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PREFACE BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR.

This volume contains the Edinburgh translation of Dr. Meyer's Com-

mentary on Mark and Luke, and supplementary matter by the American

editor, consisting of brief critical remarks and more extended exegetical

notes.

The Edinburgh translation was made "from the fifth edition of

the original," and not from the '* sixth edition," which is only in part

the work of Dr. Meyer. It is necessary to call attention to the fact

that the English editor, Prof. Dickson, in his prefatory note to this

part of the Commentary (p. ix.), expresses his views in regard to the

last-named " edition." With these views the present writer fully agrees.

The edition of Prof. Weiss, however valuable its contents, is not

"Meyer's Commentary." Indeed, the matter in that edition is so

arranged that a careful comparison with Meyer is necessary in order to

know when Weiss speaks for himself, and not for his author.

Yet it seemed desirable that the reader should have the benefit of the

contributions of Prof. Weiss. In the German edition (Weiss' s edition

of Meyer) these are substituted for Meyer's views ; in the English edition

they are ignored; in this volume they are added to the work of the orig-

inal author. It was, indeed, impossible to insert all the comments of

the accomplished German editor, but his opinions on most of the im-

portant points have been incorporated in the " supplementary notes
"

which follow Meyer's comments in each chapter. Special attention has

naturally been paid to the views of Prof. Weiss on the " sources " of

the separate sections of the two Gospels, as illustrating his theory of the

origin of the three Synoptical narratives. While Meyer's view of the

relation of these Gospels is given most fully in his Commentary on Mat-

thew, his acceptance of the originality of Mark (see Introduction, p. 8 seq.)

would, in consistency, have required him to treat that Gospel first. Re-

taining the traditional order in his comments, he nevertheless finds it

necessary to refer to the priority of Mark at the beginning of nearly

every paragraph in this volume. This compels Weiss, almost as fre-

quently, to dissent from him. For these two great exegetes, while they

ostensibly adopt the same method of investigation, and while they actu-
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ally agree in many points respecting the solution of the Synoptic prob-

lem, in very many cases reach opposite conclusions in regard to the

origin of separate portions of the narrative. In other words, when these

giants in exegesis leave the solid facts belonging to their own depart-

ment, and venture into ''higher criticism," they simply conjecture, as

all must do in a region where there are too few data to warrant a scien-

tific conclusion. Hence the judgment of the one usually offsets the

judgment of the other; the earlier "Apostolic source," which Weiss

has invented, seems to disprove the existence of the Logia-coUection,

to which Meyer constantly refers. Both are far too ready to admit *
' ma-

nipulation " and " later tradition," especially in the Gospel of Luke. It

is but fair that the reader should have this divergence of views constantly

presented to his attention. Certainly the appending of the dissenting

opinions of Weiss is far more justifiable than the conduct of the German

editor, who in so many cases strikes out Meyer's opinions and substitutes

his own.

Thio difference between Weiss and Meyer serves to show that the in-

terdependence of the Synoptic Gospels cannot be proved. The reader

is referred to the preface of Prof. Crooks in the volume containing Mat-

thew, for a fuller discussion of the general subject. A lengthened

treatise on the Synoptic problem would be out of place here, but in edit-

ing this volume I found the question meeting me at every turn. Believ-

ing that the Synoptists wrote independently of each other, and that every

theory which denies this not only tends to discredit their accuracy,

but is contrary to the phenomena presented by the Gospels themselves,

I felt warranted in frequently expressing my dissent from both Meyer

and Weiss, and in calling attention to the peculiarities of the Greek text,

which seem to controvert their opinions. The recovery, as it may be

called, of the correct text has shown us greater verbal variations in the

parallel accounts. The Gospels of Mark and Luke (especially the for-

mer) have suffered greatly from the " conforming " tendencies of the

transcribers. Hence the importance of showing the bearing of the orig-

inal differences upon the solution of the Synoptic problem. My duty

as editor did not allow me to do this in detail, but reference is frequently

made to the class of facts named above. No judgment adverse to that

of Meyer, I may add, has been expressed, which is not based upon a

minute and repeated comparison of the passages in question, as they

appear in the best-attested text. Any emphasis of dissent is due to the

conviction that the " sources " of a truly "historical " criticism of the

Gospels must be found in the canonical Gospels themselves.

As the comments upon the matter common to Matthew and one or

both of the other Synoptists are found in the Commentary on Matthew,
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this volume is not only fragmentary to a certain extent, but it comprises

a proportionally smaller amount of that purely exegetical work in which

Meyer stood pre-eminent. This has made my task as editor less pleas-

ant to me, and compelled me to appear less appreciative of Meyer's great

excellences than the editors of some of the volumes which preceded.

But I heartily indorse all that has been written in regard to the characacter

of the great exegete, his love of truth, his excellent method, and the very

wide and advantageous results of his influence in the department of Exe-

getical Theology. For the privilege I have had of using Meyer's Com-

mentaries ever since 1 became a student in theology, I am deeply grate-

ful. No volume of the German edition has been in my hands oftener

than that containing Mark and Luke, But because Meyer is such a

master in interpretation, his efforts in historical criticism suffer by com-

parison. To interpret what is written is a scientific task ; to discover

why it was written requires qualifications of a different order. In the

Commentary on John, where the author is not impeded by the self-im-

posed trammels of ''historical criticism," he shows how superior he is in

doing his own proper work. In the portions peculiar to the third Gospel

we find the same excellencies. His exegetical method is the correct

one ; and that very method will in the end prove destructive to the con-

jectures respecting the Gospels which, owing to obvious causes, have

been somewhat discordantly mingled with his scientific interpretations.

The citations from Weiss's edition of Meyer are quite frequently of a

purely exegetical character. No living scholar in Germany ranks higher

in this department than Prof. Weiss, and in many cases he defends

opinions which seem preferable to those of Meyer. His view that the

genealogy in Luke is that of Mary shows his skill as a grammatical in-

terpreter, while his labors in the field of Biblical Theology give to his

discussion of other passages a weight that cannot but make itself felt.

Owing to the peculiar state of the text in the Gospels of Mark and

Luke (see above), it seemed necessary to insert critical remarks on the

various readings, in addition to those which Meyer prefixes to each

chapter. A further reason for doing this was the fact that Meyer had

not been able to use Tischendorf's eighth edition. Moreover, while

Meyer is remarkable for his keen judgment respecting internal grounds

of probability in textual criticism, he wrote at a time when the weight of

the two earliest authorities (x and B) had not yet been duly estimated.

It is not strange, then, that Prof. Weiss has, in his German edition of

Meyer, entirely rewritten the critical remarks. In the present volume

nothing has been omitted from the critical portions, and, when the

readings preferred by Meyer are generally accepted, nothing has been

added. The additions have been made only when Meyer passes over
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what is now accepted by tlie best critical editors, or when their judgment
differs from his, or when lie has omitted some weighty authority. The
additional " critical remarks" are several hundred in number, and might

have been multiplied. They are based upon a careful collation of Mey-

er's views with the following critical editions : Tischendorf (VIII.),

Tregelles, Westcott and Ilort, with the judgment of Weiss (ed. Meyer)

and with the readings accepted by the revisers in the Revised Version

of 1881. No one familiar with work of this character will fail to per-

ceive that these brief notes have required much labor. To avoid the

inconvenience arising from constant repetition of the same names, the

term ^'recent editors''^ has been adopted as a common denominator for

Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, Weiss : for it was found that these gen-

erally agreed in differing from Meyer, when there was any difference.

It will be noticed that the Revised Version is usually in accord with

these "recent editors"—a coincidence all the more instructive, since

Weiss could not have been cognizant of the results reached by the re-

visers. As these two Gospels present proportionally the greatest num-

ber of variations, the data furnished by these additional notes point to

a greater agreement among textual critics, and confirm the accuracy of

the critical judgment of the revisers.

These supplementary critical remarks are invariably enclosed in brack-

ets. Some readings of Tischendorf VIII. were inserted in the Edin-

burgh edition and also bracketed. As these have been rendered unneces-

sary by the fuller additions in the present volume, they have been

stricken out, and thus confusion has been avoided. While Meyer cites

Tischendorf 's seventh edition, I have retained his abbreviation " Tisch.,"

to indicate the eighth edition, unless there is a difference between the

two, or unless " Tisch. VIII, " appears in the same connection. It is my
hope that some students of this volume will find in these added notes

convenient material for their own critical judgments, and be stimulated to

devote more attention to textual criticism than is now common among

us. The problem of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels cannot be fairly

discussed until the questions of textual criticism are sufficiently settled

to furnish proper material for the discussion. The two topics are so

closely related, that the prominence given by Meyer in this volume to

the former seemed to demand from me a fuller statement of facts in the

latter field.

The translations of the Latin and Greek citations appended to the

original in this volume may prove convenient to some readers. They

have been made as literal as possible, too literal for my own taste ; but

in many cases the citations present verbal allusions or such forms of

speech as called for more or less of verbal correspondence in the Eng-
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lish dress. Some obvious errors in the Edinburgh translation have been

corrected.

No extensive additions have been made to the ''Exegetical Liter-

ature." A few titles have been added, mainly of accessible Eng-

lish and American works. In choosing these, I have followed the ex-

ample of the editors of previous volumes in this series. A full bibliog-

raphy was out of the question, and in any case belonged to another

volume than this.

Nor has it seemed necessary to cite or indicate the opinions of recent

commentators, at least to any great extent. Meyer has given abundant

references, and fuller lists would have overloaded the volume. An ex-

ception has been made in the case of Godet, whose Commentary on Luke,

despite his uncritical preference for the Textus Receptus, remains one

of the most valuable on any of the Synoptic Gospels. In a few instances

I have taken the liberty of introducing citations from the International

Revision Commentary, to which I contributed the volumes on Mark and

Luke.

As in the other volumes of this edition, considerable matter of a par-

enthetical character, or consisting of references, has been transferred to

foot-notes, so that the body of the Commentary is rendered more con-

venient for perusal.

The Rev. G. F. Behringcr, of Brooklyn, N. Y., has exercised a gen-

eral supervision over the printing of this volume, as in the case of those

which preceded it, and has also prepared the Index, a service which is

gratefully acknowledged.

M. B. RIDDLE.

TTabttobd Theologicaij Seminabt, December 10, 1884.





PREFATORY NOTE BY THE ENGLISH EDITOR.

The translation of the Commentary on the Gospels of Mark and Luke

has been made from the fifth edition of the original—the last form in

which the work had the advantage of Dr. Meyer's own corrections and

additions. In the case of the Commentary on St. Matthew, the mate-

rials for a sixth edition had been carefully prepared by Dr. Meyer be-

fore his last illness ; and the work was issued by its editor, Dr. Ritschl,

substantially as the author had left it. The present portion has likewise

been given forth since the author's death in what professes to be a " sixth

edition worked up anew* ' by Dr. Bernhard Weiss ; but it is so considerably

changed in form and substance, that, whatever may be its value on its

own account, it can no longer be regarded as the proper work of Meyer
;

and I have had no hesitation in deeming it my duty to present to the

English reader the last form of the book as it came from the great

master of exegesis, rather than to reproduce the manipulation which it

has undergone at the hands of its new editor. A few sentences will

suffice to explain the state of the case, and I should hope sufficiently to

justify the course which I have taken.

In the preface to the first volume that was issued of this translation

(Romans, vol. I.), when speaking of the marked advantage which Meyer's

work possessed in having undergone successive revisions at the hands of

its author, as compared with the rival work of de Wette, the revision of

which passed early into other hands, I took occasion to remark on the

strange and, as it appeared to me, unwarrantable procedure of Dr. Over-

beck in overlaying de "Wette's book on the Acts of the Apostles with a

running commentary largely devoted to the combating of de Wette's

views. Dr. Weiss can hardly be charged with anything so unseemly as

this ; but he contrasts unfavorably with Dr. Overbeck in another respect.

The latter, even at the distance of twenty years after de Wette's death,

was careful to distinguish by brackets his own additions, though form-

ing two-thirds of the whole, from the original author's text ; but a

strangely different course has been adopted with the great work of

Meyer. Within less than five years after his death the Commentary on

Mark and Luke has been re-issued under his name ; but he is spoken of
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throughout in the third person ; his arrangement is discarded ; his

critical verdicts are recast to a considerable extent on other principles
;

his exegetical views are freely controverted ; the statements of the author

are often superseded by those of the editor ; and, what is more, the

character and complexion of the Commentary are materially altered

by the superinducing on it of Dr. Weiss's special theories regarding the

structure of the Gospels and the relations of their parallel passages. In

other words, the work is no longer such as Meyer left it ; it is to a con-

siderable extent a new book by another author, and from a standpoint

in various respects different.

Now, it may be at once granted that—if such a course were allowable

at all in the case of an author so recently removed from us as Meyer,

and of such a masterpiece of exegesis as his Commentary—Dr. Weiss

might well be chosen to carry it out, for his investigations as to the re-

lations of the Synoptic Gospels, as well as his contributions to Biblical

Theology, have given him a foremost place among the critics and theo-

logians of the day. In his preface he suggests some more or less

plausible grounds for the course he has pursued, while indicating no

small misgivings as to its legitimacy and its success. The plan has met

with partial approval in Germany ; but its propriety, as it seems to us,

may well be questioned, on account both of the respect due to so great

a name, and of the desirableness of permitting a reader, who buys a

book on the faith of the writer's reputation and of the title-page,

to have—with whatever else—at any rate the entire work of the author

in the form in which he left it. Weiss himself states with regard to

the work of Meyer, that " it contains such treasures of erudite research,

philological, archaeological, and biblico-theological ; so laboriously col-

lected and carefully grouped a summary of all different views on every

passage of importance, drawn from the whole domain of the history of

exegesis ; and lastly, so exemplary a model of sober and strictly method-

ical exegesis, that generation after generation may learn from it." As

the case stands with the re-issue of it, the reader has no security that he

gets more of the views of Meyer, or their grounds, than the subjective

judgment of Weiss may have deemed worthy of reproduction ; while

he does get a good deal for which, it is safe to say, Meyer would

not have held himself responsible. I shall only add, that the plan of

entrusting the revision of the several portions of the work to different

editors, whose methods of procedure and standards of judgment are

necessarily various, breaks up the unity and consistency of the Com-

mentary as stamped throughout with the impress of its author ; and

introduces a confusion, which cannot but materially interfere with the

pertinence of the numerous references from one portion of the Commen-
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tary to another (introduced by " see on," or " comp. on"), that form

a main element of its value. I have therefore had little difficulty in

coming to the conclusion that, having undertaken to issue the Commen-
tary of Dr. Meyer in an English form, I ought to give it in its final

shape as it came from himself, and not as it has been since transformed

by another hand.

The translation, on which Dr. Wallis has expended a good deal of

time and care, has been revised and carried through the press, in the

case of the first volume, by myself, and, in that of the second, by my
colleague and friend Dr. Stewart, who tells me that he has, as he went

along, inserted [in square brackets] the readings of Tischendorf's editio

octava major ^^ which, as Dr. Meyer explains in his Preface (p. xv.), had

not been carried beyond the earlier chapters of Mark's Gospel at the

time of his sending to the press the fifth edition of the Handbook.

W. P. DICKSON.
Glasgow College, February, 1880.

' These have been rendered unnecessary by the fuller comparison with Tisch-

endorf presented in this edition, and hence have been omitted. See p. vi.—

-

Ameb. Ed.





THE AUTHOR'S PREFACE.

The investigations as to the origin and mutual relations of the first

three Gospels have again been pursued of late years with much vigor.

A series of still unsettled questions has stimulated their prosecution
;

and the Christological discussions of the day, in which the authority of

the evangelic records is of decisive importance, have imparted a peculiar

and diversified interest of their own to the controversy, which has thus

come to be of a more intensified and partisan character. That this

critical ferment will last for some time longer, no one can doubt, who

has given special attention to even the most prominent of the writings

on the subject and compared their results with one another. And if, at

the same time, we glance—as the two fields of inquiry, in fact, are not

to be separated—from the Synoptic into the Johannine domain, in which

very recently a valiant Swiss has raised the flaming sword, as if for a war

of extermination, against the more popular ' than strictly theological

work of a highly meritorious Saxon theologian whose laurels belong to

another field of criticism [Tischendorf], we cannot but lament much im-

petuosity and even bitterness, which are the more apt to come into play

when the contest is a contest of principles. Conflict in and by itself, in-

deed, over such critical problems as belong to the exciting questions of

the present day in theology, is inevitable, and has its justification in the

end at which it aims,—the separating the dross of error from the truth.

' Of apologetic writings for cultivated non-theologians our day has produced

many, and several that are excellent. Such writings —because their problems

of themselves belong primarily and preponderantly to the province of profes-

sional theology—always occupy, in presence of the latter, a dubioias position.

For along with all the value of opportune and clever popularizing, there

necessarily clings to them a certain incompleteness of proof and presentation,

which may provoke the adversary at times to unfairness in his claims and in

his criterion of judgment. It is indeed a material defect, when—as often—they

deal with critical extravagances merely in the way of repelling, and leave un-

touched, or Avith a dubious mincing word evade, the necessary concessions,

which in various important points are not to be refused to a sound, judicious,

and thorough criticism. In this way there is no attempt to meet a justifiable

reipiirement, and no clearness even as regards insight into the status causae.
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But the sharpness of passion should not interpose to banish he chari-

able belief that an opponent, even where he is chargeable with error, has

been seeking the truth and striving to serve it. In so speaking we cannot

mean and desire that men should cry peace when there is no peace. But

as we cannot avail aught against the truth, so we ought never to will

anything that is not pure—free from selfish or even indecorous zeal

—

-for

the truth.

'

Various as are the critical opinions of the present day on the question

of the Synoptic Gospels, the view seems ever more evidently to be ap-

proaching final triumph, that among the three Gospels (apart from the

" Logia-collection" of Matthew) Mark is the first. The unfair judg-

ments,'' that may still be heard about him, will gradually be put to

silence; just like Augustine's " pedissequus Matthaei," Griesbach's

" copyist of Matthew and Luke" will disappear from the arena of ancient

error. This view derives special confirmation from the critical contri-

butions—some of them entering very thoroughly into the subject—that

have appeared since the publication of the fourth edition of this Com-

mentary, or, in other words, since 1860, when we survey their aggregate

results. It will easily be seen that I have sought' to give due heed to

' The extravagance of criticism, which in various productions of the day far

transcends the boldness of Baur, does not advance the matter, bursts all the

ties even of historical possibility, turns things upside down, promotes the con-

venient aversion—already, alas ! so widely diffused—to criticism generally, as

if it were an affair of unbelief, and works involuntarily into the hands of the

Jews, who gladly accept the alleged negative results as if they were settled

matters, as may be sufficiently seen from several writings of modern Jewish

scholars.

' No one can pronounce a judgment of rejection over Mark more decidedly

than has been done, with French frivolity, by Eichthal {les Evamjiles, 1863, I. p.

51 ff.).

2 Some minor works reached me too late for a consideration of their sugges-

tions : e.g., Hilgenfeld, Markus zwisclien Matth. und Luk., in his Zeitsc.hr. 1866,

p. 82 ff. ; Zahn, Papias von Hierapolis, in the Stud. u. KrU. 1866, p. 649 ff.
;

Stawars, vh. d. Ordnwig Ahia, in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1866, p. 201 ff. ; also

Volkmar, Urspr. uns. Evangelien, Ziirich 1866, but chiefly in reference to John.

The Christolo'jie des Neuen Testamenies of Beyschlag, Berlin 1866, I have, to my
regret, only been able to take into consideration here and there snpplemen-

tarily, during the later progress of the printing. As I no longer had any fitting

opportunity to express in the Commentarj' my view as to Beyschlag's develop-

ment of the idea of the Son of ?nrtn,—which he regards as the Ideal man, as the

ideal of humanity,—I may here be allowed, on account of the Christological im-

portance of the subject, frankly to state that the deductions of the author—how-

ever attractive thej' are, and however considerable the names of authority that

may range themselves on the side of their result—have not been able to convince

me. I cannot but think that the notion of the Ideal man, as well in Daniel as
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them, as well as generally to the latest literature relative to the subject,

in their bearing on my purpose.

In reference to the critical remarks, I must call attention to the fact

that only for the first four chapters of Mark could I take the readings of

the text of Tischendorf from the new large edition {editio octavo), which

had only appeared up to that point ; and for the sequel I had to quote

them from the second edition of the Synopsis Evangelica. For I might

not fall back on the editio septima (1859), because after issuing it Tisch-

endorf modified essentially his critical procedure, and reverted to the

principles of Lachmann, constituting in accordance with these the text of

the second edition of the Synopsis (1864), and, of coarse, diverging

much from that of the editio septima. I am not quite free from hesita-

tion as to this change of principles, whereby, instead of simply steering

for the ideal goal as such, we are again directed, as in the case of Lach-

mann, only to an intermediate station, the actual reaching of which,

especially if it is to be the text of the second century, must withal in

numberless cases be uncertain.

In conclusion, may I be allowed, simply for those at a distance inter-

ested in my personal circumstances, to mention that since last autumn I

have retired from my position as a member of the Royal Consistory here.

" Beus nobis haec otia fecit,
^^—this I have (in another sense, indeed,

than the Roman poet meant it) to acknowledge with humble thanks to

the everlasting Love, which has in great long-suffering and grace up-

held me during many most laborious and, in part, momentous years, and

has at length helped me to get over the difficult step of retiring from the

vocation bound up with my very inmost life. As nothing else than con-

siderations of health, which I might not and could not withstand any

longer, gave occasion to this change, and as for me especially it has been

in the Gospels, is one brought to them and introduced, and not the one there

given. I find that the only Synoptic passage which appears to favor this inter-

pretation is Mark ii. 28. But even here it is, as I believe, only an appearance.

For, firstly, the fundamental thought in this passage is not that of the ideal, but

that of the representative of humanity, which is a different idea ; secondly, even

this conception does not attach to 6 vlbg tov avdpuirov in itself, but to the whole

conception of the Messiah, and would be the leading thought of the argument,

even if quite another appellation of the Messiah were used. That Christ,

although without prejudice to His personal pre-existence, was and is the Ideal

of humanity, is accordant with Scripture ; but it is not contained in 6 vlbg tov

avdpuTTov, as, indeed, this expression in itself does not lexically contain the

very slightest hint thereof.—We may add, that it is much to be wished that the

antagonism, which the work of Beyschlag will still abundantly encounter and
must needs encounter, may be kept clear of the passionate vehemence which it

has already so largely experienced.
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deeply painful to separate from tlie circle of the dear colleagues highly

and gratefully esteemed by me,—with all of whom, amidst manifold

diversity of our gifts and powers, I was bound in unity of spirit to

the service of the one Lord, and, I venture to hope, may still continue

bound,—it is a fervent joy to my heart, that in the partial co-operation

which still remains assigned to me, especially by my continuing to take

part in the theological examinations, there is not yet wholly dissolved the

official bond of fellowship, which has always been to me so high a bless-

ing in my position here.

Let the future, which is to be developed out of the blood-stained

seed-sowing of the present not only for the fleeting existence of this

world, but also for the eternal kingdom of the Lord, be committed to

God, who turns the hearts of men as water-brooks, and will turn all

things for the best to His people—the unknown and yet well known, the

sorrowful and yet always rejoicing, the dying, and behold they live !

DR. MEYER.

Hannovee, 10th August, 1866.



EXEGETICAL LITERATURE.

[Foe Commentaries embracing the whole New Testament, the Four Gospels

as such, or the three Synoptic Gospels (including the chief Harmonies), see the

list prefixed to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew. The following

list contains Commentaries on the Gospel of St. Mark or on that of St. Luke,

along with a few works of historical criticism relative to these Gospels. Works
mainly of a popular or practical character have, with a few exceptions, been

excluded, since, however valuable they may be on their own account, they have

but little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the present work.

Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed by Meyer in loc.

The editions quoted are usually the earliest ; al. appended denotes that the

book has been more or less frequently re-issued
; f marks the date of the

author's death ; c. = circa, an approximation to it.]

Recent Editors. =Tregelles' Greek Testament, Westcott and Hort's Greek Tes-
tament, Bernhard Weiss in Weiss ed. Mey.
(These are cited only when they differ from Meyer.)

Weiss ed. Mey.=the sixth German edition of Meyer, edited by Prof. Bern-
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THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

INTRODUCTIOK

§ l._ON THE LIFE OF MARK.

HE evangelist Mark, a Jew by birth (Col. iv. 10 f.), is the same •

who, in the Acts of the Apostles, is sometimes called John Marh

(xii. 12, 25, XV. 37), sometimes John only (xiii. 5, 13), sometimes

only Marh (xv. 39 ; comp. Col. iv. 10 ; 2 Tim. iv. 11 ; Philem.

24 ; 1 Pet. v. 13). His original name, therefore, was John ;
^

and the name Mark, adojjted probably on his passing into the service

of the apostles, became the 2}'>'^'Bailing one in Christian intercourse. Mary

is named to us as his mother, who, at the time of the execution of

James the Elder, was an esteemed Christian dwelling at Jerusalem, and in

friendly relations with Peter (Acts xii. 12). Jerusalem may therefore be

regarded as the birthj^lace of Mark. According to 1 Pet. v. 13, he was

converted by Peter {vi6^ /lov) ; he entered, however, into the service of Bar-

nabas and Paul, when they commenced their missionary journeys (Acts xii.

25), but subsequently became the occasion of a difference between thein aid

of their separation from one another, when he accompanied Ban ab s,

whose cousin he was (see on Col. iv. 10), on his journey to Cyprus (Acts

XV. 36 ff.). It is probable that a want of dauntless perseverance (Acts xiii.

13, XV. 38) had withdrawn from him Paul's favor, without, however, hin-

dering their subsequent reunion. Of his further life and work nothing is

known to us in detail from the N. T. beyond the fact that during Paul's

imprisonment at Caesarea—according to the usual view, at Rome (see on

Eph., Introd. § 2)—he was with that apostle to his comfort (Col. iv. 10 f.

;

Philem. 24 ; comp. 2 Tim. iv. 11), and was at that time contemplating a

journey to Asia Minor (Col. iv. 10). At 1 Pet. v. 13 we find him again

with his spiritual father Peter in Babylon. His special relation to Peter is

' The supposition that there were two dif- not to the Petrine, but to the Pauline Marls,

ferent Marks (Grotius, Calovius, and sev- whom Papias had already confounded

eral others, including Schleiermacher in with the former.

the Slud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 760) is absolutely - Thence Hitzig {iib. Johannes Markvs u.

without any sufficient foundation. It is seine Schriften, Ziirich 1843) could hold him
nevertheless again taken up by Kienlen in to be the author of the Apocalypse, which,

the Stud. v. AVi;. 1843, p. 423 ff., and in op- however, is decidedly incorrect. See

position to the tradition of the church fur- Llicke, Eiid. in d. Offtnb. p. 781,

ther made use of for ascribing the Gospel

I
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specified by tlie unanimous testimony of the ancient church as having Ijccn

that of interpreter {kpixrivevTTjg ; Papias, in Eus. iii. 39 ; Iren. iii. 1, iii. 10, G
;

Tertull. contr. Marc. iv. 5 ; Eusebius, Jerome, et al.) ; and there exists ab-

solutely no valid reason for doubting the statement, if only the notion of

epfir/vevTr^i, " interpreter," be taken not as meaning that Peter, being himself

insufficiently versed in Greek, caused what he delivered in Aramaic to be re-

produced in Greek by Mark (Kuinoel and many others), or that Peter made

use of him as Latin interpreter (Bleek), but rather as denoting the service

of a secretary, who had to write down the oral communications of his apostle,

whether from dictation or in a more free exercise of his own activity, and

thus became his interpreter m writing to others. This view is plainly con-

firmed by Jerome, ad Iledib. 11 :

'' llabelat ergo (Paulus) Tituni ititerpretem,''^

"Therefore he (Paul) had Titus as an interpreter" (in drawing up the

second Epistle to the Corinthians), " sicut et beatus Petrus Marcum, cujus

evangelium Petro narrarite et illo scribente compositum est. Denique et duae

epistolae quaeferuntur Petri, stilo inter se et charactere discrepant structuraque

verborum, ex quo intelligimus, jn'o necessitate rerum diversis eum usum interpre-

tibus," " as also blessed Peter had Mark, whose Gospel was composed,

Peter narrating and he writing it. In like manner also the two epistles

which bear the name of Peter differ from each other in style and character

and structure of words, from which we know that the necessity of things

led him to use different interpreters."

The tradition, that Mark was with Peter in Borne, is not yet attested, it

is true, in the fragment of Papias, but is still very ancient, as it is designa-

ted by Clem. Al. Hypotyp. 6, in Eus. vi. 14, as wapadaciv tuv aveKadev npsa-

(ivTcpuv, " a tradition of the elders from the first." It is not, however, free

from the suspicion of having arisen out of 1 Pet. v. 13, where Babylon was

taken as a designation of Rome (Eus. ii. 15 ; Jerome, Vir. ill. 8). From

Rome, after the death of that apostle (not so early as the eighth year of

Nero, as Jerome states), he is said to have gone to Alexandria, and there

—

where, according to Eus. iii. 39, he is aHeged to have founded the church'—

to have died as bishop (Eus. ii. 16 ; Epiph. Ilaer. li. 6 ; Jerome, Vir. ill. 8),

and, according to later tradition, in the character of a martyr (Niceph. ii.

43, Martyrol. Horn., 35 Apr.).

§ 2.—ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL.

It is related, first of all by Papias (in Eus. iii. 39), and then unanimously

by the entire ancient church, that Mark wrote his Gospel under the special

influence of Peter, whose ep/i/jvevrrig, "interpreter," he was. This account

» That this occurred before the compo- numerous body of Jews. Still the expres-

sition of the Epistle to the Romans, Thiersch sion in Rom. I.e. is too indefinite as respects

concludes (d. Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. its geographical limits for any one to bo

p. 104 f.) from Rom. xv. 10 ff. Certainly it able to maintain that Egypt belongs to the

is in itself probable that even at that early regions whereof Paul says that there is

date Christianity existed, as in Rome, so nothing more in them for him to do.

also in Alexandria, where there was a very
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is, according to Papias (see on Matt., Introd. p. 29 ff.), to be understood as

amounting more precisely to this, that Mark made notes for liimself after

the discourses of Peter which he heard, and subsequently employed these

in the composition of his Gospel. This original relation to the authority of

Peter ' could not but receive more precise delineation by tradition, as there

grew up an increasing desire to see the non-apostolic writing invested with

apostolic validity. Already, at a very early date, our Gospel was regarded

directly as the Gospel of Peter, as even Justin, c. Tryph. 106, quotes it as to.

a.Trofj.v7/fiov£vfiaTa Uerpov, "the memorabilia of Peter ;
" "^ and Tertull. c. Mace.

iv. 5, says :

'

' Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cvjus inter-

pres Marcus,'''' "The Gospel which Mark put forth is established as Peter's,

whose interpreter Mark was " (comp. Iren. iii. 1 : rd vnb Uhpov KTjfwaaofjeva

lyypd^wf, yfilv irapaSe^uKE, "those things preached by Peter he has delivered

to us in writing," similarly Origen in Eus. vi. 25). Still, however, there is

no mention of any special recognition of the book on the jjart of Peter.

Nothing can with any certainty be concluded from the fragmentary

initial words of the Muratorian Canon (as has especially been attempted by

Volkmar on Credner's Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 351 f.); and Clement, Uyfotyf.

6, in Eus. vi. 14, expressly states that the publication of the Gospel, com-

posed after the apostle's discourses, experienced at the hands of the latter

neither ^ Kukvaai, "hindering," nor a wporpe'tpaadat, "furthering." But in

the course of tradition the apostolic confirmation also ^ does not fail to ap-

pear, and even Eusebius himself,'' ii. 15, relates : yvovra 6e irpaxQev (paai rbv

aTv6aTo2,ov . . . Kvpuaai re ttjv ypcKprjv e'tq evTev^iv rai^ EKK?iT/(jiaig, " it is said,

however, that the apostle, knowing what was done . . . also confirmed the

writing for reading in the churches." Comp. Epiph. Ilaer. li. 6 ; Jerome,

Yir. ill. 8.

In the dependence—to which Papias testifies—of Mark on Petrine dis-

courses and on notes made from them, there is not implied essentially and

necessarily his independence of Matthew and Luke ; for if Mark, when he

composed his Gospel, found already in existence the writings of Matthew
and Luke, even although he rested on the testimony of Peter, the compari-

son of that testimony with those other two evangelists might still be of the

highest importance to him, inasmuch as it might furnish to him partly con-

firmation, partly, in the event of want of accord between Matthew and
Luke, decision, partly inducement for omissions, partly additions and modi-

' Which, however, most of the later Urspr. d. synopt. Evang. p. 368 f. ; Weiss la

critics (comp. on Matt. p. 26 f .), without suf- the Stvd. it. Krit. 1861, p. 677.

ficlent warrant either from the testimony ^ -phe view which finds mention of the
of Papias, or from other testimonies, or literary services of Mark even by Paul,

from internal grounds, refer back to a lost namely at 2 Cor. viii. 18 (Storr, Hitzijj), is a
primitive Mark, from which our Mark first pure fancy.

took its rise. So, too, Schenkel and Welz- ^ Eusebius does not here quote CkimnVs
sacker, iib. d. Emtng. Gesch. 1864. Recently words, so that Clement would have here,

Weiss and Tischendorf have decidedly de- compared with the previous passage, con-

clared themselves against the hypothesis of tradicted himself (Strauss, de Wette, and
a primitive Mark [Urmarkus]. others), but he is narrating in his own per-

^ See on John, Introd. p. 7 f. ; Ritschl in son. See Credner, Einl. I. p. 113 ; Thiersch,

the theol, Jahrb. 1851, p. 499 f. ; Kostlin, Hist. Standp. p. 212 f.
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fications. And thus the matter would have to bo conceived of, if the hy-

pothesis of Griesbach (see Introd. to Matt. p. 34), which is still in substance

upheld by many,' were the correct one.^ But it is not the correct one.

For, apart from the fact that in any case Luke closes the series of the Synop-

tics and is only to be placed after the destruction of Jerusalem, our existing

Gospel of Matthew cannot have taken its present shape until ajter Mark (see

Introd. to Matt. p. 2G f.); and^wwr to Mark, as far as concerns the njiation

of the latter to Matthew, there can only have existed the njMstolic collection

of Logia, which became also the first foundation of our Matthew. [See Note

I., p. 10 seq.] Mark must have made use of this, although in general the

presentation of the discourses of Jesus has been with him so subordinate a

feature, that we may reasonably assume that he has taken for granted in his

readers an acquaintance with the teaching (comp. Iloltzmann, p. 385). But

every kind of procedure in the way of epitome and compilation (according

to the hypothesis of Griesbach, there would only be left to Mark as his own
peculiar portions, iv. 26-29, vii. 32-37, viii. 22-26, xi. 1-14, xiii. 33-37, xvi.

6-11) is absolutely incompatible with the creative life-like freshness and

picturesqucness of detail, with the accurate designation of the localities and

situations in his description,^ with liis taking no account of all the prelimi-

nary history, with the clear objectivity and simple, firmly-knit arrangement of

his narratives, with the peculiar character of that which he gives either in

greater brevity or in greater detail than the others.'* Besides, we do not

find in Mark the j^ecuUa)- elements which Matthew and Luke (the latter es-

pecially, ix. 51-xviii. 14) respectively have in matter and manner ; indeed,

precisely in the passages where Mark does not .stand by their side (as in the

preliminary history and in discourses of Jesu.s), those two diverge even the

fiu'thest from one another, while they in the main go together where Mark
presents himself as the intervening link. Such an intervening link

between the two Mark could not be as a subsequent worker and com-

piler, but only as a previous worker in the field, whose treatise—freshly

moulded from the apostolic fountainhcad in simplicity, objectivity, homo-

gcneousness, and historical continuity—furnished a chief basis, first, in the

' Includinj? Saunier, Fritzsche, de Wette, tendency'' than any kind of acknowledfc-

Bleek, Baur, Delitzscli,K6stlin, Kalinis, and ment, be it ever .'so limited, of the indcpen-

othcrs. dence of Mark." Nevertheless, Eiehtlial

2 The best conjoint view of all that can (les Evangiles, Paris 18(13) has found in the

bo said on behalf of this hypothesis is {liven pictorial description of Mark a proof of

by P>le(^k in his Jiritrdge, p. 72 ff., and Eiitl. subsequent elaboration ; he is held to be the

p. a4.3 flf. The most forcible refutation is epitomizer of Matthew, whose (iospel nev-

found in Iloltzmann, Synopt. Evang. p. 113 ertheless, as it now stands, is full of inter-

ff., .344 ff. C!omp. Weiss in the Stud. v. polations. And so Luke too is in many ways
7w77. ]8(i], p. Cia ff., G80ff. interpolated. Tn this Eiehthal poes to

' Baur, MaTkusevang. p. 41, does Mark in- work with very uncritical license, and re-

justic-e, when he sees in his vividness of de- pards Mark as beinfr much less interpolated,

scription merely the liabit of seizinjf first merely l)ecanse he was from the first look-

of all on tlie most sensuously- concrete ed on as of far less consequence (L p. 267 flf.).

conception. Kostlln and others speak of •,See especially, Ewald, ./f/Ar^A II. p. 203 f.;

Mark's "mannerism." Wcisse, Ermnicli- Weiss in tlic fllud. ii. Kril. 1801, p. 67 ff.,

enfr. p. 7-3. rifrhlly says : "in fact, nothinjr 640 ff. ; Iloltzmann, p. 284 f., 448 f.

can be more dangerous to the ' crHicimn of
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gradual formation of our Matthew, and then also for Luke. It is simply

inconceivable that Mark could have passed over, in particular, the rieli

materials which Luke has peculiar to himself (as is still the opinion of Kost-

lin, p. 334), merely from the endeavor after brevity and a laying aside of

everything anti-Jewish. As regards the origin of the Gospel of Mark, we
must accordingly abide simply by the testimony of Papias : it is primarily

to be traced back to the communications of Peter, and with this view ad-

mirably agrees the characteristic discourse of the latter in Acts x. 3G ; in

fact, this discourse may be regarded as a i^rogramme of our Gospel. Other

special sources are not sufficiently recognizable, ' apart from the primitive

evangelic tradition in general, under the influence of which the companion

of Paul, Barnabas, and Peter of necessity came, and from the collection of

Logia of Matthew, which, as the most ancient (see on Matthew, Introd.

p. 9 ff.) document intended for the natives of Palestine, could not have re-

mained unknown to Mark, the inhabitant of Jerusalem. Rightly have

many * maintained the primitwe evangelic character of Mark in relation to

the rest of our Gospels, and thus there is taken " a great step towards find-

ing our way in the labyrinth of Gospel-harmony," ^ however stronglj'^ Baur

and his school (Kostlin, in the most complex fashion) contend against it with

their hypothesis of a special "tendency" (see § 3), and with the aid of a

Papian primitive-Mark ; while Hilgenfeld withal, following Augustine and

Hug, insists upon the priority of Mark to Luke, and consequently on the

intermediate position of Mark between Matthew and Luke.-* According to

the opinion of Delitzsch,'' in connection with his mistaken discovery (sec on

Matt. Introd. p. 25) that the writing of the evangelic history, proceeding

in the footsteps of the Thora, was created by Matthew, the dependence of

Mark on Matthew would appear as so great, that even the possibility of the

converse relation vanishes before it,—a dependence which, we may add,

Hilgenfeld thinks to explain by the dubious hypothesis, opening the door

to much that is arbitrary, of a Gospel of Peter or of the Petrine-Roman tra-

dition as an intermediate step.^

The Gospel has three main divisions, of which the first goes as far as the

choice of the Twelve (iii. 13), and the last begins from the setting out for

J"udaea (chap. x.).

Remark 1.—Althongli Mark was chiefly dependent on the conimiinications

of Peter, still the Petrine tendency is not to be attributed to his Gospel (in op-

1 According to Fritzsclie and Bleek, Mark p. 103.

is alleged to luive used not merely Matthew < Especially since 1850, then in his long

and Luke, but even tlie Gospel of John. controversy with Baur, and once more in

The state of the case is directly the re- liis Kanon u. Kriiik d. iV. T. 1863, and in liis

verse. Zeitschr. 1864, p. 23V ff.

2 So not only Weisse and Wilke, but also » Nene iinters. lib. d. Entsteh. u. Anl. d. ka-

Lachmaiin, ilitzi^, Reuss, Ewald, Ritsclil, non. Evan//. I., 185.3.

Thiersch, Volkmar, Tobler, Plitt, Holtz- ^ See on the other hand Baur, Marki/s-

mann, Weiss, Schenkel, Weizsiicker, and evaiig. p. 110 ff. ; Ritschl in the tMol.

others (see also Giider in Herzog's Encykl. Jahrb. 1851, p. 482 ff. ; Weiss in the Stud. v.

IX. p. 47 f.) KHt. 1861, p. 691 ff. ; Iloltzmann in his
' Thiersch, Kirche im Apost. Zeitalt, synopt. Emng.
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position to Hilgenfeld), as appears by the very fact, that from his Gospel there

is actually absent the saying of Jesus concerning the Rock of the church (Matt,

xvi. 17). See generally, Baur in the iheol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 56 ff., and Markus-

evamj. p. 133 ff. Comp. on viii. 29 ; also Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861,

p. 674 f.

Remark 2.—In making use of particular passages of Mark to prove his inde-

pendence or dependence on the other Synoptics, the greatest caiition is neces-

sary, not to educe from our reading of them what is already in our own mind as

the critical view of the relation. The experience of the most recent criticism

is a warning against this, for in it very often what one takes to be in his favor

is by another turned against him, according to the coloring imported by the

subjectivity of each. Even from the O. T. citation in Mark i. 2, 3, compared

with Matt. iii. 3, xi. 10, we cannot draw any reference either for (Ritschl) or

against the dependence of Matthew on Mark ; see Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1853,

p. 89 f. Comp. on i. 2 f.

§ 3.—PURPOSE, TIME, PLACE.

Like all the canonical Gospels, ours also has the destined purpose of his-

torically proving the Messiahship of Jesus : it seeks to accomplish this es-

pecially by setting forth the deeds of Jesus, but in doing so does not bear

any special dogmatic color.' It leaves out of consideration the doctrinal

differences that agitate the subsequent apostolic period, and goes to work

quite objectively. We must not on this account, however, assume a mediat-

ing aim in the interest of the idea of catholicity, and consequently a neutral

character accordant with that tendency,' or a mediating between the Jewish-

Christian Matthew and the Pauline Luke (Hilgenfeld), for assumptions of

which sort it was thought that a welcome external support was to be found in

the very fact, that Mark's place was from old assigned to him only after Mat-

thew, and relatively (according to Clem. Al. ) even only after Luke. The omis-

sion of a genealogy and preliminary history does not betray the design of a

neutral attitude (Schwegler alleges even that a Docetic reference is implied),

but simply points to a time of its origin, in which, among Gentile Chris-

tians, such matters as these had not yet attained the importance of being

regarded as elements of the Gospel.^ And the work is composed for Gentile

Christians, as is evident beyond any doubt from the total absence of proofs

' Not even the character of artistic con- ' The opinion of Volkmar (d. Relig. Jem
struction, which (according to Hilgenfeld) u. ihre erste Entwickdung, 1857, and ge-

is designed to turn on the contrast of light schichlstrem Theol. 1858)—that the Gospel of

and shade. But the alternation of light na.rW SiS.im^\>os\s3i Pauline treatise with a

and shade is involved in the course of the ^(^C/jxr/ww in opposition to the Judaisticreac-

history, not in the artistic premeditation tion, and has as its presupposition the.Tuda-

of a literary plan. istic Apocalypse, and that, having come into

''Schwegler, Baur, Kostlin, and others, existence !/«(/«r Ti^w*, it became the founda-

with more precise definitions various in tion for the rest of the Gospels—is a criti-

kind. According to Baur, even the name cal extravagance. See, in opposition to It,

for this neutral and mediating Gospel is Hilgenfeld in the theol. Jahrb. ia57, p. 387

significantly chosen: "Mark," the inter- ff., and in his Zeitschr. 1859, p. 252 ff., 1861,

preter of Peter and the companion of Paul. p. 190 ff., also in Kanon v. Kritik, p. 175 ff.
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drawn from the O. T. (excepting only i. 2 f., see in loc.) and of Judaistic

elements of doctrine (Kostlin, p. 314), as also from the comparison of many
points of detail with the parallel passages in Matthew (see Holtzmann,

p. 385 fE.). Comp. on x. 13, vii. 1 ff., xi. 17, and others.

With respect to the time of composition, the Gospel must, in accordance

with the eschatological statements in chap. xiii. (see especially, vv. 13, 24,

30, 33), and because it preceded our Matthew, have been written at all

events before the destruction of Jerusalem, although Weizsacker concludes

tlie contrary from the parable iv. 26-29 (see in loc). This is more precisely

defined by the statement of Irenaeus, iii. 1 (in Eus. v. 8), that Mark
published the Gospel after the death ' of Peter and Paul. By this we
must abide ; and as there is not historical ground for going back to an

earlier period (Hitzig : years 55-57 ; Schenkel, 45-58), the treating of that

assertion of Irenaeus with sus2)icion, as if it might have fiowed from 2 Pet.

i. 15 (Eichhorn, Hug, Fritzsche), and were too much of a doctrinal nature

(Weizsacker), is unfounded. See Credner, I. p. 118. The account of Clem-

ent, Hypotyp. 6 (in Eus. H. E. vi. 14), that Mark published his Gospel

while Peter was still alive in captivity at Rome, makes indeed but an incon-

siderable difference in the definition of the time, yet was so welcome to the

interest felt in its apostolic authority, that Eusebius not merely added the

confirmation of the treatise on the part of Peter (see § 2), but also transfer-

red the apostle's sojourn at Rome in question to the very earliest time pos-

sible, namely, to the third year of Claudius (ten years after the death of

Christ), when Peter was said to have been there together with Philo and

Simon Magus (Eus. H. E. ii. 14, 15, 17), which incorrect determination of

the date of our Gospel was in consequence adopted by Theophylact, Euthy-

mius Zigabenus, and others. Later critics, who place Mark in point of

time after Matthew and Luke (Griesbach's hypothesis), or at least after

Matthew (Hilgenfeld), do not make it come into existence till after the

destruction of Jerusalem (de Wette, Bleek, and others ; Hilgenfeld : under

Domitian), to which view Weisse also (" under the influences of the lively

impression of the conquest ") is inclined ; Kostlin, assigning to the alleged

older Mark of Papias the date 65-70 a.d., makes the canonical Gospel

appear the first decade of the second century. Baur puts it down still

lower in the second century, as indeed he assigns to the canonical Gospels

in general no earlier date than 130-170.

The ^jfece of composition is not known with certainty, but the preponder-

ant voice of ecclesiastical tradition (Clement, Eusebius, Jerome, Epiphanius,

and many others) names Rome, which is not necessarily connected with the

supposition that Mark wrote his Gospel while Peter was still alive, and has

no internal reasons against it, but still is not to be made good by the Latin

expressions which occur, as at vi. 27, vii. 4, 8, xv. 39, 44, and explanations

such as XV. 16, xii. 42, or by x. 12, xv. 21. Most of the later critics have

declared themselves in favor of the Roman origin (Gieseler, Ewald, Hilgen-

• efoSoj', not : departure, as Mill, Grabe, Aberle, and others will have it. See Hilgen-

feld in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 234.
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feld, Kostlin, Schwegler, Gucrike, and several others), and the evidence in

its behalf can only gain in v^^eight from the fact that even at a very early

period Alexandria was assigned to Mark as a sphere of labor. It is true

that Chrysostom names Alexandria as the place of composition, but to this

the less value is to be attached that no Alexandrian confirms it. Hence the

combination of Rome and Alexandria by the assumption of a hcofold publi-

cation (Richard Simon,' Lardner, Eichhorn) is unnecessary, and cannot be

made good, not even by the statement of Jerome :
" Assumpto itaqueEvan-

gelio, quod ipse confecerat, perrexit Aegyptum," "Therefore the Gospel

which he had completed being approved he proceeded to Egypt."

• §4.—PRIMARY LANGUAGE, ORIGINALITY, INTEGRITY.

Mark wrote in Oreeh^ as the Fathers are unanimous either in presuppos-

ing or in expressly testifying. It is true that there occurs in the Peshito as

a subscription, and in the Philoxenian on the margin, ' the remark that

at Rome he preached in the Roman tongue ; and several manuscrijits of the

Greek text (see Scholz, p. xxx. ; Tisch. p. 325) distinctly afhrm that he

icrote in Latin, but this entire statement is a hasty inference from the sup-

position that Mark wrote at Rome and for Romans. Nevertheless, to the

Roman Catholics, in the interest of the Vulgate, it could not but be wel-

come, so that it was defended by Baronius {ad ann. 45, No. 39 fE.) and

others. Since the days of Richard Simon, however, it has been again given

up even among Catholic scholars. It was even given out that the Latin au-

tograph was preserved in Venice, but that has long since been unmasked

as a portion of the Vulgate.^

The originality of our Gospel has found assailants only in recent times,

and that, indeed, on the grormd of the account of Papias, on which its

originality was formerly based. It was thought to be discovered that what

Papias says of the Gospel of Mark does not suit our Gospel,^ and it was fur-

ther inferred (see especially, Credner, I.e. and p. 205 ^) that the Gospel in

its present form could not be the work of Mark, but that another had

worked up the notes which Mark had made without regard to arrangement,

and thereby the evayyeXiov kuto, Mapnov had come into existence. In the fur-

ther progress of criticism, the hypothesis was developed of a pi-e-canonical

or primitive-MAr]i. [ Urmarhus'] whicli had been an Evangelium Petri, a

hyi)othesis variously elaborated in jiarticular l)y Baur, Kostlin, and others.

According to Kostlin, this primitive Gosjx'l (which is held to form the basis

of Matthew also) was composed in Syria, and formed, along with Matthew

' Comp. also Ebedjesu, in Assem. Bibl. dat nme Text, nach Zweck, Umprung, Inhalt,

Or. III. 1, p. 9. 1843, II. p 213 ff.) has declared in ftiror of
^ See Dobrowsky, fraf/ment. Pra(ien.<'e cr. the qemdneness of our Gospel, and has look-

St. Marci vulgo avtographi, Prag. 1778; cd upon the testimony of Papias as affirin-

Mic'haelis, m-ient. Bibl. XIII. 108, Einl. II. iiijr that the order of events in tlie three

p. 1073 ff. Synoptics does not correspond to the re-

3 See Schleiermacher in the .S7(/(;. ?/. /wt/. ality. But even this does m if follow from

1832, p. 7.58 ff. ; Credner, Eiitl. I. p. 123. the words of Paiiias rightly aiiiircliciulcd,

• Subsequently Credner (sec his work,
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and Luke, a chief source for our canonical Mark, whicli is alleged to be a later

product of the idea of catholicity. But the assumption of an original

treatise that has been lost would only have a historical point of support, in

the event of the contents of the fragment of Papias—so far as it speaks of

the treatise of Mark—not really suiting our canonical Mark. But since,

upon a correct interpretation (see on Matt. Introd. p. 28 f.), it contains

nothing with which our Mark is at variance, and therefore affords no

ground for the assertion that it is speaking of another book ascribed to

Mark, it remains the most ancient and the most weighty historical testimony

for the originality of our second Gospel, and at the same time for the high

historical value of its contents. With this view, no doubt, the much-asserted

dependence on Matthew—or on Matthew and Luke—cannot subsist, because

this runs directly counter to the testimony of Papias ; and to get rid of that

testimony is a proceeding which amounts to peremptory dogmatism (de

Wette), to arbitrary conjecture (Baur),' and to contradiction of history (as

opposed to the testimonies of Irenaeus, Clement, Eusebius), as if the

Fathers, to whom at any rate our Mark was very well known, would have

only thus blindly repeated the story of Papias.

On the supposition of the originality of our Mark the comparison of Matthew

and Luke, who made use of him, presents no constraining reason /or the view,

that the Gospel, in the form in which we possess it, has been preserved merely

in a recension modified by various omissions, additions, and alterations,^ or, in-

deed, that that form, in which his Gospel has been made use of in our Gos-

pel of Matthew, as well as by Luke, was preceded by one still earlier

(Ewald), especially as Mark has not always followed the most original tradi-

tion, and in accordance with the peculiar character of his book abstains

from giving the longer discourses of Jesus, with the sjiecial exception of the

eschatological in chap. xiii. ; hence, also the Sermon on the Mount is not

found in his Gospel,^ and need not have stood between iii. 19 and iii. 20

(together with the narrative of the centurion at Capernaum). See on iii. 20,

Remark.

As to the integrity of the Gospel, the only question to be considered is

that of the genuineness of the concluding section, xvi. 6-20. See, regard-

ing this, the critical remarks on chap. xvi.

1 Markusevang. p. 131 f., he alleges that ^ On the hypothesis of the Gospel being

Papias has combined things not connected prepared with a sjtecial purpose, this dis-

with each other, namely, the existence of course is regarded as having been omitted

the Gospel of Mark, which, perhaps, had by Mark, because he did not wish to bring

not been even known to him, and the tra- into remembrance the continuing obliga-

dition of the discourses which Peter is al- tion of the law, Matt. v. 17. See especially,

leged to have delivered on his apostolic Baur, Evang. p. 565. As if this would have

.iourneys. been a suflicient reason for the exclusion

2 Ewald, comp. Hitzig, Weisse, Holtz- of the entire discourse 1 Just as little as

mann, Schenkel, Weizsacker, also Reuss, the alleged Ebionitic commencement of the

Kostlin, and others. discourse.
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Note by American Editob.

I. Origin of the Gospel.

The remarks of Meyer on this subject assume the correctness of his own
theory respecting the relation of the Synoptic Gospels to each other, and their

dependence, though in diflEerent ways, upon the Logia-coUection of Matthew,

which, as he thinks, consisted simply of discourses, and is the work referred

to by Papias. The full discussion of the question belongs to the volume on
Matthew, but it will be necessary here to state some points affecting more'

particularly the Gospel of Mark.

Weiss, who in many respects agrees with Meyer, especially in rejecting the

theory of a Proto-Mark, and in upholding the originality and priority of this

Gospel, differs from him in regard to its relation to the Logia-collection. He
regards the work referred to by Papias as " the older source," but admits that

it includes narrative as well as didactic portions. In a detailed commentary
{Das Markusevangelium und seine Synoptischen parallelen, Berlin, 1872), this ac-

complished and patient scholar has sought "to establish with exactness those

passages in which Mark, although he otherwise forms throughoiit the source

for our first and third Gospels, shows himself to be dependent on the portions

of the oldest apostolic document which are faithfully preserved in them," i.e.,

the first and third Gospels. The frequent references to Weiss ed. Meyer in

the following pages call for this statement of his view in advance.

But it does not seem more satisfactory than the other attempts to show the

interdependence of the Synoptic Gospels. Why does Mark have such brief

didactic portions, if the Logia-collection was a collection of discourses such as

are now preserved in the Gospel of Matthew ? Or if " the older source" contained

narrative also, how can we account for the verbal variations as well as agree-

ments in the three Gospels ? A repeated comparison of the parallel passages

has left the writer more firmly convinced of the independence of the Synoptic

Gospels. (On the question of Liike's relation to the other two, see Introduction

to Luke. If Luke can be jiroven independent, then the other two can

more readily be shown to be so.) "But no theory is admissible which

asks us to doubt the accuracy of these straightforward records, in order that

we may find a truer history in some original Gospel, whether oral or written,

the existence of which is a matter of conjecture. The problem of the origin

of the Synoptic Gospels is an interesting one ; but it has historical and theo-

logical importance only when it assumes that the canonical Gospels are not gen-

uine and authentic narratives" (Int. Revis. Com. Luke, p. x.). The main ob-

jection to Meyer's application of his theory is that he, especially in his pre-

liminary comments on the several paragraphs, suggests that there have been

additions, abridgments, amplifications, differences of tradition, etc. Now all

these terms may not imply dishonesty on the part of the writers, and yet even

Weiss ed. Mey. complains in his preface of Meyer's opinions respecting the

credibility of the separate narratives, adding that he would gladly have can-

celled these passages entirely. Whatever honesty of purpose belongs to the

use of such terms, the impression produced is unfavorable to confidence in

the Gospel records. To many it appears that Meyer, in discussing these topics,

has wandered from the field where he is a master. In his exegesis we have
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scientific induction ; in this department of criticism we find little that is not

based on assumptions. It may be said that the view which accepts the de-

pendence of the Synoptists inevitably leads toward, if not to, such a habit of

discrediting the accuracy of the narratives. Godet {Luke, p. 556, Am. ed.) well

observes: "It is impossible to conceive anything more capricious and less

reverential than the part which we make the author of any one whatever of our

Synoptic Gospels play with the history and sayings of Jesus, supposing that he

had before him the other two, or one of them. Such an explanation will only be

allowable when we are brought absolutely to despair of finding any other. And
even then it were better still to say, Non liquet. For this explanation involves

a moral contradiction. Most of our present critics are so well aware of this, that

they have recourse to middle terms. By common sources they seek to explain the

relation between those three writings, or they combine this mode with the pre-

ceding" (i.e., that of interdependence). The same author, in the Introduc-

tion and Conclusion of the same work, discusses quite fully the entire ques-

tion, deciding most strongly in favor of the independence of the Synoptists.

See also Schaflf, History of the Christian Church, I. pp. 590-612.

The labored attempts to solve the problem have, however, shed some light

on one point, namely, the originality of Mark. If this Gospel were studied,

as it ought to be, before that of Matthew, the impression produced by internal

phenomena would confirm this view. But most of the evidence in favor of the

priority and originality of Mark make against his dependence on an earlier

document, whether the Lbgia-collection (Meyer) or the " earlier source"

(Weiss). The constant difference of opinion between these two authors, who
yet stand so close together in their view, will appear in the following pages.

This difference shows how untrustworthy the judgments formed on either theory

must necessarily be. Westcott (Introduction to Study of the Gospels, p. 369,

Am. ed.) well says : "In substance and style and treatment, the Gospel of St.

Mark is essentially a transcript from life. The course and the issue of facts are

imaged in it with the clearest outline. If all other arguments against the

mythic origin of the evangelic narratives were wanting, this vivid and simple

record, stamped with the most distinct impress of independence and original-

ity—totally unconnected with the symbolism of the Old Dispensation, totally

independent of the deeper reasonings of the New—would be sufficient to re-

fute a theory subversive of all faith in history." He will always be best guarded

against false theories of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels who most faith-

fully devotes himself to the study of the books themselves ; and he who would

study them with most profit will, as already intimated, begin his research

with this briefest yet most vivacious of the three narratives.
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EvayyiXior Kara Mapuov,

B E K have merely kutu Mdpnov. Others : to Kara MdpKov ilyinv evuyyeXinv.

Others : ck tov k. M. uyiov EvayyeHov. Comp. on Matt., note respecting the

title.

CHAPTER I.

Vee. 2. The Eecejita has ev roiq npo^r^rai^, following A E F G**H K M P S U
V r, min. Iren. and other Fathers and vss. Defended by Rinck on account of

Matt. iii. 3
;
placed by Lachm. in the margin. But Griesb. Seholz, Lachm.

Tisch. have h {ev rcj, Lachm. Tisch ) 'Hadin (in Lachm. always with the

spiritus lenis) ru npocpTJTi^. So B D L A X, min. and many vss. and Fathers.

Rightly ; the Berepta was introduced because the qiiotation is from two proph-

ets. — After Mod anv Elz. has e/LnrpoaOiv gov, from Matthew and Luke. — Ver. 5.

TTuvrec] which in Elz. Seholz, and Fritzsche stands after ffta-ivTil^QvTn, is rightly

placed by Griesb. Ijachm. and Tisch. after 'Upoaol. (B D L A X, min. vss. Or.

Eus.). If Kdl itlniTT. ndvTEC had been the oi'iginal arrangement and Tvavrec had
been put back, it would, conformably to usage {-uaa ?/ 'lovdaia), have been

placed before ol 'lepoaoTi. The Mecepta is explained from the circiimstance that

Trdxref was omitted (so still in min. and Brix.), and that it was then restored be-

side EiSuTTTii^ovTo, because in Matt. iii. 5 also 'Iepoau?.v;m stands alone. — Ver. 10.

uTTo] So also Seholz. But Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have Ik, which also Griesb.

ajiproved of, following B D L A X, min. Goth. ; d-6 is from Matt. iii. 16. — Ver.

11. hu] Lachm. Tisch. haveei' Goi, following B D L P N, min. vss. The latter is

right ; h (L is from Matt. iii. 17. — Ver. 13. Elz. Seholz, Fritzsche have f/cW after

7/v. It is wanting in A B D L S, min. vss. Or. ; it was, however, very easily joassed

over as superfluous (K. min. omit ev t. ep. ) between ?/v and h. [Rejected by
Tisch. and recent editors, R. V.] —Ver. 14. t^c /3a<TjAd«f] is not foimd in B L
X, min. vss. Or. It is regarded as susi^icious by Griesb., deleted by Lachm.

and Tisch. It is an addition in accordance with what follows. Comp." Matt,

iv. 23. — Ver. 16. Tvepnva-civ f5f] Lachm. and Tisch. read koX napayur, which

Griesb. also apjiroved, following B D L X, min. Vulg. It. al. The Eecepta is

from Matt. iv. 18, from which place also came subsequently avrov, instead of

which I,/ii(')vo(; (Lachm. : rov li/iuvn^) is with Tisch. to be read according to B
L M X. — d/^(}>il3nAA.] Elz. has jid?.AovTa^, contrary to decisive evidence. From
Matt. iv. 18. — Ver. 18. avriji'] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following B C L X,

min. vss., to be deleted as a familiar addition, as also in ver. 31 avTi]^. — Ver.19.

EAcftOfi'] is wanting in B D L, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by

Fritzsche and Tisch., bracketed by Lachm. From Matt. iv. 21. —Ver. 21.

The omission of eheWuv (Tisch.) is attested indeed by C L A X, min. Syr.

Copt. Colb. Or. (twice), which assign various positions to *iV(5. (Tisch.: f(5aJ.

e'lr T. avi'uyuyf/v), but might easily be produced by a clericiil error on occasion
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of the following ek, and it has the preponderance of the witnesses against it.

[Bracketed bj' Treg., retained by W. and Hort in text (marg. omits), Weiss and
E.V.] — Ver. 24. fa] is wanting in B DN*, min. ayr. Perss. Arr. Aeth. Copt,

Vulg. It. Aug. Deleted by Lachin. and Tisch. The exclamation, which only

occurs again in Luke iv. 34, and is there more strongly attested, was the more
easily introduced here from that jDlace. — Ver. 26. i^ airov] Lachm. : air 'avrov

without preponderating testimony. From Luke iv. 35. — Ver. 27. Instead of

npog avTovg, read with Lachm., in accordance with decisive evidence, irpd^ iavrovg

[so Treg., W. and Hort, margin]. Tisch. [W. and Hort text, Weiss] following

only B X, have merely avrovg. — ri can tovto
; rig ?j (hdaxf/ tj KUivrj uvtt/ ; on kut'

K.T./l.] Lachm.: ri kanv tovto
; ihdaxv Kuivtj- kqt' k.t.?l. Just so Kinck and Tisch.,

who, however, connect dtiL Kaivrj kut' i^ova. together. [Treg., W. and Hort,

E. v., accept the punctuation of Laclimann.] The authority of this reading de-

pends on B L A H, min. ; it is to be preferred, since manifestly the original

6L6axv K^o-i-vfj kut' i^ovaiav was conformed to the question in Luke, rtf 6 Aoyoq

avTOQ, oTi K.T.X., and thus arose Tcg r/ Sidaxfj ij Kuiv/j avTjj, on. — Ver. 28. In-

stead of e^fjWe 6i; preponderating attestation favors koI flz/ASeii (Lachm. Tisch.).

— After evdvg Tisch. has irai^Tuxov.'^ So B C L X** min. codd. It. Copt.

Rightly so ; the superfluous word, which might easily be regarded as inappro-

l^riate (X* min. omit evOvg also), dropped away. — Ver. 31. evOeug'] after irvp. is

wanting in B C L X, rain. Cojit. Arm. ; and D, Vulg. Cant, have it before

a(p?/Kei>. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. [Eecent editors, E. V.] But

it was easily omitted, since Matt. viii. 15 and Luke iv. 39 have not this defin-

ing word. — Ver. 38. After u-yufj.Ev, B C L X, 33, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Tisch.

have dM^axov. To be adopted (comp. Bornem. in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843,

p. 127) ; being unnecessary and without corresponding element in Luke iv. 43, it

was very easily passed over ; comp. on izavTaxov, i. 28. — Instead of k^Elrjlv^a,

B C L X, 33 have e^i/Wov, which Griesb. and Scholz have approved, and

Tisch. has adopted. Eightly ; the exj)lanation of procession /ro/rt the Father

suggested the Johannine i%T]\vOa, which, moreover, A and min. actually read.

— Ver. 39. elq rug avvay(j)ydg'\ So also Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. on preponderant

attestation. The Becepta ed tu'iq awuyuyaig is an emendation. [See Note IX.,

p. 26.] — Ver. 40. koI yowrreTuv aiiTov'] is wanting in BDG F, min. Cant. Ver.

Verc. Colb. Germ. 1, Corb. 2. Deleted by Lachm.; omission through

the homoeoteleuton. Had any addition been made from Matt. viii. 2,

Luke V. 12, another expression would have been used. Tisch. has deleted

avTov, but following only L X, min. vss. — Ver. 41. 6 6e 'Iriaovq^ B D X, 102,

Cant. Verc. Corb. 2 have merely kcu. So Lachm. and Tisch. But comp. Matt,

viii. 3 ; Luke v. 13. From these passages comes also the omission of e'lnovTog

uvTov, ver. 42, in B DL X, min. vss. Lachm. Tisch. [Both omissions accepted

by recent editors, E. V.] — Ver. 44. fajSeD} deleted by Lachm., following A D
LAX, min. vss. Vict. Theophyl. The omission occurred in conformity with

Matt. viii. 4 ; Luke v. 14. — Ver. 45. Elz. reads iravTaxoQEv. But ttcivtoBev is

decisively attested.

Vv. 1-4. As our canonical Matthew has a superscription of his first section,

so also has Mark. This, however, does not embrace merely ver. 1, but ug

yi-ypanTat . , , rag TpijSovg avTov belongs also to the siq^erscription, so that with

1 In the text of the Synops. of Tisch. it is omitted by mistake.
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ver, 4 the section itself (wliich goes on to ver. 8, according to Ewald to ver.

15) begins. [See Note II., p. 25.] It is decisive in favor of this vievr, that

with it there is nothing either to be supplied or to be jiut in parenthesis,

and that it is in the highest degree appropriate not only to the simplicity of

the style, but also to the peculiar historical standpoint of the author, see-

ing that he places the beginning of the Gospel, i.e., the first announcement of

the message of salvation as to the Messiah having appeared—leaving out of view-

all the preliminary history in which this announcement was already included

—in strictness only at the emergence of the Baptist ; but/or this, on account

of the special importance of this initial point (and see also the remarks on

vv. 21-28), he even, contrary to his custom, elsewhere appends a prophetic

utterance, in conformity with which that apxn took place in such a way and

not otherwise than is related in ver. 4 fi. Moreover, in accordance with this,

since the history of that apxv itself does not begin till ver. 4, the want of a

particle with iytvETo, ver. 4, is quite in order. Comp. Matt. i. 2. If ' we con-

strue : apxv . . • eyevero 'ludvvijg /iairTc^uv, then wf yeypaTTTai k.t.Tl. becomes a

parenthetical clause, in which case the importance of the Scrijiture proof has

not due justice done to it, and the structure of the sentence becomes too com-

plicated and clumsy for the simi^licity of what follows. If we take merely

ver. 1 as the superscription either of the first section only with Kuinoel and

others, or of the entire Gospel with Erasmus, ^ and others, then ug yeypanrai

becomes protasis of kyheTo k.t.Tl., but thereby the citation, instead of being

probative of the apx'/ laid down by Mark, becomes a Scripture proof for the

emergence of John in itself and in that way loses its important bearing, see-

ing that this emergence in itself did not need any scriptural voucher at all,

and would not have received any, in accordance with Mark's abstinence from

adducing Old Testament passages. Finally, if we supply after ver. 1 : f]v,

the beginning . . . icas, as it stands ^critten,^ douhtlesa the want of the article

with apxr/ is not against this course,* nor yet the want of a yap with tyevcTo—
an asyndeton which would rather conduce to the lively impressiveness of

the representation (comp. John i. 6) ; but it may well be urged that the

supplying of ?> is uimecessary, and even injurious to the vivid concrete rep-

resentation. Moreover, in the very fact that Mark just commences his

book with the emergence of the Baptist, there is ingenuously (without any

purpose of contrast to other Gospels, without neutral tendency, or the like)

' With Fritzsche, Lachmann, Hitzig, the evangelist further added the familiar

Holtzmann. The conjecture of Lachmann passage of Malachi. In this way at all

{Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 84, and pmefat. IL p. events,—as he allowed simply iv Haaia to

vi.), that vv. 2, 3 are a later interpolation, stand,—he would have appropriated to

Is critically quite unwarranted. According Isaiah what bek)ngs to Malachi
;
and the

to Ewald and Weizsiicker, p. 105, ver. 2 f. is difficulty would remain unsolved. There

Bot from the hand of the first author, but is therefore no call for the appeal to the

is inserted by the second editor ; in oppo- primitive-Mark,

sition to which, nevertheless, it is to be re- ^ So Bengel, Paulus, de Wette.

marked that similar O. T. insertions, which ' Thcophylact, Eutliymius Zigabenus,

might proceed from a second hand, are not Vatablus, Maldoiiatus. Jansen, Grotius,

found elsewhere in our (Josiiel. According and others,

to Holtzmann, p. 2G1, only the citation from * .Sue Winer, p. 113 [E. T. 124].

Isaiah appeared in the primitive-Mark, and
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exhibited the original type of the view which was taken of the Gospel his-

tory,—a type which again, after the terminus a quo had been extended in

Matthew and Luke so as to embrace the preliminary histories, presents it-

self in John, inasmuch as the latter, after his general introduction and even

in the course of it (ver. 6), makes his historical commencement with the

emergence of the Baptist. Undoubtedly, traditions of the preliminary his-

tory were also known to Mark ; in leaving them unnoticed he does not re-

ject them, but still he does not find in them—lying as they do back in the

gloom prior to the great all-significant epoch of the emergence of John—the

apxv Toi) Evayy.— 'Ir/Gov XpiiyTov] See on Matt. i. 1. When the genitive with

evayy. is not a person, it is always genitive of the olject, as evayy. Tijg /3amX-

eiag, T^g GiOTrjpiag k.t.1. (Matt. iv. 23 ; Eph. i. 13, vi. 15, al.). If Qtov is as-

sociated therewith, it is the genitive of the suhject (i. 15 ; Rom. i. 1, xv, 16,

al.), as is the case also when /lov stands with it (Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25 ; 1 Thess.

1. 5, al.). But if Xpiarov is associated therewith (Rom. i. 9, xv. 19 ; 1 Cor.

ix. 12, al.), it may be either the genitive subjecti (auctoi'is) or the genitive

objecti, a point which must be determined entirely by the context. In this

case it decides (see vv. 2-8) in favor of the latter. Taken as genitive sub-

jecti (Ewald : "how Christ began to preach the gospel of God"), tov evayy.

'I. X. would have reference to ver. 14 f. ; but in that case the non-origi-

nality of vv. 2, 8 is presupposed. — vlov t. Qeov'] not as in Matt. i. 1, because

Mark had primarily in his view Gentile- Christian readers ;' see Introd. § 3.

This designation of the Messiah is used in the believing consciousness of the

metaphysical sonship of God (comp. on Matt. iii. 17), and that in the Pauline

and Petrinc sense (see on Matt. p. 44 f.). The supernatural generation is by

vlov T. Geoii neither assumed (Ililgenfeld) nor excluded (Kostlin) ; even vi.

3 proves nothing. — h 'Haaig] The following quotation combines Mai. iii. 1

and Isa. xl. 3. In this case, instead of all sorts of hypotheses (see them in

Fritzsche), we must abide by the simple admission, that by a mistake of

memory (of which, indeed, Porphyry made a bitter use, see Jerome, ad Matt.

iii. 3) Mark thought of the whole of the words as to be found in Isaiah,—

a

mistake which, considering the affinity of the contents of the two sayings,

and the prevalence of their use and their interpretation, is all the more con-

ceivable, as Isaiah was " cojiiosior et uotior," "more full and better known"
(Bengel). A different judgment would have to be formed, if the passage

of Isaiah stood first (see Surenhusius, Karall. p. 45). Matt, xxvii. 9 was a

•The absence of vlov t. 0eoO in {<, two the more readily by reason of the homoeote-
min., and some Fathers (including Iren. leuta. So still in Ir. int. and Epiph. Others

and Or.) has not so much critical impor- allowed at least 'Ijjo-oC Xpio-roO to remain,

tance as to warrant the deletion of these or restored these words. Besides, uioO t.

words by Tischendorf (ed. maj. viii.). In ©eoS is precisely so characteristic of Mark's
his Synopsis, Tischendorf had still rightly Gospel in contradistinction to that of Mat-
preserved them. The omission of them thew, that it could scarcely proceed from a
has just as little dogmatical reason as the transcriber, as, in fact, the very oldest vss.

addition would have had. But apxv tov (and indeed all vss.) have read it ; for

eva-yy., as in itself a complete idea, was taken which reason merely a sporadic diffusion is

together with the following i><; yiyp.\ and to be assigned to the reading without uioO

thence all the genitives, 'I. X. v. t. ©., which t. eeou. [See Note m., p. 25.]

could be dispensed with, were passed over
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similar error of memory. [See Note IV., p. 25.] According to Heugsten-

berg, Christol. III. p. 664, Mark has ascribed the entire passage to Isaiah,

because Isaiah is the auctor primarius, to whom Malachi is related only as

auctor secundarius, as expositor. A process of reflection is thys imputed to

the evangelist, in which, moreover, it would be sufficiently strange that he

iihonia not have 2^laeed first the utterance of the auctor primarius, which is

held to be commented on by that of the minor prophet.—As to the two pas-

sages themselves, see on Matt. iii. 3, xi. 10. The essential agreement in

form of the first citation with Matt. xi. 10 cannot be used, in determining to

which of the two evangelists the priority is due, as a means of proof ;' it

can only be used as a ground of confirmation, after a decision of this ques-

tion has been otherwise arrived at. Just as little does the quotation form a

proof for a primitive-Mark, in which, according to Holtzmann and others, it

is alleged not to have held a jilace at all. — kyivETo] might be connected with

[ia,cTi^(jv.^ But the mention of the emergence of the Baptist is in keeping

with the &eg'^7^7^m5' of the history. ' Hence : there appeared John, iajMzing in

the desert.* [See NoteV., p. 25 seq.] As to the desert {the well-A-nown desert),

see on Matt. iii. 1. — [icnzTicfia fieravoiag] a baptism involving an oUigation to re-

fentance (see on Matt. iii. 2), genitive of the characteristic quality.— eJf a^eoLv

afiapr.^ Comp. Luke iii. 3. The aim of this baptism, in order that men, pre-

pared for the purpose by the fierdvoia, should receive forgiveness of sins from

the Messiah. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus. This is not an addition derived

from a later Christian view (de "Wette, comp. Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit.

1861, p. 61), but neither is it to be taken in such a sense as that John's

baptism itself secured the forgiveness (Ilofmann, Schriftheic. I. p. 606
;

Ewald). This baptism could, through its reference to the Mediator of

the forgiveness who was approaching (John i. 29, 33, iii. 5 ; Acts ii. 38),

^ve to those, who allowed themselves to be baptized and thereby under-

i >ok the oliligation to repentance, the certain prosj/ect of the atpeai^ which

WaS to be received only through Christ—promising, but not imparting it.

Matthew has not the words, the passing over of which betrays an exer-

cihO of reflection upon the difference between John's and the Christian

l)aptism.

Vv. 5-8. See on Matt. iii. 4, 5, 11 ; Luke iii. 7 ff. Matthew enters more

into detail on John the Baptist ; Mark has several particulars in a form

more original. — naaa y 'lowL k.t.I.I 'Iow5. is an adjective (see on John iii.

22), and A'wp« is in contrast to the metropolis (see on John xi. 54 f.), the

wJwle Judaean region, and the people of Jerusalem collectively. In Tvaca and

ndvTug there is a popular hyperboh. — Ver. 6. Instead of tadiuv, we musrt

» Anger and others, in favor of Matthew ; the Baptist was just preaching:," etc. The
Kitsdil and otliers, in favor of Mark. criti<!al witnesses for these readinps are

2 Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel, and not tlie same, and not sufficiently strong;

others, see Ileindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 273 there has evidently been an alteration in ac-

f.: Lobeck, ad Aj. .5SH ; Kiihner, II. p. 40. cordance with Matt. iii. 1. Tischendorf has

' Kwald (comp. IlitziR) connects eyefero ri(;htly reverted to the Becepta.

with (ci)pu<T<7<oi', reading o &a.-n-tx.C,iav in accord- • Comp. John i. 6 ; 1 John il. 18 ; 2 Pet. ii.

ance with T? LA N (comp. vi. 1-1), ^nd omit- 1 ; Xen. Anab. iii. 4. 49, iv. 3. 29, al. Comp.

ting the siibscfiuent tii "itli p,, mil. " John TropayiVerat, Matt. iii. 1, and on Phil. ii. 7.
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write, with Tischendorf, saduv. '— Ver. 7. ipxerai] ^jreseni ; " ut Christum in-

telligas jam fuisse in via, "
'

' that you may know Christ is already on the way,

"

Beza. — Kvipag] belongs to the graphic character on Mark, whose dt;lineation

is here certainly more original than that of Matthew. -—h wvevfi. dy/w] The

Jire, which Matthew (and Luke also) has in the connection of his more com-

prehensive narrative, is not yet mentioned here, and thus there is wanting a

characteristic point, which, nevertheless, appears not to be original. Comp.

John i. 33.'' It would not have been "abrupt" (Holtzmann) even in Mark.

Vv. 9-11. See on Matt. iii. 18-17; Luke iii. 21 f. — e'lq rov 'lopdavriv] Con-

ception of immersion. Not so elsewhere in the N. T.

—

ehdvo] usual form in

Mark ; we must, with Tischendorf, read it here also. It belongs to avafi. :

immediately (after He was baptized) coming up. A hyperbaton (Fritzsche

refers evd. to elSe) just as little occurs here as at Matt. iii. 16.

—

elde] Jesus,

to whom also ett' avrdv refers (see on Matt. I.e.). Mark harmonizes with Mat-

thew, ' who gives a further development of the history of the baptism, but

whose statement : avE<jJxSv'^av avrC) ol ovp., "the heavens were opened unto

him," jiresents itself in Mark under a more directly definite form. In ojj-

position to the context, Erasmus, Beza, Heumann, Ebrard, and others hold

that John is the subject. — axiCo/uevovg, conveying a more vivid sensuous im-

pression than Matthew and Luke. — Lange's poetically naturalizing process

of explaining (L. J. II. 1, p. 182 ff.) the phenomena at the baptism of Jesus

is pure fancy when confronted with the clearness and simplicity of the text.

He transforms the voice into the sense of God on Christ's part ; with which

all the chords of His life, even of His life of hearing, had sounded in uni-

son, and the voice had communicated itself sympathetically to John also.

The dove which John saw is held to have been the hovering of a mysterious

si^lendor, namely, a now manifested adjustment of the life of Christ with

the higher world of light ; the stars withal came forth in the dark blue sky,

festally wreathing the earth (the opened heaven). All the more jejune is

the naturalizing of Schenkel : that at the Jordan for the first time the

divine destiny of Jesus dawned before His soul like a silver gleam from

above, etc. See, moreover, the Remark subjoined to Matt. iii. 17.

Vv. 12, 13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11 ; Luke iv. Iff.— EK/iaUEi] He drives,

urges Him forth ; more graphic than the avrjxOr] of Matthew and the yyero of

Luke iv. 1. The sense of force and urgency is imjilied also in Matt. ix. 38. Ob-

serve the frequent use of the vividly ve^lizing praesens historicus, "historical

present. "— And He was there (ekeI, see the critical [and supplementary] re-

marks) i7i the desert (whither the Spirit had driven Him), i.e., in that region of

the desert, dwing forty days, lyeing tempted ly Satan,—a manifest difference of

Mark (comp. also Luke) from Matthew, with whom it is not till after forty

days that the temptations legin. [See Note VI., p. 26.] Evasive interpreta-

tions are to be found in Krabbe, Ebrard, and others. — koI ijv ixeto. tuv dijpiuv']

* See on this poetical form, which occurs this form is to be read,

also in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Duncan, ^ In opposition to Ewald, Kostlin, Holtz-

Lex. ed. Rost, p. 457 ; Winer, p. 79 [E. T. mann, and others.

86] ; Buttmann, nexit. Gr. p. 51 [E. T. 58]. ' In oppositioa to Strauss, Weisse, de

Also at xii. 40, Luke vii. 33 f., x. 7, xxii. 30, Wette.

2
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and He was with the wild beasts. This is usually/ * taken as merely a graphic

picture (according to de "Wette : "a marvellous contrast" to the angels) of

the awful solitude ;

"^ but how remote would such a poetic representation be

from the simple narrative ! No, according to Mark, Jesus is to be con-

ceived as really surrounded h/ the wild beasts of the desert. He is threatened

in a twofold manner ; Satan tempts Him, and the wild beasts encompass

Him. The typical reference, according to which Christ is held to appear as

the renewer of Paradise (Gen. i. 26),^ is not indicated by anything in the

text, and is foreign to it. The desert and the forty days remind us of

Moses,* not of Ada7n. — ol ayye?Mi'] The article denotes the category. — SitjkS-

vovv avT(j] There is no occasion at all, from the connection in Mark, to un-

derstand this of the ministering withfood, as in Matthew ; nor does the ex-

pression presuppose the representation of Matthew (Weiss). On the con-

trary, we miist simply abide by the view that, according to Mark, is meant

the help which gives protection against Satan and the wild beasts. There is in

this respect also a difference from Matthew, that in the latter Gospel the

angels do not appear until after the termination of the temptations. — The

narrative of Chrisfs temptation (regarding it, see on Matt. iv. 11, Remark)

appears in Mark in its oldest, almost still germinal, form. It is remarkable,

indeed, that in the further development of the evangelic history (in Mat-

thew and Luke) the wonderful element r/v /if ra tuv d-npiuv (which, according

to Hilgenfeld, merely serves to color and embellish the meagre extract),

should have remained unnoticed. But the entire interest attached itself to

Satan and to his anti-Messianic agency. The brevity ^ with which Mark re-

lates the temptation, and which quite corresponds ° to the still undeveloped

summary begvming of the t7'adition, is alleged by Baur to proceed from the

circumstance that with Mark the matter still lay outside of the historical

sphere. Against this we may decisively urge the very fact that he narrates

it at all, and places the ap^v tov evayy., "beginning of the gospel," earlier,''

Ver. 14 f. See on Matt. iv. 12, 17 ; Luke iv. 14 f.—elg t. TaXa.] in

order to be more secure than in the jilace where John had labored ; accord-

ing to Ewald : "He might not allow the work of the Baptist to fall to

pieces." But this would not furnish a motive for His appearing precisely

in Galilee.^ In Matthew also the matter is conceived of as avaxuprjai^, "a
withdrawal."— K7]pvaauv\ present participle with r]Wev.'^— to evayy. tov Oeov]

1 So also von Engelhardt {de Jesu Christi has dropped out also after ver. 5 or 6, and
tentatione. Dorp. 1858, p. 5). after ver. 8.

