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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: was saying.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, continuing action.


The active voice indicates that Jesus was producing the action.


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

Then we have the vocative masculine singular transliteration of the Aramaic proper noun ABBA, which means “Father!”   “originally a term of endearment, later used as title and personal name; rarely used in reference to God), taken over by Greek-speaking Christians as a liturgical formula Mk 14:36; Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6.”
  This is followed by the vocative masculine singular of the article and noun PATĒR, meaning “Father!”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the neuter plural adjective PAS, meaning “All things.”  With this we have the predicate nominative from the neuter plural adjective DUNATOS, meaning “possible.”  There is the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the verb EIMI, meaning “[are].”  Then we have the dative of advantage from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “for You.”
“And He was saying, ‘Abba! Father! All things [are] possible for You;”
 is the second person singular aorist active imperative of the verb PARAPHERW, which means “to take away; remove.”


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


The active voice indicates that God the Father is requested to produce the action.


The imperative mood is an imperative of request.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun POTĒRION with the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this cup.”  Then we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of separation from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “from Me” and referring to Jesus.

“remove this cup from Me;”
 is the strong adversative conjunction ALLA, meaning “but” plus the negative OU, meaning “not.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what; that which.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” plus the first person singular present active indicative from the verb THELW, which means “to will, wish, or want.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the action of willing or wishing.


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

Then we have the adversative use of the conjunction ALLA, meaning “but” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what; that which.”  Finally, we have the nominative subject from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “You” and referring to the Father.  The verb THELW is implied but not stated a second time.

“but not what I want, but what You [want].’”
Mk 14:36 corrected translation
“And He was saying, ‘Abba! Father! All things [are] possible for You; remove this cup from Me; but not what I want, but what You [want].’”
Explanation:
1.  “And He was saying, ‘Abba! Father! All things [are] possible for You;”

a.  Mark continues the story of Jesus’ agony and anguish in the garden of Gethsemane just before His arrest by telling us the gist of Jesus’ prayer, which was overheard by Peter, James, and John, who were only a stone’s throw away.


b.  The imperfect tense of the verb LEGW suggests a continuing or repeated action.  Had the action been complete the perfect or aorist tense would have been used.  This was not meaningless repetition by our Lord, but the desperation of His humanity to not be separated from the Father; something which he had never experienced.


c.  Jesus begins His prayer with a desperate cry to the Father, using the intimate and very personal address ABBA (meaning ‘My Father’), which is pure Aramaic, one of the three languages spoken/understood in the Roman district of Syria at the time (the other two being Greek and Latin with Latin being the least used).  Mark then adds the Greek meaning of the Aramaic word for his Roman audience.


d.  The declaration that all things are possible for the Father to do obviously excludes sinning and performing evil.  God is sovereign and can do whatever He thinks is best.  But what He does is always compatible with the rest of His attributes, such as love, justice, righteousness, veracity, etc.  Sovereignty never acts in a vacuum.  “The Scriptures constantly represent God as able to do whatever He wills.  They recognize the distinction between the actual and the possible; between ability and act; between what God does, and what He is able to do.  With Him all things are possible.”
  This same thought is found in:



(1)  Mt 19:26, “And looking at them Jesus said to them, ‘With people this is impossible, but with God all things are possible.’” Mk 10:27.



(2)  Ps 115:3, “But our God is in the heavens; He does whatever He pleases.”



(3)  Gen 18:14, “Is anything too difficult for the Lord?”



(4)  Jer 32:17, “Ah Lord God! Behold, You have made the heavens and the earth by Your great power and by Your outstretched arm!  Nothing is too difficult for You,”



(5)  Lk 1:37, “For nothing will be impossible with God.”


e.  Therefore, Jesus declares here the real possibility that God the Father can postpone the timing of the salvation of the world to a future date/time.  He is not suggesting that the Father rewrite the divine plan or divine decree.  There is still only one mediator between God and man and that person is the Man, Christ Jesus.  The Lord still must go to the Cross.  There is no other means of salvation.  He is simply asking that the Father orchestrate the events of human history to put the Cross off until He is better prepared for it.

2.  “remove this cup from Me;”

a.  The Greek verb PARAPHERW is made up from two words: (1) the preposition PARA, which means ‘away from’ (when used with the genitive case); and (2) the verb PHERW, which means to bear or carry.  Therefore, our Lord was asking God the Father to pick up the cup from in front of Him and take it way or remove it, so that He didn’t have to drink it right then.


b.  The cup refers to the spiritual death of Christ, which means to the sins of the world being poured out on Him and judged by the Father, which required the separation of the Father from the humanity of Christ, while He was being judged for our sins.  Notice that even if the cup is removed at this time, it is still full of the sins of the world and still must be poured out or drunk at some point.  Therefore, removing the cup is only a temporary solution to Jesus’ immediate problem.  Eventually He is going to have to face the same cup with the same contents, whether now or in the future.  Removing the cup temporarily doesn’t solve the problem of our sinfulness.


