaning “of thorns.”

“And the soldiers, after weaving a crown of thorns,”
 is the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EPITITHĒMI, which means “to put on/upon; to place on/upon.”

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


The active voice indicates that the soldiers produced the action.


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

Then we have the possessive genitive direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “His” plus the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun KEPHALĒ, “on His head.”  There is no direct object “[it]” in the Greek.  It is clearly understood in the Greek mind and unnecessary to write.  However, English grammar requires us to include it.

“put [it] on His head”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun HIMATION, meaning “of outer clothing: cloak, robe Mt 9:20f; 24:18; Mk 5:27; 6:56; 10:50; 13:16; Lk 8:44; 22:36; Jn 19:2, 5; Rev 19:16.”
  With this we have the adjective PORPHUROUS, meaning “purple.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PERIBALLW, which means “to put something on someone; literally to throw something around you.”
  We would say “to throw a coat on.”

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


The active voice indicates that the soldiers produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”

“and put a purple robe on Him;”
Jn 19:2 corrected translation
“And the soldiers, after weaving a crown of thorns, put [it] on His head and put a purple robe on Him;”
Explanation:
1.  “And the soldiers, after weaving a crown of thorns, put [it] on His head”

a.  After the scourging was finished, the soldiers who administered the scourging were not finished with Jesus.  They then took some plant that had thorns on it and weaved the stems into a crown of thorns.  The crown was then placed on His head so that the thorns pressed against His skin and irritated and punctured the skin, causing significant pain.

b.  Since Jesus claimed to be a king, the soldiers mocked Him as a fake king.  In the future they will stand before Jesus who will be crowned with glory and honor and once again look into the eyes of the person they mocked, ridiculed, and hurt so badly.

c.  “The word STEPHANOS is used to signify royalty; yet its predominant usage was that of a victor’s crown.  But what the soldiers meant in mockery for a royal crown, became for our Lord in the hour of seeming defeat, the victor’s crown, for Paul could write (1 Cor 15:55) ‘Where, O death is your victory?’  The victor’s crown was placed on His brow before the victory was complete.  So sure was the victory of the Cross.”
  “At first sight this might be taken as an alternative for DIADĒMA, a kingly crown, but considering the blasphemous character of that masquerade, and the materials used, obviously DIADĒMA would be quite unfitting and the only alternative was STEPHANOS.”


d.  “This crown, made of a prickly weed, is a mocking imitation of the crown worn by Roman vassals and is designed to throw scorn on Jesus as well as to cause pain by scratching.   For John the One who is crowned with thorns in apparent defeat is the true victor.  As Heb 2:9 puts it, He is now crowned with glory and honor because of the suffering of death.”

2.  “and put a purple robe on Him;”

a.  The second thing the soldiers did to mock Jesus was to put a royal robe on Him; that is, to dress Him up like a king.  The color purple was the color of royalty in the Roman Empire.  Red signified power and authority, but purple was the sign of royalty.  One might ask where the soldiers got an expensive royal robe to put on Jesus?  Many commentators say that it was nothing more than an old soldiers red coat.  However, this disregards the statement in Lk 23:11 that it was provided by Herod Antipas, “And Herod with his soldiers, after treating Him with contempt and mocking Him, dressed Him in a gorgeous robe and sent Him back to Pilate.”  Jesus was sent to Pilate wearing this gorgeous robe.  The Roman soldiers got the idea for mocking Jesus from Herod’s soldiers.  Pilate probably returned the robe to Herod after Pilate’s soldiers were finished mocking Jesus.  And this may have contributed to them becoming friends.

b.  Royal robes made of purple cloth were the most expensive clothing in the Roman Empire.  “Purple fabrics were highly prized in the ancient world.  The Phoenicians developed the purple dye industry, centered in Tyre and Sidon (Ezek 27:7, 16).  The source of the dye was one of several carnivorous snails that lived in the Mediterranean Sea.  The glands of these shellfish produce a colorless liquid, which upon exposure to air dyed fabrics a colorfast purple.  The process of extracting the dye was complex.  First, wicker baskets, baited with fish or meat scraps, were lowered into the water to catch the shellfish.  When the shellfish were drawn up, the dye was extracted from the gland by crushing the shell.  The resulting liquid was mixed with salt and allowed to set for three days.  Then the mixture was simmered for ten days, reducing it to one sixth of its original volume.  Wool was placed in the resulting dye bath for five hours. Sometimes the wool was dyed twice to produce a richer color.  Twelve thousand shells would produce less than .07 oz. [one drop] of dye.  The process was costly, and thus purple fabrics were associated with royalty and wealth.”


c.  This purple robe was worth a fortune and it is possible that it was one of the articles of clothing the soldiers divided up at the Cross, as mentioned in Jn 19:23, “Then ﻿﻿the soldiers, when they had crucified Jesus, took His outer garments and made ﻿﻿four parts, a part to every soldier.”  It is just as possible that this royal robe was sent back to Herod, and it was Jesus’ own robe that was divided into four parts for the soldiers.

d.  The Synoptic gospel accounts.



