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 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the genitive absolute construction
 which includes the genitive masculine singular present active participle from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: was” plus the third person masculine singular from the personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, which functions as the ‘subject’ of the participle and is translated “He,” referring to Jesus.


The present tense is a historical present, which views the past action as occurring now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the past tense.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle, which is coterminous with the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “while He was.”

Then we have the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular proper noun BĒTHANIA, meaning “in Bethany.”  This is followed by the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun OIKIA, meaning “in the home/house.”  With this we have the genitive of possession from the masculine singular proper noun SIMWN, meaning “of Simon.”  In addition we have the genitive of identity from the masculine singular article and adjective LEPROS, meaning “the leper.”

“And while He was in Bethany in the home of Simon the leper,”
 is the genitive absolute construction, which includes the genitive masculine singular present deponent middle/passive participle from the verb KATAKEIMAI with the genitive masculine third person singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to recline at a table to eat.”  The pronoun is translated “He” and refers to Jesus.


The present tense is a historical present, which views the past action as occurring now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the past tense.


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


The participle is a temporal participle, which is coterminous with the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “while He was reclining to eat.”

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come: came.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that a woman produced the action.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, meaning “a woman.”  Then we have the nominative feminine singular present active participle of the verb ECHW, meaning “to have: having.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, which describes what was occurring at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the woman produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun ALABASTROS, meaning “an alabaster vial, flask, vase.”
  With this we have the genitive of content
 from the neuter singular noun MURON, meaning “of perfume.”  With this we have the genitive feminine singular noun VARDOS, meaning “of nard”
 (from the spikenard plant).  With this we also have the genitive feminine singular from the adjective PISTIKOS, meaning “genuine.”  Also with this we have the genitive feminine singular from the adjective POLUTELĒS, which means “expensive.”

“while reclining to eat, a woman came, having an alabaster vial of expensive, genuine, nard perfume;”
 is the nominative feminine singular aorist active participle from the verb SUNTRIBW, which means “to shatter, smash, crush; break an alabaster flask Mk 14:3.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the woman produced the action.


The participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It should be translated “after breaking.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun ALABASTROS, meaning “the alabaster vial.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb KATACHEW, which means “to pour out/down.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the woman produced the action.


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

Then we have the genitive direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “His” and referring to Jesus.  Finally, we have the adverbial genitive of place from the feminine singular article, used as a possessive pronoun plus the noun KEPHALĒ, meaning “on His head.”

“after breaking the alabaster vial, she poured it on His head.”
Mk 14:3 corrected translation
“And while He was in Bethany in the home of Simon the leper, while reclining to eat, a woman came, having an alabaster vial of expensive, genuine, nard perfume; after breaking the alabaster vial, she poured it on His head.”

Explanation:
Jn 12:1-8 tells the same story with several additional details.  Mary the sister of Lazarus is the woman, who anoints the head of Jesus.  And Judas is the disciple who makes such a fuss about the waste of the costly perfume.  There is no conflict with the fact verse one says that Jesus came to Bethany six days beforehand.  Jn 12:1 tells us when Jesus arrived in the city and seems to say that the dinner occurred the day He arrived.  Mark seems to say that it was two days before Passover.  However, Mark 14:3 may also be retroactive exposition, taking us back in time four days (after mentioning the events of Mk 14:1-2) to events that preceded Mk 14:1-2.

“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 [the sister of Lazarus], 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.”

“This anointing episode is not to be equated with an earlier anointing in Galilee (Lk 7:36–50). However, it is the same episode recorded in Jn 12:1–8 though there are some significant differences.  One difference concerns when the event occurred.  John stated that it happened ‘six days before the Passover,’ that is, the beginning of the Passover festival, Nisan 14 (Thursday).   This means it occurred the previous Friday.  Mark’s placement seems to suggest that the episode occurred on Wednesday of Passion Week (cf. Mark 14:1a).  In light of this it seems reasonable to follow John’s chronology and to conclude that Mark used the incident thematically (cf. introduction to 2:1–12; 11:1–11) to contrast the responses of this woman and Judas.  Consequently the time reference in Mk 14:1 governs the leaders’ concern to arrest Jesus, not this event.”

