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Hov many have misused this parrabtive. They have
imnlisdl o sven stated, that the Lord Jesus Christ apprcved
cf David in breaking fod's arrangements as to shewbread, and
that the Lord Jesus defended the theuzht that meroy vas the
important matiter, and strict obedience quite seccndary. Herein
lies the common misinterpretation [fcf the passage. INow this is
& very sericus matter, because if the ccmmon misipterpretation
stands the Lord Jesus steps forward as ome whc cuts at the root
cf real obedience; and not only so, there weculd probably be a
charze of caprice against Ged, for why sheuld ptha eating of
the shewbread bs permissible, and ¥vai Uzza, vhen he put forth
his hand in a kindly way tomrd the arl, be struck dead?
Therefore the pcint at igsue is sericus. 1I% ccrcerns +he
truthfuloess cf the Lord Josus, erd the whcle of the character
¢f God. If the usual intsrpratatien is right, the very
oharacter of God is shorn of its zlery, and the Lerd Jesus
Christ is made into an anoclogist fcr discbedieuee. This is
voc light matter, and we need grace tc sale o firm and very
definite. pcsition regarding the sclenmn rerversions of truth,
which appezr to have truth fer their foundsiion. Thers oan
be no question as to that vhich the disciples were doing.

They vare plucking the ears of corn ond eaticg. To pluek

the ears of corn vms one action, to eat invclved 2 rubbing,

that there might be the removal of the outside, this vas another
action. It was long held that the Pharisees recarded the
rubbiog as a"work", and therefore that the discinles were
breaking the Pharisaic iden of the sabbath by this work.

But later investigation seems to sho'r that the Pharisees'
tradition went a step further. To Plucl: ears cf corn at all

wves viewed by them as & werk nob alleved el Yhe Dabbath,
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This, therefcre, was the charge against the disoiples. The
Lord Jesus to Thom the appeal is made by these Pharisees, made
sarcastically it is true, but nevertheless made, gives Eis
wondrous and decisive verdiet:- "Ye would not have condeomned
the guiltless". ¥With regard to this action He definitely says
"gulltless", indicating very clearly "The charge dces nct standy
the accusation is dismigsed". The disciples were vindicated.
The Lord approved of thie simple mede of partakivcg of food when
they had not the means for other arrangemenﬁa. They were unlile
their oritiuising Pharisees, who could enjcy theilr feasts, asnd
who had very axtracrdinarr arranzemonts to malke 3abbath feasting
permissible. They would, for example, depcsit something cn the
day before in a house where they wiashed to feast, and then.
would almost regard it as part of their cwvm residence. They
would make'cartain cther centrivances with strings and cords,
I belleve, in order o join up raéidances and allow a feast
beyond thei; ﬁabitatiunﬂ'nn tﬁa Sabﬁatﬁ. In cthser wcrds, with
a refipement cf casuistry they prcvided fer btheir cvm conforts
and luxuries, hﬁt they begrudged the disciples eating a little
corn when they ﬁere hungry. IThe miserable superficial
professionaltim which shines forth in this connection is
indeed its own condemnation, and the ILord showed Limself
holily indipgnant against such iniguity The charge apgainst
the disciples fell to the ground. They were NOT ﬁéing Trork.
They were NOT breaking God's law. The Lord Jesus definitely
says, "Guiltless". But, furthermors, He says "Guiltless"

together with an a&llusion vhich brings Hosea 6 to our mind.

