John 1:1
Luke 11:11


 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now.”  With this we have the double accusative of the person (what father) and thing (an egg).  First we have the accusative of the person from the masculine singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what” plus the article and noun PATĒR, meaning “father.”  With this we also have the preposition EK plus the ablative of whole or ablative of origin from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “from you” or “of you.”  Then we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb AITEW, which means “to ask.”

The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that a father from them will produce the action.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the article and noun HUIOS, meaning “a son.”

“Now a son will ask what father from you for a fish;”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” [“The reading with KAI preserves a Semitism that most copyists replaced with MĒ, the usual Greek interrogative particle.”
], followed by the preposition ANTI plus the ablative of opposition from the masculine singular noun ICHTHUS, meaning “instead of a fish.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the noun OPHIS, meaning “a snake.”  This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to the son.  Finally, we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb EPIDIDWMI, which means “to give.”

The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that a father from them will produce the action.


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

“and instead of a fish he will give to him a snake?”
Lk 11:11 corrected translation
“Now a son will ask what father from you for a fish; and instead of a fish he will give to him a snake?”
Mt 7:10, “Or if he asks for a fish, he will not give him a snake, will he?”
Explanation:
1.  “Now a son will ask what father from you for a fish;”

a.  Jesus continues by asking a rhetorical question.  He doesn’t expect an answer because the answer is so obvious.  He draws a picture of a boy asking his father for something to eat; in the case for a fish.  The phrase “what father” is another way of referring to any father in general; for all normal father would respond to this situation in the same way.  With at least five of these men, being fishermen by trade, they can easily relate to this illustration.

b.  The son is not able to go get his own food.  This implication is that he is too young to do so.  So the boy is in a helpless situation.  The father obviously has plenty of fish and is easily able to give one to his needy son.

c.  The verb ‘to ask’ refers to the same principle of prayer that was mentioned in the previous two verses (“ask and you shall receive”).  Therefore, this question is still teaching the principle of prayer, with the ‘father’ referring to God the Father, and the ‘son’ referring to all believers as the ‘sons of God’.
2.  “and instead of a fish will give to him a snake?”

a.  Jesus then adds an unexpected punch line.  Snakes are generally deadly.  The son is asking for something to keep him alive (food).  The father will not give him something that will kill him.  The obvious answer to the rhetorical question is resounding ‘No’.

b.  Jesus’ point is also obvious—God the Father provides for our needs, when we ask for them (‘Give us each day our necessary bread’).  The Father does not and will not ignore our requests for basic needs: food, shelter, clothing, a job, transportation, etc.  However, if you ask for a Cadillac in selfishness and greed, don’t be surprised if you get a lemon assembled on a Friday afternoon.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “There is a decided anacoluthon [=inconsistency in the Greek structure of the two clauses] here.  The text makes ton patera (the father) in apposition with tina (which) and in the accusative the object of aitēsei (shall ask) which has also another accusative (both person and thing) ‘a loaf.’  So far so good.  Mē shows that the answer No is expected, but the trouble is that the interrogative tina in the first clause is in the accusative the object of aitēsei [to ask] while here the same man (he) is the subject of epidōsei [to give].  It is a very awkward piece of Greek and yet it is intelligible.”


b.  “Jesus now illustrates His point about God’s willingness to answer prayer.  The picture is of a father who gets a request for food, specifically fish.  What father would serve his child a snake?  No one!  Indeed, to do so would be unthinkable.  Human parents are willing to give essential things to their children.  Jesus has intensified the image by moving from an illustration of friendship to that of parent and child.  In verse 13, Jesus makes the minor-to-major argument clear. Surely  God will respond graciously, since sinful people do.  The picture differs slightly from Mt 7:9–10.  In Luke, the sequence is fish-snake and egg-scorpion, while Matthew has bread-stone and fish-snake.  Another difference is Matthew’s reference to a man, while Luke refers to the more intimate image of a father.  These differences are sufficient to suggest that Luke is not referring to the same incident as Matthew, but to similar teaching.”


c.  “Jesus continues His teaching on prayer by returning to the realm of daily life, this time within the household.  As in verses 5–7, He again poses hypothetical questions for which the anticipated answer would be immediate and self-evident. Thus, in verses 11–12 He observes, simply, that children who request food from their parents will not be given malevolent alternatives.”


d.  “This is a promise that God will not give us anything that will harm us.  Now, a child may want a serpent as a plaything, but no responsible father would allow such a thing, nor will our heavenly Father.  The point is, we, figuratively speaking, may think the serpent is a fish, but our heavenly Father is not confused.”


e.  “Not even a Mafia don, or a Hitler, or any run-of-the-mill sinful father (as we all are) would dream of such treachery.  Granted, some fathers are incredibly cruel, but they are clearly exceptions.  Fathers love their children!  And despite our sinfulness, we enjoy giving good gifts to our children.  Usually, if they ask for a fish, we take them fishing. If they ask for an egg, we make them an omelet.”


f.  “Jesus indicated a stronger tie between God and man than between friend and friend.  God is a father, and bestows His gifts not just because man is persistent, but because He loves His children.  He will do no less for them than any earthly father would do for his family.”
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