1.  “And while He was in Bethany in the home of Simon the leper,”

a.  Mark now takes us back in time to an event that occurred four days prior to His Olivet Discourse, when Jesus attended a dinner party in His honor at the home of Simon the leper in Bethany.


b.  Simon is a former leper, probably someone who was healed by Jesus, but this is not stated in Scripture.  We know he is a former leper, since, if he currently had the disease, he would be in a leper colony instead of in a home in a city among the general population.  The fact that he is hosting a dinner for the Lord and the disciples tells us that he was probably formerly healed by Jesus and this is a small way of saying ‘Thank You’ for that healing.  “If Simon had been a ‘leper’, he was certainly not one by this point; no one would have joined him for dinner if he had been.  Jesus may have healed him.”


c.  The fact that Simon lived in Bethany and was a believer also indirectly tells us that he was probably well known to and perhaps even a friend of Lazarus, who also lived there with his two sisters, Mary and Martha, and had just a few weeks before died and been resuscitated by Jesus.


d.  Bethany was the location where Jesus and the disciples staying during the Jerusalem festivals.  It was close enough to provide quick and easy access to the city, yet far enough away that the authorities wouldn’t come searching for Him at night.

2.  “while reclining to eat, a woman came, having an alabaster vial of expensive, genuine, nard perfume;”

a.  Simon had invited Jesus and His disciples to a dinner party in the Lord’s honor at Simon’s home.  All the men had reclined to eat, which was the common posture for eating.  The head was toward the table with the feet away from the table, while the men lay on their left side and ate with their right hand.  The table was typically U shaped with the guest of honor at the bottom of the U.  A servant washed the feet of the participants upon entering the dining room.  Feeding this many guests and having a home large enough to accommodate this many people suggests that Simon was not poor.


b.  At some point during the dinner, probably at the beginning, a woman comes into the room with an alabaster vial or flask of expensive, genuine (pure), nard perfume.  This perfume was made from the nard plant and, as we shall see, cost 300 days’ wages or about $19,200 at today’s minimum wage of $8 per hour.  When the Bible says it was expensive, it is not kidding.  No wonder the disciples (especially Judas) got so upset.

3.  “after breaking the alabaster vial, she poured it on His head.”

a.  Alabaster vials or flasks had a long neck.  And this vial/flask was sealed so well that it couldn’t be opened and closed easily.  Therefore, the woman simply broke the neck of the vial so she could pour the perfume on the head of Jesus, which she then proceeded to do.  “An alabaster jar normally had a rather long neck which was broken off for the contents to be used. It served primarily as a container for precious substances such as perfumes.”


b.  As Jesus is about to explain, she is unknowingly anointing His head for burial.  She is also anointing the head of the King, who is about to take possession of His spiritual kingdom from the ruler of the world.

c.  The woman wasn’t just making Jesus smell good, which this perfume certainly would do, but was a symbolic act, depicting the Father’s selection of His Son as the Lamb of God, who will take away the sins of the world.


d.  We don’t think of the after effects of this act, because we aren’t there with our sense of smell.  But imagine all the occasions in the next day or two in which people would smell Jesus in their interactions with Him: at His arrest, in the presence of the high priest, at His trials, while being beaten by the Roman soldiers, before Pilate, by the soldiers at the cross, as His dead body was carried away.  In all these situations you had the lingering smell of this expensive perfume.  This pleasing aroma was a constant reminder to Jesus of His duty as the only sacrifice for sin that produced the real pleasing aroma to God the Father.  In the sense of baptism, Jesus was being baptized or identified with His mission to become a sweet smelling offering to the Most High God.


e.  This was not the first occasion in which a woman poured perfume on the head of Jesus and anointed Him.  See Lk 7:36-39, where this occurred at a dinner party given by a Pharisee.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “This is a different incident from that recorded in Lk 7:36–50.”


b.  “The ointment is described by Mark in three words, NARDOS referring to a perfume which came from India, well known to the Greeks and Romans, and procured from the hills on the banks of the Ganges River, PISTIKOS, speaking of the fact that it was genuine, not imitation or adulterated, and POLUTELĒS, telling us that it was very costly. The woman broke the neck of the flask so that she could quickly pour the contents, and as Expositors Commentary says, ‘perhaps that the vessel used for so sacred a purpose might never be so employed again’.”


c.  “While in Bethany Jesus was being honored with a festive meal in the home of … Simon the Leper, a man apparently cured by Jesus previously (Mk 1:40) and well known to the early disciples.  The unnamed woman was Mary, sister of Martha and Lazarus (Jn 12:3).  She came with an alabaster jar, a small stone flask with a long slender neck, containing about a pint of costly perfume made of pure (unadulterated) nard, an aromatic oil from a rare plant root native to India.  Mary broke the slender neck of the stone flask and poured the perfume over Jesus’ head.  John wrote that she poured it on Jesus’ feet and wiped them with her hair.  Both are possible since Jesus was reclining on a dining couch at the table (Mk 14:18).  Anointing a guest’s head was a common custom at festive Jewish meals (Ps 23:5; Lk 7:46) but Mary’s act had a greater meaning (Mk 14:8–9).”


