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

 is the interrogative conjunction PWS, meaning “how?,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter.”


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.

Then we have the preposition EIS plus the 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 into 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 with the genitive of identity from the feminine singular article and noun PROTHESIS, which means “the loaves of presentation.”
  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat: they ate.”


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


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


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

“and they ate the loaves of presentation,”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which” plus the negative adverb OUK, meaning “not.”  Then we have the nominative neuter singular present active participle of the verb EXESTIN plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative of the verb EIMI, which together mean “to be right, authorized, permitted, or proper.”  This is a periphrastic construction.


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which emphasizes a past, progressive action.


The active voice indicates that the situation described produced the action of not being permitted or authorized.



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

Then we have the dative of advantage from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “for him” and referring to David.  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive of the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


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 infinitive is a complementary infinitive after verbs of permission.

“which it was not permitted for him to eat”
 is the negative coordinating conjunction OUDE, which means “nor,” when used in coordination with a previous negative (OUK).  Then we have the dative of advantage from the masculine plural article, used as a demonstrative pronoun, meaning “for those.”  Next 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.  This is followed by the first class conditional particle EI with the negative adverb MĒ, which together mean “except.”  Finally, we have the dative of advantage from masculine plural article and noun HIEREUS with the adjective MONOS, meaning “for the priests alone.”

“nor for those with him except for the priests alone?”
Mt 12:4 corrected translation
“how he entered into the house of God and they ate the loaves of presentation, which it was not permitted for him to eat nor for those with him except for the priests alone?”
Explanation:
1.  “how he entered into the house of God”

a.  This verse is the continuation of the sentence begun in the previous verse.  The entire sentence now reads: “Then He said to them, ‘Have you not read what David did, when he and those with him were hungry, how he entered into the house of God and they ate the loaves of presentation, which it was not permitted for him to eat nor for those with him except for the priests alone?”


b.  The young men didn’t dare enter into the tabernacle.  David alone went into the tabernacle to ask for the showbread or bread of presentation.  Notice that the tabernacle was called ‘the house of God’.  At this time Nob was the temporary location of the tabernacle, long before the Temple would be built by Solomon, just a couple of miles away.


c.  It was forbidden for anyone but the Levitical priests to enter into the house of God and tend to the twelve loaves of showbread.  David is clearly violating the written law of God, and the God of Israel is permitting him to do so without punishment.


d.  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.”
2.  “and they ate the loaves of presentation,”

a.  David is allowed to take the loaves of presentation (commonly called ‘the showbread’) and distribute it to the young men with him, so they might have something to eat.


b.  They had left from the city of Naioth about seven miles to the north and probably run the 5-6 miles to Nob.  They were undoubtedly hungry after hurrying to get away from Saul.

3.  “which it was not permitted for him to eat”

a.  The Lord then points out what was obvious in the story of 1 Sam 21, which the Pharisees seemed to overlook in their reading of the story.  It was not permitted for David or anyone other than a Levitical priest to eat the loaves of bread that had been dedicated to the Lord.  David certainly wasn’t permitted to do so and neither were the young men with him.


b.  David is clearly violated the Law—the written Law of God, not one of the man made laws of the Pharisees.  The unstated, obvious question is: ‘Why did the God of Israel allow David to get away with this violation of the written Law?’  Obviously there was some higher law of God in effect here that took precedence over the written Mosaic Law.

4.  “nor for those with him except for the priests alone?”

a.  Jesus adds the fact that it wasn’t just David who was violating the written Law, but those young men with him were also doing so.


b.  Finally, the Lord adds the obvious, well-known principle in the written Law that it was only the Levitical priests who were allowed to touch this bread and eat this bread.  No one else was ever authorized to even come near it.  It was dedicated to God and to His representatives in the priesthood.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus was not of Levitical, priestly lineage; nor is there any evidence that His life was in danger or His needs nearly as urgent as David’s.  Jesus’ point is not that analogous circumstances exist to warrant exceptional practices but that ‘one greater than the temple is here’ (verse 6).  By implication the point of verse 4 is therefore also that ‘one greater than David is here’.”


b.  “The singular for entered seems to mean that David went into the holy place to get the bread.  He then brought them out, and his little band ate them.  They were in need and there was no other bread, so they ate the holy loaves.  For him fastens the responsibility on David; his men are then joined with him, but Jesus makes it clear that the great David, whom everyone honored, was the principal figure in this breaking of the strict provisions of the law.  Jesus goes on to make it clear that the bread belonged to the priests alone, the priests of Aaron’s line.  They alone prepared the loaves, set them out in the sanctuary, and consumed them when the time came for removal and replacement.  Eating the holy loaves was a priestly prerogative—laymen were not allowed to do it.  But the Scripture, 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 religious provision.  His men were not starving, just badly in need of food.  This makes a powerful argument: if these men’s hunger set aside a divine regulation without blame, how much more should the hunger of Jesus’ disciples set aside a rabbinical rule!”


c.  “Jesus proves by David’s example that even the ceremonial law was not absolute in its application.  The rabbinical refinements are ignored as being unworthy of notice.  God cares far more for the proper spiritual condition of the heart than for the outward observance of His own ceremonial regulations.  David’s hunger sets aside even a divine regulation; shall not the hunger of the disciples set aside mere rabbinical notions?”
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