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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.”


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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to her.”  This is followed by the second person singular aorist active imperative from the verb APHIĒMI, which means “to let, allow, permit.”


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 is expected to produce the action.


The imperative mood is a command.
Then we have the ordinal adverb PRWTOS, meaning “first,” followed by the aorist passive infinitive from the verb CHORTAZW, which means “to be fed; be filled with food.”


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


The passive voice indicates that the children are to receive the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun TEKNON, which means “the children.”

“And He was saying to her, ‘Let the children be fed first,”
 is the negative OU, meaning “not” plus the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for.”  With this we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: it is.”


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


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


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

Then we have the predicate nominative from the neuter singular adjective KALOS, meaning “good,” followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb LAMBANW, which means “to take.”


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


The active voice indicates that someone produces the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ARTOS, meaning “the bread” plus the possessive genitive from the neuter plural article and noun TEKNON, meaning “of the children or the children’s.”

“for it is not good to take the children’s bread”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” followed by the dative of indirect object from the neuter plural article and noun KUNARION, which means “to the dogs.”  This is the diminutive of the word KUWN and literally means “a little dog.”  Finally, we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb BALLW, which means “to throw.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus is not expected to produce the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.

There is no direct object “[it]” in the Greek, but it is required by English grammar to complete the thought.

“and throw [it] to the little dogs.’”
Mk 7:27 corrected translation
“And He was saying to her, ‘Let the children be fed first, for it is not good to take the children’s bread and throw [it] to the little dogs.’”
Explanation:

1.  “And He was saying to her, ‘Let the children be fed first,”

a.  The Syrophoenician woman of Tyre has said to Jesus, “Have mercy on me, Lord, Son of David; my daughter is cruelly demon-possessed” and then “Lord, help me!”


b.  The Lord first responds to this woman’s faith and plea with a principle of doctrine—“to the Jew first.”  This principle was described by Paul in:



(1)  Rom 1:16, “For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes, to the Jew first and also to the Greek.”



(2)  Rom 2:10, “There will be tribulation and distress for every soul of man who does evil, of the Jew first and also of the Greek, but glory and honor and peace to everyone who does good, to the Jew first and also to the Greek.  For there is no partiality with God.”


c.  Jesus is stating the divine principle that the gospel must first be brought to the children of Israel—the Jews.  It will be brought to the Gentiles as it has been in the past, but Jesus must first fulfill the prophecies of His coming to the children of Israel.  There will be opportunity for any Gentile who wishes to be saved.  They are not ignored, but the message of eternal salvation must first be proclaimed by the Messiah in the land of Israel, which it has been at this point in Jesus’ ministry.   The children have been fed first, and that is the point Jesus is making.  Jesus is not telling the woman that she cannot be saved, but in the context of Mark’s gospel is showing that Jesus went to the Gentiles after being rejected by the children of Israel.


d.  The gospel has been presented openly to the children of Israel and will continue to be presented for the next year.  But the time has come for the gospel to also be presented to the Gentiles.  Jesus’ statement here is in no way dismissing the woman and ignoring her plea for help.  Jesus is not, has not been, nor ever will be that thoughtless and cruel.  It is incompatible with His unconditional love for all mankind, demonstrated at the Cross.


e.  “The Jews had the first claim.  See the command of Jesus in the third tour of Galilee to avoid the Gentiles and the Samaritans (Mt 10:5).  Paul was the Apostle to the Gentiles, but he gave the Jew the first opportunity (Rom 2:9f.).”

2.  “for it is not good to take the children’s bread”

a.  Jesus then gives the explanation why the children of Israel must receive the message of the gospel first.  They must receive the message of the gospel first because it is their bread, their food.  The message of the gospel belongs to them.  They deserve to be fed first based upon God’s covenant relationship to them.  He must fulfill His promises to them and offer them eternal life first, since He has promised to do so throughout the Old Testament Scriptures.


b.  The opportunity to save the children of Israel must not be squandered by giving that opportunity to those who are not interested in being saved—the Gentiles steeped in paganism.

3.  “and throw [it] to the little dogs.’”

a.  This last saying is considered by many commentators to be harsh, rude, hurtful, and thoughtless on Jesus’ part.  He was never like that with people who came to Him begging for His help.  I think many commentators have missed the boat here.  The word “dogs” is clearly a derogatory word in the ancient world, and is so used elsewhere in Scripture.



(1)  Ex 22:31, “You shall be holy men to Me, therefore you shall not eat any flesh torn to pieces in the field; you shall throw it to the dogs.”



(2)  Mt 7:6, “Do not give what is holy to dogs, and do not throw your pearls before swine, or they will trample them under their feet, and turn and tear you to pieces.”



(3)  Phil 3:2, “Beware of the dogs, beware of the evil workers, beware of the false circumcision.”  The word “dogs” here refers to the legalistic Judaizers—the Scribes and Pharisees.