There is alvays & fulpess in His renlies beyond all the
questions asked. In Hosea 6 God speaks of the future of
Israel. He also refers tc their reli~icus conditicn hefore
that future. Their goocdness was not abiding. And thus the
prophets spoke rords that were hewling and cutting do'm salf-

rizhteousness., God desired morcy and uot sacrifica, and the
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imowledge of God more tham burnt offerings. Pharisees delighted
in sacrifice, and there will be a restoraticn cf such relisicus-
ness fIBﬂ--ﬁﬁ 1-4), Ged #ill not reprove the neople on the zround
of omissicon as to these, for they will be ccniinually before Him.

but His words ip Psalm 50 will apply "I will taXe 30 bullcck out
from thy herd ... -All the besasts cf th2 forest are MWine, and the

cattle upcn a thousand hills”. Amid all relisicusness 1t is easy
to be sc disobediect, "They (adds Hcsea 6. 7) like Adam, trans-
gressed the ccvemant; there they have dealt (reacherously azainst
Me". Often vhen Israel had sacrifices and burnt cfferings, they
had neither meroy ner mowledse of Gecd. [here vmg no real, deep,
definite piety;., "Like Adam": vhile thoy spcike of strict and
ritualistic obedience, they themselves were discbedient and
breaking God's ccvenant. Such is man! And the Lerd Jasus, by
alluding to that passege, improssed upcn those criticizins that
the zguiltiness was in themselves, and net in the cnes .whem they
condemned. Furthermore, He showed scmevhat strikingly that with
all their apparent generosity they weire astuall: cruel tc others.
They had sacrifices, but ther knew nct to shcw merey. They
would wish a man to remain ill cn the 3abbath day rather than be
cured, though they would 1lift un their ovm ox cut Trem the pit.
They wished that fha disciples should go hunzry, but they weuld
have their cwn feasts. They did rot have merew. They did not
have kncwledze cf God, else if they had lmevm iiis character and
His mind, very different_vmuld their standneint have beocn. Their
casgse,therefore, was dismissed.

But Christ, as we have seen With Joy, deals wibth many
OTHIR thinge in His precicus and altcrether vrise answers. Eel
agks, "Have ye vot read what David did “hen he was an hunsred,
and they that were with him; hov he vmnt into the house ef God,
and did eat the shewbread, vhich was nct lawful for him teo eat "

Hero Christ distivetly declares that David 414 an uvnlawful acticn.
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The words, which have helpeéd us much, namely, "Are zuiltless™

are not to be found ﬁara. David's action is not said to be right.
The Lord expressly omits any hint that David's action was right.
Why thew is it brought forward? Let us observe that the Lord is
anpswering & oruel oritiocism. David was in need, so were the
disciples. David wanted food, so did the ﬂisciplss.' Pavid in
need of food received the shevbraead, and thereby took that whioch
did not belong to him, for ho vas not a priest. He did not taks
1t in his ow way, it wad given to him by the priest, but the’
priest had no right to alter God's arran~ement. Why then does

the Lord Jesus bring this forward?. Ie it any arzument to say

when you are rebulked, Someons elese deoes that which is equally

bad? You know there are some, cven amcog béliﬂvers, or professing
believers, who when told levingly, but faithfully, of their
failures, retort "But you do such and such astions", or "Scmecne
else does so and so". They turn the subjeet in order to defend
thenselves by someone else, but a thousand someones slse wculd
give no justifioation for a single action of evil. This passaze
is misused and made the basis of a degraded morality, if it is

misunderstood. It geems to allow a breaking of God's arransement

in order to save oneself. It seems tc permit of the end Justifying

the means, and to approve cf a lie to escape physiecal danzer, but
it is not so at all. Christ Whae vas the Iruth, and Who spake as
map never spake, did NOI! justify the action of David, aia not
Judtify the action of the priest at Wob.  ‘hy thew bring it
forward? With a very wnyaarful raason.' David wvas & king, and
Christ alludes here to tﬁa kinz and the priests. OChrist Himseif
wag both King and Prieét. David the Xxing, cn this oczasicn had
not reached his Iingdom. When in grave danzer he sought from

the priest the suspension ¢f God's law, the alteration of fod's
lavw, and received from fhe rriest this unauthorized alterction.

