John 1:1
Mark 7:2
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 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, meaning “to see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees and scribes produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “some; certain.”  With this we have the ablative of whole from the masculine plural article and noun MATHĒTĒS with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “of His disciples.”

“And after seeing…some of His disciples”
 is the conjunction HOTI, which is used after verbs of perception to introduce the content of that perception.  It is translated “that.”  Then we have the instrumental of manner from the feminine singular adjective KOINOS, meaning “with impure, unclean” plus the noun CHEIR, meaning “hands.”

“that…with impure hands,”
 is the nominative subject from the neuter singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “that” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which views the present state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the state of being produces the state of being what it is.


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

Then we have the instrumental of manner from the feminine plural predicate adjective ANIPTOS, meaning “unwashed.”

“that is, unwashed”
 is the third person plural present active indicative from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


The present tense is a historical present, which describes the past action as though occurring right now for the sake of vividness or liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the English past tense: “were eating.”


The active voice indicates that some of the Lord’s disciples were producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article, used as a possessive pronoun (‘their’) and noun ARTOS, meaning “their bread.”

“were eating their bread”
Mk 7:2 corrected translation
“And after seeing that some of His disciples were eating their bread with impure hands, that is, unwashed”
Explanation:
1.  “And after seeing that some of His disciples were eating their bread with impure hands,”

a.  Mark continues the story of the confrontation of Jesus by the Pharisees and scribes from Jerusalem.  These evil men were following our Lord and His disciples around watching every move they made, hoping to find something they could use against Jesus.  They got their opportunity, when they observed some of the disciples of the Lord before and during a meal.


b.  The Pharisees and scribes saw that some (not all) of the disciples of Jesus were eating their meal (bread was the primary food in the Galilean diet) without vigorously washing their hands before eating.  Thus the Pharisees and scribes considered the disciples to being doing something that was considered “unclean” or “impure.”  These disciples were “defiled” by what they were doing, and the religious legalists from Jerusalem were highly offended that Jesus would permit His disciples to engage in such behavior.

2.  “that is, unwashed”

a.  Mark adds this explanation for the Roman/Gentile audience, which was not familiar with the strict, legalistic, man-made rules for cleanliness in Jewish religious society. 


b.  Unwashed hands were considered to be impure, and nothing impure was expected by a Jew to enter a man.  Thus with the Jew had somehow touched something in the marketplace (for example, an apple) that had been previously touched by a Gentile, then the Jew was ‘unclean’.  Thus the necessity for washing thoroughly and vigorously before eating.  The mere act of stepping into a Gentiles house made a Jew ‘unclean’ because he had walked on the same ground as the Gentile.  We easily see how ridiculous and absurd these man-made rules were, and why Jesus was so easily disgusted with these religious legalists and their phony since of ‘cleanliness’.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “To wash the hands was a very proper thing to do before eating for sanitary reasons.  But the objection raised is on ceremonial, not sanitary, grounds.”


b.  “The Jewish religious leaders were now openly hostile toward the Lord and His ministry.  It was not unusual for them to follow Him from place to place simply to watch for something to criticize.  In this case, they accused the disciples of failing to practice the Jewish ceremonial washing.  These washings had nothing to do with personal hygiene, nor were they commanded in the Law.  They were a part of the tradition that the scribes and Pharisees had given to the people to add to their burdens (Mt 23:4).”


c.  “The Pharisees critically observed some of Jesus’ disciples eating food with ‘unclean’ hands.  As Mark explained for his Gentile readers, ‘unclean’ meant ceremonially unwashed.  KOINOS was a technical term among Jews denoting whatever was contaminated according to their religious rituals and thus was unfit to be called holy or devoted to God.”


d.  “Washing the hands at the table before the meal was a common practice of pagans as well as Jews, but it had been given special religious significance in Pharisaic Judaism.  Jesus, as part of his critique of the Pharisees, ignored this custom.”