^ Virg. Aen. iii. G4C, and see Wetstein inloc. « How awkwardly Mark would here have
3 Usteri in the Slud. u. Krit. 1834, p. 789

;

epitomized, if he liad worked as an epito-

Gfrorer, Olshausen, comp. Bengel, and also mizerl How, in particular, would he have

Baur, Evanrj. pp. 540, 564 ; Hilgenfeld, left unnoticed the rich moral contents of

Evang. p. 126 ; Schenkel, Holtzmann. the narrative in Matthew and Luke

!

* Ex. xxiv. 48, xxxiv. 38 ; Deut. ix. 9, 18. Schleiermacher and de Wette reproach him
* For the idea that k. oi ayy. Sitjk. aini is with doing so. Comp. also Bleek.

only the closing sentence of an originally ' Comp. Kiistlin, p. 322.

longer narration (Weisse, Ecangelienfr. p. ^ See Weizsiicker, p. 333.

163) is fanciful. Only the short, compact » See Dissen, ad Find. 01. vii. 14, p. 81

;

account is in harmony with all that sur- Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 17 ; Stall-

rounds it. Weisse supposes that something baum, ad Plat. Fhaed. p. 110 C.
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See on ver. 1. — bri] recitative. — 6 Kaipog] the period, namely, which was to

last until the setting up of the Messiah's kingdom, 6 Kaipbg ovrog, x. 30. It

is conceived of as a measu7'e. See on Gal. iv. 4. — TriGTEvere kv rw evayy.] Be-

lieve on the gospel. ' The object of faith is conceived as that in which the

faith is fixed and based. Fritzsche takes h as instrumental: "per evange-

lium ad fidemadducimini," "through the gospel ye are induced to believe.
'''

This is to be rejected, since the object of the faith would be wanting, and

since to evayy. is just the news itself, which Jesus gave in TreTrXr/puTat k.t.1.

Vv. 16-20. See on Matt. iv. 18-23_ (Luke v. 1 ff.). The narrative of

Mark has the brevity and vividness of an original. Observe, however, how,

according to all the evangelists, Jesus begins His work not with working

miracles, but with teaching and collecting disciples.^ This does not exclude

the assumption that miracles essentially belonged to His daily work, and

were even from the very beginning associated with His teaching, ver. 31 if.

— napayuv (see the critical remarks), as He passed along hy the sea. This as

well as a/i(j>ifid?\.?i. kv r. day. {casting around) is part of the peculiar vividness

of representation that Mark loves. — Ver. 19. Kal ainovg] et ipsos in nave,

likewise in the ship. It does not belong to KarapTil^ovTag (the uszial view, in

which there is assumed an imperfect comparison, which contemplates only

the fishers' occupation generally, comp. on Matt. xv. 3), but merely to h tu

irXoiu, so that KarapT. k.t.X. then subjoins a further circumstance. The for-

mer explanation in the sense assigned to it would only be possible, if

a/i(j)i(id?L?.., in ver. 16, and Karapr. were included under one more general

idea. — Ver. 20. heto. r. niadur.] peculiar to Mark. Any special purpose for

this accuracy of detail is not apparent. It is an arbitrary supposition that

it is intended to explain how the sons might leave their father without

undutifulness,^ in reference to which de "Wette charges Mark with taking

away from their resolution its nobleness.* It may, moreover, be inferred,

that Zebedee carried on his business not altogether on a small scale, and

1 As to TTKTT. with iv, see on Gal. iii. 26

;

which first makes itself manifest at Matt.

Eph. i. 13 ; frequently in the LXX. xi., where He announces the present king-

' Comp. Weizsacker, p. 364. But the dom, no longer merely that which is ap-

teaching begins with the announcement of jnvaching. For the approachinr/ 'kingdomis

the kingdom, which has as its presupposi- throughout—only according to a relative

tion the Messianic self-consciousness (Weiz- conception of time—from the beginning

Backer, p. 425). Without reason Schenkel onward to Luke xxi. 31 to be taken in an
maintains, p. 370, that Jesus could not at eschaiological reference ; and it itvesayixioses,

all have regarded Himself at the beginning therefore, a Messianic self-certainty in the

of His work as the Messiah. He might do Son of man, who with this announcement
so, without sharing the political Messianic takes up the preaching of the Baptist,

hopes. See Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 250 f.; ^ p^ulus, Kuinoel,' de Wette, Bleek, and

Keim, Geschichtl. Chr. p. 44 f. But the view others.

which makes the beginning of the teaching * With greater truth, because more nat-

and miracle-working even precede the bap- urally, it might be said that that trait places

tism (Schleiermacher) has absolutely no in so much stronger a light the redgnadon

foundation in the N. T., not even in the of those who were called, seeing that they

history of the marriage feast at Cana. Nor forsook a business so successfully prose-

yet can it be maintained, with Keim (p. 84), cuted. Comp. Ewald, p. 192. We may
that the conviction of being the Messiah more surely affirm that it is just a mere

gained strength in Jesus gradually from feature of the detailed description peculiar

His first emergence up to the decisiveness, to Mark. Comp. Weiss, I.e. p. 653.
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perhaps was not without means.' Only no comparison with the "poverty

of Peter" (Hilgenfeld) is to be importerl.

Vv. 21-28. Comp. Luke iv. 31-37, who in substance follows Mark ; in

opposition to the converse opinion of Baur, see especially Weiss, p. 653.

Matthew, freely selecting, has not the history, but has, on the other hand,

the more striking casting out of demons contained in Mark v. 1 ff. Mark

lays special stress on these healings. — It is only with ver. 21 that Mark's

peculiar mode of handling his materials begins,—the more detailed and

graphic treatment, which presents a very marked contrast to the brevity of

outline in the annalistic record of all that goes before. Perhaps up to this

point he has followed an old documentary writing of this character ; and

if this comprised also in its contents vv. 1-3, the introduction of the Bible

quotation in vv. 2, 3, contrary to the usual custom of Mark elsewhere, is

the more easily explained. And the fact that now for the first time an indepen-

dent elaboration begins, is explained from the circumstance that precisely

at this point Peter entered into the service of the Lord—from which point

of time therefore begins what Peter in his doctrinal discourses had communi-

cated of the doings and sayings of Christ, and Mark had heard and record-

ed (fragment of Papias).

Ver. 21. elaTTopEvovTai] Jesus and His four disciples. According to Mark,

they go awayfrom the lake to Capernaum, not from Nazareth,"^ and not

hVf&jfrom the mount (according to Matt. viii. 5). Matthew and Luke have

differently restored the right historical sequence, the absence of which was

felt in the abrupt report of Mark, ver. 21. They thus found here something

of the Ivia, which the fragment of Papias pronounced to be wanting in rdf^f

(see on Matt. Introd. p. 30 f.). — EvOiuc toi<; adf3(3.] i.e., immediately on the next

Sahbath, not : on the several Sabbaths,' which is forbidden by evdiug.

cd^fiaTa, as in ii. 23 ; Matt. xii. 1 ; Luke iv. 6 ; Col. ii. 16.

—

iSidaaKe]

What, Mark does not say, for he is more concerned with the powerful ivi-

pression. with the marvellous deed of the teaching, the general tenor of which,

we may add, ver. 14 f. does not leave in any doubt. This synagogue-dis-

course has nothing to do with the sermon on the Mount, as if it were

intended to occupy the place of the latter (Hilgenfeld).

Ver. 22. Comp. Matt. vii. 28 f., where the notice of Mark is reproduced

unaltered, but jilaced after the sermon on the Mount ; and Luke iv. 32,

where the second part of the observation is generalized and divested of the

contrast. It is very far-fetched, however, in Hilgenfeld, who in ver. 22 sees

a sure indication of dependence on Matthew, to find in the fact, that Mark

already here makes Capernaum appear as the scene of the ministry of Jesus

just as in ver. 29, the Petrine character of the Gospel. See, on the other

hand, Baur in the theol. Jahrh. 1853, p. 56 ff. — As to rjv 6i6aaK. and wf k^ova.

Ixuv, see on Matt. vii. 28 f.

Ver. 23 f. '^v nveh/i. dKadapru] to be connected closely with avOpuKoi : a

' Comp. xvi. 1 ; Luke viii. 3 ; John xix. ing Luke.

27. 3 Euthymius Zigabenus, Wolf, and many
^ Thus Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, others.

Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, follow-
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man in the power of an unclean spirit.^ As to the demoniaca, see on Matt. iv.

24 ; and as to the miracles of Jesus in general, see on Matt. viii. 4. — avE'

Kpa^e] Tie cried aloud (see Winer, de verhor. cum praepos. compos, usu, III.

p. 7), namely, the man, who, however, speaks in the person of the demon.

Comp. Matt. viii. 29, where also, as here, the demon immediately discerns

the Messiah. — ^f^ag] me and those like to me. " Communem inter se cau-

sam habent daemonia," "demons make common cause with each other,"

Bengel. — arroXlaai] by relegation to Hades, like ^aaavicai, in Matt. I.e. —

6

ayioq rov deov] the hallowed One of God (John x. 36) kot' e^ox^v, " a characteris-

tic designation of the Messiah, which here proceeds from the consciousness

of the unholy demoniac nature.^ In a lower sense priests and prophets were

ayioi Tov deoi).* The demon does not name Him thus as KolaKevuv av-ov

(Euthymius Zigabenus, and before him Tertullian), but rather by way of

giving to His yWeg anoMaai ^iiag the impress of hopeless certainty.

Ver. 25 f. Avru] to the demon, who had spoken out of the man.^—The

demon, before he goes forth, once more gives vent to his whole fury on the

man by tearing {anapa^av) him. Comp. ix. 26 ; Luke ix. 42.

Ver. 27. lipbg kavTovg^ is equivalent to izpoq alli/lovq (Luke iv. 36). The

reason why the reflexive is used, is the conception of the contradistmctmi to

others (they discussed among one another, not with Jesus and His disciples).^

Fritzsche explains : apud animum suum. But av^jjTelv stands opposed to

this, designating as it does action in common, ix. 10, xii. 28 ; Luke xx. 23,

xxiv. 15, al.; so also in the classics. — tI eari tovto;] a natural demand in

astonishment at what had happened yb?' more precise information as to the cir-

cumstances of the case.—In what follows we must read : 6i6axv x-aivv icar

k^ovaiav' Koi rdig irvev/j.aai rolg aKaOdproig . . . aiiTu) ! See the critical remarks.

[See also Note VII., p. 26.] They give vent by way of exclamation to what

has thrown them into such astonishment and is so incomprehensible to them,

and do so in the unperiodic mode of expression that is appropriate to excited

feeling : a doctrine neio in power ! and He commands the unclean spirits, etc.

!

They marvel at these tico marked points, as they have just perceived them

in Jesus. Lachmann attaches /car' i^ovaiav to koI rolg n-vevuaac k.t.X. But this

is manifestly opposed to the connection, according to which /car' t^ovaiav

looks back to the foregoing ijv yap 6c6daKuv avrovg ug k^ovciav ex(^v. This ap-

plies also in opposition to Ewald, who reads dtSaxri Kaivy : "with new teach-

ing He powerfully commands even the devils." A confused identification

of the teaching with the impression of the miraculous action is here ground-

lessly discovered by Baur, ^ and used as a proof of dependence on Luke iv.

* See on iv Matthiae, p. 1141. Comp. v. demon's declaration of the Messiahship of

2 ; 2 Cor. xii. 2 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 84 Jesus, is, in view of the general character

[E. T. 96]. of the word, arbitrary. It is the command
* See Origen and Victor Antiochenus in of the victor in general : Be silent and go

Possini Catena. out 1 Strauss appeals to i. 34, iii. 12. But
' Luke iv. 34 ; Acts iv. 27 ; Rev. iii. 7 ; these prohibitions refer to the time after the

John vi. 69. going out.

* See Knapp, Ojmsc. I. p. 33 f. ° See Kxihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20.

» To refer i>i.iJ.u>6r\Ti, with Strauss, II. p. 21, ' Who holds that Mark has not been able

following older expositors, merely to the to enter into Luke's mode of view, but has
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36. Even -with the Recepta on the two elements of the exclamation -would

be very definitely correlative to the two elements of the ministry of Jesus in

the synagogue respectively. — /car' k^ovalav] defines the reference of Kaivij :

new in respect to powei\ which has never yet occurred thus with the impress

of higher .authorization.

Ver. 28. Eif h\7]v r. Trepix- r. Ta?uX.] not merely therefore into Galilee

itself, but also into the whoU region that surrounds Galilee. [See Note VIII.,

p. 26.] Comp. Luke iii. 3, viii. 37. This wide diffusion, the expression of

which is still further strengthened by navTaxov (see the critical remarks), is

not at variance with the svdvg (Kostlin finds in the word "a mistaken fash-

ion of exaggeration"), which is to be estimated in accordance with the lively

popular mode of expression. Criticism becomes confused by the stress laid

on such points. — ivavTaxov] with the verb of motion, as is often the case

among the Greeks : every-whither. Comp. on a2.1axov, ver. 38.—It is to be

observed, we may add, that this first miracle, which Mark and Luke relate,

is not designated by them as the first. Hence there is no inconsistency with

John ii. 11 (in opposition to Strauss).

Vv. 29-89. In connection and narrative, Luke iv. 38-44 is parallel. But

compare also Matt. viii. 14-17, which proceeds by way of abridgment.

Ver. 29 ff. See on Matt. viii. 14 f. — k^eWdvTeq] Jesus, Peter and Andrew.

James and John are thereupon specially named as accompanying.—The

short narrative is condensed, animated, graphic,' not subjected to elabora-

tion, against which view the mention of Andreic, whom Matthew and Luke

omit as a secondary person, cannot well be urged. Comp. Weiss, p. 654.

Ver. 32 f. 'Oi/^trtf . . . ii'kio^'\ an exact specification of time (comp. Mat-

thew and Luke) for the purpose of indicating that the close of the Sabbath

had occurred. " Judaeos religio tenebat, quominus ante exitum sabbati

aegrotos suos afierrent," "Religion restrained the Jews from bringing their

sick before the close of the Sabbath," Wetstein, and, earlier, Victor Antio-

chenus. — npbg avrdv'] presupposes that before the evening He has returned

again to His own dwelling (ii. 1, 15). It is not Peter's house that is meant.

—

TravTUQ Tovg k.t.?^.] all whom they had.—Here and at ver. 34, as also at Matt,

viii. 16, the naturally sick are distinguished from the demoniacs ; comp. iii.

15. — 7) iroliQ oil]] comp. Matt. iii. 5.

2

Ver. 34. izollovq . . . TroAP.d] therefore not all, which, nevertheless, does

not presu])pose attempts that were without result. It was already late, and

in various cases, moreover, the conditions of healing might be wanting. —
ijipie] as in xi. 16. Imperfect, from the form a<pi(j, with the augment on the

kftpt to the hitaxn of Jesus in the sense of treated as a simple soothing of the over-

Matthew, witlioiit himself rightly under- excited nervous system (Schenkel). Mere

standing in what relation the Kati'Tj StSa^^ psycholoKical soothings of this kind would

stood to tliee7riTa<r<7eii'ic.T.A. liixxxT, Muvkus- simply Stand in utter disproportion to the

evang. p. 11 ; comp. theol. Jahrb. \mx p. 69 sensation produced by Jesus as a worker

f. See, on the other hand, Ililgenfeld, of miracles.

Evang. p. 128. " So al.so in the classical writers (Thuc.

> In this point of view the sickness is de- vii. 82. 1 ; Soph. 0. Ii. 179) ; comp. Nagels-

noted by the words KarcKeiro Ttvpiaa. as se- bach, Anin. z. Bias, ed. 3, p. 103.

vere enough not to allow the event to be
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preposition ; see Winer, p. 74 [E. T. 81].

—

lalelv . . . bn] He allowed

them not to sj^enl; enjoined on them silence, hecuuse they knew Him. They

would otherwise, had they been allowed to speak, have said that He was the

Messiah. Kuinoel, Bleek, and others erroneously take it as if the expression

was Xejeiv . . . oTi. The two verbs (comp. on John viii. 43 ; Rom. iii. 19)

are never interchanged in the N. T., not even in such passages as Rom. xv.

18 ; 2 Cor. xi. 17 ; 1 Thess. i. 8 ; hence " to say thaV is never expressed by

lakeiv, uTt. — As to the reason of the prohibition, see on v. 43 and Matt,

viii. 4.

Vv. 35-39. Luke iv. 42-44 is less characteristic and more generalized. —
Ivvvxov liav'] when it was still very darh. evwxov is the accusative neuter of

the definition of time, as ar/fiepov, avpiov, veov, etc. The word itself is often

found also in classical writers, but not this adverbial use of the accusative

neuter.* Comp. hwx^TEpov, Aesop, Fat. 79. The ^:>ZM?'aZ form ivvvxa (in

Lachmann and Tischendorf, following B C D L K, min.) is, however, de-

cisively attested, although likewise without sanction from Greek usage f in

Soph. Aj. 930, -ivavvvxa is adjective. — k^f^Ws'] out of his house, ver. 29.

Comp. ii. 1. — Karsdiu^av'] only occurring here in the N. T., more significant

than the simple form, expressive of the following up till they reached Him. ^—
Kol ol /xer' avTov] Andrew, John, and James, ver. 29. Under this expression is

already implied the conception of the historical prominent position of Peter.

But such an expression does not betray any special Petrine tendency of the

Gospel. — wavTEg] puts Jesus in mind of the multitude of yesterday, vv. 32,

34. — aXXaxov] with a verb of direction, comp. ver. 28 and on Matt. ii. 22.

The following elg rag kxon. ku/iok., into the nearest* milages, is a more pre-

cise definition of a/\/lrr,Yoi'- — K0)^uoTr6?^£ig] villages, only used here in the N. T.,

but see the passages in "Wetstein. —• tig tovto yap e^jjWov] for that (namely,

to preach abroad also) is the ohject for which I have left the house, ver. 35.

Schenkel invents here quite a different connection. In opposition to the

context, others understand k^fjWov of having come forth from the Father.^

A harmonizing with Luke iv. 43.

Ver. 39. KrjpvuGuv eIq rag awayuy. avruv /c.r./l.] There is the conception of

direction in elg : announcing (the Gospel) into their synagogues. [See Note

IX., p. 26.] He is conceived of as coming before the assembly in the syna-

gogue and speaking to them. ^ The following elq olrp) rf/v Vakilaiav specifies

the geographical field, into which the KT/pvcraeiv elg rag awayuy avr. extended.

Comp. xiii. 10 ; Luke xxiv. 47. We may add that this tour is not invented

by Mark as a happier substitute for the Gadarene journey of Matt, viii., as

1 3 Mace. V. 5 ; see, however, Grimm in Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 127 ; Frltzsche, ad
loc. Marc. p. 22.

"^ Hesychius has the adverb vvxa., equiva- ^ So Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus,

lent to vvKTuip. Grotius, Bengel, Lauge, and others ; comp.
s Thuc. ii. 84. 3 ; Polyb. vi. 43. 1 ; Ecclus. Baumgarten-Crusius.

xxvii. 17; Ps. xxii. 18. ^ Comp. the well-known modes of expres-
* Herod, i. 134 ; Xen. Anab. i. 8, iv. 9

;

sion : e? tov S^juoi/ eiweii', Thuc. v. 45, ei? t'^v

Joseph. Antt. xi. 8. 6, and frequently

;

a-rpaTiav eiireiv, Xen. Anab. v. 6. 37 ; John
comp. Acts xiii. 44, xxi. 26. See Borne- viii. 26, ravra Ae'yw eis rbi' koo-ij-ov, Comp.
mann, Sc/iol. in Luc. iv. 23, v. 35, and in the xiv. 10 ; Kom. xvi. 26.
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Hilgenfeld assumes it to be, -which is a vagary in the interest of antagonism

to the independence of Mark. Holtzmann appropriately observes that vv.

35-39 is one of the most telling passages in favor of Mark's originality.

Vv. 40-45. Comp. on Matt. viii. 2-4, where this history follows imme-
diately after the sermon on the Mount, and that in a shorter, more compre-

hensive form in accordance with Mark. In Luke (v. 12 ff.) the narrative of

the draught of fishes is previously inserted. — yovvKSTuv avrSv] See on Matt,

xvii. 14. — Ver. 41.' (nrAayxviad.] subordinated to the participle eKveivag.'^—
Ver. 42. awijWev air' avrov] SO also Luke. But he has omitted the following

K. EKaftap., to which Matthew has adhered. — Ver. 43. ifij^piuriaafi. ahrC)] after

He had heen angry at him, wrathfully addressed him (comp. xiv. 5, and on

Matt. ix. 30). We are to conceive of a vehement hegone noic ! away hence!

With this is connected also the forcible e^ifSaXev. Observe the j^eculiar way
in which Mark depicts how Jesus with very earnest zeal desired and urged

the departure of the man that was healed. Moreover, the statement that

the cure took place in a house Q^elialev) is peculiar to Mark, who in the en-

tire narrative is very original and cannot be following the colorless narra-

tive of Luke (Bleek). It is true that, according to Lev. xiii. 46, comp.

Num. V. 2, lepers were forbidden to enter into a house belonging to other

people ;^ but the impulse towards Jesus and His aid caused the sick man to

break through the barrier of the law, whence, moreover, may be exjjlained

the hurried and vehement deportment of Jesus. — Ver. 44. As to the pro-

hibition, see on Matt. viii. 4, and on Mark v. 43. — The prefixing of aeavrov

(thyself) is in keeping with the emotion, with which the withdrawal of the

person is required.

—

nepl tov Kadap. <tov] 07i account of thy cleansing, i.e., in

order to become Levitically clean. — Ver. 45. Comp. Luke v. 15 f. Mark

has peculiar matter. — t^eXduv] from the house. Comji. ver. 43. — ?^p^aTo]

Evyvcjuuv uv 6 AfTrpof , ovk 7}v(cr;(eTo aiyr/ KokvTpai ryv evepycaiav,
'

' Being well-dis-

posed the leper could not bear to hide the good deed in silence," Euthy-

mius Zigabenus. The heginning of this breach of the imposed silence is

made prominent. •— rbv /Myov] Euthymius Zigabenus : bv elpjjKEv ahrC) 6 Xpia-

rof, 6j]7.a6ri to OeAu, KaBapiaOriT l, "which Christ hath spoken to him,

plainly the 'I will ; be thou made clean.' " So also Fritzsche. But Mark,

in order to be intelligible, must have led men to this by a more precise

designation pointing back to it. It is the story, i.e., the narrative of the

occurrence (Luther appropriately has the history), not : the matter (so usually
;

even de Wette and Bleek), which loyog in the N. T. never directly means

(not even at ii. 2, viii. 32 ; Luke i. 4 ; Acts x. 36) ; as, indeed, also in

classical vrriters (see Wolf, ad Bern. Lept. p. 277) it never absolutely means

the matter in itself, but the point spoken of, the state of things that is itnder

discussion, or the like.''— /n/KETt] no longer, as He could hitherto. — 6iTaa0ai]

' If the leper had come to Jcsns when he mouth of Peter,

was already substantially healed, as Schen- ^ See Winer, p. 308 [E. T. 34-1] ; Dissen, ad

kel in spite of ver. 45 thinks probable, what Detn. de Cor. p. 240.

charlatanry would the Lord have been s gee Ewald in loc., and Altcrth. p. 180.

praetisinfT at ver. 41 f. ! And yet, even ac- * As to the distinction between Adyos and

cordinfj to Schenkel (p. .373), Mark is as- "^wij, see Bremi, ad Isocr. Paneej. p. 32.

Bumed to have had the narrative from the



NOTES. 25

moral possibility, if, namely. He would not occasion any tumult. — nai]

not : and yet, ' but the simple and. Instead of going publicly into the city,

He was outside in solitary places, and jjeople came to Him from all quarters.

A simple account of what was connected with His sojourn in the solitude
;

He did not withdraw from this concourse, but He would not excite any

sensation in tlie city.

Notes by Ameeican Editor.

II. Punctuation of vv. 1-4.

The verses are pointed variously, in accordance with the different views of

the grammatical connection. Tischendorf places a comma at the end of ver. 1,

and a period at the close of ver. 3, thus agreeing with Meyer's view. W. and

Hort place ver. 1 by itself as a title, putting a comma at the end of ver. 3, thus

making vv. 2, 3 a protasis. This is the view of the R. V. Weiss ed. Mey. re-

gards ver. 1 as the title of the entire Gospel, and not of the first section only.

The lexical objection to this, namely, that the word evayyelinv in the N. T.

never means a book, he meets by referring the term to the contents of the glad

tidings.

III. Ver. 1. vlov Qeov.

The article is omitted inK* B D L, and rejected by those recent critics who re-

tain the phrase. W. and Hort regard the longer reading as Alexandrian, the

later form with the article as Syrian ; they omit the entire phrase in their text,

but put vlov Oeob in the margin. The E. V. reverses this ; and with good

reason. The evidence against the longer reading is slight. Irenaeus has both

readings, and his testimony is therefore invalidated. But Origen is the main
witness for the early existence of the briefer reading.

IV. Ver. 2. ev rw 'Hcrata t(j TcpoifiTjTy.

The evidence for this reading is decisive, yet the R. V. retains the plural in

the margin. Mej'er seems to reject the first tu, which is found in K B L :A 33,

etc. — The admission of a mistake of memory on the part of Mark, in thus nam-
ing Isaiah, seems unwarranted. Mark was a Jew of Jertisalem, a companion in

labor first of Paul, then of Peter, acquainted previously with the latter (see

Introd. §1). That he should forget the author of a prophecy applied to John
the Baptist by our Lord Himself, is to the last degree unlikely. The Jews were

very familiar with the 0. T., and especially did the early Christian preachers

make use of it. Mark may not have had all the habits of an author of the

present century, but he would probably '

' verify his references.

"

V. Ver. 4. 6 fianTll^uv k.t.2..

The article is found in X B L A 33, Copt., accepted by recent critical editors

(so "Weiss ed. Meyer), and R. V. W. and Hort omit, mainly on the authority of

B and 33. The latter reading compels us to give 6 fianTil^uv a substantive force

' Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and others.
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(comp. chap. vi. 14, 24), and to take Krjpvaauv as a modal participle qualifying

iyevETo, with which verb tv rij eprj/Ju would then be more naturally connected
;

so Weiss ed. Mey. Ketaining the well-sustained koI, the E. V. proj^erly ren-

ders :
" who baptized in the wilderness and preached," etc.

VI. Ver. 13. iv ry eprj/LLU) k.t.?,.

Meyer retains ekeI against decisive evidence.—It is uncertain whether "forty

days" should be connected with " was" or "tempted ;" probably with both, ag

the position of the phrase allows. The " difference" of Mark (and Luke) from

Matthew is fancied. The last named evangelist says that "Jesus was led up

of the Spirit into the wilderness to be temj^ted of the devil" (Matt. iv. 1). He
then tells of the fasting. Luke combines both points : the continued tempta-**

tion and the final specific assaults (Luke iv. 1-13). If this constitutes a real

difference, all ordinary legal testimony is invalidated.

VII. Ver. 27. 6i()axT/ kuivtj, k.t./I.

The punctuation of Lachmann is on the whole preferable, as more accord-

ant with Mark's vivacious style, as giving emphatic position to kot' k^ovaiav,

and also to Kai (here used with ascensive force). So R. V., which even allows

an exclamation point : "a new teaching ! with authority he commandeth even

the unclean spirits," etc. Mej^er's view of the connection is contrary' to his

habit of joining prepositional qualifications with verbs rather than nouns ; the

explanation, "new in respect to power," is very artificial.

Vin. Ver. 28. rflv neplxupov r?/f Ta?.i?iaiag.

The R. V. renders :
" the region of Galilee round aboTit," while the A. V.

has: "the region round about Galilee." The former is preferable (against

Meyer). The word neplxupoc is strictly an adjective, and the feminine article

shows that yrjv is to be supjilied. Ta2.i?.alng is then the ajDpositional genitive

usual in such cases. N. T. usage allows other genitives to follow, but the name
of the country in the genitive is more natur<ally explained as above. Weiss ed.

Mey. properly objects to Meyer's view that it takes elc in the sense of "as far

as."

IX. Ver. 39. ical yWev Kripvaauv fJf rof avvayuydc.

The above reading is abvindantly attested. Meyer accepts elg, but takes no

notice of f/XOev, which is found in X B L Copt. The received reading (//v) was

probably taken from Luke, and then eig substitiited for h: This will account

for the state of the evidence. So recent editors, including Weiss ed. Me3\

R. V. Meyer's explanation must be modified in accordance with the cor-

rected text. The R. V. joins "into their synfigogues, " etc., with "came,"

connecting the participles together : "preaching and casting out devils."

This gives the sense, but not with grammatical accuracj'. The thought seems

to be : "He came thro\:ghout all Galilee, entering into (f/r) and preaching in

their synagogues, and casting out demons." The order of the Greek gives em-

phasis to the last clause ; so Weiss.
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CHAPTER II.

Vee. 1. The order e'taf/We iraliv (Fritzsclie, Lachm. Scholz) would need to be

adopted on decisive evidence. But Tischendorf has e'loe'ABuv nd?uv without the

subsequent kq!, which Lachm. brackets. Eightly ; the attestation by B D L K,

min. vss. is sufficient ; the Eecepia is an attempt to facilitate the construction

by resolving it. — elg oIkov] Lachm. Tisch. [W. and Hort, E. V.] have ev ohip,

following B D L X, min. An interpretation. — Ver. 4. [Tisch., W. and Hort,

Weiss, E. V. marg., with K B L, 33, Copt. Vulg., read Trpoc^eveyKai] — kcp' o]

Lachm. : ottov, according to B D L X. So now also Tisch. [recent editors]. Me-

chanical repetition from the foregoing.— Ver. 5. acficuvTai] B 28, 33 have cKpiEvrai.

So Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors] here and at ver. 9 (where also X has the

same reading). But B has the same form at Matt. ix. 2. An emendation.

—

Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have col al u/iapTiai aov, the latter bracketing aov. But

B D G L A X, min. have aov al dfiapTiai (Griesb. Eritzsche, Tisch.). [So recent

editors, R. V.] This reading is in Matt. ix. 2 exposed to the suspicion of

having been taken up from ver. 5, where the Recepta has but very weak attesta-

tion, and from Matthew it easily passed over into our passage. There is the

same diversity of reading also at ver. 9, but with the authorities so divided

that in ver. 5 and ver. 9 only the like reading is warranted. — Ver. 7. Aa/lci

flXaacpTifiinc] Lachm. Tisch. read la'Xel ; (i'kaacprjiid, following B D L X, Vulg. It.

Eightly ; the Recepta has smoothed the expression in accordance with Luke. —
Ver. 8. ovtuq] is deleted by Lachm. upon too weak evidence. — avToi is adopted

after ovruq by Bengel, Matt. Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz on very considerable

evidence (ACTA, etc.). Being unnecessary and not understood, it was passed

over. [Eejected by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort.] —Ver. 9. EyeLpe] Elz. Einck

have E-yetpai (1st aorist middle). The former is here quite decisively attested,

and, indeed, in all places ejeipe is to be written, the active form of which

the transcribers did not understand (see on Matt. ix. 5), and converted it

into the middle forms eyeipm and kyelpov (B L 28 have here the latter form).

[Treg., W. and Hort : iyEipov here ; in Matt. ix. 5, 6 EyEipE.] The middle form

kyeipEoBE is in stated use only in the plural (Matt. xxvi. 46 ; Mark xiv. 42 ; John

xiv. 31); which affords no criterion for the singular. — After eyEtpe Elz. Lachm.

Tisch. have Kai, which C D L, min. vss. omit. An addition in accordance with

Matt. ix. 5 ; Luke v. 23. — Instead of gov tov KpafSfS. we must read, with Lachm.

Scholz, Tisch., in accordance with decisive testimony, tov Kp. gov.— napinuTEi']

Tisch. viii : vnaye, but against such decisive weight of evidence, that TTEpnruTei

is not to be regarded as derived from the parallel passages, but vTzays is to be

referred to a gloss from ver. 11. — Ver. 10. Elz. has ettI rr/g yr/g after afiEvai. So

AEF G al. But B has a<f). afx. ettj r. y. ; C D L M A K, al. min. vss. have eirl

T. y. cKb. a/1. So Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., viii. [W. and Hort

agree with B in their text (so Weiss) ; and with K in their margin.] The latter

is a reading conformed to Matthew and Luke. The various readings have

arisen through omission (Augustine) and diversity in the restoration of inl r. y.
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The Becepia is to be restored, as there was no reason, either in the passage it-

self or from the parallel passages, for separating acpuvai and ufiaprmc from one

another by the insertion of fttI r. y. — Ver. 15. The reading /c. yiverai KuTaKe'taBai

(Tisch.) is based on B L N, and is to be preferred ; eyevero is from Matthew,

and £v T(j) is explanatory. — Ver. IG. k. ol ypa/ifu. k. ol ^apia.'\ Tisch. : k. ypafj--

fiarelg tuv ^apiaaiuv, following B L A X, Lachm. in the margin. Rightly ; the

Becepia arose from the usual expression. But we are not, with Tisch. (follow-

ing the same testimony), to insert ixai before 'i66vrec, as this kui owes its origin

to the erroneous connection of koI ypap/i. with r^KolovO. — The simple otl (Tisch.),

instead of ri on, is too feebly attested. [See Note XIII., p. 36.] — nal nivet] is

wanting, no doubt, in B D X, min. Cant. Verc. Ver. Corb. 2 (bracketed by

Lachm. [omitted by W. and Hort, text, Weiss, E.V., marg.], but was omitted on

account of Matt. ix. 11, from which place, moreover, C L D X, min. vss.

Fathers have added 6 ditidaKalog vpuv. — Ver. 17. After upapr. Elz. has e'lc pera-

voiav, which on decisive testimony is deleted as an addition from Luke v. 32 by

Griesb. and the later editors. — Ver. 18. Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.

Fritzsche have rightly adopted ol ^apLaaloi instead of the Becepia ol tuv ^aptaaiuv.

The former has decisive testimony in its favor, the latter is from Luke v. 33.

—

ol rwv] Tisch. : ol pafJ-qral tuv, following B C* L N, 33. Eightly ; the super-

fluous word was passed over. — Ver. 20. Instead of the Becepia sKdvaig raiq

tipspaiq (which Fritzsche maintains), e/cr/i'?? r?) ijpepa is received by Griesb.

Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. according to decisive evidence. The plural is from

what precedes. — Ver. 21. The Becepia is kol oixkic, against decisive witnesses,

which have not kuL — eni Iparlu nalniu'] Lachm. and Tisch. : ett'i Ipdnov naTiaiov,

according to B C D L N, 33. Eightly ; it was altered in conformity with Matt,

ix. 16. — alpei . > irAripupa avrov to naivov tov Tra^.aiovl Many variations. A K A,

min. Syr. p. : alpei arr' avrov rd nX. to Kaivov tov na?i. ; B L N (yet without the

first t6), min. Goth. : alpei to -kX. an' avrov (B : acf)' tavrov) to kuiv. tov tral. (so

Lachm. and Tisch.) ; D, min. vss. : a'psL to ttI. to koivov cnvb tov nal. (so Einck).

[Treg., "W. and Hort, E. V., agree with Tisch.] The Becepia is to be rejected

no less than the reading of D, etc. Both are from Matthew. Of the two read-

ings that still remain, that of A, etc., is to be preferred, because in that of

Lachm. and Tisch. the collocation of alpei to nX. likewise betrays its being

shaped according to Matthew. Hence we read : alpet an' avruv to nlj]pupa to

Kaivbv tov naXatov. — Ver. 22. f)!]aijei] Lachm. ^rji^i, following B C D L K, 33,

Vulg. codd. of It. So also Tisch. From Luke v. 37, whence also subsecpiently

has come 6 veog, which Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. [Treg., W. and Hort,

E. v., agree with Tisch. in both readings, Weiss in the latter only.] — Kal 6 olvoc

. . . 0/irjTf.ov'] Instead of this there is simply to be read, with Tisch., follow-

ing B L D, codd. of It. : koI 6 olvog anollvrai. Kal ol uCKoi (B X leave out of

alia K.T.X. only (i7j]rtov). [W. and Hort give in brackets the reading of B and

Aleph, which is accepted in E. V. So Weiss, ed. Mey., who justly says that

only fiTiTjTfov of the Bee. is taken from Luke.] The Becepia is from the

parallels. — Ver. 23. nnpanop] Lachm. 6innop., following BCD. But comp.

Luke vi. 1. — o^dv noteir] Lachm.: 6(h-nu'iv, only after B G H. — Ver. 24. ev]

is on decisive evidence condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.

From ver. 23. — Ver. 25. nrroc] after the first Kai is suspected by Griesb.,

bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. It is wanting indeed

in B C D L t<, min. vss. , but it was very easily mistaken in its reference, and
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passed over as cumbrous and superfluous, the more especially as it does not

appear in the parallels. [Rejected, however, byTreg., W. and Hort, R. V., re-

tained by Weiss.] —• Ver. 26. eiri 'A3idfJap tov upxiep.] is wanting in D, 271, Cant.

Ver. Verc. Vind. Corb. 2. Condemned, after Beza, by Gratz (neuei- Versuch, d.

Entst. d. drei erst. Ev. z. erkl. p. 196), and Wassenbergh in Valckenaer, Schol.

I. p. 23. An omission on account of the historical difficulty and the par-

allel passages. Only tov before apx- ^^f^ decisive evidence against it, and is

rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg. text, W. and Hort, E.. V. text.]

Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. ix. 1-8
;
Luke v. 17-26. At the foundation

of both lies the narrative of Mark, wrhich they foUovv^, however, with free-

dom (Matthew more by way of epitome), while not only Matthew but Luke
also falls short of the vivid directness of Mark.—According to the reading

elaeWuv (see the critical remarks), this particijile must be taken as auacolu-

thic, in accordance with the conception of the logical subject of the follow-

ing : it was heard that He., etc. '— 6l yfiepuv] interjectis diebus, after the lajise

of intervening days. See on Gal. ii. 1.

—

elg oIkov ean] just our : "He is

into the house." [See Note X., p. 36.] The verb of rest assumes the pre-

vious motion ; xiii. 16 ; John i. 18 ; Herod, i. 21, al.^ The house where

Jesus dwelt is meant (but not expressly designated, which would have re-

quired the use of the article).—Ver. 3. urjuhi] from the conception of the

increasing crowd.— fn]6e'\ not even the space at the door, to say nothing of

the house. Kostlin, p. 339, arbitrarily finds exaggeration here. — tov Myov]

kot' k^oxvv : the Gosjoel. Comp. viii. 32 ; Luke i. 2, al.—Vv. 8, 4. Here

also Mark has the advantage of special vividness. Jesus is to be conceived

of as in the upper chamber, vnepuov (where the Rabbins also frequently taught,

Lightfoot in loc; Vitringa, Synag. p. 145 f.). Now, as the bearers could not

bring the sick man near ^ to Him through the interior of the house by reason of

the throng, they mounted by the stair, which led directly from the street to

the roof, up to the latter, broke up—at the spot under which He was in the

vnepfMv—the material of which the floor of the roof consisted, and let down
the sick man through the opening thus made. The conception that Jesus

was in the vestibule, and that the sick man was lowered down to Him after

breaking off the parapet of the roof (Faber, Jahn, Koster, Imman. p. 166),

is at variance with the words {aneaTEyacav ryv oTeyijv, comp. Luke v. 19), and
is not required by ver. 2, where the crowd has filled the fore-court because

the house itself, where Jesus is tarrying, is already occupied (see above on
fiT/de, ver. 2) ;

and a curious crowd is wont, if its closer approach is already

precluded, to persevere steadfastly in its waiting, even at a distance, in the

hope of some satisfaction. Moreover, the fact of the unroofing is a proof that

in that house roof and ujiper chamber were either not connectedby a door (comp.

» See Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 256 [E. T. Tischendorf, TrpoaeviyKai, following B L «,
298]. min. vss., is a correct interpretation of the

^ See Buttmann, p. 286 [E. T. 3.33]. Comp. word, whicli only occurs here in the N. T.

even ei? id^iou? ixiv^Lv, Soph. Aj. 80, and This view is more in keeping with the vivid
Lobecli in loc. ; Elleiidt, Lex. Soph. I. 537. description than the usual intransitive ac-

' npo(r€77cVai, active (Aquila, 1 Sam. xxx. cedere.

7 ; Lucian, Amor. 53), hence the reading of
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Joseph. Antt. xiv. 15. 12), or that the door was too narrow for the passage of

the sick man upon his bed (Hug, GtitacM. II. p. 23) ; and it is contrary to the

simple words to conceive, with Lightfoot and Olshausen, only of a widening

of an already existing doorway. Mark is not at variance with Luke (Strauss),

but both describe the same proceeding ; and the transaction related by both

bears in its very peculiarity the stamp of truth, in favor of which in the

case of Mark the testimony of Peter is to be presumed, and against which

the assertion of the danger to those who were standing below (Woolston,

Strauss, Bruno Bauer) is of the less consequence, as the lifting up of the

pieces of roofing is conceivable enough without the incurring of that risk,

and the whole proceeding, amidst the eager hurry of the people to render

possible that which otherwise was unattainable, in spite of all its strange-

ness has no intrinsic improbability. —As to Kpapparog, or Kpafiaroq, or Kpajiar-

Toq (Lachmann and Tischendorf), a couch-ied, a word rejected by the Atti-

cists, see Sturz, Dial. Mac. y). 175 f. ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 62 f. — cKpEuvrai

K.T.X.] See on Matt. ix. 2.—Ver. 6. tuv ypa/u/naT.] So correctly also Matthew.

But Luke introduces already here (too early, see in Mark ii. 16) the Pharisees as

well. As to 6taAoyit;, comp. on Matt. xvi. 7.—Ver. 7. According to the reading

pXaacpn/iiel (see the critical remarks), this word answers to the question. What

S2)eaheth this man thus f by saying lohat He speaks. — ovroq ov-u] this man in this

manner, an emphatic juxtaposition. The former is contemptuous (Matt.

xiii. 54) ; the latter designates the special and surprising manner, which is

immediately pointed out in what follows.—Ver. 8. Observe the intentional

bringing into prominence of the immediate knowledge of the thoughts.

—

avTol] is not the unaccented they, but designates with h eavrolc, ipsi in semet

ipsis, the element of self-origination, the cogitationes sua sponte concejjtas.

[See critical note.] — As to vv. 9-12,' see on Matt. ix. 5-8, 33. — aol Myu]

coi prefixed with emphasis, because the speaker now turns to the sick man.

Comp. Luke v. 24. According to Hilgenfeld, the "awkward structure of

the sentence," ver. 10 f., betrays the dejiendence on Matt. ix. 6. Why,

then, not the converse ? — koI apaq K..T.'k.'\ Thus the assurance of the remission

of sins, according to Schenkel, must have stimulated the paralyzed elasticity

of the nerves ! A fancy substituted for the miracle. — ovtuq . . . ft(To/zer]

not equivalent to towvto eld. (see on Matt. ix. 33), but : so ice have never seen,

i.e., a sight in such a fashion we have never met with. Comp. the frequent

1 Respecting the Messianic desigiMtion— to His use of it (Ritschl, Weisse, Colani,

which presupposes Messianic conscioumess Iloltzmann, and others). For the disciple

—coming from the mouth of Jesus : o vibs especially the expression, confirmed as it is,

ToC ii/epoiTTou, see on Matt. viii. 20, and the moreover, by John from his own lively rec-

critica! exposition f)f the different views by ollection (see on John i. 41), could not but

Holtzmann in Hilgcnfeld's ZeUschr. 1805, be from the outset clear and unambiguous,

p. ai2 ff.,and Weizsiicker, p. 426 ff. Observe, and the confession of Peter cannot be re-

however, that the passage before us, where garded as the gradually ripened fruit of the

Jesus thus early and in the face of His ene- Insight now for the first time dawning. See

mies, before the people and before Ilis dis- on Matt. xvi. 13, 17. How correctly, raore-

ciples, and in the exercise of a divine plen- over, the people knew how to apprehend

ary power, characterizes Himself by this the Danielic designation of the Messiah, is

Danielle appellation, does not admit of the clearly apparent from John xii. 34.

set jiurpose of veiling ihixt has been ascribed
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wf opdre. It is not even requisite to supply t'l (Fritzsche), to say nothing of

mentally adding the manifestation of the kingdom of God, or the like.

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. ix. 9-13 ; Luke v. 27-32. Matthew deals with

this in the way of abridgment, but he has, nevertheless, retained at the end

of the narrative the highly appropriate quotation from Hos. vi. 6 (which

Luke, following Mark, has not), as an original element from the collection

of Logia. [See Note XL, p. M-j— e^vWe] out of Capernaum. Comp. ver. 1.

— TvdTiiv] looks back to i. 16. — Mark has peculiar to himself the statements

Trapa r. Odlaaaav as far as edldaaKsv avTovg, but it is arbitrary to refer them to

his stihjective concejytion (de Wette, corap. Kostlin, p. 335). — Ver. 14. irapayuv]

in passing along, namely, by the sea, by the place where Levi sat. Comp.

ver. 16.— On Levi {i.e., Matthew) and Alphaeus, who is not to be identified

with the father of James,' see Introd. to Matthew, § 1. Hilgenfeld, in his

Zeitschr. 1864, p. 301 f., tries by arbitrary expedients to make out that Levi

was not an apostle. — Ver. 15. h rri oMa avrov] is understood by the expos-

itors of the house (j/" Levi.'' Comp. Vulg. : "in domo illius.''^ [See Note

XII., p. 36.] In itself this is possible, but even in itself improbable, since by

avTov just before Jesus was meant ; and it is to be rejected, because subse-

quently it is said of those who sat at meat with Him, just as it was previous-

ly of Levi : Tjnolovdricav avrQ. Moreover, the absolute Kalecat {to invite), ver.

17, which Matthew and Mark have, while Luke adds eiq fierdvoiav, appears

as a thoughtful reference to the host, the nalelv on whose part will trans-

plant into the saving fellowship of His kingdom. Accordingly, the account

in Matthew (see on Matt. ix. 10) has rightly taken up Mark's account which

lies at its foundation, but Luke has not (v. 29). It is not indeed expressly

said in our text that Jesus went again into the city ; this is nevertheless in-

directly evident from the progress of the narrative {irapdyuv .... rimlovdriaav

avTC) .... KaraKEiadai k.t.Ti.).— ^aav yap nolXol /c.r.A.] A statement serving to

elucidate the expression just used : ttoXTloI reXuvai k.t.X., and in such a way

that yaav is prefixed with emphasis : for there were many {rtl. k. dfxapr.) ;

there was no lack of a multitude of such people, and they followed after

Jesus. Against the explanation of Kuinoel, Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek :

aderant, it may be at once decisively urged that such an illustrative state-

ment would be unmeaning, and that rjKolovdricav may not be turned into a

l^luperfect. And mentally to supply with ijaav, as Bleek does : at the calling

of Levi, is erroneous, because the narrative lies quite beyond this point of

time. —Ver. 16. The corrected reading (see the critical remarks) is to be

explained : and Pharisaic scribes when they saw, etc., said to His disciples.

To attach this k. ypaju/u. r. Napier, to the previous yKo^ovd. (Tischendorf) is un-

suitable, because yaav yap iroXkoi, taken by itself alone, would be absolutely

pleonastic, and because yKolovO., in accordance with the context, can only

mean the following of adhere^its. — Respecting ISovre^ k.t.I., comp. on Matt,

ix. 11. Here the direct seeing (coming to Him) of the ypa/i/MT. is meant,

1 A confusion that actually arose in very ' Yet Bleek and Holtzmann have agreed

early times, which had as its consequence with my view, and also Kahnis, Dogm. I.

the reading 'IdKiopov (instead of AeuiV) in B, p. 409 f.

min., codd. in Or, and Vict, and codd of It.
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not : cum intelligerent, " when they knew" (Grotius and others, de Wette).

— TL oTi] quid est, quad, ''How is it that,'''' so that there needs to be supplied

after ri, not yeyovev (Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 591), but the simple eotL

Comp. Luke ii. 49 ; Acts v. 4, 9. [See Note XIII., p. 36.]

Vv. 18-22. See on Matt. ix. 14-17. Comp. Luke v. 33-38. — Koi ^aav

. . . vrjarevovTsg] considered by Kostlin, p. 339, as meaningless and beside the

question, is taken by the expositors as an "archaeological intimation" (de

Wette, comp. Fritzsche). There is nothing to indicate its being so (how

entirely different it is with vii. 3 f. !) ; we should at least expect with vtjgtev-

ovTEg some such general addition as noTCkd (Matt. ix. 14). It is to be explain-

ed : And there \oere the discij)les of John, etc., engaged in fasting (just at that

time). This suggested their question. This view is followed also by Bleek

and Holtzmann, the latter thinking, in the case of John's disciples, of their

fasting as mourners on account of the loss of their master,—a view for

which ver. 19 does not serve as proof. — epxavTM k.t.I.'] Both, naturally by

means of representatives from among them. The text does not yield any-

thing else ; so we are neither to understand the questioners of ver. 16 (Ewald,

Hilgenfeld), nor mentally to supply tlveq (Weisse, Wilke). In Matthew the

disciples of John ask the question, and this is to be regarded as historically

the case (see on Matt. ix. 17, Eemark).

—

ol iiadrjTal'ludvvov k..t.1.'\ Not in-

appropriate, but more definite and more suited to their party-interest than

fjfiE'iq (in opposition to de Wette). — aoi'] might be the dative (the disciples

belonging to Thee), see Bernhardy, p. 89 ; Kiihner, II. p. 249. But in ac-

cordance with the use—frequent also in the N. T.— of the emphatic aog, it

is to be taken as its plural. Comp. Luke v. 33. — Ver. 19. baov xp^i'ov k.t.?..]

superfluous in itself, but here suited to the solemn ansv^er. '

—

/ieO' iavruv] in

the midst of themselves. — Ver. 20. ev ekeivij tt) fj,uEpg] Not a negligence (de

Wette) or impossibility of expression (Fritzsche), but : tote is the inoi-e gen-

eral statement of time : then, when, namely, the case of the taking away

shall have occurred, and kv ekeivti rfi ^/nEpa is the special definition of time sub-

ordinate to the TOTE : on that day, sKEivog having demonstrative force and

consequently a tragic emphasis (on that atra dies!). Comp. Bernhardy,

p. 279. If theplural were again used, the time previously designated by eXevg.

(Jf fjjiEpai would be once more expressed on the whole and in general, and that

likewise with solemnity, but not the definite particular day. Aptly, more-

over, Bengel remarks : "Dies unus auferendi sponsi, dies multi ejusdem

ablati et absentis," "the day of the bridegroom's removal is one, the days

when he is removed and absent are many.'''' The Lord from the beginning

of His ministry had made Himself familiar with the certainty of a violent

death. Comp. John ii. 19. — Ver. 21. el 6e //?/] In tlie contrary case, even

after a negative clause, Buttmann, neut. Or. p. 336 [E. T. 392], and see on

2 Cor. xi. 16.—The correct reading : alpEi ott' avrov to •K'Xijpufia to Kaivbv tov

na'Xaiov (see the critical remarks), is to be explained : the 7iew jyatch of the

old (garment) hreal's awayfrom it. See on Matt. ix. 16 f. The liecej^ta sig-

nifies : his new patch (that which is put on Ijy him) breaks awayfrom the

' Comp. Bornemann, Schul. in Luc. p. xxxix,
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old garment. According to Ewald, alpel af kavrov ought to be read (follow-

ing B, which, however, has the aqi' iavrov after to 7v?J/pu/ia), and this is to be

interpreted :
" thus the new filling up of the old becomes of itself strono-er."

He compares the phrase 6 ?.6yoc alpe'i, ' the meaning of which (reason teaches

it) is, however, here foreign to the subject. — Ver. 22. A combination from

Matthew and Luke is here contained only in the interpolated Becejjia. See

the critical [and supjilcmentary] remarks.'^

Vv. 23-28. See on Matt. xii. 1-8. Comi). Luke vi. 1-5, who follows Mark
in the order of events, which in Matthew is different. — TTapanopEveadcu] not

:

to walh oil, ainbulare (Vulgate, Luther, and many others, including de

Wette), so that napd would refer indefinitely to other objects, but to pass

along h/.^ Jesua passed through the corn-fields alongside of these, so that

the way that passed through the fields led Him on both sides along by

them. Just so ix. 30, and Deut. ii. 4. — 6dov tvoleIv k.t.A.] is usually ex-

plained as though it stood : 6dbv rroiov/ievoc rlHeLV tovq craxvaQ, to pluch the

ears of corn as they went. ' Against the mode of expression, according to

which the main idea lies in the participial definition,* there would be in

itself nothing, according to classical examples, to object ; but in the N.T.

this mode of expression does not occur (Winer, p. 316 [E. T. 443 f.]),

and here in particular the active iroielv is ojjposed to it, since oSbv noielv is

always viam sternere, and 66bv KotelaOai (as also wopeiav KOLEladat) is iter facere.^

The assumption that Mark had missed this distinction is wholly without

exegetical warrant, as is also the recourse to a Latinism (Krebs). The only

correct explanation is : they iegan to make a tcay (to open a path) hy pluck-

ing the ears of corn ; not, as Bretschneider and Fritzsche alter the meaning

of the words :
" evellisse spicas et factum esse, ut projectis, quum iis es-

sent demta grana, spicis exprimeretur via,'''' "to pluck the ears and to cause

that a way might be forced through the projecting ears when the grain was

removed from them." [See Note XIV., p. 36 seq.] We must rather con-

ceive of the field- path on which they are walking—perhaps at a place

where it leads through a field of corn which it intersects—as over-

grown with ears, so that they must of necessity, in order to continue

their journey, inake a imth, which thej'^ do by pluck'mg the ears of corn

that stand in their way. According to Matthew and Luke, the chief point

lies in the fact that the disciples pluck the ears and eat them ; and the

Pharisees find fault with their doing this—which in itself is allowable—on the

Salibath. According to Mark, however, who has not aword^ of the disciples

' Batio emncit, Polyb. vi. 5. 5; comp. also and o&hv oSon-oieiV ; Kuhner, ad Xen. Anab.

Herod, ii. 33 ; Plat. Crit. p. 48 C, al. Iv. 8. 8.

^ As to the form prjcro-u instead of pr/yfviJ.i, « Mark has been blamed on this account,

see Rulmlten, Ep. crit. I. p. 26. See Fritzsche, p. 69. But the very evange-
' Comp. Matt, xxvii. 39 ; Mark xi. 20, xv. list, who knew how to narrate so vividly,

29. should by no means have been charged with
•* See Hermann, ad Aj. 1118 ; Electr. 1305

;

such an awkwardness as the omission of

Stallbaum, ad Plat. Oorg. p. 136 ; Phil. p. 58. the essential feature of the connection—
^ See Viger. ed. Herm. p. 116 ; Kypke, I. which is just what the latest harmonizing

p. 154 ; Krebs, p. 81 ; Winer, p. 238 [B. T. avers. It ought to have been candidly

320]. Comp. also oSoTroieiv (Xen. Anab.-\. 1. noted that in Mark the object of the pluck-

14 ; Dem. 1374, 26, frequently in the LXX.) ing of the ears is the 666i' n-oteii' ; while in

3
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eating, their act consists in this, that by the plucking of the ears of corn they

open a way thron^h the field ; and the Pharisees, ver. 24, find fault that they do

that, which in itself is already umdloicahle, ' on the Sabbath. The justification

of Jesus amounts then, ver. 25 flf., to the two points : (1) that according

to David's precedent the proceeding of the disciples, as enjoined by
necessity, is by no means unallowable ; and (2) that the Sahbath makes no

difference in the matter.— The origin of this difference itself is easily ex-

plained from the fact, that Jesus adduces the history of the eating of the

shew-bread, by means of which also the eating of the ears of corn

came into the tradition of this incident. Mark betrays by his 66ov

woielv abandoned by Matthew and Luke, and by the less obvious con-

nection of it with the eating of the shew-bread, the original narrative, which

perhaps proceeded from Peter himself. — tovc ardxvac] the article designates

the ears of corn that stood in the way.—Ver. 24. They do not ask, as in Matthew

and Luke, why the disciples do what is unallowable on the Sabbath, but

why they do on the Sabbath something (already in itself) unallowable.— Ver.

25. avrdg] and He on His ^>ar^, replying to them. He put a counter-question.

— ore xp^f^o-v ^<^X^^ ^^ ^^^* lies the analogy. The disciples also were by the

circumstances compelled to the course which they took. The demonstra-

tive force of this citation depends upon a conclusion a majori ad minus.

David in a case of necessity dealt apparently unlawfully even with the shew-

bread of the temple, which is yet far less lawful to be touched than the ears of

grain in general. — Ver. 26. kirl 'AficdOap tov apxiep-] tein2)ore Abiatharis ponti-

ficis maximi, i.e., under the pontificate of Abiathar. Comp. Luke iii. 2
;

Matt. i. 11. According to 1 Sara. xxi. 1 ff., indeed, the high priest at that

time was not Abiathar, but his father (1 Sam. xxii. 20 ; Joseph. Antt. vi.

12. 6) Ahimelech. Mark has erroneously confounded these two, which might

the more easily occur from the remembrance of David's friendship with

Abiathar (1 Sam. xxii. 20 ff.).** The supposition that father and son both

had both names, ^ is only apparently supported by 2 Sam. viii. 17,

1 Chron. xviii. 16, comp. xxiv. 6, 31 ; as even apart from the fact

that these passages manifestly contain an erroneous statement,'' the reference

of our quotation applies to no other passage than to 1 Sam. xxi. [See Note

XV., p. 37.] Grotius thought that the son had been the substitute of the

Matthew it is theeaiing on cwcount of hunger. viani sterriere, and even in the middle voice

The occasions of the necessity, in which the only means to makefor oneself a path. Weiss

disciples were placed, are different : in the (Jahrb. f. Deutsclie Theol. 1865, p. 363) calls

former case, the oSon-ot'a ; in the latter, the my explanation " somewhat odd ;" this,

hunger. however, can matter nothing, if only it is

1 To this view Iloltzmann and nilgenfeld linguistically correct, and the usual one

have acceded, as also Ritschl, alt.kath. K. linguistically erroneous.

p. 29 ; Schenkel, Charakterbild, p. 86 ; and as » See Korb in Winer's krit. .Tmtm. IV. p.

regards the ohhv iroi-flv in itself, also Lange. 295 ff. ; Paulus, Fritzi^clie, de Wette, Bleek.

The defence of the usual explanation on the ' Victor Antioclieuus, Euthymius Zigabe-

part of Krummel in the allgem. K. Zeit. 18G4, nus, Theophylact, Beza, Jansen, Heumann,

No. 74, leaves the linguistic difficulty which Kuinoel, and many others,

stands in its way entirely unsolved. He * Comp. Thenius on 2 Sam. I.e. ; Bertheau

should least of all have sought support from judges otherwise, d. Biichir der Chron.

the reading of Lachmann (bSoTroiciv) ; for p. 181. f.

this also never means anything else than
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father. Recourse has been had with equally ill success to a different inter-

pretation of eiTi ; for, if it is assumed to be coram (Wetsteiu, Scholz),

1 Sam. I.e. stands historically opposed to it ; but if it is held to mean : in the

passage concerning Abiathar, i.e., there, where he is spoken of (xii. 26 ; Luke

XX. 37), it is opposed by the same historical authority, and by the con-

sideration that the words do not stand immediately after ave-yvure. '— Ver.

37 f. Kat Hey. avroZf] frequently used for the introduction of a further im-

portant utterance of the same subject who is speaking ; Bengel :
" Sermo-

nem iterum exorsus," " having again begun his discourse." Comp. iv. 9.

As Jesus has hitherto refuted the reproach conveyed in 6 ovk i^ean, ver. 24,

He now also refutes the censure expressed by h Tolq aajijiaaLv, ver. 24.

Namely: as the Sabbath has been made (brought into existence, i.e., ordained)

for the sake of man, namely, as a means for his highest moral ends (Gen. ii.

3 ; Ex. XX. 8 if.), 7iot man for the sake of the Sabbath,'^ it follows thence : the

Messiah has to rule even over the Sabbath, so that thus the disciples, who

as my disciples have acted under my permission, cannot be affected by any

reproach in respect of the Sabbath. The inference uote dejjends on the fact

that the vlbc tov avOpunov, i.e., the Messiah (not with Grotiusand Fritzsche to

be taken as man in general), is held ex concesso as the rej)resentative head of

humanity.^ On the mode of inference in general, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 9
;

2 Mace. V. 19. — Kvpior] emphatically at the beginning : is not dependent,

but Lord,* etc. ; whereby, however, is expressed not the prerogative of ab-

solute abolition (see against this Matt. v. 17 ff., and the idea of the irlr]puai.q of

the law makes its appearance even in Markvii. 15 ff., x. 5 ff., xii. 28 ff.), but

the power of putting in the place of the external statutory Sabbath observance

—while giving up the latter—something higher in keeping with the idea

of the Sabbath, wherein lies i\iG nlijpucLg oi the Sabbath-law.^— /cat] also,

along with other portions of His Kvpiorr/g.

' In opposition to Michaelis and Saunier, erally so peculiar. The connecting linli of

Quellen d. Mark. p. 58. the argumentation preserved by him might
' Comp. Mechilta in Ex. xxxi. 13 :

" Vobis more easily have been omitted as something
Babbatum traditum est, et non vos traditi foreign, than have been added.

estis sabbato," " For you the Sabbath is de- ^ For Him as such, in the judgment to be
livered, and not you delivered for the Sab- formed of the obligatory force of legal or-

bath." According to Baur, ver. S7 belongs dinances, the regulative standard is just the

to "the rational explanations," which Mark relation, in which man as a moral end to

is fond of prefixing by way of suggesting a himself stands to the law. Comp. RitschI,

motive for what is historically presented. allkathol. Kirche, p. 29 fif.

To the same class he would assign ix. 39, * With this thefreedom of worship is given

vii. 15 ff. Weizsacker finds in the passage as well as assigned to its necessary limit,

before us a later reflection. This would but not generally " proc/aiwei^ " (Schenkel).

only be admissible, if the idea,facilitated the ' Comp. Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854,

concluding inference, which is not the case, p. 811 ; Weizsacker, p. 391.

and if Mark were not in this narrative gen-
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Notes by Ameeican Editob.

X. Ver. 1, Ev oIk(i) koTiv.

The reading of the Rec, elg oikov, must be rejected. It is trae that it is

lectio difficilior, yet X B D L 33, Copt., Vulg. constitute decisive evidence, even
against this consideration. Meyer's explanation (pregnant construction) is

therefore unnecessary. The R. V. marg. has " at home," which is an allowable

rendering, despite the absence of the article.

XI. Vv. 13-17.

We have in Meyer's jirefatory remark on these verses a specimen of his con-

jectures in accounting for the differences between the narratives of the Synop-
tists. Weiss ed. Mey. denies that the citation from Hosea (in Matthew) is " an
original element from the collection of Logia. " He refers it to" the earlier

source" (see Note I., p. 10), where, however, it stood in a different connec-

tion. As to Matthew's dealing with the narrative of his own call, etc.,

" in the way of abridgment," there seems to be no psychological ground for

it. If Matthew was present, he probably heard " the highly appropriate quo-

tation." To believe that he reports as an eye-witness is not more difficult than to

accept either of the theories above referred to.

XII. Ver. 15. tv t^ o'lKia avrov.

That this refers to the house of Levi (Matthew), Meyer admits as in itself

possible. The pronoun avrov undoubtedly means Jesus, but avrov can follow

immediately with a different reference. There would be no necessity for in-

troducing the name (rcj 'hjoov) in the leading clause, if avrov did not point to

Levi. Moreover, as Weiss ed Mey. remarks, " the call of a publican is nar-

rated in ver. 14, in order to explain how it happened that Jesus reclined at

table in a publican's house." He also rightly rejects the notion that Kaleaat

(ver. 17) refers to the invitation of Jesus as host. An unnecessary variation

between the narratives is created by Meyer's view.

XIII. Ver. 16. on /xerd k.t.A.

The briefer reading on (instead of ri on, Rec, Meyer) is now generally ac-

cepted, on the evidence of B L 33, supplemented by the fact of the existence of

another variation (N D, (hd ri), which was taken from Matthew and Luke. The

on is rightly taken as recUaniis ; see R. V. text.—In regard to the variations in

the earlier part of the verse, Meyer's judgment in the main is sustained by

Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.; but all accept ol before ypafifiurelq, which

Tisch. omits, and reject his view of the punctuation.

XIV. Ver. 23. oShv nomv /t.r.X,

Meyer, by his explanation of this passage, makes an unnecessary conflict be-

tween the account of Mark and those of Matthew and Luke. To this Weiss

ed. Mey. objects. He cannot conceive why " the disciples must first break a

path on which Jesus had preceded them, and which therefore could not have
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been so impassable, and why they should do this by plucking off the ears in-

stead of treading down the stalks ; for according to iv. 28 ardxo^ is the ear in

contrast with the stalk." He finds the three narratives in accord. " Mark, how-

ever, rightly does not mention the eating, because not in this but only in the

plucking of the ears, in itself allowable (Deut. xxiii. 26), the Pharisees saw a

resemblance to the harvest labor which was incompatible with Sabbath rest.

Had the plucking of the ears been in itself unallowable (Meyer), the Pharisees

would not have taken notice of it on account of the breaking of the Sabbath,

and Jesus would have justified it by no assumed necessity, since the matter

here involved would have been an infringement on the rights of others." Here
Meyer's linguistic accuracy has led him to adopt an interpretation which explains

nothing. His assumption that the mention of David's eating, introducing the

notion of eating the ears into the tradition of this incident, is purely gratu-

itous. We may with far more justice assume that Mark expected the answer of

Jesus in this controversy to shed needed light on his brief statement of the

action which gave offence to the Pharisees.

XV. Ver. 26. kirl 'Kfiiddap tov apxiepeu^.

The interpretation of Meyer is undoubtedly correct (comp. E. V. text :
" when

Abiathar was high-priest"). But that Mark is in error by no means follows.

The Evangelist could have Abiathar in mind only from familiarity with the

whole O. T. narrative, since Abiathar is not named at all, 1 Sam. xxi. To say

that "the reference of our quotation applies to no other passage than" that, is

contradicted by the alleged mistake. Hence Mark may have known that both

father and son had both names. At least this is as probable as the convenient

assumption that the O. T. passages which would prove Mark's accuracy are them-

selves inaccurate. Moreover, the singular ignorance of the Scriptures attributed

by Meyer to this born Jew, son of a pious mother, is in itself highly improbable.
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CHAPTER III.

Vee. 2. Instead of naperfjpovv, read with Lachm. napeTTjpovvTo, following A C*
D A, min. The middle here and at Luke vi. 7 (comp. also Acts ix. 24) was not

attended to. [The active form is supported by B L t< etc., and accepted by re-

cent editors ; the middle seems to have been taken from the parallel passages.]

— KarrjynpTjoovaiv, instead of KarriyopijauaLV, is not sufficiently attested by C D
(Lachm.). — Ver. 3. Lachm. has rw tijv x^'^po- ^xo^n ^Tjpdv, following B L 102,

Verc. [So recent editors, R. V.] In favor of ^rjpdv C also tells, which has t^ r.

^7]puv ex- X-1 fi^fl ^ ^. which have rcj -. ^ripav x- ^X- ^^ Tisch. viii. The Re-

cepta Tu k^ripaitjuevTjv ex^vri tjjv xdpa is from ver. 1. —Ver. 5. At the end Elz. has

vyifjQ ug xj okATj. This is indeed defended by Matthiae, but in opposition to

decisive evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 13. — Ver. 7. The order of the words :

fizTu Tuv juaOrjT. ahrov uvExo)p.{Gnesh. Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Recepta ave-

Xup. fi. T. fiad. air., has in its favor B C D L A X, min. vss., and is on this evi-

dence to be adoi^ted, the more especially as the Recepta easily ijresented itself

from the connection, according to which the important element for the progress

of the narrative lies in av€X(^p- — Instead of npo^ (Elz. Scholz), Griesb. Fritzsche,

Lachm. Tisch. have flf, which is attested, indeed, only by D HP, min.

Theophyl., but was explained by rrpog (in some min. by Tvapa) as a gloss. — t/koX-

ov'Jj]aai''\ 7/Ko7.ovBr]aev, in favor of which D, min. also concur by TjKolovdEi, is con-

siderably attested, partly with and partly without avrC) (which Lachm.

brackets). Approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche and Lachm. [Treg.,

W. and Hort, R. V., have the singular, but after TaliAaiaq, with A B L, Copt.]

The plural flowed mechanically from the conception of the multitude ; avrij is

supplied, and is with Tisch. to be deleted. — Ver. 8. ciKovaavTeql Lachm. and

Tisch. [recent editors, K. V.] read tkoiiovrff, following only B A X, min. — Ver.

11. Instead of lOeupet, TrpoccTvinrev, and iKoal^e, Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch.

have the plurals, which also Griesb. approved. The evidence preponderates in

favor of the latter, and the singulars are a grammatical but inajJiDropriate cor-

rection. — Ver. 15. Oepa-rreveiv rag voaovg Kai"] is wanting in B C* L A H, 102,

Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition, in recollection of Matt. x. 1. — Ver. 16.

Fritzsche has npurov lifiuva before nal enldrjKe, following only 13, 39, 124, 346.

An addition from Matt. x. 2, with a view to supply a construction.' — Ver. 18.

Here, too (comp. on Matt. x. 4), must be read in conformity to decisive evidence,

with Lachm. and Tisch., not Knvnvlrnv, hwt Knvavalov. — Ver. 20. ut/te] Read

with Fritzsche and Lachm. /JTj^t, which is sufficiently attested and necessary as

respects the sense. [So recent editors (against Tisch.) with A B L, 33.— Ver.

^ From the same desipm, moreover, we constructed passages " correctio parit cor-

may explain the placing of Koi eTroijjaei' tous rectionem : alter enim alterum cupit ante-

SuiSexa at the beginning of the verse. So cellere ingenio," "correction begets cor-

B C* A X. Defended by Ilitzigand Ewald
;

rection ; bnt one desires to surpass another

adopted by Tisch. [So W. and ITort, in ingenuity " (Matthiae, ed. min. ad h. I.).

Weiss, R. V. marg.] In such awkwardly
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26. W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V., read m] (N<= A B C'^ L) £/ifp/(T0?/ (K<= B L) oi.]—Ver,

27. The Eecepta is : ov SvvaTai ovSeiq. So also Fritzsche and Tisch., the latter

having, in accordance with B C (?) L A X, min. vss., adopted a/lA' previously (a

connective addition). But ovdeiq dvvaTai (Gtxiesh. Matth. Scholz, Lachm.) is the

more to be retained, since the mechanical repetition of the ov divaraL was so

readily suggested from what precedes. [The presence of alTJ is against the

theory of a " mechanical repetition." Kecent editors agree with Tisch., follow-

ing B C* A X.] — Ver. 28. The verbal order : rolg v'loIq tuv duOpunuv to. ufiap-

Tj/mTa (sanctioned by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), has, with A B
C D L A X, min. vss., the balance of evidence in its favor, and is also to be ac-

counted genuine, as being the more unusual.—The article before /3?iaa(j>. is

adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. on decisive evidence ; it

became absorbed through the preceding koL — oaag'\ Lachm. and Tisch. read baa,

following B D E* G H A n* K, min. The Recepta is a correction. — Ver. 29.

Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have Kpiceug (A C** E F G, etc. Syr.), instead of which

Griesb. approved dfiapTy/MTog (B L A X ; D has ufiapTiag), and this Lachm. and

Tisch. have adopted. Kpiaeuq {al. KO/ldo-ewf) is a gloss.—Ver. 31. The reading

Kal epxovrai (Lachm.) certainly has pie^Donderant evidence (D GX, Tisch. ed.VIIL

have Kol ipxErai), but is a mechanical alteration, in which the retrospective

reference of the ovv was not attended to. — The Recepta is ol dde^Kpol kol rj firjTrip

avTov. But BO D G L A X, min. vss. have rj fJ-^TTjp avrov k. ol aSe^ipol avrov

(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. ed. 8), with which also the reading epxerat is

connected. Still the Recepta (and that with avrov repeated) is to be sustained,

for it became changed in consideration of the rank of the mother, of ver. 32,

and of the parallel passages. [The plural is fairly attested ; but the order of B
X, etc., is still better sustained.]— ^wTOvtref] Lachm. and Tisch. have Ka/loiirref,

following B C L X, min. (A : ^TjTovvTeg). Eightly ; the meaning of KaXovvreg

was more precisely defined by (puvovvreg. — Ver. 32. The verbal order nepl avrov

ox^og (Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderantly attested, as also is /cat leyovaiv (Lachia.

Tisch.) instead of elirov 6L—The addition /ca/ al arff/ldiat gov is rightly adopted

by Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. It certainly has important evi-

dence against it (B C G K L A n X, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Syr. utr.), and is

rejected by Fritzsche; but the words were omitted, because neither in ver. 31

nor in ver. 34 nor in the parallel jDassages are the sisters mentioned. Had it

been interpolated, the addition would have been found already in ver. 31.

[Kejected by Treg., E. V., regarded by W. and Hort as a western interpolation.]

—Ver. 33. Instead of ^, Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, K. V.] have Kai,

following B C L V A J<, min. vss. A mechanical repetition from ver. 32 ; and

comp. Matt. — Ver. 34. The verbal order : Toijg wepl avr. KVK?iif) (Lachm. Tisch.)

[recent editors, R. V.], which is found in B C L A X, min. Copt., arose from the

fact, that the kvkIu, which with nepifiXeip. was superfluoas, was omitted (so

still in min. vss.), and then restored in the place that appeared fitting. — Ver.

35. The omission of yap (Lachm. Tisch. Weiss) is too weakly attested. [W. and

Hort omit in text, insert in margin.] On the other hand, fiov after arffA*^ is,

with Lachm. and Tisch., following A B D L A X, min. vss., to be deleted.

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. xii. 9-14 ; comp. Luke vi. 6-11. The brief, viv-

idly, and sharply graphic account of Mark is in Matthew partly abridged,

partly expanded. [See Note XVI., p. 47.]— ndXiv] see i. 21. — elf r. awa-

yu>yi]v] at Capernaum. See ii. 15. — k^Tjpafijuev?iv] "non ex utero, sed morbo
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aut vulncre
; liaec vis particijiii," "not from birth, but by disease or

wound ; this is the force of the participle," Beugel. More indefinitely

Matthew (and Luke) : ^t/pdv. — nape-7jpoin>To] of hostile observing, spying

(comp. Luke vi. 7, al. ; Polyb. xvii. 3. 2 : heSpeveiv Kal iraparrjpelv),

which, however, is implied, not in the middle, but in the context. [See

critical note.] — Ver. 3 ff. eyetps eIc t. ^tcroi-] arise (and step forth) into

the midst. Comp. Luke vi. 8. — ayadoKnifjcai ?/ KaKOTrocf/aai] to act well (Tob.

xii. 13), or to act ill (Ecclus. xix. 25). Comp. KaTiug noielv, Matt. xii. 12
;

Ep. ad Diogn. 4 : God does not hinder Ka7Mv tl ttoieIv on the Sabbath day.

The alternative must be such that the opponents cannot deny the former
proposition, and therefore must be dumb. On this account it is not to

be explained : to render a henejit (1 Mace. xi. 38), or to inflict an injury ; '

for the former might be relatively negatived on account of the Suljbath

laws, the observance of which, however, could not be opposed to the

idea of acting well (i.e., in conformity with the divine will). We can

only decide the question on this ground, not from the usus loquendi, which
in fact admits of either explanation. The reading in D : ri ayadbv Troifjaai,

is a correct gloss of the late Greek word (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 200),

comp. 1 Pet. ii. 15, 20, iii. 6 ; 3 John 11. — ^Iwxvv cuaai^ to rescue a soul,

that it be not transferred to Hades, but, on the contrary, the man may be

preserved in life. Comp. viii. 35, often also among Greek writers. This

likewise could not be denied, for "periculum vitae pellit sabbatum," "peril

of life expels the Sabbath," Joma, f. 84, 2. See the passages in "Wetstein,

ad Matth. xii. 10.

—

anoKTe'ivm] to be taken by itself, not to be connected

with \bvxvv. At the foundation of the question of Jesus lies the conclusion

from the general to the special ; He carries the point in question about the

Sabbath healings back to the moral category, in consequence of which a neg-

ative answer would be absurd. The adversaries feel this ; but instead oi

confessing it they are silent, because they are hardened. — cvT^lvnovfievoq] feel-

ing compassion over, etc." Anger and compassion alternated. The preposi-

tion denotes not the emotion of the heart collectively, but the fellowship,

into which the heart enters, with the misfortune (in this case moral) of the

persons concerned. Comp. Plato, Pol. v. p. 462 E.

—

aivEKaTEaraBij] with

double augment (Winer, p. 67 [E. T. 72]) is, in accordance with Lachmann,

to be read. Comp. on Matt. xii. 13. — Ver. 6. evOeuq k.t.A.] " crevit odium,"

"hatred grew," Bengel. They instituted a consultation, in order that, etc.

Comp. on Matt. xxii. 5. That the Uerodians are introduced into this place

erroneously from Matt. xxii. 16 (see in loc.) is not to be maintained (de

Wette, Baur, Hilgenfeld). The sensation produced by the working of Jesus

(see vv. 7, 8) was sufficiently fitted to induce their being now drawn by the

Pharisees into the hostile effort. Hence the mention of them here is no

meaningless addition (Kostlin).

Vv. 7-12. Comp. Matt. xii. 15 f., Luke vi. 17-19, who with their differ-

ence of historical arrangement make but brief use of the description in

' Erasmus, Bengel, Beza, de Wette, Blcek, " Herod, ix. 94, vi. 39 ; Polyb. vii. 3. 2 ;

and others. Aelian. V. II. vii. 3.



CHAP. III., 13-19. 41

Mark, wliich is more accurate and more fresh, and does not blend heteroge-

neous elements (Hilgenfcld).

—

ek] direction whither. — Ver. 8. 'I6ov/xaiac]

on the south-eastern border of Palestine.

—

A point is not to be placed, as by

Beza, Er. Schmid, and Fritzsche, after 'lopMvov, but—as is required by the

two distinct jiredicates based on the local relations, ijkoIoiSijcev and ijTidov Trpbc

avTov— before koI cnrb t. 'lovSniar. It is first of all stated, who followed Jesus

from Galilee, where He Himself was, to the sea, and then, from kuI and r.

'lov6. onward, who came to Him from other regions. Namely : and from

Judaea^ andfrom Jerusalem^ andfrom Idumaea and Peraea {koX nepav tov 'lop6.
;

observe that here ano is not repeated), and those (the Jews) about Tyre and

Sidon, in great midtitudes {nlf/Ooq ttoIv belongs to the whole as a more precise

definition of the subject), they came to Him. [See Note XVII.
, p. 47.]—

Observe, moreover, the different position of nlfj-^oQ in vv. 7 and 8 ; in the

one case the greatness of the mass of people preponderates in the conception,

in the other it is the idea of the mass ofpeople itself. — ETrotEt] imperfect, used

of the continuous doing. — Ver. 9. 'iva] What He said to them is conceived

of as the design of the speaking (comp. on Matt. iv. 3) : in order that a ves-

sel should be continually at His service. — Sia tov bx^ov k.t.I.'I therefore not for

the purpose of crossing over; e^E?.?i.£ yap kfi[iag elg avrb /if/ evox^eid'dai,

" for He would by embarking in it not be thronged,''^ Euthymius Zigabenus.

Comp. iv. 1 ;
Matt. xiii. 2. It is not said, however, that He wished to teach

out of the vessel (Kuinoel and others). — Ver. 10 f. Information regarding

this pressing towards Him.

—

t^spdirevaev] not sanaverat, "had healed"

(Castalio, Kuinoel, Fritzsche), but He healed just at that time. The uare

£TrnT'nvTEi.v avru, SO that they fell upon Him, depicts the impetuous thronging

unto Him of those seeking aid. " Admirabilis patientia et benignitas Dom-

ini," " admirable patience and kindness of the Lord," Bengel. npoaencirr.

avTu in ver. 11 is different : they fell dmon before Him (v. 33, vii. 25). — /laa-

Tiyac] plagues, v. 29, 34 ; Luke vii. 21 ; Ps. xxxv. 15 ; Ecclus. xl. 9 ;

2 Mace. vii. 37. In accordance with the context : plagues of sickness.— to.

TTVEviiaTa K.T.I.'] a statement in conformity with the appearance ; the sick

people identified themselves with the demons. — 6rav] with the praeterite in-

dicative: whenever they saw Him, i.e., as soon as ever they got sight of Him.'

This rare and late linguistic phenomenon is to be explained to the effect,

that the conception of the uncertain (av) has become completely blended

with OTE, and the whole emphasis rests upon this whenever. See Klotz, ad

Bevar. p. 690. It does not mean : if they ever sato Him. — Ver. 12. lva\

design of the nolla knETi/ia avTolq (the demons). How colorless is Matt. xii.

16 ! According to Hilgenfeld, Mark has exaggerated. As to the prohibition

itself of their making Him known as Messiah, comp. i. 43, and on Matt,

viii. 4 ; Mark v. 43.

Vv. 13-19. Comp. Matt. x. 2-4
; Luke vi. 12-16. —to bpog] upon the

mountain there. See on Matt. v. 1. — oDf r/dElsv airof] so that no one might

come forward of his own will. Jesus first of all made a wider selection,

and then out of this, ver. 14, the narrower one of the Twelve. To raise a

1 See Winer, p. 376 [E. T. 109].



42 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

doubt of the actual selection of the latter (Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 370), as if

they to some extent had become apostles with less of assent on Christ's

part, is at variance also with John vi. 70. — Ver. 14 f. kTvoirjct'] He made^

that is, He ordained, appointed. Comp. Acts ii. 36 ; 1 Sam. xii. 6. On the

clause Iva uoL fier' avrov, comp. Acts i. 21.

—

aTTOffTeMy avTovg] namely,

subsequently. See vi. 7.

—

koI exi^iv] conjoined with the uripvcceiv as an

aim of the sending forth, in which it was contemplated that they were to

preach and to have power, ^ etc. Comp. vi. 7. The simple, naive detail

of the appointment and destination of the Twelve bears the stamp of orig-

inality, not of elaboration after Matthew and Luke.''— Ver. 16 ff. Inexact-

ly enough Mark relates, instead oi Simon's appointment, only his leing

named ; but he leaves his appointment to be thence understood of itself,

and then, as if he had narrated it in connection with eTroiTjae, continues by
Koi 'IdKufiov, which still depends on inoirjae,—an awkwardness which is

scarcely to be attributed to a reflecting reviser.—As to the arrangement—
generally according to rank, but in Mark and Acts i. 13 giving precedence

to the three most intimate disciples—of the twelve names in three quater-

nions, see on Matt. x. 2 ; Ewald, p. 205 f.—Mark narrates the naming of

Peter as having taken place at that time, which is not incompatible with

Matt. xvi. 18 (see in he), although it is doubtless with .John i. 43.—Ver. 17.