d.  “The cracking of the vessel indicates that the woman intends to perform an extravagant act, not saving any of the perfume for later.  More importantly, the perfume was worth a year’s wages of a day laborer, which suggests that the substance may have been a family heirloom, something that could be sold in times of financial need.  If so, this woman is acting very much like the widow with the two small coins, using all her social security for an act of devotion.  Here we have a story about a dinner in a surprising place (the house of a leper) where a surprising event transpired.  The locale says something about Jesus’ views on ritual purity.  Even if he was a former leper whom Jesus healed, there would still be the stigma attached to and fear of such a person on the part of many, but not Jesus.  We may perhaps see the act of hospitality by Simon as his grateful response to the healing by Jesus.  Also we have here another instance of the Jesus mission operating by household hospitality.  This was an important principle which carried over into the early church.  The house became not only the place for hospitality and rest but the venue in which the gospel could be shared on any day of the week, and in-house teaching offered.  The mention in verse 5 of giving to the poor may be because during the festival a gift to the poor was expected, even required.

It is possible that Mark has [told the] story about anointing of Jesus’ head with expensive perfume, symbolizing the preparation of a royal figure for burial.  The motive of the woman in any case seems to be devotional, and Jesus clearly interprets the act as preparation for burial.  The Gospel writer, however, may see it as an example of a woman playing a prophetic or priestly role, for it was prophets or priests that performed royal anointings.  More to the point, the act is seen as a symbolic prophetic act which previews what will happen to Jesus.  Mark describes this event as a beautiful deed, and so as a paradigm for his audience to emulate.  Extravagant love in the service of Jesus is always to be commended.”


e.  “Spikenard was native to northern India and was a favorite perfume in antiquity.  The prefix ‘spike-‘ refers to the shape of the plant from which the oily perfume was obtained.  The best spikenard was imported from India in sealed alabaster boxes, which were opened only on very special occasions.  Pliny commented on the expensive nature of Indian nard.”


f.  “This party, given in the house of Simon the leper, was a welcome-to-Bethany party.  This was Jesus’ first visit to Bethany since restoring Lazarus’ life some two months earlier, so we can imagine the excitement.  In view of Lazarus’ restoration we can understand how Martha came to cater, a function which she relished!  Can you imagine the excitement and the atmosphere—the celebrated Master Teacher, His twelve illustrious and privileged disciples, the resurrected Lazarus, and the healed leper?  This surely was a unique banquet!  Yet into all this excitement and anticipation (was Jesus going to be proclaimed Messiah?) Mary introduced the ultimate somber note: preparation for Jesus’ death.  Banquets were for men only in Jesus’ time, so Mary’s intrusion would have been conspicuous as she was not serving.  Furthermore, she had apparently let her hair down, which was also regarded as improper.  Jesus made no secret of His impending death, and had even recently stipulated how He would die.  The twelve had difficulty believing this, yet this perceptive lady acted in simple faith, believing what He taught; consequently, she has been immortalized in the pages of holy writ.  To Mary’s eternal credit, she demonstrated her faith and love publicly and clearly.  This was probably her first opportunity to show her love and appreciation to Jesus, whose explanation suggests that she understood about His death and resurrection, subjects which He had addressed frequently; on the other hand, she may have been prophesying without realizing the full import of what she was doing.  Spikenard was a perfume imported from India, which explains its high value; this rare perfume was extracted from a Himalayan plant.  Herodotus tells us that Cambyses sent spikenard to the king of Ethiopia, so history confirms that this perfume was a gift exchanged by kings and thus establishes it as a rare and wonderful gift.  Spikenard was customarily sealed in an alabaster vial/flask, and when the seal was broken the rich fragrance would permeate every corner of the house in which it was released.  Mary, in a lavish display of her love and appreciation for Jesus, decided to demonstrate these sentiments while He was still alive, and poured a whole container over His head and feet (the usual practice at a very special banquet was for the host to use one container to anoint all the guests).  One suspects that Mary had bought this spikenard especially for the occasion; otherwise, it would surely have been used for Lazarus’ burial.  Mary thus simultaneously paid eloquent testimony to the unique position Jesus held in her life, professed her position regarding Him even in death, and prophesied His death.  This all took place before the triumphal entry, so it was evident that Jesus held no illusions about what the week that lay before Him held.”


g.  “John gives us the exact date. Jesus had arrived in Bethany after leaving Jericho ‘six days before the Passover,’ on the 8th of Nisan, the Friday before Palm Sunday.  It was too late to make him a supper then, for the Sabbath began with dusk.  Jesus rested at Bethany during the Sabbath, and when the Sabbath was over at dusk, the feast in honor of Jesus was held.  Mark must have withheld her name because, when he wrote, she was still alive and to publish her name might entail evil consequences for her from Jewish haters of Jesus.”
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