(4)  Rev 22:15, “Outside are the dogs [unbelievers] and the sorcerers and the immoral persons and the murderers and the idolaters, and everyone who loves and practices lying.”


b.  Based upon the analogy of dogs referring to unbelievers in these passages, Jesus is saying the same principle taught elsewhere in Scripture—you don’t waste giving the message of the gospel to those unbelievers who aren’t interested in it, don’t care about it, and don’t want to hear it.


c.  Now there are two ways of looking at how Jesus said this to the woman.  I chose to look at it from the standpoint of the grace of God.



(1)  The first way of looking at how Jesus said this is with a tone of scorn, ridicule, dismissiveness, thoughtlessness, heartlessness, and mean spiritedness.  This was not the Lord’s nature or normal behavior, especially to a helpless person, begging Him for help.



(2)  The second way of looking at how Jesus said this is with a tone of humor, with a wink in His eye, with a smile on His face, making fun of the legalists by imitating what they would say to hurt and reject others.


d.  Jesus might be using a figure of speech by parroting what His disciples would hear from the Scribes and Pharisees in this situation, in order to teach them a lesson of grace toward Gentiles.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The metaphor of Jesus recognizes the distinction which God demands between Jews and Gentiles, accepts the historical privilege of Israel and limits the earthly work of Jesus.  This is how Mk 7:27 interprets the saying, ‘The children of the house must be satisfied first’. The answer of the Gentile woman shows that in obedience to the will of God she recognizes the prerogative of Israel.  She simply appeals to the readiness of Jesus to help, which knows no frontiers.  The faith of the Gentile woman sets itself unconditionally under the Messianic lordship of Christ, and in this unconditional quality it receives the acknowledgment and promise of Jesus.”


b.  “The Jews looked upon all Gentiles as dogs.  It was a term of reproach.  Paul called the Judaizers, dogs when he said (Phil 3:2), ‘Beware of the dogs’.  But our Lord did not use the Greek word KUWN here, the term for a dog.  And He must have spoken Greek to this woman, for she would not know the Aramaic of the Jews.  Greek was the international language of the day.  The word Jesus used was KUNARION ‘a little dog’.  In answering the woman thus, He was just staying by His commission, to the Jew first, and then to the Gentile.  And that order of procedure was not favoritism, but only the method of reaching the large number through a selected smaller group.  The Jew was the chosen channel through which God has elected to reach the Gentiles.  It would be just a wise efficiency to thus go to the Jew first.  The Messiah, sent to Israel, was careful to preserve that order.  And even when about to minister to a Gentile to whom His compassionate heart went out, He was careful to remind her of the fact that she came second, not first, in the great program of God.  He uses the illustration of the children of the household at the table, and their little pets under the table.  It is seemly, proper, He says, to see that the children are fed first, then the little dogs, their pets.”


c.  “The next time she cried out for help, she simply said, ‘Lord, help me’ (Mt 15:25).  It was then that Jesus spoke about feeding the children (Israel) first and not throwing their food to ‘the little pet puppies’.  Jesus was not calling the Gentiles ‘dirty scavenger dogs’ as did many of the proud Jews; He was giving her hope, and she took hold of it.  Her reply revealed that faith had triumphed.  She did not deny the special place of the ‘children’ (Jews) in God’s plan, nor did she want to usurp it.  All she wanted were a few crumbs of blessing from the table; for, after all, ‘Salvation is of the Jews’ (Jn 4:22).”


d.  “Jesus’ reply was appropriate to His purpose for being there, and was on a level the Gentile woman could grasp.  It was cast in figurative language: the children represented His disciples, the children’s bread represented the benefits of His ministry to them; and the dogs (literally ‘little dogs,’ house pets, not outdoor scavengers) represented the Gentiles (not in a derogatory sense here).  Jesus was telling the woman that His first priority in being there was to instruct His disciples.  It is not appropriate to interrupt a family meal to give the dogs food from the table.  So it was not appropriate for Him to interrupt His ministry to His disciples to give His services to her, a Gentile. But Jesus’ reluctance to help stimulated her faith.  Other interpreters understand a broader theological meaning in Jesus’ words: the children (unbelieving Israel) must be fed (Jesus’ mission); their bread (special privileges including first claim on Jesus’ ministry) must not be thrown to the dogs (Gentiles) because their time for feeding (worldwide proclamation of the gospel) had not yet come.  Though this view is true theologically, it overplays Mark’s point.”


e.  “This may seem to us to be a hard saying, but even as Joseph charged his brethren with being spies in order to probe their consciences, so the Lord thus answered the woman in order to bring her to the place where she would recognize that her only title to blessing was on the ground of pure grace.  She responded in a wonderful way. There was no ill-feeling on her part, as though He had insulted her or spoken to her in a discourteous manner.”


f.  “Regardless of whether one thinks the term KUNARION is a diminutive or not, the use of the term is likely an insult or slur, especially when spoken by a Jew to a Gentile.  Insulted or not, the woman is not put off by Jesus’ remark, perhaps because she is so desperate for aid, or possibly we are to think there is something in the way Jesus put the matter that invited a rejoinder.”