And lie assigned to them names (namely) Boanerges. The plural bvofiara (for

which D reads bvoiia) depends on the conception that the names bestowed

on the two brothers are included in Boanerges. Boavfpyff] »_l_j . ;_K>-a_^,

^y^. \J3. The Sheva, according to Aramaic pronunciation (see Lightfoot) :

oa. ^^I., in the Hebrew, a noisy crowd, Ps. Iv. 15 ; in the Syriac, thunder

;

comp. the Arabic iju*>- j, tonuit.^ The historical occasion of this appellation

is altogether unknown. It has been sought in the mighty eloquence of the

two ;* but it may be objected to tliis view that such a quality could hardly

have appeared at that time, when the men had not yet taught ; and also

that in the case of John at least, a thundering eloquence (as in Pericles
;

Cic. Orat. 29) is not to be supposed. Others ^ have understood it to be a

name of reproach, and referred it to Luke ix. 54, so that the meaningless,

destructive power (Gurlitt) would be the point of comparison ; but the time

of the giving this name is not in accordance with this view, as it is also in

itself improbable, and at variance with the analogy of Petefs name, that

Jesus should have converted a reproach into a name and thereby have made
it the signature of their character ; to which we may add, that iu Luke, I.e.

• Observe the correctness of the expres- " Zeller in Hilgenfeld's ZeKschrift, 1865,

slon ex"-" (iov<T. K.T.K. (in opposition to de p. .390 ff.

Wette). For the destination of the apostles ^ .Jerome's reading (in Dan. i., Isa. Ixii.)

:

in fact was not : to teach and to drive out the Benereein, is an emendation (DJ'T, thi/tider).

demons, but to teach and in so doing to pos- * Victor Antioclienus, Theopliylact, Eii-

sess the power of driving out demons, in thymius Zigabcnus, Calvin, Wetstein,

order that they might apply this power on Michaelis. and others, comp. Luther's gloss,

appropriate occasion for the confirmation ^ Ileumann, Kuinoel, comp. also Gurlitt

of their teaching. Comp. xvi. 20 ; 2 Cor. in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 715 ff.

xii. 12.
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there is notliing at all said about thunder. Moreover, it is historically

demonstrable that the disciples were of itnjyetuous, ardent temperament (ix.

38 ; Luke ix. 54 ; comp. Matt. xx. 20 ff., and Mark x. 35 ff.), and it is

therefore not arbitrary to conjecture that some special exhibition of this

peculiarity at the time suggested the name, of which, however, it is ab-

solutely unknown for what reason it did not become permanent, like the

name of Peter, and in fact is no further mentioned elsewhere, although

it was given by Jesus. — Qa66aiov'\ see on Matt. x. 3. As to 6 'Kavavaloq, see

on Matt. X. 4.

Vv. 20,' 21. Peculiar to Mark, but in unity of connection with ver. 22 f.

— Koi epx. e'lg oIkov'\ The choice of the disciples, and what had to be said to

them concerning it, was the important occasion for the preceding ascent of

the mountain, ver. 13. Now they come back again to the house, namely,

in Capernaum, as in ii. 2, to which also the subsequent nalLv points back.

De Wette is in error when he says that the following scene could by no

means have taken place in the house. See, on the other hand, ver. 31 and

Matt. xii. 46. Hilgenfeld finds in elgolKov even a misunderstanding of Matt,

xiii. 1.—The accusation on e^earjj, ver. 21, and that expressed at ver. 22, on

BeeX^e^ovX ex^h *re analogous ; and these accusations are the significant ele-

ments in Mark,'^ with whom ver. 22 still lacks the special historical in-

formation that is furnished by Matt. xii. 22 f. (comp. ix. 33 f.) ; Luke xi. 14.

In the connection of Mark alone the retrospective reference to vv. 10-12 is

sufiicient ; hence it is not to be supposed that in the primitive-Mark that

cure of demoniacs given by Matthew and Luke must also have had a place

(Holtzmann). See, moreover, Weiss, I.e. p. 80 ff. Mark, however, does not

' Before koI tpxavrai €19 oIkov would be the el also regards the dropping out as proba-

place where Mark, if he had desired to take ble, although as unintentional.—In respect

in the Sermon on the Mount, would have of the absence from Mark of the history of

inserted it; and Ewald (as also Tobler, the centution at Capernaum (Matt. viii. 5 S.;

die Evangdienfrage, 1858, p. 14) assumes that Luke vii. 1 ff.). the non-insertion of which
the Gospel in its original form had actually Kostlin is only able to conceive of as aris-

contained that discourse, although abridg- ing from the ne»tral tendency of Mark,

ed, in this place,—which Weiss (Evangeli- Ewald supposes that it originally stood in

enfrage, p. 154 f.) concedes, laying decided Mark, likewise before Kal epxot-rai eis oIkov,

stress on the abridgment on the ground of and that in Matthew and Luke it still has
other abridged discourses in Mark. Never- the tinge of Mark's language, in which re-

theless, the abrupt and unconnected mode spect iKavo? and a-KvWeiv are referred to

of adding one account to another, as here (but comp. Matt. iii. 11, ix. 36 ; Luke iii. 16,

by the koX IpxofTat ei? oIkov, as well as the viii. 49). Weiss, p 161, finds the hypothesis
omission of longer discourses, are peculiar of Ewald confirmed by the affinity of that
to Mark and in keeping with the originality history with the narrative of the Canaanit-
of his work ; further, it would be quite im- ish woman, vii. 24 ff. Holtzmann appro-
possible to see why the discourse, if it had priates the reasons of Ewald and Weiss

;

originally a place here, should have been they are insufficient of themselves, and fall

entirely removed, whether we may con- with the alleged disappearance of the Ser-

ceive for ourselves its original contents mon on the Mount.
and compass in the main according to * It is a hasty and unwaiTanted judgment
Matthew or according to Luke. Ewald's that vv. 21, 22 appear in Mark as quite
view has, however, been followed by Holtz- " misplaced," and find a much better place
mann, whom Weiss, in the Jahrb. f. just before ver. 31 (so Weiss, Evangdienfr.
Deutsche Theol. 1864, p. 63 ff., and Weizsack- p. 168).

er, p. 46, with reason oppose, while Schenk-
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reiircsent the mother and the brethren as ''confederates of the Pharisees'''

(Baur, Marhusevang. p. 23) ; their opinion oricffar;? is an error (not malicious),

and their purpose is that of care for the security of Jesus. — avTovq'] He and

His disciples. — firi6e"\ not even, to say nothing of being left otherwise undis-

turbed. [See critical note.] Comp. ii. 2. According to Strauss, indeed,

this is a "palpable exaggeration." — aKovaavreq] that He was again set

upon by the multitude to such a degree, and was occupying Himself so

excessively with them (with the healing of their demoniacs, ver. 22, and so

on). — oi nap' avrov] those on His side, i.e., His own jjcople.' By this, how-

ever, the disciples cannot here be meant, as they are in the house with Jesus,

ver. 20 ; but only, as is clearly proved by vv. 31, 32, His mother, His Irethren,

His sisters. — e^tjWov] namely, not from a place in Capernaum (in opposition

to ver. 20), but from the place where they were sojourning, from Nazareth.

Comp. i. 9, vi. 3. It is not to be objected that the intelligence of the pres-

ence and action of Jesus in Capernaum could not have come to Nazareth so

quickly, and that the family could not have come so quickly to Capernaum,

as to admit of the latter being already there, after the reprimand of the

scribes, vv. 23-30 ; for Mark does not say that that k^ipSov, and the coming

down of the scribes from Jerusalem, and the arrival of the mother, etc.,

happened on the same day whereon Jesus and. the disciples had returned eig

oIkov. On the contrary, that intelligence arrived at Nazareth, where His

relatives were setting out, etc. ; but from Jerusalem there had already—when

Jesus had returned to Capernaum and was there so devoting Himself beyond

measure to the people—come down scribes, and these said, etc. This scene,

therefore, with the scribes who had come down was before the arrival of

the relatives of Jesus had taken place. — Kparf/aai ahrdv] to lay hold upon Him,,

to possess themselves of Him.*— eXeyov] namely, ol nap' av-ov. After t^f/Wov

it is arbitrary to supply, with others (including Ewald) : people said, which

Olshausen even refers to " the malicious Pharisees." So also Paulus, while

Bengel thinks of messengers. Let it be observed that sleyov, ver. 21, and

eleyov, ver. 22, correspond to one another, and that therefore, as in ver. 22,

so also in ver. 21, there is the less reason to think of another subject than

that which stands there. — h^earr]'] He is out of His mind, has become frantic.

'

This strong meaning (erroneously rendered, however, by Luther : He will

go out of his mind) is incontestably required by the forcible Kparrjaai, as well

as by the subsequent still stronger analogous expression BeeTil^eliovl exei.

Hence it is not to be explained of a stcoon or the like, but is rightly ren-

dered by the Vulgate : infurorem versus est. To the relatives of Jesus, at

that time still (John vii. 3) unbelieving (according to Mark, even to Mary,

which certainly does not agree with the preliminary history in ]\latthew and

Luke*), the extraordinary teaching and working of Jesus, far transcending

' Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 24 ; Cyrop. vi. 2. Kal /aaiVerat, and see Wetstein. Comp. Xen.

1 ; Polyb. xxiii. 1. 6 ; 1 Mace. ix. 44. See Mem. i. 3. 12 : toO (\)povelv k^iaT-qaiv.

Bernhardy, p. 2.56. * It is entirely urljitraiy for Tlieophylact,

' Comp. vi. 17, xii. 12, xiv. 1 ; Matt. xxvi. Beza, Maldonutiis, IJispinR, and otliers to

4 ; Judg. xvi. 21 ; Tob. vi. 3 ; Polyb. viii. 20, desire to exclude Mary from sharing in the

8, a/. judgment oTi .^?t(TT7). No better is the eva-

' 2 Cor. V. 13 ; Arist. II. A. vi. 22: efio-Tarai sion iu Olshauseu, of a moment of weakness
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their sphere of vision, producing such a profound excitement among all the

people, and which they knew not how to reconcile with His domestic ante-

cedents, were the eccentric activity of the frenzy which had taken posses-

sion of Him. Comp. Theophylact (wlio regards i^saTrj as directly equivalent

to Saifxova ej«), Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jansen, and others, in-

cluding Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek (according to whom they considered

Him as "at the least an enthusiast"), Holtzmann, Weizsacker, et al. The
omission of the surprising historical trait in Matthew and Luke betrays a

later sifting process. [See Note XVIH., p. 47 seq.]

Remabks.—To get rid of this simple meaning of ver. 21, placed beyond doubt

by the clear words, expositors have tried very varied expedients. Thus Euthy.

mius Zigabenus, who in other respects is right in his explanation, arbitrarily

suggests for the eAeyov the subject Ttvig (pdovepol, and adduces, even in his day,

two other but unsuitable explanations. ^ According to Schoettgen and Wolf,

the disciples (ol nap' avror) heard that so many people were outside, and went
forth to restrain the multitude, and said : the people are frantic ! According to

Griesbach and Vater, the disciples likewise went forth after having heard thai

Jesu^ was teaching the people outside, and wished to bring Jesus in, for people were

saying :
" nimia eum omnium virium contentione debilitatum velut insanire !" " that

He by too great contention in all His strength has been weakened so as to he

insane." According to Grotius, the relatives of Jesus also dwelt at Capernaum

(which, moreover, Ewald, Lange, Bleek, and others suppose, although Mark
has not at all any notice like Matt. iv. 13) ; they come out of their house, and
wish to carry Jesus away from the house, where He was so greatly thronged, for

the report ^ had spread abroad (eTisyov yap) that He had fainted (according to

Ewald, Gesch. 6%r. p. 334 : "had fallen into a frenzy from exhaustion"). Ac-

cording to Kuinoel, it is likewise obvious of itself that Jesus has left the house

again and is teaching outside ; while the mother and the brethren who are at

home also go forth, in order to bring Jesus in to eat, and they say, with the view

of pressing back the people : maxime defatigatus est ! Comp. Ktister, Imman.

p. 185, according to whom they wish to hold Him on account otfaintness. So

again Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 556. According to Ebrard, § 70,

notwithstanding the elc oUov and the ird?,ii:, Jesus is not in Capernaum, but at

the house of a host ; and in spite of vv. 31, 32, ol nap' avrov are the people in this

lodging,^ who think, as they hear Him so zealously teaching (?), that He is out of

and of straggling faith. Similarly Lange tives went forth to lay hold on Him, that

finds here a moment of eclipse in the life of He might not withdraw, for some were say-

Mary, arising out of anxiety for her Son. If ing,oTt ffeo-rr), that is, He is go/ie awayfrom
her Son had already been to her tlie Mes- <Agm on account of the crowd. 2. They went
siah, how should she not have found in His forth ... to aid Him, for they were saying

marvellous working the very confirmation ... He has relaxed the tone of His body
of her faith in Him, and the begiui fulfil- by exerting Himself too much."
ment of the promises which had once been ^ Even Schleiermacher (L. J. p. 190 f.)

so definitely made to her ! presents the matter as if they had learnt by
• 1. i^riMov ot oLKeloi. aiiToG /cpar^o-at avTov, vumor that He was in an unsettled condition,

Iva (u.r) u7roxwp>;<rrj, eAeyov yap Tii-e?, and that they thought it better to detain

OTi cfeo-Tr), rjyovv atrifrri} an' avriov 5ta. "Exm-iKpanlv) in domesticlife.

Toi/ o^Aoi'. 2. i^rjMov . . . tt apa^or)9r\<T ai., 3 Kahnis (Dogm. I. p. 428 f.) also explains
iKeyov yap, on. . . TrapeXv^y] tov tovov it of the fiosts and disciples (not of the

Tov <ru>ij.aTos, ayav KOTTidaa^, " 1. His rela- mother and the brethren), He thinks that
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His mind, and go out to seize upon Him, but are at once convinced of their

error ! According to Ammon, L. J. II. p. 155, the people have gathered together

round His dwelling, while He is sitting at meat ; He hastens into the midst of

the people, but is extricated by His friends out of the throng, because in their

opinion He has fallen into a faini. Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 834, takes i^earri

rightly, but regards it as the presupposition of the popular judgment, into which

the kinsfolk of Jesus had with politic prudence entered, in order on this pretext

to rescue Him from the momentary danger, because they believed that He
did not sufficiently estimate this danger (namely, of having broken with the

hierarchical party). In this way we may read everything, on which the matter

is to depend, between the lines. Schenkel also reads between the lines, that the

relatives of Jesus had been persuaded on the part of His enemies that He Him-

self was a person possessed. It is aptly observed by Maldonatus :
" Hunc lo-

cum difficiliorem pietas facit . . . ;
pio quodam studio nonnulli rejecta verbo-

rum proprietate alias, quae minus apietate abhorrere viderentur, interpretationes

quaesiverunt. Nescio an, dum pias quaererent, falsas invenerint," "This

passage piety renders more difficult—by a certain pious study some, the proper

sense of the word having been rejected, have sought other interpretations which

seem less repugnant to piety. I might say while they sought pious ones they

tonnd false ones." According to Kostlin, p. 342, Mark has, " after the manner

of later pragmatists," taken the ileyov otl eiea-Tj, which originally had the less

exceptional sense of enthusiasm, as a malicious calumny. Thus, indeed, what

appears offensive is easily set aside and laid upon the compiler, as is done,

moreover, in another way by Baur, Evang. p. 559.

Vv. 22-30. See on Matt. xii. 24-32, who narrates more completely from

the collection of Logia and historical tradition. Comp. Luke xi. 15-23, xii.

10. — And the scribes, etc., asserted a still worse charge. — Ver. 23.

npodKalEaofi. avrov^] De Wette is of opinion, without warrant, that this could

only have taken place in the open air, not in the house (ver. 20). They were

in the house along with, but further away from, Jesus ; He calls them to

Him to speak with them. — caravag aaravav] not : one Satan . . . the other,

but : Satan . . . himself ; see on Matt xii. 26. Comp. 6 caravag . . . ef

iavTov, ver. 26. The want of the article with the proper name is not opposed

to this. — Ver. 34. Now, in order to make good this wug (Uivarai {i.e., oh

Svvarat k.t.1.), there come, linked on by the simple and (not yap), two

illustrative analogues {kv ^apajiolalg), after which at ver. 26, but likewise by

the simple and, not by a particle of inference, is added the point, quod erat

deinonstrandum. This symmetrical progression by means of mi is rhetorical;

it has something in it impressive, striking—a feature also presenting itself

in the discourse as it proceeds «s?/?i(Ze<Jc«% in vv. 27 and 28. — Ver. 28. The

order of the words : ndvTa CKpeO. ro'ig vlolg tuv avBpuiruv to. afiapTTjfiara places

them so apart, as to lay a great emphasis on Travra.' The expression ro/f vlol^

T. avdp., not a singular reminiscence from Matt. xii. 32 (Weiss), is rather a

trait of Mark, depicting human weakness. — atuwov d//apr. ] namely, in re-

they wished to bring Him into the house by ' See Bomemann and Herbst, ad Xen,

sayinR that He was in the ecstatic state like Mem. ii. 10. 2.

the prophets.
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spect of the guilt, "nunquam delendi," "never to be effaced," Beza. [See

Note XIX., p. 48.] — Ver. 30. on iiieynv: (He spake thus) because they said.

Comp. Luke xi. 18.— nvev/xa aKadaprov] not again as at ver. 22 : 'BeeH^.t^ovl

EX£i, because of the contrast with nvEv/ia to dycov. The less is it to be said that

Mark places on a par the blasphemy against the person of Jesus (Matt xii.

81 f.) and that against the Holy Spirit (Kostlin, p. 318), or that he has " al-

ready given up " the formcB blasphemy (Hilgenfeld). It is included, in fact,

in ver. 28.

Vv. 31-35. See on Matt. xii. 46-50. Comp. Luke viii. 19-21.

—

epxavrai

ovv] ovv points back, by way of resuming, to ver. 21.' epxovrai corresponds

with. E^?yA^ov, ver. 21, where Bengel pertinently observes : "Exitum sequetur

TO venire, ver. 31," "The coming (ver. 31) follows the going forth." Eb-
rard resorts to harmonistic evasions. — ol adelipoi] They are named at vi. 3.

Of a " position of guardianship towards the Lord " (Lange), which they had
wished to occupy, nothing is said either here or at John vii. 3, and here all

the less that, in fact, the mother was present. — efw] outside, infront of the

house, ver. 20, Matt. xii. 47. — Ver. 32. The mention of the sisters herefor
the first time is an inaccuracy. [See Note XX., p. 48.] — Ver. 34. -KcpijiXe-^.

kvkIui] Comp. vi. 6.^— The expressive looking round was here an entirely

different thing from that of ver. 5. Bengel: "suavitate summa." How
little did His actual mother and His reputed brothers and sisters as yet

comi^rehend Him and His higher ministry !

Notes by Amebican Editob.

XVI. Vv. 1-6.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks it probable that Mark blended some features of another

Sabbath healing (Luke xiv. 2-6), which belongs to "the earlier source," and

which Matthew has more fully used. As between this view and that of Meyer,

there is Uttle ground for decision.

XVII. Ver. 8. tjko'XovBiicev k.t.'X.

The evidence in favor of the singular seems decisive ; also that for the omis-

sion of avTu). Tisch. wrongly places the verb after 'lovdaiag, while Meyer

retains the article before ivepi, against the evidence of X*and<= B C L A. The
view of Meyer, as to the two parts of the crowd, seems correct ; comp. the

punctuation of the R. V.

XVin. Ver. 21. otl ^eottj.

There is no objection to the strong sense attached to this phrase by Meyer,

although Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that N. T. usage will justify the meaning ; "to

be under strong excitement." Nor need we deny that the relatives of Jesus were

> See Kriiger, Cyrop. i. 5. 14 ; Klotz, ad Phaed. 72 B, and the passages In Sturz, Lex.

Devar. p. 718. Xen. 11. p. 803 f.

« Horn. Od. viii. 278 ; Herod, iv. 183 ; Plat.



48 THE GOSPEL OF MAltK.

unbelieving. The view that they user! this utterance as a pretext to remove Him
from the multitude is not impossible. But it by no means follows, even if the

strongest sense is accepted, that the unbelief of Mary is here so fully implied

as to create disagreement with the i:)reliminary narratives of Matthew and
Luke.

Moreover, if Meyer holds that the other Synoptists omit this " surprising his-

torical trait" because of "a later sifting process," with what reason can he
object to Schenkel's " reading between the lines," or to Baur's laying the bur-

den of what is offensive on the " compiler" ? All the verse assei'ts is that on a

given occasion the friends of Jesus said, " He is beside Himself." It is writing

between the lines to say that this contradicts the story of His birth. The
"sifting process" belongs to a later school of litterateurs than the Evangelists,

and stands on the same moral level with "additions from later reflection," etc.

XIX. Ver. 28. aiuvlov ujiapTJ^fiaToq.

As the word afiaprTj/ia, which is well attested here, usually refers to an act of

sin, the idea of eternal activity in sin seems to be suggested by the choice of

the term in this connection. The notion of guilt would more properly lie in

the word evoxoc ; the ground of it is in the " eternal sin," which therefore in-

volves eternal guilt.

XX. Ver. 32. al adeTifa'i aov.

This phrase is wanting in the best authorities (see critical notes), and only

accepted by Tischendorf and others, because it does not occur in parallel pas-

sages. Meyer calls the mention of the sisters here for the first time " an inac-

curacy," probably meaning that the proper place would have been ir ver. 31.

Weiss ed. Mey. suggests that in ver. 31 Mark retained the form of an earlier

source, which also contained this anecdote. Neither of them tells us whether

he deems Mark correct in stating that the sisters were present. But as the

statement is made by the multitude, there is room for the theory of "later re-

flection" on the part of some one on the oiitskirts of the crowd ! At all events,

both Matthew and Mark speak of the sisters of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 56 ; Mark

vi. 3) in passages where the text is not in doubt, and ver. 35 here, as well as

Matt. xii. 50, suggests their presence.
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CHAPTEE ly.

Vee. 1. avvTjx^vl Lachm. and Tisch. read avi'dyerai, following B C L A X,

min. Rightly ; the alteration was made from Matt. xiii. 2, partly to awr^x^V^^ov

(so A, min.), partly to avv'rjx^V- — Instead of noAvg, according to the same evi-

dence, nXdaToc is to be adopted, with Tisch. — Ver. 3. tov aTrelpai] Lachm. and

Tisch. [W.and Hort,Weiss] have merely (T7r«|oat,following only B i<* 102.—Ver. 4.

After nsTeivd Elz. has tov ovpavov, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is

taken from Luke viii. 5. — Ver. 5. Instead of aXlo 6e read, with Lachm. and

Tisch., Kal oKko, according to B C L M**" A X, min. vss. The Recepia is from

Matt. xiii. 5. — Ver. 6. tjXIov 6e avarei^avro^] Lachm. and Tisch. read kuI ote

avETiLlsi) 6 fjTiLoq, following B C D L A K, Copt. Vulg. Cant. Vind. Corb. 2, Ed.

The Recepia is from Matt. xiii. 6. — Ver. 8. aXXo] B C L X, min. have the reading

a/.Aa (Fritzsche, Einck, Tisch.). [So W. and Hort, E. V., and Weiss.] It is

from Matt, and was favored by the tripartite division that follows. — av^dvovra']

A C D L A, 238 have av^avofievov. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.

and Tisch. [B K (wrongly cited in Meyer) have av^avofieva, accepted by W. and

Hort, E. v., Weiss ; the participles then agreeing with alia.'] Eightly, be-

cause the intransitive av^dveiv is the prevailing form in the N. T. — Instead of

the threefold repetition of ev, Tisch. has elg three times, following B C* L A,

min. Yet B L have EI2 once and EN twice. [So W. and Hort, and, appar-

ently, Weiss.] The reading of Tisch. is to be regarded as original ; the h,

which is likewise strongly attested, was a gloss upon it, and that reading then

became easily taken and interpreted, in comparison with Matt. xiii. 8, as the

numeral e v. In ver. 20 also the ev is not to be written three times, but with

all the uncials, which have breathings and accents : ev, as also Tisch. has it. —
Ver. 9. 6 £x^^] Lachm. and Tisch. have of f^^', following B C* D A K*. The

Recepta is from Matt. xiii. 9; Luke viii. 8. — Ver. 10. T/puTTjaav] Fritzsche,

Lachm. and Tisch. have ripuruv ^ on preponderant evidence (D has eTrr/p^Tuv).

To be adopted. If the imperfect had been introduced from Luke viii. 9,

enrjpuTuv would be more diffused. — ttjv TrapajSolr/v'] Tisch. has rdf irapujioldq,

following B C L A J<, vss. The singular is a correction ; comp. Luke. —
Ver. 11. yvuvai] is wanting in A B C* K L 5<, min. Copt. Corb. 1. Suspected

by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition from Matt. xiii. 11
;

Luke viii. 10. With Tischendorf the words are to be arranged thus : r. jivar.

6e6. t. (iaa. — Ver. 12. rd ufxapTy/j.ara'] is wanting in B C L >5, min. Copt. Arm.

Cr. (twice) ; condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche

and Tisch. An addition, instead of which is found also rd napanTufiara (min.).

— Ver. 15. Ev-ToiQ Kap6. avT(l>v'\ C L A X, Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Colb. : ev

avTolg (so Tisch.), and in favor of this B and min. testify by the reading elg

^ In ed. VIII. Tisch., following C X, has the evidence in its favor is the case in Matt. xv.

form ripmrovv, which probal)ly is only a 23. The Ionic form of the verb in co> is en-

transcriber's error, as with still stronger tirely foreign to the N, T.

4
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avTovg. [The latter reading is accepted byTreg., W. and Hort, K. V.] The
Eecepta is explanatory after Matt. xiii. 19, comp. Luke viii. 12, but at the same

time its testimony is in favor of ev avrol^, not of fJf avrnvg. — Ver. 18. koI ovtoI

e'laiv] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. read Kal uaTmI elaiv, following B C* D L AX,
Copt. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Colb. Vind. Germ. Corb. Kightly; the Becepia originated

by mechanical process after vv. 15, 16, comp. ver. 20. When this ovtoi came
in, there emerged at once an incompatibility with the subsequent ovtoi eIctiv,

therefore this latter was omitted (A C** EGHKMSUVn, min., Copt. Syr.

p. Goth. Slav. Brix. Theophyl. Matth. and Fritzsche), while others removed

the first ovToi e'laiv (min. Arm.). — Ver. 19. tovtov after aluvog is rightly deleted

by Griesb., Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. in conformity with vei-y considerable

testimony. A current addition. — Ver. 20. uvroil Tisch. has ekeIvoi, following

B C L A K ; OVTOI is a mechanical repetition, and comp. Matt, and Luke. —
Ver. 21. The order ipxETai 6 Xvxfoc is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch.,

according to B C D L A }< ; min. vss. — E-rnTeOy] teO?) is attested by B C L A K,

min. (so also Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. ; recommended, moreover, by
Griesb.). The compound word is more precise in definition, and came in here

and at Luke viii. 16. — Ver. 22. The tc (which Lachm. brackets) was easily

omitted after egtc as being superfluous. — o eqi' //?;] many variations, among
which Eav (i-q has the strong attestation of A C K L, min. It is commended by
Griesb., and is to be adopted. The aj^parent absurdity of the sense ' suggested

partly the addition of o, partly, in conformity with what follows, readings with

Iva, namely, a'kTC Iva (D, vss.) and tav fxij Iva (so Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W. and

Hort, 11. v.], following B D N), eI /j.?) iva (min.). [Meyer's explanation is unsatis-

factory, since 6 is the latest reading ; fav fii) Iva is found in the oldest mss., and

is probably the original form.] — Ver. 24. After the second v/ulv, Elz. Fritzsche,

Scholz have roZf uKovovatv, which also Lachm. and Tisch. on decisive evidence

have deleted (it is a gloss), while Griesb. sti'ikes out the whole kqI ivpoaTEQ. vfilv

Toic; OK. (only in accordance with D G, Codd. It.), and Fritzsche places these

words after riKovETc (according to Arm.). The course followed by Griesb. and

Fritzsche must be rejected on account of the very weakness of the evi-

dence ; the reading of Griesb. arose from the fact that the eye of the tran-

scriber passed from the first v/ilv directly to the second. — Ver. 25. of yap uv Exy'\

Lachm. and Tisch. have of yap exei, following B C LAX, min., to which,

moreover, D E* F, al. are added with the reading bg yap uv exel. According to

this, EXEi alone is to be read ; uv was added probably in recollection of Luke
viii. 18, and then exec was transmuted into ex'I). — Ver. 28. yap is to be deleted,

with Lachm. and Tisch., following very important authorities. A connective

addition, instead of which D has otl uvt. — n?.ijpTj rlTov] Lachm. and Tisch.

[Weiss] read Tr?.ijpTic ciTog, following B, to which D should be added with the

reading n?.^pi]r 6 alTog. nl-qprig c'lTog is the original, which it was subsequently

thought necessary to help by a structural emendation. [But X supports the

Eec, and the reading of B is very peculiar ; W. and Hort retain the accusative.]

— Ver. 30. rivil B C L A K, min. Ver. have Trwf, which Griesb. has recom-

mended, Fritzsche and Tisch. have adopted. tLvi is from Luke xiii. 18. — iv

noi^ napa(3oXy napafiaXufiEv avTrjv'] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have iv rivi avr^v

KupalSoly Ou/iev, following B C* L A X, min. Ver. Or. Rightly ; -rroia came in

' The reading €01- ji^ is in no wise absurd (Fritzsche, do Wette), but it gives the same
logical analysis as x. 30. See in loc.
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as a gloss upon rivt, after the analogy of the preceding ttuq ; and the more dif-

ficult ^w/ifv was explained hy napnjia'kuiJ.Ev. — Ver, 31. k6kkov'\ Elz. Fritzsche,

Tisch. read kokku, following B D A II X. As after the second half of ver. 30

the accusative (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.) more readily suggested itself (in con-

nection with dut/iEv or TrapajSdlufiev), the dative is to be preferred as the more dif-

ficult reading, which was the more easily supplanted by comijarison of the dif-

ferent connections in Matt. xiii. 31 ; Luke xiii. 19. — fxiKpurepog'] Lachm. reads

fiiKpdrepov, following B D L M A K, min. He adds, moreover, uv according to

B L A K, omitting the subsequent kcri, and encloses tuv ettI ryq yyg, which is

wanting in C. Ver., in brackets. Tisch. also has fxiKpoTepov ov, omitting kaTi.

The Recepia is to be retained
;
/uiKporepov is a grammatical correction,' that has

originated from a comparison with Matt., and the added uv, having arisen from

the writing twice over of the ON which had gone before, or from the marginal

writing of ON over the final syllable of //t/c/jorfpOS, dislodged the subsequent

£071, whereupon, doubtless, the coanection was lost. [Recent editors, R. V.,

agree with Tisch., against Meyer.] — Ver. 34. 7. fiaQ. avrov'] Tisch. reads r.

Idioig /xaO., following B C L A X. Rightly ; the Recepiais the usual expression.

— Ver. 36. The reading 7r?.om instead of KAocdpta (as Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have

it) is so decisively attested, that but for that circumstance the more rare nXoLapia

would have to be defended. — Ver. 37. Instead of avTo I'j^rj yeul^eaOai, Griesb.

approved, and Lachm. and Tisch. read, 7)<^t/ yefiil^EaBaL to nlo'tov, following B C
D L A K** Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Vulg. It. This latter is to be preferred

;

the simple mode of expression was smoothed. — Ver. 38. Instead of em before

r. np., Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. read ev on decisive evidence. — Ver. 40.

ovTo] is deleted by Lachm., following B D L A X, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It., and
subsequently, instead of nug ovk, he has, with Griesb., ov-rrio according to the

same and other authorities. [So Treg., W. and Hort, R. V. The evidence is too

strong to be set aside.] But the Eecepta is, with Tisch. [Weiss], to be main-

tained. For in accordance with Matt. viii. 26 ovtu was very easily dropped,

while ovTTu just as easily crept in as a modifying expression, which at the same

time dislodged the TrcJf.

Vv. 1-9. See on Matt. xiii. 1-9. Comp. Luke viii. 4-8. Matthevr has

here a group of parables from the collection of Logia to the number of

seven,—a later and richer selection than Mark gives vpith his three simili-

tudes, the second of vrhich, hovrever (vv. 26-29), Matthewr has not, because

it probably vpas not embraced in the collection of Logia. See on ver. 26 ff.

[and Note XXIV., p. 60.] Matthew has worked by way of amplification,

and not Mark by way of reducing and weakening (Hilgenfeld). — ndliv, see

iii. 7. —- f/p^aro] For from koI awdyETai onward is related what happened

after the commencement of His teaching. — Ver. 3. h ry diSaxy avrov] in Jlis

doctrinal discourse. Of the many (no^/ia) Mark adduces some. — Ver. 7.

ovviwvi^av] choTced the germinating seed, «)??ipressing it. Comp. Theophy-

lact, c. pi. vi. 11. 6 : devSpa av/nnviyo/jEva. — Ver. 8. avajiaivovra aal av^avo-

fievov (see the critical remarks) is predicate of Kapndv, hence kSl^ov aapirdv

(and consequently also Kapnbv ovk eSuke, ver. 7) is to be understood not of

the grains of corn, but of the corn-stalks ascending and growing (shooting

> fiei'^ui', too, ver. 32, became changed in codd. into ii-tliov. So A C E L V X, min. Tisch,
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upward and continuing to grow). [See Note XXI., p. 59.] The produce

of the grains is only mentioned in the sequel : nai icpepev k.t.1. In the clas-

sics also Kapnoi; means generally that which grows in the field. ' Comp.
KapnoipopEl, ver. 28. — With the Recepta iv rpiaKovra is to be taken as : one

hore thirty (neuter : nothing to be sujiplied), i.e., according to the connec-

tion : one grain, which had been sown, bore thirty grains, another sixty,

and so on.* With the reading eIq rpiaKovra (see the critical remarks) we
must render : it bore vp to thirty, and up to sixty, etc. If h rptaKov-a be

read, the meaning is : it bore in (at the rate of) thirty, etc., so that the

fruit-bearing was consummated in thirty, and so on. Observe, further, how
ver. 8 has changed the jirimitive form of the Logia-collection still preserved

in Matthew, especially as to the climax of the fruitfulness, which in Mat-

thew is descending, in Mark ascending. — Ver. 9. Kal eleyev] '
' pausa fre-

quens, sermonibus gravissimis interposita," "a frequent pause, interposed

in the most weighty discourses," Bengel. Comp. ii. 27.

Vv. 10-20. See on Matt. xiii. 10-23. Comp. Luke viii. 9-15. — Kara/uovag]

therefore, according to Mark, no longer in the ship, ver. 1. — ol nepl avTOv]

they w^ho besides and next after the Twelve were the more confidential dis-

ciples of Jesus. A more precise definition than in Matthew and Luke. Of
the Seventy (Euthymius Zigabenus) Mark has no mention. [See Note XXII.,

p. 60.] We may add that Matthew could not have letter made use of the

expression ol wspl ahrbv chv rolg SuSeko (Holtzmann, who therefore pronounces

it not to belong to the primitive-Mark), nor could he 7wt use it at all

(Weiss in the Zeitschr. f. D. Theol. 18G4, p. 86 f.). He has only changed

the detailed description of Mark into the usual expression, and he goes to

work in general less accurately in delineating the situation. — rdf napa[i.'\

see ver. 2. — Ver. 11. lUdorai] of the spiritual giving brought about by

making them capable of Tcnowing ; hence -^vumi (which here is spurious) in

Matthew and Luke. — Toig ffw] that is, to those who are outside of our

circle, to the people. The sense of ol i^u is always determined by the con-

trast to it. In the Epistles it is the 71071- Christians (1 Cor. v. 12 f. ; Col. iv.

5 ; 1 Thess. iv. 12 ; 1 Tim. iii. 7). We are the less entitled to discover

here, with de Wette, an unsuitable vorepov Tcpdrepov of expression, seeing

that the expression in itself so relative does not even in the Talmud denote

always the no7i-Jeics (Schoettgen, ad 1 Cor. v. 12 f.), but also those who do
not profess the doctrine of the O'DDH—the D'jivri

; see Lightfoot, j). 609.

— iv Tvapafi. to. Tvavra ylvETai] iv Trapafi. has the emphasis : iti parables the

whole is itnpaiied to thein, so that there is not communicated to them in addi-

tion the abstract doctrine itself. All that is delivered to them of the mys-

tery of the Messiah's kingdom—that is, of the divine counsel concerning

it, which was first unveiled in the gospel—is conveyed to them under a veil

of parable, and not otherwise. On ytvErat, comp. Herod, ix, 46 : ^filv oi

Uyoi yEydvam, Thucyd. v. Ill, al. — Ver. 12. Iva] not: ita ut, as Wolf,

' Ilom. 11. i. 156 ; Xen. de venat. v. 5 ; Plat. vii. 4. 27 : iv ^€>o« ixapov "Apyetoi, Sv Si ©ij-

Theaet. p. 119 E. Crat. p. 410 C, as In the /Saiot, iv Si 'Apicaies, iv Si M«<7<t^i'ioc, Arlst.

German Fnicht. Friichle. Elh. Nic. vi. 1. 6 ; Ecclus. xxxi. 23 f.

' On the us^is loquendi, comp. Xen. UeU.



CHAP. IV., 10-20. 53

Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, and others would have it, but, as it ahmys

is (comp. on Matt. i. 22), a pure particle of design. The unbelieving people

are, by the very fact that the communications of the mystery of the Mes-

siah's kingdom are made to them in parables and not otherwise, intended

not to attain to insight into this mystery, and thereby to conversion and

forgiveness. This idea of the divine Nemesis is expressed under a remem-

brance of Isa. vi. 9, 10, which prophetic passage appears in Matthew (less

originally) as a formal citation by Jesus, and in an altered significance of

bearing attended by a weakening of its teleological point. Baur, indeed,

finds the aim expressed in Mark (for it is in nowise to be explained away)

absolutely inconceivable ; but it is to be conceived of as a mediate, not as a

final, aim— a '^judicium divimim,'''' "divine sentence" (Bengel), which has

a paedagogic purpose. — Ver. 13. After Jesus, vv. 11, 12, has expressed the

right of His disciples to learn, not merely, like the unbelieving multitude,

the parables themselves, but also their meaning—the iivari/piov contained in

them—and has thus acknowledged their question in ver. 10 as justified, He
addresses Himself now, with a new commencement of His discourse {koL

Ikyei avTotg, comp. w. 21, 24, 26, 30, 35), to the purpose of answering that

question, and that with reference to the j^articular concrete parable, ver.

3 ff. To this parable, which is conceived as having suggested the general

question of ver. 10 (hence r. napafio?iT/v TavTr/v), He confines Himself, and in-

troduces the exposition to be given with the words : Know ye not this far-

otble, and how shall ye (in general) understand all parables ? These words are

merely intended to lead hach in a lively manner, after the digression of vv.

11, 12, to the point of the question at ver. 10, the reply to which then begins

at ver. 14 with respect to that special parable. A reproach is by some

found in the words {since unto you it is given, etc., ver. 11, it smprises me,

that ye know not, etc.). See Fritzsche and de Wette, the latter accusing

Mark of placing quite inappropriately in the mouth of Jesus an unseasonable

reproach. But Mark himself pronounces decisively against the entire sup-

position of this connection by his koI 7.EyEL ah-olg, whereby he separates the

discourse of ver. 13 from what has gone before. If the assumed connection

were correct, Mark must have omitted this introduction of a neio portion of

discourse, and instead of ovk olSare must have used perhaps Kal vjudc ovk

olSare, or some similar lini; of connection with what precedes. Moreover,

ver. 13 is to be read as one question (comp. Lachmann and Tischendorf [W.

and Hort.]), and in such a way that kuI nug k.t.Ti. still depends on ovk olSare

(comp. Ewald) ; not, as Fritzsche would have it, in such a way that Kai in-

dicates the consequence, and there would result the meaning :
" Fe under-

stand not this parable, and are ye to understand all parables?^'' But this

would rather result in the meaning : Ye understand not this parable ; how
is it, consequently, possible that ye shall understand all parables ? And
this would be a strange and unmeaning, because altogether self-evident

consequence. Usually ver. 13 is divided into tico questions (so, too, de

Wette), and rcacaq is taken as equivalent to : all the rest ; but this is done

quite without warrant, since the idea of AOiTrdf would be precisely the point

in .virtue of the contrast which is assumed. — yvuaeade] future, because the
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disciples were now aware how they should attain to the understanding of

the whole of the parables partly delivered already (ver. 2), partly still to be

delivered in time to come. — The following interpretation of the parable, vv.

14-20, is "so vivid, rich, and peculiar, that there is good reason for finding

in it words of Christ Himself," Ewald. [See Note XXIII., p. 60.] — Ver.

15. Observe the diflEerence between the local b-n-ov and the temporal

orav, in connection with which Kai is not adversative (Kuinoel, de Wette),

but the simple conjunctive a7id : The folloicing are those (who are sown)

l>y the way-side : then, when the teaching is sown arid they shall have

heard, cometh straighticay Satan, etc. — Ver. 16. bfioiu^'] in lilce manner,

after an analogous figurative reference, in symmetrical further inter-

pretation of the parable. Translate : And the following are in like manner

those who are $own on the stony ground: (namely) those who, when they

shall have heard the word, immediately receive it with joy ; and they have

not root in themselves, etc. It is more in keeping with the simplicity and

vividness of the discourse not to take the kuI ovk ixovai along with ol. —
Ver. 18 f. And there are others, who are sown among the thorns ; these are they

who, etc. If ciKovovTEq be read,—which, however, would arise more easily

from the similar parallel of Matthew than aKovcavrsq (B C D L A X, Tisch.)

from the dissimilar one of Luke,—the course of events is set iori\\from the

outset, whereas aKovaavreg sets it forth from the standpoint of the result

{they have heard, and, etc.).

—

to. loLna] besides riches : sensual pleasure,

honor, etc.

—

elanop.^ namely, into that place whither the word that is

heard has penetrated, into the heart. The expression does not quite fit into

the parable itself ; but this does not point to less of originality (Weiss).

De Wette wrongly observes that e'lOTTop. is probably an erroneous explana-

tion of the TTopevofiEvoi in Luke. — Ver. 20. h (not ev ; see the critical re-

marks on ver. 8) TpiaKovra k.t.?.. is, it is true, so far out of keeping, that by

retaining the numbers the discourse falls back from the interpretation into

the figure ; but the very repetition of the striking closing words of the par-

able, in which only the preposition is here accidentally changed, betokens

the set purpose of solemn emphasis.

Vv. 21-23. Comp. Luke viii. 16 f. Meaning (comp. Matt. v. 15, x. 26) :

"the light, i.e., the knowledge of the nvarr/piov ryg liaai?.eia^, which ye re-

ceive from me, ye are not to withhold from others, but to bring about its

diffusion ; for, as what is concealed is not destined for concealment, but

rather for becoming manifest, so also is the mystery of the Messiah's king-

dom." ' These sayings, however, as far as ver. 25, have not their original

' AccordiiiB to others, Jesus gives an others. But the kindled light would, in

allegorical exhortation to virtue : " ut fact, be already the symbol of virtue, and

lucerna candelabro imponenda est, sic vos Jesus would forbid the exercise of it in

opnrtet, diseipuli. non quidem vitam um- secret ! Moreover, this view is not re-

bratilem sine virtutis splendore agere ;
quired by ver. 20, since with ver. 21 a neiv

sed," "That as a lamp should be placed portion of the discourse commences; and

upon a lamp-stand, so it behoves you, dis- our view is not forbidden by ver. 11 (comp.

ciplcs, not to lead a life of retirement with- ver. 34), since in ver. 11 Jesus is only speak-

out the brightness of virtue ; but," etc., ing of the then unsusceptible multitude,

Fritzsehe, eomp. Thcophylact, Grotius, and and, if pushed to consistent general applies-
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place here, but belong to what (according to Papias) Mark wrote ov rd^ei,

"not in order." Holtzmann judges otherwise, p. 81, in connection with

his assumption of a primitive-Mark. The collection of Logia is sufficient as

a source. [See Note XXIII., p. 60.] Comp. Weiss in the Jahrb.f. D.

Theol. 1864, p. 88. — tpxerai] Both the lam]) then possibly come, etc. ? epxeadat

is used of inanimate things which are brought ; very frequently also in clas-

sical writers.

—

v-::h rhv ji()6lov\ See on Matt. v. 15.— kIIvtivX a tahle-couch.

Comp. vii. 4. After kMvtjv there is only a comma to be placed : the ques-

tion is one as far as Tedy. — According to the reading kav /ly ^avep. (see the

critical remarks), the rendering is : i^othing is hidden, if it shall not (in fu-

ture) he made manifest} So surely and certainly does the (f>avEpo)ai^ set in !

[But see additional critical note.] — alX Iva elf (^av. Dfiij] The logical refer-

ence of aTiA' is found in a pregnant significance of anoKpycpov : nor has there

anything (after ovSs, tl is again to be mentally supplied) taken place as

secret, i.e., what is meant to he secret, hut what in such a case has come to pass,

has the destination, etc.

Vv. 24, 25. Comp. Luke viii. 18. — /3Ae7rere] Be lieedful as to what ye hear

;

how important it is rightly to understand what is delivered to you by me !

iv u fXETpLi K.T.l.'] Aground of encouragement to heedfulness. It is other-

wise in Matt. vii. 2. In our passage the relation of heedfulness to the Tcnowl-

edge thereby to he attained is described. Euthymius Zigabenus well says : h
cj fiETpu) /xerpelTe Tijv irpoaoxvi^, £v tQ aiiru) ueTpr/dyaerac vfiiv tj yvuCLQ, TOVTeariv'

oaTjv elacfiEpeTe irpoaoxvv, ToaavTrj irapaaXEOvoeraL v/xlv yvuaig, Koi ov u6vov kv tu

avT(I) /J-ETpu), (iTiXa kol ttIeov, " with what measure ye mete your attention, with

that same will knowledge be measured unto you—that is : as much attention

as ye apply, so much knowledge will be supplied to you, and not only in

the same measure, but also more."— Ver. 25. Reason assigned for the fore-

going Kol Trpoa-eOyasTai. The application of the jiroverbial saying (comp.

Matt. xiii. 12, xxv. 29) is : For if ye (through heedfulness) have become

rich in knowledge, ye shall continually receive still larger accession to this

^^ riches (that is just the TrpoaTEd^aerai) ; but if ye (through heedlessness) are

^'- poor in knowledge, ye shall also lose even your little knowledge. Euthy-

mius Zigabenus erroneously refers dodrjOETcu, '^ shall he given,'''' only to the

yvucLq, " Tcnoioledge,'''' and IxVt " hath,'''' to the iTpoaoxvv, ''attention.'''' So also

Theophylact.

Vv. 26-29. Jesus now continues, as is proved by ver. 33 f. (in opposition

to Baur, Marhusevang. p. 28), His parabolic discourses to the people ; hence

e^EjEv is here used without avro'ic (vv. 21, 24), and vv. 10-25 are to be re-

garded as an inserted episode (in ojiposition to de Wette, Ei7il. § 94&, who

tion, these words spoken at ver. 11 would you in secret I wish to be perpetually con-

quite annul the apostolic calling. IRstory cealed ; . . . the light is through me kindled

has refuted this general application. Eras- in you, that by your ministry it may dispel

mus, Paraphr., aptly says :
" Nolite putare the darkness of the whole world."

me, quod nunc secreto vobis committo, per- * " Id fit successive in hoc saeculo, et fiet

petuo celatum esse velle ; . . . lux est per me plene, quum lux omnia iUustrabit," "This
in vobis accensa, ut vestro ministerio dis- occurs successively in this age, and will

cutiat tenebras totius mundi," "You occur fully, when the light shall illumine

should not think that what I now commit to all things, 1 Cor. iv. 5," Bengel.
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holds ore 6e eyevero Kara/udvag as absurd). —Mark alone has the following par-

able, but in a form so thoughtful and so characteristically different from

Matt. xiii. 24 f., that it is without sufficient ground regarded (by Ewald,

Hilgenfeld, Kostlin) as founded on, or remodelled' from, Matt. I.e., and there-

fore as not originally belonging to this place,—a view with which "Weiss

agrees [see Note XXIV., p. 60], but traces the parable of Mark to the

primitive form in the collection of Logia, and holds the enemy that sowed

the tares, Matt, xiii., to have been brought into it by the first evangelist
;

while Strauss (in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1863, p. 209) has recourse to the neu-

tral character of Mark, in accordance with which he is held to have removed

the kxf^po^ avdpuTToq, " enemy" (by which Paul is meant !). See, on the other

hand, Klopper in the Jahrh. f. B. Theol. 1864, p. 141 ff., who, with Weiz-

sacker, discovers the point aimed at in the parable to be that of antagonism

to the vehement expectations of a speedy commencement of the kingdom,

—which, however, must have been directly indicated, and is not even im-

plied in Matt. xiii. (see ver. 37 ff.). "Without foundation AVeizsacker (p. 118)

finds in the parable a proof that our Gospel of Mark was not written till

after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the delaying of the Parousia had

become evident. Here the establishment of the kingdom is not at all de-

picted under the specific form of the Parousia., and there is nothing said of

a delaying of it. — ?} iSaaileia r. Qeov] The Messianic Tcingdom, conceived of

as preparing for its proximate appearance, and then (ver. 2&) a2)2}earing at

its time. — rbv oTzSpov] the seed concerned. — Observe the aorist [icU)), and

then fhe presents which follow : has cast, and then sleeps and arises, etc. —
vvKTa K. r//ilpav] 'With, another form of conception the genitives might also

be used here. See on the distinction, Kiihner, II. p. 219. The prefixing

of vvKTa is here occasioned by the order of Ka6ev6i) kuI tyeip. See, further,

on Luke ii. 37. Erasmus erroneously refers eyelp to the seed, which is only

introduced as subject with (ilacT.— /jr/Kvpr/rai] is extended, in so far, namely,

as the shoot of the seed comes forth and mounts upwards {increscat, Vulgate).

Comp. LXX. Isa. xliv. 14. In the shoot the seed extends itself. — uq ovk oUev

avT 6g] in a tcay unknown to himself (the sower) ; he himself knows not how
it comes about. See the sequel. — avTOfiaTTj] of itself, without man's assist-

ance.** Comp. Ilesiod, epy. 118 ; Herod, ii. 94, viii. 138 ; and "Wetstein in

loe. — dra Tilf/pr/g alrog iv r. err.] the nominative (see the critical remarks)

with startling vividness brings before us the result as standing ly itnelf : then

full (developed to full size) grain in the ear ! See on this nominative stand-

ing forth in rhetorical relief from the current construction, Bernhardy,

p. 68 f.—Ver. 29. Traparfw] is usually explained intransitively, in the sense :

shall have delivered itself over, namely, by its ripeness to the harvesting.

[See Note XXV., p. 60.] Many transitive verbs are confessedly thus iised

in an intransitive signification, in which case, however, it is inappropriate

to supply eavTdv (Kiihner, II. p. 9 f.). So, in particular, compounds of

' A " tame weakening," in the opinion of ver. 27 (Weiss). The Kcrminativc power of

Hilgenfeld, comp. Strauss; "of a second- the seed is conditioned i)y the immanent
ary nature," in that of M^eizsiicker. power of the earth, which acts upon it.

^ Hence there is no inconsistency with
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Si66vai.^ But of tliis use of TrapaSu^orai tliere is found no quite certain in-

stance ^ (not even in 1 Pet. ii. 23, see Huther) ; moreover, the expression

itself, " the fruit has offered itself," would be foreign to the simplicity of

the stjie, and has a modern sound. Hence (comp. Kaeuffer, de i^oj^g a'tuv.

not. p. 49) napadid is rather to be explained as to allow, in accordance with

well-known usage: ^lut when thefruit shall have allowed, i.e., when it is suf-

ficiently ripe. Quite similar is the expression : r^q upag wapa^idoitjrjc, Polyb.

xxii. 24. 9 : whe7i the season permitted. Bleek assents to this view. — anoa-

rsX'Aei TO Spevravov] Comp. Joel iv. 13 ; Rev. xiv. 15. — The teaching of the

parable is : Just as a man, after j^erforming the sowiyig, leaves the germination

and growth, etc., without further hitervention, to the carol's own power, hut at

the time of ripening reaps the harvest, so the Messiah leaves the ethical i-esults

and the new developments of life, which His icord is fitted to 2>roduce in the

minds of men, to the moral self-activity of the human heart, through which these

results are worl-ed out in accordance with their destination {dtKaioavv^— this is

the parabolic reference of the n/JjprjQ cItoq), hut will, tchen the timefor the es-

tahlishment of His Tcingdom comes, cause the diKaiovq to he gathered into it (by

the angels. Matt. xxiv. 31 ; these are the reapers, Matt. xiii. 39). The self-

activity on which stress is here laid does not exclude the operations of

divine grace, but the aim of the parable is just to render prominent the for-

mer, not the latter. It is the one of the two factors, and its separate treat-

ment, keeping out of view for the present the other, leaves the latter unaf-

fected. Comp. ver. 24. Bengel aptly observes on avTOfiaTT], ver. 28 :
" non

excluditur agricultura et coelestis pluvia solesque," " There is not excluded

cultivation, heavenly rains and sunshine." Moreover, Jesus must still for

the present leave the mode of bringing about the SiKaioaiivr; (by means of His

ilaa-7]pinv and faith thereon) to the later development of His doctrine. But
the letting the matter take its course and folding the hands (Strauss) are

directly excluded by avTOfj.a.-?j, although the parable is opposed also to the

conception of a so-called plan of Jesus.*

Vv. 30-32. See on Matt. xiii. 31 f. Comp. Luke xiii. 17 f. — Trtjf] how

are we to bring the Messianic kingdom into comparison?— fj hv rivi avr.

Kapa(iolrt 6uij.£v (see the critical remarks) : or in what parable are we to place

it, set itforth ? The expression inclusive of others (we) is in keeping with the

deliberative form of discourse. The hearers are formally taken into the con-

sultation. The deviation from the normal order of the words places the

principal emphasis on rivi. — uq kokku aiv.'] uq is correlative to the nuq oi

ver. 30 : so as it is likened to a grain of mustard seed. — The following^ is

' See Vi^er., ed. Herm. p. 132 ; Valck- • Comp. ScWeiermacher, L. J. p. 348 flf.

enaer, Biatr. p. 233 ; Jacobs, ad PJdlostr. * From the collection of Logia, and in a
p. 363 ; Kriiger, § 52. 2. 9 ; and see in general, shape more original than Matthew and
Bernhardy, p. 839 f

. ; Winer, p. 225 [E. T. Luke, who fff/rf the historical form. Mark
315]. would least of all have divested it of this, if

2 In Josh. xi. 19 the reading varies much he had found it in existence. Comp. (in

and is doubtful ; in Plat. Phaedr. p. 250 E, opposition to Holtzmann) Weiss in the
jrapaSoii? is not uecessarily reflexive. Jahrh. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 93. [See Note

« Herod, v. 67, vii. 18; Xen. Anab. vi. 6. XXVI., p. 60.]

34; Polyb. iii. 12. 4.
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not a parable in the stricter sense (not a history), but a comparison gener-

ally, the representation of the idea, borrowed from the region of sense.

Comp. iii. 23, vii. 17. See on Matt. xiii. 3.—Observe the twofold urav

anapy, vv. 31, 32. In the first the emphasis is on brav, in the second on
anapij. " Exacte definit tempus illud, quum granum desiuit esse parvum et

incipit fieri magnum," " It defines exactly that time when the grain ceases

to be small and begins to become great," Bengel.

Ver. 33 f. Comp. Matt. xiii. 34.—From Toiavrai^ it follows that Mark
knew yet more parables that were spoken at that time. — kuOuq ydvvavTo

a.Kov£Lv] as they icere able (in virtue of their capacity) to tale in the teaching.

Not as though they could have apprehended the inner doctrinal contents of

the parables (ver. 11), but they were capable of apprehending the narrative

form, the parabolic narrative in itself^ in which the teaching was veiled,

so that they were thus qualified only in thisfoi-m UaduQ) to hear the doctrine.

Accordingly, o-koveiv here is neither : to understand, nor equivalent to ftaard-

i;eiD, John xvi. 12 (Bengel, Kuiuoel, and others), but the simple to hear, to

perceive. — ovk kAalei] at that time. See on Matt. xiii. 34. Baur indeed

(see Markusevang. p. 24 f.) will not allow a limitation to the teaching ai f/ia^

tim^, but would draw the conclusion that Mark has perhaps not even re-

garded the Sermon on the Mount, such as Matthew has it, as being histori-

cal, and has given the foregoing parables as a snlstitute for it. But ^lark

himself certainly has doctrinal utterances of Jesus enough, which are not

parabolical.

Vv. 35-41. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27. Comp. Luke viii. 22-25. — ev

heivy TTi r'/fiepa] ver. 1 f
.

; a difference in respect of time from Matt. viii. 18.

Luke viii. 22 is altogether indefinite. — wf f/v kv rw ttAo/'w] to be taken together
;

as He was i?i the ship (comp. ver. 1) without delay for further 2:)rcparation

they take possession of Him. For examples of this mode of expression, see

Kypke and Fritzsche. — kuI akla de] tut other shijys also ' were in His train

(fiET' avTov) during the voyage ; a characteristic descriptive trait in Mark.

—

Ver. 37. On lallaip ave/iov, comp. Hom. 21. xvii. 57 ; Anthol. Anacr. 82.

On the accent of lal/MTl), see Lipsius, gramm. Untersnch. p. 3G f. — i-ffta/.EvI

intransitive (comp. on -s.r. 29, Plat. Phaedr. p. 248 A, and frequently) not

transitive, so that the stor?n would be the subject (Vulgate, Luther, Zegcr,

Homberg, and several others). The to Sk Kv/jara, for this purpose prefixed,

indicates itself as the subject. — Ver. 38. And He Himself was at the stem,

laid down on the jnlloio that w^as there, asleep. It was a part of the vessel

intended for the sailors to sit or lie down, Poll. x. 40 ; more strictly, ac-

cording to Smith (Voyage and Shipicreck of St. Paul, p. 296 ff.), the cushion

of the rower's bench. — Ver. 39. atu-Ka, neolftuco] he silent I he dumh ! asyn-

detic, and so much the more forcible (Niigclsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 8,

p. 247, 359), Eur. Hec. 532. The sea is personifed ; hence the less are we

to conjecture, with Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 230, that Jesus has addressed

the disciples (ye shall see that it will immediately be still). — tKo-jranev 6 apt/wc]

Herod, vii. 191. Comp. Mark vi. 51 ; Matt. xiv. 32, from which passage

> Hartung, PartikeU. I. p. 18;i ; Elleudt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 884.
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de Wette arbitrarily derives the expression of Mark. — Ver. 40. nug] how is

it possible, etc.? [See Note XXVII., p. 60.] They had already so often been

the witnesses of His divine power, ' under the protection of which they

needed not to tremble. — Ver. 41. kcpojUjOijaav] not the people (Grotius and
others), which agrees with Matthew but not with the context, but the disci-

ples, who were thrown (psychologically) intofear at the quite extraordinary

phenomenon, and were not yet clear as to the divine causa efficiens in Jesus

(rig apa ovrog, etc.). As to (popelaOai (f>6(iov fieyav, comp. on Matt. ii. 10. On
Tig apa, in which the perplexity is not expressed by the apa, but is implied

in the context (in opposition to Hartung), and apa means : igitur, rebus ita

eomparatis, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176. Comp. Nagelsbach, Anm. z. llias,

ed. 3, p. 10 f.

Eemakk.—The weakness of faith and of discernment on the part of the dis-

ciples (ver. 40 f.) appears in Mark most strongly of the Synoptics (comp. vi.

62, vii. 18, vii. 17, 18, 33, ix. 6, 19, 32, 34, x. 24, 32, 35, xiv. 40). Kitsch] in

the theol. Jahrh. 1851, p. 517 fE., has rightly availed himself of this point on be-

half of Mark's originality; since a later softening—j'et without set purpose

and naturally unbiassed, and hence not even consistent—is at any rate more
probable than a subsequent aggravation of this censure. The remarks of Baur
in opposition {iheol. Jahrh. 1853, p. 88 f.) are unimportant, and would amount
to this, that Mark, who is assumed withal to be neutral, would in this point

have even outstripped Luke. Comp. Holtzmann, p. 435 f.

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

XXI. Ver. 8. aXka . . . dvafiaivovra Kal av^avofieva.

The above reading, sustained throughout by N and B and in the earlier part

by other weighty witnesses, is to be accepted. The change to av^avofievov was

first made, then to the much later form av^dvovra. Weiss ed. Meyer rightly ex-

plains that the participles agree with dXla, showing the process of growth up to

bearing fruit. Meyer's view of Kapirov he properly opposes. In this case, as so

often, textual criticism confirms a reading apparently more difficult, and yet

really more accurate and graphic when correctly apprehended.

It may be remarked here that in no one section of the Gospel narrative are

the resemblances and differences of the Synoptists more difficult to explain,

on the theory of interdependence, or combination, etc., than in the three ac-

counts of the parable of the sower, as presented according to the better estab-

lished text. Very significantly Weiss ed. Meyer omits the remark of Meyer (on

ver. 8) in regard to "the jprimitive form of the Logia-coUection."

• With this agrees neither the half-natu- the disciples, although these were possessed

ralizing view of Lange, L. ./. II. p. .314, that of nautical knowledge and He was not.

the imjnediate causes of the calm setting in Keim, p. 12.3, adds, moreover, a prayer

lay in the atmosphere, and that so far the previous to the command of Jesus, assum-

threatening word of Jesus vias prophetical ing that then (?orf acted, and Jesus was only

(comp. Schleiermacher) ; nor the complete His interpreter. Of all this, however, there

breaking up of the miracle by Schenkel, is nothing in the text. See rather ver. 41,

who makes the matter amount simply to which also testifies against the resolution of

this, that Jesus, by virtue of His confidence the natural miracle suggested by Welk-

in God and foresight of His destination, ex- sacker.

ercised a peaceful and soothing sway among
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XXII. Yer. 10. ot irepl avrov.

Weiss ed. Meyer omits the sentences, from "We may add," etc., to "delin-

eating the situation." He probably thus indicates his difference of opinion

and also his disapproval of this method of commenting.

XXIII. Vv. 14-20. Vv. 21-23.

Although Ewald and Meyer find in these verses "words of Christ Himself,"

so uncertain is the critical method that Weiss (Mark, p. 146) opposes this view,

—The latter (ed. Mey.) omits under vv. 21-23 the sentence: "the collection

of Logia is sufficient as a source," and gives a different theory of the origin.

He thinks the sayings belong to two different places, and are here combined

entirely out of their connection, with a new application given to them by

Mark himself.

XXIV. Vv. 26-29.

Weiss ed. Mey. says that the parable " is formed entirely out of elements of

the parable of the tares among the wheat, which, it is true, in somewhat sim-

pler form than in Matt, xiii., already had a place in the parabolic discourse of

the older source (comp. Weiss, Mark, p. 160, Matt. p. 347 seq.)." He also de-

nies the existence of any peculiar sayings in Mark which cannot be traced to

this older source. The passages usually regarded as peculiar to Mark have, as

a rule, this in common, that they indicate gradtial processes (comp. chap. vii.

31-37 ; viii. 22-26). It is safe to hold that Mark's narrative is trustworthy,

until the theory of the origin of the Synoptists is solved in a way which obviates

the necessity for such differences as this between Meyer and his German

editor.

XXV. Ver. 29. napadol.

Meyer improperly rejects this form of the subjunctive. Here it is attested

by X BD A, and accepted by recent editors ; so in chap. xiv. 10, 11 ; comp. also

yvol (v. 43, ix. 30), 6ul (viii. 37).

XXVI. Vv. 30-32.

Weiss ed. Mey. traces this parable also to "the older source, but does not

regard it as belonging to the parabolic discourse. Mark, he thinks, placed it

wrongly, and Matthew followed him, while Luke (xiii. 18, 19) has it in its most

original form ; the two former adapting it for their purpose. From this mus-

tard-seed of narrative, what great and diverse branches of theory have sprung !

XXVII. Ver. 40. Ti (hi^-oi eare ; oiiTrw £;^;£r£ nlariv

;

For the above reading, omitting nvrug and substituting ovku for niog ovk, we

have five of the best uncials (X B D L A) and two of the most accurate versions

(Copt. Vulg.). In the face of this evidence the considerations urged by Meyer

(see critical note) seem indecisive, although Tisch. retains tbe received readings.

The better attested form, moreover, accords with the brevity and vivacity of

Mark's style. " Yet" points to the recent instruction (in the great parabolic

discourse) and to the numeroiis miracles previously wrought.
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CHAPTER Y.

Veb. 1. Tadaprjvuv} Here also, as in Matt. viii. 28, occur the various readings

Tepaa-r/vuiv (B D X* Vulg. Sax. Nyss., so Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors,

K. V.]) and TepyEarjvuv (L A X** min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Or.). The Recepta

is to be retained, according to A C E, etc., with Fritzsche and Scholz. See on
Matt. — Ver. 2. e^eXOovro^ fi?;ro£'] is here more strongl.y attested (B C L A X,

min. Ver. Brix., to which D also with e^£?/J6vtuv avruv falls to be added) than in

Matt. viii. 28. To be adoiited, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; e^eWuvti avru (Elz.),

is from the parallel passages. — ei'Oeur] which Lachm. has deleted, is only

wanting in B, Syr. Arm. Ver. Brix. Vind. Colb. Corb. 2. [Bracketed by Treg.,

W. and Hort. ] The omission is explained from the parallels, from which also

has arisen the reading vmjVTrjaEv (B C D L A N, min. Lachm.). [The latter reading

is accepted by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort.] — Ver. 3. ovte^ B C D L A «, 33

have ov6e. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. ; and of necessity rightly. — ulvaeciv]

Lachm. and Tisch. have alvaei, following B C L 33, Colb. ; the Recepta is from
what follows. — ovdeiq'] Lachm. and Tisch. have ovketi ov^elg, following BCD
LAN, min. Vulg. It. Arm. Looking to the peculiarity of this notice and the

accumulation of the negatives, we must recognize this as correct. — Ver. 7. etTre]

2,eyec has preponderating evidence ; approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche,

Lachm. and Tisch. ; eItte is from Luke viii. 28. But Mark is fond of the his-

torical present. In ver. 9 also the simple Mysi avT(I) (instead of cnvEKpidij XeyMV

in Elz.) is rightly adopted by Griesb. on prejDonderant evidence. — Ver. 9.

A.EyEuv'] B* C D L A X* 69, Syr. Copt. It. Vulg. have AsyMV, and this Lachm.
and Tisch. have adopted. The Recepta is from Luke. — Ver. 11. Instead of irpdc

rJ) 6pE(, Elz. has Trpof to, uprj, in o^jposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 12.

After avTov Elz. Matt, have ttuvtec, which Lachm. brackets and Tisch. deletes.

It is wanting in B C D K L M A N, min. vss. Afterwards Elz. Matth. Scholz,

Lachm. have ol 6aLfxoi>ec, which Griesb. rejected, and Fritzsche and Tisch. have

deleted, following B C L A X, min. Copt. Aeth. [Kecent editors, K. V., rightly

omit the entire phrase.] The Rectpta -rvavTEq ol 6aiiiovEQ is to be maintained
;

these words were omitted in accordance with the parallels ; but they are quite

in keeping with Mark's graphic manner. — Ver. 13. ijaav f5f] is on considerable

evidence to be deleted as supplied (Tisch.). — Ver. 14. Instead of cnrr/yy. Elz.

has avi'iyy. But the former is decisivelj' attested. — e^tjaOov'] has come in from

Matt, and Luke instead of the genuine jfAOnv (A B K L M U X** min. vss.),

which Griesb. approved, Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. — Ver. 15. The
omission of the kqI before Ifiar. (Tisch.) proceeded from Luke. [But Kai is sup-

ported only by A C among weighty authorities, and is properly rejected by

recent editors, B. V. The omission leaves the description more graphic] —
Ver. 18. E///3avrof] ABCDKLMAX, min. Vulg. It. have E/i3aivovToc. Ap-

proved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta ia

from Luke viii. 37. — Ver. 19. Instead of kuI ovk, Elz. has 6 6e 'Irjoovg ovk,

against decisive evidence. — avdyyEi.2.ov] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, B. V.]
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have airdyyeiAov, following B C A K 50, 258. A mechanical change in conform-

ity to ver. 14. — Instead of neTroiriKt; Elz. has inoLTjae, contrary to decisive evi-

dence. — Ver. 22. Idov] before epx. is wanting in B D L A X 102, vss. (also Vulg.

It.). Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and
Tisch. From Luke viii. 41, contrary to the usage of Mark. — Ver. 23. nupEKcilEi]

A C L N, min. have napaKaAd. Kecommended by Gi'iesb. and Scholz, adopted

by Fritzsche and Tisch. The imperfect is from Luke viii. 41 ; the present is in

keeping with Mark's manner. — The reading 'iva oudy kciI [,i]uri has preponderant

attestation by B C D L A X, min. (adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) ; bnug (Elz.

Fritzsche, Scholz) instead of iva may be suspected of being an amendment of

style, and the more current l^'naerai flowed easily from Matt. ix. 18. — Ver. 25.

r^f] is wanting in A B C L A N, min. Vulg. Ver. Vind. Colb. Corb. Condemned
by Griesb., deleted by Fritzsche and Lachm., and justly so ; the weight of evi-

dence is too strong against it, to admit of the omission of a word so indifferent

for the sense being explained from the parallels. — Ver. 26. Instead of avTr/q,

Elz. Tisch. have kivryg, against so j^reponderant evidence that it is manifestly

the result of a gloss, as also is the omission of Trap' (D, min. Syr. utr. Vulg. It.).

[Recent editors, with A B L, and many others, have Tzap' uir^g, but "W. and
Hort, mai-g., give iavr/Ji.] — Instead of -rrepl, Tisch. has to. nepi So B G* A N. tu,

being superfluous, dropjied out after the preceding syllables. — Ver. 33. ett'

avT^] in' is wanting in B C D L J<, min. Syr. Copt. Verc. Bracketed by Lachm.,

deleted bj' Tisch. That ATTH is not the nominative belonging to the following

verb (as it is understood in Cant. Corb. Vind.) was noted in the form of gloss,

sometimes by kn' , sometimes by tv (F A). — Ver. 36. fi'^fwc] deleted by Tisch.

following B D L A X, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. [So

recent editors, R. V.] But regarded as superfluous, nay, as disturbing and in-

compatible with the following reading napaKovaag, it became omitted the more
easily in accordance with Luke viii. 50. — aKovaac} B L A K have napaKovaag.

So Tisch. and Ewald also. Eightly ; although the attestation of the vss. is

wanting (only one Cod. of the It. has negkxit). The difficulty of the not under-

stood compound occasioned the substitution for it of the current simple form.

— Ver. 38. Ipxerai] A B C D F A X, min. vss. have ipxovTaL. So Lachm. and

Tisch. The j^lural might just as well have been introduced from what pre-

cedes, as the singular from what follows and Matt. ix. 23. But the prepon-

derance of the witnesses is decisive in favor of the plural. — After O6pvj3ov

Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have, on preponderant evidence, added Kai.

Being superfluous, it was the more easily absorbed by the first syllable of K^ai-

ovrac. — Ver. 40. 6 Jf] Lachm. has avrbc 6e [so TLsch., recent editors, E. V.],

on evidence considerable doubtless, but not decisive. From Luke viii. 54. —
After TTnuViov Elz. and Scholz have avaKcipevov, which Lachm. has bracketed,

Tisch. has deleted. It is wanting in B D L A K, min. vss. An addition by

way of gloss, instead of which are also found Ke'ifievov, KaTanel/ievov, and other

readings.

Vv. 1-20. Sec on Matt. viii. 28-34. Comp. Luke viii. 26-39. The nar-

rative of the former follows a brief and more general tradition ; that of the

latter attaches itself to Mark, yet with distinctive traits and not without

obliteration of the original. — Ver. 2. i^eXddvrog avrov . . . aKt/vTr/ffEv avrij]

The genitive absolute brings the point of time more strongly into prominenc©
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than would be done by the dative under the normal construction. '— av&pu-

TTog kv KvevuavL clk. See on i. 33. — Ver. 3. ovde dXiffei ovketi ovdelg k.t.X. (see

the critical remarks) : not even with a chain could thenceforth any one, etc.

So fierce and strong was he now, that all attempts of that kind, which had

previously been made with success, no longer availed with him (ovKen). On
the accumulation of negatives, see Lobeck, Paralip. p. 57 f. — Ver. 4. Jtd

TO avTov K.T.1.'[ because he often . . . was chained. See Matthaei, p. 1259. —
•jriSaL axQ fetters, but alhaeiq need not therefore be exactly manacles, as the

expositors wish to take it,—a sense at variance with the general signification

of the word in itself, as well as with ver. 3. It means here also nothing

else than chains ; let them, lye put upon any part of the hody whatever, he rent

them asunder ; but the fetters in particular (which might consist of cords)

he rubbed to jneces {avvTETpi(j>-daL, to be accented with a circumflex). — Ver. 5.

He tens continually in the tombs and in the mountains, screaming and cutting

himself with stones. — Ver. 6. anh /xaKpoi^Ev] as in Matt. xxv. 58. — Ver. 7.

opKiCo) as Tov Qeov] not inappropriate in the mouth of the demoniac (de Wette,

Strauss), but in keeping with the address vie r. Qeov r. vrp., and with the

desiderate condition, in which the nvevfxa am-&apTov sees himself to be. On
6/)/c/Cw as a Greek word (Acts xix. 13 ; 1 Thess. v. 27), see Lobeck, ad Phryn.

p. 361. — 117] lie (iaaav'ia.] is not—as in Matthew, where npo Kaipovis associated

with it—to be understood of the torment of Hades, but of tormenting gener-

ally, and that by the execution of the e^eX^e, ver. 8. The possessed man,

identifying himself with his demon, dreads the pains, convulsions, etc. of

the going forth. Subsequently, at ver. 10, where he has surrendered him-

self to the inevitable going forth, his prayer is different. Observe, more-

over, how here the command of Jesus (ver. 8) has as its result in the sick

man an immediate consciousness of the necessity of the going forth, but not

the immediate going forth itself. — Ver. 8. fAeye yap] for he said, of course

before the suppliant address of the demoniac. A subjoined statement of

the reason, without any need for conceiving the imperfect in a pluperfect

sense. — Ver. 9. The demoniac power in this sufferer is conceived and repre-

sented as an aggregate—combined into unity—of numerous demoniacal in-

dividualities, which only separate in the going forth and distribute them-

selves into the bodies of the swine. The fixed idea of the man concerning

this manifold-unity of the demoniac nature that possessed him had also sug-

gested to him the name : Legion,''—a name which, known to him from the

Roman soldiery, corresponds to the paradoxical state of his disordered im-

agination, and its explanation added by the sick man himself (on woXXoi

kafiev ; otherwise in Luke), is intended to move Jesus the more to compas-

sion. — Ver. 10. h^o) Trjg x^po-^'\ According to Mark, the demons desire not

to be sent out of the Gadarene region, in which hitherto they had pleasure
;

according to Luke (comp. Matt. : irpo Kaipov), they wish not to be sent into

the nether toorld. A difference of tradition ; but the one that Luke followed

is a remodelling in accordance with the result (in opposition to Baur), and

1 See Dissen, ad Bern, de Cor. p. 307, 135 ;
' The word Is also used in Rabbinic He-

Pflugk, ad Eur. Med. 910 ; Winer, p. 186 brew |VjS, see Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1123 ;

[B. T. 207]. Lightfoot, p. 612.
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was not included originally also in the account of Mark (in opposition to

Ewald, Jahrl. VII. p. 65). [See Note XXVIII., p. 68.] — Ver. 13. wf diaxi-

lioi] without r]aav 6e (see the critical remarks) is in apposition to ?} ayili].

Only Mark gives this rmmber, and that quite in his way of mentioning par-

ticulars. According to Baur, Marhusevang. p. 43, it is a trait of his " atlecta-

tion of knowing details ;" according to Wilke, an interpolation ; according

to Bleek, an exaggerating later tradition. — Ver. 15. tjWov^ the townsmen
and the possessors of the farms. Here is meant generally the coming of the

people to the place of the occurrence ; subsequently, by k. ipxovrai Tipbc t.

'I//aovv, is meant the special act of the coming to Jems. — Kadfjij.'] He who
was before so fierce and intractable was sitting peacefully. So transformed

was his condition. — [uanajuivov] which in his unhealed state would not

have been the case. This Mark leaves to be j'resvpposed (comp. Hilgenfeld,

MarTcusevang. p. 41) ; Luke has expressly narrated it, viii. 27. It might be

told in either way, without the latter of necessity betraying subsequent

elalioration on the narrator's part ("Wilke), or the former betraying an (inex-

act) use of a precursor's work (Fritzsche, de AVette, and others, including

Baur), as indeed the assumption that originally there stood in Mark, ver. 3,

an addition as in Luke viii. 27 (Ewald), is unnecessary. — The verb l/iaTi^o

is not preserved except in this place and at Luke viii. 35. — rbv haxm- t-

Aey.] contrast, "ad emphasin miraculi," Erasmus. — Ver. 16. Kal nepl r.

xoip-^ still belongs to diTjyija. — Ver. 17. r/p^avTo] The first imjiression, ver.

15, had been : koI etpofir/dTjaav, under which they do not as yet interfere with

Jesus. But now, after hearing the particulars of the case, ver. 16, they

begin, etc. According to Fritzsche, it is indicated :
" Jesum statim se

sivisse permoveri," "that Jesus instantly suffered Himself to be persuaded."

In this the correlation of koI ecpofir/Orjaav and kuI ijp^avro is overlooked. — Ver.

18. EfiiSaivovTog avrov] at the embarkation. — TrapEKaXei k.t.Z.] entreaty of

grateful love, to remain with his benefactor. Fear of the demons was

hardly included as a motive (fj^ X^P^^S avrov tov-ov evpovreg na/Av kirnvridTjauaiv

avru), "lest having found this one apart from him they might again possess

him," Euthymius Zigabenus ; comp. Victor Antiochenus, Thcophylact,

Grotius), since after the destruction of the swine the man is cured of his

fixed idea and is au^povuv. — Ver. 19. ova a(t>f/KEv ahrdv] He perinitted him not.

Whei-efore? appears from what follows. He was to abide in his native

place as a witness and proclaimer of the marvellous deliverance, that he had

experienced from God through Jesus, and in this way to serve the work of

Christ. According to Hilgenfeld, Mark by this trait betrays his Jewish-

Christianity, which is a sheer figment. — 6 Kvpioq] God. — koI if/iTjaE oe] and

how much He had compassion on thee (when He caused thee to be set free from

the demons, aorist). It is still to be construed with baa, but zeugmatically,

so that now baa is to be taken adverbially (Kuhner, II. \). 220). On baoq,

quam insignis, "how noteworthy," comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 377. —
Ver. 20. f/p^nro] a graphic delineation from the starting-point. — Af«n-(5/le<]

See on Matt. iv. 25. — enoir/aEv] aorist, like ifAtrjaE. On the other hand, in

ver. 19, nETToiriKE, which is conceived of from the point of time of the speak-

er, at which the fact subsists completed and continuing in its effects.—
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6 'I^ffovc] /^£i^ XpidTog fieTpio(j)pov(Jv -C) naTpl to epyov avedrineV 6 Je depairevdelg

evyvu/iovuv ru Xpiaru tovto averl^ei,
'

' Clirist indeed modestly attributed

the work to the Father ; but the healed man continued gratefully to attrib-

ute it to Christ,"' Euthymius Zigabenus. The circumstance, moreover,

that Jesus did not here forbid the diffusion of the matter (see on v. 43
;

Matt. viii. 4), but enjoined it, may be explained from the locality (Peraea),

where He was less known, and where concourse around His person was

not to be apprehended as in Galilee.

Vv. 21-24. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18. Comp. Luke viii. 40-42, who also

keeps to the order of events. — rrapa rfjv i?dA.] a point of difference from

Matthew, according to whom Jairus makes his appearance at Capernaum at

the lodging of Jesus. See on Matt. ix. 18. — Ver. 23. bri] recitative. —
TO ^vydTpiov fiovY This diminutive expression of paternal tenderness is

peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 25. It does not occur elsewhere in the N.T.

— eaxciTijg exet] a late Greek phrase.^— Iva eMuv /c.r.A.] His excitement

amidst grief and hope speaks incoherently. We may understand before Iva :

this Isay, in order that, etc. This is still simpler and more natural than the

taking it imjjerativeli/, by supplying voh or the like (see on xii. 19).

Vv. 25-34. See on Matt. ix. 20-22 ; Luke viii. 43^8. — Ver. 26. Mark

depicts with stronger lines than Luke, and far more strongly than

Matthew. — to. Trap' avTov] what was of her means. How manifold were

the prescriptions of the Jewish physicians for women suffering from

haemorrhage, and what experiments they were wont to try upon them,

may be seen in Lightfoot, p. 614 f. — Ver. 27. aKovGuca] subordinated as

a prior point to the following kMovaa. Comp. on i. 41. — The charac-

teristic addition tov KpaG-rreSov in Matt. ix. 20, Luke viii. 44, would be well

suited to the graphic representation of Mark (according to Ewald, it

has only come to be omitted in the existing form of Mark), but may proceed

from a later shape of the tradition. — Ver. 28. eleyE yap] without ev eavT^

(see the critical remarks) does not mean : for she thought (Kuinoel, and many

others), which, moreover, I^X used absolutely never does mean, not even in

Gen xxvi. 9, but : for she said. She actually said it, to others, or for and

to herself
; a vivid representation. — Ver. 29. ^ -ariyri r. dlfi. avT.] like "^Ip?

D'PT (Lev. xii. 7, xx. 18), " issue," or, " fountain, of blood," not a euphe-

mistic designation of the parts themselves affected by the haemorrhage, but

designation of the seat of the issue of blood in them. — -w cu^aTi] dta tov

(jQfiaTog /ur/neri paivofievov Toig uTa^ay/inlc, "through the body no longer being

besprinkled by the droppings," Euthymius Zigabenus. Still this by itself

could not as yet give the certainty of the recovery. Hence rather : through

the feeling of the being strong and well, which suddenly passed through

her hodj. — /idoTiyoc] as at iii. 10. — Ver. 30. ewiyvovg] stronger than the

previous eyvu. — h lavTu] in His own consciousness, therefore immediately,

not in virtue of an externally percej^tible effect. — ti/v ef avTov Svv. k^eW.]

the power gone forth from Him. What feeling in Jesus was, according to

1 Comp. Athen. xiii. p. 581 C ; Long. i. 6 ;
^ See Wetstein and Kypke, also Lobeck,

Plut. Mar. p. 179 E ; Lucian, Tax. 83. ad Phryn. p. 389,

5
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Mark's representation, the medium of His discerning tliis efflux of power

that had occurred, we are not informed. Tlie tradition, as it has expressed

itself in this trait in Mark and Luke (comp. on Matt. ix. 22), has disturbed

this part of the narrative by the view of an efflux of power independent of

the will of Jesus, but brought about on the part of the woman by her

faith (comp. Strauss, II., p. 89), the recognition of which on the part of

Jesus occurred at once, but yet not until after it liad taken place. This is,

with Weiss and others (in oj^position to Holtzmann and Weizsacker), to be

conceded as a trait of later origin, and not to be dealt with by artificial ex-

planations at variance with the words of the passage (in opposition to Ebrard

and Lange), or to be concealed by evasive expedients (Olshausen, Krabbe,

and many others). It does not, however, affect the simpler tenor oi the his-

tory, wTiicTi we read in Matthew. [See Note XXIX., p. 68.] Calovius made

use of the passage against the Calvinists, ^'' vim divinam carni Christi dero-

gantes,''^ " detracting from the divine power of the flesh of Christ."— r/f fiov

^ijfaTo Tuv Ifi.] who has touched me on the clothes? Jesus knew that by means

of the clothes-touching power had gone out of Him, but not to whom. The

disciples, unacquainted with the reason of this question, are astonished at

it, seeing that Jesus is in the midst of the crowd, ver. 31. In Olshausen,

Ebrard, Lange, ' and older commentators, there are arbitrary attempts to ex-

plain away that ignorance. — Ver. 32. KEpie(i?lTr€To ISelv] namely, by any re-

sulting effect that might make manifest the reception of the power. The

feminine ttjv t. TroiTjaaaav is said from the standpoint of the already known

fact. [See Note XXX., p. 69.] — Ver. 33. Tvacav ryv al7]-&Ei.av'\ the whole truth,

so that she kept back nothing and altered nothing.^— e'lq elpr'/vr/v] C^?'/)

1 Sam. i. 17 ; 2 Sam. xv. 9 ; Luke vii. 50, al. : unto iliss, unto future

happiness. In kv elpr/vy (Judg. xviii. 6 ; Luke ii. 29 ; Acts xvi. 36 ; Jas.

ii. 16) the happy state is conceived of as combined with the inraye, as simul-

taneous. — la&i i'-yii/g /c.r.A.] definitive confirmation of the recovery, which

Schenkel indeed refers merely to the woman's "religious excitement of

mind" as its cause.

