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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And then,” followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


The imperfect tense is a tendential imperfect, which indicates an action that is attempted but not taking place.  It is translated by the phrase “they tried to give.”


The active voice indicates that the soldiers tried to produce the action.


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

Then we have the dative in direct object third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular perfect passive participle of the verb SMURNIZW, which means “to mix with myrrh” or “myrrhize” something.


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes a past, completed action.  This is brought out in translation by use of the English helping verb “have.”


The passive voice indicates that the wine received the action of being mixed with myrrh.  It is translated “having been.”


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun OINOS, meaning “wine.”

“And then they tried to give to Him wine having been mixed with myrrh;”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “however” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which” and referring to the wine mixed with myrrh.  Finally, we have the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb LAMBANW, which means “to receive; to take.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


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

“however, which He did not take.”
Mk 15:23 corrected translation
“And then they tried to give to Him wine having been mixed with myrrh; however, which He did not take.”
Explanation:
Mt 27:34, “they gave Him wine to drink mixed with gall; and after tasting it, He was unwilling to drink.”

Lk 23:36, “The soldiers also mocked Him, coming up to Him, offering Him sour wine,”
1.  “And then they tried to give to Him wine having been mixed with myrrh;”

a.  Mark continues the description of Jesus’ crucifixion by telling us that the Roman soldiers tried to give Jesus a drink, which consisted of wine having been mixed with myrrh.  The purpose of this drink was designed to ‘drug’ the person being crucified by dulling the senses and easing the pain somewhat.  This refers to “wine drugged with myrrh and used as a stupefying potion—‘myrrhed wine.’  In general, this Greek phrase must be rendered by means of a phrase or a clause, for example: ‘wine which has been mixed with a drug called myrrh’ or ‘wine mixed with a drug to reduce pain.’”


b.  “The point of this was to stupefy Him, but He refused it.”
  “According to Talmudic tradition high-placed ladies in Jerusalem used to give an intoxicating drink to the condemned before execution in order to make them insensitive to the pain.”


c.  Why would the soldiers do this?  Did they have compassion for the condemned men?  Hardly.  The soldiers did this so they wouldn’t have to listen to the screams, curses, insults, etc. of those being crucified.

2.  “however, which He did not take.”

a.  Instead of accepting the sour wine and quenching His thirst, which must have been horrible at this point, our Lord tastes what the soldiers are trying to give Him and rejects it.  He will accept the same wine after bearing our sins and being judged for them, but not before.


b.  Jn 19:28-30, “After this, Jesus, knowing that all things had already been accomplished, to fulfill the Scripture, said, “I am thirsty.’  A jar full of sour wine was standing there; so they put a sponge full of the sour wine upon a branch of hyssop and brought it up to His mouth.  Therefore when Jesus had received the sour wine, He said, ‘It is finished!’ And He bowed His head and gave up His spirit.”



(1)  This occurred at the conclusion of Jesus’ crucifixion, whereas our passage in Mark occurs at the beginning of His crucifixion.



(2)  This is the same wine offered before Jesus bore our sins and was judged for them, which He refused.  Now after bearing our sins, He accepts the sour wine.



(3)  Jesus was thirsty when first put on the Cross.  He had probably had nothing to drink since drinking the cup of wine at the last supper the previous night.  And with the loss of blood from the scourging, thorns, nails, etc. He is desperately in need of water.  This is why He started to accept the sour wine at the start of His crucifixion (thinking it was water), but after tasting it and realizing that it was wine, He refused to drink it.



(4)  If the wine was designed to ‘deaden’ the pain of suffering, then Jesus could not accept it prior to bearing our sins, lest Satan object that Jesus didn’t receive the full effect of the Father’s punishment for sins, since He was ‘drugged’.  Therefore, Jesus could not accept the sour wine until moments before His death, and then He did so, not to deaden the pain, but to prove that He was still true humanity that thirsted like any other man in that situation.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The mixture was doubtless offered to deaden the pain (Matthew’s word ‘gall’ [bitterness] suggests that myrrh was not the only ingredient).  Christ refused to partake of any such means of alleviation; He would retain all His mental power for the complete fulfilment of the Father’s will.”


b.  “This was a stupefying drink which was usually offered to condemned malefactors through the charity (it is said) of the women of Jerusalem, the intention being to deaden the sense of pain.”


c.  “It was customary for the victims to be given a narcotic potion that would help deaden the pain (Prov 31:6), but our Lord refused it.  For one thing, He wanted to be in full possession of His faculties as He did the Father’s will and accomplished the work of redemption.  He would enter fully into His sufferings on our behalf and take no short cuts.  He refused the cup of sympathy so that He might better drink the cup of iniquity (Mt 26:36–43).”


d.  “According to Rabbinic tradition certain Jerusalem women provided sedative drinks for those about to be crucified, to decrease their pain (cf. Prov 31:6–7).  On arrival at Golgotha the Roman soldiers offered (literally ‘were attempting to give’) Jesus such a drink, wine mixed with myrrh, a plant’s sap having anesthetic properties.  But after He had tasted it (Mt 27:34) He refused it, choosing rather to face suffering and death in full control of all His faculties.”


e.  “This was a stupefying draught, prepared in order to assuage the suffering of those dying by crucifixion.  The Lord Jesus would not drink of it.  He would not accept anything that might hinder His entering fully into all that the cross involved.”


f.  “Verse 23 simply says that someone gave or tried to give Jesus some myrrhed wine (i.e., drugged wine; cf. Ps 69:21).  This was apparently a humanitarian act meant to ease the pain of what was happening and was about to happen, somewhat similar to the modern administering of morphine.  This, then, would seem to have been the offer of some Jews, not the Gentile soldiers, for Prov 31:6–7 may suggest that such an offer was a Jewish tradition.  We know that myrrh in sufficient quantities would have a narcotic effect.  Jesus, however, would not take the drug, which suggests he wished to face His death without artificial aids.  He wished to be alert and awake.  It may also suggest he wished to die quickly, for such a drug (unlike morphine), while lessening the pain, would also prolong the agony, making a person more capable of enduring the pain for a longer period of time.”


g.  “In Mk 15:23, ‘wine mingled with myrrh’ indicates that the bitter ingredient of the analgesic potion was myrrh (cf. Pliny Natural History xx.18 [36]; Seneca Epistulae morales 83.27).”


h.  “Pious women of Jerusalem normally prepared a solution like this one and offered it to those being executed to dull their pain; Jesus chooses to endure the full force of the agony of crucifixion.  Myrrh is said to have had narcotic effects.”


i.  “Wine mixed with myrrh was a narcotic administered to dull the senses and was a charitable act performed under the auspices of a guild of women from Jerusalem.  In so doing the prophecy of Ps 69:21 was fulfilled; the long sequence of prophecy fulfilled in the crucifixion had commenced, a sequence which began at the very start of the crucifixion.  It seems that our Lord refused this sedative because He knew He had to pay the price of man’s sin in full and therefore could not accept anything which would reduce either His pain or His consciousness of what He was doing.”


j.  “This offer of doped wine was not an act of mercy on the part of the executioners; it was done in order to make their labor of crucifying easier.  A man who had been heavily doped with this drink would be easy to handle.  After even a moderate drink of this wine Jesus could not have spoken as he did on the cross and thus made His death what it was.”


k.  “In the first century A.D. the army physician Dioscorides Pedanius, who made an intensive study of almost 600 plants and 1000 drugs, observed the narcotic properties of myrrh.”
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