John 1:1
Mark 7:28



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative subject from the feminine singular article used as a personal pronoun “she” plus the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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


The deponent passive voice is passive in form, but active in meaning with the woman producing the action.


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

With this we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: said.”


The present tense is a historical present, which views the past action as occurring now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the past tense.


The active voice indicates that the woman produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the vocative masculine singular noun KURIOS, meaning “Lord.”  The Greek word NAI, meaning “Yes” (e.g. Mt 5:37; 9:28; 11:9, 26 and many other passages; 33 times in the NT) does not occur in the Greek.  It does not belong in the translation.

“However she answered and said to Him, ‘Lord,”
 is the ascensive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “even.”  There is no adversative conjunction in the Greek.  Therefore the word “but” in the NASB is an erroneous translation.  Then we have the nominative subject from the neuter plural article and noun KUNARION, meaning “the little dogs.”  This is followed by the preposition HUPOKATW plus the adverbial genitive of place from the feminine singular article and noun TRAPEZA, meaning “under the table.”  Then we have the third person plural present active indicative from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


The present tense is a customary present for what typically or normally occurs.


The active voice indicates that the dogs produce the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition APO plus the ablative of source from the neuter plural article and noun PSICHION, meaning “from the crumbs.”  With this we have the possessive genitive from the neuter plural article and noun PAIDION, meaning “of toddlers,” the Greek word being used of young children (age 2-4) as opposed to TEKNON—children age 5-12.  Toddlers tend to be very messy eaters.

“even the dogs under the table eat from the crumbs of toddlers.’”
Mk 7:28 corrected translation
“However she answered and said to Him, ‘Lord, even the dogs under the table eat from the crumbs of toddlers.’”
Explanation:
1.  “However she answered and said to Him, ‘Lord,”

a.  The Syrophoenician woman with the demon possessed daughter answers the Lord’s proverbial saying about not giving the children’s food to their little pet dogs with dignity, respect, and quick wit.  She is not flustered, insulted, hurt, or offended by Jesus’ last statement, which tells us that Jesus didn’t mean it as an insult and she didn’t take it as offensive.  He was not rude to her, and she didn’t respond as though He had been rude.


b.  She addresses Him as “Lord,” which is a clear title of deity.  Some translations translate the Greek word KURIOS as “Sir” here, conjecturing that this unbelieving Gentile could hardly have recognized the deity of Jesus while living in Tyre.  The problem with that line of thinking is that it is all based on the assumption that the woman was still an unbeliever, which she very well may not have been, and on the assumption that a Gentile is incapable of recognizing Jesus as God during His first advent, which other Gentiles clearly did (e.g. the centurion at the Cross).  It is far better to take the word of God as meaning what it says and give the woman credit for her faith in Christ and recognition and respect of His deity, which is why the Lord honored her request and healed her daughter.

2.  “even the little dogs under the table eat from the crumbs of toddlers.’”

a.  In this one line proverbial parable, the little pet dogs under the family’s dinner table still represent the Gentiles.  The toddlers or little children represent the Jews.  The crumbs refer to the message of the gospel, the very smallest bit of spiritual food.


b.  The woman’s retort is brilliant; for it speaks to the grace and love of God, which is extended toward the Jews, but overflows to the Gentiles.  The woman recognizes that the message of the gospel is meant for all people, even the lowest of the low, which she associates herself with willingly.  The woman has true genuine humility, which is shown in her willingness to associate herself with little pet dogs begging for food under the master’s dinner table.


c.  She indirectly points out that she is not asking for much, just a small crumb, and even then it is not for her but for her little girl.  The woman identifies herself with the hopeless situation of the little pet dog, who can do nothing to help itself except beg for what it needs to stay alive.  Indirectly she is saying to the Lord that she isn’t asking for much.  This isn’t a big thing.  He doesn’t have to do hardly anything, but speak and it will be done.  Her faith is truly admirable.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “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.  “She referred to the small scraps of food surreptitiously dropped by the children to their little pets underneath the table.”


c.  “It was not an easy situation, and yet she triumphed because of her great faith.  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.  It must have rejoiced His heart when she took His very words and used them as a basis for her plea!  She accepted her place, she believed His Word, and she persisted in her plea; and Jesus not only met her need, but commended her for her faith.”


