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 is the conjunction HWS, which is often used in place of PWS, which means “how” as in: Mk 12:26; Lk 6:4 (with PWS as a variant reading in other manuscripts; Lk 24:6; 22:61; Acts 10:28; 1 Thes 2:10, 11a; Rom 1:9; Phil 1:8.”
  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter: he entered.”


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


The active voice indicates that David produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition EIS plus accusative of place from the masculine singular article and noun OIKOS with the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “into the house of God.”

“how he entered the house of God”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun ARTOS plus the genitive of identity from the feminine singular article and noun PROTHESIS, means “the loaves [of bread] of presentation.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb LAMBANW, which means “to take; to receive.”


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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after taking.”

With this we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat: he ate.”


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


The active voice indicates that David produced the action.


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

“and, after taking the loaves of presentation, he ate”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give: he gave.”


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


The active voice indicates that David produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative indirect object from the masculine plural article, used as a demonstrative pronoun, meaning “to those.”  This is followed by the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with him” and referring to David.

“and gave to those with him,”
 is the accusative direct object from the masculine plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which” and referring to the loaves of presentation.  Then we have the negative OUK, meaning “absolutely not, no” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EXESTIN, which means “to be authorized; to be permitted.”


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


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


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

With this we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


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


The active voice indicates that anyone except the priests may not produce the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the main verb.

Then we have the conditional particle EI plus the negative MĒ, which together mean “except.”

This is followed by the adverbial accusative of manner/degree from the adjective MONOS, meaning “only, alone.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun HIEREUS, meaning “the priests.”

“which no one is authorized to eat except the priests alone?’”
Lk 6:4 corrected translation
“how he entered the house of God and, after taking the loaves of presentation, he ate and gave to those with him, which no one is authorized to eat except the priests alone?’”
Mt 12:4, “how he entered the house of God, and they ate the consecrated bread, which was not lawful for him to eat nor for those with him, but for the priests alone?”
Mk 2:26, “how he entered the house of God in the time of Abiathar the high priest, and ate the consecrated bread, which is not lawful for anyone to eat except the priests, and he also gave it to those who were with him?”
Explanation:
1.  “how he entered the house of God”

a.  This verse continues the sentence begun in verse 3.  The entire sentence now reads: “And answering, Jesus said to them, ‘Have you never read what David did when he was hungry, he and those with him, how he entered the house of God and, after taking the loaves of presentation, he ate and gave to those with him, which no one is authorized to eat except the priests alone?’”


b.  The subject “he” refers to David.  The house of God refers to the tabernacle of Israel, that is, the tent that the God of Israel (Jesus Christ) ordered Moses to have built, where the Jews could come and worship Him.


c.  When David was fleeing from Saul, who had made up his mind to kill David, David went to the city of Nob, where the priest, Ahimelech was serving in the tabernacle.  “Ahimelech was high priest [not according to Mk 2:26, which says, “in the time of Abiathar the high priest.”  However, Ahimelech was the high priest and father of Abiathar, who became high priest after the murder of all the priests at Nob by Saul (except Abiathar, who fled to David).] at Nob, the site of which is not known exactly though it was probably near Jerusalem (Isa 10:29–32).  It was here that the tabernacle had been transferred after the desolation of Shiloh.”
)


d.  No one was permitted to enter into the tabernacle except the priests serving at the tabernacle.  David probably did not enter the holy place, but was in the court of the Jews, when he talked to Ahimelech.  God never punished David for where he was at, which suggests that David did not go into the holy place.  However, David did lie to the priest about being on a secret mission from King Saul.
2.  “and, after taking the loaves of presentation, he ate”

a.  In addition to entering the tabernacle in violation of the Mosaic Law, David also took the loaves of the presentation, which are also commonly called the showbread, and he ate one of them (or a part of one of the loaves).


b.  Even though David asked the high priest for permission to take and eat the bread and the high priest granted permission (1 Sam 21:6) and gave the bread to David, this was a violation of the Mosaic Law, since no one was permitted to eat the bread of presentation, which was dedicated to God.


c.  Eating this bread is not a picture of communion, and any such suggestion is an overreaching application of the passage.

3.  “and gave to those with him,”

a.  The third violation of the Law David made was to give the rest of the loaves of bread to the young men with him and they ate.


b.  We are not told in 1 Sam 21 how many men were with David.  In 1 Sam 21:1 the priest that no one was with David, because he asks the question, ‘Why are you alone and no one with you?’  It is possible that those with David were hiding and David approached the tabernacle alone.  David asks for five loaves, which suggests he has four other young men with him.  David then shows up in Gath and acts like he is insane, and there is no mention of anyone being with him.  The first mention of the number of men with him is not until 1 Sam 22:2, where David’s brothers and all his father’s household gathered to him, along with about 400 other men.  Clearly these were not with David when he was at the tabernacle.


c.  So there were definitely some young men with David, but how many we do not know.