c.  So the real question that must be asked here is: “Was our Lord asking that the judgment of the sins of mankind never occur, or was He asking for a temporary postponement, so that He was better prepared to handle the separation from the Father?”  I submit for your serious consideration that Jesus would never ask for the impossible.  And the impossible is that sins never be judged by the justice of God.  That was an absolute impossibility.  Therefore, since the righteousness of God demanded that the justice of God judge the sins of the world, then Jesus would never ask for this to not happen.  The request for removal of the cup cannot, therefore, be a permanent removal of the cup, but a temporary postponement (perhaps until the next Passover).  That was certainly in the realm of possibility, and makes Jesus’ declaration about all things being possible for God make better sense in this context.


d.  It is clear that the humanity of Christ didn’t want to come into contact with our sins and be judged for them.  And He really didn’t want to be separated from the love of God the Father.  Yet for this purpose He came into the world (Heb 10:5-10).  Our Lord didn’t agree to become true humanity, so that He could never be judged for our sins, but so that He could be judged for our sins.  Therefore, for Him to ask for the permanent removal of the very purpose for which He came into the world makes no sense and flies in the face of reason.


e.  So did Jesus ask for the judgment of sin to be removed from Him?  Yes, but did He really ask for its permanent removal from Him?  I think not; and the next statement supports that fact.  He knew what the Father wanted and was willing to do it.  And that judgment of sin had to be done now, whether Jesus wanted it now or not.  The timing was up to the Father, which the Son had to obey.

3.  “but not what I want, but what You [want].’”

a.  Jesus then makes one of the most important statements in Scripture, because it proves that the free will of man and the sovereignty of God co-exist in human history.  People have the free will to do what they want.  But God also has the free will to do what He wants.  Jesus understand that He had the free will to ask God to remove the cup of judgment from Him, but He also knew that the Father had the final say so in what would happen.


b.  What the Father wanted was more important than what the Son wanted.  This is the obedience to the Father that the humanity of Christ had always known and had to be demonstrated in the angelic conflict.  It was critical that the obedience of One Man settle forever the issue of obedience in the angelic conflict.  Satan said that no creature with a truly free will could ever completely obey God.  Jesus proved Satan wrong.  Jesus did in this garden what Adam failed to do in the Garden of Eden.



(1)  Heb 5:8, “although being the Son, He learned obedience from the things which He suffered,”



(2)  Rom 5:19, “For as through the disobedience of one man [Adam] the many were appointed sinful, so also through the obedience of the One the many shall become righteous.”


c.  “Humanly He has the possibility of an independent will, but this will exists only to be negated in face of the divine will.  Its perfect agreement with the divine will finds expression in the declaration of this negation.”

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “In spite of His humble request, the Father does not let the cup pass from Him.”


b.  “We see the humanity of Jesus in its fullness both in the Temptations and in Gethsemane, but without sin each time.  And this was the severest of all the temptations, to draw back from the Cross.  The victory over self brought surrender to the Father’s will.”


c.  ““The divine will, which is the expression of the divine righteousness and love, limits the exercise of the divine power, and therefore supplies a necessary check to the expectations which might otherwise arise from belief in the omnipotence of God.  The words, ‘nevertheless not what I will, but what You will,’ recognize this.  There were two things in the cup from which our Lord naturally and sinlessly shrank.  If He had not offered this petition, He would not have been who and what He was.  One of them was to be made sin, to be charged by the High Court of Heaven with the guilt of all human sin.  From that the holy Son of God drew back with all the infinite hatred of sin that was His.  The other was the agony of being deprived of the fellowship of the Father for the time on the Cross.  The fellowship between Father and Son had had no beginning.  For a sinner who has never known the bliss of the Father’s fellowship, to be deprived of it all through eternity, is bad enough.  But for the holy Son of God who knew nothing else up to that moment, the loss of that fellowship meant infinite suffering.  Shrinking away from these two things, dreading them with all His heart, yet counting the awful cost, our Lord said, “not what I will; but what You will.”


d.  “The double title Abba (‘My Father’) Father occurs only two other times (Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6).  Abba was a common way young Jewish children addressed their fathers.  It conveyed a sense of familial intimacy and familiarity.  The Jews, however, did not use it as a personal address to God since such a familiar term was considered inappropriate in prayer.  Thus Jesus’ use of Abba in addressing God was new and unique.  He probably used it often in His prayers to express His intimate relationship with God as His Father.  Abba here suggests that Jesus’ primary concern in drinking the cup of God’s judgment on sin necessarily disrupted this relationship.  What did Jesus mean by requesting that the hour ‘might pass’ and that the Father take the cup from Him?  The traditional answer is that Jesus asked to avoid ‘the hour’ hoping, if possible, that it would bypass Him and that the cup would be removed before He must drink it.  Jesus’ human will was distinct from but never in opposition to the Father’s will.  So He acknowledged that the answer to His request was not governed by what He desired but by what the Father willed.  God’s will entailed His sacrificial death (Mk 8:31) so He resolutely submitted Himself.”


