John 1:1
Matthew 9:11



 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, which means “to see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb and can be translated “after seeing.”  There is no direct object in the Greek, but English grammar requires one; thus, I supply the word “[this].”

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and proper noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “the Pharisees.”  This is followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: they kept on saying.”


The imperfect tense is a durative or iterative imperfect, which described a past, repeated action without emphasizing a conclusion.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees kept on producing the action of pestering the disciples.


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

Next we have the dative indirect object 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 “to His disciples.”

“And the Pharisees, after seeing [this], kept on saying to His disciples,”
 is the preposition DIA plus the accusative of cause from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “For what reason,” “Because of what,” or simply “Why?”  Then we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the masculine plural article and noun TELWNĒS and the additive use of the conjunction KAI plus the genitive masculine plural adjective HAMARTWLOS, meaning “with the tax collectors and sinners.”  Next we have the third person singular present active indicative of the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what is now occurring.


The active voice indicates that Jesus is producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun DIDASKALOS with the possessive genitive or genitive of relationship from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “your teacher.”

“‘Why is your teacher eating with the tax collectors and sinners?’”
Mt 9:11 corrected translation
“And the Pharisees, after seeing [this] kept on saying to His disciples, ‘Why is your teacher eating with the tax collectors and sinners?’”
Explanation:
1.  “And the Pharisees, after seeing [this] kept on saying to His disciples,”

a.  Matthew continues the story of Jesus’ calling of Matthew by noting the reaction of the self-righteous, legalistic, religious Pharisees.


b.  The Pharisees didn’t attend the dinner party; for they wouldn’t dare step one foot inside the house of a tax collecting Jew or a bunch of Gentiles and ‘sinners’.  The Pharisees saw what was going on from a distance outside Matthew’s home.


c.  After the dinner party was concluded and the disciples were departing the house, they were confronted by the Pharisees, who kept on pestering them with the same question over and over again (imperfect tense of the verb).  Notice that the Jesus was not confronted directly, but the verbal attack came against those least able to defend their actions.  It is probable that the disciples departed the party first and were accosted before Jesus came out.  But since the pestering questioning kept on continuing, it was still going on as Jesus came outside as the disciples politely waited for Him.

2.  “‘Why is your teacher eating with the tax collectors and sinners?’”

a.  Matthew then quotes the pestering verbal assault of the Pharisees on Jesus’ disciples.


b.  The question is not seeking a rightful answer, but really making an accusation of guilt for the action of associating socially with the ‘undesirable’ company of Jewish enemies and sinners.  The Pharisees considered it a high violation of their ‘laws’ to associate in any way with Gentiles, tax collectors, and/or sinners.  The legalists didn’t even want to touch them or have anything in their homes that had come into contact with them.  It was social prejudice beyond anything we have ever experienced in our culture or history.


c.  Therefore, to actually eat with such social outcasts was an abomination of the highest type as far as the Pharisees were concerned, and they were going to make sure the disciples knew that they were just as guilty as Jesus for this kind of behavior.  They were not going to tolerate this type of behavior, and insisted on calling the disciples to account for what they had done.


d.  Notice that the Pharisees’ verbal attack is against Jesus, but directed at Him only indirectly through His disciples.  This shows the beginning of the cowardice of the legalists.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Pharisees, who would never eat with such people, asked Jesus’ disciples why He was eating with them.”


b.  “The Jews were watching Jesus to decide whether they would recognize Him as their Messiah, particularly after the last two events.  They had their own ideas of how the Messiah should behave, and showing mercy to a hated tax-gatherer, a traitor—the lowest class of sinner in their eyes, was not among them!  To compound His ‘error’ Jesus agreed to dine with a whole gathering of Matthew’s ilk; this, too, did not sit well with the Jewish leaders, who naturally supposed He should fraternize with them. So, in true human fashion, they started finding fault; they wanted a socially acceptable Messiah, not a spiritual Messiah with a burning compassion for all despised sinners.”


c.  “The reaction is inevitable.  After the objection of the scribes to Jesus’ ‘blasphemy’ comes that of the Pharisees to his behavior; for practical observance of the law was the main concern of Pharisaism.  To be the guest of [these people] disqualified a man from being one recognized as observing all the rules of tithing and purity.   This gathering of sinners would certainly involve the breach of the very detailed scribal regulations relating to food.  From the Pharisaic point of view Jesus was undoubtedly in the wrong, as their question implies.”


d.  “The Pharisees’ criticism may well have occurred later.  They would not likely have attended such a party, but word in the close-knit communities of ancient Judaism would have spread at once, though it is possible they might have been watching not too far outside Matthew’s home.  It is interesting that they pose their objection as a question for Jesus’ disciples, perhaps due to a reluctance to address Jesus directly in deference to His role as teacher and miracle worker.  This pattern of questioning will recur (Mt 17:24), and it will change (Mt 21:23–22:40).”


e.  “This event scandalized the Pharisees.  They would not have been at the dinner; the house would have been open and they could have come in (like the woman who came into the house of Simon the leper and anointed Jesus as he reclined at a meal, Mt 26:6–7), but Pharisees would not have even entered the house lest they become unclean by contact with some uncleanness.  Matthew is probably telling us what happened later when they heard all about it.  Interestingly they complained not to Jesus but to his disciples.  They ask why Jesus engages in table fellowship with tax collectors and sinners (they lump these two groups together under one article).  This is not so much a question seeking information as an accusation.  Sharing a meal was considered a closer association (and therefore more blameworthy) than simply teaching them.  A religious teacher might well pass on words of wisdom to sinners (though the Pharisees seem to have been slow to do this).  But to eat with them meant to refrain from condemning them; it gave countenance to their laxity.  The Pharisees could not understand it.  They saw Jesus as claiming to be a religious teacher, and they could not understand how a religious man could associate with irreligious people.”
  Such is the attitude of legalistic Christians; nothing has changed.

f.  “The Pharisees themselves would not enter and contaminate themselves.  They hovered about on the outside until the guests departed and then assailed the disciples; for despite their hostility to Jesus they never show any real courage in facing Him on the issues they feel constrained to raise.”
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