Vv. 35-43. See on Matt. ix. 23-25. Comp. Luke viii. 49-56. The former

greatly abridges and compresses more than Luke, who, however, does not

come up to the vivid originality of the representation of Mark. — otto tov

apxtovv. ] TovTECTiv aTTo TTjQ o'lKeiag tov apxiovv,
'

' that is, from the house of the

ruler of the synagogue," Euthymius Zigabenus. — en] since now there is

no longer room for help. —Ver. 36. According to the reading TrapoKovcag,

this (comp. Matt, xviii. 17) is to be taken as the opposite of vnaKoimv,

namely : immediately He left this speech unnoticed ; He did not heed it for

one moment, but let it remain as it was, and said, etc. In this way is set

forth the decided certainty."^ He has heard the announcement (ver. 35), but

I According to Lange, for example, the Trach. 91 ; and see Kriiger on Thuc. vi.

conduct of Jesus only amounts to an aj)- 87. 1.

pearance ;
" He let His eyes move as if (?)

' Which, however, all the more precludes

Inquiringly over the crowd" (f«P«|3^«'T- '*«'»' the thought of a mere apparent death of

K.T.A.). the maiden (such as Schleiermachcr and
« Comp. Plat. Apol. p. 17 B, 80 D ; Soph. Schenkel assume).
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at once let it pass unattended to. [See Note XXXI., p. 69. ] Ewakl is

incorrect in saying that He acted as if he Jiadfailed to hear it. That He did

not fail to hear it, and, moreover, did not act as if He had, is in fact shown

just by the //?) (pojiav k.t.I. which he addresses to Jairus. The Itala in the

Cod. Pal. (e. in Tisch.) correctly has neglexit. — fi?/ (j)opov k.t.X.] as though

now all were lost, all deliverance cut off. — Ver. 37. According to Mark,

Jesus sends back the rest (disciples and others who were following Him)

&(?/b?'e the house ; according to Luke viii. 51, in the house. [See Note XXXII.,

p. 69.] — Ver. 38. ^6pv(3ov ml K?iaiovTag k. dAa/l.] an uproar and (especially)

people weeping and wailing. The first Kal attaches to the general term

d6pv(iov the special elements that belong to it, as in i. 5, and frequently.

a7Mka[,u> not merely used of the cry of conflict and rejoicing, but also, al-

though rarely, of the cry of anguish and lamentation. See Plutarch, Luc.

28 ; Eur. El. 843. — Ver. 39. eJotAi^uv] into the house. A later point of

time than at ver. 38. — Ver. 40. lKfia?iUv] irritated, commanding ; He
ejected them. Among the wdvTag, those who are named immediately after-

wards {izapalanP. k.t.X.) are not included, and so not the three disciples (in

opposition to Baur). — Ver. 41. Tali-^a, Kovfii] 'P^P Xri'/^^ puella, surge. It

is a feature of Mark's vivid concrete way of description to give significant

words in Hebrew., with their interpretation, iii. 18, vii. 12, 34, xiv. 36. On
the Aramaean 5<n'7£D, see Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 875. — to Kopdacov] nomina-

tive with the article in the imperative address, Bernhardy, p. 67 ; Kiihucr,

II. 155. — ffol Aqw] a free addition of Mark, " ut sensum vocantis atque im-

perantis exprimeret," "that he might express the sense of one calling and

commanding" (Jerome).

—

lyeipe] out of the sleep, ver. 39. — Ver. 42. yv

yap ETuv 6d)6eKa] not as giving a reason for the word Kopaaiov (Euthymius

Zigabenus, Fritzsche), but in explanation of the previous remark, that the

maiden arose and walked about ; she was no longer a little child. Bengel

appropriately observes :
" rediit ad statum aetati congruentem," " she re-

enters the state corresponding to her age." The circumstance that she was

just in the period of development (Paulus) is certainly in keeping with the

thought of an apparent death, but is alien to the connection. — Ver. 43.

SiEaTEilaTo] He gave them urgently {koaIo) injunction, command. See on

Matt. xvi. 20. — awrolf] those brought in at ver. 40. — Iva] the purpose of

the SieffTslA. 77oAAd. Comp. Matt. xvi. 20 ; Mark vii. 36, ix. 9. — yvQ '] tovto :

namely, this course of the matter. The prohihition itself, as only the three

disciples atod the child's parents were present (ver. 40), has in it nothing

unsuitable, any more than at i. 44, vii. 36, viii. 26. "When Jesus heals pub-

licly in presence of the multitude there is not found even in Mark, except

in the cases of the expulsion of demons, i. 34, iii. 12, any prohibition of the

kind (ii. 11 f., iii. 5, v. 34, ix. 27, x. 52). Mark therefore ought not to

1 The subjunctive form yfoJ GikeSor, etc.), crept in by error of the transcribers from

which Lachmann and Tischendorf have thelanguageof common life. [But this form

(comp. ix. 30 ; Luke xix. 15), has important is accepted, here and in the other instances

codices in its favor (A B D L) and against it referred to, by nearly all recent critical

(including K), but it is unknown to the editors. Comp. Note XXV., p. 60.]

N. T. elsewhere, and has perhaps only
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have been subjected to the imputation of a tendency to make the sensation

produced by the healings of Jesus " appear altogether great and important"

(Kostlin, p. 317 ; comp. Baur, Marlcusevang . p. 54) by His design of wish-

ing to hinder it ; or of the endeavor to leave out of view the unsusceptible

mass of the people, and to bestow His attention solely on the susceptible

circle of the disciples (Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 135). In our history the

quickening to life again in itself could not, of course, be kept secret (see,

on the contrary, Matt. ix. 26), but probably the more detailed circumstances

of the way of its accomplishment might. Jesus, although He was from the

outset certain of being the promised Messiah (in opposition to Schenkel),

by such prohibitions did as much as on Ilis jxirt He could to oppose the

kindling of precipitate Messianic fanaticism and popular commotion. He

could not prevent their want of success in individual cases (i. 45, vii. 36) ;

but it is just the frequent occurrence of those prohibitions that gives so

sure attestation of their historical character in general. ' It is quite as his-

torical and characteristic, that Jesus never forbade the propagation of His

teachings. With His Messiahshij) He was afraid of arousing a premature

sensation (viii. 30, ix. 9 ; Matt. xvi. 20, xvii. 9), such as His miraculous

healings were calculated in the most direct and hazardous way to excite

among the people.— kuI eItte do^^vai «.t./1.] not for dietetic reasons, nor yet in

order that the revival should not be regarded as only apparent (Theophylact,

Euthymius Zigabenus), but in order to prove that the child was delivered,

not only from death, but also/rem her sichiess.

Notes by American Editob.

XXVni. Ver. 10. e^u tt/c ;twpaf

•

Over against Meyer's view of the relation of the three narratives respecting

the journey to Gadara, Weiss ed. Mey. holds that Matthew could not have fol-

lowed a briefer and more general tradition, " since he used only Mark and the

older source." In commenting on this verse he says it is " entirely false that

the demons feared they would be driven into hell, as Luke explains." This is

more explicit than Meyer's notion of a "remodelling in accordance with the

result," which Weiss omits in his edition.

XXIX. Ver. 30. tt/v e^ nvrov Mva/xiv E^eMovaav.

The R. V. properly renders this phrase : "that the power proceeding from

Him had gone forth." So Bleek, Ewald, and others. The above rendering

has been greatly criticised, as regards its English form, but it accurately ex-

presses the sense. —Meyer's view of a disturbance of the tradition, etc., is purely

conjectural. The ment'on of an incident not named by another Evangelist

does not of necessity require the invention of such cumbrous theories of "later

origin." That Matthew here gives " the simpler tenor of the history " cannot

be proved,

1 Comp. EwaJd, Jahrb. I. p. 117 f.
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XXX. Ver. 32. tjjv tovto noiTjaacav.

Here Mark has the feminine, and also the article. Both are used " from

the standpoint of the already known fact." But Meyer means by this the fact

already known to the Evangelist. With equal reason the form of words may be

regarded as pointing to a fact already known to Jesus Himself. Such an ex-

planation ought not to be characterized as an arbitrary attempt to explain away

the ignorance of Jesus.

XXXI. Ver. 36. napaKovcag.

Meyer retains ivQeug, which is very poorly supported, and not found in any

of the authorities which have napaKovaag. He uses the former to sustain his

view of the participle :
" He did not heed it for a moment," etc. The R. V.

also renders : "not heeding," but puts in the margin : "overhearing," which

gives the original sense of the word, though it is not so common in later use as

the former meaning. Weiss ed. Mey. defends the latter sense here.

XXXII. Ver. 37.

Luke viii. 51 may mean simply :
" When he came to the house" (so R. V.),

and thus the apparent discrepancy disappears. That this is the meaning is in-

dicated by the remainder of the verse. The direct influence of Peter's testi-

mony best accounts for the character of Mark's narrative here.
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CHAPTER Yl.

Vke. 1. Instead of i/Z-Osv, we must read witli Tisch., following B C L A X,

ipxerai. 7/Wev was introduced in accordance with the preceding e^ij?/jev. —
Ver. 2. After avru (instead of which B C L A it, as before, read tovtg) ; so Tisch.)

Elz. has oTi, which Fritzsche defends. But the evidence on the other side so

preponderates, that on must be regarded as an inserted connective addition,

instead of which C* D K, min. give Iva (and then yivuvTai), while B L A S have

changed yivovrai into yivofiei'ai, which is only another attempt to help the con-

striiction, although it is adopted (with nl before 6cd upon too weak evidence) by

Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. accepts the readings approved by Meyer ; but recent edi-

tors read al before dwajiei^, and yivo/nEvat at the close of the verse. Comp.

rendering of E.. V.] — Ver. 3. 6 tektuvJ The reading 6 tov tektovoc vlog (and

then merely kuI Mapiar), although adopted by Fritzsche, is much too weakly at-

tested, and is from Matt. xiii. 35. — 'luar/] The form 'IokjiJto^ (Lachm. Tisch.

[recent editors]) has in its favor B D L A, min. vss. 'Iw(t^(J (X, 121, Aeth. Vulg.

codd. of the It.) is here too weakly attested, and is from Matt. xiii. 55. — [Ver.

4. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read kuI ilEyev (X B C D L A, 33, Copt.

Vulg.), and add ahrov (B C* L Copt. Vulg.) after cvyyEVEvaLV.'\ — Ver. 9. The

Recepia, defended by Rinck, Fritzsche, is 'ev(%aaadai. But kvSvorjade (so Griesb.

Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive attestation ; it was altered on account of

the construction. — Ver. 11. oaoi av\ Tisch. has oq av totvoq (and afterwards

SE^rjTai), following B L A X, min. Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin). A peculiar and

original reading, which became altered partly by the omission of Tonoq (C*?

min.), partly by oaoi, in accordance with the parallels.—After avrolc Elz. Matth.

Fritzsche, Scholz, have : afii/v "ktyu v/nlv, uvektotepov ioTai "Zoddjioiq rj Toud/^^oig kv

TifiEpa apirjEuc, V ~ii t^oIei ekeivti, which is not found in B C D L A X, min. vss.

An addition in accordance with Matt. x. 15. — Ver. 12. t/c^pniai; (Tisch.),

instead of the Recepia EKripvaaov, is still more strongly attested than jiEravoiJaiv

(Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]). The former is to be adopted from B C D L
A X ; the latter has in its favor B D L, but easily originated as a shorter form

from the Recepia /lETavoT/auoi. — Ver. 14. eXsyEv] Fritzsche, Lachm. [W. and

Hort text, Weiss, E. V. marg.] have eXsyov only, following B D, 6, 271, Cant.

Ver. Verc. Mart. Corb. Aug. Beda (D has tXEyoaav). An alteration in accordance

with ver. 15 ; comj). ver. 16. — ek vEKp. ny^'p^Jv] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors,

R. v.] have kyiiyEprai, ek vsKp., following B D L A X, min.; but A K, min.

Theophyl. have ek vEKp. uufCTT]. The latter is right ; avEari] became supjolanted

by means of the purulld passages and ver. 16. — Ver. 15. 6e after the first uX7.oi

is wanting in Elz. Fritzsche, but is guaranteed by decisive evidence. Decisive

evidence condemns the ?/ road before ijr in Elz. and Fritzsche. —Ver. 16. ovT6q

EOTiv, avTuq ijy.'] B D L A, min. Vulg. Cant. Colb. Corb. Germ. 1, 2, Mm. Or.

have merely ovroq ijy. So Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Tisch. [recent editors,

R. v.] (Lachm. has bracketed egt. avr.). Certainly the Recepia might have

arisen out of Matt. xiv. 2. But, if merely oirog rjy. were original, it would not
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be at all easy to see why it should have been altered and added to. On the

other hand, the transcribers might easily pass over from ovTOS at once to

anTOS. Therefore the Eecepta is to be maintained, and to be regarded as made
use of by Matthew. — £k vcKpuv'] is, in accordance with Tisch., to be deleted as

an addition, since in B L A J<, vss. it is altogether wanting ; in D it stands

before T/y-', and in C, Or. it is exchanged for a-nd r. veKp.— Ver. 17. The article

before (jivT^uKy is deleted, in accordance with decisive evidence.—Ver. 19. ^BeXev']

Lachm. has e^ijTei, although only following C* Cant. Ver. Verc. Vind. Colb. An
interpretation. — [Ver. 20. A C D A, and most read kivoieL ; but X B L, Copt.

have TjTTopec, accepted by recent editors, R. V. text. The critical note in the

original confuses this variation with a similar one in ver. 21.]—Ver. 21. enoiei'\

B C D L A a, min. have eKoirjaev. So Lachm. [Tisch. and recent editors].—Ver.

22. avT^g] B D L A N, min. [W. and Hort, E. V. marg.] have avrov. A wrong

emendation. [See Note XXXVIII., p. 83.] — Kal dpeada.] B C* L A X have fjpsaev.

So Lachm. and Tisch., the latter then, upon like attestation, having 6 6e (3aa.

klnev (Lachm., following A, has eItte de 6 Baa.). Kightly ; the Recepta is a me-

chanical continuation of the participles, which was then followed by the

omission of Je (Elz. has : eIkev 6 jSaa.). — Ver. 24. alrrjaofiai] alTjjaujuat is deci-

sively attested ; commended by Griesb., and adopted byFritzsche, Lachm. and

Tisch. — Ver. 30. nuvra kgi] This Kal has evidence so considerable against it

that it is condemned by Griesb. and deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch.

[Treg., "W. and Hort, R. V.]. But how easily might the quite superfluous and

even disturbing word come to be passed over !— Ver. 33. After vTrdyovTag Elz.

has ol ox'^oi, in opposition to decisive evidence ; taken from Matt, and Luke.

—After tnEyvuaav (for which Lachm., following B*D, reads eyvuaav) Elz.

Scholz have avrov, which is not found in B D, min. Arm. Perss. Vulg. It., while

A K L M U A N, min., vss. have avrovg. So Tisch. Bxit aiirov and avTovg are ad-

ditions by way of gloss. [Recent editors, R. V., agree with Lachmann.] — f/ceZ]

Elz. Scholz have : ekeI, Kal nporj^Qov avrovc Kal cvvrjWov Tvpbg avrdv. Griesb. :

Kal rjWov ekeI. Fritzsche : ekeI Kal fjlBov wpbg avrdv. Lachm. Tisch. : ekeI kol

•Kporjlfiov avrovQ. So, too, Rinck, Lucubr. crii. p. 298. The latter reading (B L
K) is to be regarded as the original one, and the variations are to be derived

from the fact that npoGr/lOov was written instead of irpoy/iOov. Thus arose the

corrui^tion Kal wprKyr/AOov avrovg (so still L, min.). This corruption was then

subiected to very various glosses, namely, Kal 'irpoai'jWov rrpbg avrovg (220, 225,

Arr.), Kal npoar/2.f)nv avrolg (A), Kal cvvrjWov avrov (D, Ver.), Kal cvvidpa/xov rrpog

avrov (A), Kal cvvrjWov irpog avrov (Elz.), al.; which glosses partly supplanted the

original Kal irporjXBov avrovg (D, min. vss.), partly appeared by its side with or

without restoration of the genuine irpoj}?Sov. The reading of Griesb. has far

too little attestation, and leaves the origin of the variations inexplicable. For

the reading of Fritzsche there is no attestation ; it is to be put on the footing

of a conjecture. — Ver. 34. After eISev Elz. and Scholz have 6 'Irjaovg, which in

witnesses deserving of consideration is either wanting or differently placed.

An addition. — ett' avrolr] Lachm. and Tisch. have f7r' avrovg, following impor-

tant witnesses ; the Eecepta is from Matt. xiv. 14 (where it is the original read-

ing). — Ver. 36. aprovg- ri yap (payuciv ovk exovgivI B L A, min. Copt. Cant. Verc.

Corb. Vind. have merely rl <payuaiv, which Griesb. approves and Tisch. reads.

D has merely n (payElv, which Fritzsche reads, adding, however, without any

evidence : oh yap exovolv. Lachm. has [aprovf] ri [ydp'\ <pdyuaiv [ovk exovolv'].
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The reading of Griesb. is to be preferred ; uprovg was written in the margin as

a gloss, and adopted into the text. Thus arose apTovg, n <j>dyo)aLv (comp. X :

(3p6fiaTa tl (pdyuaiv, Vulg. :
" cibos, qnos manducent"). This was then filled up

from viii. 2, Matt. xv. 32, in the way in which the Recepla has it. The reading

of D (merely rt (payelv) would be preferable, if it were better attested. — Yer. 37.

ficjuev] Lachm. has Suaofiev, following AB [marked doubtful by Meyer, but it has

the future] L A 65, It. Vulg. [so recent editors]. Comp. D K, min., which have

duaufiEv. The future is original ; not being understood, it was changed into

Sufiev, and mechanically into duGufiev (Tisch. ). — Ver. 38. Kai before 16ete is

wanting in B D L K, min. vss., and is an addition which Griesb. has con-

demned, Lachm. has bracketed, and Tisch. has deleted. — Ver. 39. uvaKXivai'\

Lachm. has uvaK'Ai6f/vai [so W. and Hort, B. V.], not sufficiently attested ; from

Matt. xiv. 19. — Ver. 40. Instead of dvd, Lachm. and Tisch. have Kard both

times, in accordance with B D X, Copt. Eightly ; dvd is from Luke ix. 14. —
Ver. 44. Elz. has after uprovg : ugeI, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver.

45. dnoT^vai^'] Lachm. and Tisch. have anoAvei, following B D L A X 1. The
Becepta is from Matt. xiv. 22. —Ver. 48. El6ev'\ B D L A K, min. Vulg. It. Copt,

have iJwv. So Lachm. and Tisch., omitting the subsequent kcu before -rvepi.

Eightly ; the i^articiple was changed into eUev, because the parenthetic nature

of the following fjv yap . . . avTolq was not observed.— Ver. 51. aal EOavfia^ov'] is

wanting, it is true, in B L A K, min. Cojit. Vulg. Vind. Colb. Ed., and is con-

demned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm,, cancelled by Tisch.; but after i^ia-

TavTo it was, as the weaker expression, more easily passed over than added.

[Eejected by recent editors, E. V.] — Ver. 52. The order avruv rj Kap^. is, with

Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., to be preferred on far preponderating evidence. [Ver.

53. See Note XLL, p. 84.]—Ver. 54. After avrdv Lachm. has bracketed ol dv6pEg

Tov TOTvov EKEivov, whlch A G A, min. vss. read ; from Matt. xiv. 35. — Ver. 55.

[Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with XB L A, 33, Copt, read KepieSitafinv . . . x^jpf^"

and mi ?;p^.]— i^f] is not found in B L A X, 102, Copt. Vulg. Vind. Brix. Colb.

Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.]. Passed over as super-

fluous. — Ver. 56. f/Trrovro'] Lachm. reads f/il'avro, following B D L A X, min.

Matt. xiv. 36. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., accept the aorist.]

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. xiii. 54—58, who follows Mark with slight abbrevi-

ations and unessential changes. As respects the question of jyosition., some

advocates of the priority of Matthew have attributed to Mark an unthink-

ing mechanism (Saunier), others a very artistic grouping (Hilgenfeld, who
holds that the insusceptibility of the people was here to be represented as

attaining its climax). — The narrative itself is not to be identified with that

of Luke iv. IG S. See on Matt. — ff/;A)?fi' EKE'i-&ev] from the house of Jairus.

Matthew has an entirely different historical connection, based on a distinct

tradition, in which he may have furnished the more correct rdfif . — ^p^aro]

for the Jirst emergence and its result are meant to be narrated. — After elim-

ination of oTi, the words from Tzd-Qsv to av-c> are to be taken together as an

interrogative sentence, and koI SwdnEig on to ylvovrai forms again a separate

question of astonishment. [See Note XXXITI., p. 82.]

—

^vvdung roiavTat]

presupposes that they have heard of the miracles that Jesus had done (in

Capernaum and elsew^here) ; these they now bring into association with His

teaching. — 6cd tuv x^ip- avrov] that is, by laying on of His Tiands, by talcing
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hold of, touching^ and the like ; ver. 5. Comp. Acts v. 12, xix. 11. — Ver.

3. 6 Tf/trui'] According to the custom of the nation and of the Rabbins,'

Jesus Himself had learned a handicraft. Comp. Justin, c. Tryph. 88,

p. 316, where it is related that He made ^ ploughs and yokes ; Origen, c.

Celsum, vi. 4. 3, where Celsus ridicules the custom ; Theodoret, H. E.

iii. 23 ; Evang. infant. 38 ; and see generally, Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr.

I. p. 368 f. The circumstance that Mark has not written 6 rov tehtovo^

vi6q, as in Matt. xiii. 55, is alleged by Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 135 ("Mark
tolerates not the paternity of Joseph even in the mouth of the Naza-

renes"), Baur, Marhusevangel. p. 138, and Bleek, to point to the view

of the divine procreation of Jesus. As though Mark would not have

had opportvmity and skill enough to bring forward this view otherwise

with clearness and definitely ! The expression of Matthew is not even

to be explained from an offence taken at tektuv (Holtzmann, Weizsacker),

but simply bears the character of the reflection, that along with the mother

the father also would have been mentioned. And certainly it is singular,

considering the completeness of the specification of the members of the fam-

ilies, that Josei^h is not also designated. That he was already dead, is the

usual but not certain assumption (see on John vi. 42). In any case, how-

ever, he has at an early date fallen into the background in the evangelical

tradition, and in fact disappeared : and the narrative of Mark, in so far as

he names only the mother, is a reflection of this state of things according to

the customary appellation among the people, without any special design.

Hence there is no sufficient reason for supposing that in the primitive-Mark

the words ran: 6 tIhtwv, 6 vlbc 'luaycp (Holtzmann).

—

'luoy] Matthew, by

way of correction, has 'Iua/j(p. See on Matt. xiii. 55. [On the form, see

critical note.] The brother of James of Alphaeus was called Joses. See on

Matt, xxvii. 56 ; Mark xv. 40. — Ver. 4. The generic Trpo^^D^f is not to be

misapplied (so Schenkel) to make good the opinion that Jesus had not yet

regarded Himself as the Messiah. — Kal h toIq cvyy. /c.r./l.'] gra2Jhic fulness

of detail ; native town, kinsfolk, house, proceeding from the wider to the

narrower circle : not a glance back at iii. 20 (Baur, p. 23).— Ver. 5. ovk

rjMjvaro] neither means noluit^ "would not" (Verc. Vind. Brix. Germ. 2),

nor is rjMw superfluous ; but see on Matt. xiii. 58. Theophylact says well : ovx

OTC avTog aad-evfjg 7]v, aA/l' utl eke'ivoc aTriGTOi f]aav,
'

' not because he was weak,

• Lightfoot, p. 616 ; Schoettgen, II. 21 ; John vii. 5. —We may add that, accord-

p. 898 ; Gfrorer in the Tiib. Zeitschr. 1838, ing to the opinion of Baur, Mark here,

p. 16G ff. with his 6 Te'KTojv, " stand.s quite on the
^ Whether exactly " with an ideal mean- boundary line between the canonical and

ing," so that they became symbols under the apocryphal " (Mai'kusevang. p. 47).

His hand, as Lange, L. J. II. p. 154, thinks, ' The form avyyiv€v<Ti., which, though er-

may be fitly left to the fancy which is fond roneous, had been in use, is here recom-

of inventing such things. No less fanciful mended by Buttmann, nevt. Gr. p. 22 [E. T.

is Lange's strange idea that the brothers of 25] ; and it is so adequately attested by B
Jesus (in whom, however, he sees sons of D** E F G, al. (in J<* the words k. c. t. auyy.

his brother Alphaeus adopted by Joseph) are wanting) that it is, with Tischendorf

would hardly have allowed Him to work [Treg., W. and Hort], to be adopted. In

much, because they saw in Him the glory Luke ii. 44 the attestation is much weaker,
of Israel ! Comp., on the other hand, iii. Mark has not further used the word.
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but because they were unbelieving. "— Ver. G. 6ia -yv amcr. avTuv] on account

of their unbelief. Am is never thus used with &avfidCsiv in the N. T. (not

even in John vii. 21) and in the LXX. But the unbelief is conceived not

as the object, but as the cause of the wondering.' Jesus Himself had not

expected such a degree of insusceptibility in His native town. Only a few

among the sick themselves (ver. 5) met Him with the necessary condition

of faith. — /cm nepif/ye /c.r.A.] seeking in the country a better field for His

ministry. — ki/k/Icj] as iii. 34, belonging to nepif/yE.

Vv. 7-13. Comp. Matt. x. 1-14
; Luke ix. 1-6. Mark here adopts, with

abridgment and sifting, from the collection of Logia what was essentially

relevant to his purpose ; Luke follows him, not without obliteration and

generalizing of individual traits. — ijp^aro] He now began that sending forth,

to which they were destined in virtue of their calling ; its continuance was

their whole future calling, from the standpoint of which Mark wrote his

Tjp^aTo. — 6vo 6vo] hinos, in pairs. Ecclus. xxxvi. 25. A Hebraism ; Winer,

p. 223 [E. T. 312]. The Greek says Kara, avu, e'lg <^vo, or even Gwdvo.''

Wherefore in pairs ? " Ad plenam testimonii fidem," "for full trustwor-

thiness of testimony," Grotius. Comp. Luke vii. 19, ix. 1. — Ver. 8. alpumv]

should taJce up, in order to carry it with them, 1 Mace. iv. 30. — el fiy pdjidov

novovl The variation in Matthew and Luke betokens the introduction of ex-

aggeration,' but not a misunderstanding of the clear words (Weiss). [See

Note XXXIV.
, p. 82 seq. ] There is an attempt at a mingling of interpretations

at variance with the words in Ebrard, p. 382 ; Lange. L. J. II. 2, p. 712.

It ultimately comes to this, that el /ny p. //. is intended to mean : at most a

staflf. Even Bleek has recourse to the unfounded refinement, that the staff

in Mark is meant only for sttpport, not as a weapon of defence. — Ver. 9. aTiX

inrodedefi. Gav6al.'\ There is no difference from iir]6e v7ro6///iaTa, Matt. x. 10,

not even a correction of this expression (Bleek, comp. Holtzmann). See on

Matt. I.e. The meaning is, that they should be satisfied with the simple

light foot-covering of sandals, in contrast with the proper calceus {vrroSr/iua

KolXov), which had upper leather, and the use of which was derived from the

Phoenicians and Babylonians (Leyrer in Herzog's Encylcl. VII. p. 729).

Comp. Acts xii. 8. The construction is anacoluthic, as though TvapiiyyEilev

aiiToig -Kopevea-dai had been previously said. Then the discourse changes

again, going over from the obliqua into the directa {ivtVvarjade).* A lively

non-periodic mode of representing the matter ; comp. Buttmann, neut. Or.

p. 330 [E. T. 384 f.] — Ver. 10. koX hley. avr.'] a new portion of the direc-

tions given on that occasion. Comp. on iv. 13. — ckeZ] in this house : but

EKe'L-Qev : from this ro-irog (see the critical remarks). — Ver. 11. e'iq napr'vptov

oiiro?f] which is to serve themfor a testimony, namely, of that which the shak-

ing off of the dust expresses, that they are placed on afooting of equality rcith

heathens. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. — Ver. 12 f, Iva] the aim of the eKi/pv^av.

> Comp. Ael. V. IT. xii. C, xiv. 30 : a v t b i- the "reasoning" Mark had modified the

^avit.6.ioiJ.tv 5 1 a TO tpya. expression. Comp. Holtzmann and Hil-

" See Valclcenaer, ad Herod, p. 311 ; Hein- genfeld.

dorf, ad Plat. Parm. p. 239. " See Kiihner, II. p. 598 f., and ad Xen.

' Inverting the matter, Baur holds that Mem. i. 4. 15, iii. 5. 14, iv. 4. 5.



CHAP, vr., 14-10. 75

•— ij7.EL(pov £/lat6j] The anointing with oil (the mention of which in this place is

held by Baur, on account of Jas. v. 14, to betray a later date) was very fre-

quently applied medically in the case of external and internal ailments.'

But the assumption that the apostles had healed J>i/ the natural virtue of the

oil (Paulus, Weisse), is at variance with the context, which narrates their

miraculous action. Nevertheless, it is also wholly unwarranted to regard the

application of the oil in this case merely as a sy tribal ; either of the working

of miracles for the purpose of awakening faith (Beza, Fritzsche, comp.

Weizsacker), or of the bodily and spiritual refreshment (Euthymius Zigabe-

nus), or of the divine compassion (Theophylact, Calvin), or to find in it

merely an arousing of the attention (Russwurm in the Stud. u. Krit. 1830,

p. 866), or, yet again, a later magical mingling of the supernatural and the

natural (de Wette). In opposition to the latter view the pertinent remark

of Euthymius Zigabenus holds good : ehb^ 6e, kqI tovto wapa tov avpiov 6t6a-

X-&fivai Tovg awocTdlovg, " But it is likely that the apostles were taught this

also by the Lord." Comp. Jas. v. 14. The anointing is rather, as is also the

application of spittle on the part of Jesus Himself (vii. 33, viii. 23 ; .John ix.

6), to be looked upon as a conductor of the supernatural healing power, anal-

ogous to the laying on of hands in ver. 5, so that the faith was the causa

apprehendens, the miraculous power the causa efficiens, and the oil was the

medians, therefore without independent power of healing, and not even nec-

essary, where the way of immediate operation was, probably in accordance

with the susceptibility of the persons concerned, adopted by the Healer, as

Jesus also heals the blind man of Jericho without any application of spittle,

X. 46 f. The passage before us has nothing to. do with the unctio extrema (in

opposition to Maldonatus and many others), although Bisping still thinks

that he discovers here at least a type thereof.

Vv. 14-16. See on Matt. xiv. 1, 2. Comp. Luke ix. 7-9. Mark bears the

impress of the original in his circumstantiality and want of polish in form.

— 6 [iaoLAevc;'] in the wider sense afJfa^opwf xP^H^^^i '''9 ovo/iari., "using the

name indifferently" (Theophylact) : the pririce (comp. the apx^v (iaaLlevq of

the Athenians, and the like), a more popular but less accurate term than in

Matthew and Luke : 6 Terpdpxm- Comp. Matt. ii. 22. — (pavepbv yap eyev. r.

ov. avTov] is not to be put in a parenthesis, since it does not interrupt the

construction, but assigns the reason for the rjnovaev, after which the narrative

proceeds wdth koI iAeyev. — As object to i/kovoev (generalized in Matthew and

Luke) we cannot, without arbitrariness, think of aught but the contents of

vv. 12, 13. Comp. cLKovaag, ver. 16. Antipas heard that the disciples of

Jesus preached and did such miracles. Then comes the explanation as-

signing the reason for this : for His name became Tcnown, i.e., for it did not

remain a secret, that these itinerant teachers and miracle-workers were work-

ing as empowered by Jesus. Comp. also Holtzmann, p. 83. According to

Grotius, Griesbach, and Paulus (also Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838,

p. 797), the object of ynovaev is : to dvo/xa avrov, so that ^av. y. eyev. would be

parenthetic. This is at variance with the simple style of the evangelist.

» See Lightfoot, p. 304, 617 ; Schoettgen, I. p. 1033 ; Wetstein in loc.
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According to de Wette, Mark has been led hj the alleged parenthesis (pavepbv

. . . avToi) to forget the object, so that merely something indefinite, perhaps

ravTa, would have to be supplied. But what carelessness ! and still the

question remains, to what the ravra applies. Ewald (comp. Bengel) takes

(})nvepdv . . . Trpop/ruv as a parenthesis, which was intended to explain wTiat

Herod heard, and holds that in ver. 16 the i/Kovacv of ver. 14 is again taken

up (that instead of iXe-ysv in ver. 14 eXeyov is to be read, which Hilgenfeld

also prefers ; see the critical remarks). But the explanation thus resorted

to is not in keeping with the simple style of the evangelist elsewhere (in

the case of Paul it would create no difiiculty). — 6 (ianril^uv] substantival

(see on Matt. ii. 20). Observe with what delicacy the set evangelic expres-

sion 6 (ia-KTLCT)]Q is not put into the mouth of Antipas ; he speaks from a

more extraneous standpoint. [See Note XXXV., p. 83.] Moreover, it is

clear from our passage that 'before the death of John he can have had no

knowledge of Jesus and His working. •—
- dia tovto] irporepov yap 6 'ludvvifg

ovSev CTJixeiov kno'irjaev' arch 6e ryg avaaraaeuQ evdjuiaev 6 'HpwJ?/f TrpoaAajiElv avrbv

T(jv arffiEiuv TTjv kpyaaiav, '

' For John liad jjreviously wrought no miracle ; but

from his resurrection Herod sujiposed he had obtained the working of mira-

cles," Theophylact. — al Swd/nstc] the potcers kut' i^oxt/v, i.e., the miraculous

powers, the effluence of which he saw now also in the working of the disci-

ples. — Ver. 15. The difference between these assertions is that some gave

Him out to be the Elijah, and so to be the prophet who was of an alto-

gether special and distinguished character and destination ; but others said :

Ileis a prophet like one of the 2irophets, i.e. (comp. Judg. xvi. 7, 11), a usual, or-

dinary prophet, one out of the category of prophets in general, not quite the

exceptional and exalted prophet Elijah. Comp. Ewald, p. 258 f . The inter-

polation of ^ before wf could only be occasioned by the expression not being

understood.'— Ver. 16. oKovaac] namely, these different judgments. Mark
now relates the more special occasion of the utterance of Herod.

—

bv . . .

'ludvvT/v] a familiar form of attraction. See Winer, p. 148 [E. T. 164]. —
f)'w] has the stress of an evil conscience. Mockery (Weizsacker) is, in

accordance with ver. 14 f., not to be thought of. — oirof] anaphorically

with emphasis (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 19) : this is he.

—

avrdc] the

emphatic He, j^recisely he, for designation of the identity. Observe the

lU'gent expression of certainty, which the terror-stricken man gives to his

conception : This one \t is : He is ri.sen ! [See Note XXXVI., p. 83.]

Vv. 17-29. See on Matt. xiv. 3-12. Mark narrates more circumstan-

tially^ and with more peculiar originality ; see especially ver. 20, the

content.? of which, indeed, are held by Baur to rest on a deduction

from Mati. xiv. 9. — ahroc'] is a commentary upon the ky6 of ver.

1 The Bfcepta ort -npo^. ta-rCv, ri to? et? Toii' necessitate the supposition of a confusion

irpoij). would have to l)e explained : he i^ a as to the name on tlic part of ^tark (Ewald,

p7-0])he(, or (at least) like to one of the Gesch. ('hr.\t.tA). Only we may not under-

propheU. stand Philip the tetrarch, but a half-brother

' Mcntioninfr even the name of Philip. of his, bearing a similar name. See on
Josephus, Anil, xviii. 5. 4, names him by Matt. xiv. 3.

the family name Ueroden, which does not
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16. Herod himself, namely, etc. — h (pvlany] in a prison, without the

article. At ver. 28, on the other hand, with the article.'— Vv. 19

20. The &e?iEiv avTov anoKTElvai is here, in variation from Matthew,
denied in the case of Herod. It is not merely an apparent variation

(Ebrard, p. 384 ;
Lange), but a real one, wherein Mark's narrative

betrays a later shape of the tradition (in opposition to Schneckenburger,

erst. lean. Ev. p. 86 f.) ; while with Matthew Josephus also, Antt. xviii. 5.

2, attributes to Herod the intention of putting to death. [See Note XXXVH.,
p. 83.] Comp. Strauss, I. p. 396 f. As to kvelxev (she gave dose heed to him),

see on Luke xi. 53. — E(pol3e(To] hefeared him ; he was afraid that this holy

man, if he suffered him to be put to death, would bring misfortune upon
him. From this fear arose also the utterance contained in vv. 14, 16 :

" Herodem non timuit Johannes," "'.John did not fear Herod," Bengel. —
cw£T^pei]not : magni eumfaciebat, "made much of him" (Erasmus, Grotius,

Fritzsche, de Wette), which the word does not mean, but he guarded him,^

i.e., he did not abandon him, but took care that no harm happened to him :

^^ custodiebat eum," Vulg. Comp. .Jansen, Hammond, Bengel, who perti-

nently adds byway of explanation: "contra Ilerodiadem," " against Hero-

dias ;
" and also Bleek. According to Ewald, it is :

" Ae gave heed to him.''''

Comp. Ecclus. iv. 20, xxvii. 12. But this thought is contained already in

what precedes and in what follows. The compound strengthens the idea

of the simple verb, designating its action as entire and undivided. — aKov-

(TCf] when he had heard him. Observe afterwards the emphasis of ridtuq

(and gladly he heard him).— izo'kla 'tTvokL] namely, which he had heard from

John. Very characteristic is the reading : n. r]n6pEt, which has the strong-

est internal probability of being genuine, although only attested by B L X,

Copt. 3 — "We may add that all the imperfects apply to the time of the im-

prisonment, and are not to be taken as pluperfects (Grotius, Bolten). The
f/Kove took place when Herod was actually present (as was now the case

;

see on Matt. xiv. 10 f.) in Machaerus ; it is possible also that he had him
sent for now and then to his seat at Tiberias. But in any case the expres-

sions of Mark point to a longer period of imprisonment than Wieseler,

p. 297, assumes.—Ver. 21. y/jipac evKatpov] e'vKaipog, in reference to time, means

nothing else than at the right time, hence : a rightly-timed, fitting, appropri-

ate day.* Mark makes use of this predicate, having before his mind
the purpose of Herodias, ver. 19, which hitherto had not been able

to find any fitting point of time for its execution on account of the

tetrarch's relation to John.^ Grotius well says : " opportuna insidiatrici,

1 Comp. 1 Mace. ix. 53 ; Thuc. iii. 34 ; Pint. and so closely touched him. On anopelv ti

Mar. p. 163 B ; Plat. Leg. ix. 864 E : ev as equivalent to Trepi nvos, see Kriiger on
Sri/jLoaiip iecr^Ku 5€i?eis. Thuc. V. 40. 3 ; Heindorf, ad Plat. Crat.

2 Matt. ix. ir ; Luke v. 38 ; Tob. iii. 15 ; 2 p. 409 D.

Mace. xii. 42 ; Polyb. iv. 60. 10 ; Herodian, * Beza, Grotius, Jansen, Fritzsche, de

ii. 1. 11. Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and many others.

' Comp. Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. Comp. Heb. iv. 16 ; Ps. civ. 27 ; 2 Mace. xiv.

1860, p. 349. It is to be explained : he was 29 ; Soph. 0. C. 32 ; Herodian, i. 4. 7, i. 9.

perplexed about many things ; what he 15, v. 8. 16 ; and see Plat. Bef. p. 413 C.

heard from John was so heart-searching ^ The appropriateness of the day is then
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quae vino, amore et adulatorum conspiratione facile sperabat impelli

posse nutantem mariti animum," "opportune for the insidious woman,

whio hoped through wine, lust, and the concurrence of sycophants

to be able easily to overcome the wavering mind of her husband."

Others (Hammond, Wolf, Paulus, Kuinoel) have explained it contrary

to linguistic usage as: dies festivus (3l£3 DV). At the most, according

to a later use of emaipelv (Phrynich. p. 125 ; comp. below, ver. 31), ^fiipa

EVKaipoq might mean : a day, on which one has convenient time, i.e., a leisure

day,' which, however, in the connection would be inappropriate, and very

different from the idea of a dies festivus. — On fieyicTaveg, magnates, a word

in current use from the Macedonian period."— koL rolg npuToiq Tf/g FaA.] The

first two were the chief men of the civil and military service of the tetrarch.

Moreover, the principal men of Galilee, people who were not in his service

("status provinciales," "provincial estates," Bengel), were called in.

—

Ver. 22. avTfig ttjq 'H/>w(5.] of Herodias herself. The king was to be capti-

vated with all the greater certainty by Herodias' own daughter; another

dancer would not have made the same impression upon him. [See Note

XXXVIII., p. 83.]— Ver. 23. ewf yfiioovg k.t.?..] in accordance with Esth.

V. 3. See in general, Koster, Erlaut. p. 194. It is thus that the unprinci-

pled man, carried away by feeling, promises. The contracted form of the

genitive belongs to the later manner of writing. Lobeck, ad Phryn.

p. 347. The article was not requisite. Heindorf, ad Phaed. p. 176. — Ver.

25. Observe the pertness of the wanton damsel. As to ^elu Iva (x. 35 : /

will that thou shouldst, etc.), see on Luke vi. 31. — Ver. 26. KepilviroQ] on

account of what was observed at ver. 20. — dm rovg bpKovg k. t. awavaK.]

emphatically put first, as the determining motive. — av-^v a.'&ET^aai] earn,

repudiare. Examples of a^erelv, referred to persons (comp. Heliod. vii. 26:

Eig bpKovg a^erov/mi), may be seen in Kypke, I. p. 167 f. The use of the

word in general belongs to the later Greek. Frequent in Polybius. — Ver.

27. aneKov?ATupa] a tcateher, i.e., one of his lody-guard. On them also

devolved the execution of capital punishment.^ The Latin word (not

spicidator, from their being armed with the spicvlum, as Bcza and many

others hold) is also adopted into the Hebrew "ntobpSO.* The spelling ctttckou-

TiAropa (Lachm. Tisch. ) has decisive attestation.

Vv. 30^4. See on Matt. xiv. 13-21. Comp. Luke ix. 10-17. The latter,

but not Matthew, follows Mark also in connecting it with what goes before

;

Matthew in dealing with it abridges very much, still more than Luke. On

the connection of the narrative in Matthew, which altogether deviates from

Mark, see on Matt. xiv. 13. Mark has filled up the gap, which presented

itself in the continuity of the history by the absence of the disciples who

were sent forth, with the episode of the death of John, and now makes the

stated in detail by ore 'HpuiSr)? k.t.A. Hence p. 182 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 107.

I do not deem it fitting to write, with Lach- ' Seneca, de ira, i. 10, bene/, iii. 25, al.;

mann (comp. his ProUoom. p. xliii ), 6, t€. Wetstein in lor.

1 Comp. eiiicaipws exei*-, to be at leisure, < Sec Lightfuot and Schoettgen. also Bux-

Polyb. V. 20. 10, «/., ei//caipia, leisure. ' torf. Lex. Talm. p. 1533.

* See Kypke, I. p. 167 ; Sturz, Dial. Mac.
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disciples return, for whom, after the performance and report of their work,

Jesus has contemplated some rest in privacy, but is hampered as to this by
the thronging crowd. — anoaroTioi] only used here in Mark, but "apta huic

loco appellatio," " an apt appellation for this jDassage," Bengel. — awdyovTai]

returning from their mission, ver. 7. — wclvto] What? is told by the follow-

ing nal . . . nai : as well . . . as also. — Ver. 31. v/ieJg avrol] vos ij)si,^ yafor

yourselves, ye for your own persons, without the attendance of the people.

Comp. on Rom. vii. 35. See the following rjaav yap k.t.X. — kuI ov6e (pnyelv]

Co-'np. ii. 2, iii. 20. — Ver. 33. And many saw them depart and perceived it,

namely, what was the object in this vnayEiv, whither the v-^dyovTe^ wished

to go (vv. 31, 32), so that thereby the intention of remaining alone was

thwarted. ttoHo'l is the subject of both verbs.— tte^^] emphatically prefixed.

They came partly round the lake, partly from its sides, hy land. — £««]

namely, to the epr/fiog ro-rrog, whither Jesus with the disciples directed His

course.

—

Ttpo^ldov avTovo] they anticipated them. Comp. Luke xxii. 47.

Not so used among the Greeks, with whom, nevertheless, (j>-9dveiv rivd

(Valck. ad Eur. Phoen. 982), and even rrpo'&elv nvd (Ael. iV. A. vii. 26
;

Oppian. Hal. iv. 431) is analogously used. — Ver. 34. e^eMuv] not as in

Matt. xiv. 14, but from the ship, as is required by the previous wpo^Mov avrovc.

In ver. 32 there was not as yet reported the arrival at the retired place, but

the direction of the course thither. — fjp^aTo] His sympathy outweighed the

intention, under which He had repaired with the disciples to this place,

and He hegan to teach. — Ver. 85 ff. koI 7j6t] upag ttoAA. yew//.] and when much

of the day-time had already 2yassed (comp. subsequently : kuI rjdr) upa trollij),

that is, when the day-time was already far advanced, rfjg upag eyhero otpE,

Dem. 541 pen. U.oAvg, according to very frequent usage, applied to time.^ —
ItyovaLvl more exactly in John vi. 7. — 6rjvap. 6iaiiog.] Comp. John vi. 7, by

whom this trait of the history, passed over by Matthew and Luke, not a

mere addition of Mark (Bleek, Hilgenfeld) is confirmed. That the contents

of the treasure-cliest consisted exactly of two hundred denarii (Grotius and

others) is not clear from the text. The disciples, on an approximate hasty

estimate, certainly much too small (amounting to about £7, 13s., and con-

sequently not quite one-third of a penny per man) specify a sum as that

which would be required. It is otherwise at John vi. 7. Moreover, the an-

swer of the disciples bears the stamp of a certain irritated surprise at the

suggestion 66te avro'ig k.t.X.,—a giving, however, which was afterwards to

be realized, ver. 41.—With the reading 6ugo/uev, ver. 37 (see the critical re-

marks), the note of interrogation is to be placed, with Lachmann, after

apTovg, SO that nai is then the consecutive ; and so shall we, etc. The reading

aizE'k'&dvTEg on to (payslv together without interrogation (Ewald, Tischendorf),

is less in keeping with the whole very vivid coloring, which in vv. 37-40

exhibits a very circumstantial graphic representation, but not a paraphrase

(Weiss).—Ver. 39 f, avundata aviinoata] Accusatives: after thefashion ofa meal,

> Stallb. ad Plat. Fluted, p. 63 C ; Kiihner, axp^ woAA^s iipa?
; Polyb. v. 8. 3 ; Joseph.

§ 630, A 3. Antt. viii. 4. 3.

'^ Comp. Dion. Hal. ii. 54 : i\i.6.xovTo . . .
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SO that the whole were distributed into comi^anics for the meal. The distribu-

tive designation, as also n-paaml npaaiai {arcolatim, so that thej' were arranged

like beds in the garden), is a Hebraism, as at ver. 7. The individual divi-

sions consisted partly of a hundred, jMTtly of Jifty (not 150, Heiipel, Wet-

stein). — x^^PV'^ Mark dejnets ; it was sprivg (John vi. 4). — Ev/Myrjas'] refers

to the prayer at a meal. It is otherwise in Luke. See on Matt. xiv. 19. —
Ver. 41. Koi T. 6vo Ix'^-] ^^*'^ the two fishes. — i/tipcas ttoct^J namely, by means

of the apostles, as with the loaves. — Ver. 43. And they toolc ?/p of frag-

ments twelve full baslets, in which, however, Klaafiaruv is emphatically pi'>'^-

fixed. Yet probably Mark wrote Klnauara i)u(hKa mxpivciv KATjpuiiara (so

Tischendorf), which, indeed, is only attested fully hy B [so Treg. marg.,

W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] and incompletely by L, A, min. (which read

KO(pi.vovc), as well as by X, which has K^-aa/idruv 6uS. iwcpivuv TtlTjpu/iara [Tisch.

VIII.], but was very easily subjected to gloss and alteration from the five par-

allel passages. This reading is to be explained : and they took vp as frag-

ments fillings of twelve baskets, i.e., they took up in fragments twelve baskets

full. — KoX and r. lx(^-] «Zso of thefishes, that it might not be thought that the

icXdcjfiaTa had been merely fragments of bread. Fritzsche without probabil-

ity goes beyond the twelve baskets, and imports the idea :
" and further in

addition some remnants of the fishes," so that ri is supplied (so also Grotius

and Bleek).—Why ver. 44 should have been copied, not from Mark, but

from Matt. xiv. 21 (Holtzmann), it is not easy to see. — Toi:^ aprovc] These

had been the principal food (comp. ver. 52) ; to their number corresjionded

also that of those who were satisfied.

Vv. 45-56. Comp. on Matt. xiv. 22-36. The latter al)ridges indeed, but

adds, probably from a tradition ' not known to Mark, the intervening scene

xiv. 28-31. The conclusion has remained peculiar to Mark. — TjvayKaae

K.T.'k'] remaining behind alone. He could the more easily withdraw Himself

unobserved from the people. — to wldlov] the ship, in which they had come.

Br]6aai6av] The place on the western coast of the lake, in Galilee, is meant.

Matt. xi. 21. See ver. 53, viii. 22 ; John vi. 17. In opposition to Wieseler

and Lange, who understand the eastern Bethsaida, see on Matt. xiv. 22,

Remark. [See Note XL., p. 83.] As to the relation of this statement to

Luke ix. 10, see in he. — (ittoT^vei (see the critical remarks) is to be explained

from the peculiarity of the Greek in introducing in the direct mode of ex-

pression in oblique discourse, by which means the representation gains in

liveliness.'''— cnvora^afx. avrotc] after He had taken leave of them (of the people),

an expression of later Greek. See Lobcck, ((d Phryn. p. 24 ; Wetstein in

he. — Ver. 48. A point is to be placed, with Lachmann and Tischendorf,

after Baldaaij^, and then a colon after avToi% ; but yv yap u dvifi. h'avr. al'r. is

' AecordiiiK to Ililerenfeld, Mark pur- the later representation, wliich, however,
posely suppressed the incident under the is merely a further enibellisliment not be-

Influence of a Petrine tendency, because lonfriiifr to history. [See Kote XXXIX.,
Peter liad shown weakness of faith. In p. 83.]

this case he would have been inconsistent " See Kiihner, IT. p. TM f., and ad Xen-

enoufrh in narratives such as at viii. 33. Anah. \. (i. W \ r.oiiihardy, p. 389.

VVeizsiicker riglitly recognizes in Matt, l.c.
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a parenthesis. When He had seen them in distress Qt^djv, see the critical re-

marks), this induced Him about the fourth watch of the night to come to

them walking on the sea (not upon its shore). His purpose therein was to

help them (ver. 51) ; but the initiative in this matter was to come from the

side of the disciples ; therefore He wished to pass by before the ship, in

order to be observed by them (ver. 49). — nEpl tetcipt. (i>v?.aK.] The diffi-

culties suggested by the lateness of the time at which they were still sail-

ing, after having already bipiag yevofihjjQ reached the middle of the lake

(Strauss, B. Bauer), are quite explained by the violence of the contrary

wind.*— Tvapeldelv avTovg] The Vulgate rightly has : praeterire eos (Horn. 11.

viii. 239 ; Plat. Ale. i. 133 B), not : "to come over (the lake) to them,"

Ewald (yet comp. his Gesch. Chr. p. 365). This is at variance with the

New Testament usage, although poets (as Eur. Med. 1137, 1275) join napip-

XEC-&ai, to come to any one, with the accusative ; moreover, after ipxerai

npbg avTovg the remark would be superfluous. It might mean : He wished

to overtahe them, "^ but the primary and most usual meaning is quite appropri-

ate. — Ver. 51. l/c 'KEpLGGov] is further strengthened by liav : very much above

all measure.^— h eavTolq] in their own hearts, without giving vent to their

feelings in utterances, as at iv. 14. — k^avfial!,ov\ The imperfect denotes

(comp. Acts ii. 7) the continuance of the feeling after the first amazement.

—Ver. 52. yap'] for they attained not to understanding in the 'matter of the

loaves (on occasion of that marvellous feeding with bread, ver. 41 ff.)

;

othervnse they would, by virtue of the insight acquired on occasion of that

work of Christ, have known how to judge correctly of the present new
miracle, in which the same divine power had operated through Him, ^ and they

would not have fallen into such boundless surprise and astonishment.

Bengel says correctly: " Debuerant a pane ad mare concludere," "They
ought to have concluded from bread to sea." De Wette unjustly describes

it as "an observation belonging to the craving for miracles ;" and Hilgenfeld

arbitrarily, as "a foil "to glorify the confession of Peter.

—

fjv yap k.t.'K,.']

informs us of the internal reason of their not attaining insight in the matter

of the loaves ; their heart, i.e., the seat of their internal vital activity

(Beck, Seelenlehre, p. 67 ; Delitzsch, Psych, p. 248 ff.), was withal in a state

of hardening, wherein they were as to mind and disposition obtuse and in-

accessible to the higher knowledge and its practically determining influ-

ence. Comp. viii 7. — Ver. 53. dianEpaa.] points back to ver. 45.

—

ettIt.

yTjv rcw^ff,] not : into the country, but unto the country of Gennesareth
;

1 Comp. Ebrard, p. 392 ; Robinson, Pal. L. J. II. p. 387 f ., for this latter finds the

III. p. 527, 572. pith of the miracle in the complete divine

' Antevertere, see Horn. Od. viii. 230 ;
equanimity of the mind of Jesus, and in

Sturz, Lex. Xen. III. p. 453; Ameis and respect of that even says: "the dog falls

Nagelsbach on Hom. 11. i. 132. into the water and swims, but the man
' Comp. AtW ayoiv (Melnekc, Menand. falls into it and is drowned," namely, by

p. 152), and similar expressions (Lobeck, Pa- his alarm, instead of poising himself amidst

ralip. p. 62), also Kiav ^eXno-Ta, Plat. Eryx. the waves in the triumphant equanimity of

p. 393 E. his mind. This is an extravagance of natu-

Mark therefore regarded the walking ralizing.

on the sea quite differently from Lange,

6
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for the landing {irpoaupiiia-d.) and disembarking does notfollow till afterwards

[See Note XLI., p. 84.] —Ver. 55. nepL6pafi6vTEg\ in order to fetch the sick.

— iip^aTo} belongs to the description of the quick result. Immediately they

knew Him, they ran round about and began, etc. — nepi<pep£iv] is not inap-

propriate (Fritzsche), which would only be the case, if it were necessary to

suppose that the individual sick man had been carried about. But it is to

be understood summarily of the sick ; these were carried about—one hither,

another thither, wherever Jesus was at the time (comp. ver. 56).—Hence

onov T/Kovov, on iKEi kari cannot mean : from all the places, at which (bnov) they

heard that He was there (in the region of Gennesareth), but hoth b-nrov and

eKEi, although we may not blend them after the analogy of the Hebrew
DEZ-TK^K into the simjile ubi (Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, and many others)

must denote the (changing, see ver. 56) abode of Jesus. They brought the

sick round about to the places at which they were told tliat He was to be found

there. "We may conceive that the people before going forth with their sick

first made inquiry in the surrounding places, whether Jesus is there.

Wherever on this inquiry they hear that He is present, thither they bring

the sick.—Ver. 56. eig Kup.. fj irdleig] therefore not merely limiting Himself

to the small district of Gennesareth, where He had landed. The following

hv raig ayopalg, however, is not in keeping wuth ayp6g (country-places). A
want of precision, which has suggested the reading h raig TT^iaTeialg in D,

Vulg. It. The expression is zeugmatic. — kqv tov Kpaan. /c.r.A.] comp. v.

38. As to the mode of expression, see Acts v, 15 ; 2 Cor. xi. 16. — baoi av

ijTTTovTo] all whosoever., in the several cases. Comp. above : b'Kov av Elaeiro-

pevETo.^ [See Note XLII., p. 84.]— kau^ovro] analogously to the case of the

woman with an issue of blood, vv. 29, 30, yet not independent of the knowl-

edge and will of Jesus. And avrov refers to Jesus, no matter where they

touched Him.

Notes bt Ameeican Editob.

XXXin. Ver. 2. al Svvd/iEig roiavrat . . . yiv6/ievat

;

The variations are very numerous. Meyer seems to retain avru against the

strangely attested TovT(f). The above reading is sustained by X* B 33, Copt.,

and in some details by other weighty authorities. It is accepted by Weiss ed.

May. The others have been derived from it (against Tischendorf). The K.. V.

renders the latter part of the verse correctly : "What is the wisdom that is

given unto this man, and what mean such mighty works wrought by his hands?"

This differs from the punctuation of Meyer, The last clause is strictly an ex-

clamatory sentence.

XXXIV. Ver. 8. eI /ifi f)a(i8ov fiSvov.

These words intimate the permission to take the staff usual in walking a long

distance. That the prohibition in Matthew and Luke excludes this is by

no means so clear as to make it an instance of "exaggeration." The use

> See nermann, de vart. av, p. 2G ff. ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 145; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 186 f.

[E. T. 21G].
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of el fiT) in the N. T. is elliptical, and not strictly exceptive. The same

elliptical form occurs in Aramaean. '

' This saying of Jesus might therefore be

reproduced in Greek either in one way or the other. But in no case could

these opposite forms be explained on the hypothesis of a common written

Greek source" (Godet, Luke, p. 254, Am. ed.).

XXXV. Ver. 14. 6 fiaTcri^uv.

The B. V. margin has : Greek, the Baptizer. In ver. 24 the same expression

occurs, but the margin of ver. 25 (R. V.) is a typographical error, made by the

printer after the R. V. had passed out of the hands of the American Committee.

Meyer's explanation of the use of the term is fanciful. In ver. 24 the daughter

of Herodias uses it, and in ver. 25 not.

XXXVI. Ver. 16. ovrb^ TiyipQn-

This briefer reading is decisively attested. Meyer's explanation must be

modified accordingly : "This one (emphatic ' he,' R. V.) is risen ;" so Weiss

ed. Mey.

XXXVII. Ver. 19. tjOeXev avrbv anoKTelvai.

The account of Mark, with its more exact details, cannot be proven at variance

with that of Matthew. Meyer says it "betrays a later shape of the tradition ;

"

Weiss ed. Mey. denies this, rightly finding in the expression of Matt. xiv. 9

("the king was grieved") the presupposition of the same state of things. To

admit a working over of the narrative is to deny the originality of one of

the most remarkable psychological pictures in the Gospel narratives. Nowhere

does the real Herod appear so clearly.

XXXVin. Ver. 22. avTfjg rfjc UpudidSu^.

The reading avrov, which would give the sense :
'

' his daughter Herodias "

(R. V. marg.), has good support, but is probably a mechanical repetition from

ver. 21. Weiss ed. Mey. rightly objects to it, as contrary to history, to the

context, and to grammar, "since a proper noun that has a definition of office or

kindred added to it, stands without an article." This is one of the rare cases

where five of the most weighty uncials attest a reading that seems impossible.

XXXIX. Vv. 45-56.

Weiss ed. Mey. omits the clause :
" which, however, is merely a further

embellishment not belonging to history." Such remarks are as unwarranted as

the supposition of a suppression " under the influence of a Petrine tendency."

Whether Mark knew of the incident or not, is a matter that lies beyond our

knowledge as well as outside of exegetical discussion.

XL. Ver. 45.

It is very doubtful whether there was a Western Bethsaida ; see on viii. 22,

the only other instance in which Mark mentions the name.
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* XLI. Ver. 53. em rfjv yf}v f/Wov e'lg revvrjaaper.

Meyer takes no notice of this reading, which is attested by N B L A, accepted

by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss. So R. V. : "they came to the land unto Gen-

nesaret," with the more exact marginal rendering :
" crossed over to the land,

they came unto Gennesaret." So Weiss ed. Mey.

XLII. Ver. 56. baoi dv TjxpavTO.

The aorist is decisively attested, and yields an excellent sense, placing the

emphasis more directly upon the single cases whenever they occun-ed. The

imperfects throughout sum up these as repeated actions. The delicacy of

Mark's expression was not understood by the transcribers.
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CHAPTER YII.

Vee, 2. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B L A, 33, read on . . . kaQi-

Gvaiv, instead of tcBiovTaq.'^ — aprovq] Lachm. and Tisch. read rovq uprovg, fol-

lowing B D L A, min. Rightly ; the article was passed over, because it was

regarded as superfluous. The reading apTov (Fritzsche) has in its favor only X,

min. and vss., and is from Matt. xv. 2. — After aprovQ Elz. and Fritzsche have

ifiifiypavTo, which, however, is absent from witnesses so important, that it must

be regarded as an addition ; instead of it D has Kariyvuffav. — [Ver. 4. See Note

XLV., p. 94.] Treg., Weiss, R. V. marg., retain Kal kIivcjv, omitted by Tisch.,

W. and Hort, R. V. text, with K B L A, Copt.] — Ver. 5. eneLTa] B D L X, min.

Syr. Copt. Vulg. It. have KaL (A has ineira Kal). Recommended by Griesb., and

adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; entira was written on the

margin on account of the construction, and then displaced the ku'i. — noivalg']

Elz. Scholz have avlTZToiq, in opposition to B D X, min. vss. An interpretation.

— Ver. 8. yap'] is wanting in B D L A X, min. Copt. Arm. It. Goth. Lachm.

Tisch. A connecting addition. — /iawTiafiovg . . . tvoleIte is wanting in B L A

N, min. Copt. Arm. There are many variations in detail. Bracketed by

Lachm. ed. min. [Treg.], deleted by Fritzsche, and now also by Tisch. [W. and

Hort. Weiss, R. V.]. Rightly restored again by Lachm. ed. maj. For, if it were

an interpolation from vv. 4 and 13, there would be inserted, as at ver. 4, kotti.

piuv Kal ^earcjv, and, as in ver. 13, not uXXa ; moreover, an interpolator would

certainly not have forgotten the washing of hands. The explanatory comment of

Mark, vv. 3, 4, tells jDrecisely in favor of the genuineness, for the joint-mention

of the noTTipiuv k. ^ectuu in that place has its reason in these words of Jesus,

ver. 8. And why should there have been an interpolation, since the reproach

of the Pharisees did not at all concern the pitchers and cups? This apparent

inappropriateness of the words, however, as well as in general their descrip-

tive character, strikingly contrasting with the conciseness of the context, might

have occasioned their omission, which was furthered and rendered more wide-

spread by the circumstance that a church-lesson concluded with avBpunuv. —
Ver. 12. /ca('] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.], following

B D X, min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Verc. Corb. Vind. Colb. Omitted as confusing,

because the apodosis was found here. — Ver. 14. ndvra'] B D L A X, Syr. p. (in

the margin) Copt. Aeth. Sax. Vulg. It. have TrdXiv. Recommended by Griesb.,

adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Rightly ; navra was written in the mar-

gin on account of the following rrdvTeg, and the more easily supplanted the

rra^iv, because the latter finds no definite reference in what has preceded. —
Instead of dKouere and awleTe, Lachm. and Tisch. have uKovaaTs and avvere, fol-

lowing B D H L A. The Eecepta is from Matt. xv. 10. — Ver. 15. The reading

TO EK Tov dvBp6nov EKnopEv6/xEia (Lachm. Tisch.) has in its favor B D L A X, 33,

Copt. Goth. Aeth. Pers. p. Vulg. It. The Recepta tu EKnnp. an' avrov appears to

have originated from the copyist, in the case of the above reading, passing over

from the first ek to the second (kK-n-op.). Thus came the reading to. EKwopEvofiEva,
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which is still found in min. Then, after the analogy of the preceding elg airSv,

in some cases air' avrov, in others i^ avrov (min. Fritzsche) was supplied. — Ver.

16 is wanting in B L X, min. Copt. Suspected by Mill and Fritzsche as an in-

terpolation at the conclusion of the church-lesson ; deleted by Tisch. But the

witnesses on behalf of the omission, in the absence of internal reasons which

might occasion an interpolation (in accordance with iv. 23 ; comp., on the

other hand, Matt. xv. 11), are too weak. [Bracketed by Treg., deleted by W. and

Hort, Weiss, omitted in text of R. V.]— Ver. 17. nepl rr/g TvapaB.I B D L A N,

min. It. Vulg. have rf/v TrajialSoTiriv. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche

Lachm. Tisch. The Becepta is a gloss. — Ver. 19. KaOapl^ov] ABEFGHLS
X A K, min. Or. Chrys. have KaQapll^uv (D : Karapil^Ei). So Lachm. and Tisch.

Not a transcriber's error, but correct (see the exegetical remarks), and needlessly

emended by the neuter. — [Ver. 21, 22. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B
L A, Copt., have the order : nopvelai, KAonai, (jidvoi, fioixs^at-'l — Ver. 24. /jcdopia}

Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors] have bpia, following B D L A K, min. Or.

But fjLtdopia does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., and was supplanted by the

current hpia (comp. Matt. xv. 22). — «a? 'Ziduvoq'] is wanting in D L A 28, Cant.

Ver. Verc. Corb. Vind. Or. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Fritzsche and

Tisch., comp. Ewald. Rightly ; the familiarity of the collocation "Tyre and

Sidon" and Matt. xv. 21 have introdiiced the koI ^i6uvng, which also came in at

ver. 31, and there supplanted the original reading rjMe Aia StcJoJvof (approved by

Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., in conformity with B D L A X,

33, Arr. Copt. Aeth. Syr. bier. Vulg. Sax. It.), and changed it into the Recepia

Kul 'Zi6o)vog ijlBev. [Recent editors agree with Meyer as to the reading in ver. 31,

but Treg., R. V. (text) retain the longer form in ver. 24 ; W. and Hort bracket

it.] — Ver. 25. uKovaami yap jwr/] Tisch. has a^A' evOvc ciKOvaaaa yvvri, following

B L A N, 33, vss. The witnesses are very miich divided (D : ywij 6e evOeug tjf

aKovaaau) ; but the reading of Tisch. is, considering this division, sufficiently

attested, and in keeping with the character of Mark ; it is therefore to be pre-

ferred. — Ver. 2G. Instead of f/c/3dAt? '(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) Elz. has

kKlid'AXri. The evidence for the aorist is not decisive, and the present is in

keeping with Mark's manner. [A B D X and many others read the aorist, ac-

cepted by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 27. Instead of 6 dk Ijjaovg elnev Lachm.

and Tisch. have kuI iTieyev, following B L A X, 33, Copt. Cant. (D has Kal Ityti
;

Vulg. : qui dixit). The Recepta is an alteration arising from comparison of Matt.

XV. 26. — Ver. 28. kaOiei'] Lachm. and Tisch. have hOiovan', following B D L A

X, min. The Recepta is from Matthew. — Ver. 30. Lachm. and Tisch have

adojited the transposition : ro naiSiov f3fi32jjinvuv (instead of rf/v Ovyar. ftefi'Xr]-

invTjv) iwl TTjv kIivt)}' k. tu i^ai/i6v. e^elTjlv66r, following B D L A X, min. vss. (yet

with variations in detail). The Recepta is to be retained ; the above transposi-

tion is to be explained by the fact that the transcriber passed over from the isai

after €^e^7}7iv06g immediately to the Kal in ver. 31. Thus Kal Tf)v Ovyar. down to

K?Jvrig was omitted, and afterwards restored at the wrong, but apparently more

suitable i^Iace. From the circumstance that Ovy. . . . KXivriq. and not to 6aiii6v.

E^eT^nX., is the clause omitted and restored, may be explained the fact that all

the variations in detail are found not in the latter, but in the former words.

[Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch.] — Ver. 31. See on ver. 24. — As in iii.

7, so also here, instead of 7rp6r we must read, with Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm.,

following evidence of considerable weight, fJf. — Ver. 32. After ku(I>6v Lachm.



CHAP. VII., 1-16. 87

and Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.] have Kai, following B D A X, vss. A connect-

ing addition. — Ver. 35. evdiug"] is wanting in B D i?, min. vss. Deleted by

Lachm. and Tisch. Eightly ; the more frequent in Mark, and the more appro-

priate it is in this place, the more difficult it was of omission, and the easier of

addition ; here also in a different order. [Tisch. VIII. inserts evOvc before £?.vQti

(so Weiss), but Treg., W. and Hort, K. V., omit altogether.]— Instead of ihTjvoL

X^Tjoap Lachm. and Tisch. have Tjfolyrjnav, following B D A 45, 1 (L has ijvoixfiri.

aav). The Recepta arose from the previous SiavoixOrjrc. — Ver. 36. avrdg] is

wanting in A B L X A X, min. Vulg. Lachm. Tisch. ; but superfluous as it is in

itself, how easily it was absorbed by the following aiirolq ! [The evidence seems

decisive against it ; deleted by recent editors, R. V.] — Before fxaklov Lachm.

and Tisch. have avrol, following B D L A *<, min. Copt. Goth. Syr. Arm. To
be adopted ; correlative to the avroq, but jiassed over, as not being recognized

in this reference and so regarded as superfluous. — [Ver. 37. Tisch., recent ed-

itors, E. v., J< B L A, 33, omit tov£ before alalovg.']

Vv. 1-16. See on Matt. xv. 1-11. The occasion of the discussion, only

hinted at in Matt. ver. 2, is expressly narrated by Mark in vv. 1, 2, and

with a detailed explanation of the matter, vv. 3, 4. Throughout the sec-

tion Matthew has abridgments, transpositions, and alterations (in opposition

to Hilgenfeld and Weiss). [See Note XLIIL, p. 94.]

—

cwdyovTaL] is

simply : there come together^ there assemble themselves (ii. 2, iv. 1, v. 21, vi.

30). The suggestion of & procedure of the synagogue (Lange), or of a formal

deputation (Weizsacker), is purely gratuitous. — kl^ovTeq] applies to both
;

on the notice itself, comp. iii. 22. — With the reading aal eTrepuTuoiv, ver. 5

(see the critical remarks), a full stop is not to be placed after ver. 1, as by

Lachmann and Tischendorf, but the participial construction, begun vsdth

eMovTEf, runs on easily and simply as far as ap-ovc, where a period is to be

inserted. Then follows the explanatory remark, vv. 3, 4, which does not

interrupt the construction, and therefore is not, as usually, to be placed in

a parenthesis. But with Kal e-n-epuTuaiv in ver. 5, a new sentence begins,

which continues the narrative. [So, substantially, W. and Hort., R. V.]—
iSovreg] not in Jerusalem (Lange), but on their present arrival, when this

gave them a welcome i:)retext for calling Jesus to account. — tovt' eanv av'nr-

roi^] Mark explains for his Gentile readers (for whom also the explanation

that follows was regarded by him as necessary) in what sense the Koivalg is

meant. Valckenaer, Wassenbergh, and Fritzsche without ground, and

against all the evidence, have declared the words a gloss.' See, on the

other hand, Bornemann, ScJiol. in Luc. p. xl. The aviivToig ° stands in con-

trast with the prescribed washing. Theophylact well says : avinToig x^P'^^^'^

fja-&iov cnveptepyug Kal dK?Mg, " with unwashen hands they were eating unaf-

fectedly and simply."— Ver. 3. -rravTEg ol 'lov6.] A more popular expression

—not to be strained—indicating the general diffusion of the Pharisaic

maxims among the people. — nvjiuy] Vulg. : crebro (after which Luther :

manchmal) ; Gothic : nfta (often) ; Syr. : diligenter '—translations of an

* Wilke holds the entire passage, w. 2-4, * Horn. 11. vii. 266 ; Hesiod, Op. 785 ; Lu-

as well as koX . . . iroielre, ver. 13, to be a clan. Bkei. praec. 14.

later interpolation. ^ Some Codd. of the It. have pugillo, some
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ancient reading nvKva (as in i<) or -KVKvuq (heartily), whicli is not, with

Schulz and Tischendorf (comp. Ewald), to be regarded as original, but as

an emendation (comji. Luke v. 33), as indeed nvy/Liy itself cannot be made
to bear the meaning of Trvuvd (in o^iposition to Casaubon). The only true

explanation is the instrumental one ; so that they place the closed fist in the

hollow of the hand, rub and roll the former in the latter, and in this manner

wash their hands (viipuvrai) with the fist. Comp. Beza, Fritzsche. Similar-

ly Scaliger, Grotius, Calovius, and others, except that they represent the

matter as if the text were Tcvyfifjv . . . ralg x^P^'- The exjjlanations : fj.expi

Tov a-vKuvoQ, ^^up to the elbow'''' (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus), and :

"
1(2^ to thewrisf (Lightfoot, Bengel), correspond neither with the case nor

with the signification of the word. Finally, had some peculiar ritiial form
of washing been meant ("in which they take the one fist full of water, and

so pour it over the other hand held up, that it runs off towards the arm^''),^ Mark.

would with the mere nvyfiy have expressed himself as unintelligibly as pos-

sible, and a ritual reference so precise would certainly have needed an ex-

planatory remark for his Gentile readers. [See Note XLIV., p. 94.]—
Ver. 4. Kal anb ayopdg] The addition in D, idv iWuci, is a correct interpre-

tation : from marlcet (when they come from the market) they eat not. A
pregnant form of expression, which is frequent also in classical writers.* la

this case kdv /uf/ [SaTrna. is not to be understood of icashing the hands (Light-

foot, Wetstein), but of immersion, which the word in classic Greek and in

the N. T. everywhere denotes, i.e., in this case, according to the context :

to take a lath.^ [See Note XLV., p. 94.] Having come from market, where

they may have contracted pollution through contact with the crowd, they

eat not, without having first hathed. The statement proceeds hy way of cli-

max ; before eating they observe the washing of hands ahrays, but the

lathing, when they come from market and wish to eat. Accordingly it is

obvious that the interpretation of Paulus :''"they eat not what has 'been

bought from the market, without having washed it,''"' is erroneous both in lin-

guistic usage (active immersion is always (iaTTTi^etv, not ^anTi!^Ec-Qai) and in

respect of the sense, to which the notion of special strictness would have

required to be mentally svpjjUed. — ftan-iaiiovc:'] is likewise to be understood

of the cleansing of things ceremonially impure, which might be effected

partly by immersion, partly {kIlvuv) by mere sprinkling ; so that (iaTrTLOfi.

applies by way of zeugma to all the four cases. — By the cups and jugs are

meant vessels of wood, for mention of the copper vessels {xalKtuv) follows, and

earthen vessels, when they were ceremonially defiled, were l/roken into pieces

(Lev. XV. 12).''— kT^lvuv] not couches in general (de Wette), for the whole con-

text refers to eating ; but couchesfor meals, triclinia, ° which were rendered

prima, some momcnto, some crebro, some = So also Luke xi. 38. Comp. Ecclus.

subinde. Aeth. agrees with Syr. ; and Copt. xxxl. 25 ; Judith xii. 7.

Syr. p. with Vulgate. * Kuinoel, Olshausen, Lange, Bleek.

' Paulus ; comp. Drusius, Cameron, ' See Keil, Archdol. I. § 56 ; Saalschiitz,

Schoettgen, Wetstein, Rosenmiiller. Mos. Eecht, T. p. 269.

" See Kypke and Loesner ; Winer, Gr. « iv. 21 ; Luke viii. 16 ; Xen. Cyr. viii. 2.

p. 547 [E. T. 621] ; Fritzsche in loc. 6 ; Uerod. ix. 16.
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unclean by persons afEected with haemorrhage, leprosy, and the like (Light-

foot, p. 630 f.). [See critical note.] — Ver. 5. With kuI cTrepur. a new sen-

tence begins. See above on vv. 1, 3. — Ver. 6. Mark has not the counter-

question recorded in Matt. xv. 3, and he gives the two portions of Christ's

answer in inverted order, so that with him the leading thought precedes,

while with Matthew it follows. This order of itself, as well as the ironical

Kfl/luf prefixed to both portions, indicates the form in Mark as the more

original. Comp. Weizsacker, p. 76. The order in Matthew betrays the set

purpose of placing the law before the prophets. The agreement of the quo-

tation from Isa. xxix. 13 with Matt. xv. 8 f. is wrongly adduced in opposi-

tion to this view (Hilgenfeld) ; it is to be traced back to the collection of

Logia, since it belongs to the speech of Christ. —Ver. 8. cKpivreg and KpaTslTs

(3 Thess. ii. 15) are intentionally chosen as correlative. — alXa irapo/ioia roc-

avra ttoXM] Such accumulations of homoeoteleuta were not avoided even by

classical writers.' rocavra defines napo/ioia as respects the category of qual-

ity. — Ver. 9. KaXug] Excellently, nobly,— ironical.'' Not so in ver. 6. — iva]

"vere accusantur, etsi hypocritae non putarent, hanc suam esse intention-

em," " They are rightly accused, although the hypocrites had not held this to

be their purpose" (Bengel). — Ver. 11. Kop[iav] |3"ip =6(jpov, namely, to the

temple.^ See on Matt. xv. 5. — The construction is altogether the same as

that in Matt. I.e., so that after w^eA. there is an aposiopesis {lie is thus bound

to this vow), and ver. 13 continues the reproving discourse of Jesus, setting

forth what the Pharisees do in pursuance of that maxim. — Ver. 13. ovKen]

no more, after the point of the occurrence of the nopjidv
;
previously they had

nothing to oppose to it. — Ver. 13. ij KapeduK.'] quam tradidistis, ''which ye

delivered.^'' The tradition, which they receive from their predecessors, they

have again transmitted to their disciples. — koI irapofiota k.t.Tl.] a repetition

of solemn rebuke (comp. ver. 8). — Ver. 14. ndTnv (see the critical remarks)

has no express reference in the connection. But it is to be conceived that

after the emergence of the Pharisees, ver. 1, Jesus sent away for a time the

people that surrounded Him (vi. 56) ; now He calls them bach to Him again.

Comp. XV. 13. — Ver. 15. There is no comnaa to be placed after av^puirov.

— kadva] emphasizing the contrast to that which is e'laTropevofievov. Observe,

further, the circumstantiality of the entire mode of expression in ver. 15, ex-

hibiting the importance of the teaching given.

Vv. 17-33. See on Matt. xv. 13-30 ; the conversation, which is recorded

in this latter vv. 13-14, is by him inserted from the Logia here as in an ap-

propriate place. [See Note XLIII., p. 94.] — eJf oIkov] peculiar to Mark in

this place : into a house. Jesus is still in the land of Gennesareth (vi. 53),

where He is wandering about. — inripuTuv k.t.I.I According to Matt. xv.

15, Peter was the spokesman, the non-mention of whose name in the pas-

sage before us is alleged by Hilgenfeld to betoken the Petrinism of Mark,

1 See Lobeck, Paralip. p. 53 f. would gladly give it to thee. But it is Kor-

" 2 Cor. xi. 4 ; Soph. Ant. 735 ; Arist. Av. ban ; I employ it better by giving it to God
139 ; Ael. V. H. i. 16. than to thee, and it is of more service to

^ The following is Luther's gloss :
" is, in thee also."

brief, as much as to say : Dear father, I



90 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

who prefers to divert the reproacli upon all the discijiles in general ; but it in

truth betokens the oZ<Zer representation of the scene. — Ver. 18. ovtu] siccine,

accordingly, since you must ask this question. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 5. — koX

vfielq] like persons, who have not the benefit of my guidance (ol e^u, iv. 11).

— Ver. \^^ ovKEioTzop. avTov nqr. Kapd.] it enters not into his heart. — The word

(KpeSpuv does not occur among the Greeks, but a<po6og. — The reading Ka^&apil^ov

(see the critical remarks) would have to be explained : which {i.e., which

eKTTopeveadai e\q tov cKpedpuva) makes pure the whole of the food (that is eaten),

inasmuch, namely, as thereby every impurity passes away from it (by means

of the excrements). [See Note XLVI., p. 95.] Thus Ka-QapiC,ov would be

an appositional addition, which contains the judgment upon the e\q tov cKped-

puva eKTropeverai. See Kiihner, II. p. 146 ; Winer, p. 549 [E. T. G24]
;

Fritzsche in he. But the latter arbitrarily changes Ka^apli^ov into the mean-

ing : "puros esse declarat," " declares to be pure," in so far, namely, as all

food, clean and unclean, would come digested into the a^edpuv. With the

reading Ka^^apil^uv we must explain : which (the draught) malces pure the

whole of thefood, inasmuch as it is the place destined for the purpose of re-

ceiving the impurities therefrom (the excretions). Thus KO'&apiZuv refers to

TOV cKpeSpuva, and is put not in the accusative, but in the nominative, as

though /cat 6 a(peSpo)v dexETac or something similar had been said previously,

so that the ac^edpuv appears as the logical subject. Comp. the similar applica-

tion of the anacoluthic nominative participle among the Greeks,^ according

to which it is not necessary, as with Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 68 [E. T. 78],

to assume the abbreviation of a relative clause.* Moreover, the connection

of the course of the matter presented from bn onward requires that nal e'lq t.

(KpeSpuva iKTTop. should still be dependent on utc (in opjiosition to Fritzsche).

— Ver. 21 f. 6ia?<.oyi(yiuol ol kukoI] is specialized by all that follows, which

therefore is to be taken as the tlwughts actually presenting themselves, as

the prava consilia realized. — The following catalogue betrays later enrich-

ment when compared with that of Matthew, and there is not manifest any

principium dividendi, "principle of division," beyond the fact that (with the

exception of aaelyeia, excess, especially unchaste excess ; see on Rom. xiii.

13 ; Gal. v. 19) matters approximately homogeneous are placed together. —
n-ovtipiai] malignities, ill-wills, Rom. i. 29 ; Eph. iv. 31 ; Col. iii. 8.

—

b<p^a2.-

(idg TTovTjp.] an envious eye, as at Matt. xx. 15. — afpoavvT/] unreason, morally

irrational conduct, Wisd. xii. 23. Foolishness of moral practice. Comp.

on Eph. v. 17 ; Beck, Seelenl. p. 63 (its opposite is cucfipoavv)/), not merely

in loquendo, to which, moreover, vTveprjcfiavla {arrogance) is arbitrarily limited

(in opposition to Luther's gloss ; Fritzsche also, and de Wettc, and many

others).— Ver. 23. As of all good, so also of all evil, tlie heart is the inmost

life-seat. See Delitzsch, Psych, p. 350.