Christ as the Greater than Davild, ag Gthe Orentor than Ahinelech,




gave to His owm disciples the suspension of MAN'S law. The
argament is not a parallol, but a "much more”. There are two
forms of argument in Seripture. If this takes place, then
that takes place, implies & parallel. 3ut if Tavid in physical
need agsociated with the priest in modifying God's law, much
more, yea vith a wonderful contrast, should the Lord Jesus,
the true King-Priest epprove of Fis Cinmeiples altering man's
unappointed and God-dishomouring law., If tha Tharisees
objected to His diseiples eating that which a8 not prohibited
except by man, how did thoy acccunt for David's action opn this
osoasicn. The Tord Josus leaven them in a dilemma. If they
said Davié was right then phov more thanm refuter thomselves.
If they said David was vronz, %hen they placed +hsmselvas in a
measure of difficulty befcro the pecple, ard not cnly B0, -
they marked out that which is, indeed, truo, but wvhich
provided a basis for eon attack on all their o'm appointments.
And the Lord continues, "Have ﬁn no’ read in the law ho'r

thet on the Sabbath day the prieats in “he temple profane
(meke 2coessible, make as & common orcinary day, in some
respects) the Sabbath, and are blamaless. EEFE the words

come once more "And are blameless". The prieste are blemeless,
the discipies are blameless. David 13 nod plameless: The
Lerd's silenee is remarkable in one cass out of the three.

"And why were the priosts hlameless? They treated the Sabbath
as a day on which they werked not vith earthly work, butb

there were twics as many secvificas to be Xxiiled, therefore
they are busier cn the Sebbath day, but blamelessly. Why?

THE LORD had given appointment, and thus had marked cut that
this wes not the forbidden weric. 8ix days shalt thou labour
apd do all THY work. The ssventh is the Sabbath of fﬂé Lord
thy God". It vas not their workain which thay were engaged,.
it was GOD'S work. They were blameless because they had a
COVMMANDNVREHET from God to ofler these sacxifices ox tThe Sabbath.’
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Therefore we have the three oasss. The commandment of men broken, -
right. The ccmmendment of God, explained v+ Himself, and Iis
applioation to sult a need, - rizht. The commandment cf God
broken in an emergency by man, - vwrong. The flirst two cases &are
mentioned as blameless. The other case, nct blemeless, - brought
forvard for a spocial purpose, but David was not blameless. IT
wo have the Lerd's authority for amn action, vwhatever others think,
apnd however 1t seeme to opnose arrangemepnta, we have the precious
privilego of resting upon the Loxrd's authcrity.

And now the Lord, in verse 6, emphasizes IIimeolf. It
is very remarkablas that though jlr vas the [lesk and the Humble
One, He oagain and again emphasized Himself in words which it
would be impossible for a man however exalded. In speakiog to
Nicodemus the Lord declared Himself toc be the Son of Ifap VWhc is
in hoeavon, @nd in John 6 "I am tho Living Bresd 'Thich camc dcwp
from heaven", "If ye believe not that 1 am, ye shall die in ycur
8ine". Such expressions imply His Deity, and exalt and glerify
His Name. And thus we have brousht boefore us that the Lerd Jesus
claimed to be Greater thanm the temple. In the temple the pricsts
had spocial arrangements and wore blameless. "Ip Christ™ His
people have special arrangements and arc vlameless. Christ thus
not only alluded to His disciples thewn, but lecked cnverd to the
time whew His people should be reccgnised as in & new sphere,
oeven in Himself. He thus anticipates the expression "In Christ",
and refers to tho fact that He would give fuller arrangemants and
definitely appoint His vwill for His blocd-bousht pecple. Thorefors
hﬁra He olaims tc be the Prophet like unto licses, as well &s the
Great Priest and Xing, and then in verse B we read, "Fcr tho Sonp
of Man is Lord oven cf the Sabbath". Here they wo see thet tho
Lord gives them & olimax answer. They object to the disciples
plucking the ears of corun. ﬁe says tec them first of all, Yeu