e.  “Certain of the Pharisees and scribes who were ever on the watch for something with which they might find fault in the words or behavior of Jesus and His disciples, noticed that some of the disciples ate bread with what they considered defiled hands.  This was an unlawful thing according to a tradition that had been handed down from early days.  The more rigid Pharisees went through a long process, not only of cleansing the hands from any uncleanness but also of ceremonial washing, before they would partake of food.”


f.  “Mk 7:1 begins with what appears to be an official delegation of Pharisees and some scribes from Jerusalem coming to investigate what Jesus is doing.  Yet the bone is picked with Jesus’ disciples, who eat with ‘common’ hands, by which is meant unwashed, and so ritually unclean, hands.  The issue, however, really has to do with Jesus, who is seen as responsible for the behavior of his followers.  It was Pharisaic practice to wash diligently before eating.  In order to understand the Pharisees, one must recognize that they attempted to apply the Levitical laws for the cleanness of priests to everyone (see Ex 30:19; 40:13).  They in a sense believed in a real priesthood of all believers, and therefore all Jews were called to priestly cleanness.”


g.  “The question of ritual purity was quite prominent among various sects of Jews at the time of Jesus, e.g., the Essenes bathed three times a day to ensure their compliance with the law.  Jesus and His disciples often found themselves in conflict with the Pharisees over this question.”


h.  “The Pharisees were scrupulous about washing their hands as part of ritual purity, though this rule was not found in the Old Testament and may have originally derived from Greek influence.  Mark gives his Gentile readers only a cursory summary of a much more complex custom (which some scholars think was limited to particular days), although his readers may have been familiar with related Jewish purity practices in their own parts of the world (Diaspora Jews were known for washing their hands).”


i.  “It is notable that a hate so vicious that it sought to kill Jesus could only find the flimsy charge that ‘some’ of His disciples ‘ate with unwashed hands.’  This obviously petty charge speaks volumes for the purity of our Lord’s life, and, too, for His powerful influence on His disciples, for how else can we explain that these mortal men could have so little held against them?  The Pharisaic religious rituals included elaborate purification rites for all things. The crowd Jesus fed could obviously not have complied with this ceremonial washing in a desert place, so this may well have been the ‘inspiration’ for the Pharisaic attack.  If so the irony is intense; a prophet Who had proved as no other had that He is a prophet like Moses, was being criticized by a Mishnah tractate which itself is a manmade attempt to keep the law of Moses. Only His divinity can explain Jesus’ patience with the men He encountered!  This Jewish ritual for washing hands started with an obsession for clean hands, i.e., any obvious dirt had to be washed off.  When a Jew’s hands were clean, he then could then initiate the ritual washing which was done by pouring a specified amount of clean water from a clean water scoop over the upraised fingers and allowing the now ‘polluted’ water from the fingers to run down the hands and drip off at the wrist.  The Jewish term for this is ‘the lifting of the hands’; when the water had dripped off at the wrist the whole hand was regarded as clean, each hand was then rubbed dry with the fist (hence the term in Mk 7:3).  If the water remained short of the wrist the hand was still unclean (Adolf Edersheim’s commentary, 2:9–12).  One can conceive of how intricately ritualistic the Jews were when one learns that by far the largest of the six divisions of the Jewish Mishnah (the rabbinic ordinances) was devoted to purification, four chapters in that division being devoted to ‘hands.’  Cleansing after visiting the market involved a complete bath—one had to be immersed!”


j.  “Before meals were eaten the hands were always washed under running water because there were no utensils such as knives, forks, and spoons.  In a wealthy home, this task would be performed by a servant.  Elisha used to pour water over the hands of Elijah (2 Kg 3:11).  By New Testament times this had become something of a ritual.  Jesus reacted against the mere ritualization of the practice.  He took on the role of a servant in washing the feet, but not the hands, of the disciples at the Last Supper (Jn 13:4–5).  The hands were also washed at the end of the meal.”
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