• The contents of ver. 19, very appropriate p. 326, agrees with him.

as they are for popular argument in the "^ Richter, de anacol. I. p. 7 ; Bernhardy,

way of naive sensuous representation, are p. 53 ; Kriiger, § 56. 9. A.

unfairly criticised by Baur, krit. Unters. ^ Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat. Phaed.

p. 5.54, and Markustv. p. 55, as awkward p. 81 A.

and unsuitable ; and in this view Kostlin,
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Vv. 24-30. See on Matt. xv. 21-29, who in vv. 23-25 has added what is

certainly original. — EKeldev] out of the land of Gennesareth, vi. 53. — elf to.

fiE'&dpia Tvpov] into the regions bordering on Tyre. ' It is not, withal, said even

here (comp. Matt. xv. 21) that Jesus had now left Galilee and betaken

Himself into Gentile territory. He went into the Galilean regions border-

ing on Tyre (the tribe of Asher). According to Mark, it was only in further

prosecution of His journey (ver. 31) that He went through Phoenicia, and

even through Sidon, merely, however, as a traveller, and without any so-

journ. The explanation of Erasmus and Kypke : into the region between

•Tyre and Sidon, is set aside by the spuriousness of koX "ZiSuvoq. [But see

critical note.] — elq oMav] into a house. Comp. ver. 17. It was doubtless

the house of one who honored Him. — ov6ha fi-&e7.e yvuvaL] not : He wished to

Icnowno one (Fritzsche, Ewald), but : He wished that no one should TcnoxD it. See

the sequel. Matthew does not relate this wish to remain concealed ; the remark

is one of those peculiar traits in which Mark is so rich. But he has no pur-

pose of thereby explaining the subsequent refusal of aid on the part of Jesus

from another ground than that mentioned by Matt. xv. 24 (de Wette, Hil-

genfeld), since Mark also at ver. 27 narrates in substance the same ground

of refusal. — rjdvvT)-&ri\ corresijonds to the 7/i?eAe : He wished . . . and could

not. — Tjq avrfiq\ See Winer, p. 134 [E. T. 148]. On iJvydrp., comp. v. 23. —
Ver. 26. 'WCkrivL(\ a Gentile woman, not a Jewess, Acts xvii. 12. — Syrophoe-

nice means Phoenicia (belonging to the province of Syria), as distinguished

from the AifincfioiviKEc (Strabo, xvii. 3, p. 835) in Libya. The (unusual) form

I,vpo(poiviKiGaa is
'^ to be received on account of the preponderance of the wit-

nesses in its favor, with which are to be classed those which read "Lvpacpoivi-

Kiaaa or "Zvpa ^oLv'tKicaa (so Tischendorf), which is explanatory (a Phoenician

Syrian). The Recepta ^vpocpoiviaaa (so also Fritzsche) is an emendation, since

^oiviaaa was the familiar name for a Phoenician woman. ^ But the form

Ivpo^ocviKLcca is not formed from 'LvpotpoivL^ (Luc. D. Condi. 4), but from

<^oiviK7]. The Xavava'ia of Matthew is substantially the same. See on Matt.

XV. 22. — EKfidTiXri] (see the critical [and supplementary] remarks) present

subjunctive, makes the thought of the woman present, and belongs to the

vividness of the graphic delineation ; Klotz, ad Bevar. p. 618. — Ver. 27.

npuTov] certainly a modification in accordance with later tradition, intended

to convey the meaning : it is not yet competent for Gentiles also to lay claim

to my saving ministry ; the p)rimary claim, which must be satisfied before it

comes to you, is that of the Jews.* It is the idea of the 'lovdaiu te -rrpurov

Koi "'EUtjvi, " to the Jew first, and also to the Greek," Rom. i. 16, which has

already come in here, added not exactly in a doctrinal sense (Keim), but out

of the consciousness of the subsequent course of things and without set pur-

pose—to say nothing of an anti-Judaistic purpose in opposition to Matthew

1 Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 16 ; Thuc. ii. 27. 2, iv. 56. 3. 2.

2, iv. 99 ; Herodian, v. 4. 11 ; Lucian, V. H. * According to Schenkel, indeed, Jesus

i. 20. was not at all in earnest with this answer of

* With Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, and harsh declinature, and this the woman per-

Lachmann. ceived. But see on Matt., and comp. Keim,
' Xen. Hell. iii. 4. 1, iv. 3. 6 ; Herodian, v. gesehichtl. Uhr. p. 61 f.
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(Hilgenfeld), which would rather have led to the omission of the entire

narrative. But in general the presentation of this history in Matthew bears,

especially as regards the episode with the disciples, the stamp of greater

originality, which is to be explained from a more exact use of the collection

of Logia through simple reproduction of their words. Ewald finds in that

episode another genuine remnant from the primitive document of Mark.
Comp. also Holtzmann, p. 192. — Ver. 29. 6ia tuvtov tuv loyov vixayt] on account

of this saying (which gives evidence of so strong a confidence in me), go thy

way. In vnays is implied the promise of compliance, hence it is fittingly as-

sociated with 6ia TovTov t. A. Comp. Matt. viii. 13 ; Mark v. 34. — Ver. 80.

Evpe K.T.Ti.] "Vis verbi invenit cadit potius super participium quam super

nomen," "The force of the v^ord found falls more strongly upon the partici-

ples than upon the noun" (Bengel). — jiefiT^rjiJ- e^' t. k?Jvt/v] weary and ex-

hausted, but KEifievTiv ev etpr/vri, "lying in peace," Euthymius Zigabenus,

which the demon did not previously permit. [See Note XLVII., p. 95.]

Vv. 31-37. A narrative peculiar to Mark. Matthew, at xv. 30, 31—here

foregoing details, of which he has already related many—only states in

general that Jesus, having after the occurrence with the Canaanitish woman
returned to the lake, healed many sick, among whom there were also

deaf persons. Mark has preserved a special incident from the evangelic

tradition, and did not coin it himself (Hilgenfeld).

—

traXiv cfeMwv] his

reference to am/Mev e«f, ver. 24. — Slo, I,i6(Jvoc] (see the critical remarks) :

He turned Himself therefore from the region of Tyre first in a northern di-

rection, and went through Sidon (we cannot tell what may have been the

more immediate inducement to take this route) in order to return thence to

the lake. If we should take I,i6uvog not of the city, but of the region of

Sidon, * the analogy of Tvpov would be opposed to us, as indeed both names

always designate the cities themselves. — ava fitaov tuv opiuv r. Ae/caTroAcwc] He
came (as he journeyed) through the midst (Matt. xiii. 25; 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Rev.

vii. 11) of the regions belonging to Decapolis, so that He thus from Sidon ar-

rived at the Sea of Galilee, not on this side, but on the farther side of

Jordan (comp. on Matt. iv. 25), and there the subsequent cure, and then

the feeding the multitude, viii. 1, occurred, viii. 10. — Ver. 32. Koxpdv ^oyi-

?.a?iOv] is erroneously interpreted : a deaf man with a difficulty of utterance

(see Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, de Wette, Bleek, and many others).

Although, according to its composition and according to Aetius in Beck.

Anecd. p. 100, 22, fioyiXdTiog means sjjeaking loith difficulty, it corresponds in

the LXX. to the D-.?{<, dumb. See Isaiah xxxv. 6." Hence it is to be under-

stood as : a deaf-mute,^ which is also confirmed by aldlovq, ver. 37, and

is not refuted by klaXei. bp'&uc, ver. 35. The reading jioyyildlov, speaking

hollowly,* is accordingly excluded of itself as inappropriate (comp. also ver.

35). — Ver. 33. The question ichy Jesus took aside the side man apart from
the people, cannot without arbitrariness be otherwise answered than to the

' StSopia, Ilom. Od. xiii. 285 ; Ewald, ' Vulgate, Luthor, Calovius, and many
Lange also and Lichtenstein. others, including Ewald.

2 Comp. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theo- < B** E F H L X r A, Matthaei.

dotion, Ex. iv. 11.
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efEect that He adopted this measure for the sake of an entirely undisturbed

rapport between Himself and the sick man, such as must have appeared to

Him requisite, in the very case of this side man, to the efficacy of the spittle

and of the touch. [See Note XLVHI., p. 95.] Other explanations resorted

to are purely fanciful, such as : that Jesus wished to make no parade ;
' that

in this region, which was not purely Jewish, He wished to avoid attracting

dangerous attention (Lange) ; that He did not wish to foster the supersti-

tion of the spectators (Reinhard, Oiyusc. II. p. 140). De Wette conjectures

that the circumstance belongs to the element of mystery, with which Mark
invests the healings. But it is just in respect of the two cases of the applica-

tion of spittle (here and at viii. 23) that he relates the withdrawing from the

crowd; aninclination to the mysterious would have betrayed itself also in the

presenting of the many other miracles. According to Baur, Mark wished

to direct the attention of his readers to this precise kind of miraculous

cure. This would amount to a fiction in a physiological interest. The
spittle " (like the oil in vi. 13) is to be regarded as the vehicle of the mirac-

ulous power. Comp. on John ix. 6. It is not, however, to be supposed that

Jesus wished in any wise to veil the marvellous element of the cures (Lange,

L. J. II. 1, p. 283), which would amount to untruthfulness, and would
widely differ from the enveloping of the truth in parable. — Trrvaag] namely,

on the tongue of the patient ;
^ this was previous to the touching of the

tongue (comp. i. 41, viii. 22, x. 13), which was done with the fingers, and

not the mode of the touching itself. — Ver. 34 f. eoTeva^e] Euthymius Ziga-

benus well says : tiriKa/uTSfxevog rolg ncLT^eai tov av^punov, "being moved by

the sufferings of the man" (comp. Grotius and Fritzsche). Certainly (see

avapi. EiQ T. ovpavdv) it was a sigh of j^rayer (de Wette and many others),

and yet a sigh : on account of painful sympathy. Comp. viii. 12, also iii. 5.

It is reading between the lines to say, with Lange, that in this half-heathen

region duller forms of faith rendered His work difficult for Him ; or

with Hofmann (Schriftieic. II. 2, p. 352), that He saw in the deaf-mute an

image of His people incapable of the hearing of faith and of the utterance

of confession (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.). — e^^aiJd] •->^tL2lZ.], imperative

Ethpael. — Siavoix^iTi] be opened, namely, in respect of the closed ears and

the bound tongue. See what follows. — ai a/coat] the ears, as often in clas-

sic use.'*— elvd-ri K.r./l.] The tongue, with which one cannot speak, is con-

ceived as hound (comp. the classical crdna Xveiv, y2.uaaag Ivelv, and see Wet-

stein), therefore the expression does not justify the supposition of any other

cause of the dumbness beside the deafness. — bp^uq] consequently, no

' Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, Eu- the blind man. It is not therefore to be

thymius Zigabenus, and many others. conceived that Jesus spat on His own fingers

» According to Baur, there is betrayed in and so applied His spittle to the tongue

the narrative of the mveiv, as also at vi. 13, of the sick man (Lange, Bleek, and older

" the more material notion of miracle in a commentators), for this Mark would cer-

later age." But it cannot at all be shown tainly in his graphic manner have said.

that the later age had a more material con- * Eur. Pfioen. 1494 ; Luc. Philop. 1 ; Hero-

ception of the miracles of Jesus. dian, iv. 5. 3 ; comp. 3 Maco. xv. 39.

s As in viii. 23 He spits into the eyes of
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longer venting itself in inarticulate, irregular, stuttering sounds, as deaf-

mutes attempt to do, but rightly, quite regularly and normally. — Ver. 36.

avrolq] to those present, to whom He now returned with the man that was

cured. — avrdg] and the subsequent avroi (see the critical remarks) corre-

spond to one another : He on His part . . . tJiey on their part. — baov . . .

jiaMov nepLccoTEjiov^ hoicever much He enjoined (forbade) them, still far more

they published it. They exceeded the degree of the prohibition by the yet

far greater degree in which they made it known. So transported were they

by the miracle, that the prohibition only heightened their zeal, and they

prosecuted the KTjpvaaeiv with still greater energy than if He had not inter-

dicted it to them. As to this prohibition without result generally, comp. on

V. 43. — iiaXkov '] along with another comparative, strengthens the latter."—
Ver. 37. koKuz navra ttetto/t^ke] Let neTroiTjKE be distinguished from the subse-

quent noiEi. The former relates to the miraculous cure at that time, which

has taken place and is now accomplished (perfect) ; and kuI (even) rove Koxpoii^

Koie'i K.T.I, is the general judgment deduced from this concrete case. In

this judgment, however, the generic plurals Koxpovc, alalov^ are quite in their

place, and do not prove (in opposition to Kostlin, p. 347) that a source of

which Mark here availed himself contained several cures of deaf and dumb
people. — r. aldl. /la/l.] the speechless to gpeah.^

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

XLin. Vv. 1-23.

Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Meyer in regarding the entire passage as original

with Mark, but objects to his view that the material is derived from the Logia,

basing it rather on the Petrine tradition.

XLIV. Ver. 3. Trvyfi^.

This reading should be retained (against Tisch.), but its sense is doubtful.

The R. V. renders it "diligently" in the text, with the margin : " Or, up to the

elbow, Gr. with the fist." " Oft" (A. V.) is derived from the Vulgate,

XLV. Ver. 4. /ianriauvTai.

Meyer passes over the remarkable reading of K B and some cursives (^avrlauv-

rai), accepted by Weiss ed. Mey., and W. and Hort (text), R. V. marg.—The

A. R. V. has "bathe," with marg. " Gr. baptize." This rendering marks the

difference between the verbs (here and ver. 3).

^ nere hi the sense of "only aU the nwre." p. 719 f . ; Stallbaum, ad Phaed. p. 79 E;

See Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. iii. p. 397 A ; Nagels- Pflugk, ad Ilecuh. 377.

bach's note on the Iliad, ed. 3, p. 227. ' On dAaAos, comp. Plut. Mor. p. 438 B;
» See on Phil. i. 23 ; Hermann, ad Viger. Ps. xxxvii. 14, xxx. 22.
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XLVI. Ver. 19. mdapil^uv k.t.I.

Among the witnesses for this reading are three of the fathers (Origen, Greg-

ory Thaumaturgus, Chrysostom), who, however, take the clause as an explana-

tion made by the Evangelist (comp. K.. V.: " This he said, making all meats

clean"). Were this the sense, the various reading would scarcely have arisen
;

nor is there any similar instance of interpretation in this Gospel. The verb,

moreover, is thus assigned an unusual sense. "Weiss ed. Mey. also passes over

this interpretation without notice,

XLVn. Ver. 30.

The order of Lachm. and Tisch. is strongly attested, and the explanation of

Meyer, in favor of the Eec, seems unsatisfactory. The fact that the girl lay

upon the couch was lirst noticed, and the departure of the demon inferred from

this. This is in the vivacious style of Mark ; while the transcribers transposed,

in order to place the real cause before the visible effect. So, substantially,

Weiss ed. Mey.

XLVin. Ver. 33.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the man was taken aside, because "Jesus, here as in

the heathen territory (chap. vii. 24), was unwilling to renew His activity, and

hence would not awaken new claims by means of a cure wrought before the

whole multitude." The gradual healing was probably in consequence of som«
spiritual need of the man himself.
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CHAPTER YIII.

Veb. 1. ira/ind^.Xov] BDGLMNAX, min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Goth.

Vulg. It. have TvaXLV -noTilov. Eecommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.

Tisch. [recent editors, R. v.] . But the former being an uiza^ "ksyoii. in the

N. T., might very easily have been changed into ivdliv ttoTJ^ov, as Trakiv waa

used in Mark so frequently, and in this place (it is otherwise at vii. 14) was so

appropriate. — Ver. 2 . Instead of i/uepai, Elz. has i/fiepag. A correction, in op-

position to decisive evidence, as is Matt. xv. 32. — /loi] is, according to B D,

with Lachm., to be deleted as a supplementary addition. It is from Matt. xv.

32. [The evidence against it is not sufficient to convince even W. and Hort,

who usually follow B.] —Ver. 3. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B D L
A, 33, Copt., read Kai nveg.] — f/Kovoiv] As A D X, min. have tikuulv (so Lachm.),

and B L A Copt, have eWlv (so Tisch.), tikovglv is condemned by preponderant

counter-evidence. But as, moreover, almost all the versions deviate from the

simple e'lclv, we must abide by the reading of Lachm. [Tisch. VIII. has fjKaaiv ;

so Treg., but W. and Hort (so Weiss) have elaiv, following a group of authorities

which they usually regard as decisive.] If e'laiv had been glossed by a verb of

coming, the praeterite ^«a, not elsewhere found in the N. T., would hardly have

been the word chosen for that purpose. Mark has the verb t/kecv only in this

place. — Ver. 6. irapyj-yyeiTie] B D L A X have Trapayykllei. So Lachm. and

Tisch. Rightly ; the historical present was lost in the connection with the

praeterite. — Ver. 7. evloy^aag elns napaQe'cvat. koI aiird] Many variations.

Griesb. regards merely svloy. dne TrapaQelvat as genuine. Lachm. has ravra

Evkoy. eIttev TcapaTEdf/vai koX avrd. Fritzsche : EvXoy. iHe napaO. avrd. Tisch. :

Ev}.oy. avrd napEOrjKEv. It may be urged against Griesbach, that a reading with-

out any pronoun has not been preserved at all in the Codd. In the midst of

the confusion of readings that has arisen from the double pronoun, that one is

to be retained which has in its favor the relatively greatest agreement of the

most important uncials. And this is : Ev2.oy7/aag avrd (B C L A t<, min. Copt.),

eIkev KOI ravra naparMvai (B L A N**, to which, on account of the pronoun and

its position, C also falls to be added with : eIttev Kal ravra TvapdeE-E). [So re-

cent editors, R. V.] This consensus is more important than that which Lachm.

has followed (principally relying upon A). The reading of Tisch., simple as

it is, and not giving occasion to variation, is too weakly attested by N*. — Ver.

9. oi <pay6vTEi:'^ is wanting in B L A N, min. Copt. Condemned by Griesb., de-

leted by Tisch. It is from vi. 44. — Ver. 12. crjfi. ETvi^lriTEl'] Schulz, Lachm.

Tisch. read ^.titeI arifi., in accordance with B C D L A K, min. vss. The liecepta

is from Matt. xvi. 4.— Ver. 13. tu/id^ ndliv] B C D L A K, min. Copt. Arm.

have rrdXiv Efi(idq. This is to be adopted, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., as the

better attested order. — fJ? to ttAoZoi;] Lachm. reads fJc tt7m'iov, following A E F

G M S V X, min. Fritzsche and Tisch. have entirely deleted it, following B C

L A K, Corb. Germ. 1, Tol. The latter is right ; f/z/^dc had its notion completed.

— Ver. 16. Uyovrsg] is wanting in B D «, .min, Jt/ Deleted by Lachm. and
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Tisch. ; the former has subsequently, with B, min. It., ixovatv (comp. D: elxov).

[See Note XLIX., p. 104.] As well Myovreg as the first person of the verb was
introduced in accordance with Matt. xvi. 7.— Ver. 17. en] is wanting in B C D
LAN, min. Copt. Verc. Lachm. and Tisch. As well the omission as the addi-

tion might have been occasioned by the last syllables of avvkre; but more easily

the addition, as the connection (ouku) so readily suggested an en. — [Ver. 19.

Recent editors, R. V. (against Tisch.), omit kuI before irdaovc, with A B L,

Copt., etc., and in ver. 20, Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. with X B C L A,

Vulg. Copt., read Ka« T.f'yoiKTtf a i'ru, instead of ot (Se eiKov.] — Ver. 21. ttuc ov]

Lachm. has wug ovnu, following A D M U X, min. Syr. utr. Perss. Goth. Vulg.

It. Theophyl. Tisch. has merely ovnu, following C K L A J?, min. The latter

is to be regarded as the original. To this ovttu, Trwf -was added (Lachm.) from

Matt. xvi. 11 ; and in accordance with the same parallel, iruq ovnu passed into

TTw? ov (B, Elz.). — Ver. 22. ipxeraL] epxovrai is rightly approved by Griesb., and

adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. See on v. 38. — [Ver. 23. Tisch., recent editors,

R. v., with N B C L, 33, read e^rjveyKev, and W. and Hort, Weiss, R.V., with B C
D A, Copt., have (3AeiTEig, which was easily altered into the indirect form : (iMnei

(Rec. Tisch.) in X A and most.]— Ver. 24. uq 6ev6pa\ Lachm. and Tisch. read

oTi o)Q SevSpa opu, following decisive evidence. The Eecepta is an abbreviation

to help the construction.—Ver. 25. kuI eTroltiaev avrbv avaj37ieipaL\ Many various

readings ; btit not such as to warrant the total condemnation of the words

(Griesb.), since they are only wanting in a few vss. The most fully at-

tested is Kol 6iel32.£\pev, and this is adojited by Tisch., following B C* L A X,

min. Copt. Aeth. Kal 6ie(31ey.iev, not being understood, was variously glossed.

—

kvefiletpe'] Lachm. Tisch., following B L X** min. (A, min. have aviplenev), read

kvef3?iETTev, which is to be adopted, as the aorist was easily introduced mechani-

cally from what preceded. — Instead of unavTa (approved by Griesb., adopted

by Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), Elz. has unavrag. But the former is at-

tested by B C D L M A X, min. vss. also Vulg. It. (D has navTo). unavrag is to

be regarded as an emendation, on account of ruvg avOpunovg, ver. 24. — Ver. 26.

Hij6k elg . . . Kuiiy] very many variations, arising out of the aj^parent inappro-

priateness of the meaning ; but not such as to justify the striking out of the

second half of the sentence (p/(Jf elntjc nvi ev t. Kuuri),-^'\ih. Tisch. (B L X, min.

Copt.). In this way it was sought to help the matter by abbreviation. Others

amplified (Vulg. It.) and altered (D). [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit the

second clause, but retain iiqiVe at the beginning of the first clause. Tisch. ac-

cepts fifj (comp. grammatical notes) which has no support except i<*.]—Ver. 28.

Iva] Lachm. Tisch. have otl elg, following B C* L K, Copt. The Recepta is an

alteration on account of the construction. If oti elg had come in in accordance

with Luke ix. 19, aveaTrj would also be found in Codd. — Ver. 29. leyei avTolgl B
C D* L A >5, 53, Cojit. Cant. Verc. Corb. Colb. have 'enrjpuTa avrovg. Recom-
mended by Griesb., approved by Schulz, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.; the

Recepla is from Matt. xvi. 15. —Ver. 31. and] B C D G K L N, min. have vtt6.

Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.; uno is from
the parallel passages. — Ver. 34. [recent editors , R. V. , with i< B C* D L A
Vulg., have el ng.} — Instead of uKolovdelv (which Griesb. Scholz, and Tisch. have

adopted), Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] read tWelv. Both
readings have weighty attestations ; but elOelv is from Matt. xvi. 24.— Ver. 35.

Instead of r. kavrov ipvxr/v in the second half of the verse (Griesb. Scholz), Elz.

7



98 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have t. avrov ip., again following A B C* L A K.

[These authorities support r. i/;. avrov in the second clause. Tisch. VIII. agrees

with Griesb. in text, but his notes defend the reading of A B N, etc. (corrected

by Gebhardt). W. and Hort follow B (-. iavrov \p. ) in the first clause. ] From the

preceding clause, and in keeping with the jjarallel passages. [Tisch., recent

editors, E. V., with most leading uncials, omit ovToq, and in ver. 36 with K B L,

read u(ps?i£i, KepdFjaai, (^TjuiuBr'/vai.'] — Ver. 36. avBpunov read, with Lachm. and

Tisch., following A C* D, min. Or.: rbv avdpuvrov. [Tisch. VIII., recent editors,

reject the article.] As well the omission of the article as the reading avOpuTog

(EFGHLMXTAK* min.) is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. ^ rt] Tisch.

reads rt yap, following B L A K, 28, Copt. Or.
; ^ ri is from Matt. xvi. 26.

[Tisch,, recent editors, R.V., with K* B (L indirectly) have dol
;
(comp. Note

XXV., p. 60.]

Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. xv. 32-39. — h Ik. t. yfxep.] An unessential differ-

ence from Matthew, but still a difference. — TrafiK. bx?iOv dvrog] ichen very many
people were ther-e. The presence of such a crowd is intelligible enough after

the miraculous cure that has just been related (in opposition to Holtzmann,

p. 85).' On nd/xKoTivg, only found in this place in the N. T., see Wetstein.'

[See critical note.]— Ver. 3. In the nominative T/fj.epai rpelg, Hilgenfeld finds

an indication of dependence on Matt. xv. 32. Why not the converse ?—
Ver. 3. Ttveg yap k.t.?..] information peculiar to Mark concerningthe previous

ekAv^. h rf; odcj, but still belonging to the words of Jesus : hence TJKaaiv

(Lobeck, ad PTiryn. p. 744), have come; not : had come (Luther). [See

critical note.]— Ver. 4. irddev'] With surprise tlie disciples thus ask, as on

the desert surface (ot' eprjfiiag) there is no jilace whence loaves for their satis-

faction were to be obtained. — Ver. 7. Mark (it is otherwise in Matthew)

narrates in this place (otherwise at vi. 41) two separate actions in respect of

the loaves and the fishes. — According to the reading : Kal Ev7Myi]aag avra

eIttev Kal ravra wapari'&ivai (see the critical remarks), we must translate : and

after He had Messed them, He hade set these also hefore them. [Comp. R. V.] —
With the small fishes thus, according to Mark, Jesus performs a special con-

secration (comp. on Matt. xiv. 19), as to which, however, in evloy. there is

nothing to be found of itself higher than in evxap. (Lange :
" the pre-cele-

bration of the glorious success"). The thanksgiving of Jesus teas a prayer of

praise (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 16). On EvXoyslv, with accusative of the ob-

ject, comp. Luke ix. 16, 1 Cor. x. 16,—in the sense, namely, of uttering

over the object a prayer of praise (n3'i3), blessing it. — Ver. 8. TTEpiaa. Klaafi.

inra anvp. , 7'emains left over in jneces seven baskets. The definition of measure

is added, according to the Greek usage, in the form of an apjwsition

;

Kiihner, II. p. 117. — Ver. 10. ^aluavov^a, named nowhere else, was doubt-

less (comp. Matt, xv, 39) a village or hamlet on the western side of the lake,

in the neighborhood of Magdala (or else Magada ; see on Matt. xv. 39).

See Robinson, III. p. 530 f. Ewald, indeed, Gesch. Chr. p. 376 (comp.

' On elvai, equivalent to Trapeivai, comp. Xu? . . . ox^os), Pdit. p. 291 A ; Lucian,

XV. 40 ; John vii. 39 ; Dorvill. Charit. p. 600. Uerm. 61.

" Comp. Plato, Legg. vii. p. 819 A (n-i/otn-o-
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Lightfoot), conjectures that in Dalmanutha^e. have the Galilean pronuncia-

tion of the name of the town p07:f, where, according to the Mishna, many-

Jews dwelt. But comp. on Matt. xv. 39. The present village Delhemija

(Robinson, III. p. 514, 530) lies too far to the south, immediately above the

influx of the Hieromax, eastward from the Jordan. — The specification of a

letter-known -glace, in Matthew betrays itself as later ; although Baur thinks,

that by such variations Mark probably only wished to give himself a sem-

blance of being independent.

Vv. 11-13. See on Matt. xvi. 1-4, who narrates more fully out of the col-

lection of Logia, and from the tradition adds the Sadducees. — E^rjl-dov]

namely, from their dwellings in the district there. A trait of graphic cir-

cumstantiality. Lange imports the idea : as spies out of an ambush. But

it is not easy to see why ver. 11 should fitly attach itself, not to the history

of the miraculous feeding (which could not but serve to enhance the sensa-

tion produced by Jesus), but to vii. 37 (Holtzmann). Between Dalmanutha

and the place of the feeding there lay in fact only the lake. — i/p^avTo av^.

aiirw] How they made the beginning of disputing with Him, is told by i^rjTovv-

Tsg K.T.I. : so that they asked, etc. — Ver. 13. avaorevafaf] after that He had

heaved a sigh (comp. vii. 34), namely, at the hardened unbelief of those

men. ' A picturesque feature here peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 34. — t'l\

why—in painful certainty of the want of result, which would be associated

with the granting of their request. " Tota hujus orationis indoles intelli-

gitur ex pronuntiatione,''^ "The entire quality of this discourse is known
from its manner,'''' Beza. — el So^T/aerai] a thoroughly Hebraistic expression

of asseveration (never shall, etc.), by the well-known suppression of theapo-

dosis.^ According to Mark, therefore (who has not the significant saying

as to the sign of Jonah adojited by Matthew from the collection of Logia

already at x. 39 if., and in this case at xvi. 4), a crjiielov is altogether refused

to this generation of Pharisees. ^ For them—these hardened ones, for whom
the signs already given did not suffice—none should be given ; the cTi/Lida,

which Jesus gave everywhere, were in fact sufficient even for their conver-

sion, if they had only been willing to attend to and profit by them. — ttuTiiv

efi(idg] without elf to nrAolov (see the critical remarks), which is, however, by

means of Trd^iv obvious from ver. 10.*— elg to ne^pav] to the eastern side of

the lake (comp. ver. 10). Holtzmann is wrong in saying that Jesus here

passes over for the second time to the western side ; see on ver. 23.

Vv. 14-21. See on Matt. xvi. 5-11, whose narrative is less concise and

more explanatory.— kneld^ovTo^ quite as in Matt. xvi. 6, and therefore not :

viderunt se dblitos esse, "they saw that they had forgotten" (Fritzsche,

Kuinoel). The disciples (yer. 15) form the subject, as is evident of itself;

• This is all that is shown by the follow- p. 444 [E. T. 500].

ing painful question. Lange arbitrarily ^ gy passing over the sign of Jonah,

holds that Jesus sighed on account of the Mark has effaced \\ie point of the answer,

commencement of His separation from the which Matthew and Luke have furnished,

dominant popular party ; that there was, * Comp. Xen. Cyrop. v. 7. 7 : w<7T£ ifj-^aiveiv,

at the same time, a forbearing reservation o-norav Notos fvej?. Dem. 29. 20, and many
of His judicial power, and so forth. other places in the classical writers.

" See Koster, Erldut. p. 104 ff. ; Winer,
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for they ought to have taken care as to the provision of bread, hnt forgot

it. — El fifj 'iva /c.r.?i.] a statement, which is quite in keeping with the peculi-

arity of Mark, and perhaps proceeds from Peter (in opposition to Hilgen-

feld). — Ver. 15. opdre is absolute; and anh Tfjq (,. k.-.I. belongs only to

fiTiETTETe, the construction of which with awd (comp. xii. 33) is not, with Titt-

mann, Synon. p. 114, and Kuinoel, to be analyzed : avertere oculos, "to

turn away the eyes," but : take heed on account of, etc. Comp. npoffixeivand

(Matt. xvi. 6) ; (p6i3oc and tuv irolEfiiuv (Xen. Cyr. iii. 3. 53), al. — r^f Ivfim

Tuv ^apiGaiuv] According to Matthew (see on xvi. 6), ^vfj/j is a figure for per-

nicious doctrine, and there appears no reason for assuming any other refer-

ence here, such as to the viali mores, the character (Bleek, Holtzmann), the

mental tendency (Schenkel), and the like. See on Matt. xvi. 6. Jesus

warns against the soul-perilling doctrines, which at that time proceeded as

well from the leaders of the hierarchy (the Pharisees) as from the political

head (Herod Antipas). Herod was a frivolous, voluptuous, unprincipled

man (see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 47 f.) ; and the morally vile principles and

maxims, given forth by him, and propagated by the Jews who adhered to

him (the Herodians, iii. 6 ; see on Matt. xxii. 16), are the ^d^;? 'Upudov. A
wrong attempt at harmonizing will have it that Herod is mentioned (Heupel)

as a Sadducee (which, however, he never was ; see on Matt. xiv. 2), be-

cause Matt. xvi. 6 has Kal 'LaddovKaiuv. — Ver. 16. According to the correct

reading (see the critical remarks) : and they considered with, one another,

that they hadno hreud.^ [See Note XLIX., p. 104.] — Vv. 19, 20. T\a?. dia-

logue form is characteristic of Mark's mvid mode of representation. [See Note

L., p. 104 seq.] — tvoauv anvpiS. TTTiTjpufiaTaKkaafiaTuv] See on vi. 43. Observe

here, also, as well as in Matthew, the alternation of KO(pivovq and airvpiduv, in

accordance with vi. 43 and viii. 8. — By the fact that, after those two mirac-

ulous feedings, they still could take thought one with another about want

of bread, they show how much they still lack discernment. The reproach

of vv. 17, 18 ^ refers to this. But in ovku owlete, ver. 21 (see the critical re-

marks), the ov-Ku applies to the instruction that has just been catechetically

conveyed vv. 19, 20, and is therefore alaterovnu than that in ver. 17, stand-

ing related thereto hy way ofclimax. Schenkel regards as incorrect all that

is said of this reference to the miraculous feedings, in consistency with his

view that these did not happen at all in the manner narrated.

Vv. 22-26 are found in Mark only. — It is not the Bethsaida situated on

the western shore of the lake (vi. 45) that is here meant, ^ but the north-east-

ern Bethsaida, completed by the tetrarch Philip (called also Julias, in honor

of the daughter of Augustus),'' from which Jesus goes forth and comes north-

' With respect to the indicative present = Theophylact, Euthymius Zifcabcnus,

tXovCTi, comp. on vi. 45, and Dissen, ad Dem. Ileumann, Heupel, Kiistlin, Holtzmann ;

de Cor. p. 203. comp. Bleek and several others.

' On the thought of ver. 18, comp. besides * See Josephn.s, Bell. ii. 9. 1, iii. 3. 5 ; Anlt.

Isa. vi. !) f., Xen. Tyr. iii. 1. 27 : w floufiocnu.- xviii. 2. 1, xviii. 4. 6; Plin. X. II. v. l.")

;

Tore drflptoTre, cru ie y( ovhi 'opu>v -ya'axTicen. oii&i Wleseler, chroiiol. Synop>>e, p. 273 f. ; Robin-

OLKoviov Mc/xi'i)(rat. Dem. 797.3: outuh optui-Te? son, Pal. III. p. 566 f. ; Ritter, Erdk. XV.

. . . ulcTTf TO T^? rrapoiMiaj opuivrai; firf opav Koi p. 280 ; Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 46.
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wards into the region of Caesarea-Philippi (ver. 27) ; see ver. 13. [See Note

LI., p. 105.] The weakly-attested reading B7}-&aviav (D, Cod. It.) is an ancient

alteration, from geographical ignorance of any other Bethsaida than the

western one. Ewald, indeed, following Paulus, has again (Gesch. Chr.

p. 378) preferred this reading, because Bethsaida Julias was not a Ku/xt/, ver.

26 ; but it was Philip who first raised it to the rank of a city, and hence its

designation as a village may still have been retained, or may have been used

inaccurately by Mark.—The blind man was not iorn blind. See ver. 24. —
Ver. 23. k^r/yayev] see on vii. 33. — The spitting is to be apprehended as at

vii. 33. As in that place, so here also, Jesus held it as necessary to do more

than had been prayed for. — Ver. 24. ava^Miltag] after lie had looked up
(vi. 41, vii. 34). Erasmus erroneously interprets it : to 'become seeing again

(x. 51), which is only conveyed in koX anoKareaT. k.t.1.— According to the

reading on uq 6ev6pa opu nepinaTovvTag (see the critical remarks) : I see the men,

Jbr like trees Iperceive persons walking about, I observe people walking who
look like trees (so unshapely and large). This was the first stage of seeing,

when the objects appeared in vague outline and enlarged. More harsh is

Ewald's construction, which takes on as the recitative, that indicates a new
commencement of the discourse. —We cannot decide why Jesus did not

heal the blind man perfectly at once, but gradually. But it is certain that

the agency does not lose, by reason of its being gradual, the character of an

instantaneous operation. Comp. Holtzmann, p. 507 ; Euthymius Zigabe-

nus : art/lwf 6e tov rvcpTibv tovtov idepaireveev uq dre/lwf TTiarevovTa' did aai EKypu-

TTjaev avTQv, el ti (iXeTvei, Iva /xiKpov ava^Xerpaq cnrd ryg //.iKpdg bipeug TnaTevay reXea-

TEpov, Kul la^y TE^EUTEpov' cocfidg yap ectiv larpdg, "Incompletely He healed this

blind man as one believing imperfectly ; wherefore also He asked him if he

saw anything, that looking up a little from the little sight he might believe

more fully and be cured fully ; for He is wise as a physician." Comp.
Victor Antiochenus and Theophylact. So usually. According to Olshausen, a

process too much accelerated would have been hurtful to the blind man.

This is an arbitrary limitation of the miraculous power of Jesus (see,

on the other hand, Strauss, II. p. 66). According to Lange, Jesus

desired in this quiet district, and at this momentous time, "to subdue

the powerful effect of His miracles." As though the miracle would

not even as it occurred have been powerful enough. According to

Strauss, the gradual character is merely part of Mark's effort after vivid-

ness of representation.' A notion unwarranted in itself, and contrary to

the analogy of Mark's other narratives of miracles. —Ver. 25. Kal dief^Xefev

(see the critical remarks) : and he looked steadfastly ^ and was restored. This

steadfast look, which he now gave, so that people saw that he fixed his eyes

on definite objects, was the result of the healing influence upon his eyes,

* In fact, Baur, Markusev. p. 58, thinks not-seeing to seeing primarily in the case

that thereby the writer was only making a of one corporeally blind. Thus the proced-

display of his physiological knowledge on ure related by Mark would be invented by
the theory of vision. And Hilgenfeld says, Mark !

that Mark desired to set forth the gradual '^ Plato, Phaed. p. 86 D ; comp. on Matt.

tramiUon of the disciples from spiritual vii. 5.
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wtdcli he experienced by means of this second laying on of hands, and which

the restoration immediately followed.

—

kuI tvel^XenEv (see the critical remarks)

Ttjlavyuq anavTo] Notice the imperfect, which defines the visual activity from

this time continuing; and how keen this was ! He saw everything from
afar, so that he needed not to come close in order to behold it clearly.

tinlUMneiv, intueri, see Xen. Mem. iii. 11. 10, al. In the classical writers

used with nvi,^ hut also with nvd (Anthol. xi. 3). rrjlavyijq {far-shining)

with efj.j3A£~eiv denotes that the objects at a distance shone clearly into his

eyes."— Ver. 26. eif ohov avrov] He did not dwell in Bethsaida, but was from

elsewhere, and was brought to Jesus at Bethsaida. See the sequel. — fijfSe

£igT. Kuixrjv /c.r.A.] This ^77Je is not wrong, as de Wette and Fritzsche judge,

under the impression that it ought to be lifj only ; but it means : not even

:

so now Winer also, p. 434 [E. T. 489]. The blind man had come with

Jesus from the milage; the healing had taken place outside infront of the

village ; now He sends him away to his house ; He desires that he shall not

remain in this region, and says : not even into the village (although it is so

near, and thou hast just been in it) enter thou. The second jU7/6e is : nor yet.

— The second clause [see critical note, and Note LH., p. 105], /nr/de elnyg

K.T.I. , is no doubt rendered quite superfluous by the first ; but Fritzsche

pertinently remarks :

'

' Jesu graviter interdicentis cupiditatem et ardorem

adumbrari . . . Non enim, qui commoto animo loquuntur, verba appendere

solent," "that the desire and ardor of Jesus in forbidding is impressively

set forth . . . For it is not those who speak with agitated mind that are

wont to weigh their words. " Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, Lange, and vari-

ous others take tlvI h t. Ku/uy to mean : to one of the inhabitants of the village

(who may meet thee outside). A makeshift occasioned by their own addi-

tion. And why should not Mark have simply written rtvi ek r^g Ku/i/ig ? As
to the prohibition in general, comp. on v. 48.

Vv. 27-38. See on Matt. xvi. 13-27. Comp. Luke ix. lS-26. — k^i^l^ev]

from Bethsaida (Julias), ver. 22. — slg r. Kuuag Kaiaap.] into the villages be-

longing to the region of Caesarea.—Ver. 28. With the reading on elg tuv

npopTjTcJv (see the critical remarks), eI is to be supplied. Matthew was the

more careful to insert the name of Jeremiah from the collection of Logia, be-

cause he wrote for Jews. — Ver. 29. Mark and Luke omit what Matthew re-

lates in vv. 17-19. Generally, Matthew is here fuller and more original in

drawing from the collection of Logia. According to Victor Antiochenus

and Theophylact,^ Mark has omitted it on purpose : Iva firj 66^7) xo-pi-^^iievog

Tu IlETpc.) K.-.2.., "That He might not seem to be favoring Peter, " etc. Ac-

cording to B. Bauer, the narrative of Matthew has only originated from the

consciousness of the hierarchy. Both these views are arbitrary, and the latter

rests on quite a groundless presupposition. As the remarkable saying of

Jesus to Peter, even if it had been omitted in the collection of Logia (Holtz-

mann), cannot have been unknown to Mark and cannot have its place sup-

plied by iii. 16, it must be assumed that he purposely abstained frominclud-

* Cyrop. i. 3. 2 ; Plat. Pol. x. p. 009 D. opav, Suidas : TrjAavye'?, noppuOtv (fiaivov.

* Comp. Diod. Sic. i. 50 : njAovyeo-Tepoi' ' Comp. Wetstein, Michaells, and others.
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ing it in this narrative, and that jirobably from some sort of consideration,

which appeared to him necessary, for Gentile-Christian readers.' [See Note

LIII., p. 105.] Thus he appears to have foregone its insertion from higher

motives. To Luke, with his Paulinism, this passing over of the matter was

welcome. The omission furnishes no argxmaent against the Petrine deriva-

tion of our Gospel (in opposition to Baur, MarTc^isevang . p. 133 f.), but it is

doubtless irreconcilable with its subserving a special Petrine interest, such as

is strongly urged by Hilgenfeld and Kostlin.^ And to invoke the conception

of a mediating Petrinism (see especially, Kostlin, p. 366 f.), is to enter on a

field too vague and belonging to later times. Observe, moreover, that we
have here as yet the simplest form of'Peter's confession. The confession

itself has not now for the first time come to maturity, but it is a confirmation

of the faith that has remained unchangeable from the beginning. Comp. on

Matt. XV. 17. — Ver. 31.^ tuv npea^. k. tuv apx- n. Tuvypafifi.] Although these

three form one corporation (the Sanhedrim), still each class is specially

brought before us by repetition of the article, which is done with, rhetorical

solemnity. — iieto. rpElgy/xep.] after thelapse of three days. Comp. Matt, xxvii.

68. More definitely, but ex eventu, Matt, and Luke have : ry Tpirri fjiiepa,

with which //era rp. ??//., according to the popular way of expression, is not at

variance.^— Ver. 32. koL napprfaia k.t.2..] a significant feature introduced by

Mark, with a view of suggesting a still more definite motive for Peter's sub-

sequent conduct : and openly (without reserve, frankly and freely) He spoJce

the word (ver. 31). Tvapprima stands ojDposed to speaking in mere hints,

obscurely, figuratively (Johnxi. 14, xvi. 25, 29). — ETvi.Tifi.] to maJce reproaches''

namely, ug elg ddvarov pinrovT eavTov e^bv fir/Sev Tvadelv, " as flinging himself into

death, it being possible to suffer nothing," Theophylact. But " Petrus dum
increpat, increpationem meretur," "while Peter rebukes, he merits rebuke,''''

Bengel. Comp. eneTi/nT/as, ver. 33. — Ver. 33. /cat Idov tovc /nadrjTag avrov] when
He had turned Himself towards him a7id heheld His disciples. The latter

clause gives more definitely the reason for the stern outburst of the censure

of Jesus ; He could not hut set an example to the disciples, whom He beheld

as witnesses of the scene. Moreover, in E-maTpafeig there is a different

conception from that of aTpa<f)eig, Matt. xvi. 23. — Ver. 34. Jesus now
makes a pause ; for what He has to say now is to be said to all who follow

Him. Hence He calls to Him the multitude that accompanies Him, etc.

Mark alone has clearly this trait, by which the bx^og is expressly brought

upon the scene also (Luke at ix, 23 relates after him, but with less clearness).

1 Beza, however, justly asks :
" Quis cred- p. 58 f,

iderit, vel ipsum Petrum vel Marcum prae- ' Tiie view that Jesus Himself now for

teriturum fuisse illud Tu es Petrus, si eccle- the first time clearly foresaw His death

siae Christianae fundamentum in his verbis (Weizsiicker, p. 475 ; Keim, geschichtl. Chr.

situm esse existimassent ? " " Who could p. 45), conflicts, even apart from the narra-

believe, that either Peter himself or Mark tive of John, with ii. 20. Comp. on Matt,

would have omitted this, ' Thou art Peter,' xvi. 21. Moreover, we cannot get rid of the

if they had supposed the foundation of the mention of the Parousia, Matt. x. 2.3, and
Christian church was laid down in these the interpretation of the sign of Jonah,

words ?" Matt. xii. 39 f. (comp. on Luke xi. 30).

« Comp. Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1853, * See Krebs, Obs. p. 97 f

.
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Comp. vii. 14. This is to be explained by the originality of the Gospel, not

by the irpbg ndvTag of Luke ix. 23 (which de Wette thinks Mark misunder-

stood).'— bang] quicunque, not at variance with the sense (Fritzsche), but as

appropriate as d ng. [See critical note.]— aKo?.ovd.] both times in the same

sense of discipleship. See, moreover, on Matt. x. 38. — Ver. 35. See on

Matt. X, 39. T. kavTov tp.] expression of self-sacrifice ; Mis own soul He spares

not. [But see additional critical notes. ]
— Ver. 37. ri ydp (see the critical

remarks) gives the reason for the negative sense of the previous question.

—

Ver. 38. ydp] proves from the law of the retribution, which Jesus will fully

carry out, that no ransom can be given, etc. Whosoever shall have 'been

ashamed to receive me and my doctrines—of Him the Messiah shall also ie ashamed

(shall not receive him for His kingdom, as being unworthy) at the Parousia!

As to eTvataxwO., comp. on Rom. i. 16.

—

ry /lotxaXiSi] see on Matt. xii. 39.

This bringing into prominence of the contrast with the Lord and His words,

by means of h ry -yevea . . . d/j.apruX<J is only given here in the vivid de-

lineation of Mark ; and there is conveyed in it a deterrent power, namely,

from making common cause with this jEved by the denial of Christ. The
comparison of Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4, is not, on account of the very dissimilar-

ity of the expressions, to be used either for or against the originality of

Mark, against which, according to Weiss, also auaeL, ver. 35 (Matt. : evp^oEi,

which Luke also has), is supposed to tell. Nevertheless, k. tov evayyeXiov,

ver. 35, is an addition of later tradition. — 6 vlbg t. dvOpurr.] Bengel aptly

says :

'

' Nunc non ego, sed filius homiiiis quae appellatio singularem cum
adventu glorioso visibili nexum habet," "Now not '/,' but 'the Son of

man,' which appellation has a remarkable connection with the glorious

visible advent." Comp. xiv. 63. — And as to this mighty decision, how soon

shall it emerge ! ix. 1, What warning and encouragement in this promise!

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

XLIX. Ver. 16. npbg dX^fj^ovg on uprovc ovk exovaiv.

The reading and interpretation are alike open to discussion. It seems, hew-

ever, safe to reject Myoi'reg, although it is retained in the R. V. text.

The third person is accepted by Weiss ed. Meyer, as well as by Treg. text,

W. and Hort, R. V. marg. (against Tisch. exofiev). Meyer accepts the reading

given above, but regards on as objective. Taking it as causal we may explain :

" because they had no bread " (the present being used as if in direct discourse).

With the first person on would be recitantis ; or if Myovrec be retained, the

elliptical form of the R. V. marg. is allowable :
" Saying, It is because we have

no bread." (It may be added that the English edition of Meyer presents his

view incorrectly : "had" is substituted for "would have" in this edition.)

L. Vv. 18, 19.

Tisch., W. and Hort connect vv. 18 and 19, so that the latter gives the object

of the verb "remember." ' And do ye not remember, when I brake, etc. . . .

1 Comp. Hilgenfeld, Markusevang. p. 61.
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how many loaves." The omission of /cat (KC D A), before iroaovQ favors this

view. In ver. 20 X A have Kai, A D, etc. Bee. 6e, while B L have ore only. The

last is probably correct (against Tisch.).

LI. Vv. 22-26. Bethsaida.

There can be little question that Bethsaida Julias is here referred to. Indeed,

in all cases where the Synoptists mention the name, this place may be meant.

In John (xii. 21), however, "Bethsaida of Galilee" is spoken of; yet that

Evangelist, writing later, might use "Galilee" for the whole region. Bethsaida

Julias is held by some to have been partly in Galilee. See Bible Dictionaries

and recent works on Palestine.

LII. Ver. 26. firjde elTrrjg rivi iv ry Kufit],

This clause is omitted by the most judicious critics, also by Weiss ed. Mey.

Tisch. improperly reads iii] (instead of firif>^), at the beginning of the previous

clause. It is found only in K *, and corrected to iirj^k by {< '^. The R. V. rightly

renders it "not even."

Lm. Ver. 29.

Weiss ed. Mey. regards the parallel accounts as mainly dependent on that

of Mark, but Matt. xvi. 17-19 as derived from "the older source."—He does

not agree with Meyer that it was omitted by Mark from some sort of consider-

ation for Gentile-Christian readers.
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CHAPTER IX.

Vek. 1. The arrangement : uSe tuv iarrjK., in Tisch., foUo'wing B D* and one

codex of the It., is correct ; TtJv u6e tar-riK. is from the parallels. — Ver. 3. kye-

vETo'\ Lachm. and Tisch. [not VIII.] have kytvovro, following a considerable

amount of evidence. The singular is a correction in recollection of Matt. xvii.

2. [W. and Hort, K. V., retain the singular.] — wf ;t;iuv] is wanting in B C L A

1, Sahid. Arm. Aeth. Cant. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. [So

recent editors, R. V.] But had it been interpolated, it would not have been (if

XLuv (comp. Matt, xxviii. 3), but w? to <pug, that would have been supplied from

Matt. xvii. 2, as Or. min. actually have. — Before levKdvai, B C L A X, min.

vss. Or. have otJrw?, which Tisch. has adopted. Rightly ; as it was found to be

superfluous and cumbrous, it was omitted. — Ver. 6. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz,

Lachm. have lal'^crj. But a preponderance of evidence favors lalijaei, which,

with Matth., is the more to be preferred, as the future seemed objectionable to

copyists lacking nice discernment ; hence also in X, Or. the reading uneKpiQij

(according to ver. 5), whence again proceeded, as an emendation, aTvoKpiHy

(Tisch., following B C* L A, min. Copt.). [Recent editors, R. V., accept this

better sustained reading.] — rjaav -yap £K0o/3ot] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., fol-

lowing B C D L A X 33, CoiJt. Sahid. It. Chrys., to be changed into £K(p. y. eye-

I'ovTo. — Ver. 7. r/AOe] B C L A X, Syr. in the margin, Copt. Arm. have eyhero.

Recommended by Griesb. [Accepted by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] It

is from Luke ix. 35. — After vecptXrjg Elz. Lachm. have Myovca, in opposition to

very considerable witnesses (yet not to A D L A ; the latter has Aeyuv). From
Matt. xvii. 5. — avrov a/coiierej Lachm. Tisch. have ilk. avT. The Becepta is from

the parallels. — Ver. 8. a^J.ci] B D t<, min. vss. have el /irj, which Lachm. has

adopted. [So W. and Hort, Weiss (on the ground of Mark's use of the latter

phrase), R. V.] From Matt. xvii. 8. — [Ver. 9. Tisch., recent editors, R. V.,

with K B C D L, 33, Vulg. Copt., have Knt Karaji., and W. and Hort text,

Weiss, with B D, 33, substitute ek for drro.] —-Ver. 10. to ik vEnpCiv avaaT>'/vaC\

D, min. Syr. Perss. Vulg. Jer. have orav ek v. dvarjTij. So Fritzsche (retaining

t6) ; already recommended by Griesb., following Mill and Bengel. A gloss, for

the sake of more accurate definition. — Ver. 11. Before ol ypa/j/n. Tisch. has oi

^apia. Kal, only following L K, Vulg. codd. It. It would, with stronger attes-

tation, require to be adopted on account of Matt. xvii. 10. [Recent editors,

R. v., retain the briefer reading.] — Ver. 12. anoKp. dnsv'] B C L A X, Syr.

Perss. p. Copt, have £(^77. Commended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. — Rightly
;

the more prevalent expression crept in from Matth. ; i(p7] is only further found

in the Text. rec. of Mark at xiv. 29. — uTroKa'JifTTa] on decisive evidence read,

with Lachm. Tisch., inr-oKafjiaTavet. [Recent editors, with B D (and indirectly

other Mss.), give the form : e^ovihvriOy. Rec. (A C) has e^ov^tvudr/ ; Tisch. (with X)

e^ovOevuO^, while Lachmann (with L) has e^ovdevrj^iy. Ver. 14. Tisch., recent

editors, R. V., with K B L A, have OJ)6vTeq and e16ov : and Trpof avTovq, at

close of verse, with K* B C L A, Vulg.] — Ver. 15. \di>v ai/r. E^edafi/Sr/dT)'] B
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D I L A K, min. vss. have i66vte^ ovt. l^e6afil3T}0jjaav. Rightly approved by
Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Not the plural, but the singular

had its origin in correction. — Ver. 16. Instead of eTrrip. civtovq Elz. Scholz have

inrip. Tovq ypafifiarelq, which Lachm. has in the margin. But B D L A X, min.

Copt. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. It. have avrovq ; rovg ypafi/uaTe'ir is plainly an interpreta-

tion in accordance with ver. 14. — Ver. 17. Following B C D L A X, 33, Copt.

Cant. Ver. Verc. read, with Lachm. and Tisch., km dneKpiBT} amo elg ek. t. ox^.
— Ver. 18. [Eecent editors (against Tisch.) retain avrov, aiter /irjaaei, with A B
C L A.] After dSdvrag Elz. Scholz have avrov ; it is wanting in B C* D L A K,

min. Vulg. It. By Lachm. it is only bracketed, by Tisch. deleted. A familiar

addition. — Ver. 19. Instead of avrolg Elz. has avTcJ, which Einck, Lucubr. crii.

p. 300, defends. But avrolq has preponderant attestation, and was changed, as

the father has just spoken, into the singular. — Ver. 20. lairdpa^sv] B C LAX,
33 have aweaKapa^ev. So Lachm. Tisch. [W. and Hort, R. V.]. It is from Luke
ix. 42. The reading hapa^ev in D also tells in favor of the Recepta. — Ver. 21.

f/c nuKhoOsv (Lachm. Tisch.) is found in B C G I L A X, min., and is, moreover,

supported by D, Chrj's. , which have ek naidog. The pleonastic sk was passed

over.—Ver. 22. nvp] Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz have to ivvp, following A E F G
K M V r, min. From Matth. — SvvaaaL] Lachm. and Tisch. have ^vvy here and
at ver. 23, following B D I L A X, min. To be adopted

; the usual form was
substituted. — Ver. 23. irtaTevaaL] is, with Tisch. (comp. Ewald), following B C*
LAX, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Arr., to be deleted. An addition to the simple

ft ^vvi), which was not understood. — Ver. 24. ueto. 6aKp.'\ is wanting in A* B
C* L A X, 28, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent

editors ; R. V. puts it in margin only]. It is a gloss on Kpd^aq. — After Tzia-

TEvu Elz. Fritzsche have Kvpis, in opposition to preponderant evidence. — Ver.

26. Kpd^av . . . (jKapd^av'\ Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have Kpd^ag . . . ajrapd^ac,

following B C* D L X, min. (A has npd^ag . . . anapd^av) ; the neuter is a cor-

rection. — uvt6v\ is, in accordance with nearly the same witnesses and vss., to

be deleted, with Griesb. and Tisch. (Lachm. has bracketed it). — KoXlovg\

Lachm. and Tisch. have rovg no'khwQ, following A B L A X, 33. The article, in

itself superfluous, was more easily omitted than added. — Ver. 27. avrov rrjg

X£t.p6q'\ Lachm. Tisch. have rfjg x^'P- avTov, following B D L A X, min. Copt.

Arm. Vulg. It. Vict. A gloss (comp. i. 31, v. 41, viii. 23 ; Matt. ix. 25 ; Luke
viii. 54). [Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch., the evidence being very

strong.] — Ver. 28. The genitives £laE?iQ6vTog avrov (Lachm. Tisch.) are found

in B C D L A X, min. ; they are, however, to be regarded as an emendation (it

is otherwise at ver. 2) on account of the double avrov. [The evidence is again

strongly against Meyer's theory. Recent editors, R. V., accept the genitive.]—
Ver. 29. The omission of «. v7]arEia (Tisch.) is sufficiently attested by B X* and

one codex of the It., since the addition from Matthew so very easily suggested

itself. — Ver. 30. napEnopivovro] Lachm. has enopEvovro, following only B* D.

Verc. Brix. Colb. The compound, not being understood, was set aside. —
[Tisch., recent editors, with X B C D L, have the form yvo'c ; comp. Note XXV.,

p. 60.] — Ver. 31. r^ rpir^ VH-^P9^ B C* D L A X, vss. have fiEra rpslg yfispag

;

approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From viii. 31. If r. rpiri^

7}/i. had been introduced from the parallel (in this case, Luke), this would

rather have been done at viii. 31 (from Matt, and Luke), where it has but very

weak attestation. [The accusative with f^Erd is the form most clearly attested
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thronghout this Gospel ; and accepted by recent editors, E,. V.] — Ver. 33. J/Tt.Bev]

Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.] have r/Mnv, following B D J<, min.

Syr. Pers. W, Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.). Not sufficiently attested for adoption,

since at any rate the plural, after ver. 30, occurred more readily to the tran-

scribers. — Before (^lEAoy. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have npdg iavTovg, which Griesb.

condemned, Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. It is wanting in B C D L A K,

vss., also in Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.), while several cursives place it after 6i£2.oy.,

and it is to be regarded as added for more precise definition. — Ver. 34. Iv ry

66u] is wanting in A D A, Goth. Cant. Ver. Verc. Brix. Vind. Bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche. But, if it had been added from ver. 33, it would

appear before (heMxQ. Understood of itself, it was easily overlooked. [Ver.

37. Tisch., recent editors, E,. V., with X B L., read dixv'^'y instead of the

second de^Tjrai of the Eec]— Ver. 38. aizEKpidr} fJs] B L A X, Syr. Copt. Tisch.

have merely e07?. Eightly ; comp. on ver. 12. — The Becepia, Lachm. Tisch.

read : kv tcj uvo/i. aov. Griesb. Scholz have deleted iv. The witnesses on both

sides are strong. The simple dative was more precisely defined partly, in ac-

cordance with the usual conception "in the name," by iv, partly, in accord-

ance with vv. 37, 39, by '£ttl (so Fritzsche, although following only U, min.).

[Eecent editors, E. V., retain ev, attested by X B C D L A, Vulg.] — After

6ai./x6vLa Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have : oc ovk aKoXovdel f/fiii>. But

this is wanting in B C L A N, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Brix., while D
X, min. vss., including Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.), omit the following otl ovk qkoX.

Tjfuv (so Schulz, Fritzsche, Einck). Accordingly Griesb. regards both as an ad-

dition from Luke. But both are to be retained. The former dropped oiit,

because Luke has it not ; witnesses, which had the former reading, left out the

latter as superfluous and cumbrous. If it had been a gloss from Luke, fieff rjjiuv

•would have been written instead of tjiuv ; but this only occurs in L. [Treg.

brackets, W. and Hort, E. V., omit the first clause, Tisch. Weiss retain both.]

— kKu7.vaafi£v'\ B D L A t<, min. have ekuMo/iev. So Einck and Tisch. The

aorist is from Luke. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with K B A, read tjkoXov-

dei, instead of the present, in the last clause.] — Ver. 40. Elz. Fritzsche, Tisch.

have both times rifiuv. But ADEFGHKMSVT, min. and most of the

vss., including Vulg. and It., read i/xuv
;
^/iuv is an emendation, as it is also in

Luke ix. 50. [B C A N, Copt., etc. have rj/^uv twice ; accepted by recent editors,

E. v.]— Ver. 41. Elz. has : tv ru dvofx. /xov. But ra and /lov are wanting in

very considerable witnesses, which condemn, although not unanimously, both

readings as additions. — Before oh /it}, otl is to be adopted, following B C* D L
A t<, min., with Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. — Lachm. and Tisch. [not VIII.]

read unoAfaei, following only B D E, min. — Ver. 42. After fUKpuv Fritzsche,

Lachm. [Tisch. VIII., recent editors, E. V.] have tovtuv, in accordance, doubt-

less, with A B C** D L N A S, min. vss., including Vulg. It. ; but from Matt,

xviii. 6, whence also has come the reading fivT^og outKoc (Lachm. Tisch. [and

Treg., W. and Hort, E. V.] following B C D L A X, min. vss., including Vulg.

and It.). [Weiss apparently prefers the latter.] — Ver. 43. nalov go: tnrt] Lachm.

and Tisch. rightly read : «aZoi' kariv ae, following B C L A X, min. Verc. The

Recepta is from Matt, xviii. 8 ; but to derive thence the order dcsAOdv elc r. f.

(Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is forbidden by its decisive attestation. — Ver. 45.

CTOi] ar is still more strongly attested here than at ver. 43, and is likewise to be

adopted (with Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch.) ^nr to nvp to uafteoTov'] is wanting
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!n B C L A S, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted

by Tisch. Even in ver. 43 the words are wanting in some, although far weaker
witnesses. They are to be retained in ver. 43 (had there been an interpolation,

we should have expected elg to nvp to al6viov, in accordance with Matt, xviii.

8), but in ver. 45 they are to be struck out as a mechanical repetition from ver

43. — The words ottov 6 gkMt/^ avribv ov rc/leiira aaX to Tcvp ov a(itvvvTaL are only

found in all witnesses at ver. 48, whereas in vv. 44 and 46 they are wanting in

B C A X, min. Copt. Arm. They are, with Tisch., to be deleted in vv. 44 and
46. [Rejected by all recent critical editors.] They were written on the margin
from ver. 48. — Ver. 47. tov ivvpoq] falls, according to B D L A X, min. Arr.

Copt. Arm. Slav. Cant. Verc. Colb. Corb., with Lachm. and Tisch., to be struck

out. From Matt, xviii. 9. — [On the genuineness of the second clause of ver.

49, see Note LX., p. 125.]— Ver. 50. Instead of the third ulaq there is to be

adopted ula, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A* B D L A V., I, 28, 209.

d/laf is a mechanical repetition.

Ver. 1. See on Matt. xvi. 28. Comp. Luke ix. 27. — e'lm tive^ u6e k.t.I.']

see the critical remarks : there are some here among the hystanders. — e1t)1v&.^

having come ; otherwise conceived of in Matthew : ipxopevov. — h 6vvap.ei\

in fower ; comp. Rom. i. 3. When, moreover, in this place the coming of

the Tcingdom, is spoken of, it is the same nearness of the Paroiisia that is

meant (comp. on Matt. vi. 10), as at Matt. xvi. 28 ; ' not the constituting

of the church (Bleek), nor the emergence of the idea of the kingdom of God
into historical realization (Weisse, Evangelievfr . p. 232), the triumph of the

gospel (Schenkel), and the like. See viii. 38. With interpretations of this

nature the specification of time tlcl nveg k.t.X.—pointing as it does to the

term of the existing generation—is not at all in keeping.

Vv. 2'-13. See on Matt. xvii. 1-12, where on the whole the narrative is

presented in its most original form ; Matthew has followed a tradition

mostly more accurate ^ than Mark, and altogether more so than Luke ix.

28-36 f. [See NoteLIV., p. 124.]— tov 'Uk. k. 'ludw.] The one article em-

braces the pair of brothers. — Ver. 3. iyevovTo] plural (see the critical re-

marks), indicates the different articles of clothing, which became white (a

vivid delineation), see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. I. 2. 33. [See additional

critical note.] — o'la yva^evq /c.r.A.] i.e., of such nature (they became) as that

a fuller on earth is not able to furnish such a whiteness {ovtuq levKavai, see the

critical remarks), kirl Tf^g yf/c is added with reference to the heavenli/ nature

of that lustre. Bengel well says, moreover :
'•'

x>^^v natura, XevKdvai arte,''''

'' moio by nature, whiten by art." [But ur xiuv is not sufficiently attested.]

— Ver. 6.'' tI J.a'kijaeL] tchat he shall say {fiiture, see the critical remarks), not

> In opposition to Schwegler, I. p. 467
;

* In this remark (by way of excuse) about

Baur, Evang. p. 561 ; Kostlin, p. .383. Peter, Hilgenfeld finds PetrinLsm ; and
» A definite specification of time, similar Baur, a dependence of the writer on Luke

to y.(B' rtnipai; ef in this case, is only found ix. .3.3. As to the latter, the converse is

again in Mark at xiv. 1, and there, too, of a the case. The former springs from the en-

very important turning-point of the his- deavor to discover tendency everywhere,

tory. even when, as here, it is the most innocent
' In opposition to Schenkel and Weiz- explanatory remark, in which indeed Baur

Backer. only sees {Markusev. p. 68) the character of
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inappropriate (Fritzsche) ; but jitJeilias reference to tlie point of time, when
Peter was just desiring to begin the utterance of what is said at ver. 5 ; and
Ti lalrjGEL expresses the unknown more strongly and more vividly than the

deliberative rt Aa/'-r/o-;; (what he should say). — iK(po[ioi yap eyevovro (see the

critical remarks) : for they became full of terror, ' namely, by reason of the

appearances, vv. 3, 4. — Ver. 7. koX kykvETo] and there became (there arose,

came into manifestation) a cloud. Comp. Luke ix. 34. — Ver. 8. And of a

sudden, having looked around, tJiey sate, etc. k^a-mva occurs only here in the

N. T., frequently in the LXX., but elsewhere is rare and late. — ovdeva] ap-

plies to the persons tcho had appeared ; hence 'aTJA is : bxit, on the contrary,

not equivalent to el ni] (Beza, and many others), which Matthew has. — The
fear of the disciples is presented by Matt. xvii. 6 with more of psychologi-

cal accuracy as only subsequent to the voice (this is the climax of the event),

but in such a manner that they fall down, and Jesus Himself delivers them
from it. The saying about building tabernacles does not bear the impress

of confusion, as Mark presents it, but that of a still fresh ingenuous joy at

the ravishing spectacle ; nor yet does it bear the impress of drowsiness, as

Luke designates it, whose expression, according to Baur's opinion (see

Marhusevang. p. 69), Mark has only wished to modify ; comp. Baur's very

unfavorable judgment on the narrative of Mark in general in the theol. Jahrb.

1853, p. 83 f. In Luke the latter tradition betrays itself ; see on Luke ix.

28 ff., and Holtzmann, p. 224 f. But all three narratives in this particular,

as also in their other features, stand opposed to the boldness of Schenkel,

who (following Weisse) reduces the whole matter to this, that Jesus had by

His instriictive teaching made the two representatives of the old covenant ap-

pear to the three confidential disciples on the mountain in a right light, in

the light of His ow7i Messianic destination; while, on the other hand,

Weizsacker abides by a vision as the culmination of a deeper process of faith.

And assuredly a visionary element was combined with the marvellous event.

See on Matt. xvii. 12, Eemark. — Ver. 10. tov Idyov] what Jesus had just

said to them, ver. 9, not the occurrence of the glorification (Beza) ; see the

following question. — eKparriffav] kept the sayingfast ; did not let it go out of

their consideration, " «o?i neglectim habuerunt,'''' " did not hold it heedlessly"

(Bengel).* To explain it in harmony with the iaiyrjcav in Luke ix. 36, we
must neither attach to the upaTdv in itself the meaning : to keep concealed,*

nor bring out that meaning by the addition to it of irpog iavrovg (Yn\g. :

continuerunt apud se) ;
* but simjily explain it with Fritzsche, comp. Bret-

Incompleteness in the writer's combination -naaav yi'i<ri>' ou KpaTJJo-ei. Comp. Bar. iv. 1

;

of tlie other two Gospels. In opposition to Cant. iii. 4 : eicpar>)o-a ovrbi/ koi. ovk ai^^xa

such unfairness, however, Holtzmann, avjov.

p. 88 f. 194, goes too far in his defence of ' On behalf of which Theodotion, Dan. v.

Mark, inasmuch as he does not even ac- 12, and the Scholiast Aesch. Chneph. 78,

knowledge the excusing character of the have wrongly been appealed to.

ou yop piet k.t.A., which even Bleek, Weiss, • Comp. Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Lach-

and Hilgenfeld have recognized. mann, Ewakl, and many others, including

' Heb. xii. 21 ; Deut. ix. 19; Plut. i^rt&. 6 ; even Euthymius Zigahenus ; see, on the

Arist. Physiogn. 6. other hand, ver. 16, i. 27; Luke xxii. 23;

"Comp. Test. XII. patr. p. 083 : iv ipvxri Acts ix. 29 ; comp. Schulz.

<rov fir) Kpan^crjit S6\ov, Ecclus. xxi. 14 :
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Schneider : they heldfast to the prohibition of Jesus, that is, they were silent

on the matter. But this entire explanation does not agree with trpbg kavrovg

av^TlTovvTsg k.t.1., wherein is contained the accompanying more precise defini-

tion of the uparelv tov Myov. — Tvpoq kavrovq prefixed with emphasis : among
themselves discussing, not questioning Jesus thereupon. To Him they have
another question, ver. 11. Comp. on i. 27. — t'l kan to Ik vcKp. avaar.] relates

not to the resurrection of the dead in general (which was familiar as a con-

ception, and expected in fact as a Messianic work), but to the rising just

ms7itioned hy Jesus, namely, that the Messiah would rise from the dead,

which, in fact, presupposed His dying, and on that account was so startling

and enigmatical to the disciples. Comp. ver. 32 ; John xii. 34. And in

reference to the historical character of the prediction of the resurrection, see

on Matt. xvi. 21. — Ver. 11. oTLleyovaiv k.t.1.'] wherefore say, etc. ; that,

indeed, is not in keeping with thy prohibition ! It is, with Lachmann, to

be written : 6, n (" qtiod est 6ia rl, simillimum illi notissimo el interrogativo,''^

" that is, 6ia Ti, very much like the well-known el interrogative," Praefat.

p. xliii.) ; and the indirect character of the question (Thucyd. i. 90. 4)

lies in the thought that governs it : I would fain know, or the like.'

Ewald likewise appropriately takes brt as the recitativum, so that the ques-

tion would be veiled in an affirmative clause (but at ver. 28 : wherefore).

Comp. Bleek. Still the 'bashful expression, which according to our view the

question has, appears more in keeping with the circumstances. [See Note

LV., p. 124.] — Ver. 12. 'HA/af . . . kclvto] a concession of the correctness of

the doctrinal proposition (comp. on Matt. xvii. 11), the theoretical form of

which (hence the present) is retained.^ Bengel appropriately says : "Prae-

sens indefinitum uti," "the indefinite present," as in Matt. ii. 4. — What
follows is, with Heinsius and Lachmann, to be punctuated thus : koX nug

yeypanraL knl tov vlbv tov av&puTvov
; Iva noXka ndd-y k. k^ovS. : and how stands

it written as to the Son of man ? He is to suffer many things, and be set at

nought. The truth of that proposition of Elijah as the theocratic restorer,

who is destined to precede the Messiah, has side by side with it the Script-

ural testimony of the suffering of the Messiah. Kai is the simple and, link-

ing what stands written of the Messiah to what was said of Elijah. Mark

ought, after beginning the construction of the discourse with fih, to have

followed it up by 6e ; but he passes over in an anacoluthic fashion from the

form of contrast with which he began into the subjunctive.^ The answer fol-

lows in Iva /c.r.A., and that conceived under the form of the design oi thQ

yeypanTai knl r. vlov k.t.I. The entire ml nug . . . e^ovd. is usually regarded

as a question, containing an objection against the prevailing way in which that

doctrine regarding Elijah was understood : But how does it agree with this,

that it is written of the Messiah that He is to suffer many things ? The solution

1 See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Evth. p. 271 A

;

richer Monatsschr. 1856, p. 64 : offOKatfiorwvoi,

Lticke on John viii. 25, p. 311 f. ; Buttmann, is quite as unnecessary as it is grammat-

neut. Gr. p. 218 [E. T. 253]. Comp. ver. 28, ically clumsy.

and Homer, 11. x. 142 : o, rt Srj xpf''" roirov ^ See Nagelsbach on the Iliad, Exo. L
Ixei, Bamab. 7, and Dressel in loc. p. 173 ; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 257 ; Elotz,

' The conjecture of Ilitzig In the Zu- ad Devar. p. 659.



112 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

would then be given in ver. 13 : "Verumenim vero milii crcdite, Elias

venit^ non est talis apparitio expectanda, qualom expectant Judaei, jam ve-

nit Elias, Johannes baptista . . . et eum tractarunt, etc. , neque ergo mihi

meliora sunt speranda," " But truly believe me, Elijah is come, there is not

such an appearance to be looked for as the Jews look for, Elijah is come al-

ready, John the Bajitist .... and they did, etc. ; therefore better things are

not to be hoped for in my case," Kuinoel.' [See Note LVI., p. 124 seq.]

In opposition to this entire view, it may be decisively urged that it would

need an adversative particle instead of Kai, and that, in ver. 13, instead of

oTL Koi 'H?u'af eItjIvQe, the expression would have run : on koI klTjlv&Ev 'H/l/ac.

Fritzsche, following the reading '^ Ka-&ug too weakly attested (instead of koX

TTwf), says :
" Quod Judaici doctores perhibent, venturum esse Eliam, non

minus certum est, quam e V. T. oraculis illud, fore ut ego Messias multa

exantlem," "What the Jewish doctors set forth, that Elijah is to come, is

not less certain than this from the O. T. oracles will be, that I the Messiah

should suffer many things." But Fritzsche himself does not fail to see the

want of internal connection herein, and hence he conjectures as to vv. 12, 13:

HAmf filv h'k^Giv TrpuTov, cnroKa-^Lara navra' aXXa ?.iyu vjjIv, on Koi knoiqaav avTu

oca 7jT^£?i^aav, Ka^ug yeypaiiTac ekI tov v'lov tov av&punov, 'iva tto^Ao, «.r./l. Ewald

also, with whom Holtzmann agrees, comes ultimately to a conjecture that in

Mark, ver. 13, there is wanting before Ka-&uc ykypaTCTai the clause of Matt,

xvii. 12 : ovruq koL 6 vloi; tov avd-puirov ^eTJ^el naaxEiv vir' avruv. He supposes

the discourse to have proceeded thus : What is said in Malacki iii. of Elijah

—that, coming hefore the Messiah, he shall restore all things—retains, dovbtless,

its truth ; hut also what the Holy Scri]]ture says aiout a suffering of the Messiah

(as in Isa. liii. 7 f
.
) must he fulfilled ; if, thus, hoth are to he true, the Elijah

who is to precede tfie historical Messiah must in fact have come already, and have

heen mistalcen and set at nought hy men, just in the same way as, according to the

Holy Scripture, this destiny awaits the Messiah Himself'' [In this view it is

at the same time assumed that the clause, ver. 12, koI nug ytypawTai k.t.7. is

omitted in Matthew.] According to Mark, however, as his narrative lies

before us,' the discourse of Jesus rather contains a syllogism tcith a sitjypress-

ed conclusion,—in such a way, namely, that the major proposition is conveyed

in ver. 12, and the minor in ver. 13 :
" the doctrine of the prior advent and

the prior work of Elijah is correct, and of the Messiah it is written that He has

to endure much suffering and setting at nought (ver. 12). But I say unto

you, that Elijah also (before the Messiah) has come, and they have done to

him everything that they have jileased, according to the Scripture (ver. 13)."

The suppressed conclusion is :
" consequently there is now impending over

the Messiah the Scriptural destiny of suffering, since the fate of the Elijah is al-

' Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophy- tween Scripture and fulfilment, as Weiz-

lact, Grotius, Bengel, and many otliers, in- sacker judges, but the harmony of the two.

eluding de Wette. In substance so also Weizsacker is also mistaken in his extend-

Hofmaim, Weissaf/. vnd Erfiill. II. p. 80 f. ing the question from n-ws to i^ovS. Ac-

" Which Liiulcr also follows in the Stud. cordingly it is assumed to have the mean-

u. Krit. 18Ca, p. 558, arbitrarily enough sup- ing, that the Messiah's suffering, according

pling a Jiet. to the prevailing view, is tiot treated of.

5 Which does not exhibit a distinction be-
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ready fulfilled. " The suppression of this sad closing inference, to which Mat-

thew, ver. 12, gives exj)ression, is dictated by tender forbearance towards the

disciples, whom, after so transporting a vision, the Lord will not now intro-

duce any further into the gloomy future. This is assuredly an original feat-

ure, in which Mark has the advantage over the narrative of Matthew, who
in this history has, on the whole, the more original account.' — i^ovdevu-dyl

The form e^ovdevri'&y (Lachmann), as being that which is less prevalent in

the LXX., is to be preferred.'' [See critical note.] The signijication may
be either : to he esteemed as nothing {contemnatur, Vulgate, and most exposi-

tors), as Ps. XV. 4, liii. 6 ; 1 Mace. iii. 14 ; Ecclus. xxxiv. 22 ; or : to le an-

niMlated, asPs. xliv. 6 (5), Ix. 14, cxix. 117 ; Judith xiii. 17 ; Ecclus. xlvii.

7. The latter is here most in harmony with the context after Tvolla na^y. —
Ver. 13. a/lAa] is the continuative jam «ero, atqui, which introduces a new
thought in contrast with the previous one. If the continuation of the dis-

course were formed purely syllogistically (consequently without Xiyu v/xlv,

oTi), the classical language would have chosen aX?.a uip (Becker, Anecd. II.

p. 839). — KCi 'HA/af] Elijah also, not merely the Messiah. That the latter

had come, was to the disciples undoubted ; but as to the advent of the Elijah

they had scruples. The second kuI therefore is and. De Wette wrongly

considers the two uses of Kal as corresponding, et . . . et ; in that case Kal

ilrfk. 'H^mf must have been read. — ku^uq ytypanraL kn' avrdv] has reference

to the immediately preceding Knl knoi-ijaav k.t.X., not to 'UXiag ilijl., as Euthy-

mius Zigabenus, Robert Stephens, Heinsius, Clericus, Homberg, Wolf, Ben-

gel, and many others ambiguously connect it. But in these words Jesus

does not mean what is written of the unworthy treatment of tlie frofTiets in

general (Kuinoel), against which may be urged the definite k-K' ahrov, but

what the Scripture relates of the fate of Elijah (1 Kings xix.) as type of the

fate of John .^ The reference to a lost writing (a conjecture of Bleek) is very

unnecessary.

Vv. 14-29. See on Matt. xvii. 14-21. Comp. Luke ix. 37-43. The nar-

rative of Mark is more original, characteristic, fresher, and, for the most

part, more detailed than the other two. — (tiv/t.] according to vv. 16-18,

on occasion of the circumstance that the disciples had not been able to per-

form the cure, and so concerning their power of miracles which was now so

doubtful. — t^eda/xfi.] they were very much amazed.^ But at what ? Euthymius

Zigabenus leaves the open choice between two explanations : either at the

approach of Jesus so exactly opportune, or at the brightness of His coun-

tenance (/cat yap eIkoq EcpeTiKeodai riva japw e/c ttjc fiera/uopcjyuGeug,
'

' for it is also

likely that a certain grace was retained from the transfiguration," comp.

1 Holtzmann thinks that in the question word in general (only used here in the N. T.

and answer Mark lays the stress upon the —not in 2 Cor. x. 10), see Lobeck, ad Phryn.

resurrection of the dead, while Matthew em- p. 182.

phasizes the appearance of Elijah. But in ^ Comp. Grotius, Wetstein, Fritzsche. See

Mark too the disciples ask no qvestion tvhai- also Hengstenberg, Christol. III. 2, p. 89.

ever about the rising from the dead, but « Orph. Arg. 1217 ; Ecclus. xxx. 9 ;
Polyb.

only have their difficulties about it among xx. 10. 9 : iKOaixpoi. yeyovoT^i ; in the N. T.

themselves. used by Mark only,

* On the later Greek character of the

8
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Bengel, de Wette, Bisping). But the latter must have been expressed;

moreover, this cause of astonishment would rather have been followed by

a remaining at a distance than a npocrpex^^v and aanalleiv. Hence (comp.

also Bleek) the^rs^ explanation of Euthymius Zigabenus * is, in accordance

with the connection, to be preferred. It was the amazement ofjoyously star-

tled suiyrise, that, whilst the disciiiles, who had not been able to help, were

in so critical a situation, as was also the father with his unfortunate son,

just at that moment the mighty miracle-worker Himself came to their aid.

According to Fritzsche, there is denoted generally :
'' quanta fuerit Jesu

. . . et admiratio in plebe et veneratio,'''' "how great was . . . both the

wonder and the veneration of Jesus among the people." Much too general

and aloof from the context. According to Lange, what is meant is, " the

starting hack of a multitude, that had become somewhat profanely disposed,

at the sudden emergence of a manifestation ofp)unishinent.'''' But Mark haa

nothing of these psychological presuppositions, and npoaTpexovTeq k.t.1. ia

not in keeping therewith. According to Baur, Marhusev. p. 70, Mark
has only attributed to the people the impression, "with which he himself

accompanied the Lord, as He descended from the mount of transfigura-

tion." With such modes of dealing all exegesis is at an end. —Yer. 16.

eKT/puT. avToi'i] This ahrovg cannot without arbitrariness be referred to any

but those mentioned immediately before—therefore to the people,^ who are

accordingly to be conceived, ver. 14, as likewise taking part in the cvC,7]T£lv,

so that there avi^j^Tovvrag also applies jointly to the dx^v tto2,vv. So also

Bleek ; comp. Ewald. The usual reference to the jpa/u./naTElg is consequent-

ly to be rejected (although Fritzsche adopts this, and Lange, who, however,

assumes a sympathetic 2:)articipation of the people) ; and so, too, is the refer-

ence to the discip)les and scribes (Griesbach, Paulus, Kuinoel), or merely to

the discij)les (Mill, Bengel). From the above reference it is plain at the same

time that in what follows there must be written, not irpoq avrnvQ (so usually;

hence also the readings trpbg mv-ovg, A, X*, and kv vjulv, D, Vulg.), but irpbg

avTovg (with Bengel, Fritzsche, Lachmann, Tischendorf), since avrovc, like

avTolg in ver. 14, applies to the disciiAes.—Ver. 17. The father, included

among this bx'^Mg, begins to speak in the natural impulse of the "paternal hearty

not as if no other would have ventured to do so (Euthymius Zigabenus,

Bengel, de Wette). He is designated, in apt delineation of what occurred,

as elf EK T. ox'>Mv, since it is by his utterance that he first shows himself as

father. — Kpbg ere] that is, thither, where I might i)resume Thy presence,

because Thy disciples were there.— akalov] according to the point of view,

that the condition of the sick man is the effect of the same condition in the

demon. Comp. Luke xi. 14 ; Wetstein in loc. — Ver. 18. koX bnov ai> k.t.?..]

and wherever he has taken hold of him. The possession (ver. 17) is not con-

ceived as constant, but as such that the demon leaves the sick man (epilep-

tic) at times, and then again returns into him (Matt. xii. 44), and lays hold

of him, etc. Hence ver. 35 : //^/cerj eiaeWijig e'lq ambv. The tx'^'^''''^ of ver. 17

• Comp. Theophylact and "Victor Anti- ' To whose licrn-d^oi'To avrov Jesus replies

ochenos. with His question.
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is not opposed to this (de Wette), for the son had the demon—even although
at intervals the latter left him—so long as the iiijKeTi elaeWijQ vi^as not yet

realized. — p/jaaei] he tears him, which convulsive effect is not more precisely

to be defined (Euthymius Zigabenus and many others : KUTaftdTilei eif yfjv

" throws to the ground").'— a^p/f"] change of the subject
; Winer, p. 556

[E. T. 632]. The permanent effect of these paroxysms is : ^T/paiverai, be-

comes withered, wasted away. Comp. iii. 1. See generally the description

of the morhus comitialis in Celsus, III. 23. — eIttov . . . Iva] I told it . . ,

that they. — Ver. 19. avTol{\ the disciples, ver. 18. See, moreover, on Matt,

xvii. 17. —Ver. 20. ISiov ahrbv k.t.X] when the demoniac (not : the demon,

Bleek) had looked upon Jesus, the demon tore him (the patient).* [See

Note LVII., p. 125.]