object to mon breaking your arrangements, and yet treat the
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matter vory lightly vinen David lroits God's errargiments.
Probably the Lerd aleo alludes to reomec specizal misinterpretation,
and excuse they had for David's failure o3 theat czcasion. Then
the Lord's second argument prasged keme is thisg, - 3piritual work
has not been prohibited. The werk of a priestly family has not
beon prohibited. ‘Jork which is unto Go? has not bsen prohibited.
And tho Lord Jesus Christ saw in Fis diseiples those vho would

be in Him as members of a priestly frmily, those whe weuld be
doing work unto the glory of God, anl whecso 7ery eatiung and
drinking were to be unto the glory of God. This is implied in
vhat ie stated. Thon He gave the third crgvment shewing first

of 811 negatively that men hed mo risht to object %o breaiing
their traditinnal commandment, and then nositively that Zod

had special arrangements which would be menivested in due time.

u)

for His priests, and, thirdly, the Lexrd Jesus declared 28 ve
have seen His right, as the Prophet like lioses. tc make whatever
arrangement He pleased. This stetsment ceus2s teo sihine out mors
remarkably the fact that He vas made veoder the Zaw, ic fedszexm
those who were under the law., Though Hes smphas’zel Fimself as

Lord of the Sabbath, He vams the Qbeadiert Oue thrcughous, ard 4did

e A e sl

not change the apnointments upitil Xe cculd say "IT Is firisned”,
and bring His people to a fresn ephare. 3ulb Ie rightly gives as
the olimax statement to those vwho 2attack His suthcrity "The Son
of Map ig Tord even of +the Savheth-Aay™. This Heo lirks on +to
the verse before, with the word "Fcr". "If ye had Xxnowm" the
meaning of Scripture. We remember the words "Ye dc orxr pot
knowing the Soriptures, nor the pcower of Ged". "I thou hadst
known, even thou, at least in this hy day". 4And so the passage
reproves bare ritunalism, ané henours Christ. »If ye had lnewm
vhet this is, I wish for mercy and not sescrifice. ye wwould nct
heve conflemned the gulltless:; for the Son of Ilan is Lord even

of the Sabbath day". Ilere tha Lord Jesus sris Fimgealf forih




as the One ‘/ho had 2 right to interpret the law. He is Lord of
"the Sabbath and lle refuses to recognise their interpretations and
traditions. They were not lords of the sabbath. He denies their
position. Horeover, as the Sabbath day is a referemnoe to the
future coming lkingdom (Heb. 4. 9 marg.) the Lord hereby hints,
not only that His people are a priasstly family, but thot they
will share in the coming kingdom%?%he coriing glcry. The Soum of
Man is Lerd also of the Sabbathl Dna.ﬂraﬂtnr than the temmle,
greater than all their traditions, and greator than themselves,
the Lord of the Sabbath, the Only Ope ic appoint and c arrange
and to doocide} Thdse men condomnud the zuiltless because they
claimed the Sabbath, and professed that it belonged %o them.
The Lord Jesus merks Himself out as one iWho has & rizht, a rizht
to decide, and thus He sweeps avay all their traditicns by claimipg
that He alone is I.ord of the Sabbath. Hence ‘e have in this
wonderful passage the Lord's own answer Lo those vhe emphasized
their opinions, and the Lord's own explavation of that »hich is
arranged by God to meet special cases. Incidentally, therefore,
and more than in passing, the ﬁarﬁ Jesus gives wvery nmuoch
inatruction as to His people, and their priestly position, ard
their future ip the present dispensation. liay it be ours, by
grace, to enter into this passage, in the pover cf the Holy
Spirit, and to sesk to realise that when God appoints, to obey
with lcve's devctedness, is to be guiltless; when God appoints,
disobedience, howsver sincere ond earnest vo may be, is guilt.

Oh for grace to wallk worthily!
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