g.  “To the modern reader what Jesus said is hard because it seems so inconsistent with the character of Jesus.  Its hardness is put in blunt terms by one writer: ‘Long familiarity with this story, together with the traditional picture of the gentleness of Jesus, tends to obscure the shocking intolerance of the saying.’  Jesus’ Palestinian ministry was directed to the Jewish people; Matthew, in his account of the present incident, represents him as saying to the woman, ‘I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel’ (Mt 15:24).  There are suggestions here and there in the record of the ministry that, as a sequel to it, blessing would be available for Gentiles too, but very few instances of direct blessing to Gentiles appear within the context of the ministry itself.  Why did the woman not take offense at such an unpromising response?  One obvious reason was that she was determined to get what she wanted for her daughter.  In addition, what if there was a twinkle in his eye as he spoke, as much as to say, ‘You know what we Jews are supposed to think of you Gentiles; do you think it is right for you to come and ask for a share in the healing which I have come to impart to Jews?’  The written record can preserve the spoken words; it cannot convey the tone of voice in which they were said.  Maybe the tone of voice encouraged the woman to persevere.  Again, what are we to say of the term ‘dogs’?  That is a term of abuse, if ever there was one.  The pariah dog was not an estimable animal in Near Eastern culture then, any more than he is today.  But it is not the pariah dogs that are intended here, like those at the door of the rich man in the parable, whose attentions added to Lazarus’s afflictions.  It is the dogs beneath the table.  That in itself might suggest that they are household pets, the children’s playmates; and this is confirmed by the fact that the word for ‘dogs’ used by both Jesus and the woman is a diminutive.  Since the woman is said by Mark to have been a Greek (that is, one who spoke Greek), the Greek diminutive used by Mark may have been the word actually used in the conversation.  The woman was quick-witted enough to deduce from Jesus’ words the kind of reply that would win the granting of her request: ‘Sir, even the little dogs under the table eat the children’s leftovers!’  The word faith is not mentioned in Mark’s account of the incident (as it is mentioned in Mt 15:28), but the woman’s reply expresses just the kind of faith that Jesus so greatly appreciated and that never failed to receive what it asked from him.”


h.  “Jewish people did not regularly call non-Jews ‘dogs,’ as some commentators have argued.  [However, it is likely that the Scribes and Pharisees did.]  Rather, Jesus is making his point by way of illustration, as wise teachers in his day often did.  Worthless food would be cast to the dogs.   In Jewish Palestine, dogs were regarded as scavengers, but in well-to-do households influenced by Greek custom (more familiar to the Syrophoenician woman), dogs were sometimes pets.  Jesus is making an illustration: the children must be fed before the pets, and the Jewish people therefore had first claim.”


i.  “In his answer Jesus was probably quoting a popular proverb, and was therefore not being as harsh as it sounds. In any case, the emphasis is on the first part of the sentence.  While Jesus was on earth, his mission was in the first place to Israel.  After the cross, the turn of the Gentiles would come, in the universal mission so dear to Mark.  But the woman’s faith was great and so was her persistence, for her need was great.  She accepted good-humoredly that she had no right at this stage to claim God’s grace but simply threw herself on his mercy.”


j.  “I am inclined to believe that Jesus did not use the term [dog] seriously, but with a kind of ironical conformity to this common sneer, having felt in His own experience how small occasion the Jews of His time had to teat any other people with contempt.”


k.  “Jesus alludes to a current domestic scene, particularly in a Hellenistic household.  The table is set and the family has gathered.  It is inappropriate to interrupt the meal and allow the household dogs to carry off the children’s bread.  On this level of understanding the metaphor is intelligible in the life-situation depicted.  It has specific reference to the necessity for rest, which accounts for Jesus’ presence in the district and to the woman’s intrusion upon that rest.  It seems probable that the woman, at least, understood Jesus’ statement on this practical (non-theological) level.  Jesus’ apparent refusal to help in a situation of clear need conveys an impression of harshness and insensitivity.  His reluctance to act immediately on the woman’s behalf may be due to the fact that in the Hellenistic world in the first century there were many ‘miracle-workers’ who attracted popular followings. In Galilee Jesus had been regarded 
as one of these ‘divine men’ and the crowds had thronged him for His benefactions.  The power of God, however, is properly released not in a context of superstition and magic but in response to faith.  Jesus therefore put before the woman an enigmatic statement to test her faith.  The irony of comparison is intended to invite a renewed appeal.”


l.  “Let us note that ‘the little pet dogs’ does not refer to all the Gentiles in the world but only to such as lived among Jews or came into contact with them in Palestine and could thus in a way obtain some of their blessings.  The words of Jesus are thus not nearly as hard as some interpreters have made them.  These words are not a temptation, which this woman is asked to overcome.  All such ideas destroy the point of what Jesus said.  All that Jesus does is to ask the disciples and the woman to accept the divine plan that Jesus must work out His mission among the Jews alone, and that thus the blessings dispensed by that mission during His ministry shall be set before the Jews alone in all their abundance.  Any share of Gentile individuals in any of these blessings can be only incidental during Jesus’ ministry in Israel.  Since Jesus was now about to pass through Syrophrenician territory, it was vital that this be understood especially right here and now when a Gentile woman was begging on her knees for Messianic help.”
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