e.  “It was in anticipation of drinking the cup of wrath which our sins had filled that He prayed in agony that if it were possible that hour, and the cup, might pass from Him.  His holy soul shrank from the awfulness of being made sin upon the tree.  It was not death, but the divine anger against sin, the imputation to Him of all our iniquities that filled His soul with horror.  There was no conflict of wills. He was in all things submissive as He prayed.”


f.  “Why does Jesus ask for this reprieve?  Is he afraid?  Is he simply a frightened human being or a reluctant martyr?  Two clues suggest another interpretation, one here and one at the scene on the cross.  Here there is the reference to the ‘cup,’ that is, the cup of God’s wrath.  At the cross Jesus speaks of being God-forsaken.  It is, then, not so much the suffering itself that Jesus shrinks from, but rather facing abandonment by the one he has known as Abba all this time, and even more daunting, facing the wrath, the judgment of God on the cross.  He dreads, as any human would, undergoing such judgment and punishment.  Jesus is undergoing a real and severe test or temptation, and the emotive language in the narrative is meant to indicate this fact.  It requires great endurance for Jesus to pass such a test when His every natural inclination is to let the cup pass.”


g.  “He did not come to this submission without a struggle.  He appears to have begun His prayer dreading what was coming and hoping that there might be a way in the will of God for it not to happen.  In His struggle in those hours He apparently saw clearly that the Father had only one way, the cross.  Therefore Jesus comes to the place of submission to that will.  But it was not easy; it was not without groans and cries and sweat.”


h.  Mills has a unique interpretation of this passage, which is worth considering: “It is pertinent that the Greek of Heb 5:7 reads ‘save Him out of death,’ not ‘from death.’  It seems, therefore, that the dread which Jesus faced was the prospect of eternal separation from the Father which sin demands; Christ, realizing the full significance of this fact as no man can, shrank from the awful prospect.  Heb 5:7–10 must be incorporated into our understanding of what happened in Gethsemane, and Heb 5:7 says His prayer was answered, thus pointing in the direction of a waiver of eternal separation from God.  If this interpretation is correct, we see the incredible lengths to which Jesus Christ was prepared to go—to be eternally doomed so that you and I can live eternally.  Looked at in the broad perspective of all eternity, it may be that when the Father and Son conceived the plan of salvation the Son volunteered to be eternally separated from the Father in order to save mankind.  However, the Father, while realizing the justice and rationale behind the Son’s offer, in His mercy, decided that He would waive that requirement.  So God the Father, too, has suffered considerable anguish, both in the separation, and in limiting sin from exacting its full penalty of eternal separation from Him.  This is a mystery too big for my human mind to comprehend, but certainly you and I can recognize that our sin has caused both God the Father and God the Son unimaginable anguish of soul.  How humbled and grateful one must be at the assured prospect of standing justified in the presence of so gracious a God.”


i.  “We see that the prayer ‘remove this cup from Me’ is offered only with the proviso that such removal may be one of the possibilities open to God.”
  In other words, the prayer is not a legitimate request unless it was actually possible for God to remove the cup.  Since it was impossible to remove the cup, because the righteousness of God demanded the judgment of sin, then either Jesus’ request was not possible and His statement “all things are possible with God” is meaningless or Jesus was asking for a temporary removal of the cup rather than a permanent removal.


j.  “Jesus’ appeal to His Father is based on the twin assumptions that on the one hand ‘all things are possible for You’, but on the other hand God has a will which is to be accepted rather than altered by prayer.  It is the blending of these two convictions which gives all prayer its mysterious dynamic, and frustrates any ‘quick-fix’ approach.  Jesus’ deliverance is possible.  But it is not for us, or even for Jesus as God’s Son, to assume that the God who can answer every request will necessarily be willing to do so.  Prayer, so understood, consists not in changing God’s mind but in finding our own alignment with God’s will.  Where our desire is not in line with God’s purpose, it is the former which must give way.  If that is true for ‘My Beloved Son’, how much more for the rest of us.  It is in Jesus’ instinctive acceptance of this sense of priority that he will find His strength to go through the next twenty-four hours.  To that extent, though not in the way He would have wished, His prayer was answered.  The specific (and ultimately unsuccessful) request is expressed as the removal of ‘this cup’.  The fact that the cup of suffering is pictured as being given to Jesus by His Father (who is thus able also to take it away) strikingly expresses the conviction which underlies Mark’s narrative of the passion, that God controls the whole process culminating in Jesus' death.  At the same time the fact that Jesus, who in Mk 10:38-39 could speak with apparent calm of the cup in store for Him, is now so appalled at the prospect that He begs to be rid of it vividly conveys the reality and human cost of that passion.”
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