d.  “She realized He had the right to refuse her request.  However, feeling no insult in the analogy He used, she pressed it a little further.  Her point was that the dogs get some food at the same time as the children and thus do not have to wait.  There need be no interruption in His instructing the disciples for all she humbly requested was a crumb, a small benefit of His grace for her desperate need.”


e.  “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.  Humbly she answered Him.  It was as much as to say, ‘Lord, I recognize the fact that I am just a poor, outcast Gentile, but, Lord, give me some of the crumbs that the children of the kingdom are refusing; allow me to take the place even of a puppy under the table and so obtain mercy at Thy hand.’  Nothing appealed to our blessed Lord more than faith coupled with humility.”


f.  “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.  Thus she enters into the test by, in a sense, accepting Jesus’ judgment on her.  This implies submission to Jesus’ categorization of her, and even to His apparent refusal to help.  Her inventiveness lies in her accepting the categorizing as a dog but finding a way for even an outsider, even a dog, to obtain what it needs in the bargain.  Notice that in Jesus’ final response to her it is what she says, not how she says it or the cleverness of it, that He mentions as the reason she gains what she wants from Him.  It is possible the woman is quoting a well-known proverb.  It may be germane to recognize that whether or not early Jews had dogs as house pets, there is no evidence that they were prepared to feed them, and thus the woman here would seem to be asking for pure grace, showing that there was a way that even dogs could be fed.  The woman achieves her desire not so much by a witty remark as by a faith that goes on beseeching the One who can help until the aid is granted.”


g.  “Her reply takes up his illustration: she concedes the priority of the Jewish people, the children, but protests that even the dogs get to eat crumbs.  In so arguing, she indicates her faith that only the smallest fraction of his power is necessary to heal her daughter.”


h.  “The woman’s undaunted reply was the response of faith. Taking up Christ’s diminutive term for dogs, she paints a touching scene of the puppies licking up the crumbs dropped by the children.  All she asked was a crumb of the blessings available to the Jews.”


i.  “Granted that the children have priority, the dogs, too, have a legitimate share in the food available.  Jesus’ own image is thus pressed to its full extent, and provides the basis for her request to be granted, not refused.  It is a remarkable twist to the argument, and one which displays as much humility on the woman’s part as it does shrewdness.  She does not dispute 

the lower place which Jesus’ saying assumes for the Gentiles, and even accepts without protest the offensive epithet ‘dog’, but insists that the dogs, too, must have their day.  Putting it more theologically, the mission of the Messiah of Israel, while it must of course begin with Israel, cannot be confined there.  The Gentiles may have to wait, but they are not excluded from the benefits which the Messiah brings.  On this basis, she is bold enough to pursue her request; 

even the crumbs will be enough.”


j.  “She accepts wholeheartedly what Jesus says about the divine arrangement of His Messianic mission as being confined to the chosen nation.  Her consent to it all is far more than formal or superficial: she understands and consents and thus submits without question or thought of objection.  She does not even ask why God did as He did.  It is God’s arrangement—that is enough.  The beauty of the woman’s reply is that she keeps entirely to the figurative language of Jesus and shows that she understands and accepts all that Jesus implies.  She thus uses the language of Jesus Himself to express all her faith in Him.  Here indeed is faith in all its lovely beauty.”


k.  “The woman felt no insult in the comparison between children of the household and the pet dogs.  Instead she neatly turned it to her advantage: the crumbs dropped by the children, after all, are intended for the dogs!  Jesus’ comparison is not rejected but carried one step further, which modifies the entire scene: if the dogs eat the crumbs under the table, they are fed at the same time as the children (and do not have to wait).  Indeed, let the children be fed, but allow the dogs to enjoy the crumbs.  There does not have to be an interruption of the meal, for what she requests is not the whole loaf but a single crumb.  The acceptance of the comparison, the clever reply, and the profound respect for Jesus in her address show that her confidence in his power and good will has not been shaken.”


l.  “This use of Jesus’ own words to neutralize the force of His seeming rebuff has been regarded rightly as a unique combination of faith and wit.  But it is not simply a trick of words; the beauty of it is, that it finds the truth that escapes superficial notice in both the analogy and the spiritual fact represented by it.  It means there is a place for dogs in the household, and there is a place for Gentiles in God’s world.  She knew intuitively that He was a being to take a large and sympathetic view of things, not the hard and narrow one, and that He had really prepared the way for her statement.  This is the essence of faith, to hold fast to what your heart and the highest things in you tell of God, in spite of all appearances to the contrary.”
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