—

hnl t. yfjo] belongs to nEauv (comp. xiv. 35 ; Xen.

Cyr. iv. 5. 54). — Vv. 21-24. It is only the specially graphic Mark that has

this dialogue. — Ver. 21. wf] Particle of time : how long ago is it, when this

fell upon him ?— Ver. 22. koI elq irvp] even into fire. In John xv. 6 also the

article is not necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), although critically at-

tested. — eI Ti Svvri] Euthymius Zigabenus rightly says : 6pdg, izuq ovk eI^e

Kiariv adlgraKTov. Hence the answer of Jesus at ver. 23 ; hence also the ut-

terance of the father at ver. 24, who felt his faith not to be" sufficiently

strong. 3— 7}/iiv] the father of thefamily siieaks. — Ver. 23. After deletion of

TvicTEvaai (see the critical remarks), rb eI 6vvy is to be regarded (Winer

p. 163, 506 [E. T. 181, 574]) an nominative ahsolute : The " if thou canst '\ . .

" Everything is possible to him that believeth,'''' i.e., as far as concerns thy just

expressed " if thou canst,'''' the matter depends on the faith ; the believer is

able to attain everything. The article embracing the £4 dhvij substantivally

(Kiihner, § 492) takes up the word just spoken by the father, and puts it

with lively emphasis without connecting it with the further construction, in

order to link its fulfilment to the petitioner's own faith. Griesbach, Tisch-

endorf, Ewald take to eI Svvj) interrogatively, and iravTa Svv. r. Trcar. as an-

swering it :
" Tu ne dubitans si potes aiebas ? Nihil non in ejus, qui con-

fidat, gratiam fieri potest," " Dost thou ask in doubt ^y thou canst ? Every-

thing can become a grace in him who fully believes," Griesbach. Comp.
Ewald : AsJcest thou that : if thou canst ? etc. But the assumption of a

question is not indicated by the non-interrogative address of the father

(whence we should have expected ri. rb eI drvy, or the like), and so we are

not warranted in mentally supplying an aiebas or asTcest thou ? * With the

Becepta maTEvaai or dvvt} the explanation is : if thou canst believe (I will help

thee) ; everything is possible, etc., in which interjjretation, however, the t6

is without warrant disregarded, as if it were of no significance (but comp.

Matt. xix. 18 ; Luke xxii. 37), and taken only " as a sign of quotation of

1 See on the word, Ruhnken, ep. crit. I. 283 ; Bemhardy, p. 479; Winer, p. 501 [E. T.

p. 86; Duncan, Lex., ed. Rost, p. 1016. 568]. Corax). also 'Na.gelsha.ch, Anm. z. Mas,
Comp. pao-o-etv (of the grladiators) ; Salma- ed. 3, p. 385 f.

sius, ad Ach. Tat. p. 657 ; and Jacobs, ^ On the form SuVjj instead of SuVaaai, see

p. 821. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 3.59.

' On the anacoluthic use of the 7i07ninative * Comp. Bornemann in the Stud. it. Erit,

participle, „ee Matthiae, ad Eurip. Phoen. 1843, p. 123.
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the direct discourse " (de Wette).' Lachmann^ places no point at all after

TTicTEvaai, and we might accordinglj' explain it thus : if thou art in a position

to believe that everything is j^ossihle to Mm that helieveth (so in my second

edition). But even thus the t6 causes difficulty, and the thought and the

exjoression would be too diffuse, not in keeping with the concise representa-

tion of Mark, es2:»ecially in so impassioned a connection. Lange takes it thus

:

" the (/ ?/i(32i m«s* means : canst helieve.'''' How enigmatically would Jesus

have so spoken ! Bleek takes el interrogatively. But neither the delibera-

tive character of this question (see on Matt. xii. 10) nor the ro would be

appropriate. BengeFs interpretation also is impossible: "Hoc, si potes

credere, res est ; hoc agitur," "This ' if thou canst believe,' is the matter
;

this is to be heeded." But he well observes on the state of the case :
" Om-

nipotentiae divinae se fides hominis quasi organon accommodat ad recipien-

dum, vel etiam ad agendum." Fritzsche has conjectured either : elnev avT<J'

eI dvvaaai ] ttlgteve' iravra 6vvaTa k.t.X., or : slnev avrC' ri ectl to e\ dvvaaat;

vicTEVE' iravra k.t.2.., and Bornemann, I.e. p. 133 : eIwev aiiTu to TcavTa SwaTo.

tC) TTiaT. — Ver. 24. (ioifisL iiov ry cnriaTia] hel]) me unhelieving ; refuse me not

Thy helii, notwithstanding my unbelief. Calovius, Bengel,^ and many

others render : assist my unhelief, strengthen my weak faith, which, how-

ever, is at variance with the contextual meaning of jioijdei (ver. 22). More-

over, the answer of the father, who has just said TviaTevu, but immediately

afterwards, in consideration of the greatness of the issue made to depend

on his faith, designates this faith in respect of its degree as a-mcTia, is quite

in keeping with the alternation of vehemently excited feeling. Victor An-

tiochenus rightly says ; 6ui(^op6q eg-ip ?'/ ttIctiq' 7) /iev EiaayuyiK^, y Se Te?,Eia,

"the faith is different ; in the one case elementary, in the other full

grown."—The substantive ry a-maTig. brings more strongly into prominence

the condition than would have been done by an adjective.* And the pre-

fixed fiov represents at the same time the mihi of interest (v. 30 ;
Rom. xi.

14, and frequently Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 117 A): renderfor me to my
unbelief Thy help.— Ver. 25. otl k-icvvrpExtt 6jAof] that people were thereupon

running together. He wished to avoid still greater publicity. — eyw] em-

phatically, in contrast to the disciples. — /.u/ntTi] no more, as hitherto. See

on ver. 18. — Ver. 26. Kpa^aq . . . airafHi^aa] Kpa^ag : crying out, not speak-

ing. The masculines belong to the constructio koto, avveoiv ; Mark has con-

ceived to himself the nvEv/ua as a person (as daifiuv), and has used the attrib-

utive participles accordingly, not therefore by mistake (Fritzsche, de

Wette).^— roiif TToAXovf] the multitude. The entire description is true and

lifelike, and does not aim, as Hilgenfeld thinks, at attaining a very great

1 So also Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, Ingenious, but very artificial ; and itkttovt

p. .559. only occurs in the N. T. at 2 Tim. iii. 14.

" Who nevertheless, Praff. II. p. vii., con- ' Who, however, also admits our view.

jcctures niSTfiSAI : "Istud si potes," in < See Winer, p. 211 [E. T. 236].

quo dubitatio est, facito ut certum et con- ^ Comp. Xen. Cyr. vii. 3. 8 : <>>€0, i iyaSri

firmatum des, ut fiat " potes," " This if koI ttio-tii v/(vx>), oixr? ^'n a.no\nriov tj^os
; see

thou canst, in which there is doubt, I declare in general, Matthiae, p. 975 ; Bornemann in

thou mayst concede as certain and con- the Sdchs. Stud. 1846, p. 40.

firmed, that it may become tliou canst.''''
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tniracle. — Ver. 28 f. elg oIkov] as vii. 17. — '6tc] is to be written 6, ti, and, as

at ver. 11, to be explained as wherefore. — rovro t. yevog] this hind of demons

—a view of the words whicli Ewald also, in his Gesch. Ghr. ji. 385 (not in

his Evang. p. 78, 377), recognizes "in the present Mark," but not in Mat-

thew. — hv ov6evl\ by nothing, by no means. That prayer («•. vtjgt. is not

genuine) is meant as a means of increasingfaith (Matt. xvii. 20), Mark does

not say indeed, but it follows from ver. 19 ; hence it is not to be concluded

that the utterance contains in his case the sense of a refroach that the disci-

ples had not prayed (and fasted) enough (de Wette).

Vv. 30-32. Comp. Matt. xvii. 22 f., who abridges, and Luke ix. 43-45.

— £/ceZ(?ev] out of the region of Caesarea Philippi, viii. 27. — TrapeTropMiovro]

they journeyed along through Oalilee, i.e., they passed through in such a way,

that (until Capernaum, ver. 33) they never tarried anywhere. Comp. Deut.

ii. 4, 14 ; Bar. iv. 43 ; also Mark ii. 23. The travelling along ly-ways

(Lange) is not implied in the verb. — sal ovk ydelev, Iva tIc yvu (Lachmann,

Tischendorf read yvol ; see on v. 43) : similar to vii. 24. But here (iva) the

contents of the wish is conceived as its design. The reason why Jesus

wished to journey unknown is given by kSidaane jap k.t.1., ver. 31, for which

deeply grave instruction He desired to be entirely undisturbed with His

disciples. This e6i6aaKe was the continuance of the i/p^aro 6i6aoKeiv of viii.

31 ; hence there is no reason for understanding in the passage before us not

the Twelve, but the scattered adherents in Galilee (Lange). Moreover,

avTovq in ver. 33 is decisive against this. Comp. ver. 35. — napadidoTai] the

near and certain future realized as present. — Kal anoKTavdELo] has in it some-

thing solemn.'— Ver. 32. The instructions of Jesus were so opposed to their

Messianic expectations, that they not only did not comprehend them, but

they, moreover, shrank from any more precise disclosure concerning the in-

conceivable gloomy fate before them.

Vv. 33-37. See on Matt, xviii. 1-5. Comp. Luke ix. 46-48. Only

Matt. xvii. 24 ff. has the history of the stater. Of subordinate importance,

perhaps also belonging to a more local tradition, it seems to have remained

unknown to Mark, with which view k. yW. eiq Kott. in ver. 33 is not at vari-

ance (in opposition to de Wette). [See Note LVIIL, p. 125.]— Mark is more

original in the historical introduction of the point in question, ver. 33 f.,

whereas Matt, xviii. 3, 4 has rightly completed the narrative from the collec-

tion of Logia, but has, on the other hand, withdrawn from the conclusion in

ver. 5 its completeness, as it appears in Mark ver. 37 (Matthew has the thought

already at x. 40). —h ry dSu] See ver. 30. —taioiTuv] from being conscience-

struck. — Trpoc aXX^?i.] emphatically prefixed : with one another, so that they

one against the other claimed the higher place. It was not the general ques-

tion Tig fieii^uv in aistracto, but the concrete question of personal jealousy in

their own circle of disciples. — r/f fiel^uv] This brief, certainly primitive, in-

terrogation is in Matthew more precisely defined by h ry ^actl. r. ovp. from

the answer (ver. 3). This more precise definition, however, is not, with

Beza, Heupel, and many others, to be imported also here, but it stands

1 Comp. Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 25.
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simply : who is of higher ranlc^ although it is self-evident that they had also

included in their view their position in the kingdom of heaven. — nadlaaq

£(puv. Tovg JwfJe/ca] by way of solemn preparation. — If a man desires to he of the

first ranlc^ he must, etc. This larai expresses the result (comp. on Matt. xx.

26 f.),—the state of things that will arise in consequence of that wish,—and

thereby defines the right 6i/.eiv npur. elvai. — Ver. 36 does not come in un-

connectedly (Weisse, Holtzmann), but the progression is : "Of all servants,

even of the least, the affectionate reception of whom is a service shown to

myself," etc. — kvayKa7aa.'\ after he had embraced it. Comp. x. 16. An orig-

inal trait, which is only found in Mark. The verb occurs only in Mark, but

is frequent in the classical writers. — Ver. 37. ovk . . . alia] not nan tarn

.... quam, but with conscious rhetorical emphasis the e//e Sexerai is abso-

lutely negatived (comp. Matt. x. 20), which is intended to denote in the

strongest degree the importance of the reception of such a child (a child-like

unassuming believer, see on Matt, xviii. 5) to fraternal loving fellowship.^

Vv. 88-40. Comp. Luke ix. 49, 50 (not in Matthew). The connection of

tlwught lies in knl tC bvdfi. fiov . . . rw 'ov6n. aov ; the disciples had done the

opposite of the 6£x£<y6ai in the case of one, who had uttered the name of Jesus.^

So John came to his question. Bengel well says :
" dubitationem banc vi-

detur in pectore aliquamdiu gessisse, dum opportune earn promeret." But

Strauss, I. p. 642, and de Wette (comp. also Bleek), attribute this connec-

tion of thought merely to the reiwrter {Luhe, whom Mark follows), who, on

the ground of the ettI rw bvoji. uov, has inserted just here the traditional frag-

ment. This is improbable ; such casual annexations are more natural in

real living dialogue, and the reflection of the reporter would have found

more appropriate places for their insertion, such as after vi. 30. — tu bv6fi.

aov.] Tjy means of Thy name, by the utterance of it. [See critical note,

p. 108.] Comp. Matt. vii. 22 ; Actsiii. 6, xix. 13. The exorcist in our passage

was not an impostor, but a believer
;
yet not one belonging to the constant

followers of Jesus, although his faith was not perhaps merely elementary,

but, on the contrary, even capable of miracles. What he had done appeared

to the disciples as a privilege still reserved for the narrower circle, and as

an usur^jation outside of it. — 6f ovk cikoI. t//ulv, and then again or/ ovk aKol.

Vfilv] John brings this point very urgently forward as the motive of the dis-

ciples' procedure (it is no '"intolerabilis loquacitas," " intolerable loquac-

ity," of which Fritzsche accuses the textus receptus). [See critical note,

p. 108.] — £Kulvo/iev (see the critical remarks) : the imperfect, following the

aorist, makes us dtcell on the mai?i point of the narrative. See Kiihner, II.

p. 74. — Ver. 39 f. Aj^jdication : Of such a man, who, even without belong-

ing to our circle, has nevertheless attained to such an energetic faith in me
as to do a miracle on the basis of my name, there is no reason to apprehend

any speedy change into reviling enmity against me. His erpei'ience will

retain him for us, even although he has not come to his authorization, as ye

have, in the way of immediate fellowship with me. It is obvious, more-

' See Winer, p. 439 ff. [E. T. 495 ff.] ;
» Comp. Schleiermacher, Luk. p. 153 f.

Klotz, ad Devar. p. f. Fritzsche, Olsliausen, Ebrard, p. 447 f.
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over, from this passage how powerfully the word and work of Jesus had
awakened in individuals even beyond the circle of His constant followers a

higher power, which even performed miracles ; thus sparks, from which
flamed forth the power of a higher life, had fallen and kindled beyond the

circle of disciples, and Jesus desires to see the results unchecked. Some
have found in this man who followed not with the company of the Twelve
the Pauline Christians^ whom Mark makes to be judged of by Jesus only

with more tenderness and tolerance than at Matt. vii. 21 f. ' This is more
than exaggerated ingenuity ; it is the invention of a criticism, the results of

which are its own presuppositions.—The construction is regular, and 6w-
TjdETai designates the ethical possibility.

—

Taxv'\ soon^^ not : lightly, which
might be signified by T&xa, Rom. v. 7 ; Philem. 15. — [On ver. 40, see

NoteLIX.,p. 125.]

Ver. 41. See on Matt. x. 42. There is nothing opposed to the assump-

tion that Jesus uttered such a saying here also, and generally on several oc-

casions. — yap refers, by way of assigning a reason, to what immediately

precedes, in so far, namely, as the high significance of their position in the

world is contained in of ovk ean Kad' v/xuv, vTvkp v/iojv egtlv. "For ye are such

important jiersons as the Messiah's disciples in the world, that he who
shows to you the smallest service of love," etc. —h ovd/xan on k.t.Tl.] so that

this rendering of service has its impelling reason in the name, in the charac-

teristic designation, that ye are Messiah's disciples, i.e., for the saTce of the

name. ^

Vv. 42-48. See on Matt, xviii. 6-9. Comp. Luke xvii. 1-4. Jesus now
reverts to the demeanor towards the lowly modest believers, as whose lively

type the little child was still standing before Him (ver. 36), and administers

the warning that none should give offence to such child-like ones (ver. 42).

To comjily with this, we need the most decided sternness towards ourselves

and self-denial, so as not to be seduced by ourselves to evil and thereby

to incur everlasting torment (vv. 43-48). This simple course of the ad-

dress is often mistaken, and even de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. Ill, Kostlin,

Baur) thought that Mark had allowed himself to be drawn out of the con-

nection by Luke. The source from which Mark draws is the collection of

Logia. — Kalov . , . j[id?i?.ov] namely, than that he should have accomplished

such a seduction. — nepiKeiTai and 'fiiip7j]Tai. bring vividly before us the state

of the case, in which he is sunk with the millstone round his neck. — Ver.

43 ff. Observe, according to the corrected text (see the critical remarks),

how in the three references to the everlasting torment (which, indeed, ac-

cording to Kostlin, p. 349, are alleged to be in the taste of a later time) it is

only at the end, in the case of the third, ver. 47, that the awful hnov 6

1 Hilprenfeld, Evang. p. 140. See also his " Matt. v. 25, d. ; licclus. vi. 18, xlviii. 20

;

Zeitschr. 18&4, p. 317 f ., where likewise quite Plato, Conv. p. 184 A ; Tim. p. 73 A ; Xen.

untenable grounds are adduced for the Cyr. i. 1. 1.

above opinion. In the answer of Jesus, ' Comp. Winer, p. 346 f. [E. T. 387]. On
Eichthal sees even a specimen of good but e'l-at tivos, addictum esse aiicui, see Bremi,

not moral tactics, and holds that the narra- ad Bern. Phil. III. p. 125, 56 ; Seidler, ad

tive is an interpolation. Eur. El. 1098 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 621.
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cKu?j/^ K.T.I. , ver. 48, comes in and affectingly winds up the representation.

—

Ver. 48. h. figurative designation of the extremely painful and endless pun-

ishments of hell (not merely the terrors of conscience), in accordance with

Isa. Ixvi.- 24 (comp. Ecclus. vii. 17 ; Judith xvi. 17). Against the literal

understanding of the worm and the fire it may be urged that in reality (in

opi^osition to Augustine, de civit. xxi. 9) the two together are incomjiatible,

and, moreover, that d?u, ver. 49, the counterpart of nvpi, is to be understood

figuratively.

Ver. 49. Without any parallel ; but the very fact of its enigmatical pecu-

liarity' tells in favor of its originality (in opposition to de Wette, "Weiss,

and many others).^ In order to its correct interpretation the following

points must be kept closely in view : (1) The logical connection (ydp) is

argumentative, and that in such a way that yap is related to the nvp in ver.

48 (because to this the -rrvpl must correspond), not to the entire thought, ver.

43 ff. (2) Ilof cannot be eve7'y disciple (Lindemann), nor yet can it be every

one in general, but it must, in accordance with the context, be limited to

those who are designated in the 48th verse by avTuv (comp. Luke vi. 40),

because afterwards with ivaaa dvaia another class is distinguished from that

meant by Traf , and something opposed to what is predicated of the latter is

afiirmed of it. (3) livpl and aM are contrasts ; like the latter, so also the

former can only be explained instrumentally (not therefore : for the fire, as

Baumgarten-Crusius and Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 515, will

have it), and. the former can, according to the context, apply to nothing

else than to the fire of hell, not to the fire of trial (1 Cor. iii. 13), as Theo-

phylact and others (including Kostlin, p. 326 f.) would take it, nor yet to

the sanctifying fire of the divine word (Lindemann). (4) Ka/ may not be

taken as : just as {uq, nadug), to which, following the majority, Lindemann

also ultimately comes, but which kuI never expresses ; but rather : and, join-

ing on to those who are meant by Trdg and its predicate others with another

predicate. (5) The two futures must be taken in a purely temporal sense
;

and in accordance with the context (vv. 43-48) can only be referred to the

time of the Messianic decision at the establishment of the kingdom. Hence,

also, (6) it is beyond doubt that irdaa dvala cannot apply to actual sacrifices,

but must denote men, who in an allegorical sense may be called sacrifices.

1 Baur judges very harshly on the subject there have been to elaborate in the plain

{Markusev. p. 79), holding that Mark in this saying of Matt. v. 13 ? and to elaborate in

independent conclusion, ver. 49 f., gives such a way? According to Weizsiiclier,

only a new proof how little he could ac- ver. 49 f. is only added here " on account

complish from his own resources, inasmuch of the assonance as respects the figure."

as the thought only externally annexed is This would amount to mere mechanical

obscure, awkward, and without unity of work. Holtzmann, however, justly main-

conception. By Hilgenfeld the discourse is tains the independent conception of the

alleged to be a mitigation of the liarsh say- (primitive) Mark.

ing as to cutting off the hand and the foot, ' See on the passage, Schott, Opusc. Ti.

and so to confirm the later position of p. 5 ff., and /'(.sscW. 1819 ; Grohmann in the

Mark after Matthew. According to Weiss, hibl. Stud. ScicJis. Geistl. 1844, p. 91 ff.; Biihr

••V. 49, ."jO are " an artificial elaboration" of in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 673 ; Lindemann
Matt. V. 13. But how specifically diffcn;iit in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 18G4, p. 299 ff.

are the two utterances ! And what would
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(7) The meaning of d^uadr/aeTai may not be apprehended as deviating from

the meaning (presupposed by Jesus as well known) which the application of

salt in sacriiices had (see Lev. ii. 13, where meat-offerings are spoken of).*

It was, namely, salt of the covenant (H'lJ n70) of God (comp. also Num.

xviii. 19 ; 2 Chron. xiii. 5), i.e., it represented symbolically the covenant

with Jehovah as regarded its imperishableness,—represented that the sacri-

fice was offered in accordance therewith, and for the renewing thereof.'^

—

Consequently we must translate and explain :

'

' With warrant I speak of

their fre (ver. 48) ; for every one of those who come into Gehenna will le

salted therein iDithfire, i.e., none of them will escape the doom of having

represented in him by means of fire that which is done in sacrifices by means

of salt, namely, the imperishable validity of the divine covenant, and (to add

now the argumentum e contrario for my assertion concerning the fire, ver. 48)

eveiy sacrifice, i.e., every pious man unseduced, who, as such, resembles a

(pure) sacrifice (comp. Rom. xii. 1), shall le salted with salt, i.e., he shall at

his entrance into the Messianic kingdom (comp. elaeAde'iv elq t. C,urjv, vv.

43-47), by reception of higher wisdom (comp. ver. 50 ;
Col. iv. 6 ;

and as

to the subject-matter, 1 Cor. xiii. 9-12), represent in himself that validity

of the divine covenant, as in the case of an actual sacrifice this is effected

by its becoming salted." Accordingly, it is in brief -.for in everyone of

them the ever-during validity of the divine covenant shall le represented ly means

offire, and in every 2nousperson resemlling a sacrifice this shall le accomjjlished

ly the communication of higher icisdom. It is to be observed, further : (1)

that the figure of the salt of the covenant refers, in the case of those con-

demned to Gehenna, to the thi^eatening aspect of the divine covenant, in the

case of the pious, to its aspect ofpromise ; (2) that Jesus does not accident-

ally set forth the pious as a sacrifice, but is induced to do so by the fact

He has just been speaking of ethical self-sacrifice by cutting off the hand,

the foot, etc. And the conception of sacrifice, under which He regards the

pious, suggests to Him as a designation of its destined counterpart the sacri-

ficial expression akLi:,EaQaL. (3) Analogous to the twofold distinction of

dAiCe(T0ai in the passage before us, although different in the figurative con-

ception, is the [iaTvri^Eiv nvpi and •Kvevfiari ayiu. Matt. iii. 11. — Of the many

diverging explanations, which in the light of what has just been stated are

opposed to the context, or to the language of the passage, or to both, we

may note historically the following :— (1) Euthymius Zigabenus : nhQ Ki.arbg

nvpl TTJq Tzpoq deov maTeuc, y TTJq rrpbc, rbv kItjg'lov ayanrig dT^icOr/aeTai, Tjyovv t^v

arjnedova (corruption) Trjq nanlaq cnrofialel . . . naaa Bvaia Trvev/jariK?/, eIte 6i'

e^'XV^i "T^ ^1-' E'kETi(j.oavvr]q, eIte rpoirov ETspov yivofiEvr/, rw d^MTi T^f KiarEUQ y rrjg

ayciTZTja olLc^aETai, Eirom aliaBfivaL b(j>EilEi, " Every believer will be salted with

the fire of faith toward God or of love toward his neighbor, that is, he will

lose the corruption of wickedness . . . every spiritual sacrifice, whether

made through prayer, or alms, or in some other way, shall be salted with

1 Comp. in respect of the animal offerings, Symbol, d. Mos. Cult. n. p. 334 ; and Stud. u.

Ezek. xliii. 24 ; Josepli. Antt. iii. 9. 1 ; and Knt. I.e. p. 675 fif. ; Knobel on Lev. p. 369 f.

see in general, Lund. Jiid. Heiligth., ed. 2 comp. Pressel in Herzog's ^«cyi-^. XIIL

Wolf, p. 648 ; Ewald, AUerth. p. 37 ; Biihr, p. 343 f.
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the salt of faith, or of love, that is to say, ought to be salted." (2) Luther :

"In the O. T. every sacrifice was salted, and of every sacrifice something

was burnt up with fire. This Christ here indicates and explains it spiritually,

namely, tliat through the gospel, as through afire and salt, the old man becomes

crucified, seared, and well salted ; for our lody is the true sacrifice, Rom. xii."

He is followed by Si^anheim, Calovius, L. Cappcl, and others : a similar

view is given by Beza, and in substance again by Lindemann.' (3) Grotius :

"Omnino aliqua desumtio homini debetur, aut per modum saliturae, aut

per modum incendii ; haec impiorum est, ilia piorum," " Universally some-

thing ought to be taken from man, either by means of salting (extirpation

of the desires), or by means of burning (in hell) ; this belongs to the

impious, that to the pious ; " the godless are likened to the whole burnt-

offerings, the pious to the mincha. He is followed by Hammond, comp. Cler-

icus and Schleusner. (4) Lightfoot : "Nam unusquisque eorum ipso igne

salietur, ita ut inconsumtibilis fiat et in aeternum duret ton^uendus, prout sal

tuetur a corrujjtione : ... at is, qui vero Deo victima, condietur sale gratiae

ad incorruptionem gloriae," "For each several one of them shall be

salted with the fire itself, so that he may become inconsumable and remain

to be tortured in eternity, just as salt preserves from corruption : . . . but

he who is truly a victim for God will be seasoned with the salt of grace unto

the incorruption of glory." ^ (5) Rosenmiiller (comp. Storr, Opusc. H.

p. 210 ff.) :
" Quivis enim horum hominum perpetuo igni cruciabitur ; . . .

sed quivis homo Deo consecratus sale verae sapientiae praeparari debet ad

aeternam felicitatem," "For everyone of these men shall be tormented

with perpetual fire ; . . . but every man consecrated to God ought to be

prepared by the salt of true wisdom for eternal felicity." (6) Kuinoel

(taking irvp, with Flacius and others, as a figurative designation of suffer-

ings) : " Quilibet sectatorum meorum calamitatibus, veluti saliri, praeparari

debet, quo consequatur salutem, sicuti omnes oblationes sale condiri, prae-

parari debent, quo sint oblationes Deo acceptae," "Everyone of my fol-

lowers ought to be prepared by calamities (these are held to be the pains

that arise by suppression of the desires), as it were salted that he obtain sal-

vation, just as all oblations ought to be prepared, seasoned with salt, that they

be acceptable to God." (7) Schott :
^^ Quivis illortim hominum {qui sup-

plicio Oeennae sunt ohioxii) nunc demum hoc igne sale (quod ipsis in vita ter-

restri rersantihus defuit) imiucti/r, i.e., nunc demum poenis vitae futurae

discet resipiscere. Aliosensu illi salientur, quam victimne Deo sacrae, de qnU>us

loco illo scriptum legitur : victima quaevis sale est conspergenda. His enim

similes sunt homines in hac vita terrestri animis suis sapientiae divinae sale

imbuendis prospicientes," " Every one of those men (who are obnoxioxis to

the punishment of Gehenna) is at last by that fire saturated with salt (which

was lacking to them in earthly life), i.e., at last by the penalties of the future

life he learns to come to himself. In another sense those are salted, as vic-

tims sacred to God, concerning whom in this place the Scripture reads : every

• "As every sacrifice is salted by salt, i.e., [of the divine word]."

by the word of God is made a holy offering, ^ \yo]f ^nd Michaelis follow this view;

80 also every disciple is to be salted by fire comp. also Jablonsky, Opusc. n. p. 458 ff.
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victim is sprinkled with salt." (8) According to Fritzsclie, jdp assigns the

reason of the exhortation to suffer rather the loss of members of their body
than to let themselves be seduced, and the meaning is (in the main as ac-

cording to Kuinoel, comp. Vatablus) :

'

' Quippe omnes aerumnis ad vitae

aeternae felicitatem praejDarabuntur, sicut omnes victimae e Mosis decreto

sale sunt ad immolationem praej^arandae," "Certainly all (in general)

shall be prepared for the felicity of eternal life by hardships, just as all vic-

tims by the precejit of Moses were to be prepared by salt for sacrifice." So

in substance also Bleek. (9) Olshausen : "On account of the general sin-

fulness of the race every one must be salted with fire, whether by entering

voluntarily upon self-denial and earnest cleansing from sins, or by being

carried involuntarily to the place of punishment ; and therefore [in order

to be the symbolical type of this spiritual transaction] every sacrifice is (as is

written) to be salted with salt." ' Similarly Lauge. (10) According to de

Wette, TTvpl dXi^eadai is nearly (?) tantamount to "the receiving by purifica-

tion the holy seasoning and consecration (of purity and wisdom)," and /cat

is comparative. (11) Grohmann takes the first clause in substance as does

Olshausen, and the second thus : "as every sacrifice shall be made savory

with salt, so also shall every one, who desires to offer himself as a sacrifice

to God, be salted,—that is, shall from without, by sufferings, privations,

and the like, be stirred up, quickened, and pervaded by a higher, fresh,

spiritual power." (12) Biihr : "As according to the law there must in no

sacrifice be wanting the symbol of the covenant of sanctification that conse-

crates it the salt ; so also must every one be purified and refined in and

with the sacrifice of self-surrender ; . . . this refining process, far from being

of a destructive natiire, is rather the very thing which preserves and main-

tains unto true and eternal life." (13) According to Ewald, the meaning

is that every one who yields to seductive impulses, because he allows the

salt—wherewith from the beginning God has seasoned man's spirit—to be-

come insipid, must first be salted again by the fire of hell, in order that this

sacrifice may not remain without the salt which, according to Lev. ii. 13,

belongs to every sacrifice ; no other salt (no other purification) is left save

the fire of hell itself, when the salt in man has become savorless. (14) By

Hilgenfeld the fire is alleged to be even that of internal desire, through

which (this is held to mean : by overmining the desire !) one is said to be

salted, i.e., led to Christian wisdom ; thereby one is to offer a sacrifice of

which the salt is Christian discernment. — This great diversity of interpre-

tation is a proof of the obscurity of the utterance, which probably was

spoken by Jesus in an explanatory connection which has not been pre-

served. — The second clause of the verse has been held by Gersdorf,

p. 376 f., on linguistic grounds that are wholly untenable, to be spurious
;

and, as it is wanting also in B L A Ji, min. and some vss. (on account of the

twice occurring aliaSTja. by transcriber's error), it is declared also by Schulz

to be a gloss. [See Note LX., p. 125.]

1 According to Olshausen, we are to find significance of the sacrifices, and of the

here an authentic explanation as to the ritual of their salting.
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Ver. 50. Ka?Mv . . . aprvcere] a maxim of experience drawn from common
life, in which to a/iag is to be taken literally. Then follows with ixere k.t.1.

the application, in which the spiritual meaning of the salt {icisdom, see on

ver. 49, and Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1208) emerges. The connection with

what precedes is : In order to experience in yourselves on the establishment

of the kingdom the truth : ndaa Ovcia 6.7.1 aliaOi/aeTai., ye must—seeing that

salt, which in itself is so excellent a thing, when it has become insipid, can

in no wise be restored

—

preserve in your hearts the salt of true wisdom, ' and

withal be peaceful one with another. Against both the disciples had sinned

by their dispute about precedence (ver. 34), from which the entire discourse of

Jesus, ver. 35 ff., had started, and to which He now again at the close points

back. This contest about precedence had been _/ooZ^sA (opposed to the alaq)

and unpeaceful. — kav 6e to a?.ac ava'Aov /c.r./l.] Comp. on Matt. v. 13. — avTo

ap-haeTF^^ lohereioith shall yerestore it ? so that it shall again be provided with

saline efficacy (comp. on Cul. iv. 6). —^fjer?] emphatically placed first :

Iceej), preserve, which is not done, if the analogue of the avalov yiveadai sets

in with you. — h eavTolc] in yourselves, correlative to the subsequent hv aXkri-

loig {reciprocally). Comp. Bengel :
" prius ofiicium respectu nostri, alte-

ram erga alios," " The former a service with respect to ourselves, the latter

over against others."— aTia (see the critical remarks) from 6 aAf. See

Lobeck, Paralip. p. 93. — koI elpriv. ev a?iA.] The annexing of this exhorta-

tion was also suggested by the conception of the salt, since the salt was

symbol ofa covenant. Hence the course of thought : And—whereof ye are

likewise reminded by the symbolic significance of salt

—

live in peace one

with another.

Notes by Ameeican Editor.

LIV. Vv. 2-13.

Weiss ed. May. also regards Matthew as more original, i.e., as preserving

more accurately the report of " the older source," yet he finds in that Gospel

traces of the influence of Mark's account, as well as touches of its own.

LV. Ver. 11. utl "ktyavniv k.t.Tl,

Here Meyer defends a probable view, which seems even more necessary at

ver. 28, where the absence of 'XeyovTeq before or/ makes any other sense very

harsh. Still it is more grammatical to take utl in both cases as the sign of quota-

tion (o-i recitaniis). The R. V. accepts this view in the text, but gives in the

margin (in both passages) the elliptical explanation : "How is tVthat, " etc.

Comp. chap. ii. 16. It is very doubtful whether any other N. T. passage re-

quires us to read o, ti.

LVI. Ver. 12. kuI mjg yeypaTVTai k.t.X.

"Weiss cd. Mey. argues strongly against the division of the verse into ques-

tion and answer. (The E. V. also takes the latter part of the verse as one

' Comp. If?nat. ad ^fa(|^)ex. 10 : aAiVflrjre iv avTw {Xpicrrw), Iva fiij 5iai^9opj7 Tts ev vfiiv.
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question.) The view of Meyer that there is here a syllogism with a suppressed
conclusion is open to objection. The matter to be proved is not so much the

sufferings of the Son of Man as the fact that John the Baptist was the pre-

dicted Elijah. The conclusion of the narrative in both Matthew and Mark in-

dicates this.

LVII. Ver. 20. Widv avrov k.t.I.

Kecent critical editors omit d'Bvc, which the Rec. has before Trvevfta. "Weiss

ed. Mey. objects to Meyer's explanation of the anacoluthic use of the nomina-
tive participle, and refers Iduv to the demon.

LVIII. Vv. 33-37.

Whether Mark knew of the history of the stater or not, cannot be decided.

Weiss, ed. Mey. finds from this point to the end of the chapter many sayings

from "the older source."

LIX. Ver. 40. /ca5' rjiiuv, virip Tjfiuv eoriv.

The first person is well attested in both instances, and is not likely to have

been an emendation ; the second person was probably taken from Luke ix. 50,

or from ver. 41. So Weiss ed. Mey., who rightly suggests that "as regards

Christ and His people, there is no neutrality." We may add (in comparing this

verse with Matt. xii. 30) : "In certain cases, the absence of hostility is a proof

of friendship ; in others, the failure to co operate is the proof of enmity. . . .

The saying in Matthew refers more to inward unity with Christ ; this one to

outward conformity with His people. The former may exist independently of

the latter, and its existence unites real Christians, whatever their name and
outward differences" (Int. Revision Comm., Mark, p. 121).

LX. Ver. 49. Koi ndaa Ovo'ia til.i (ikia^riaETai.

This clause is omitted in X B L A, and a number of minor authorities (15

cursives, some of weight). It is rejected by Tisch., bracketed by Treg.,

placed in margin by W. and Hort, E. V. ; supposed to be an addition from Lev.

ii. 13. The authorities would be decisive, were it not a more difficult reading,

and the omission so readily accounted for by the similar ending in the pre-

vious clause {uXiaOrjGETaL). Yet it is hardly safe to accejjt it without question

against the above evidence.

Weiss ed. Mey. explains as follows :
" The divine ordinance, that every sac-

rifice is salted and made well pleasing to God, is fulfilled in the higher sense in

this manner, that every one is refined through the fire of tribulation, and thus

made well pleasing to God. Accordingly Meyer's explanation must be given

up." He rejects the reference to the O. T. usage in the second clause, and
finds in yap a reason for the entire warning (vv. 43-48), taking " every one" in

a general sense. Most of the exjilanations are open to serious objections, es-

pecially these which take aai as =" just as," or, "but on the contrary." It is

unnecessary to add another view to the many given by Meyer, but see Inter.

Revision Commentary, Mark, pp. 123-125.
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CHAPTER X.

Ver. 1. 6ia Tov] is wanting in C**D G A, min, Syr. Pers. Aeth. Goth.Vulg. It.

On the other hand, B C* L X, Copt, have Kai. So rightly Lachm. and Tisch.

This KOI was, in some cases, deleted in accordance with Matt. xix. 1 ; in others,

more precisely defined by the description contained in dia tov. [Ver. 2, Gries-

bach, Lachm., Treg., AVeiss, E. V., omit oi before f^apiaaloi, following ABA,
etc., W. and Hort enclose in brackets.]—Ver. 4. With Lachm. and Tisch. the

order kireTpeipev Muiicr^f, following B C D L A min., is to be preferred. — Ver.

6. 6 Oeog is wanting in B C L AX, Copt. Colb. Corb. Bracketed by Lachm.,

deleted by Tisch. An addition by way of gloss, which appeared necessary here,

although not at Matt. xix. 4. — Ver. 7. Trpof t. yvv.l Lachm. has ry yvvaiKi, follow-

ing A C L N A, min. codd. It. Jer. From Matthew. Tisch. has now again de-

leted K. npoaKoll. TT/jof T. yvv. avrov, nevertheless only following B X , Goth. It

lies tinder a strong suspicion of being an addition from Matthew. [Kejected by

W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg.] — Ver. 10. elg ttjv oiniav'\ So also Lachm. and

Tisch., following B D L A K, min. Cant. Ver. TheReceptatv r?) oJ/c/a (Fritzsche,

Scholz) is an emendation. — avrov -rrepl tov avTov] On decisive evidence we must

read, with Fritzsche, Lachm., and Tisch., merely Trepl tovtov. The first avrov

is a current addition to ol jiaijjjTai. ; by tov avrov (D : rov avrov ?.6yov) rovrov was

glossed for the purpose of more precise definition. — Ver. 12. Tischendorf'

s

reading [recent editors, B. V.] : ku\ iav avrfj d~o?.vGaca rov uvSpa avrr/i ya/ur/a^

(B C L X and A, which, however, has Kal before yap..), is a stylistic emendation.

— yaprjfiy dAAw] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.] have ya//?/c;/ <"//('i', follow-

ing B C* D L A K, min. A mechanical repetition from ver. 11 ;^whence A has

even dA/.rjv instead of oa/ov !j.— [Ver. 13. W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., in the

K B C L A Copt, read uvrovq instead of mlq npoa(l>epovGiv.'\ — Ver. 14. Before //jy

Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. have /.«/, which is wanting in witnesses deserving con-

sideration, and is added from the parallels. — Ver. 16. Instead of rjh/ioyei Lachm.

(as also Scholz) has Ev/.oyEi. But B C A >5, min. Vict, have Karev/Syei (L N :

KaTTjv?..). It is to be adopted, with Tisch. ; this compound, which does not

elsewhere occur in the N. T., was unfamiliar to the transcribers. Its posi-

tion before tiOe'ic (omitting the last avrd) is attested by B C L A X, min. Copt.

Syr. p. ms. Vict. (Fritzsche, Tisch.). But it was precisely the threefold niird

that gave occasion to error and correction. [The evidence for the latter

position is substantially the same as for the compound verb ; hence it is accepted

by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 19. The arrangement /i?) dov., /it/ poix- (Lachm.

Tisch.), is found in B C A X** min. Copt. Ar. Colb.; but it is from Matt. xix.

18. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. , follow Lachmann, but Tisch. VIII. returns to

the order of the Ike.'] — Ver. 21. The article before tttuxoIq is wanting in wit-

nesses of such preponderating character (condemned by Griesb., deleted by
Fritzsche, Lachm.) that it appears (as also in Matt. xix. 21) as an addition. —
upaq rov aravpov] is wanting in B C D A X, 406, Copt. Vulg. It. Clem. Hilar.

Aug. Ambr. Other witnesses have it before 6tvpo. Bracketed by Lachm. [Re-
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jected by Tisch., recent editors, E. V.] But how easily the words were passed
over, as the parallels have nothing of the kind !— Ver. 24. rovg TrenoiBorag enl

Tolg XPW-] i^ ^ot found in B A K, Copt. ms. Deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort,

Weiss, R. V. marg.] But if it had been added, the addition would have been
made in accordance with the text of Matt, or Luke, or according to ver. 23.

The omission was meant in the interest of stricter morality, which regarded the

TveTroiOoTac:, etc., as quite excluded. — Ver. 25. SieMjeIv'] The elaeXBelv, commended
by Griesb., has indeed considerable attestation [K A A ; so Steph., not Elzevir],

but it is from Matt. ix. 24, and in this case the significant change of the verbs

in Mark was not observed. — Ver. 28. yKo?.ovfJr/aa/^ev] Lachm. and Tisch. [recent

editors, R. V.] have T/KoXovdriKa/iev, following BCD. A mechanical similarity

of formation with acpTjKafiEv, occurring also in some witnesses in Matthew and
Luke. — Ver. 29. Only B A X (e. avru 6 T.), Copt, have the simple i(pT) 6 'Ir/a.

(Tisch.) instead of airoKp. 6 'I. elirev, but they are correct. Comp. on ix. 12, 38.

— rj TvaTEpa ^ /njTepa'] The reverse order is found in B C A 106, Copt. Goth. Colb.

Brix. Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be preferred. ;/ Txarepa was in some cases

placed first, in accordance with the natural relation ; in some cases also, in

consideration of ver. 30, it was altogether omitted (D, Cant. Verc. Corb. Harl.).

On account of ver. 30 fj yvvalKa has also been omitted (B D A X, min. Copt. Arm.

Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.]). — After Kai the second he-

KEv is added by Griesb. and Tisch., following pi-eponderating evidence. The
omission is explained from viii. 35. — Ver. 30. fiTjTEpag] Lachm. has /irirepa,

following A C D, Verss. ; the pharal was objectionable. — Ver. 31. The article

before the second £(T);arot is indeed deleted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. [retained

in Tisch. VIII.]; but following Matt. xix. 30 it dropped out so easily, and, more-

over, it is found still in such important testimonies, that it must be restored.

—

Ver. 32. iml aKoAovQ.'] B C* L A X, 1, Copt, have ol 6e iKolovQ. This is rightly

followed by Ewald, and is now adopted by Tisch. The ol 6e not being under-

stood was set aside by Kai. But the attestation is to be the more regarded as

sufficient, that D K, min. Verc. Ver. Chrys. are not to be reckoned in favor of

the Recepia, because they altogether omit /c. anol. kcpo/S., of which omission the

homoioteleuton was manifestly the cause. — Ver. 33. The article before ypa/i/i.

(Elz.) is, with Scholz and Tisch. (in opposition to Griesb. Matth. Fritzsche, and

Lachm.), to be maintained. The testimony in favor of its omission is not pre-

ponderating, and comp. Matt. xx. 18. — Ver. 34. The order hfiTTrvaovaiv avr. k.

fiacTLy. a'vT. (Lachm. Tisch. Rinck) is found in B C L A X, min. vss., including

Vulg. and codd. It. [accepted by recent editors, R. V.]. But the eiinai^. and

kfnvTva. were considered as helonijirtfj together. Comp. Luke xviii. 33. — Elz. has

T^ Tp'iTi^ T/iuepa ; so also Fritzsche, Scholz. But B C D L A N, vss. have (ietci

rpeig rjixEpag. Approved by Griesb. Schulz, adopted by Lachm. Tisch. [recent

editors, R. V.]. The Recepta is to be maintained. See on ix. 31. [The evi-

dence is so strong against the Rec, that to follow it here is to nullify the best

critical principles.] — Ver. 35. After aiTrjO. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have ae,

following A B C L A K** min. vss. To be adopted. It was easily passed over

as being superfluous. D K have it h^ore the verb. An incorrect restoration.

i< * has entirely omitted b tav down to 6dg tj/mv. — Ver. 36. Troirjaai /j.e vfilv] Lachm.

Tisch. have noiTJau vp-lv, which was also approved by Griesb. [Treg., W. and

Hort (text) omit /le, which Tisch., Weiss (X B) place before ttoiijcu.] An al-

teration in remembrance of passages such as x. 51, xiv. 12, Matt. xx. 32, in
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which also the bare subjunctive was sometimes completed by Iva noir/au. — Ver.

38. Instead of Kal (in Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche) read, with Rinck, Lachm. and

Tisch., 7/, which Griesb. also approved, following B C* D L A X, min. Copt.

Arm. Ar. Vulg. It. Or. ; koI came from ver. 39. — In ver. 40 also ^ is to be

adopted on almost the same evidence (with Rinck, Lachm., and Tisch.) ; Kalis

from Matt. xx. 23. — After evuv. Elz. has /uov, which is deleted on decisive evi-

dence. — Ver. 42. Read Kat TrpociiaA. avrovq 6 'Ir/aovg, with Lachm. and Tisch.,

following B C D L A N, 406, Syr. Copt. codd. It. The Becepta is from Matt.

XX. 25. — Ver. 43. Instead of the first larai, Lachm. and Tisch. have earlv, which

Schulz also approved, in accordance with B C* D L A N, Vulg. It. The future

came in from Matt., and on account of what follows. — Ver. 44. v/iuv ysveaOac']

Lachm. has h ifilv elvai, following important evidence [W. and Hort, R. V.,

with XB C* LA, Vulg. Copt.], but it is from Matt. xx. 27. [Weiss accepts a

combined text : v/iuv dvai, so D.]— Ver. 46. After rvcpTiOc read with Tisch. npo-

oairTjg, omitting the subsequent TvpoaacTuv. So B L A Copt. Comp. X, rv0/lof

Kal TrpoGatTjjc. The Becepta is from Luke xviii. 35. — Ver. 47. [Tisch., recent

editors, R. V., with B L A, Vulg., read Na^a/3;?vof.]— 6 iilof] Lachm. has vU, follow-

ing B C LAX, min. [So Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] From Luke. Comp.

ver. 48. — Ver. 49. avrhv (puvT]f)r/vai] B C L A X, min. Copt, have (puvf/aaTe avrov.

So Fritzsche and Tisch. And rightly ; the accusative with the infinitive was

introduced through the fact of cKeTievGev being written instead of eItzcv after Luke
xviii. 40 (so still Ev. 48, It. Vulg.), and remained, after eIkev was restored, the

more easily because Luke has it also. — eyetpe] See on ii. 9. — Ver. 50. avaaraci

Lachm. and Tisch. have ava-rjdTJoac, according to B D L A X, min, vss. (in-

cluding Vulg. It.) Or. The Becepta is a "scriptorum jejunitas" that mistakes

the peculiarity of Mark (Tisch.). — Ver. 51. The form pa/S^uvvi (Elz. /5rt ovl)

has decisive evidence. [W. and Hort have ^ai3f3ovvEi, following B (and A : f)af3-

ISuvei). Other variations occur.] — Ver. 52. Instead of tu 'Irjaov (Elz., Scholz,

Rinck), A B C D L A X have aiTw (Tisch.), which attestation is decisive.

Vv. 1-9. See on Matt. xix. 1-8. — KaKsldev] points back to ix. 33. — koI

irepav tov '\op6avov\ see the critical remarks. He came to the borders of Judaea,

and that ' on the further side of Jordan, "ipsa Samaria ad dextram relicta,"

" Samaria itself was left to the right" (Beza). At Jericho He came again to

this side, ver. 46. See, moreover, on Matt. xix. 1.

—

kuI av/nrop. k.t.X.]

And there gathered together to Him again crowds of j)602)le. iraAiv, for pre-

viously, at ix. 30 flf.. He had withdrawn Himself from the people. — Ver. 2.

Mark has not the properly tempting element in the question, but it is found

in Matt. : Kara naaav airlav (see on iVIatt. xix. 3). That this element was not •

also preserved in the tradition which JMark here follows, may very naturally

be explained from the rejdy of Jesus, which ran unconditionally (even accord-

ing to Matt. vv. 4-6). Mark therefore has not the original form of the ques-

tion,' nor does he make the question be put more captiovsly (Fritzsche), nor

•has he made use of Matthew incorrectly, or with alterations consonant to his

own reflection (Saunier, Baur), because the Jewish points of dispute as to

divorce were to him indifferent (Kostlin) ; but he follows a defective tradi-

^ See Fritzsche, Q>iaest. Luc. p. 9 ff.

;

^ Bleek, Weiss, Holtzmann, Schenkel,

Hartung, ParlikelL I. p. 145. Ilarless, Ehsscheid. p, ^.
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tion, which in this particular is completed and corrected in Matthew.

[See NoteLXI., j). 137.] DeWette's conjecture is arbitrary, that Mark pre-

supposes that the Pharisees had already heard of the view of Jesus on

divorce, and wished to induce Him to a renewed declaration on the subject.

The perilous element of the question does not turn on the divorce of Herod

(Ewald, Lange). See on Matthew. — Ver. 3. Here also the tradition, which

Mark follows, deviates from Matthew^, who represents that the command-
ment of Moses is brought into question not by Jesus, but by the Pharisees,

and that as an objection against the answer of Jesus. But it is more natural

and more forcible that the reply of Jesus should start immediately from

Deut. xxiv. 1, and should first elicit this Mosaic kvTol?]—on the right estima-

tion of which depended the point at issue—from the mouth of the ques-

tioners themselves, in order thereupon to attach to it what follows.—Ver.

4. knirpETpe'l emphatically prefixed (see the critical remarks) : Moses per-

mitted, in saying which their e^egtiv, ver. 2, is present to their minds. See,

moreover, on Matt. v. 31. They prudently refrain from saying kvETEilaTo. —
Ver. 5. T. kvTolfiv rail-.] the commandment of the putting forth a writing of

divorcement. — Ver. 6. The subject (as 6 Qe6q is not genuine) is to be taken

out of K-iaeuQ (o KTiGTT/i).'^— Ver. 7. Christ makes Adam's words at Gen. ii.

44 His oicn. It is otherwise, but less directly and concisely, given in

Matthew. — evekev tovtov] because God created men as male and female—in

order to correspond with this arrangement of the Creator. — The /^w^wres in-

dicate what will happen in cases of marrying according to God's ordinance.

Vv. 10-13. See on Matt. xix. 9. The two Evangelists differ from one

another here in resjDCct of the place, of the persons to whom Jesus is speak-

ing, and partially of the contents of what He says. Certainly Matthew has

furnished the original shape of the matter, since what Mark makes Jesus say

only in the house and merely to His disciples (ver. 11 with the not original

amplification of ver. 12) is withal an essential element of the reply to the

Pharisees, and does not bear the character of a special private instruction,

whereas the private communication to the discii:)les, Matt. xix. 10-12, which

as such is just as appropriate as it is original, is indeed '• the crown of the

whole" (Ewald). [See Note LXII., p. 137.]— eJf rr> oWiav'] having come into

the house (in which at that time they were lodging). The same brevity of

expression occurs at xiii. 9. — na^uv ol fiaOnral] again the disciples, as previ-

ously the Pharisees. — Tvspl tovtov] (see the critical remarks) : iqwu this sub-

ject.— Ver. 11, in' avTTjv] in reference to her, the woman that is put away.^

—

Mark has not the fitj hnl wopvEla (Matt.), which makes no essential difference,

as this ground of divorce is obvious of itself as such. See on Matt. v. 32.^

— Ver. 12. Kal eav yvv?) aKo?.vcy k.t.?..] Matthew has quite a different saying.

1 See Kiihner, II. p. 36, 4. Comp. Calvin and Bengal: "in illam,"

" Observe that Jesus here of necessity "toward her." It is only thus that its em-

presupposes the acknovs'ledgment of the phatic bearing is brouglit out ; the marry-

principle of nw/wgamij. Theophylact and ing of the second wife makes him an adul-

many others, including Lange, Ewald, and terer towards the Jirst.

Bleek, have erroneously referred airriu to ^ Comp. also Hofmann, Schriftliew. II. 2,

the second wife. Erasmus appropriately p. 410.

says :
" in injuriam illius," " to her injury."

9
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The narrative of Mark is certainly not original (in opposition to Schcnkel),

but puts into tlie mouth of Jesus what was the custom among the Greeks and

Romans^ namely, that the wife also might be the divorcing party, and very ^
often actually was so, ' which was not competent to the Jewish wife (Deut.

xxiv. 1 ; Josephus, Antt. xv. 7. 10), for the instances of Michal (1 Sam.

XXV. 41), of Herodias (Matt. xiv. 4 f.), and of Salome (Josephus, Antt. xv.

7. 10) are abnormal in respect of their rank ; and the cases in which, accord-

ing to the Eabbins, the wife might require that the husband should give

her a writing of divorcement,^ do not belong to the question here, where the

wife herself is the i^arty who puts away. The proposition in the passage

before us is derived from an Hellenic amplification of the tradition,* which,

however, in Matthew is again excluded. [See Note LXII., p. 137.] Comp.

Harless, p. 25 f. According to Kuinoel (comp. Lange), Jesus purposed to

give to the apostles, as future teachers of the Oentiles, the instruction re-

quisite for judging in such a case. But he must have said as much, as the

questio7i had reference to the Jewish relation of divorce. — fiOLxarat] the sub-

ject is the woman (comp. v. 11), not the allog. Moreover, Grotius appro-

priately says :
'

' Mulier ergo, cum domina sui non sit . . . omnino adulterium

committit, non interpretatione aliqua aut per consequentiam, sed directe.

Ideo non debuit hie addi en' avrov,'''' "Therefore the woman, when she is

not mistress of herself, . . . commits adultery in general, not by a certain in-

terpretation or by consequence, but directly. For this reason tn' aiirdv

should not be added here."

Vv. 13-16. See on Matt. xix. 13-15, who gives the narrative only by way

of extract. Comp. Lukexviii. 15-17. — aipsTat] From the mere touch on the

part of the holy man, who assuredly was also known as a friend of children,

they hoped to derive blessing for their children. So too Luke. It is other-

wise in Matthew, in whose account, instead of the touch, there is already in-

troduced here the more definite laying on of hands, which was performed by
Jesus at ver. 16. — Ver. 15 yyavdnTTiOE] " propter impedimentum amori suo a

discipulis oljlatum, " "on account of the hindrance opposed to His love by

the disciples" (Bengel). —Ver. 15 is also adopted by Luke xviii. 17, but not

by the abbreviating Matthew. Whosoever shall not have received the hingdom

of the Messiah as a child, i.e., in the moral condition, which resembles the in-

nocence of childhood (comp. Matt, xviii. 3) ; Theophylact appropriately

says : tuv cxovtuv e§ acKr/aeuq rf/v aKOKiav, ?/v ra ivaidia Ixovaiv anb (pvaeug,

"those having by exercise the guilelessness which children have by nature."

— In de^riraL the kingdom (which the coming Messiah establishes) is con-

ceived as coming (ix. 1 ; Matt. vi. 10 ; Luke xvii. 20, al.). It is erroneous to

explain the jSaaiX. t. Qeov as the jyreaching of the kingdom.^— Ver. 16. kvayKaX]

as at ix. 36. — Karrivldy.'] only occurs in this place in the New Testament ; it

is stronger than the simple form, Plut. Amator, 4 •, Tob. xi. 1, 17. It ex-

' See on 1 Cor. vii. 13, and Wetstein in ' According to Baur, from a reflection of

loc. ; also Danz in Meuschen, JV. T. ex Tcdm. Mark on the equal rights of the two sexes.

ill. p. 680 ff. * Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
» See Saalschiitz, Mos. B. p. 806 f. Kuinoel, and many others.
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presses here the earnestness of His interest. How much more did Christ do
than was asked of Him !

Vv. 17-27. See on Matt. xix. 16-26. Comp. Luke xviii. 18-27. As well

in the question at ver. 17, and in the answer of Jesus vv. 18, 19, as also in

the account of the address to the disciples, ver. 23 f., and in several little

peculiar traits, the narrative of Mark is more concrete and more direct. —
fif 666v'\ out of the house, ver. 10, in order to prosecute His journey, ver. 32.

— yovvTTET.'l not inappropriate (de Wette), but, in connection with irpoaSpa-

fi(l)v, representing the earnestness of the inquiry ; both words are peculiar to

the graphic Mark. With an accusative, as at i. 40. See on Matt. xvii. 14.

— Ver, 18. The variation from Matthew is so far unessential, as in the lat-

ter also the predicate ayaOdc is attributed to God only. But in Matthew it

has become necessary to give to it, in the relation to the question, a turn

which betrays more a later moulding under reflection,' than the simple and
direct primitive form, which we still find in Mark and Luke. [See Note

LXHI., p. 137.]— Ti HE MjEiq ayadov; ov6elQ /c.r.7.] Ingeniously and clearly

Jesus makes use of the address StSdaKale ayaOi:, in order to direct the ques-

tioner to the highest moral Ideal, in whose commands is given the solution

of the question (ver. 19). He did this in such a manner as to turn aside

from Himself and to ascribe to God only the predicate ayaftoi-, which had been

used by the young man in the customary meaning of holding one in esteem,^

but is taken up by Jesus in the eminent and absolute sense. " Thou art

wrong in calling me good ; this predicate, in its complete conception, be-

longs to none save One,—that is, God." ' This declaration, however, is no

evidence against the sinlessness of Jesus ; rather it is the true exj^ression of

the necessary moral distance, which the human consciousness—even the

sinless consciousness, as being human—recognizes between itself and the

absolute perfection of God.* For the human sinlessness is of necessity rela-

tive, and even in the case of Jesus was conditioned by the divine-human

development that was subject to growth j^ the absolute being-good, that

excludes all having become and becoming so, pertains only to God, who is

"verae bonitatis canon et archetypus," "the rule and archetyije of true

goodness" (Beza), Even the man Jesus had to wrestle until He attained

' This primitive form is alleged, indeed, ttie text (in behalf of which Justin, Apolog.

by Hilgenfeld (in the iheol. Jahrb. 1857, p. i. 16, testifies), if it laid stress, in the els 6

414 ff
.

; comp. in his Zeitschr. 1883, p. 364 f.) ©eds, on the reference to the supreme God,

to have been no longer preserved even in the Father of Christ. See also on Luke
Mark and Luke. He finds it rather in the xviii. 19.

form of the words which has been pre- ^ Excellent teacher. Plat. Mem. p. 93 C

;

served in Justin, c. Tryph. 101, and among comp. the familiar Attic w aya.-&i or Si 'yatSe

;

the Marcosians (similarly in Marcion) : ti ^e and see Dorvill. ad Chant, p. 642.

\iy. ayat^ov ; els k<n\v d-yatJbs, o TraTijp ^ov, 6 ^ Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche in Fritzschlor.

iv Tois oupai/ots ; and holds these words to Oivisc. p. 78 ff.

have been altered, in order to deprive them • Comp. Dorner, Jesu siindlose Yollkom-

of their probative force in favor of the menh. p. 14.

Gnostic distinction between the perfect ^ Luke ii. .53 ; Ileb. v. 8 ; Luke iv. 13, xxii.

Godand the imperfect Creator of the world. 28; comp. Ullmann in the Stud. u. Krit.

But the Gnostic exegesis might find this pro- 1842, p. 700,

bative force just as suitably in our form of
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the victory and peace of the cross.* [See Note LXIII., p. 137.] This is

overlooked from dogmatic misunderstanding in the often attempted (see

as early as Augustine, c. Maxim, iii. 23 ; Ambros. defide., ii. 1) and variously

turned makeshift,^ that Jesus rejected that predicate only from the stand-

point of the questioner (if thou regardest me as only a human teacher, then

thou art wrong in calling me good, etc.). Wimmer ' thinks that the young

man had been ambitious, had said 6L6aoKa/x ayadk as captatio benevolentirie,

"a feint of good-will," and presupposed the existence of ambition also in

Jesus ; that, therefore, Jesus wished to point his attention by the ri /je Tikyeig

ayadov to his fault, and by the ovSelq hyaBoQ k.t.I. to bring to his knowledge the

unique condition of all being-good, in the sense :
" Nobody is to be called

good, if the only God be not called good, i.e., if He be not assumed and

posited as the only condition of all goodness." In this explanation the

premisses are im'ported, and the interpretation itself is incorrect ; since with

ovSeIq K..T.1., Myerai, cannot be supplied, but only koTi, as it so frequently is in

general propositions (Ktihner, II. p. 40), and since ovdelg d fiij means nothing

else than nemo nisi, i.e., according to the sense, no one except (Klotz, ad

Devar. p. 524). — Ver. 19. The certainly original position of the //^ (poveva.

is to be regarded as having at that time become traditional. Comp. Weiz-

sacker, p. 356. — ur) aKoarep.] is not a renewed expression of the seventh

commandment (Heupel, Fritzsche), against which may be urged its position,

as well as the unsuitableness of adducing it twice ; neither is it an expres-

sion of the tenth commandment, as far as the coveting applies to the plun-

dering another of his property (Bengel, Wetstein, Olshausen, de Wette),

against which may be urged the meaning of the word, which, moreover,

does not permit us to think of a comprehension of all the previous commands

(Beza, Lange ) ; but it applies to Deut. xxiv. 14 (ovk anoarepT/aeig fiiodbv xevT/-

Tog [A. v., "thou shalt not oppress a hired servant that is poor and needy"],

where the Roman edition has ovk ana^iKT/aeig fi. tt.), to which also Mai. iii. 3,

Ecclus. iv. 1, refer. Comp. also LXX. Ex. xxi. 10. Jesus, however, quotes

the originally S2)ecial command according to its moral miiversality : thou shalt

not loithhold. [See Note LXIV., p. 137 seq.] According to Kuinoel, He is

thinking of Lev. xix. 13 {ovk a^iKr/aeig /c.r./i.), with which, however, the char-

acteristic anoaTeprjaijg is not in accordance. Least of all it can be taken

together with rijia k. t. A. , so that it would be the prohibitory aspect of the

commanding r(>a K.r. A., ^ against which may be decisively urged the simi-

larity of form to the preceding independent commands, as Avell as the lial-

lowed and just as inde^iendent rl/m k.t.'a. ; moreover, Mark must have written

/ly airoa-ep. Tc/iif/v ruv Tva-ipa k.t.a., in order to be understood. In Matthew

this command does not appear ; while, on the other hand, he has the ayn-

n-T/aetg tuv 7v?\-r/aiov k.t.7.., which is wanting in Mark and Luke. These arc

various forms of the tradition. But since nyani/creig k.t.I. (which also

occurred in the (Jospel of the Hebrews) is most apj)ropriate and charac-

» Comp. Keiin, fjesdiiclill. Chr. p. 30 ff., 2, p. IIOG f.

and, moreover, at p. 108 ff. ' lu the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 115 ff.

* See Tbeopbylaot, Erasmus, Bengel, • So llofmaiiii, Scknf/bew. II. 2, p. 391.

Olshausen, Ebrard ; comp. also Lange, IL
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teristic, and the fit) a-Koareprjaijq is so peculiar that it coiild hardly have been
added as an appendix to the tradition, Ewald's conjecture (Jahrl. I. p. 132)

that the original number of these commandments was seven, is not improba-

ble. That which did not occur in the Decalogue was more easily omitted

than (in opposition to Weizsacker) added. — Ver. 20. diddcKaXe] not ayad^

again. — Ver. 21. T/yan^csv avrdv] means nothing else than : He loved Mm,
felt a love of esteem (dilectio) for him, conceived an affection for Mm, which
impression He derived from the knfHtnecv avru. He read at once in his

countenance genuine anxiety and effort for everlasting salvation, and at the

same time fervid confidence in Himself. The conception of meritum de con-

gruo is altogether foreign to the passage. Grotius appropriately remarks :

" amat Christus non virtutes tantum, sed et semina virtutum, suo tamen

gradu," " Christ loves not only virtues, but also the seeds of virtues, yet in

their degree." The explanation: Uandis eum compellavit verMs, "urged

him with bland words," ' is founded merely on the passage in Homer,

Od. xxiii. 214, where, nevertheless, it is to be explained likewise as to love."^

— £v aoi vcTepel} see on John ii. 2. Yet, instead of aoi, according to B C M
D K, min., ce is, with Tischendorf, to be read. Comp. Ps. xxiii. 1. The

coi occurred more readily (comp. Luke) to the transcribers. — apaq r. aravp.']

Matt. xvi. 24 ; Mark viii. 34. It com2:>letes the weighty demand of that

which he still lacks for the attainment of salvation ; which demand, how-

ever, instead of bringing salutarily to his knowledge the relation of his own
inward life to the divine law, was the rock on which he made shipwreck.

[But see critical notes.]— Ver. 22. arvyvaaa^'] having lecome sullen, out of

humor. Except in the Schol. Aesch. Pers. 470, and Matt. xvi. 3, the verb

only occurs again in the LXX. at Ezek. xxvii. 35, xxviii. 19, xxxii. 10. —
^v yap Ex^v] for Tie was in possession of much wealth. [See Note LXV., p.

188.]— Ver. 23. On the significant and solemn TrepijiMTveiv, comp. iii. 5, 34
;

Luke vi. 10. Comp. also kp.jiM'^paq, vv. 21, 27. — ol ra ;fp7//ar« exovTe{\ The

article to. is to be explained summarily. The possessions are regarded as an

existing whole, which is possessed by the class of the wealthy. — Ver. 24.

The repetition of the utterance of Jesus is touched with emotion (t^kvo) and

milder (rovg •KEnoidoraq k.t.I.), but then, at ver. 25, again declaring the state

of the case with decision and with enhanced energy,—an alternation of feel-

ing, which is to be acknowledged (in opposition to Fritzsche), and which

involves so much of what is peculiar and psychologically true, that even

in roiif neiroidoTag k.t.1. there is not to be found a modification by tradition

interpreting the matter in an anti-Ebionitic sense, or a mitigation found to

be necessary in a subsequent age. ' These words, which are intended to dis-

close the moral ground of the case as it stands, belong, in fact, essentially

to the scene preserved by Mark in its original form. — Ver. 25. 6ia rfjc rpvfia?..

/c.T.;i.] through the eye of the needle. The two articles are generic; see Bern-

1 Casaubon, Wolf, Grotius, Wetstein, namely, thus as /c?o r?ow, when I have em-

Kuinoel, Vater, Fritzsche, and others. braced thee, etc., v. 207 f.

2 Penelope in this passage says to her => Baur, Kostlin, p. 339, Hilgenfeld, Holtz-

husband : be not angry that I loved thee nol mann.
thus (fiS' aydnrja-d) as soon as I saw thee,^
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hardy, p. 315. Observe also the vivid change : to go through . . . to enter

into. — Ver. 26. Kai] at the beginning of the question : cum vi auctiva ita

ponitur, ut is, qui interrogat, cum admiratione quadam alterius orationem

excipere ex eaque conclusionem ducere significetur, qua alterius sententia

confutetur," "thus j^laced with an ascensive force, that he who asks may
signify that he receives with a certain wonder the discourse of another, and

that he draws from it a conclusion by which the opinion of the other is

confuted."

'

Vv. 28-31. See on Matt. xix. 37-30 ; Luke xviii. 28-30. Matthew is in

part more complete (ver. 28 coming certainly under this description), in

part abridging (ver. 29), but, even with this abridgment, more original.

See on Matt. xix. 29. — yp^am] " spe ex verbis salvatoris concepta," "hope

being received from the word of the Saviour," Bengel. — The question in

Matthew, ri apa cGrai rjfi., is obvious of itself, even although unexpressed

(not omitted by Mark in the Petrine interest, as Hilgenfeld thinks), and

Jesus understood it. — Ver. 29 f. The logical link of the two clauses is :

No one has forsaken, etc., if he shall not have (at some time) received, i.e., if

the latter event does not occur, the former has not taken place ; the hun-

dredfold compensation is so certain, that its non-occurrence would presup-

pose the not having forsaken. The association of thought in iv. 22 (not in

Matt. xxvi. 43) is altogether similar. Instead of the 7, there is introduced

in the second half of the clause kuI ; which is : and respectively. The prin-

cijjle of division of ver. 30 is : He is (1) to receive a hundredfold now, in

the period prior to the manifestation of the Messiah, namely, a hundred

times as many houses, brothers, etc. ; and (2) to receive in the coming

period ("jam in adventu est," "now is in the Advent," Bengel), after the

Parousia, the everlasting life of the Messiah's kingdom. — The plurals,

which express the number a hundred, plainly show that the jiromised com-

pensation in the Kaipbg ovrog is not to be understood literally, but generally,

of very ahtindant compensation. Nevertheless, the delicate feeling of Jesus

has not said ywaiKag also. So much the more clumsy was Julian's scoff (see

Theophylact) that the Christians were, moreover, to receive a hundred

wives ! The promise was realized, in respect of the Kaipbg ovtoc, by the re-

ciprocal manifestations of love,^ and by the wealth in spiritual possessions,

2 Cor. vi. 8-10; by which i:)assage is illustrated, at the same time, in a noble

example, the /lera 6iuy/iuv (comp. Matt. v. 10 ff., x. 23, xiii. 21, xxiii. 34).

The latter does not mean : after persecutions (Heinsius conjectured fiera

6cuy/i6v, as also a few min. read), but : inter persecutiones (in the midst of

persecutions, where one "omnium auxilio destitui videtur," "seems to be

deprived of the aid of all," .Tansen), designating the accompanying circum-

' Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 10; HartuiiR, finds father, mother, brethren, possessions

Partikell. I. p. 146 f. Comp. John ix. 3G, more than ever he could forsake." See, e.g^.,

xiv. 23. on ^iTjTf'pa?, Kom. xvi. 13 ; on riKva, 1 Cor.

'Comp. Luther's ploss : "He who be- iv. 14 ff.; on a«eA</)oiis, all the Epistles of the

lieveth must suffer persecution, and stake New Testament and the Acts of the Apos-

everythinff upon his faith. Nevertheless he ties (also ii. 44).

has enough ; whithersoever he comes, he



CHAP. X., 33-45. 135

stances (Bernliardy, p. 255), the shadow of which makes j)i'ominent the light

of the promise. — Ver. 31. But many—so independent is the greater or lower

reception of reward in the life eternal of the earlier or later coming to me

—

many that are first shall he last, and they that are last shall in many cases he

first (see on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16) ; so that the one shall be equalized with

the other in respect of the measuring out of the degree of reward. A doc-

trine assuredly, which, after the general promise of the great recompense in

ver. 29 f., was quite in its place to furnish a wholesome check to the ebulli-

tion of greediness for reward in the question of the disciples, ver. 28 (for

the disciples, doubtless, belonged to the irpuToi). There is therefore the less

reason to attribute, with "Weiss, a different meaning to the utterance in

Mark from that which it has in Matthew.

Vv. 32-34. See on Matt. xx. 17-19. Comp. Luke xviii. 31-33. Mark is

more detailed and more characteristic than Matthew. — fjcav 6e h ry 66u]

The occurrence with the rich young man had happened, while they went out

Ecg 6 6 6v, ver. 17 ; now they were on the way {avajSaivovreg is not to be

taken with T^aav). Jesus moves on before "more intrepid! ducis," "in the

intrepid fashion of a leader" (Grotius), and the disciples were amazed ; hut

they who followed were afraid, ' for the foreboding of a serious and grave fu-

ture had taken hold of them, and they beheld Him thus incessantly going,

and themselves heing led, to meet it ! See vv. 24-26, the iieto, Siuyfi., ver. 30,

and the declaration, ver. 31. Comp. John xi. 7-16. — ndhv] refers neither

to xi. 31 (de Wette), where there is nothing said of any Kapalaii^aveiv, nor

to ix. 35 (Fritzsche), where the E(puvTiGe rovg SuScKa, which happened in the

house, is withal something entirely different ; but to—what is just related

—

the piaf'tial sepai'ation of Jesus from His disciples on the way, after they had

previously gone together. Only in part had they followed Him fearfully
;

most of them had remained behind on the way amazed ; He now made a

pause, and took again to Himself all the Twelve (hence in this place there

is put not merely airot'f, but rovg Sudena). — rip^aro] so that He broke the

previous silence. — Ver. 34. The Gentiles are the subject of efinal^. as far as

anoKT. (comp. Matthew). Instead of anoKTEvovaiv Matthew has the definite,

but certainly later, crucifying.

Vv. 35^5. See on Matt. xx. 20-28. Luke has not this scene. — As to

the variation from Matt. xx. 20 f., where the peculiar putting forward of

the mother is "^ to be regarded as the historically correct form, see on Mat-

thew. — BeIohev, "Lva\ as at vi. 25 ; John xvii. 24 ;
and comp. on Luke vi.

35. — Ver. 37. hv rf; J(5f^ gov] not : when thou hast attained to Thy glory (de

Wette), but : in Thy glory, which will surround us then, when we sit so

near to Thee. — Ver. 38. fi\ or, in other words. — The presents nivu and

^anTit^oixaL picture the matter as heing realized. The cup and haptism of Jesus

represent martyrdom. In the case of the figure of haiMsm, however (which

1 According to the reading olSe oKoA. e(;>o|3- them -who foUoived Jesus as He went for-

ouvTo; see the critical remarks. The matter, ward did so only /«ar/MWy. As to this use

namely, Is to be conceived in this way, that of oi 5e, see on Matt, xxviii. 17.

the majority of the disciples stayed behind ^ In opposition to Iloltzmann, Weiz-

on the way in perplexity, but those among sacker, and others.
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latter Matthew by way of abridgment omits ; it is alleged by Baur that

Mark has taken it from Luke xii. 50), the point of the similitude lies in the

being suhnerged, not in the purification (forgiveness of sins), as the Fathers

have apprehended the baptism of blood (see Suicer, I. p. 627), which is not

appropriate to Jesus. Comp. the classical use of KaraSvecv and ^aTrri^Eiv, to

plunge {immergere) into sufferings, sorrows, and the like.^— Ver. 40. sy] or

else on the left, not put inapijropriately (Fritzsche) ; the disciples had

desired hoth places of honor, and therefore Jesus now says that rtone de-

pends on Him, whether the sitting be on the right hand or else on the left.

— alTC olf ^TolfiaaTai] Matthew has added the correctly explanatory amplifi-

cation : vTTo Tov TrarpSg fiov.— Ver. 41. r/p^avro] Jesus, namely, at once ap-

peased their indignation. — Ver. 43. ol SoKovvTsg apx^iv] peculiar to Mark
and original, denoting the essential basis of the Gentile rule,—the having

the repute of rulers,—not equivalent to oi apxopreg,^ but: "qui censentur

imperare, i.e., quos gentes habent et agnoscunt, quorum imperio pareant,"

" who are accounted to rule, i.e., whom the Gentiles have and acknowledge,

whose rule they submit to" (Beza, comp. Casaubon and Grotius). Comp.
Gal. ii. 9 ; Winer, p. 540 [E. T . 613] ; MoUer, neue AnsicUen, p. 158 ff., who,

however, as Fritzsche also explains : icho imagine themselves to rule, which in

itself (as ruv kdvuv refers to the Gentiles, whose rulers were no shadow-kings)

and in respect of the context (which requires the general idea of rulers) is

unsuitable. Compare, moreover, the close echo of the passage before us in

Luke xxii. 25 from tradition. — Ver. 43. The reading iariv is as little inap-

propriate (in opposition to Fritzsche) as Matt. xx. 26. — Ver. 45. /cat yapl

for even. As the master, so the disciples, Rom. xv. 3.

Vv. 46-52. See on Matt. xx. 29-34. Comp. Luke xviii. 35-43. Matthew

has abridged the narrative, and, following a later tradition (comji. on Matt,

viii. 28), doubled the persons. [See Note LXVL, p. 138.] Only Mark has

the name of the blind man, which is not interpolated (Wilke), and certainly

is from trustworthy tradition. — 'BapTifiaiog] The jMtronymic 'i<pP "13, as

was often the case (comp. BapdoTiopaloc, Baptrjaovc, Bapaaftag), had become al-

together a proper name, so that Mark even expressly jirefixes to it 6 vlbc

Tt/xaiov, which, however, may be accounted for by the fact of Timaeus being

well known, possibly as having become a Christian of note. — rv^T^bg vpoaai-

TTjg] (see the critical remarks) : a Mind beggar. — Ver. 47. " ]\Iagna fides,

quod caecus filium Davidis appellat, quem ei Nazaraeum praedicabat popu-

lus," " Great faith, in that the blind man calls Him Son of David whom the

multitude was proclaiming as the Nazarene," Bengel. — Ver. 49. ddpaei,

eyeipe, <f)uvEi ae] a hasty asyndeton.'— Ver. 50. anolial. to liiaT.'\ depicts the

joyous eagerness, with which also the avanrj^f/aag is in keeping (see the crit-

ical remarks).*— Ver. 51. paPliovvi] "'^''3'^., usually : domine mi, "my Lord."

* Xen. Cyrop. vi. 1. 37 ; Wesseling, ad Kosenmiiller, and many more.

Diod. 1. p. 433. On the construction, comp. ' Comp. Kiifrclsbach, Anm. z. Jlias, ed. 3,

Ael. H. A. iii. 42 : 6 nopit>vpi(ov Aoufrai TO Tu)v p. 80.

nepia-Tepiov KovTpov, (d. See in general, Lo- * Comp. Ilom. 11. ii. 183: fifi hk difLv,a.ito&i

beck, Paraljp. p. .'520. X'^»'*''»>' P"^*. Acts iii. 8; Dem. 4a3, 5.

' Gataker, Kaphel, Ilomljer}?, Kj-pke,
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See Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 2179. Yet the yod, as in "'3'1, may also be only

paragogic (Drusius, Michaelis, Fritzsche)
; and this latter view is precisely

on account of the analogy of '31 more probable, and is confirmed by the in-

terpretation dLdaoKale in John xx. 16. The form "'J131 is, we may add,

more respectful than '^l. Comp. Drusius.

NoTKS BY American Editor.

LXI. Ver. 2. e« e^eartv /c.r./l.

Weiss ed. Mey. says that " Mark has the original form of the question," that

he " certainly does not follow a defective tradition," and that throughout the

chapter up to ver. 45 "the presentation of Mark is the original one, although

here and there, especially in the latter parts, sayings from the older source

show themselves." He also objects to the common view that a new division of

the Gospel begins with this chapter ; on the contrary, he thinks that the matter

from chap. viii. 27 to x. 45 was joined together because of an internal connec-

tion. But the historical character of the narrative is thrown too much in the

background by this theory.

LXII. Ver. 10. elg Tfjv oldav.

In the opinion of "Weiss (ed. Mey.) Mark is correct, while Matthew, though

following Mark, is inaccurate in making this a part of the reply to the Phari-

sees. The fuller statements of Mark, moreover, belong to a more private dis-

course, in which the disciples were to receive special instructions on this impor-

tant topic. With this view it is allowable to explain "into the house," as

meaning "within doors," there being nothing to indicate what house it was.

Weiss ed. Mey. omits the sentence :
" The proposition in the passage before

us is derived from an Hellenic tradition," etc. There is nothing whatever to

prove its "Hellenic" character, and Meyer's conjecture is no more valuable than

that of Baur (see foot-note).

LXin. Ver. 18. ri /tie Tieyeig ayaBov ;

The Kec. text in Matthew has undoubtedly been altered to conform to Mark
and Luke. There is abundant evidence that the correct reading there is :

" Why askest thou me of that which is good ?" Such corrections of the text

are based on weighty authorities. But for statements respecting the " primi-

tive form" and " later moulding under reflection" we have no evidence what-

ever
; Jiistin's testimony does not help us to a solution. On the theory that the

Evangelists had some adequate knowledge of the facts, the view that both

points (the " good things" and "the good person") were included in the dia-

logue, is quite probable.—Weiss ed. Mey. significantly omits the sentence
;

" Even the man Jesus had to wrestle until He attained the victory and peace

of the cross,"

LXIV. Ver. 19. iifi anocyrEp^a^c

There seems to be no valid objection to regarding this prohibition, contain-

ing a word used several times in the O. T. precepts, as here corresponding to the
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tenth commandment. The reference to Deut. xxiv. 14 seems doubtful, since

it is based on a single word. Weiss ed. Mey., however, while favoring the vievf

that this takes the place of the tenth commandn nt, refers it to the desire for

the possessions of others which the rich man often manifests in withholding

from others their dues.

LXV. Ver. 22. tjv yap f^uv.

The B. V. is more grammatical in its rendering :

'
' for he was one that had

great possessions." The participle thus receives its proper force, and is not

taken with r/v as a periphrastic imperfect ; comp. Buttmann, N. T. Grammar,

p. 310.

LXVI. Vv. 46-52.

Weiss ed. Mey. says of this account of the healing of the blind man : "Mark
narrates the story with reminiscences of the narrative of the healing of two

blind men, from the older source, preserved in Matthew ix. 27-30, to which

Matthew reverts still more strongly." This is not the place to discuss the re-

lation of the two accounts given in the first Gospel, but the theory of Weiss in-

volves confusion and carelessness on the part of the writer of that Gospel such

as cannot well be admitted. On the other hand, the acceptance of a later tra-

dition (Meyer) does not seem compatible with abridgment on the part of

Matthew. If, as he holds, Luke also follows a later tradition, why does not

that Evangelist double the persons ? The harmonists are indeed open to cen-

sure for their unwarranted exegesis in the interests of conformity, but that

does not justify any one in making the narratives less trustworthy, by not only

magnifying the divergences, but by accounting for them in a way that, if al-

lowed in one case, must open the door to constant subtractions from the de-

tails, according to the taste or fancy of the commentator.



CHAP. XI. 139

CHAPTER XI.

