John 1:1
Matthew 12:3



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article, used as a personal pronoun, translated “He” and referring to Jesus.  With this we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: He said.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


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

Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them,” referring to the Pharisees.

“Then He said to them,”
 is the negative adverb OUK, meaning “not,” followed by the second person plural aorist active indicative of the verb ANAGINWSKW, which means “to read.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which looks at the action in its entirety, but emphasizes the results of a completed action.  It is usually translated by use of the auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees have not produced the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb POIEW, which means “to do: did.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action 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 nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun DAUID, meaning “David.”

“‘Have you not read what David did,”
 is the temporal conjunction HOTE, meaning “when,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PEINAW, which means “to be hungry.”


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


The active voice indicates that David and those with him produced the action.


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

Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article HO, used as a demonstrative pronoun “those.”  Finally, we have 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.

“when he and those with him were hungry,”
Mt 12:3 corrected translation
“Then He said to them, ‘Have you not read what David did, when he and those with him were hungry,”
Explanation:
1.  “Then He said to them,”

a.  The story transitions from what the Pharisees say in accusing Jesus of permitting His disciples to ‘break the law’ to our Lord’s reply to the Pharisees.


b.  Notice that Jesus again addresses His critics with a question.  He doesn’t tell them directly that they are wrong, but shows them from the Scriptures that they are wrong by use of a question.  If they answer the Lord’s question honestly in their own minds, they will stop accusing Him and look within themselves.  They are the ones with a ‘law’ problem, not the disciples or Jesus.

2.  “‘Have you not read what David did,”

a.  The Pharisees were students of the scribes, and the scribes were the legal experts on the Law.  They knew the Mosaic Law inside and out, and gave instruction to the Pharisees as did the local Rabbi(s) and the Levitical priests, who taught daily in the Temple.


b.  However, what the Lord takes as His ‘proof text’ to counter the accusation of the Pharisees does not come from the Torah (the first five books of the Law written by Moses), but from ‘the Prophets’ (the stories in the rest of the Old Testament).  In this case the Lord’s reply comes from the life of David found in the book of Samuel.


c.  The story is found in 1 Sam 21:1-6.


d.  This rhetorical question needed no answer; for both Jesus and the Pharisees knew full well that they had read all about the life of David.  The problem was that the Pharisees had never applied this passage to their own man made rules and regulations.

3.  “when he and those with him were hungry,”

a.  Those with David were the other young men commissioned by Saul to go with David.


b.  David and the young men fled from Naioth (about 7 miles north of Jerusalem) to Nob (a couple of miles northeast of Jerusalem).  They probably ran the entire distance and were hungry upon their arrival at Nob.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The consecrated bread was to be eaten only by the priests, yet David and his soldiers ate it.  And if David broke the law and was not condemned, surely Jesus could break man’s traditions and be guiltless.”


b.  “As he fled from Saul, David was given the consecrated bread which had been removed from the tabernacle, and was normally reserved for the priests alone (Lev 24:9).  David believed that preserving his life was more important than observing a technicality.”


c.  “Christ answered their charge by demonstrating from history that the Sabbath can be broken in necessity.”


d.  “This verse refers to the incident in 1 Sam 21:1–6, which is not said to have occurred on the sabbath, though later Jewish exegesis assumed this, as it was on the sabbath that the bread was changed (Lev 24:8).  This possibility, and the element of hunger, are not sufficient, however, to make the two actions significantly parallel; David’s ‘law-breaking’ was of a different character.  Unless the argument is simply that if the law can be broken once it can be broken again its force must lie in the persons concerned.  David, it is assumed, could break the law because he was David, and the implication is that ‘a greater than David is here’.  The argument lacks any weight unless it is based on the claim to a Messianic authority at least equal to that of David himself.”


e.  “Jesus does not reply by arguing that the Pharisees have gone beyond the written law with their prescriptions.  But He cites Scripture to justify His actions.  He refers first to the episode in which David broke the written law but was held blameless.  Ahimelech, the priest at Nob, let them eat the sacred showbread, despite the restriction of Lev 24:5–9 that only priests could eat this bread.”


f.  “Notice that when Jesus is speaking to the people He says, ‘You have heard’, but these men were educated: they would have read for themselves.  This is an argument of a well-known rabbinic type, called qal wahomer (‘the light and the weighty’); if a thing was true for the less important, then much more was it so of the more important.  Here David is the less important and Jesus, the Son of David, the more important.  David and his men did not content themselves with the grain-fields, but David entered the house of God.  Not only so, but he and his men ate the loaves of offering, the holy bread. This bread ‘belongs to Aaron and his sons’; it was not for others than priests to eat.  They were in need and there was no other bread, so they ate the holy loaves.  The very Scripture on which the Pharisees professed to rely, did not condemn David or his men.  David was not breaking the Sabbath; the relevance of what he did was that the need to satisfy hunger overrode a liturgical provision.”


g.  Jesus lays His finger on the real trouble: too much reading of rabbinical law and not enough of divine law.  Of course, the Pharisees had read 1 Sam 21, but not as interpreting Ex 20:10.  Jesus assumes that the Pharisees agree with Him that David, whom they esteemed so highly, did the right thing.”
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