4.  “which no one is authorized to eat except the priests alone?’”

a.  Luke then mentions the standard of the Law that David is violating, since Luke is writing to a Gentile who may not be familiar with this detail of the Law.  Neither David nor the pure young men with him were authorized to eat the showbread.  Jesus is careful to use the same verb EXESTIN = to be authorized as his critics used against Him (and His disciples), when they said, ‘Why are you doing what is not authorized?’

b.  The statement in the Mosaic Law that prohibits anyone but the serving priests from eating the bread of presentation is found in Lev 24:9, “It shall be for Aaron and his sons, and they shall eat it in a holy place; for it is most holy to him from the Lord’s offerings by fire, his portion forever.”


c.  The point Jesus is making to the Pharisees is that David violated the Mosaic Law in a far greater fashion than what His disciples were doing, and God permitted David and his men to eat what was clearly not authorized, when they were hungry.  Therefore, shouldn’t the Pharisees apply God’s graciousness now to other men who are hungry?  If God could forego His rules, when grace and care for others was more important, then shouldn’t the Pharisees be doing likewise as the religious leaders of the land?

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “It was an overwhelming and crushing reply to these pettifogging ceremonialists to which they could not reply, but which increased their anger.”


b.  “Jesus drives the point home.  This incident took place at Nob while Ahimelech was priest.  At the tabernacle David ate the bread of presence, which was restricted to the priests as part of the twelve loaves set on a table in the Holy Place.  It was changed once a week and was prepared by the Levites (Lev 24:5–9).  In rabbinic tradition, it is suggested that this event occurred on the Sabbath, which is possible since 1 Sam 21:5–6 suggests that the bread had just been changed.  If this element is correct, then the illustration is even more appropriate, being a Sabbath violation as well as being an illegal eating of the priestly bread (though the violation is not exact since there was no preparing of the food for David, nor were the disciples eating a forbidden meal).  Jesus is working with analogy here.  But one cannot be certain that a Sabbath event is in view in 1 Samuel, since no point of it is made in the OT texts in question.  Jesus’ point is clear: in the OT, there is an apparent violation by David.  Even if the details are not the same, the key principle makes Jesus’ point.  That Jesus takes the issue beyond tradition with the illustration, however, is clear when the explicit point is made that what David did was not lawful.  By law, only the priests had the right to the bread.  Jesus is talking about more than pharisaic tradition here.  The issue of what is permitted makes this a ‘legal’ dispute.  The letter of the law was not followed by David, so does Jesus’ remark challenge the scope of the law’s application?  Is he arguing that the law was never intended to be interpreted so literally that compassion was excluded in a situation of basic need like David’s?  Jesus knows the law’s limits, and His remark shows Him to be interpreting the force, intent, and limits of the law.  This approach to the law’s limitations requires reflection, a point that contemporary theonomists [those who believe the Mosaic Law must be applied to present society] may need to grasp.  In effect the argument becomes, ‘If you condemn My disciples on this one, you also condemn David and his men!’.  Jesus advocates that ceremonial restrictions of law are to give way to human need.  The law should not restrict people in their basic tasks, but should encourage them, in the case of the Sabbath, to honor the day.  There are situations in which the law can be waived or transcended.  David and his men had such a moment.  Such a situation faces the disciples.  One can overdraw the law’s scope.  By mentioning the men with David, Jesus establishes the link to the disciples.  Jesus places the officials in a dilemma.  If the Pharisees are right, David and his men were guilty.  The Pharisees’ problem is that the biblical text does not question David’s action and neither did the priest at the scene of the ‘crime.’  Do the officials want to challenge David and a priest of the OT?”


c.  “God is more concerned about meeting human needs than He is about protecting religious rules.  Better that David and his men receive strength to serve God than that they perish only for the sake of a temporary law.  God desires compassion, not sacrifice (Mt 12:7, quoting Hosea 6:6).  The Pharisees, of course, had a different view of the Law.”


d.  “The parallel in Jesus’ teaching was clear. In the interest of survival David and his companions were allowed to be above the Law with the priest’s blessing.  Christ and His companions were also above the man-made law which the Pharisees proclaimed.”


e.  “In Mark we read that Jesus said that Abiathar was priest when David received and ate some of the bread of the Presence from the tabernacle.  However, when we look up the incident in 1 Sam 21:1–6, the text reads ‘Ahimelech’ rather than ‘Abiathar.’  Was Jesus mistaken? Surely the Pharisees would have caught the error?  The first point to note is that Abiathar and Ahimelech are son and father.  The son, Abiathar, first appears in 1 Sam 22:20 as the one son of Ahimelech who escaped when Saul slaughtered the priests of Nob and their families for having helped David.  Abiathar then remains with David and later serves as high priest during his reign.  It looks like the son has been switched with the father.  …The truth is that this is one of the problems in Scripture for which we do not have a fully satisfactory solution.”
  Ahimelech was the priest serving, when David showed up.  But Abiathar was probably more familiar to Mark’s readers than his father.  Thus Mark probably used the more familiar person to relate his readers to the time he is using as his illustration.


f.  “We see here the divine principle that human need must not be subjected to cold legalism—that God desires ‘mercy, not sacrifice’.”


g.  “Jesus overtops [trumps] the charge of the Pharisees.  He proves by David’s own example that even the divine ceremonial law was not intended to be absolute in its application.  The rabbinical refinements are left entirely behind as being unworthy of notice.  God cares more for the proper spiritual condition of the heart than for the outward observance of His own ceremonial regulations.  The argument is thus overwhelming.  David’s hunger sets aside even a divine regulation; shall not the hunger of the disciples set aside mere rabbinical notions that lack all being fore to begin with?”
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