Ver. 1. Lachm, and Tisch. read (instead of elg Br)d(p. k. BtjO.) merely Kal elg

Brjdaviav ; but the evidence is not sufficient (D, Vulg. codd. It. Or. (twice) Jer.)

to entitle us to derive the Recepia from Luke xix. 29. An old clerical error, oc-

casioned by the similar beginnings of the two local names ; and Kai was inserted

to connect them. C X have sk BrjOcp. k. elg BtjB. If this were the original form,

the omission would occur still more easily. [But Treg., W. and Hort (text),

Weiss, R. v., accept : elg Br](j<p. k. BtjS.'] — The form 'hpoaolv/ua is to be adopted,

with Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch., following B C D L A X, min. Sahid. Or.

'lepovaaXTjfi does not occur elsewhere in Mark, and only in Matthew at xxiii. 37

(see in loc.) ; in Luke it is the usual form. — aTroaTE?2£t] Lachm. reads aneaTELlev,

in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from the parallels. — Ver. 2. ovdeig']

Lachm. has ov6elq ovnu ; Fritzsche : ov6e7tu ovSeig. The latter is much too

weakly attested. The former has considerable attestation [A B L A, Vulg.,

accepted by recent editors, E. V.], but with a different position of the uvttu

(Tisch. ov(h avdp. oinru), instead of which A has nunore (from Luke). The
Becepta is to be defended ; the idea expressed in adhuc was very variously

brought in. — h'xjavTeg avrbv aydyeTe'] B C L A X, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. Or. have

Tivaare avTov Kal (pepeTe. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. (Lachm. has

/[vaare avT. k. aydyere). Eightly ; the Recepta is from Luke xix. 30 ; comp.

Matt. xxi. 2, whence also originated the reading of Lachm. — Ver. 3. cTrooreAAet]

Elz. Fritzsche have cnroaTeTiel, in opposition to decisive evidence. Comp. on
Matt. xxi. 3. — naXcv, which B C* D LAX, min. Verc. Colb. Or. (twice) read,

although it is adopted by Tisch. [Treg. text., W. and Hort text., "Weiss, R. V.],

is an addition from misunderstanding ; the reader probably being misled by
ude, and taking the words as being still a portion of what was to be said by the

disciples. — Ver. 4. The article before nulov (Elz.) is, in accordance with deci-

sive evidence, deleted. [Eecent editors, with B L A, Copt., omit tt]v (before

Qvpav) also.]— Ver. 6. Instead of tlTzsv (so also Lachm. and Tisch.) Elz. Scholz

have EVETeiXaTo. But eIttev is so weightily attested by B C L A X, min. Or,

Copt. Aeth. Sahid. Arm. Or. that kvETEcAaro ajjpears a gloss. D has EipiJKEt.

which likewise tells in favor of eIttev, and is only a change into the pluperfect.

—

Ver. 7. ^yayoii] B L A X** Or. have (pepovaiv ; approved by Griesb., adopted by

Tisch. The Recepta is from the parallel passages. — EnqSa^.ov'] B C D L A X,

min. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Corb. Vind. Or. have enilidllovaiv. Adopted by Griesb.

Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. The Recepta was derived from the reading riyayov.—
£7r' avTu] B C D L A X, min. have hn' avrov, which Griesb. approved, Fritzsche,

Lachm. Tisch. adopted. The Recepta is a mechanical repetition of the previous

avT<L. — Ver. 8. dhSpuv] B C L A X, Syr. p. (in the margin) Or. Sahid. have

aypuv, which Fritzsche and Tisch. have rightly adopted. With Tisch., however,

instead of the whole passage ekotttov . . . o66v we must read briefly and simply :

KcnjjavTEQ EK Tcjv ciypuv. The Recepta is an expansion from Matthew, whence

also came Myovreg in ver. 9. This is wanting in B C L A X, min. Copt. Sahid.
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Colb. Corb. Or., is regarded as siispicious by Griesb. and Lachm., and is

deleted by Tisch. — Ver. 10. After /3a(yiXela Elz. has iv ovofiari KvpLov, against

preponderating evidence. An awkward repetition from ver. 9. — Ver. 11. koi

e'lq T. lepoi'l Kai is wanting in B C L M A X, min. Syr. Arr. Copt. Perss. Arm.

Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch.; inserted by way of connection. — Ver. 13. To
liaKpoBev, with Griesb., Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., there is to be added

OTTO, upon preponderating evidence. Comp. v. 6. [See Note LXX., p. 147.] —
Ver. 14. The arrangement elf r. a'l. ek. a., as well as/i?7(5«'f (in.stead of ovdel^ in

Elz.), is decisively attested. — Ver. 17. Myuv av-o'i^] B C L A X, min. Copt,

have Kul eleyev airolg. So Tisch. The Recepta is from Luke. — inoirjaare'] B L
A, Or. have TrenoiriKaTE. Adopted by Tisch. The aorist, in itself more familiar,

came from Luke. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 13. —Ver. 18. The arrangement oi

apxupe'tq a. ol ypafi/i. is decisivelj' attested (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), as is also

the subjunctive dTro?Jauaiv (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), instead of aTToT^ioovaLv.—
Ver. 19. o-e] B C K L A X, min. have vrav. Wrongly adopted bj' Tisch. Comp.

his Proleg. p. Ivii. Unsuitable (otherwise at iii.ll), and to be regarded as an

ancient clerical error. [Strongly attested, quite suitable, as referring to a number
of days ; accepted by Treg. text., W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V.] — E^eizopeveTo]

A B K M A, min. vss. have i^enopevovTo. So Fritzsche, Lachm. [Treg., W.
and Hort text., Weiss, B. V. marg.]. But how natural it was here to bring in

the same number, as in the case of nnpanop., ver. 20 ! — Ver. 20. The order

Tcput -KupaiTop. is not necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), but suggested itself

most naturally after ver. 19, on which account, however, napmvop. nput (B C
D L A X, min. Ver. Cant.) is precisely to be preferred, with Lachm. and Tisch.

—Ver. 23. yap] is wanting in B D U t<, min. vss. Deleted by Lachm. and

Tisch. A connective addition. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V., with X B
L A, read TricTEvr).] — /.eyet] Lachm. and Tisch. have 2,a?^cl, following B L N A K,

min. ; the more familiar Xiy. slipped in involuntarily. — 6 euv Eimj] is wanting

in B C D L A X, min. Copt. Vulg. It. Deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch., con-

demned also by Griesb. A confusing gloss, following the foregoing 6f dv £(V»/.

— Ver. 24. uv] is wanting in B C D L A X, min. An addition from Matt,

xxi. 22.

—

npoaEvxofiEvoil B C D L A X, Cant. Verc. Colb. Cypr. have npoasv-

XegOe Ku'i. So Lachm. and Tisch. The participle is an emendation, because

it was thought necessary (comp. Matt. xxi. 22) to make van dependent on

aiTE'tcde. — Tici/iftavETE] B C L A N, Copt, have EAalieTs. Commended by Griesb.,

adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the aorist was not understood, and

was changed partly into the present, partly into the fiiture (D). — Ver. 25.

aTTJKTjTE] A C D H L M, min. have ottikete. So Lachm. and Tisch. The

Recepta in an emendation introduced from ignorance. — Ver. 26.'] is wanting

in B L S A X, min. Copt. Arm. codd. It. Suspected by Fritzsche, deleted by

Tisch. [Rejected by Treg., W. and Hort, and in E. V. text. ; retained by

Weiss.] But the evidence in favor of omission is the less sufficient for its

condemnation, that the words do not closely agree with Matt. vi. 15, from

which place they are said to have come in, but present deviations which are

in no wise to be attributed to the mechanical transcribers. The omission is

explained from the homoeoteleuton of vv. 25 and 20. But what M., min.

further add after ver. 2fi is an interpolation from Matt. vii. 7, 8. — Ver. 28.

[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B C L A, Copt, read iXeyov.'^^ —Instead of

* Ver. 2G is wanting in all the original editions of Luther's translation.
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(tot Tig read, with Tisch., r/ tlq, which is considerably attested and is supplanted

by Kol Ttc in Matthew. — Ver. 29. ku-) w] Tisch. has deleted this, in accordance

with B C? L A ; and Lachm., following A K, min. Arm. Germ. 2, Goth., has

placed it before v/xdg [so Weiss]. It has come in from the parallels. — Ver. 30.

Before 'ludw, here, as in Matt. xxi. 25, to is to be adopted, with Fritzsche,

Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with important testimony. It was passed over

as superfluous ; in Luke it is too weakly attested. — Ver. 31. tloyii^ovTo'] B C
D G K L M A X** min. read : dieTioyi^ovTo, which Griesb. has commended,
Schulz has approved, Fritzsche, Lachm. [Tisch. VIII., Treg., W. and Hort,

K. v.] have adopted. With this preponderance of evidence it is the less to

be derived from Matt. xxi. 25, in proportion to the facility with which the

syllable AI might be lost in the two last letters of the preceding KAI. K*

has the manifest clerical error npoae'koyil^ovTo, which, however, does not pre-

suppose the simple form. — ovv'] is wanting in A C* L M X A, min. vss.

Deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. [Eejected by Treg., bracketed by W. and Hort.]

It is from the parallels. — Elz. and Fritzsche have afterwards at ver. 32 : aXk'

kav elnufiEv. But kav has against it decisive evidence, and is an addition easily

misunderstood. — otl bvTug'] Tisch. has ovtuq on, following B C L X** min.

The Recepta is a transposition for the sake of facility.

Vv. 1-11. See on Matt. xxi. 1-11. Comp. Luke xix. 29-44. Mark nar-

rates with greater freshness and particularity than Matthew, who partly

abridges, but partly also already comments (vv. 4, 5) and completes (ver.

10 f.). — e'lg Br/Bip. k. Br/d.] a more precise local definition to elg 'Ispog. : when they

come into the neighhorhoocl of Jerusalem (namely), into the neighhorhood of

Bethphage and Bethany, which places are situated on the Mount of Olives.

Comp. the double elq, ver. 11. —Ver. 2. elq t?/v ku/jtjv k.t.Tl] Bethphage, which

was first named as the nearest to them. See also Matt. xxi. 1 f., where

Bethany as explanatory is omitted. [See Note LXVII., p. 146.] — ttwAov]

•without more precise definition, but, as is obvious of itself, the foal of an ass.

Judg. X. 4, xii. 14 ; Zech. ix. 9 ; Gen. xlix. 11. — e0' bv ovMg k.t.A] This

notice, which in Matthew is not adopted ' into the narrative, is an addition

supplied by reflective tradition, arising out of the sacred destination of the

animal (for to a sacred purpose creatures as yet unused were applied, Num.

xix. 2 ; Deut. xxi. 3 ; 1 Sam. vi. 7 ; Wctstein in he). Comp. Strauss, IL

p, 276 f. — On (pepETE (see the critical remarks), comp. Gen. xlvii. 16 : ^c/oere

TO. KTijvi] vfiuv, Horn. Od. iii. 117. Therefore it is not unsuitable (Fritzsche)
;

even the change of the tenses {IvaaTE . . . (pepETE) has nothing objectionable in it.

See Kiihner, II. p. 80. — Ver. 3. W] wherefore; to this corresponds the sub-

sequent OTC, hecause. — koX Ev-&eug k.t.Tl] this Jesus says ; it is not the disciples

who are to say it (Origen ; comp. the critical remarks), whereby a paltry

trait would be introduced into the commission.

—

u6e, hither.'^ [See Note

LXVIII., p. 147.] Not yet so used in Homer. — Ver. 4. Evpov . . . afKpdSov]

a description characteristic of Mark ; to a/ufoSov and ?/ afKpodog (comp. aju(p6-

1 By no means obvious of itself, more- Lange and others,

over, in the case of the ass's colt in the nar- = Plato, Prof. p. 328 D ; Soph. Track. 496 ;

rative of Matthew, since it was ah-eady 0. T.7; El. 1149.

large enough for riding,—in opposition to



14:2> THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

dcov in Lucian, Bhet. praec. 24, 25) is not simply the way, but the way that

leads round {icinding way).^— Ver. 5. ri voieite /c.r./l.] Comp. Acts xxi. 13.

—

Ver. 8. On the only correct form aTijiag, not crTocBdg, see Fritzsche. The

meaning is : Utter, and pajiduv nal x^tjpuv ;);(5prwv arpiJaig /cat ^I'/lAui', " a cov-

ering of twigs and green grass and leaves," Hesychius. Very frequent in

the classical writers. Litter (l^ranches and leaves) was cut from the fields

that were near (aypuv, see the critical remarks). — Ver. 10. y kpxofievi] fiaai-

leia Tov narp. y/i. A.] i.e., the coming kingdom of the Messiah. Its approaching

manifestation, on the eve of occurring with the entry of the Messiah, was

seen in the riding of Jesus into Jerusalem. And it is called the hingdom of

David, so far as it is the fulfilment of the type given in the kingdom of

David, as David himself is a type of the Messiah, who is even called David

among the Rabbins.^ Mark did not avoid mention of the " Son of David"

(in opposition to Hilgenfeld ; comp. x. 47, xii. 35), but Matthew added

it ; in both cases without special aim. The personal expression, however

(comp. Luke : ^aailEvg, which Weizsacker regards as the most original),

easily came into the tradition. — Ver. 11. elf 'lepoq. e'lq to lepov] After the

rejection of Kai (see the critical remarks) the second s'tg is to be understood

as a more precise sp>eciJic{ition, similar to that in ver. 1.

—

b-^lag ydr] ovayg ttjq

wpac] as the hour was already late, bipiag is here an adjective. Taken as a

substantive, T?]g upaq (evening of the daytime) would not be applicable to

it ; expressions with b-ipt ' are different. On the adjective brpLog, see Lobeck,

ad Phryn. p. 51. It was already the time of day, which in the classical

writers is called b^pla SelItj. According to Matthew and Luke, it was imme-

diately after His entry, and not on the next day (IVTark, vv. 12, 15 ff.) that

Jesus purified the temple. [See Note LXIX., p. 147.
J
A real difference

;

Matthew has not only narrated the cleansing of the temple as occurring at

once along with the entry, but assumed it so (in opposition to Ebrard, Lange,

and many others) ; Mark, however, is original ;
the day's work is completed

with the Messianic entry itself, and only a visit to the temple and the sig-

nificant look round about it forms the close. What the Messiah has still

further to do, follows on the morrow. This at the same time in opposition

to Baur (Markusevang. p. 89), who sees in the narrative of Mark only the

later work of sober reflection adjusting the course of events
; and in oppo-

sition to Hilgenfeld, who accuses Mark of an essential impro})riety. — izEpifi-

7.Erpdu. Tvavra is a preparatory significant statement in view of the measure of

cleansing purposed on the morrow. The look around was itself deeply seri-

ous, sorrowful, judicial (comp. iii. 5, 34), not as though He Himself had now

for the first time beheld the temple and thus had never previously come to

the feast (Schenkel).

Vv. 12-14. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 18-20, whose more compressed narrative

represents a later form taken by the tradition. — e\ apa] ichether under these

' Jer. xvii. 27, xlvil. 27 ; Aristot. de part. ^ Scboettgen, ITor. II. p. 10 f.

mi. III. 2, p. 663, 36 (codd., see Lobeck, ' As Dam. 541, ult. o^k t^? iipa? iyiyvero,

ParcUip. p. ^8), and the examples ia Wet- Xen. IMl. ii. 1. 14, <tl.

stein, also Koenig and Schaefer, ad Gregor. * Herod, viil. 6 ; Thuc. viii. 26 ; Polyb. vii.

Cor. p. 505. 16. 4 ; Ruhnken, Tim. p. 75.
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circumstances '—namely, since the tree had leaves, wHch in fact in the case

of fig-trees come after the fruits. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 19.— oh yap fjv Kaipbq

avKuv] not inappropriate (Kostlin), but rightly giving information whence
it happened that Jesus found nothing but leaves only. "^ If it had been the

time for figs (June, when the Boccore ripens, comp. Matt. xxiv. 33) He
would have found fruits also as well as the leaves, and would not have been

deceived by the abnormal foliage of the tree. The objections against this

logical connection—on the one hand, that figs of the previous year that

had hung through the winter might still have been on the tree ; on the

other, that from oh yap 7]v Kaip. avK. the fruitlessness of the tree would ap-

pear quite natural, and therefore not be justified as an occasion for cursing

it ^— are quite irrelevant ; for (1) Figs that have hung through the winter

were not at all associated with a tree's leing in leaf, but might also be found

on trees without leaves ; the leafy tree promised summer figs, but had none,*

because in the month Nisan it was not the time for figs, so tliat thus the pres-

ence of foliage which, in spite of the earliness of the time of year, justified

the conclusion from the nature of the fig-tree that there would be fruit

upon it, was only a deceptive anomaly. (2) The tree presents itself as

deserving a curse, because, having leaves it ought also to have had fruit

;

the oh yap tjv k. a. would only make it ajipear as blameless if it had had no

leaves ; hence even with our simply literal apprehension of the words there

in no wise results an over-hasty judicial sentence. It is almost incredible

how the simple and logically appropriate meaning of the words has been

distorted, in order to avoid representing Jesus as seeking figs out of the fig-

season. Such explanations, however, deserve no refutation ; e.g., that of

Hammond, Clericus, Homberg, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, L. J. II. 1,

p. 331 : for it was not a good fig-year (see, on the other hand, Strauss, II.

p. 330 f.) ; that of Abresch, Lect. Arist. p. 16, and Triller, ad Thorn. M.

p. 490 : for it was not aplace suituMefor figs ; the interrogative view of Majus,

Obss. I. p. 7: ^'nonne enim tempus erat ficuum," "for was it not the season

of figs ?; " that of Heinsius and Knatchbull : "«&{ enim fuit, tempus erat

ficuum,'''' "where it was, was the season of figs " (so that oh would have to be

read) ; the notion of Mill, that Jesus only feigned as if He were seeking figs,

in order merely to do a miracle (Victor Antiochenus and Euthymius Ziga-

benus had already taken even His hunger as simulated ; compare recently

again Hofmann, p. 374) ; the view of Kuinoel :
^ for it was not yet (oh =

ovnu) fig-harvest ; compare also Baumgarten-Crusius. Fritzsche has the

correct view, although he reproaches Mark with having subjoined the

1 See Klotz, ad Bevar. p. 178 f. mark on account of Hos. ix. 10.

* Not as to the point, that only a symbol- * No fruit indeed, even that had hung
ical demonstration was here in question through the winter ; but this Jesus had not
(Weizsacker, p. 93). Nobody could have sought, since the presence of leaves had in-

gathered this from these words without duced Him to expect fruit—namely, fruit

some more precise indication, since the be/ore the time (comp. Tobler, Benkbl. aus

symbolical nature of the event is wholly in- Jervs. p. 101 ff.).

dependent of them. ' Comp. Dahme in Henke's Magaz. I. 2,

^ Comp. de "Wette, Strauss, Schenkel ; ac- p. 253.

cording to Bruno Bauer, Mark made the re-
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notice '' non elegantissime,'''' "not very elegantly," whereas it very cor-

rectly states why Jesus, notwithstanding the leaves of the tree, found no

fruits. Toup (Emendatt. in Suid. II. p. 218 f.), Tittmann (Opusc. p. 509),

and Wassenbergh (in Valckenaer, Sdiol. I. p. 18) have even declared them-

selves against the genuineness of the words in spite of all the critical evi-

dence ! Bornemann (in opposition to Wassenbergh)' comes back again

essentially to the interpretation of Hammond, and explains : "for it was

not favorable weather for figs." But Kaipog could only acquire the meaning

of "favorable weather" by more precise definition m the context, as in the

passage quoted by Bornemann, Eur. Hec. 587, by iJediJev, and hence this

interpretation is not even favored by the reading 6 yap Kaipbg ova t/v cvkuv,'

for the time was ?iot fg-time, which reading easily originated from an 6 naipSc

written on the margin by way of supplement, whence also is to be derived

the reading of Lachmann (following D, Or.) : oh y. t/v 6 Kacpbg a. [See Note

LXX., p. 147.] De Wette finds the words '' alsolutely incomprehensiMe.''''^

Comp. also Baur, Marhusev. p. 90, according to whom, however, Mark here

only betrays his poverty in any resources of his own, as he is alleged by

Hilgenfeld only to make the case worse involuntarily. — Ver. 14. oTroK/jdJe/f]

Appropriately Bengel adds: " arbori fructum neganti," " to the tree deny-

ing fruit." — (payoi] According to Mark (it is otherwise in Matt. xxi. 19) the

cursing is expressed in the form of a wish, as imprecation, Acts viii. 20.—
Kol rjKovov ol //at^. avTov] a jireparation for ver. 20.

Vv. 15-19. See on Matt. xxi. 12-17. Comp. Luke xix. 45^8. Matthew

deals with this partly by abbreviating, partly also by adding what is peculiar

and certainly original (vv. 14-16). — yp^aro iK.f3d?iXeii>] but afterwards : Kare-

crpe-ipe, SO that thus the latter occurred after the beginning and before the

ending of the expulsion. — Ver. 16. Iva] The object of the permission is

conceived as its piir'pose. The form r/^ce, as i. 34. — Siet^eyKri aKevog ^la tov

lepov] In the estimation also of the Rabbins it was accounted a desecration

of the temple, if anybody carried the im2:)lements of common life {oKevoc,

household furniture, pots, and the like) through the temple-enclosure, dia

TOV lepov (not vaov), in order to save himself a circuit ; they extended this

even to the synagogues.'* Olshausen is mistaken in explaining diacpepetv as to

carry to and fro; and Kuinoel and Olshausen, following Beza and Grotius,

arbitrarily limit a/cfi-of to implements used /or the j^urposeof gain. — Ver. 17.

kMSaaKc] on what subject ? What follows leaves no doubt as to the princi-

pal theme of this teaching. — nam rolg i-^veaiv] Dativus commodi : (destined)

for all nations,—which has reference in Isa. Ivi. 7 to the fact that even

the strangers dwelling among the Israelites were to return with them to the

Holy Land,^ where they were to present their offerings in the temple.'

Only Mark (not Matthew and Luke) has taken up the wdai ro'ig i^veatv from

1 In the Schol. in Luc. p. xlix. f., and in year at the Feast of Tabernacles (John vii.).

the Stud. u. Kril. 1843, p. 131 ff. •• See Lightfoot, p. 632 f. ; Wetstein in loc.

2 B C* L A K, Copt. Syr. ; so Tischendorf. ' Ezra ii. 43 ff., vii. 7 ; Neh. iii. 20, xi. 21.

3 Nay, t)iey even compelled Bleek to the « According to the Israelitish command,

conjecture that the event had occurred at Lev. xvii. 8 ff., xxii. 19 ff. ; Num. xv. 14 fif. .

another time of year, possibly in the previous
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Isaiah, which probably has its reason not only in more careful quotation

(Fritzsche, de Wette, Holtzmann, Bleek), but, inasmuch as it is an honorable

mention of the Gentiles, in the Gentile Christian interest, without, however
thereby indicating that Jesus had desired to announce the neto spiritual tem-

ple of His church (Schenkel), bleach, point of the action does not emerge in

any of the evangelists, since they had failed to perceive it, or had suppressed

it. — Ver. 18. anoMauaiv] (see the critical remarks) : how fhej were to destroy

Him, deliberative. Th.e future of the Recepta (how they should destroy Kim)
would designate the realization as indubitable (the question only still re-

maining as to the kind and manner of the destruction).' — €(po(3ovvTo yap

avTov] The reason why they sought to destroy Him. — knl ry (^niaxv, avrov]

which He, namely, had just set forth, ver. 17, after the cleansing of the tem-

ple. Baur arbitrarily suggests that Mark has dexterously inwoven the ScSacKEiv

from Luke. — Ver. 19. "ote btpe kyevero] on that day, ver. 13 ; hence not brav

(see the critical remarks). [See also Note LXXI., p. 147.]

Vv. 20-34. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 20-33. But according to Matthew the

tree withered avfajforthicith after tJie cursing, so that the following conversa-

tion immediately attached itself thereto. A later form moulded in accord-

ance with the immediate result in other miracles. [See Note LXIX., p. 147.]

If Mark had separated the miracle into two acts in order to give to it the

more importance (see Kostlin, p. 335) he would have reckoned erroneously,

as the immediate result is the greater and therefore the more in keeping with

a " later reflection " (Hilgenfeld). But this variation of the tradition has

nothing to do with the view that the entire history is only a legendary for-

mation from Luke xiii. (in opposition to Schenkel). — Tvapa-n-opevS/ievoL Trpui]

Fritzsche is wrong in rejecting this order, because " rrput is opposed to the

preceding oi/^£." In fact Kapanop. is the leading idea (and passing hy in the

morning), pointing out the modal definition to the following eJSov k.t.I. —
Ver. 33. niaTiv Qeov] confidence in Ood ; genitive of the object.'* — Ver. 24.

did TovTo] because the confidence has so great effect. — ore kldpETe] (see the

critical remarks) : l!\ie praeterite is not '' ineptum^'' (Fritzsche), but the hav-

ing received, which one believes has its ground in the counsel of Ood. Comp.

xiii. 30. The real defacto bestowal is future {earaL v/nlv). [See Note LXXII.,

p. 147 seq.]

Vv. 35, 36. Comp. Matt. vi. 14 f. To the exhortation to confidence in

prayer, according to Mark, Jesus links on another principal requisite of be-

ing heard—namely, the necessity offorgiving in order to obtain forgiveness.

And how appropriate is this to guard against a false conclusion from the

occurrence with the fig-tree ! Nevertheless (in opposition to Holtzmann) it

is hardly here original, but introduced ^ into this connection by Mark from

the collection of Logia in the way of thoughtful redaction, not of unadjust-

1 See Kuhner, n. p. 489 f. ; Stallbaiim, ad the Jahrb.f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 63, to be sup-

Plat. Symp. p. 225 C. ported by the argument that Mark has no-

^ Comp. Acts iii. 16 ; Rom. iii. 22 ; Gal. ii. where else the expression : 6 TraTrjp o kv tois

20, iii. 22 ; Eph. iii. 8 ; Dem. 300, 10 ; Eur. ovp. For Mark has no place at all, in which

Med. 414. this designation would have been applica-

3 Which, however, is not, with Weiss in ble instead of another that he has used.

10
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ed insertion (Hilgenfeld). [See Note LXXIII., p. 148.] — cttikete] Comp. on

IffTUTEc, Matt. vi. 5. The indication is not incorrect, but av has its relation

merely to the particle o-f, and does not affect the verb ; see on iii. 11. —
Ver. 26. Observe the antithesis, in which ovk (not /z^, as in Matthew) is close-

ly associated with (k^ilete and constitutes with it one idea.

'

Vv. 27-33. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27. Comp. Luke xx. 1-8. Matthew-

abridges little, but yet remains not so directly vivid. — izEpLiraTovvTog] Accord-

ing to Matthew and Luke Jesus taught, which, however, is not excluded by
Mark's statement. — Ver. 28. ravTo] the cleansing of the temple, comp. on

Matt. xxi. 23. — Iva ravra iroiyg] not a paraphrase of the infinitive, but : in

order that thou mayest do these things, purpose of ttjv h^ovciav t. eSukev.— Ver.

29. ETTEpuT^cjo)'] not : post interrogaho, "afterwards I will ask" (Fritzsche),

but, as always in the N. T. : to inquire of, so that hni expresses the direc-

tion.'— Ver. 31. ovv'] therefore, since it comes from heaven. [But see critical

notes.] — Ver. 32. aXK! elTrufiEV ef av&puTruv] Here is to be placed a note of

interrogation (Complutensian, Lachmann, Tischendorf) ; hut are we to say :

of men? a question of doubtful reflection ! [See Note LXXIV., p. 148.] Rinck,

Lucubr. crit. p. 306, aptly remarks on what follows :
" Respondet Marcus

suo nomine, idque elegantissime fecisse videtur, quoniam haud facile quis-

quam sibi ipse aperte timorem adscribere consuevit, " " Mark resjjonds in

his own name, and he seems to have done this very elegantly, since one does

not easily become accustomed to openly ascribe fear to one's self. " ^— eIxov

Tbv 'luavvT)v bvTug, ore npo(p. t]v] (see the critical remarks) : they really per-

ceived * that John (in his lifetime) was a prophet. 'ludwr/v . . . bn is to be

taken according to the well-known attraction.
*

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

LXVII. Ver. 2. «f Tfjv Kufirjv k.t.X,

Meyer is probably correct in referring this to Bethphage ; bnt a better reason

can be given than he adduces. According to John's account, they had already

been at Bethany, and the two disciples would scarcely be sent back there.

The relative position of the two places is unknown ; some suppose Bethany

was off the main route from Jericho to Jerusalem, and that the company now
returns from that village to Bethphage, which was nearer Jerusalem. Weiss

ed. Mey., however, thinks Bethany is here meant, and that the then better

known Bethphage is mentioned only to indicate the situation of Bethany, a

place mentioned only in the gospels. But this theory will not account for

Matthew's omitting to mention Bethany in chap. xxi. 1, and yet naming it

in chap. xxvi. 6.

> Hermann, ad Tig. p. 831 ; Winer, p. 4SJ3 ' Comp. Buttmann, nmt. Or. p. 330 [E. T.

f. [B. T. 470 f.] ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 297 385].

[E. T. 34G]. * Perspectum habebant, see Ast, Lex.

« Comp. Plat. >^h. p. 219 E : 6i<cacu? av Plat. I. p. 873.

• ir«p<oT»)i>ei/iei' oTrep avrol Tore r) ptaTu- ' See Winer, p. 551 [E. T. 636] ; Buttmaim,
(ntv (be inquirtd of, as wc ourselves asked p. 323 [E. T. 376].

questions).
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LXVIII. Ver. 3. koI euOic anoart'X7\,Ei nakiv uSe.

The evidence for this form is decisive. Meyer objects to ndXn', but without

good reason, especially against the judgment of Origen. The E. V. text ren-

ders : "and straightway he will send him back hither;" but the margin is

more literal : "and straightway he sendeth him again hither." The present

tense and the proper sense of nu?uv compel us to regard this as part of what
the disciples are to say. Why this would be a " paltry trait " (Meyer) does not

seem clear. The Rec. is obviously a conformation to Matthew.

LXIX. Ver. 11. orpia^ //6rj ovar]q Trjg ijpaQ.

This statement of Mark is specific, and determines the events of that day.

But since the Evangelists are not always full as to details of days, it is not cor-

rect to say that "according to Matthew and Luke, it was immediately after

His entry, and not on the next day." To insist upon a "real difference" here

is to run counter to the ordinary rules of evidence. No historian can be

judged by any such critical method as Meyer's position involves. These re-

marks apply also to his comment on vv. 20-24.

LXX. Ver. 13. 6 yap Kaipdg ovk tjv ovkuv.

The above reading is well attested, and cannot well be accounted for in the

way proposed by Meyer. It is far more likely to have been original, and the

readings of Lach. and of Rec. to have arisen from a wish to connect Kaipoq and
cvKuv more closely ; so Weiss ed. Mey. The E. V. properly renders: "For
it was not the season of figs." The explanation of T. W. Chambers (Int.

Revision Comm., Mark, p. 147) deserves notice : "The tree bears two crops

—

an early ripe fig, which is crude, and without flavor and valueless, and a later

fig, which is full of flavor and sweetness, and highly esteemed. Now, the tree

our Lord saw had not the second, for the time of that had not yet come ; but

it had not even the first, for it had nothing but leaves, and the lack of the first

was sure evidence that the second would also be wanting,"

LXXI. Ver. 19. brav dtps kyevETo.

If brav is rejected, we must give up the superior weight of the older iincial

evidence. Moreover, the transcribers would be likely to change this form to

OTE {Rec), since orav with the indicative seemed unusual. The sense of the

better attested reading is given in the E. V. ("And every evening He went

forth"), while the exact rendering appears in the margin :
" whenever evening

came." Thus the more difiicult reading, when properly understood, sheds

much light on the story of the week. It must be added that the plural : i^eno-

pEvovTo is sufficiently attested to claim attention. The evidence is quite evenly

balanced.

LXXII. Ver. 24. on kUjiEre.

The aorist is undoubtedly the correct reading, though the evidence for it is

not quite so full as that for orav (ver. 19). The use of this tense implies :

"when you asked, you received, God at once granted your request ;" the an-

swer is thus represented as coming before the fulfilment. The E. V. gives the

harsh rendering : "Believe that ye have received them ;" adding the margin
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"Greek, received," to show that the verb is aorist. But A. E. V. has " receive,"

with the same margin. The latter is quite correct, for the Greek aorist, in such

a connection, does not point to something prior to the asking or believing,

but to a single act, synchronous with the asking. In English, "receive" indi-

cates this better than "have received."

LXXIII. Vv. 25, 26.

The evidence against ver. 26 is sufficiently strong to destroy the force of

Meyer's suggestion as to the source of vv. 25, 26. The number of variations

in the form of the verse, as well as the additions, in some of the authorities

that contain it, overbear the probability of omission from "similar ending."

If the verse is not genuine, then ver. 25, standing by itself, does not suffi-

ciently resemble any passage in Matthew to give a clue to the common origin.

Weiss ed. Meyer finds here a reminiscence of " the older source," but thinks

the original form is to be sought in Matt. vi. 12, xviii. 35, not in Matt. vi.

14, 15.

LXXIV. Ver. 32. aXTid etTTu/iev k^ av^punuv

;

Recent editors place an interrogation point after avQpurcuv, accepting aXXd

instead of aTi'A' mv. The K. V., however, renders in the text : "But should we
say, from men—they feared the people." This is not so grammatical as the

alternate rendering in the margin, which accords with Meyer's view. The order

wrwf oTi must be accepted, but the adverb may be joined with tjv (trajection)
;

so Weiss ed. Mey., and E. V. margin.
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CHAPTER XII.

Veb. 1. Myecvl B G L A X, min. Syr. Vulg. It. have /laAelf. So Lachm. and

Tisch. The testimony of the codd. in favor of leyeiv remains doubtless strong

enough, nevertheless lalelv is to be preferred, because there immediately fol-

lows what Jesus said, and therefore the change into Xiyeiv was readily suggested.

Comp. iii. 23. — Ver. 3. ol rff] Lachm. Tisch. have Kai, following B D L A X,

min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Verc. Vind. It is from Matt. xxi. 25. — Ver. 4. X/0o/3oA7;(t.]

is wanting in B D L A X, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Almost all the above wit-

nesses have afterwards instead of cnrsar. f/Ti/nufi. : rjTifJTjaav. Fritzsche, Lachm.

Tisch. have followed the former omission and this reading, and rightly ; lcdo(iol.

is a gloss on iKe^al. from Matt. xxi. 35, and cnrear. ijTifiuiiEvov is a reading con-

formed to the conclusion of ver. 3. [On eKe<pa'kiuaiv, see Note LXXVI., p. 158.] —
Ver. 5. Kal al'kov'] Elz. Scholz have koI ivdliv a/lA., in opposition to preponder-

ating evidence ; TvalLv is a mechanical repetition from ver. 4. — Instead of rovq is

to be written ovg both times, following B L A X, min. with Fritzsche, Lachm.

Tisch. — The Aeolic form dTro/crewovrff is on decisive evidence to be adoiDted,

with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Comp. the critical remarks on Matt. x. 28. —
Ver. 6. The arrangement ha Ixuv vlov is required by decisive evidence (Fritzsche,

Lachm., comp. Tisch.), of which, however, B C** L A K, 33 have elxev instead

of £xuv (so Tisch. rightly, as ejwv is an emendation of the construction).

Almost the same witnesses omit the ovv after in ; it is, with Tisch., to be de-

leted as a connective addition, as, moreover, aiirov after uyan. is a decidedly

condemned mechanical addition. — Ver. 8. Such preponderating evidence is in

favor of the superfluous avrov after i^efial., that it is to be adopted with Lachm.

and Tisch. — Ver. 14. ot df ] B C D L A X, 33, Copt. codd. of the It. have Kal.

So Fritzsche, Lachm. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V.]. From Liike xx. 21, whence

also many variations with E-rrrjpuTuv have come into our passage. — Ver. 17. The

arrangement to. Kulaapnc airoth Kalaapi (Tisch.) is to be preferred, in accordance

with B C L A X, 28, Syr. Copt. The placing of aTrSdoTe first (Elz. Lachm.) is from

the parallels. — sQav/iaoav'] Lachm. has Edav/uaCov. But among the codd. which

read the imperfect (B D L A X), B X have k^eBav/Lia^ov (D* has i^eOavfid^ovro).

This E^edav/M^ov (Tisch.) is to be preferred. The simple form and the aorist

are from the parallels. — Ver. 18. ETvijp6T7]aav'\ Lachm. Tisch. have ETvqpuTuv,

following B C D L A X, 33 ; the ftorist is from the parallels. — Ver. 19. rf/v ywa'iKa

avTov'] avTov is wanting in B C L A X, min. Copt., and is from Matthew. — Ver.

20. After knTii Elz. Fritzsche have ovv, against decisive evidence ; it is from

Luke XX. 29 ; instead of which some other witnesses have 6e (from Matthew).—
Ver. 21. Ka\ ovSe aiiror a^^/ce] B C L A X, 33, Copt, have //^ KuTaTiiiruv. Approved

hy Bornemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 133, adopted by Tisch. [recent

editors, R. V.]. But if the Eecepia had originated from what precedes and
follows, it would have run simply Kal ovk dcprJKe ; the Kal ovi^e avro^ does not look

like the result of a gloss, and might even become offensive on account of its

emphasis. — Ver. 22. eXajSov avrijv] is wanting in B M, min. Colb., also C L A X,
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min. Copt., n-liicli, moreover, omit Kal before ovk. Fritzsche has deleted iXajSov

avT., Lachm. has merely bracketed it ; Tisch. has struck out, besides e'kafi. avr.,

the KUL also before ovk. Rightly ; the short reading : kuI ol e~Ta ovk acpijKav airepua,

was comioleted in conformity with ver. 21. — ioxaTjj'] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.

[recent editors, R. Y.] have eaxn'ov, certainly on considerable attestation
;

but it is an emendation (comj). Matthew and Luke : varepov), on account of the

difference of the genders {eax- feminine, ttcivt. masculine). — The order koL rj

yvvfj aniO. is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to be adopted. The Becepta is

from the parallels. — Ver. 23. After h ry Elz. Lachm. Scholz have ovv, which

important witnesses omit, others place after avaar. From the parallels. — brav

avaaruai] is wanting in B C D L A X, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., brack-

eted by Lachm. [rejected by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]. It is to be main-

tained, for there was no occasion for any gloss ; its absolute superfluousness,

however, the absence of any such addition in the parallels, and the similarity

of uvaoTciaEL and avacrcjai, occasioned the omission. — Yer. 25. ya/iiaKovrai-

A F H, min. have eKyafiiaKovrac. B C G L U A X, min. have yajuH^ovrai. Con-

sequently the testimonies in favor of the Becepta are left so weak (even

D falls away, having yafiiCovaiv), and yufil^nvrai has so much the preponder-

ance, that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to be adopted. Comp. on

Matt. xxii. 30. — Before iv Elz. has ol. The weight of the evidence is divided.

But since this ol after ayye2.0l was more easily dropped out than brought in (by

being written twice over), and is wanting also in Matthew, it is to be main-

tained. [Omitted by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. Y., with K C D L A, Copt.]

— Yer. 26. Instead of tov iSdrnv Elz. has rf/c liarnv, in opposition to decisive ev-

idence. — Decisive evidence condemns in ver. 27 the article before ©foc, and

then Qeoq before ^uvruv
; just as also vfjel^ ovv before 7rn?.v Tr?.avdaOE is, following

B C L A X, Copt., to be struck oiit, with Tisch., as being an addition to these

shoi-t pithy words.— Yer. 28. ildug] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have 16ljv (Fritzsche :

Kal Ifiuv). So, with or without kuI (which is a connective interpolation), in

C D L K* min. vss., including Syr. Arm. Yulg. It. Aug. But these witnesses are

not preponderating, and elSug might easily seem unsuitable and give way to the

more usual ISwv ; comp. ver. 34. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. Y., accept eu^ug.] — The

order cnveKpidTj ahro'tq has been preferred by Schulz, Fritzsche, and Tisch. (follow-

ing Gersd. p. 52G) [so recent editors], in accordance with B C L A K, min. Copt.

Theophylact. But it was just the customary placing of the pronoun after the

verb that occasioned the inversion of the woudfi, in which the intention with

which nvro'ig was prefixed was not observed. It is otherwise at xiv. 40. —
Instead of TrdvTui> Elz. has iracuv, contrary to decisive evidence. [Tisch., recent

editors, R. Y., with X B C L A, 33, Copt., have the order : evTo7.rj Trpurt) nnvruv.']

— Ver. 29. The Becepta is on ivpuTTj naoijv tuv evroTiuv. Very many variations.

Griesb. and Fritzsche have on -npuTj] ndi'Tuv evto?.^, following A, min. Scholz

reads on np. ko.vtuv tuv evtoXuv, following E F G H S, min. Lachm. has uri Tvp.

TvavTuv [kvToXrj earcv]. Tisch. has on npurr] cotiv, following B L A K, Copt.

The latter is the original form, which, according to the question of ver. 28 and

its various readings, was variously amplified, and in the process iariv was

partly dropped. — Ver. 30. avrr] irpurj} ivro?,?/'] is wanting in B E L A X, Copt.

Deleted by Tisch. An addition in accordance with Matthew, with variations

in details, following w. 28, 29. — Ver. 31. Instead of kuI 6evr. read, with Tisch.,

merely devr.— Elz. Griesb. Scholz have dfioia avrr) ; Fritzsche, Lachm. have ofx.
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avT?) ; Tisch. merely avrr]. The last is attested by B L A H, Copt., and is to be

preferred, since 6/j.ota very readily suggested itself to be written on the margin

from Matthew. — Ver. 32. After elg egtl Elz. has Qeoq ; a supplement in oppo-

sition to preponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. koL i^ oATjg rf/g tpi'X-l is wanting in

B L A X, min. Copt. Verc. Marcell. in Eus. Condeeined by Kinck, bracketed

by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V.]. But if it were an

addition, it would have been inserted after KapSing (comp. ver. 30). On the other

hand, the arrangement different from ver. 30 might easily draw after it the

omission. — The article before Bvcluv (in Elz.) is decisively condemned. [Tisch.

retains; rejected by recent editors.]— Ver. 36. yap] is wanting in B L A X,

min. Copt. Verc, while D, Arm. read Koi uvrog, and Col. Corb. have auiem.

Lachm. has bracketed yap, and Tisch. has deleted it. The latter is right. The
connection was variously siipplied. — Ver. 37. oiv] is wanting in B D L A X,

min. Copt. Syr. p. codd. It. Hil. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An
addition from the parallels. — Ver. 43. eIttev] instead of the Recepta T^sysi (which

Scholz, Einck, Tisch. defend), is decisively attested, as also is £/3aAe (Lachm.)

instead of the Recepta (ikfiXriKs. In place of ^aMvr. (Elz.), /JaA/ldvr. must be

written on decisive attestation.

Vv. 1-12. See on Matt. xxi. 33-46. Comp. Luke xx. 9-19. Matthew-

makes another kindred parable precede, which was undoubtedly likewise

original, and to be found in the collection of Logia (vv. 28-32), and he

enriches the application of the parable before us in an equally original man-

ner ; while, we may add, the presentation in Mark is simpler and more

fresh., not related to that of Matthew in the way of heightened and artificial

effect (Weiss). [See Note LXXV., p. 158.] — iip^aro] after that dismissal of

the chief priests, etc. — a'vTolq] therefore not as Luke has it : irpog rbv la6v,

to which also Matthew is opposed. — kv Tvapaliolaig] parabolically. The plural

expression is generic ; comp. iii. 32, iv. 2. Hence it is not surprising (Hil-

genfeld). Comp. also John xvi. 34. — Yer. 2. According to Mark and Luke,

the lord receives a part of the fruits ; the rest is the reward of the vine-

dressers. It is otherwise in Matthew. — Ver. 4. Observe how compendi-

ously Matthew sums up the contents of vv. 4, 5.'— mnElvov] The concep-

tion of maltreatment lies at the foundation of the comparative also^ just as at

ver. 5. Comp. on Matt. xv. 3. — EKE<^a'kaiuaav\ they leat Mm on the head.

[See Note LXXVL, p. 158.] The word is not further preserved in this

signification (Vulg. : in capite mdnerarunf), but only in the meaning : to

gather up as regards the main substance, to set forth summarily ;' but this is

wholly inappropriate in this place, since it is not, with Wakefield,' to be

changed into the meaning :

^
^ they made short worTc loith him." ^ We have

1 All the less ought the several SoCAoi to raiive discourse be surprising, and cannot

he siyeciflcally defined ; as, for instance, ac- justify the conjecture that here another -pSLV-

cording to Victor Antiochenus, by the first able—of the three years of ChrisVs ministry

servant is held to be meant Elijah and the —has been interwoven (Weizsacker).

contemporary prophets ; by the second, » Thuc. iii. 67. 5, viii. 53. 1 ; Herod, iii. 158 ;

Isaiah, Ilosea, and Amos ; by the third, Ecclus. xxxv. 8.

Ezekiel and Daniel. That the expression in ' Silv. crit. II. p. 76 f.

w. 3-4 is in the singular, notwithstanding * This explanation is set aside by avrov,

the plurality of prophets, cannot in a figu- which, moreover, is opposed to the view of
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here a veritable solecism; Mark confounded Ke(pa7.aL6u with K£(paAl^o), perhaps

after the analogy of yvai?ow and yviou ' — i/Tifujaav (see the critical remarks) :

tJiey dishonored him, treated him disgracefuUy, the general statement after the

special kaecpn?.. The word is poetical, especially ei:)ic,'' as also in this sense

the later form artfiou), of frequent use in the LXX. (Eur. Hel. 462, al.), which

in the prose writers is used in the sense of inflicting dishonor by depriving

of the rights of citizenship.^—Ver. 5. k. TvoX/iovg aW/iovg] Here we have to sup-

ply : they maltreated—the dominant idea in what is previously narrated (comp.

KOKelvov, vv. 4, 5, where this conception lay at the root of the Kai), and to

which the subsequent elements depovrec and a.TT0KTevv6vTeg are subordinated.*

But Mark does not write "in a disorderly and slipshod manner," as de

"Wette supposes, but just like the best classical writers, who leave the finite

verb to be supjilied from the context in the case of participles and other in-

stances.^— Ver. 6. The etc ha elx^v vlbv ay. (see the critical remarks), which

is peculiar to the graphic Mark, has in it something touching, to which the

bringing of eva into prominence by the unusual jiosition assigned to it con-

tributes. Then, in vivid connection therewith stands the contrast of vv. 7,

8 ; and the trait of the jDarable contained in ver. 7 f. certainly does not owe
its introduction to Mark (Weiss). — Ver. 8. Not a hysteron proteron (Grotius,

Heumann, de Wette), a mistake, which is with the greatest injustice im-

puted to the vividly grapliic Marie; but a different representation from that of

Matthew and Luke : they hilled him, and threw him (the slain) out of the vine-

yard. In the latter there is the tragic element of outrage even against the corpse,

which is not, however, intended to be applied by way of special interpretation

to Jesus. — Ver. 9. eXevcsTni. k.t.X.] not an answer of the Pharisees (Yatahlus, .

Kuinoel, following Matt. xxi. 41) ; but Jesus Himself is represented by Mark
as replying to His own question.^— Ver. 10. ovdf\ What Jesus has set

before them in the way of parable concerning the rejection of the Messiah

and His divine justification, is also ]37'oj)hesied in the Scripture, Ps. cxviii. 22;

hence He continues : have ye not also read this Scripture, etc. ? [See Note

LXXVn., p. 158.] On ypacpi), that which is drawn up in writing, used of

individual p)assages of Scripture, comp. Luke iv. 21 ; John xix. 37 ; Acts i.

16, viii. 35. — Ver. 12. koI k<poji. t. dx^-] /cat connects adversative clauses

without changing its signification.'' It is an emphatic and in the sense of :

and yet. Especially frequent in John. — The words kyvuaav yap . . . elize,

which arc not to be put in a parenthesis, are regarded as illogically placed,'

Theophylact : <Tvv€TiXi<jav Kal e<opv<j»acrav Trjv ' Sce Bomemann, ad Xen. Symjws. iv. 53

;

v^pii/, " they finished and brought to a head Hermannn, «(/ Viger. p. 770; Nagelsbach,

{eKopv<t><aa-av) the Outrage." The middle is A?im. z. Ilias, cd. 3, p. 179.

used in Greek witli an accusative of the ' That the opponents themselves are

person (rii-d), but in tlic sense : &He/?y to c/e- compelled to pronounce judgment (Mat-

scribe any one. See Plat. Pol. vs.. p. 576 B. thew), appears an original trait. But the

1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 95. form of their answer in Matthew ((caKous

» Horn. Jl. i. 11, is. Ill ; Od. xvi. 274, al.

;

kokw? k.t.A.) betrays, as compared witli

Pind. Py(k. ix. 138 ; Soph. Jj. 1108 ; Ellendt, Mark, a later artificial manipulation.

Zex. Soph. I. p. 251. ' nartung, Partikell. I. p. 147 f. ; Winer,

» Also in Xen. Ath. i. 14, where iTifj-oiai is p. 388 [E. T. 437].

to be read. * See Beza, Ileupel, Fritzsche, Baur, Hil-

Comp. Buttmann, 7uut. Or. p. 252 [E. T. genfcld, and others.

293].
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and are held to have their proper place after Kpar^cai. But wrongly. Only

let eyvuffav be referred not, with these interpreters, to the chief priests,

scribes, and elders, but to the ojAof , which was witness of the transaction in

the temple-court. If the people had not observed that Jesus was speaking

the parable in reference to (Trpdf) them (the chief priests, etc., as the yeup-

yoiig), these might have ventured to lay hold on Him ; but, as it was, they

might not venture on this, but had to stand in awe of the people, who would

have seen at once in the arrest of Jesus fhefulfilment of the parable, and would

have interested themselves on His behalf. [See Note LXXVIII., p. 159.]

The chief priests, etc., were cunning enough to avoid this association,

and left Him, and rcent their way. In this manner also Luke xx. 19 is to be

understood ; he follows Mark.

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. xxii. 15-23. Comp. Luke xx. 20-26. Mark is

more concise and vivid than Matthew. — anoGTeX^ovai] the chief priests,

scribes, and elders (xi. 27), whereas Matthew inaccurately refers this new
and grave temptation to the Pharisees as its authors. — Iva avr. aypeha. Myui]

in order that they (these messengers) might ensnare Him by means of an utter-

ance, i.e., by means of a question, which they were to address to Him. See

vcr. 14. Comp. xi. 29. The hunting term aypevu is frequently even in the

classical writers transferred to meii, who are got into the hunter's power as a

prey.* In a good sense also, as in Xen. 3fem. iii. 11. 7 : rd nleiaTov a^iov

aypevfia ftXovi; -QTjpaaeiv. — Ver. 14. kn ahj^eiaq] equivalent to a7.Ti^(l)Q, Luke
iv. 25, XX. 21, xxii. 59, iv. 27, x. 34.''

—

Su/iev, fj fifj (5.] The previous question

was theoretical and general, this is practical and definite. — Ver. 15. eWwf]

as knowing hearts (John ii. 25).^— t. v'K6KpiaLv\ "Discere cupientium prae-

ferebant speciem, cum animus calumniam strueret," "They displayed the

appearance of those desirous of learning, when their soul devised artifice,"

Grotius. — Ver. 17. Observe the more striking order of the words in Mark :

what is Gaesarh, pay to Caesar, etc. — k^sdavfia^ov] see the critical remarks.

The aorist would merely narrate historically ; the imperfect depicts, and is

therefore not inappropriate (in opposition to Fritzsche).'' The compound

EK'&avfi. strengthens the notion ; Ecclus. xxvii. 23, xliii. 18 ; 4 Mace. xvii.

17, also in the later Greek writers, but not further used in the N. T.

Vv. 18-27.^ See on Matt. xxii. 23-33, who narrates more briefly and

smoothly. Comp. Luke xx. 27-40. — eKr/puruv] Imperfect, as at ver. 17. —
Ver. 19. oTc is recitative, and Iva is the imperative to be explained by the volo

that lies at the root of the expression (see on 2 Cor. viii. 7 ; Eph. v. 33).'

—

' See Valckenaer, ad Rerod. vii. 162
;

follows him as to assume that it had stood

Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 193. in the primitive-Mai% and had been omitted
» See Wetstein in loc. ; Schaefer, Melet. by all the three Synoptists. Hilgenfeld (in

p. 83 ; Fritzsche, Qvaest. Luc. p. 137 f. his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 317) continues to at-

3 Comp. Matt. xii. 25 ; Luke vi. 8, xi. 17. tribute it to John. It probably belonged
* See Kiihner, II. p. 73, and ad Xen. Anab. originally to one of the sources of Luke

vii. 1. 13. Comp. v. 20, vi. 6. that are unknown to us.

• Hitzig, Joh. Mark. p. 219 ff., places the * Comp. on on before the imperative,

Pericope of the adulteress, John vii. 53 ff.. Plat. Crit. p. 50 C : lo-u? av flnoi-fv (the

after ver. 17, wherein Holtzmann, p. 92 ff., laws), on . . . /htj i^av/ua^e to kty6iJ.fva.

comparing it with Luke xxi. 37 f., so far
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The eTTiyafifipevaei, wMcli Matthew has here, is a later annexation to the

original text of the law. Anger, Diss. II. p. 32, takes another view (in fa-

vor of Matthew).—Ver. 20. enrd] emphatically i^refixed, and introduced in

a vivid way without ovv. — Ver. 21 . ml ovSi- avroc] and also not he. — kuI 6 rpirog

uaavT.] namely, he took her and died without children ; comp. what has gone

before.—Ver. 23. otov avacTuai] when they shall have risen, not an epexegesis

of iv TTj avaaraaei : but the discourse goes from the general to the j^articular,

so. that the seven 'brothers and the woman is the subject of avaaTuai. — Ver. 24.

6ia TovTo] does not point back to what has gone before (" ipse sermo vester

prodit errorem vestrum," " your utterance itself displays your error," Ben-

gel), which must have been expressed, but forward to the participle which

follows : do ye not err on this account, because ye do not understand ? '

—

Ver. 25. orav . . . avaaruaiv'] generally, not as at ver. 23. — yaiii^ovrai] The
form Ya/iiancj (Arist. Pol. vii. 14. 4) is not indeed to be read here (see the

critical remarks), but neither is it, with Fritzschc, altogether to be banished

out of the N. T. It is beyond doubt genuine in Luke xx. 34 f. — Ver. 26.

oTi tyeipovTai] that they, namely, etc. ; this is the conclusion to be proved

—

the doctrinal position denied by the interrogators. — ettItov j^drov] belongs to

what has preceded (in opposition to Beza) as a more precise specification

of kv tC (ii(il. M. : at the (well-known) thorn-hush, i.e., there, where it is sjio-

ken of, Ex. iii. G.''' Polybius, Theophrastus, and others have [iaTog as mas-

culine. It usually occurs as feminine (Luke xx. 37 ; Deut. xxxiii. 16), but

at Ex. iii. 2^, likewise as masculine. — Ver. 27. According to the amended

text (see the critical remarks) : He is not God of dead men, but of living

!

Much ye err !

Vv. 28-34. See on Matt. xxii. 34-40. — Mark, however, has much that is

peculiar, especially through the characteristic and certainly original amjoli-

fication in vv. 32-34. — The participles are to be so apportioned, that uKuvaag

is subordinated to the n-poaETi'duv, and e'lSug belongs to kirr/puTr/pev as its deter-

mining motive. — slSug] not inappropriate (Fritzsche, de Wette) ; but the

scribe knew from his listening how aptly Jesus had answered t7ie?n (ah-olg,

emphatically placed before dneKp.) ; and therefore he hoped that He would also

give to him an apt reply. — ndvTuv] neuter. Com.\)ave Xen. Mem. iv. 7. 70 :

6 6e ijliog . . . ndvTuv lafiirpSTaTOQ ojv, Thucyd. vii. 52. 2.' — Vv. 29, 30.

Deut. vi. 4, 5. This principle of morality, which binds all duties into unity

(see J. Miiller, v. d. Silnde, I. p. 140 f.), was named pre-eminently HN^Ip, or

also from the initial word i'Oiy, and it was the custom to utter the words

daily, morning and evening.'*

—

lax^'oc] LXX. (hwdfiEug. It is the moral

strength, which makes itself known in the overcoming of hindrances and in

energetic activity. Comp. Beck, bibl. Seelenl. p. 112 f., and on Eph. i. 19.

Matthew has not this point, but Luke has at x. 27.^— Ver. 32. After 6tdda-

> See Maetzner, ad Anliph. p. 219 ; Borne- ad Chant, p. .549.

mann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 137 f. ;
* See Vitringa, Synag. ii. 3. 15 ; Buxtorf,

Winer, p. 146 f. (E T. IGl f.). Synag. 9.

"See on quotations of a similar kind, * Tiie variations of the words in Matthew,

Jablonslcy, BM. Hebr. praef. § 37 ; Fritzsche, Mark, and I.ukc r(>present diflferent forms

ad Rom. xi. 2. of tlie Greek tradition as remembered,
« See Winer, p. 160 [E. T. 178]; Dorvill. which arose indopcndontly of the LXX. (for
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KaTiE there is only to be placed a comma, so that en' alrj-deiaq (comp. on ver.

14) is a more precise definition of Kulug. — hri elf lari] that He is one. The

subject is obvious of itself from what precedes. As in the former passage

of Scripture, ver. 29, so also here the mention of the unity of God is the pre-

miss for the duty that follows ; hence it is not an improbable trait (Kostlin,

p. 351), which Mark has introduced here in the striving after completeness

and with reference to the Gentile world. —-Ver. 33. cwEaeug] a similar notion

instead of a repetition of Siavolag, ver. 30. It is the moral intelligence which

comprehends and understands the relation in question. Its opposite is aav-

vETog (Rom. i. 21, 31), Dem. 1394, 4 : apsryg dirdaTjg apxf] rj cvveciq. Comp.

on Col. i. 9. — oloK.avT.'] " Nobillissima species sacrificiorum," "the most

noble kind of sacrifices, " Bengel. tTdv-uv tuv applies inclusively to ^vaiuv.

Kriiger, § 58. 3. 2. Ver. 34. ISibv avTov. on] Attraction, as at xi. 32 and fre-

quently. — vovvexug] intelligently, only here in the N. T. Polybius associates

it with (ppouifiug (i. 83. 3) and TrpayuariKug (ii. 13. 1, V. 88. 2). On the char-

acter of the word as Greek, instead of which the Attics say vowEx^vrug (its

opposite : cKppdvug, Isocr. v. 7), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 599.

—

ov /naKpav

K.r.A.J The (future) kingdom of the Messiah is conceived as the common
goal. Those who are fitted for the membership of this kingdom are near to

this goal ; those who are unfitted are retnote from it. Hence the meaning :

There is not much lacking to thee, that thou mightest be received into the

kingdom at its establishment. Rightly does Jesus give him this testimony,

because in the frankly and eagerly avowed agreement of his religious-moral

judgment with the answer of Jesus there was already implied a germ of faith

promising much. — koX ohSElg ovketi k.t.Ti.] not inappropriate (de Wette, Baur,

Hilgenfeld, Bleek) ; but it was just this peculiar victory of Jesus—that now

the result of the questioning was even agreement with Him—which took

from all the further courage, etc.

Kemaek.—The difference, arising from Matthew's bringing forward the scribe

as TVEtpdCuv (and how naturally in the bearing of the matter this point of view

suggested itself!), is not to be set aside, as, for instance, by Ebrard, p. 493,'

who by virtue of harmonizing combination alters ver. 34 thus : "When Jesus

saw how the man of sincere mind quite forgot over the truth of the case the

matter of his pride," etc. The variation is to be explained by the fact, that

the design of the questioner was from the very first differently conceived

of and passed over in different forms into the tradition ; not by the supposition,

that Mark did not understand and hence omitted the trait of special tempta-

tion (Weiss), or had been induced by Luke xx. 39 to adopt a milder view (Baur).

Nor has Matthew remodelled the narrative (Weiss); but he has followed that

no evangelist has SvvaiJ.i^, which is in the answering discreetly." Comp. Grotius and

LXX.). others, including already Victor Antioche-

> He follows the method of reconciliation nus and the anonymous writer in Possini

proposed by Theophylaet : npujTov /uev avTov Cat. ; Lange, again, in substance takes the

ut jreipa^oi/Ta epuT^crai- eiTa u>4>e\yi'&evTa aTTo same view, while Blcek simply acknowl-

T^s ajroKpt<r€(os tou XpiCTToO Kai vovvex^s airo- edges the variation, and Hilgenfeld repre-

Kpi.^evTa inaive^^vai., " First indeed that he sents Mark as importing his own theology

asks as one tempting ; then, profited by the into the conversation,

response of Christ, he is also praised as one
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tradition which best fitted into his context. The wholly peculiar position of

the matter in Mark tells in favor of the correctness and originality of his narra-

tive. [See Note LXXIX., p. 159.]

Vv. 35-37. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46. Comp. Luke xx. 41-44. — Mark is

distinguished from Matthew in this respect, that the latter represents Jesus

as laying the theological jiroblem before the assenibled Pharisees, and then re-

lates that they were thereby brought to silence, so that they put no further

questions to Him ; whereas Mark relates that the conversation as to the most

important commandment had had this result, and thereafter Jesus had thrown

out lefore the people, while He was teaching (vv. 35, 37), the question re-

specting the Son of David. — a'KOKpL-&tl(\ The following question to the

people is a reply—publicly exposing the theological helplessness of the

scribes—to the silence, to which they had just seen themselves reduced by

the very fact that one of their number had even given his entire approval to

Jesus. The scribes are still present. But it is not to themselves that Jesus

puts His question ; He utters it before the people, but in express reference to

the ypafi/iarelc. They may therefore give information also before the people,

if they can. If they cannot, they stand there the more completely van-

quished and put to shame. And they cannot, because to them the divine

lineage of the Messiah, in virtue of which as David's descendant He is yet

David's Lord, remained veiled and unperceived ;—we may conceive after

!r6-&£v vlog avrov eotlv the paiise of this silence and this confusion. So pecu-

liar is this whole position of the matter in Mark, that it appears to be (in

opposition to Hilgenfeld and Baur) original. — Trwf] hoic then? " Quomodo
consistere potest, quod dicunt," "In what way can what they say hold to-

gether," Grotius. — Ver. 37. The twofold emphatic avToq Mv. places the

declaration of David himself in contrast to the point held by the scribes. —
Koi n6-&Ev'] breaking in with surprise. Comp. Luke i. 43. irodEv is the cau-

sal unde : whence comes it that.'— 6 7ro?.i'f ox^-] the mxdtitude ofpeople, which

was present. — t/kovev avrov ySEug] a triumph over those put to silence. [See

Note LXXXL, p. 159.]

Vv. 38^0. Comp. on Matt, xxiii. 1, 6, 7 (14). Mark gives only a short frag-

ment (and Luke xx. 45-47 follows him) of the great and vehement original

speech of severe rebuke, which Matthew has adopted in full from the col-

lection of Logia.— (ilEiTETE liTzo] as viii. 15. — tuv -dEMpTuv] quippe qui volunt,

desire, i.e., lay claim to as a privilege. " Velle sacpe rem per se indifferen-

tem malam facit," "To desire often a thing in itself indifferent makes it

' In opposition to the whole N. T., the Gl f. But the pre-existence of Jesus, which

question is, according to Schenkel (comp. certainly must have been in Ilis conscmts-

Strauss), intended to exhibit the Davidio ness when He asked the question, is not ex-

descent of the Messiah as a. lihanloin. This pressed (in some sucli way as in John viii.

descent in fact forms of necessity the pre- 58), nor is the recognition of it claimed for

supposition of the words koI jrodeK k.t.A., the the Pmlmisl by iv nviviiaTi. The latter

concesmim on the part of Jesus Himself. merely asserts that David, «.f oi>ro;)Af^des-

And it is the postulate of the whole of the ignated his Son as his Lord. [See Note

N. T. Christology, from Matt. i. 1 to Rev. LXXX. p. l.'JO.] Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 269

xxii. 16. Comp., moreover, the appropriate D. ; Dem. 241, 17 ; Wolf, ad Lept. p. 238.

remarks of Beyschlag, Vhridol. d. N. T. p.
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evil," Bengel. — h oro/la??] i.e., in long stately 7'o'bes, as ctoXt/, even without

more precise definition, is frequently used. ' Grotius well remarks that the

crro/l^ is " gravitatis index, " "indication of importance."— Kal aaKaa/xovg]

governed by ^eMvtuv.- — Ver. 40. ol KaTEa-Qiovre^ k.t.1.] is usually not sepa-

rated from what precedes, so that the nominative would come in instead of

the genitive, bringing into more independent and emphatic prominence the

description of their character.^ But it is more suited to the vehement emo-

tion of the discourse (with which also the asyndetic form of ver. 40 is in

keeping), along with Grotius, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald,* to

begin with ol KaTea^iovTeg a new sentence, which runs on to Kpli'a : the devour-

ers of icidows' houses . . . these shall (in the Messianic judgment) receive a

greater condemnation !— kqi] is the simple cojjula : those devouring widows''

houses and (and withal) ty way of pretence uttering long prayers (in order to

conceal under them their pitiless greed). — rav xvp^v] v-keiotjpxovto yap rac

anpoaTaTEvrovg jvvaiKaa cjg Sy&ev TrpoaTarac ai'Tuv £(t6/li£voi, "For they came in

unawares upon the unprotected women, as if forsooth becoming their protec-

tors," Theophylact. — Kal Trpo(pd(j(i. /laKpa TrpoaEv;:(.] npoaxVfJ-O-Ti EvTiajiEiag Kal

vTzoKpidEL airaTuvTEc Tovg a^ElEarkpovQ, "By a show of piety and by hypocrisy

deceiving the simpler ones," Theophylact. — TTEpiaaSrEpov Kplfia] bau 6e /xaTiXov

TETi/xr/VTat Trapd rcj /laoj Kal ttjv rifi^v Eig ji\a(iT]v eTikovol tocovto) fiaXkov Karadi-

Katy&TjaovTaL' Swarol yap ihvarug irao'&r/aovTai, "the more they have been hon-

ored by the people and drag this honor into mischief, so much the more will

they be condemned ; for the strong will be strongly proved," Victor Antio-

chenus.

Vv. 41-^4. Comp. Luke xxi. 1-4. It is surprising that this highly char-

acteristic and original episode, which, according to Eichthal, indeed, is an

interpolation and repeated by Luke, has not been adopted in Matthew.

But after the great rebuking discourse and its solemn close, the little isola-

ted picture seems not to have found a place. — rov ya^o(j)v?iaKiov] comp. Jo-

sephus, Antt. xix. 6. 1, where Agrippa hangs a golden chain vwEp to yal^o(l)v-

IriKLov. According to the Rabbins it consisted of thirteen trumpet-shaped

brazen chests (ri'npiiZ'), and was in the fore-court of the women. It was des-

tined for the reception of jiious contributions for the temple, as well as of

the temple-tribute.^ The treasure-chambers {ya^o(pv?.dKt.a) in Josephus, Bell. v.

5. 2 and vi. 5. 2, have no bearing here. Comp. Ebrard, p. 495. The word

itself (comp. John viii. 20) is found also in the Greek writers (Strabo, ii.

p. 319), and frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. — ;^aA«dv] not money

in general (Grotius, Fritzsche, and others), but copj^er money, w^loich most of

the people gave. See Beza. — £/3aXAov] imperfect, as at vv. 17, 18. The read-

ing EJia^Mv (Fritzsche) is too weakly attested, and is not necessary. — Ver.

42 f. Ilia'] in contrast with the iroXkoL nXovGioc : one single poor widow. A
TietttSv, so called from its smallness, ^ was |th of an as in copper. See on

M Mace. vi. 16; Luke xv. 22; Marc. < Doubtfully also Winer, p. 165 [E. T. 183].

Anton, i. 7. ^ See, generally, Lightfoot, Hor. p. 539 f.

;

" See Winer, p. 509 [E. T. 577]. Eeland, Antt. i. 8. 14.

' See Bernhardy, p. 68 f.; Buttmann, 7}eut. ' Xen. Ci/r. i. 4. 11 : to KeirTOTarov rouxaXKov

Oram, p, 69 [E. T. 79], vo/xtVuaToy.
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Matt. V. 2G, It is the same definition in the Talmud, that two ni£3Tl£3 make
a DtOJVnp

; see Lightfoot, p. 638 f.—On the fact that it is not "a qriad-

rans,''^ but AeTrrd dio, that is mentioned, Bcngel has aptly remarked :
" (piorum

unum vidua retinere potuerat," " one of which the widow might have re-

tained." The Rabbinical ordinance: " Non ponat homo AetttcJv in cistam

eleemosynarum," "A man shall not put a T.etttov into the chest of alms"

{Bava hathra f. 10. 2), has no bearing here (in opposition to Schoettgen),

for here we have not to do with alms. — irpoaKo.lEcan.'l " de re magna,"
" concerning the important matter," Bengel. — irltlov kcivtuv'] is said accoi'd-

ing to the scale of means ; all the rest still kept back much for themselves,

the widow nothing (see what follows),—a sacrifice which Jesus estimates in

its moral greatness ; ryv tavriiq npoaipeaiv ETre^ei^aTo eviropurepav ttjc, dwafieu^,

"she showed her own good-will to be more rich than her ability, " Theo-

phylact. — The j^i'^^^nt participle ftallovruv (see the critical remarks) is not

inappropriate (Fritzsche), but designates those who were throwing^ whose

Pallecv was present, when the widow EJiale. — Ver. 44. ek t?]c vffTEpr/a. avrijg]

(not avT^g) is the antithesis of ek tov Trspiao. avr. in ver. 43.' Out of her

want, out of her destitution, she has cast in all that (in cash) she possessed,

her whole (present) means of subsistence. Observe the earnest twofold des-

ignation. On [3iog, victus, that icherely one lives, comp. Luke viii. 43, xv.

13, 30.'

Notes by American Editok.

LXXV. Vv. 1-12.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that Matt. xxi. 33, 38-42, 45 are taken from Mark,

although the accoimt of the former is more original, both being based on " the

older source."

LXXVI. Ver. 4. kKE(^aliuoav.

Meyer's lexical remarks here are rendered entirely unnecessary by the above

reading, which he passes over without notice, although it is attested by K B L,

and accepted by Tisch., W. and Hort, "Weiss, E. V. This form of the verb

(K€(pa?.i6u) occurs only here ; hence the transcribers altered it to the better

known KEipalaidu. Mark has not " confounded " the verbs, but the later copy-

ists. Here the discovery of X has relieved us of a lexical difficulty, for its testi-

mony has decided the matter.

LXXVII. Ver. 10. omH.

The E. V. renders :
" Have ye not read even this Scripture ?" " Not even"

is on the whole preferable. The rendering (ver. 11) :
" This was from the Lord,"

leaves the grammatical question undecided. It is perhaps safer to refer avTij

to KE<j>aXT/v, but the LXX. is not always exact in its use of the pronotins.

» Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 14; Piiil. iv. 12. Soph. PMl. 919, 1266 ; Dem. 869, 25; Plat.

" nesiod. Op. 230; Xen. Mem. iii. 11. 6; 6'or^. p. 486 D ; and Stallbaiun i» toe.
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LXXVIII. Ver. 12. eyvuaav yap k.t.X.

It is by no means clear that the subject of s-yvuaav is the people composing
the ux^og. This view leaves the reference of avrovg in doubt, and does not so

well account for the yup. Kather : the rulers perceived the application of the

parable, and they feared that by laying hold on Him they would show the more
clearly to the people that the parable pointed to them (i.e., the rulers), and
thus arouse greater interest on behalf of Jesus ; so substantially Weiss ed. Mey.

LXXIX. Vv. 28-34.

It seems quite as reasonable to suppose that honest writers, telling of the

same narrative, but with difference of detail, choose the details in accordance

with the exact facts of the case, as to infer from the difference of detail the

existence of previous modifications which affect the truthfulness of one of the

other. "Harmonizing combination" has its own mistakes to answer for, but

it does not, as a rule, assume incorrectness on the part of some one of the

authors of the Gospels.

LXXX. Ver. 37. /cat xoQev k.tX

Weiss ed. Mey. has a somewhat different view of the dilemma and its correct

solution. In the question of ver. 35 : "How say," etc., he finds this contra-

diction implied :

'
' The scribes seek the highest dignity of the Messiah in this,

that as descendant of David He shall ascend the throne of His father, while

David himself (according to ver. 36) describes Him as his Lord, and hence

attributes to Him a dignity which as his descendant of Himself could never

have, inasmuch as the ancestor always stands above his descendant, however
high the latter may rise." Accordingly he finds the solution, "neither in the

divine lineage of the Messiah (Meyer), nor in His resurrection and exaltation

(Klostermann), but in this, that He does not have His specific dignity, because

He is a son of David, rather shrinks from only according to promise, because

He was called by God to the supreme dignity of the Messiah, which far exceeds

that of a descendant (be he never so exalted) on the throne of David. With this

Jesus destroys all objections to His Messianic dignity which might be deduced
from His not having ascended the throne of His fathers." This seems more
ingenious than correct. The Person of Christ was then, and still remains, the

great question.

LXXXI. Ver. 37. 6 TtoXig ox^og t^kovev k.t.A.

The E. V. marg. is correct, the rendering of the text being retained from the

A. v., probably because the other could not command a majority of two thirds.

The imperfect "was hearing" implies continued action, and suggests the

reason our Lord could venture to utter the warning against the scribes, of

which Mark gives a brief report (vv. 38-40), and Matthew a very full one (Matt.

xxiii.).
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CHAPTEK XIIL

Ver. 2. aTTOKpiBei^] is, with Tisch., to be deleted, fis at xi. 33, following BL
K, min. Yss. — Ver. 2. C>6e is adopted before XiSog by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz,

Laclim. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.], in accordance doubtless with B D GL
U A X, min. vss., but it is an addition from Matt. xxiv. 2. It is genuine in

Matthew alone, where, moreover, it is not wanting in any of the codices. [Tisch.,

recent editors, E. V., with X B L, 33, Copt., read [Trripura.'] — Ver. 4. elns]

B D L K, min. have eIttov. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. This rarer form is to

be adopted in accordance with so considerable testimony ; elne is from Mat-

thew. — "With Tisch., following B L X, we must write ravra avvrel. ndvra ; dif-

ferent attempts to rectify the order produced the variations. — Ver. 8. Before

the second eaovrai we must, with Tisch., delete Kal, in accordance with B L
K**. — Kal rapaxai] Suspected by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and Tisch.

[Treg., "W. and Hort, R. V.], in accordance with B D L K, Copt. Aeth. Erp.

Vulg. It. Vict. But wherefore and whence was it to have been introduced ?

On the other hand, it was very easily lost in the following apxai. — Ver. 9.

apxa'i] B D K L U A X, min. vss. Vulg. It. also have apxr], which is commended
by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort,

K. v.] ; from Matt. xxiv. 8. — Ver. 11. Instead of ayuatv Elz. has dydytxTiv,

in opposition to decisive evidence.— firjdi iieleTaTEl is wanting in B D L K,

min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Erp. Vulg. It. Vigil. Condemned by Griesb.,

bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [recent editors, B. V.J. But the

Homoioteleuton the more easily occasioned the omission of the words,

since they follow immediately after ri lalTjtjrjre. Luke xxi. 14, moreover,

testifies in favor of their genuineness. — Ver. 14. After iprifiuOEug Elz.,

Scholz, Fritzsche (Lachm. in brackets) have : to ^rjOev vnd Aavirj?. rov npotpiJTov,

which words are not found in B D L t<, Copt. Arm. It. Vulg. Sax. Aug.

They are from Matthew. — karuq] Lachm. has tcrrjKog, following D 28
;

Tisch. has taTrjKora, following B L X. [So recent editors, R. V.] Fritzsche :

iaroq, according to A E F G H V A, min. Under these circumstances the Becepta

has preponderant evidence against it ; it is from Matt. xxiv. 15. Of the other

readings iarrjKdg is to be adopted, because B L K also testify in its favor by

iaTTjKdra
;

' while taroc likewise betrays its origin from Matthew (var. ; see the

critical remarks on Matt. xxiv. 15). — Ver. 16. ijv] is wanting in B D L A K,

min. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. But how easily it dropt out after

tlypON ! the more easily, because uv stood also in ver. 15. — Ver. 18. f/ <j)vyf)

vuuv] is wanting in B D L A X* min. Arm. Vulg. It., and in other witnesses is

represented by ravra. Condemned by Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Fritzsche,

Lachm. Tisch. Rightly so ; it is from Matt. xxiv. 20, from which place also

codd. and vss. have after ^\'c(//wvof added : /^v''^ cajSfSdru, or /ir/de: caj3fiaTov, or

' The masculine was introduced by the reference, frequent in the Fathers, to the statue

(jov avSptavTa) of the conqueror.
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Ti aajifidTov, and the like. — Ver. 19. ^f] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]

have f]v, following B C* L N, 28. A correction. The omission of i)r ekt. 6 Qedg

in D 27, Arm. codd. It. is explained by the superfliiousness of the words. —
Yer. 21. The omission of y, which Griesb., following Mill, commended, and
Fritzsche and Tisch. [W. and Hort] have carried out, is too weakly attested.

[Retained by Treg. , R. V.] In itself it might as well have been added from
Matthew as omitted in accordance with Luke. [Weiss, with B, reads /cai.] — In-

stead of TTKjTEveTs Elz. has Kia-evariTE, in opposition to preponderant evidence
;

it is from Matt. xxiv. 23. — Ver. 22. Although only on the evidence of D, min.

codd. It., ipsvS6;\;piaToi Kal is to be deleted, and noif/aovcnv is to be written in-

stead of SuaovGL. [So "Weiss ; but Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., retain

ipevS6)(^. Kal, while all but Tisch. read ^uaovaiv.'] Moreover (with Tisch.), aai

is to be omitted before tovq i/c/l. (B D X). The Recepla is a filling up from Mat-

thew. ^— Ver. 23. l6ov] is wanting in B L 28, Copt. Aeth. Verc. Bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matthew. — Ver. 25. tov ovpavov

eaovrai] A B C X, min. vss. have laovrai etc tov ovpavov. So Fritzsche, Lachm.
Tisch. Instead of kKKtirr. B C D L X, min. codd. It. have niirTovTsq (so Fritzsche,

Lachm. Tisch.). Thus the most important codices are against the Recepta

(D has ol £K TOV ovpavov laovTaL tcIktovte^), in place of which the best attested of

these readings are to be adoj^ted. Internal grounds are wanting ; but if it had
been altered from Matthew, airn would have been found instead of zk. — Ver.

27. avTov\ after ayyel. is wanting in B D L, Copt. Cant. Verc. Vind. Corb.

Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. ; it is from Matthew. — Ver. 28. The
verbal order fjih] 6 /cAdJof ai)r/}f (Fritzsche, Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort]) has

preponderating evidence [X A B C D L, Vulg.], but it is from Matthew. The
manifold transpositions in the codices would have no motive, if the reading of

Lachm. had been the original, as in the case of Matthew no variation is found.

— yivijGKETe] A B** D L A, min. have ytvuaKETai, which is approved bj^ Schulz

and adopted by Fritzsche and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has yivcjGKETs ; so recent ed-

itors, R. v.] The Recepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 31. Insteal of -nupElev-

GETai, Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have wapE/.EvaovTai. The plural (B D K U F N) is to

be maintained here and at Luke xxi. 33 ; the remembrance of the well known
saying from Matth. suggested TrapE/.evGETai. in the singular. Moreover, it tells in

favor of the plural, that B L X, min. (Tisch.) have KnpEAEvGovTai again after-

wards instead of iraptXOuat, although this is a mechanical repetition. [Treg., "W.

and Hort, read napEXtyGovrai a second time, but omit ,(/^.] — Ver. 32. Instead of

fj Elz. has Kui, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. S3. Ka) kpogevxegBeI is

wanting in B D 122, Cant. Verc. Colb. Tolet. Deleted by Lachm. [So Tisch.,

W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg.] Rightly ; an addition that easily occurred

(comp. Matt. xxvi. 41 and the parallels). — Ver. 34. kuI is to be deleted before

EKuGTt^ (with Lachm. and Tisch.), in conformity with B C* D L X, min. codd.

It. — [Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B C L A, Copt., insert fj

before oi/^r. ]
— Ver. 37. Between a in Elz. Scholz, and 6 which Griesb. has ap-

proved, and Fritzsche, Lachm. have adopted, the evidence is very much divided.

But 6 is an unnecessary emendation, although it is now preferred by Tisch.

(B C X , etc.). [So recent editors, R. V.] D, codd. It. have kyib 6e "k. vft. ypvy-

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxiv. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxi. 5-11. Mark has pre-

served the introductio7i in its original historical form. But Matthew has the

discourse itself although more artistically elaborated, in its greatest com,-

11
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pleteness from the collection of Logia and with some use of Mark ; and that

down to the consummation of the last judgment. ' [Sec Note LXXXIL,
p. 167 seq. ]— TroTanol Xidoi] quales lapides f <^Ko6o/ii7/d?i 6 vubg sk aIOuv /lev "kevKuv re

Kal KapTEpuv, TO fieytOoQ indaruv -irepl Trevre koI dKoac ttjjxuv inl /XT/Kog, oktij 6e vrpog,

Evpog 6e nepl duSsKa, " The sanctuary was built of stones both white and vast,

the greatness of each of them about twenty-five cubits in length, the height

eight, the breadth about twelve," Joseph. J.»ii. xv. 11. 3. See Ottii Spicileg.

p. 175. Who uttered the exclamation ? (Was it Peter ? or Andrew ?) Prob-

ably Mark himself did not know. —• On the TroroTrof , belonging to later usage,

seeLobeck, adPhryn. \y. 56 f. ; Fritzsche, p. 554 f. — Ver. 2. bq oh fi^ /carail.]

for ov fiT] in the relative clause, see Winer, p. 450 [E. T. 507 f.] The con-

ception here is : there shall certainly be no stone left upon the other, which

(in the further course of the destruction) would be secure from being thrown

down. Comp. Luke xviii. 30. — Ver. 3. As previously, Mark here also re-

lates more vividly {KarhavTi tov lepov) and more accurately (UeTpog k.t.a.)

than Matthew. According to de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. 133 ; Strauss,

Baur), Mark is induced to the latter statement by the kut' Idiav of Matthew

—

a specimen of the great injustice which is done to Mark as an alleged com-

piler. — EiTTov] Thus, and not eIttov, is this imperative (which is also current

among the Attic writers ; see Lobeck, ad Phryn. j). 348) to be accented in

the N. T.'— TO aTjjiElov] scil. taTai : 'icJtat wiUhe the/ore-tokoi (which appears),

when all this destruction is to enter on its fulfilment ?— raira (tvvteTi. navTo]

(see the critical remarks) applies not to the luildings of the temple (Fritzsche,

who takes awTElEladai as simul exscindi, " destroyed together," comp. Beza),

but, just like -aiJra, to the destruction announced at ver. 2. To explain it of

^'the whole world'''' (as Tama is well known to be so used by the philosophers,

Bernhardy, p. 280) or of "«ZZ things of the Parousia''' (Lange), is a forced

course at variance with the context, occasioned by Matt. xxiv. 3 ^ (in opposi-

tion to Grotius, Bengel). [See NoteLXXXIII., p. 168.] Moreover, the state

of the case is here climactic ; hence, while previously there stood merely radra,

now Trdvra is added
;
previously : iaraL^ now cvvrE^eladai (he consuvimated).