(1)  Mt 27:27-31, “Then the soldiers of the governor took Jesus into the Praetorium and gathered the whole cohort around Him.  They stripped Him and put a scarlet robe on Him.  And after twisting together a crown of thorns, they put it on His head, and a reed in His right hand; and they knelt down before Him and mocked Him, saying, ‘Hail, King of the Jews!’  They spat on Him, and took the reed and began to beat Him on the head.  After they had mocked Him, they took the robe off Him and put His garments back on Him, and led Him away to crucify Him.”



(2)  Mk 15:16-20, “The soldiers took Him away into the palace (that is, the Praetorium), and they called together the whole cohort.  They dressed Him up in purple, and after twisting a crown of thorns, they put it on Him; and they began to acclaim Him, ‘Hail, King of the Jews!’  They kept beating His head with a reed, and spitting on Him, and kneeling and bowing before Him.  After they had mocked Him, they took the purple robe off Him and put His garments on Him.  And they led Him out to crucify Him.”  Luke makes no comment about the mocking by Pilate’s soldiers.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Lord had predicted this treatment (Mt 20:19).  See also Isa 53:5.  The crown of thorns was mockery on the part of the soldiers, in view of Jesus’ alleged kingship.  Some have thought that this crown was fashioned from the sharp prongs of the date palm, thus connecting it with the nationalist hopes of the Jews expressed by the waving of palms when Jesus entered Jerusalem.  Since the palm was an expression of Jewish hopes for independence even in Maccabean days, this action by the soldiers would have been the harsh answer of Rome to the Jews as a whole.  From the Biblical standpoint the thorns may be said to express the curse of sin (Gen 3:17-18), which Christ was bearing for the race.  Clothed with a purple robe, Jesus became an object of sport and abuse by the soldiers.”


b.  “Turning Jesus over to the soldiers for their ‘gaming’ with Him would have been a welcomed release from their frustrations of being assigned to duty in hostile Israel. The number of soldiers involved in this gaming is not stated in John, but Mk 15:16 (cf. Mt 27:27) suggests it was an entire SPEIRA (cohort of six hundred men).  Yet that may be another case of a Markan generalization without any desire to be precise.  On the floor of the Antonio Fortress visitors to the Sisters of Zion Convent in Jerusalem can still see deeply imbedded scratchings of games that were played by Roman soldiers.  Although this site may or may not be the exact place of the ‘gaming’ with Jesus, it provides a testimony in stone from that time of the type of gaming that occurred among the soldiers.  The crown of thorns the soldiers forced on Jesus’ head may have been woven from the long spike-like thorns of the date palm, which are exceedingly sharp to the touch and can easily puncture thick plastics, to say nothing of flesh.  It has even been suggested that these long spiked thorns would give the impression of radiance coming from the crown of the emperor or an Eastern ruler as portrayed on ancient coins.  Although such an idea is not stated in our Gospels, the suggestion would not be inappropriate for the Roman attempt at caricaturing Jesus as a king.  The purple (Jn 19:2), or dark red (Mt 27:28), robe that was put on Jesus then was undoubtedly some old cloak or rug grabbed by a soldier and flung around Jesus to give him the comic appearance of being clad with an emperor’s robe.”
  On the contrary, Lk 23:11 tells us that Herod provided the royal robe.


c.  “No sooner has the scourging been completed when the mockery begins.  This answers the question as to how an act such as this mockery of Jesus came to be staged.  The attempt is not made to show that it was a proceeding that was customary in the case of men who were scourged, for it certainly was not.  It is so exceptional in every way that no counterpart for it has ever been found.  Those who think that Jesus was scourged as one who was already condemned to the cross suppose that the mockery was undertaken merely to fill in the time until the cross and the other paraphernalia for the execution had been made ready.  But even then, why was the time filled in with such an exceptional proceeding?  If Jesus was scourged merely in preparation for crucifixion, this mockery is inexplicable.  Those who note that Jesus had not as yet been condemned to the cross, make the mockery an inspiration of the soldiers who guarded Jesus.  We are told that Pilate left them to their own devices, allowed events to take their own course, paid no attention to the commotion going on inside of the Praetorium.  These are unsatisfactory explanations.  When Matthew and Mark report that the soldiers took Jesus into the courtyard of the Praetorium, this can mean only that they did so on an order from Pilate.  In his presence they could not move the prisoner about as they might please.  In verse 4 we see that Pilate himself was in the Praetorium during the mockery, for it is he who comes out with Jesus after the mockery, with Jesus dressed as a mock king.  All this has but one solution: Jesus was scourged and mocked on Pilate's order.  His plan was to show these Jews what this man really was about whom they were making such a violent demonstration: ‘king,’ indeed, ‘the king of the Jews,’ a Joke of a king!  Let them see for themselves!  Crucify him?  Act as though this dreamer about the truth amounted to anything?  The very idea was ridiculous.”
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