
HARD SAYINGS or, CHRISTÈ.

So Viat~ the Son of Man is Lord also of the Sabbath. Mark il., 28.

T HIS saying irf rins part of Christ's vindication of biis disciples f romi the
accusation brought against themn by the Pharisees of breaking thie

Sabbathi ini rubbingy out tie cars of grain to satisfy their huiîger, as they
passed throughi the fields. According to their exposition of the law, tlhis
wàis forbidden as a species of threshing, which, of course, wvas labour. lis
vindication was based upon the priniciple that the Sahbathi was an inistitii-
tion appointed whiolly ini man's interest, andI therefore miaiis needs are
always paramount to it, availing to, set aside the prohibition wken the two
corne into confiict. The niormàl idea of the Sabbath. was certainly the ex-
clusion of labour of any kind, but -wheu the enforcement of it would entail
suffering or loss tlîat miighit be prevenited, the prohibition ouglit to give
way. The Sabbathi was made for man, and not inanl for the Sabbath.

This limitation of the Sabbathi law iii favour of '%vorks of necessity andà
mnercy is uniiversally adinitted hy Christians. Even the Jews recognize ià
practicafly, thoughi they hiave not foriually ci) .Lnged any of their traditional
precepts régrarding it. Thiere is, of. course, a good deal of difference of
opinion as to w'hat are w'orks of necessity and niercy. Somne understaiîd
tlîem in a very uarrow sexise, while others interpret theni mucli -more g eu-
erously. But the principle itself is se obviously reasonable that it is never
seriously questioned even by the inost tlioroughi-going Sabbatarians, and it
has been so often discussed that there is no needt to dwell upon it further
hiere.

Not so muai attention, how'ever, lias beeni given te the dlaiml of author-
ity over the Sabbath which Christ mnakes for irself ini tL e -words withi
which lie closes the subjeet : " So that the Son of Maui is Lord also of flic
Sabbath.1" The force of it is nlot entirely obvious, and it wilI stand a littie
elucidation.

Sorne are disposed to regard this as being rnerely a persoual conclusiomi
f rom the principle that mnan is emtitled to holà thxe Sabbath iii subordiina-
tion to bis own needs. Seeing t-bat the righlt belonged to ail men, He! Il"; a1
Son of Ma,wvàs justified ini settingythe S-abbath aside for such eilergrencie.s as
that which wvas under discussion, if j-le saw fit to do so.

Now, undoubtedly this expre§es a principle w-hichi is true iii iseif,
-whether that is what is ineant here or xîot. Within reasonable linxits ".ver *v
individual man lias a right to exercise bis owu judgmient ini deterniiugir