— Ver. 5. Jesus now begins His detailed explanation as to the matter

(f/p^aTo). — Ver. 7. TO TE/Mc] the end of the tribulation (see ver. 9), not the

end of the world (so even Dorner, Lange, Bleek), which only sets in after t\i(i

end of the tribulation. See on Matt. xxiv. 6. [See also Note LXXXIII.,

p. 168.]— Ver. 8. Kal iaovTac . . . Kal laovTat] solemnly.— Kal rapaxai] Famines

and (therewith connected) disturhances, not exactly revoZ^s (Griesbach), which

the context does not suggest, but more general.*

> Weizsacker, p. 125, conjectures from Jewish consciousness in general.

Barnabas 4 (K), where a saying of Enoch is " See Winer, p. 49 [E. T. 51].

quoted about the shortening (avvT«'TMi?Kei') of ^ Nevertheless, between tlie passage be-

the days of the final offence (comp. ver. 20

;

fore us and Matt. I.e. there is no essential

Matt. xxiv. 22), that the properly apocalyp- diversity, since the disciples conceived of

tic elements of the discourse as to the future the destruction of Jerusalem as immediate
are of Jewish origin, from an Apocalypse of ly preceding the Parousia. See on Matt,

Enoch ; but the conjecture rests on much xxiv. 3. Comp. also Dorner, Je orat. Vhr.

too Ijold and hasty an inference, hazarded eschatologica, p. 45.

as it is on a single thought, which Jesus * Plat. Legg. ix. p. 861 A: Topox») t«

Himself might very fairly share with the ofum'^"*''". Theatt. p. 168 A : to.?, (cal ajropt'a.
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Vv. 9-13. See on Matt. xxiv. 9, xiv. 10-13 ; Luke xxi. 12-18. Mark has

here interwoven some things from the discourse which is found at Matt. x.

17-22.— apxai] prefixed with emphasis : leginnings of sorrows (comp. tu teaoq,

ver. 7) are these.

—

^Unere 6e /c.t-.Z.] lut hole ye (ye on your part, in the

midst of these sorrows that surround you) to yourselves, how your oioi con-

duct must be. Comp. on jiltn. iavr., 2 John 8 ; Gal. vi. 1.

—

awtdpia]

judicial asseiriblies, as Matt. x. 17.

—

km e'lq avvayuy.^ attaches itself, as e'lQ

avviSpca precedes, most naturally to this,^ so that with dapr/fjeaOe begins a

further step of the descriiDtion. The more usual connection with dap/'/aeads,

preferred also by Buttmann, 7ieut. Or. p. 287 [E. T. 333] and Bleek, is in-

admissible, because etc cannot be taken in the pregnant meaning (instead of

h ; for the element of " motion towards" is not implied in 6ap//a.), and be-

cause the explanation (see my first edition) : ye shall he h-ougM under Mows

of scourges into synagogues (comjD. Bengel, Lange), is not accordant with fact,

since the scourging took place in the synagogues ; see on Matt. x. 17 ; Acts

xxii. 19. [See Note LXXXIV., p. 168.] That Sapr/a. comes in asyndetically,

is in keeping with the emotional character of the discourse. — elg /j-aprvp.

avTolg] i.e., in order that a testimony may be given to them, the rulers and

kings, namely, regarding me (comp. previously kveKcv kftov), regarding my
person and my work (not: " intrepidi, quo causam meam defendatis,

animi," "of the intrepid mind with which you shall defend my cause,"

Fritzsche)—which, no doubt, involves their inexcusableness in the event of

their unbelief ; but it is arbitrary to explain the dative here just as if it

were elg KaT^yopiav k. eleyxov ahruv, '

' for an accusation and conviction of them"

(Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, and many others). Comp. on Matt. x.

18. — Ver. 10. And this your vocation fraught with suffering will not soon

pass away ; among all nations (rrdrra has the emphasis) mustfirst (before the

end of the sorrows apjiears, comp. apxal cjdivuv, ver. 9), etc. These words

are neither disturbing nor inappropriate (as Kostlin judges, p. 352, comp.

Schenkel and Weiss) ; they substantially agree with Matt. xxiv. 14, and do

not betray a "more advanced position in point of time" on Mark's part

(Hilgenfeld), nor are they concocted by the latter out of k. toIq tdvemv, Matt.

x. 18 (Weiss). — Ver. 11. /leTieraTE the proper word /or the studying of dis-

courses. See Wetstein. The opposite of extemporizing. ^

—

doBij'] has the

emphasis. — ov yap hare vfie'iq'] of them it is absolutely denied that they are the

speakers. Comp. on Matt. x. 20. —Ver. 12. See on Matt. x. 21. From

that hostile delivering up, however (comp. napa^iSovTsg, ver. 11), neither the

relationship of brother nor of child, etc., will protect my confessors. — Ver.

13. virofieivag] according to the context here : in the confession of my name.

See above, 6ia to bvojia /xov. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 13. The te/mi; is

that of the uSivuv, ver. 9, not that " of the theocratic period of the world's

history" (Schenkel).

Vv. 14-23. See on Matt. xxiv. 15-26. Comp. Luke xxi. 20-24, who,

however, has freely elements that are peculiar. — utvov oh ikl] thoughtful,

Ale. ii. p. 146, 15 : rap, re Koi avoixia, 2 Macc. vius, Elz., Lachmann.

xiii. 16. Comp. Tdpaxo's, Acts xii. 18, xix. 23. ^ Comp. Dem. 1139, 9 : iJ-eKirav Tljf dTroAovi'ai'

1 Luther, Castalio, Erasmus, Beza, Calo- vn-ip eavTui'.
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but more indefinite designation of the sacred temple-area than in Matthew,

where the more definite expression, as well as the reference by name (not

merely suggested by the use of the set expression to ji^tX. r. hpTju.) to Dan.

ix. 27, betrays a later manipulation. — Ver. 16. 6 eIq tov aypbv uv\ he who is

(has gone) into the field. See on ii. 1. — Ver. 18. Mark has, with a view to

his Gentile-Christian readers, passed over the jnide aajijiaTu, which was in

the collection of Logia, in Matt. xxiv. 20. — Ver. 19. iaovTat , . . dllTJnc]

" Terapori adscribitur res, quae in tempore fit ; una et continua crit calam-

itas," " To the time is ascribed the thing which occurs in the time ; there

shall be one continuous calamity," Wetstein. — o'la ov ykyove k.-.A.] Comp.

Plato, Rep. vi. p. 492 E : ovre yap yi.yverai, ovre yeyovev, uvr' ovv fjf] yh'T/rai.—
ToiavT?]] after o'ia. See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 14 ; Kiihner, II. p. 527. —
KTiaeug tjq ektic. 6 Oeoq] Comp. ver. 20 : 6ia tovq inT^eKTovq ovq e^sTiE^aro, Herod,

iii. 147 : hroldg re, rag . . . ivETeXkETo, Philostr. V. Ap. iv. 13. 150 : Tijq

fiipiLdoq Tjv Efi^vioag. The mode of expression has for its object " gravius ean-

dem notionem bis iterari," "that the same notion be reiterated with greater

weight," Lobeck, Paralip. p. 522. A contrast with the Jewish state as a

human uTiaig (Lange) is fanciful. KTiaig, that which is created, see on Rom.
viii. 19. — anoTv7Mv.'] 1 Tim. vi. 10. — Ver. 23. In Matthew at this point the

saying about the lightning and the carcase, which certainly belongs origi-

nally to this place, is added (vv. 27, 28).

Vv. 24-27. See on Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Comp. Luke xxi. 25-28. —oaA']

breaking off and leading over to a new subject. Hartung, Partilcell. II.

p. 34 f.— h kneivaig t. ijfikp iieto. t. dXif. ek.] Thus in Mark also the Parousia

is predicted as setting in immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem, since

it is still to follow in those days'^ (comp. vv. 19, 20). The Evdtug of Matthew

is not thereby avoided (de Wette, Bleek, and others), but this Evdtug is only

a still more express and more direct definition, which tradition has given to

the saying. To refer h ek. t. i]ii. to the times of the church that are still

continuing, is an exegetical impossibility. Even Baur and Hilgenfeld are

in error in holding that Mark has conceived of the Parousia as at least not

following so immediately close upon the destruction. [See Note LXXXV.,
p. 168.]— Ver. 25. ol aoTEpeg tov oipavuv k.t.X.] the stars of heaven shall be,

etc., which is more simple (comp. Rev. vi. 13) than that which is likewise

linguistically correct : the stars ^haWfro^n heaven, etc.^

—

iaovTai ekttitvt.] more

graphic and vividly realizing than the simple kegovvtui (Matt.). — Ver. 2G.

Mark has not tJie order of sequence of the event, as Matthew depicts it ; he

relates summarily. — Ver. 27. ott' uKpov y^g sug aKpov ovpavov] From the outmost

harder of the earth (conceived as a flat surface) shall the hniawayEiv begin,

and be carried through even to the opposite end, where the outmost lorder of

litis, in fact, to impute great thought- ness of the Parousia in the same expressions

lessness and stupidity to Mark, if people as Mattliew used. This course must cer-

can believe, witli Haur, .Vurkustv. p. 101, taiiily be followed, if the composition of

that Mark did not write till after Matlhew :M:irk (comp. also Kostlin, p. 383) is brought

and Luke, and yet did not allow himself to down to so late a date,

be deterred by all that had intervened be- "^ Horn. Od. xiv. 31, //. xi. 179 ; Soph. Aj.

tween the composition of Matthew's Gos- 1156; Aesch. ii. 34; Gal. v. 4; 2 Pet. iii. 17.

pel and his own, from spealving of the near-
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the Jieaven (Kara to facvd/^evov of the horizon) sets limit to the earth. The ex-

pression is more poetical than in Matthew ; it is the more arbitrary to think

(with Bleek) in the case of y?}c of those still living, and in that of ovf). of

those who sleep in bliss.

Vv. 28-32. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-36. Comp. Luke xxi. 29-33. — avryc]

prefixed with emphasis (see the critical remarks) as the siibject that serves

for the comparison : When of it the branch shall have already become tender,

so that thus its development has already sofar advanced. The singular 6

KlaSog^ the shoot, belongs to the concrete representation. — to dtpoq] is an image

of the Messianic period also in the Test. XII. Pair. p. 725. — Ver. 30. 7

yevea auTT/] i.e., the present generation, which yeved with avrrj means through-

out in the N. T.' Nevertheless, and although Jesus has just (ver. 29) pre-

supposed of the disciples in general, that they would live to see the Parousia

— an assumption which, moreover, underlies the exhortations of ver. 33 flE.

—although, too, the context does not present the slightest trace of a refer-

ence to ths Jewish people, there has been an endeavor very recently to uphold

this reference ; see especially Dorner, p. 75 ff. The word never means

people,^ but may in the signification race, pirogenies, receive possibly by virtue

of the connection the approximate sense of people, which, however, is not

the case here. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 34. [See Note LXXXVI.,

p. 168 seq.] — Ver. 32. ov6e 6 vi6q\ Observe the climax : the angels, the Son,

the Father. Jesus thus confesses in the most unequivocal words that the day

and hour of His Parousia are unlcnown ^ to Himself, to Him the Son of Ood

(see subsequently 6 naTyp),—a confession of non-omniscience, which cannot

surprise us (comp. Acts i. 7) when we consider the human limitation (comp.

Luke ii. 52) into which the Son of God had entered (comp. on x. 18),— a

confession, nevertheless, which has elicited from the antipathy to Arianism

some strange devices to evade it, as when Athanasius and other Fathers (in

Suicer, Thes. II. p. 163 f.) gave it as their judgment that Jesus meant the

not-knowing of His human nature only ;
* while Augustine ^ and others were

• Matt. xi. 16, xii. 41, 43, 45, xxiii. 3G
; view is founded on erroneous assumptions

Mark viii. 12, 13 ; Luke vii. 31, xi. 29, 30, 31, witii resoect to the origin of ttie Epistles to

32, 50, 51. Comp. Heb. iii. 10 (Lachmann). the Colossians, Ephesians, and Philippians,

"The signification "people" is rightly and of the fourth Gospel. Moreover, Paul

not given either by Spitzner on Ilomer, 11. places Christ above the angels in other pas-

Exc. ix. 2, or in Stephani Thes., ed. Hase, II. sages (Rom. viii. 38 ; 2 Thess. i. 7), and even

p. 559 f.; in the latter there are specified— as early as in the history of the temptation

(1) genus, progenies ; (2) generatio, genitura

;

they minister to Him. Zeller believes that

(3) aetas, seculum. Comp. Becker, Anecd. he gathers the like conclusion in respect of

p. 231, 11 ; also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 353. the date of the composition of our Gospel
8 Matthew has not ovhk 6 vidy ; according (and of that of Luke also), but under

to Kostlin, Holtzmann, and others, he is analogous incorrect combinations,/raw <Ae

held to have omitted it on account of its fact that Mark (and Luke) attaches so stu-

dogmatic difficulty. But this is to carry dious importance to the narratives of the

back the scruples of later prepossession expulsion of demons.
into the apostolic age. Zeller (in Hilgen- * Gregop. Epist. viii. 42 : "in natura qui-

feld's Zeitschr. 1865, p. 308 ff.) finds in the dem humanitatis novit diem et horam, non
words, because they attribute to Christ a «a; natura humanitatis novit," "in human
nature exalted above the angels, an indica- nature indeed he knew the day, and hour,

tion that our Mark was not written until but did not know itfrom human nature."

the first half of the second century ; but his * Be Genesi c. Manich. 22, de Trinit. i. 18.
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of opinion tliat He did not know itfo7' His disciples, in so far as He had not

been commissioned by God to reveal it unto them. See in later times, es-

pecially Wetstein. Similarly Victor Antiochenus also and Theophylact

suggest that He desired, as a wise Teacher, to keep it concealed from the

disciples, although He was aware of it. Lange, L. J. H. 3, p. 1280, invents

the view that He willed not to know it (in contrast with the sinful wish to

know on the part of the disciples), for there was no call in the horizon of

His life for His rejlecting on that day. So, in his view, it was likewise with

the angels in heaven. The Lutheran orthodoxy asserts that /card ktijciv (by

possession) He was omniscient, but that /card xPV<^iv (\^1 use) He had not

everything m prorKj9^?< (at hand).' See Calovius. Ambrosius, defide^Y. 8,

cut the knot, and declared that ov6e 6 vl6g was an interpolation of the Arians.

Nevertheless, it is contained implicite also in the el /j^ 6 naTTjp fidvoq of Matthew,

even although it may not have stood originally in the collection of Logia,

but rather is to be attributed to the love of details in Mark, whose depend-

ence not on our Matthew, ^ but on the apostle's collection of Logia, may be

recognized in this more precise explanation.

Vv. 33-37. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 42, 44 fi., xxv. 14. By way of an ener-

getic conclusion Mark has here a passage, which has been formed by the ag-

gregation of several different portions—belonging to this connection, and

most completely preserved in Matthew from the collection of Logia—on the

part of tradition or of the evangelist himself into a well-adjusted, compact,

and imposing unity. — Ver. 34. wf] an anantapodoton, as at Matt. xxv. 14.

See in loc. With wf the plan of the discourse was, after ver. 84, to subjoin :

so do I also lid you : watch ! Instead of this, after Iva ypvyopv, with an

abandonment of the plan of sentence introduced by (jf, there follows at once,

with striking and vivid effect, the exhortation itself : ypTj-yopelre, which now,

just because the ug is forgotten, is linked on by ovv. — an66;}/iog] is not

equivalent to cnroSr/fiuv (Matt. xxv. 14), but : tcho has taJcen a journey.^ At

the same time evereiXaTo is not to be taken as a. plup)erfect, but :
^^ as a

traveller, ichen he had left his house, after having given to his slaves the author-

ity arid to each one his worlc, gave to the doorlceeper also command, in order that

he should tcatch.''' In this we have to observe : (1) the kvETeilaTo took place

after the anothijioq had gone out of his house
; (2) koI 6ovq k.t.1., in which

Kai is also, is subordinate to the ck^eIq k.t.Ti., because ^>Wor to the leaving of

the house
; (3) av6punog airdSr}/!.] forms one notion : a manfinding himself on

a journey, a traveller ;* (4) the k^ovcia, the authority coi\cerned in the case, is

according to the context the control over the household. This He gave to

all in common ; and, moreover, to eisery one in particular the special business

which he had to execute. Fritzsche is Avrong in making the participles

a^f'iq . . . Kal Joif dependent on aTroSr/fiog : "homo, qui relicta domo sua et

commissa servis procuratione assignatoque suo cuique penso peregrc abfuit,"

" a man who, his house having been left and authority given to his servants,

> See, on the other hand, Thomasius, Chr. ' Pind. Pijfh. iv. 8 ; Plut. Mor. p. 299 E.

Pers. 11. Werk. II. p. 156 f. * Comp. av»piano^ hSirri^, Jlom. 11. xvi. 263;

' Baur, Markmev. p. 103, comp. his neut. Od. xiii. 123 ; av^p. e/xn-opos. Matt. xiil. 45,

Theol. p. 102. al.
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etc. . . . went away to a foreign country." Against this maybe urged, partly

that cKpelc T- OIK. avTov would be a quite superfluous definition to airod^/nog,

partly that Soi% K.r./i. would need to stand lefore cupelg k.t.1., because the man

first vndidie the arrangement and then left the house. — Ver. 35. ypriyopelTE ovv]

the apostles thus are here comjiared with the doorTceeper. — As to the four

watches of the 7iight, see on IMatt. xiv. 24. They belong to the pictorial effect

of the parable ; the night-sanso-n. is in keeping with the figurative ypTjyopelTE,

without exactly expressing "a dark and sad time" (Lange). Singularly at

variance with the text as it stands, Theophylact and many others interpret

it of the four ages of human life. — Ver. 37. The reference to 07ie thought

is not at variance with the use of the plural a (see the critical remarks).'

[But 6 is accepted by all recent critical editors.] — nam'] to all who confess

me.

Notes by American Editob.

LXXXII. The Eschatological Discourse.

It would be impossible to enter into a full discussion of the points raised in

the exegesis of this chapter. Moreover, a large part of the explanation belongs

more ajipropriately to the volume on Matthew. "We may, however, give here

the view of Weiss ed. Mey. as to Mark's account in general, his analysis of

the contents (which differs from the divisions of Meyer), and add a brief state-

ment in regard to the general application of the discourse.

"The chapter contains the discourse concerning the Parousia, the only longer

discourse which Mark has fully reproduced from the older source, and even

provided with an historical introduction (vv. 1-5), a closing exhortation (vv.

32-37), and also extended by means of two passages inserted (ver. 9-13, 21-23),

which for the most part have passed over with it into the parallels." (But

Godet thinks the account of Luke should have the preference.) Weiss divides

his comments into paragraphs, with appropriate headings, as follows :

Vv. 1-8 : The foretokens ; vv. 9-13 : Prediction of the destiny of the disci-

ples ; vv. 14-23 : The catastrophe in Judea ; w. 24-31 : The Parousia; w. 32-

37 : closing exhortation.

With this may be compared the following paragraph from the Inter. Revision

Comm. Mark, p. 170 : The discourse " refers both to the destruction of Jerusalem

and to the second coming of Christ, one prophecy respecting two analogous events,

though all is not necessarily applicable to both. Eeasons : 1. An exclusive ref-

erence to either the destruction of Jerusalem or the second coming of Christ in-

volves insuperable difficulties. 2. The disciples asked about both, joining them

in time (comp. Matt. xxiv. 3 with ver. 4). The answer therefore refers to both,

joining them in character, not necessarily in time. The disciples needed in-

struction on both points, for immediate and more remote guidance. 3. The

preceding discourse in Matthew plainly points to the destruction of Jerusalem,

but Matt. XXV. and vv. 32, 33 of this chapter seem to apply exclusively to the

Christian dispensation. Great care is necessary in deciding what refers to each

of the two sets of events (or how far the analogy holds good). The two inter-

1 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iii. 5. 5.
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pretations probably run parallel as far as ver. 23, the judgment upon the Jew-

ish church being the predominant thought ; after that (vv. 24-31) the Lord's

second coming is prominent, until in the close of the chapter (vv. 32-37) it is

exclusively treated of."

LXXXni. Ver. 4. ravra avvTs2.ElaBai navra.

In view of the emphatic position of Tvavra, the question should not be ap-

plied exclusively to the destruction of the temple. Even Weiss ed. Mey. thinks

the plural points to this " in connection with a series of decisive occurrences, to

the final completion of which avvrs'/.FiaOcu nuvra." The disciples, being Jews,

classed together this destruction, the Parousia, and the end of the world, think-

ing that only the personal presence of the Messiah could take the place of the

ruined temple. The discourse does not sharply and chronologically sunder

these events, but by its very warnings and prophecies of tribulation prepares

the disciples for a fuller understanding of the future Christian dispensation.

Our Lord was a wise Teacher, and in the circumstances no method could be

better adapted for their instruction. But this does not prove that they re-

mained in the same comparative ignorance during their subsequent labors.

In accordance with the view above cited, Weiss ed. Mey. refers to TkXoq (ver. 7)

to the end of the world.

LXXXIV. Ver. 9. koI elq awayuydq.

The R. V. retains the connection with SapijaeaOe : and in synagogues ye shall

be beaten. So Weiss ed. Mey. this implies : ye shall be taken into synagogues

and beaten there.

LXXXV. Ver. 24. tv eKeivai? Talc: rjuepaig.

Weiss ed. Mey. modifies somewhat the strong statement of Meyer respecting

this phrase. He indeed attributes to the older source the view that the Pa-

rousia would immediately follow the catastrophe in Judea, but finds it here

placed " in the days of the last great tribulation, which in ver. 19 is clearly

conceived as a universal one, and puts an end to it." This accords with his

view of Tf/oi,- (ver. 7), and certainly agrees better with the whole scope of the dis-

course. The " exegetical impossibility " of a reference to the present times of

the church can be admitted only when it is proven that ' these days '

' can mean

nothing else than a period immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem.

The main difficulty belongs to the use of evOeug in Matt. xxiv. 29, which Weiss

attributes to the older source, but Meyer attributes to tradition.

LXXXVI. Ver. 30. ^ yev'ea avrij.

The same utterance is found, though not in exact verbal agreement, in Mat-

thew and Luke. (Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 34 ; Luke xxi. 32.) It is undoubt-

edly safer to accept the reference to the generation then living. The question

then arises : Did our Lord mean to assert that His Parousia would occur during

that generation ?

This question we confidently answer in the negative. (1) The discourse, as

here given, s^jeaks of many intervening events, which would require a longer
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time. (2) The account in Matthew gives the answer to a twofold qnestion

(Matt. xxiv. 3), and the answer may properly be regarded as twofold, -whether

we can alwaj's separate it into its distinct elements or not. (3) We must inter-

pret our Lord here by our Lord elsewhere ; and in many cases He speaks of

the Parousia as an event '

' which is possibly yet very remote '

' (see Godet, Luke,

p. 445, Am. ed.). What He predicts again and again is incompatible with the

reference of this verse to the Parousia, unless yeved be taken in the sense of

"race," or "all these things be accomplished " be interpreted as meaning the

beginning of the process of accomplishment (Van Oosterzee, Plumptre, and

others). This latter view helps to explain the close connection with ver. 32,

which seems to call for a reference to the Parousia.
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CHAPTEK XIY,

Veb. 2. r5f] B C* D L K, vss. have ydp. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Becepta

is from Matt. xxvi. 5. — Ver. 3. mi before avvrp. is, with Tisch., following B L
X, Copt., to be deleted. A connective addition. — to «/d/3.] Fritzsche, Lachm.

[Tisch. VIII.] read tov aUp., which is attested by[N*]ADEFHKSUVX
r, min. Tisch., following B C L A N**, has t^v a?Mf3., and this is to be pre-

ferred. [So recent editors, K. V.] The ignorance of the transcribers brought in

t6 and tuv. — Kara] is wanting in B C L A N, min. Deleted by Lachm. and
Tisch. A supplement, instead of which D has eni. — Ver. 4. /cat ^.iyovrec:] is

with Tisch., in accordance with B C* L t<, Copt., to be deleted. It is a gloss

after Matthew, instead of which D reads /cat eTiejov. — Ver. 5. to fivpov] is want-

ing in Elz., but is decisively attested. The omission is explained from Matt,

xxvi. 9 (where to'vto alone is genuine). The preponderance of evidence forbids

the supposition that it is an intei"polation from John xii. 5. D, min. have it

before tovto, and in K tovto is wanting. — Ver. 6. Instead of h kfioi Elz. has elq

kfit, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from Matthew. — Ver. 8. avrri'] is

only wanting, indeed, in B L X, min. Copt. Syr. utr. (bracketed by Lachm.),

but is rightly deleted by Tisch. It is an addition, which is not found till after

inoirjatv in A. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 12. — Ver. 9. After cifiip very considerable

evidence supports (U, which Lachm. has bracketed, Tisch. has adopted. It is

to be adopted ; the omission occurred conformably to the usual expression of

Mark, in accordance with Matt. xxvi. 13. — tovto'] is wanting in B D L K, min.

Cant. Verc. Vind. Corb. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. It is from

Matt. xxvi. 13.— [Ver. 10. Tisch., recent editors, read 'lov6aq (K A B C D L A)

'I(T/cap(wO (Treg. 'loKapiuTTjc) 6 elc (X B C* L, Coiit.), and, with B D, napaSol.] —
Ver. 14. After KUTulvfia Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. (in brackets) Tisch. read fiov,

following B C D L A K, min. Sax. Vulg. It. (not all the codices). As [lov has

this strong attestation and yet is superfluous, and as it does not occur at Luke

xxii. 11, it is to be held as genuine. — Ver. 15. The form avdyaiov (Elz. : uvu-

yEOv) is decisively attested. — Before ekeI is to be read with Tisch. Kai, in accord-

ance with B C D L X, 346, vss. It dropped out in accordance with Luke xxii.

12. [Tisch. VIII., /ca/ceZ.]— Ver. 19. [Tisch., recent editors, K. V., with K B L,

Copt., omit ol 6e.] — (ca2 alluq- fiijTi tytj] is wanting in B C L P A K, min. vss.,

including Syr., utr. Vulg. After the example of earlier editors, suspected by

Griesb., rejected by Schulz, struck out by Fritzsche and Tisch. But the omis-

sion might just as easily have been brought about by means of the preceding

fiT/Ti Eyd) as by reason of the startling and even offensive superfluoiisness of the

words, which, moreover, are not found in Matthew, whereas no reason for their

being added can at all be conceived of without arbitrary hypotheses. [But the

evidence against the clause is so weighty, that to accept it on the ground urged

by Meyer is to invalidate the authority of the most ancient witnesses. Recent

editors, E. V., omit. —Ver. 21. Tisch., recent editors (Treg. in brackets),



CHAP. XIV. 171

R. v., with X B L, Copt., insert bri before 6 /xh.] —After M^ere, ver. 22, Elz.

has (^ayere, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matthew. — Ver. 23.

The article before norijpiov (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) has in this place

even stronger evidence against it than in Matt. xxvi. 27, and is, as there, to be
struck out. — Ver. 24. to rye'] This to is, as in Matt. xxvi. 28, to be deleted on
considerable evidence with Tisch. (Lachm. has bracketed it). — nca^i^^f] is want-

ing in B C D L K, Copt. Cant. Deleted by Tisch., and rightly, as also at Matt,

xxvi. 28. — nepi] B C D L A X, min. : vnq). So Lachm. and Tisch. Htpi is from

Matthew, from whom also codd. and vss. have added eI^ adeaiv ufcapT. — Ver.

27. ev kjuol tv Ty vvktI Tavry'j So Elz. and the editors, except Fritzsche and Tisch.,

read after aKav6a2.. Yet Mill and Griesb. condemned the words. They are de-

cisively to be rejected as an addition from Matt. xxvi. 31, as they are wholly

wanting in preponderant witnesses, while others merely omit ev ifioi, and others

still iv Ty vvKTi TavTij. Lachm. has the latter in brackets. — 6/.aaKop-:nodf/aeTai is

an emendation (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 31), instead of which, with Lachm. and
Tisch., diauKopTvcadTJGovTai is to be read, and that with Tisch., after npSffaTa (B

C D L X, min.). — Ver. 29. Kal e'l] Fritzsche, Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] read

El KaL Either is appropriate, and with the evidence divided no decision can be

arrived at, even if e'l kuI was introduced in Matthew. — Ver. 30. av after 6tl is

wanting in Elz. , in opposition to decisive evidence. — h r^ wktI ravTi}] BCD
L K, min. Lachm. Tisch. have TavTi) ry vvkt'i. Rightly ; if this order of words

were from Matt. xxvi. 34, the tv also would not be left out in it. — In what fol-

lows T()ig fie an. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be written. The received order

is from Matthew. — Ver. 31. ek wEpiaaov] B C D H, min. have EKiTEpiaacJg. So

Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the unusual word was partly exchanged for the

simple TTEpiaaug (L, min.), partly glossed by ek nEpiaaov. — eIeje'] Lachm. and
Tisch. have e/laA«, following B D L t<. The Becepta is a correction. Comp. on
xi. 23. — fid?i?.ov] is wanting in B C D L X, vss., including Vulg., It. Deleted by
Lachm. and Tisch. A gloss on ek nEpiaaov ; hence min. have it also before these

words (comp. vii. 36), and this course Fritzsche has followed. [As in Matthew,

recent editors, with nearly all the uncials, give the form FEOarifiavEi ; only in

cursives does the form v?] occur.]— Ver. 35. As at Matt. xxvi. 39, so here also

TTpooEWuv is strongly attested, but it is to be rejected. [W. and Hort, Weiss,

R. v., with N B L, Copt., read ettitvtev.'I — Ver. 36. to izor^p. an' kfiov tovto'] D,

Hil. : tovto t. n. an kfiov ; K M : an' e/j,ov r. tt. r. ; A B C G L U X A K, min.

Or. vss., including Vulg. : r. n. tovto utt' efioii. In this variety of readings the

last is so preponderantly attested that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to

be adopted. — Ver. 40. vnoaTpirpag'] Lachm. has ndXiv kWuv, following B L X,

Copt. Pers. w. Ar. p. (D and cod. It. have merely eWuv). naliv E?.d6v is the

more to be preferred, seeing that Mark is fond of the word naXiv, and that he

nowhere has the word vnocTpEcpu. But transcribers referred and joined the

ndXiv to Evp. avTovc Kadsv^., in accordance with which £/l^6Jvthen became glossed

and supplanted by vnooTpEtp. Accordingly the subsequent nd?ui>, which by Elz.

Scholz, Tisch. is read after avrnvg, and is not found in B D L X, min. vss., is,

with Lachm., to be deleted. [Recent editors, R.V., agree with Meyer.] — Instead

of KaTa(3apvv6/j.Evoi, Elz. Scholz have fiEfiapTj/uEvoi, in opposition to preponderant

evidence. It is from Matthew. — Ver. 41. Elz. Scholz., Tisch. [Treg., Weiss]

have TO loinov. But the article has come in from Matthew, in opposition to

considerable evidence. [W. and Hort omit in Matt., bracket here.] — Ver. 43.
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After 'lov6ac Fritzsche has 'laKapiurrjc;, Lachm. and Tiscb. 6 'ItjKap. ; and this

addition, sometimes with, sometimes without the article, is found in witnesses

of weight (but not in B- X). Eigbtly ; the omission is explained from the par-

allels. [Treg. brackets, W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., omit.] — uv] after elg has

against it such decisive evidence that it cannot be maintained by means of the

parallels, nor even by ver. 10. It is to be deleted, with Fritzsche, Lachm.

Tisch. — no/.-iic] is wanting in B L X, min. vss. Condemned by Rinck, brack-

eted by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. From Matthew. — Ver. 45. Lachm. only

reads /5a/3/3t once, following B C* D L M A X, min. vss., including Vulg., codd.

It. [So Tisch. VIII., recent editors, R. V.] But this reading is from Maft. xxvi.

49, whence also x^'^P^ has intruded into codd. and vss. — Ver. 46. k-rr' avrbv r.

X^ipac avTcJvl Many various readings, of which Lachm. has r. x^'P^C f^r' avr. ;

Tisch. : r. ;i'eipac avru. The latter is attested by B D L X** min. vss., and is

to be preferred as the less usual (see on Acts xii. 1, the exegetical remarks),

which was altered in accordance with Matt. xxvi. 50. — Ver. 47. r/f] has, it is

true, important evidence against it ; but, as being superfluous, and, moreover,

as not occurring in Matt. xxvi. 51, it might have been so easily passed over,

that it may not be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. retains
;

Treg. omits ; W. and Hort bracket.] — Instead of utIov read, with Lachm. and

Tisch., following B D i<, 1, urdpiov. The former is from Matthew. — Ver. 48.

The form i^r/lOaTe (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested. — Ver. 51.

elq Tig veaviaK.'\ Lachm. Tisch. read veaviaK. tic, following B C L X, Copt. Syr.

It. Vulg. (D : veavioK. Se ric, without Kai). The liecepia is to be maintained ;

veavioKOQ tic is the most prevalent mode of expression. [Tisch. VIII. returns to

the Rec, recent editors, E. V., follow B X, etc.] — Instead of Tjiio'kovdei, read,

in accordance with B C L X, cvv-rjuolovOeL (so Lachm. and Tisch.). The current

simple form has crept in also at v. 37. — ol vsaviaiiui'] is wanting in B C* D L A
J<, Syr. Arr. Pers. Copt. It. Vulg. Theophylact. Eightly condemned by Griesb.

(but see his Comm. crit. p. 179) and Einck, deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.

It came in by means of the gloss top veaviaKov, which was written in the margin

beside avTov, as Slav, still renders tov veavloKov instead of avTui> oi veavicKoi.

The TOV veaviaKov written in the margin was easily changed into ol veavicKoi,

since the absence of a fitting subject for Kparovaiv might be felt. — Ver. 52. an'

uvtHiv] bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch., has considerable testimony

against it
;
yet, as being quite superfluous, it was more easily passed over than

added. [Eejected by recent editors, E. V.] — Ver. 53. avTu after avvepx. is

wanting in D L A X, Vulg. It. Or. Deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort text ; but

retained by Treg., Weiss, E. V.] An omission from misunderstanding. — [Ver.

61. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with X B C L, 33, Copt., read aim uneKp. ouJfv.]

— Ver. 65. ejSu/lov] Lachm. and Tisch. have llafiov on decisive evidence, ela^ov

not being understood, was variously altered. — Ver. 67. ^Irjaov JjaOn] B C L X

have ^ade tov 'L/ffoi'. So Lachm. and Tisch. D A, min. vss., inchading Vulg.

and codd. It., have tov 'Irja. before tov N«^. The latter is in accordance with the

usual mode of expression, and with Matt. xxvi. 69. J/afla tov 'iT/aoii is to be

adopted ; this tov 'Irjaov following was omitted (so still in min., Fritzsche), and

was then variously restored. — Ver. 68. ovk . . . oimU] Lachm. has ovte . . .

ovTE, following B D L X, Eus. So now Tisch. also ; and rightly. See Matthew.

— TL ai) ?iyeic] Lachm. and Tisch. have aij tI ?Jyei<:, following B C L A N, min.

Eightly ; av was omitted (so still in D, Vulg. It.), and then was restored at the
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place that first presented itself after tL — Kal aleKTup eipuvTjae] is wanting,

indeed, in B L K, Copt. Colb. (bracketed by Lachm.) ; but the omission is

manifestly caused by comparison with Matthew. [Eetained by Tisch., E. V.

text, omitted by "W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V. marg.] — Yer. 70. ml ij XaTiia cov

ofioid^ei] So Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, after Ta?u'A. el. But the words are wanting
in B C D L X, min. Copt. Sahid. Vulg. codd. It. Eus. Aug. Condemned by
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An interpolation from Matt. xxvi. 73,

in accordance with the very old reading in that place (D, codd. It.), oftoid^ei.

If the words were genuine, they would hardly have been passed over, contain-

ing, as they do, so familiar and noteworthy a jaarticular of the history ; the

appeal to the homoeoteleuton is not sufficient. - Ver. 71. Instead of d/xvveiv

(comp. Matthew), ojivvvai is sufficiently vouched for byBEHLSUVXT,
min. — Ver. 72. evBeug after Ka'i is wanting in Elz., but it is attested by B D G
L K (which, with L, has not Ik Sevt.), min. Sj^r. Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. codd.

It. Eus., and adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Nevertheless it

was far easier for it to be introduced from Matt. xxvi. 74 than for it, with its

prevalent use and appropriateness, to be omitted. Hence, on the important

evidence for its omission (including A C), it is, with Tisch., to be struck out.

[Tisch. VIII. retains evOvg, this being the form given in the older manuscripts
;

so recent editors, E. V. ; but W. and Hort bracket it in the margin.] — Instead

of TO ^fjfia 6, the Becepta has tov ^ii/iaTog ov, in opposition to decisive witnesses,

among which, however, A B C L A K, min. Copt. Sahid. read to ^f/fia ug.

Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.] have the latter ; and with this pre-

ponderant attestation, it is to be regarded as original (followed also by Luke
xxii. 61).

Vv. 1, 2. See on Matt. xxvi. 2-5. Comp. Luke xxii. 1, 2. Including

this short introduction of simple historical tenor (in wliicli Luke follows

him), Mark is, in the entire narrative of the passion, genej-aUt/ more original,

fresh, and free from later additions and amplifications of tradition than Mat-

thew (comp. Weiss, 1861, p. 52 ff.), although the latter again is the more origi-

nal in various details. — to •Kaaxa k. to. ac^v/ua] the Passover and the unleavened

(niVOn), i.e., th.e feast of the Passover and (which it likewise is) of the un-

leavened. Comp. 3 Esdr. i. 19 : i/ydyoaav ... to Ttdaxa Kal ttjv eopT^v tuv

d(vfio)v. On Ta d^v/ia as a designation of the feast, comp. 3 Esdr. i. 10 :

exovTeg rd a^vfia Kara Tag ^vXdg. — eXejov yap] This yap (see the critical re-

marks) informs us of the reason of the eCr/Tovv nug previously said ; for the

feast was in their way, so that they could not at once proceed, but believed

that they must let it first go quietly by, so that no tumult might occur.

Victor Antiochenus remarks : r?)v fiiv eopr^v virepdeadai jSovTiovTai' ov cvyxu-

povvTO de, iwELdfj t7jv npo^rjTeiav eSel TvTiqpovaOaL Tyv kv rf; vo/j,iKy SiaTvnijcei, iv y to

Tvdaxa e^veto, /irjvl TvpuTUi TEaaapEOKaidEKaTi] ijiiepa' kv tovtu yap tQ /J.rjvl Kal kv

TavTi] ry yfiepa to dX/fiivov ivdaxa eSel BuT^vai, "they determined to pass

over the feast ; but they were not permitted, since it was necessary that the

prophecy be fulfilled, that in the legal statute, according to which the pass-

over came in on the fourteenth day of the first month ; for in this month

and on this day it was necessary that the true passover should be slain." A
view right in itself ; not, hoAvevcr, according to the Synoptic, but according
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to the Johannine account of the day of the death of Jesus. [See on ver. 12.]

— Earai] shall he, certainty of what was otherwise to be expected.'

Vv. 3-9.2 See on Matt. xxvi. 6-13. [See Note LXXXVII., p. 183.] Comp.
John xii. 1-8, Avho also has the peculiar exjiression mariK^g, either directly

from Mark, or from the form of tradition from which Mark also adopted it.

Luke has at vii. 36 fi. a history of an anointing, but a different one. —
nvpov vdpSov] On the costliness of this, see Pliny, H. iV. xiii. 2. — tvkjtik^cY

niariKog, in demonstrable usage, means nothing else than (1) convincing, per-

suading (Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 10 : maTiKUTEpovq . . . Myovq, Plato, Oorg. p. 455

A : 6 pyrup kari . . . tvlotikoq fj6vov), thus being equivalent to TreicTiKog
; (2)

faithful, trustworthy (Artemidorus, Oneir. ii. 32, p. 121 : jwy TvioriKfj kuI

oiKovpog, comp. KLariKidQ, Plut. Pel. 8 ; Scymn. oi-b. descr. 42), thus equivalent

to TviaToc. The latter signification is here to be maintained : nard, on which

one can rely, i.e., unadulterated gemdne nard, as Eusebius, Bemonstr. ev. 9,

calls the gospel '

' the good cheer of the genuine {tov inaTLKov) mixed wine

(KpdpaToc) of the new covenant " (where the contextual reference to the drink-

ing lies not in ttigtikov, but in npap.aroq). The opposite is
^

'
2^seud^-nar(lus ^^

(Plin. II. iV. xii. 12. 26), with which the genuine nard was often adulterated

(comp. also Dioscor. mat. med. i. 6 f.). [See Note LXXXVIII., p. 183.]

This is the explanation already given by Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus

(I)oth of whom, however, add that a special hind of nard may also be intend-

ed), and most of the older and more recent commentators (Liicke is not

decided). But Fritzsche (following Casaubon, Beza, Erasmus Schmid,

Maldonatus, and others of the older expositors quoted by Wolf, who deduce

it from -nLvu) derives it from KLtvlaKu, and exjDlains it as nardus potaMlis.

Certainly anointing oils, and especially oil of sjiikenard, were drunh mingled

with wine ;

* but the actual usiis loqucndi stands decidedly opposed to this

view, for according to it iriaTdg doubtless^ has the signification of drinkahle,

but not TTLCTiKdg, even apart from the facts that the context does not point

to this quality, and that it is asserted not of the ointment, but of the 7iard

(the plant). The usus loquendi, moreover, is decisive against all other ex-

planations, such as that of the Vulgate :^ spicati
;

'' and that of Scaliger :

pounded nard (equivalent to TriariKz/g), from nriaau, although this etymology

in itself would be possible (Lobeck, Pai'alip. p. 31). Others have derived

» Hartung, PartiMl. II. p. 140. Thes., ed. Hase, VI. p. 1117.

» Holtzmann, p. 95, attributes to this * Athen. xv. p. 689 ; Lucian, Nigrin. 31

;

episode the siKnificant purpose of introduc- Juvenal, Sat. vi. 303 ; Hirtius, de Ml. IRsp.

ing the attitude of the betrayer, wliose 33. 5 ; Plin. //. N. xiv. 19. 5 ; and see in gen-

psychological crisis had now set in, in oral, Hermann, PrivataUerth. § 26. 8, 9.

making advances to meet the Sanhedrim. * Aesch. P)-om. 478; Lobeck, Technd.

But this could only be the case, if Mark and p. 131.

Matthew had vcmipd Judas as the murmur- • Comp. Castalio, Hammond, Grotius,

er. Now Mark has rives in general, and Wetsteiii, Rosenmiiller.

Matthew designates ol fiat>r,Toi as the mur- ' Mark having retained the Latin word,

murers. John is the first to name Judas. but having given to it another form. See

3 See on this word, Fritzsche in loc, and also Estius, Aniwt. p 892.- Several codd. of

intlie Hall. Lit. Z. 1840, p. 179 ff.; Liicko the It., too, liave the translation sjncati

;

on Jcihn xii. 3 ; Winer, p. 89 [E. T. 97 f.]

;

others : ;««««, Verc. : optimi.

WichclLaus, Leidensgesch. p. 74 f. ; Stephani
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mariKTjg from the proper name of some unknown place (Pistic nard), as did

Augustine •, but tliis was a cutting of the knot. '— Kolvrelovq'] belongs to

fivpov, not to vapdov, which has its epithet already, and see ver. 5. Comp.
Matt. xxvi. 7. —• awTpixpaaa] neither : she rtibbed it and poured, etc.

(Kypke), nor : sJw shooJc the vessel,'^ but: she hrol^e it,^ namely, the narrow

(Plin. H. If. ix. 35) neck of the vessel, for she had destined the enth-e con-

tents for Jesus, nothing to be reserved. — rr/v dAd/3.] aMliaarpog occurs in all

the three genders, and the codices vary accordingly. See the critical re-

marks. — avTov T?/f Ke(i>alr]^] (see the critcal remarks) on him upon the head,

without the 2)reposition usual in other cases, ^ /card before Tfjq /ce^aA^f.^— Ver.

4. But there were some, loho grumbled to one another (uttered grumblings to

one another). Trpof tavT., as at xi. 31, x. 26, al. What they murmured, is

contained in what follows, without koI Atyovreq.^ — Ver. 5. hsfiptfi. avry] they

tcere angry at her. Comp. i. 43. — Ver. 7. /cat brav deTijjTe k.t.X.] certainly

an amplifying addition of tradition, found neither in Matthew nor in John.

— Ver. 8. What she was aNe (to do) she has done; the greatest worTc of love

which was possible to her, she has done. Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 30 : dm to

/irjSev ex£i-v, o tl TTOLyq. — Kpoe'kajie /c.r.A.] Beforehand she hath anointed my
body on behalf of embalming (in order thereby to embalm it). A classical

writer would have said irpolajiovca efivpiaE.'' Passages with the infinitive

from Josephus may be seen in Kypke, I. 192. We may add that the ex-

pression in Mark already betrays the explanatory tradition. — Ver. 9. elg blov

T. Koa/iov] as in i. 39. The relation to b-rrov is as at Matt. xxvi. 13.

Vv. 10, 11. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16. Comp. Luke xxii. 3-6.

—

elg tuv

dude/ca] has a tragic stress.

Vv. 13-16. See on Matt. xxvi. 17-19. Comp, Luke xxii. 7-13. The

marvellous character of the ordering of the repast, which is not as yet found

in Matthew with his simjjle vrphq rbv Selva, points in Mark and Luke to a

later form of the tradition (in opposition to Ewald, Weiss, Holtzmann, and

others), as Bleek also assumes. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 18. This form may
easily, under the influence of the conception of our Lord's prophetic char-

acter (comp. xi. 2 f.), have originated through the circumstance, that the

two disciples met the servant of the (klva, to whom Jesus sent them, in the

street with a pitcher of water. [See Note LXXXIX.
, p. 184. ] Assuredly origi-

1 still the iJossibilUi/ of its being the ad- On the taking of it as a local designation

jective of a local name may not be called depends the translation pistici, which the

in question. In fact, the Scholiast, Aesch. Vulgate also, along with codd. of It., has

Pers. 1, expressly says : raSe fiev Uepa-dv in John xii. 3, although in the present pas-

TricTTOi KaAeiTtti. . . . ttoAi^ ecTi IlepcCiv ni'tTTCipa, sage it giveS spiCdtt.

KaXou/u-fVij, riv avyKoxf/as 6 7ron)Tt)5 YiiaTa {(fi-q,
' KnatchbuU, Hammond, Wakefield, Silv.

" These Persian tilings are called nia-To. . . . crit. V. p. 57.

there is a city of Persia called Pisteira, ^ Ecclus. xxi. 14 ; Bar. vi. 17 ; Dem. 845,

abridging which the poet says Plsta." Lo- \^\ Xen.,et al.

beck, Pathol, p. 282, remarks on this :
" Som- * Plato, Rep. iii. p. 397 E.

nium hoc est, sed nititur observatione licen- ' Plato, Leg. vii. p. 814 D ; Herod, iv. 62.

tiae popularis, qua nomina peregrina varie • Comp. the use of i*av/io^€H', mirabundum
et multipliciter interpolautur," " This is a quaerere, in Sturz, Lex. Xen. II. p. 511 f.

fancy, but based upon observation of pop- ' Xen. Cyr. 1. 2. 3 ; Thuc. iii. 3 ; Dem. 44,

ular license, by which foreign names are 3, aX.

variously and repeatedly interpolated."
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rml, however, is the sending of only tico disciples in Mark, whom thereupon

Lukexxii. 8 names. — ore r. nacxa eOvov] on ichkh day they lilled the paschal

lanib (Ex. xii. 21 ; Deut. xvi. 2 ; 3 Esdr. i. 1, vii. 12), which occurred on the

14th Nisan in the afternoon.' See on Matt. xxvi. 17. [See Note XC, p. 184.]

— Ver. 13. avdpuTToq] The connection (see ver. 14) shows that the man in

question was a slave ; his occupation was the carrying of water, Deut. xxix.

10 ; Josh. ix. 21 ; Wetstein in loc.— Knpa/iiov Marog] an earthen vessel with icater.

Comp. aJAfiacTpov fivpov, ver. 3. " The water-pitcher reminds one of the begin-

ning of a meal, for which the hands are washed, " Ewald.— Ver. 14. to

KaraXv/id fj.ov] the lodging destined for me, in which (ottov) I, etc. The word

KurdX., lodging, quarters, is bad Greek, Thom. M. p. 501." — Ver. 15. avroql

He himself, the master of the house. On the form avaymov instead of avu-

yaiov (Xen. Anai>. v. 4. 29), which is preserved in the old lexicographers, see

Fritzsche in loc.^ In signification it is equivalent to l-epQov, ^llil.,, iqyper

chamber, used as a place of prayer and of assembling together. Comp. on

ii. 3, and see on Acts i. 13. — The attributes which follow are thus to be

distributed : he will shoio you a large upper chaniber spread, i.e., laid with

carpets, in readiness. — e-oi/ida. y/ilv'] arrange for us, make preparation for

us. Comp. Luke ix. 52.

Vv. 17-25. See on Matt. xxvi. 20-29. Comp. Luke xxii. 14-23. —^^era

TO)v duSeKo] Those two are to be conceived as having returned after the prep-

aration. — Ver. 18 f. 6 iadiuv uef hfiovl not said for the purpose of making

known the fact, but the expression of deeply painful emotion. — e/f KaBelg]

man by man. See on this expression of late Greek, wherein the prei)Osition

is adverbial, Wetstein m loc*— kuI d2.1og] an inaccuracy of exj^ression, as

though there had been previously said not elf KaOelg, but merely ag. Marh

in particular might be led into this inaccuracy by his graphic manner. —
Ver. 20. 6 £///3a7rr.] not at this moment, and so not a definite designation of

the traitor (as B.leek will have it), for after ver. 19 it is certain that the eat-

ing was not immediately proceeded with (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 23) ; but

neither is it generally :
" qui mecum vesci consuevit,'^ " who icas wont to eat

with me," Beza ; but, like 6 iadiuv fief ifiov, ver. 18, referring generally to

this msal, and withal more precisely indicating the traitor to this extent,

that he was one of those who recHned nearest to Jesus, and who ate with

Him out of ths same dish. According to Lange, indeed, the hand of Judas

made a ''movement playing the hypocrite," and met the hand of the Lord,

while the latter was still in the dish, in order M-ith apparent ingenuousness

to receive the morsel. A harmonistic play of fancy, whereof nothing appears

in the text. — Ver. 24. eiTvev] namely, while they drank, not before the drink-

ing. A deviation from Matthew and Luke, but not inappropriate, as Jesus

gives the explanation not aftencards (in opposition to de Wette), but at the

> Neither here nor elsewhere have the ' But see Pollux, i. 73, and Eustathius, ad

Synoptics expressed themselves ambigiiout- Od. iv. 14C, 33, Rom.

ly as to the day of the Last Supper. See ' lUittniann, nevt. Or. p. 12 [E. T. 13].

IlilKenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 96 ff. (in * Winer, p. 233 [E. T. 249] ;
Buttmann,

opposition to Aberle in the thed. Qnartal- fievt. Gr. p. 27 [E. T. 30].

schr. IV. p. 548 ff.).
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time of the drinking ' {kaTi). A very immaterial difference, to be explained

not from Mark's mere love for alteration (de Wette), but from a diversity of

the tradition, in respect to which, however, the greater simplicity and inde-

pendence on the form of the ecclesiastical observance, which mark the

narrative in Mark, tell in favor of its originality (in opposition to Baur). —
TO alfid fj.ov T?/f dLaOjjKTjo] my codenant-ljlood, as Matt. xxvi. 28. The deiinition,

" the new covenant," came in later ; as also ''for theforgiveness of sins'''' is a

more precise specification from a further stage of development.^ Comp. on

Matt. xxvi. 38. And the direction, '^ Do this in rememh7'ance of me,''^ is Grat

added in Paul (twice over) and in Luke. See on 1 Cor. xi. 24.

Vv. 26-31. See on Matt. xxvi. 30-35. — Ver. 29. Kal el] even if On the

difference between this and el kuI (which here occurs as a various reading),

see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519 f. — aAA'] in the apodosis of a connecting sen-

tence, at certe.^— Ver. 30. cv] has the emphasis of the contrast vsdth a'^X

ova iyu. — (jr//uepov ravTrj ry vvktI] (see the critical remarks) impassioned cli-

max : to-day, in this night. As to nplv r/, see on Matt. i. 18. — (5/f] a later

form assumed by the utterance than in Matthew. Comp. vv. 68, 72. Even
John xiii. 38 has it not. There was no occasion for a later simplification

(Weiss), if the characteristic 6ig was there from the first. — Ver. 31. eKnepicauQ

'tlaAei] (see the critical remarks) : but he teas speahing exceedingly 7nuch.

Observe the difference between this klalei. and the subsequent eleyov (comp.

on i. 34) ; the latter is the simple, definite saying ; the former, with eKne-

picauQ, is in keeping with the passionate nature of Peter not even yet silenced

by ver. 30. The word eKnepiaa. is not preserved elsewhere. — anapvijaofiai]

oh 111], with the future,^ denotes the right sure expectation. Comp. on Matt.

xxvi. 35.

Vv. 32-42. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 36-46. Comp. Luke xxii. 40-46. —
Ver. 33. tKda/nfie'iadai] used in this place of the anguish (otherwise at ix. 15).

The word occurs in the N. T. only in Mark, who uses strongly graphic lan-

guage. Comp. xvi. 5, 6. Matthew, with more psychological suitableness,

has TiVTreladai. — eugdavdrov] See on Matt. xxvi. 38, and comp. Ecclus. xxxvii.

2 ; Clem. 1 Cor. 4 : (^Tiog inoirjaev 'Iua^<j) fiexpi- davdrov SiioxOvvai, Test. XII.

Patr. p. 520. — TrapeWy an' avTov\ Comp. Test. XII. Pair. p. 527 : T/r^aro

. . . "iva napeWT) aw' efiov ij opyfj Kvpiov. — i^ (opa] the hour Kaf k^o^^v, horafatalis.

It passes over from the man, when the latter is spared from undergoing

its destiny. — Ver. 36. 'AiSfid] i^^^
; so spoke Jesus in prayer to His Father.

This mode of address assumed among the Greek-speaking Christians the

nature of i[,]jro2Jer name, and the fervor of the feeling of childshij) added,

moreover, the appellative address 6 -Kari/p,—a juxtajiosition, which gradually

became so hallowed l>y usage that here Mark even places it in the very mouth

of Jesus, which is an involuntary Hysteron proteron. The usual view, that

6 TTarrjp is an addition by way of interpreting, is quite out of place in the

1 Comp. also Riickert, Abendm. p. 72. that these very words contain a later mod-
" But observe how the idea of reconciliation ification of the narrative.

is already in the case of Mark implied in ' See Ileindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 341 f.;

the simple vn-ep noWiov. Even Baur {neijt. Klotz, p. 93.

Theol. p. 102) acknowledges this, but thinks * See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 410 ff.

12
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fervent address of prayer. See on Rom. viii. 15. Against the ol^jections of

Fritzsclie, see on Gal. iv. 6. — wapeveyae] carry away past. Halm was
wrong, Theol. d. iV. T. I. p. 209 f

.
, in deducing from the passage (and from

Luke xxii. 24) that Jesus had been temjjted by His adp^. Every temptation

came to Him from without. But in this jilace He gives utterance only to

His purely human feeling, and that with unconditional subordination to

God, whereby there is exhibited even in that very feeling His ju^ jvuvai afiap-

Tcav, which is incompatible with incitements to sin from His own adp^. —
a7i?L ov] The following interrogative ri shows how the utterance emotionally

broken ofi is here to be completed. Hence somewhat in this way : iut

there comes not into question, not : dXX' oh yevEcdu. — Ver. 41. KadsvdETe Tionrbv

K.T.2..] as at Matt. xxvi. 45, painful irony : sleep on now, and taJce your rest!

[See Note XCI., p. 184.] Hardly has Jesus thus spoken when He sees

Judas approach with his band (vv. 42, 43). Then his mood of painful irony

breaks off, and with urgent earnestness He now goes on in hasty, unconnected

exclamations : there is enough (of sleep) ! the hour is come ! see, the Son of

inan is delivered into the hands of sinners! arise, let us go (to meet this deci-

sive crisis) ! see, my tetrayer is at hand ! It is only this view of aTre;^;*-^, ac-

cording to which it refers to the sleep of the disciples, that corresponds to

the immediate connection with what goes before {KadevSere k.t.1.) and fol-

lows ; and how natural is the change of mood, occasioned by the approach-

ing betrayers ! All the more original is the representation.' Hence it

is not : there is enough of icatcMng (Hammond, Fritzsche). The ^lsus lo-

quendi of cnrixei, sufficit (Vulgate), depends on the passages, which certainly

are only few and late, but certain, (pseudo-)Anacreon, xxviii. 33 ; Cyrill.

in Hagg,. ii. 9, even although the gloss of Hesychius : awkxeii airdxpVt e^apnEl,

is critically very uncertain. '^ Others interpret at variance with linguistic

usage : ahest, "it is gone," sc. anxietas mea, "my anxiety" (see Heiimann,

Thiess), or the tetrayer ; ' airkx^iv, in fact, does not mean the being removed

in itself, but denotes the distanced Lange also is linguistically wrong in

rendering : "ti is all over with it,''"' it will do no longer. The comparison of

ovdev (nrexEi, nothing stands in the way,—in which, in fact, anix^i- is not in-

transitive, but active,—is altogether irrelevant.

Vv. 43-52. See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56. Comp. Luke xxii. 47-53. The

brief, vivid, terse narrative, especially as regards the blow of the sword and

the young man that fled (which are alleged by Wilke to be interpolated),

testifies to its originality. — dE&uKti] without augment. '— avaayj/wv] a concert-

' Comp. Erasmus, Bengel (" suas jam is more in keeping with the empirical use,

pcractas habct sopor vices ; nunc alia res as it is preserved in the two passages of

est "), Kuinoel, Ewald, Bleek. Auacreon and Cyril ; moreover, it gives rise

" See Buttmanu in the Stvd. v. Krit. 185S, to a doubt in the matter, tliat Jesus should

p. 506. He would leave iirix^i without any have spoken a word equivalent to the nri-

idea to complete it, and that in the sense

:

Xicrai of John xix. 30 even notv^ when the

it is accomplished, it in the time offulfilment, consummation was only just beginning.

the end is come, just as Grotius, ad Matt. ' Borncniann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843,

xxvi. 45 (peractiim est), and as the codex p. 103 f.

Brixiensis has, c/^Ze^'d ^«i«, while D and min. < Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 5; Polyb. i. 19. 5; 2

add to a-nix^i : TO TtAo?. The view deserves Mace. xi. 5, xii. 29.

consideration. Still the usual it is enough * See Winer, p. 67 f. [E. T. 72 f.].



CHAP. XIV., 53, 54. 179

ed signal, belongs to the later Greek. '— atr^aAwf] securely, so that He can-

not escape. Comp. Acts xvi. 33. — Ver. 45. pal3j3l, pajSftl] The betraj^er him-

self is under excitement. [But see critical note.] — Ver. 49. a/lA' Iva /c.r./\.]

sc: ug ETTi hjarf/v iSijWaTE k.t.I. ver. 48. Comp. John ix. 3, i. 8, xiii. 18.

— Ver. 50. It would have been more exact to name the subject (the dis-

ciples). — Ver. 51 f. cvvTiKolovdEi avT(:'\ (see the critical remarks) : hefollowed

Him along with, was included among those who accompanied Jesus in the

garden.— aiv66va\ a garment like a shirt, made of cotton cloth or of linen

(see Bast, ep. crit. p. 180), in which people slept. " Atque ita hie juvenis

lecto exsilierat, " '

' and so this youth had sprung up from his bed, " Grotius.

— f TTt yvfivov] not to be supplemented by aujiaroq, but a neuter substantive.

Comp. TO. yvfiva, the nakedness, and see in general Kiihner, II. p. 118. — If

ol veavidKOL were genuine, it would. not have to be explained as the soldiers

(Casaubon, Grotius, de Wette), since the context makes no mention of such,

but generally : the young people, who were to be found in the ox^^Q<;, ver. 43.

— Who the young man was, is not to be defined more precisely than as : an

adherent of Jesus,^ lut not one of the Twelve. [See Note XCII., p. 184.] The

latter point follows not from ver. 50 (for this young man also, in fact, had

fled), but from the designation e^q ng veavicK. in itself, as well as from the

fact that he already had on the night-dress, and therefore had not been in

the company at the table. There was no justification, therefore, for guess-

ing at John,^ while others have even concluded from the one garment that it

was James the Just, the brother of the Lord.^ There are other precarious

hypotheses, such as : a youth from the house where Jesus had eaten the

Passover (Victor Antiochenus and Theophylact), or from a neighboring farm

(Grotius), or Slavic himself (Olshausen, Bisping). The latter is assumed also

by Lange, who calls him a '
' premature Joseph of Arimathea ;" and likewise

by Lichtenstein, who, by a series of combinations, identifies the evangelist

with a son of the master of the house where the Passover took place. Casau-

bon aptly remarks :
" quis fuerit hie juvenis quaerere curiosum est et va-

num, quando inveniri rh ^r^Tovfievov non potest," "To ask who this youth was

is curious and vain, because what is sought cannot be found." Probably

Mark himself did not know his name. — It must be left undetermined, too,

whence (possibly from Peter ?) he learned this little episode, ^ which was

probably passed over by Matthew and Luke only on account of its unimpor-

tance, — yv/xvog] " pudorem vicit timor in magno periculo," " In great dan-

ger fear conquers shame," Bengcl.

Vv. 53, 54. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f. Comp. Luke xxii. 54 f. [See Note

XCIII., p. 184 seq.]— Tvpdg t. apxtfp.'\ i.e., Gaiapjhas, not Annas, as appears

from Matthew. — cvvkpxovTai avrC)] is usually explained : they come together to

' See Wetstein and Kypke, Sturz, Dial. xiv. 23.

Al. p. 196. * Epiphanius, Haer. Ixxxvii. 13, as also in

" Not possibly Saul (the subsequent Theophylact.

Apostle Paul), who had run after Him from * According to Baur, only a piquant ad-

curiosity, as Ewald, GescJi. der apost. Zeit. dition of Mark ; according to Hilgenfeld, it

p. 339, conjectures. is connected with Mark's conception of a
3 Ambrose, Chrysostom, Gregory, Moral. more extended circle of disciples (ii. 14.?).
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Him (the high priest), in which case the dative is either taken as that of the

direction (Fritzsche), or is made to depend upon aw : tcith him, i.e., at his

Jiouse, they assemble. But always in the N. T.,' even in John xi. 33, avvep-

xetydai Tivi means : to come with any one, una cum aliquo venire ;" and ahrQ,

in accordance with the following 7]ko1ovOt]cev ahrC, is most naturally to be

referred to Jesus. Hence : and there cajne with i?m all the chief priests,'

i.e., at the same time, as Jesus is led in, there come also all the priests, etc.,

who, namely, had been bespoken for this time of the arranged arrest of the

delinquent. This view of the meaning, far from being out of place, is quite

in keeping with the mmd representation of Mark. — Trpof to ^wf] at the Jire-

light, Luke xxii. 56.^ According to Baur, indeed, this is an expression

unsuitably borrowed ijova. Luke.

Vv. 55-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 59-68. — Ver. 56. Koi iaai k.t.?i.] and the

testimonies were not alike ^ (consonant, agreeing). At least two witnesses had

to agree together ; Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15.^ The kuI is the simple : and.

Many testified falsely and dissimilarly. — Ver. 58. vfielc] we, on our part :

the tyo) also which follows has corresponding emphasis. — ;^;e/po7ro(;?roi' . . .

d/l/lov axeipoTToiT/Tov] peculiar to Mark, but certainly (comp. on xv. 29) a later

form of the tradition resulting from reflection (at variance with John's own
interpretation) as to the meaning of the utterance in John ii. 19, according

to which there was found in that saying a reference to the new spiritual

worship of God, which in a short time Christ should put in the place of the

old temple-service. Comp. Acts vi. 14. Matthew is here more simple and

more original. — ax^'P'^~-] is an appositional more precise definition to a?.?.ov.''

Comp. on Luke xxiii. 132. — Ver. 59. ov6e oirwf] and not even thus (when they

gave this statement) was their testimony consonant. The different witnesses

must therefore have given utterance to not unimportant variations in details

(not merely in their mode of apprehending the saying, as Schenkel would

have it). It is plain from this that one witness was not heard in the pres-

ence of the other.* Others, like Erasmus, Grotius, Calovius, in opposition

to linguistic usage and to the context (see ver. 56), hold that laog is here and

at ver. 56 : sufficient. — Ver. 60. Two questions, as at Matt. xxvi. 62. If

we assume only one, like the Vulgate, and take tI for b,Ti : answerest thou

nothing to that, which, etc. ,° it is true that the construction airoKpivecBal ti is

not opposed to it (see on Matthew), but the address is less expressive of the

anxiety and urgency that are here natural to the questioner. Buttmann,

neut. Gr. j). 217 [E. T. 251], harshly suggests that "hearing" should be sup-

plied before ci, -t. — Ver. 61. Well-known parallelismus antitheticus, with em-

' Luke xxiii. 55; Acts i. 21, ix. 39, «;. Menandr. fragm. p. 533, ed. Meinek. ;

» Comp. Winer, p. 193 [E. T. 215]. Bninek, ad Arist. Pltit. 1113; Lipsius,

» ff/M//(«r.'' is clearly shown from the con- grammat. Unfers. p. ^. ,

text, namely, to tlic ipx'epews. Tliis in op- ' Lishtfoot, p. 658; Michaelis, J/os. B.

position to Wicselcr, .Si/iiops. p. 406. §299 ; .Saalsciiiitz, p. 604.

* See Raphel, Polyb. p. 151 ; Sturz, Lex. ^ See xnn lWnge\, A7Uiotat. -p. 55 S.

Xen. IV. p. 519 f. " fomp. Micliaelis, Mos. R. § 299, p. 97.

* It is not to be accented lo-o?, as in " norncmann in the Stvd. n. Knl. 1843,

Homer, but Icros, as with the Attic and later p. 120 f.; Ladmiann, Tischendorf, Ewald,

writers. See Fritzsche inloc.; Bentley, atZ Bleek, and various others.
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phasis. Inversely at Acts xviii. 9. — 6 evlo-yriTdg] kut' t^oxf/v, ^^"^IH, God.

Used absolutely thus only here in the N. T. The Sarictus lenedictus of the

Rabbins is well known (Schoettgen, ad Rom. ix. 5). The expression makes

us feel the tlasjjliemy, which would be involved in the affirmation. But it

is this affirmation which the high priest ^Dishes (hence the form of his ques-

tion : Thou art the Messiah ?), and Jesus gii'es it, but with what a majestic

addition in this deeji humiliation ! — Ver. 63. The ctt' apTi in Matt. xxvi.

64, which is wanting in Mark, and which requires for what follows the^^-

urative meaning, is characteristic and certainly original.^ That Jigurative

meaning is, moreover, required in Mark by ek Se^mv Kadr/fx. r. Svv., although

Keim finds in this interpretation "arbitrariness without measure." Luke

only, xxii. 69, while abbreviating and altering the saying, presents the lit-

eral meaning. — Ver. 63. rovg xi-Tuvag] a more accurate statement, in accord-

ance with the custom of rending the garments, than the general rd Ifid-ia in

Matt. xxvi. 65 ; see in loc. People of rank wore ttco under-garments

(yfvaer, Realw.) ; hence rojif
x'-'''-
— Yer. Q4:. tcareKpivav k.t.X.] they condemned

Him, to he guilty of death.'' On Karanp. with an infinitive, comp. Herod, vi.

85, ix. 93 ; Xen. Hier. vii. 10. — Ver. 65. ijp^avro] when the "guilty !" had

been uttered. A vivid representation of the sequel. — nvsg] comp. pre-

vioTisly OL St wavreg, hence : some of the Sanhedrists. The servants, i.e., the

servants of the court, follow afterwards. — 7rpo<f>^Tevaov] usually : who struck

thee, according to the amplifying narratives of Matthew and Luke. Mark,

however, does not say this, but generally : lyrophesy ! which as Messiah thou

must be able to do ! They wish to bring Him to prophesy by the ko?m^iC£iv !

The narrative of Mark, regarded as an abbreviation (Holtzmann), would be

a singularity without motive. Matthew and Luke followed another tradi-

tion. The veiling of the face must, according to Mark, be considered

merely as mocking mummery.—And after some of the Sanhedrists had thus

mocked and maltreated Him, the servants received Him with strokes of the

rod. To them He was delivered for custody until further orders. This is

the meaning according to the reading elajiov (see the critical remarks). On
the explanation of the reading ejSaXXov, they struck Him, see Bornemann in

the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 138. As to pairicnaaLv, see on Matt. xxvi. 67.

The dative denotes the form, the accompanying circumstances, with which

on the part of the servants the llafiov took place. Bernhardy, p. 100 f.'

Vv. 66-72. See Matt. xxvi. 69-75. Comp. Luke xxii. 56-62. — /cdrw] be-

low, in contrast with the buildings that were situated higher, which sur-

1 On/uicTaT. i'€<;>«A., comp. Dan. vii. 13(Dj^); law; this claim, therefore, was brought
Rev. i. 7. into the sphere of the spiritual tribunal un-

" This was the result, which was already der the title of blasphemy, and before the

from the outset a settled point with the Boman tribunal under that of high treason,

court, and to the bringing about of which And into the question as to the ground and
the judicial procedure had merely to lend truth of the claim—although in the con-

the form of legality. The defence of the fession of Jesus there was implied the ex-

procedure in Saalschiitz, Mos. R. p. 623 ff., ceptio ve7-itaiis—they prudently did not en-

only amounts to a pitiful semblance of right. ter at all.

Against the fact as it stood, that Jesus ' Comp. the Latin acciijere aliquem ver-

claimed to be the Messiah, they had no beribus (Cic. Tusc. ii. 14. 34).
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rounded the court-yard (see on Matt. xxvi. 3). — Ver. 68. ohre olSa, olre

i-ia-a/iai] (see the critical remarks) / neither hnoio nor do I understand.

Thus the two verbs that are negatived are far more closely connected (con-

ceived under one common leading idea) than by ohn . . . ov6i.^ On the

manner of the denial in the passage before us, comp. Test. XII. pair.

p. 715 : oi'K ol6a b Myeig. The dovMing of the expression denotes earnestness ;

Bornemann, Schol. in Luk. p. xxxi. f. — TvpoavlLov^ Somewhat otherwise in

Matt. xxvi. 71. See in loc. — koI d/l. i<p.'] and a cock crew ; peculiar to Mark
in accordance with xiv. 30. [See critical note.]— Ver. 69. // naiSiaKj]] con-

sequently the same; a difference from Matt. xxvi. 71. It is still other-

wise in Luke xxii. 58. — TvaXiv] would, if it belonged to Uovaa avrdv (as

taken usually), stand before these words, since it would have logical em-

jDhasis in reference to ISovaa, ver. 67. Comp. subsequently TrdXiv tipvelro.

Hence it is, with Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, and Fritzsche, to be attached

to 7/p^aTo, on which account, moreover, C L A K have placed it only after

7/pf. So Tischendorf. Still the word on the whole is critically suspicious,

although it is quite wanting only in B M, vss. : the addition of it was nat-

ural enough, even although the Myeiv here is not addressed again to Peter,

— Tjp^aro] graphic. — Ver. 70. r/pvelro] Tempus adumhrativum (as so often in

Mark). The second ivaTiLv introduces a renewed address, and this, indeed,

ensued on the part of those who were standing by. Hence it is not : Trdliv

eTiFjov ol Trap., but : wdltv oi wap. ITieyov. — koI yap VakLk. eV\ for tJiou art also

a Galilean; i.e., for, besides whatever else betrays thee, thou art, moreover,

a Galilean. They observed this from his dialect, as Matthew, following a

later shape of the tradition, specifies. — Ver. 73. cTTf/JaAwv] not : coepit flere,

"began to weep" (Vulg. It. Goth. Copt. Syr. Euthymius Zigabenus,

Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Heinsius, Loesner, Michaelis, Kuinoel [R. V.

margin] and others), as D actually has r/p^aro Klaieiv, which certainly also

those versions have I'ead ; expressed with k-n-ifiakXeiv, it must have run eni-

PaTiE Kla'iEiv, and this would only mean : he threw himself on, set himself to,

the weejnng (comp. Erasmus and Vatablus : "prorupit in fletum," "burst

forth into weeping ;" see also Bengel) ; nor yet : cum se foras jrrojecisset,

"when he had rushed out of doors" (Beza, Raphel, Vater, and various

others), since knLJialuv might doubtless mean : when he had rushed away,

but not : when he had rushed out,—an alteration of the meaning which

Matt. xxvi. 75, Luke xxii. 62, by no means warrant ; " nor yet : veste capiti

injecta flevit, "his garment being thrown upon his head, he wept,"'

which presupposes a supplement not warranted in the context and with-

1 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 706 f. ' Theopbylact, Salmasius, de foen. Trap.
" Lange : "A« rushed out thereupon,''' p. 272 ; Calovius, L. Bos, Wolf , Eisner, Krebs,

namely, on the cock crowing as the awaken- Fischer, Kosenmiiller, Paulus, Fritzsche,

ing cry of Christ. " First a rushing out as and otliers. So also Linder in the S(yd. u.

if he had an external purpose, then a pain- Krit. 1862, p. .')G2 f., inappropriately com-
ful absorption into himself and weeping. paring n-fpi/SaAAeiv, and appealing to 2 Kings

. . . Outside he found that the cry went viii. 15 (wlierc the word, however, does not

inward and upward, and now he paused, at all stand absolutely) and to Lev. xili. 45

and wept." A characteristic piece of (where the middle voice is used),

fancy.
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out precedent in connection with kiiijiaT.leiv, and would, moreover,

require the middle voice ; neither, and that for the same reason, is

it : after he liad cast his eyes upon Jesus (Hammond, Palairet) ; nor : addens,

" adding-j" i.e., praeterea, "thereafter" (Grotius), which is at variance with

linguistic usage, or rep)etitis vicilms flevit, ^^ with repjeated turns he wept"

(Clericus, Heupel, Miinthe, Bleek), which would presuppose a weeping as

having already previously occurred (Theoj^hrastus, Char. 8 ; Diodorus Sic-

ulus, p. 345 B). Ewald is linguistically correct in rendering : Breaking in

with the tears of deep repentance upon the sound of the cock arousing him.*

Thus we should have to conceive of a loud weeijing, answering, as it were,

to the cock-crowing. From a linguistic point of view Casaubon is already-

correct (Karavo/^aag) :
^ ichen he had attended thereto, namely, to this pfjiia of

Jesus, when he had directed his reflection to it.^ [So A. V. and R. V. text.]

The latter mode of taking it (allowed also by Beza) appears more in accord-

ance with the context, because avejiviiGdr] k.t.1. precedes, so that kmftaMv

corresponds to the ave/j.vTja'^Tj as the further mental action that linked itself

thereto, and now had as its result the weeping. Peter remembers the word,

reflects thereupon, weepjs !

Notes by American Editob.

LXXXVII. Vv. 3-9. The anointing at Bethany.

It seems quite probable that the account of John is more accurate in plac-

ing, as it certainly seems to do, this occurrence before the entry to Jerusalem

(so Godet). Weiss ed. Mey. speaks of it as inserted here for the purpose of

" making prominent how definitely Jesus foresaw His death, and described the

anointing as a preparation for it (ver. 8), while His enemies sought for means

of bringing it about, yet entirely helplessly, until the proposal of Judas opened

the prospect for carrying out their plans."

LXXXVIII. Ver. 3. jivpov vapSov TZLCTLKfjq,

Nothing need be added to Meyer's statement of the sense of nicTLKTJg except

the renderings of the E. V. The text retains :
" spikenard," which is unintelli-

gible. The Eng. Kev. give the margin : Greek pistic nurd, pistic being perhaps

a local name. Others take it to mean genuine; others, liquid. The Amer.

Rev. have a decided preference for the view of Meyer ; reading in the text

" pure nard," \Vith the margin :
" Or, liquid nard." So in John xii. 3. Weiss

ed. Mey. agrees with our author, though he alters the arrangement of his notes.

1 See Polyb. i. 80. 1, xxiii. 1. 8; Stephani [E. T. 145].

7%e«., ed. Hase, III. p. 1536; Schweighauser, 'See the examples for this undoubted
Lex. Polyb. p. 244 f. use of eTn^dWeiv with and without toi/ vovv

^ Then Wetstein, Kypke, Glockler, de or tijc S'ai'oiav, in Wetstein, p. 638f.; Kypke,
TVette, Bornemann (in the Stud. u. Krit. I. p. 196 f.

1843, p. 139), Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 127
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LXXXIX. Vv. 12-16.

There is no evidence of preconcert here, and the distinct prediction that the

disciples would be met by the man points to supernatural knowledge. Meyer

finds in this a later form of the tradition, but a Messiah, to whom he concedes

pre-existence, might be allowed at least thus much of fore-knowledge. Weiss

ed. Mey. is not more satisfactory. He denies the marvellous character (and

hence a later tradition), but finds only the carrying out of an arrangement made

with the householder by Jesus, to prevent the other disciples from knowing in

advance where the place was.

XC. Ver. 12. ore rb ndc^xa sQvov.

In the volumes on Matthew and John will be found a fuller discussion of the

vexed question whether the last Passover was eaten at the regular time {14th

Nisan), as the Synoptists positively state, or on the day previous, as John seems

to imply. The controversy has been in j^rogress since the second century. A
good j-eswrne will be found in SchafE, " Hi.story of the Christian Church," I. pp.

133-135, new ed. He agrees with Eobinson ("Harmony") in accepting the

former view. It may be si;ggested that the later date of John's gospel involves a

knowledge on his part of the view current in the church, which, on any theory

of the origin of the Synoptic gospels, must have been in accordance with their

direct statements. Hence, if he meant to correct this mistake, he could and

would have plainly intimated the time in as definite a manner as the Synoptists

have done. But this he has not done. His statements are supplementary (i.e.,

to what was already well known, whether designedly supplementary to the

Synoptic Gospels or not), and should be explained accordingly.

XCI. Ver. 41. KaOevSere "Xolwov k.t.Ti.

Weiss ed. Mey. properly rejects the view of Meyer that this was spoken in

" painful ironj'," regarding it as sorrowful earnestness. They can now sleep
;

He does not need their watchfulness any longer— the hour of betrayal is come.

This, of course, takes aiTExei as referring to the necessity for their fellowship and

the watchfulness Jesus had asked of them. Even could they watch it cannot

now avail. (Comp. Int. Eevis. Comm. Mark, p. 201.)

XCII. Ver. 51. koI veavianoQ Tig.

The above is the reading of Treg., W. and Hort, E. V. (so Weiss), following

« B C L ; Meyer and Tisch. retain koI ek rig veaviaKog, as in Rec. Weiss ed.

Mey. thinks it quite certain that the young man was Mark, since it would have

a special interest for him, and also that it is at least probable that he was a son

of the master of the house where the Passover took place. Godet deems this

" not impossible."

XCIII. Vv. 53, 54. Jesus on Trial before the Jeicish Eiders.

If we accept the statements of the four Evangelists as accurate, it is safest to

admit that there were three hearings before the Jewish rulers. (1) Before

Annas, narrated by John (xviii. 13, 15), who omits the others, as well known.
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(2) Before Caiaphas, at night, mentioned in this chapter and by Matthew (xxvi.

57-68). (3) A final and formal examination in the morning, named by Mark
(xv. 1) and Matthew (xxvii. 1), but narrated in detail by Luke (xxii. 66-71). The
denials of Peter occurred during the time from the first to the close of the

second, John giving the more exact note of time, since he was present. But
Matthew and Mark are quite accurate in placing in an account the various

denials. This they give after the narrative of the night trial before the rulers.

Luke, however, with the same accuracy, places the denials of Peter before the

examination in the morning, of which he gives the details. See Godet, Luke,

pp. 478-482, Am. ed.
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CHAPTER XV.

Veb. 1. ettI to irput] B C D L K 46, Or. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]

have merely Trput. But why should e-l to have been added ? The omission is

easily explained from the fact that the transcribers had the simple conception

?«a?ie (Vulg. ; comp. Matt, xxvii. 1). — Instead of Troii/a. Tisch. has etui una., fol-

lowing only C L X, without min. vss. and Fathers. [Treg., W. and Hort text,

R. v., retain not^aavTtx.] But it is worthy of consideration, as 7Toi?,a. might

easily come from iii. 6.— [Ver. 2. Tisch., recent editors, E. V. with K B C P,
Copt., Arm., read avru Myei instead of elnev avTu. — Ver. 3. The clause : avTog

Jf ov6€v uTVEKp., is an addition from the parallel passages, not found in any im-

portant uncial.]— Ver. 4. KaTa/iapr.] B C D H, Copt. Aeth. It. Vulg. have mTrjyo-

povaiv. So Lachm. and Tisch. ; the i?ecepto is from Matt, xxvii. 13.— [Ver. 6.

Tisch., "W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with X* A B,* read bv KapyTovvTo, M'hich

was easily changed into ovrrepyTovvTo. In A the trjinsition is indicated by the

reading ov nepriTov 1)70.1 — Ver. 7. avaTaaiaaTui'l Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. [Treg.,

W. and Hort, R. V.] have oTaatacTuv, following B C D K N, min. Sahid. But

how easily the syllable 2T droi:)ped away before 2T, even although no scruple

might be felt at the unusual avoTaa. ! 2Y has scarcely been added to make it

undoubted that Barabbas was himself an insurgent with the others (Fritzsche),

which assuredly apart from this every transcriber found in the words. — Ver. 8.

uvapoTjoac:'] Lachm. Tisch. have avaSa^, following B D X* Copt. Sahid. Goth.

Vulg. It. Approved also by Schulz and Rinck. The dvaiiag was not under-

stood, and, in accordance with what follows (vv. 13, 14), it was awkwardly

changed into the ava/Jo/ytraf, which was as yet in this place premature.— [Tisch.,

W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with X B A, Copt., omit ueL —Ver. 12. W. and

Hort, Weiss, R. V., with X B C A, Copt., omit OtleTe.'^ — bv /If j-frf] Lachm. has

deleted this, on too slight evidence. If it had been added, it would have taken

the form tov 2.ey6/j.£vov trom Matt, xxvii. 22. But t6v is to be adopted before

(3aoi?.. (with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), according to A B C A X, min., to which

also D may be added as reading rtj PamX. Out of the swerving from ov to t6v

is explained the omission of bv ?.eyETE, which happened the more easily after

ver. 9. — Ver. 14. The reading nepiaaug (Lachm.), instead of the liecepta nspia-

coTEpuq, is so decisively attested that it may not be derived from Matt, xxvii.

23. Somewhat more weakly, but still so considerably, is tKpa(ov (Lachm.) in

the sequel attested (A D G K M, min.; A: lKf)a^af), that this also is to be

adopted, and CKpal^av is to bo regarded as a repetition from ver. 13. [But

Tisch., recent editor.s, R. V.," accept cKpa^av, following B C X, etc.] — Ver. 17.

kvc^vovaiv] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have ip6i6vaKovc7iv, which Griesb. also

recommended, and Schulz approved, following B C D F A X, min. Rightly ;

the familiar verb supplanted the unusual one. — Ver. 18. The 7?eoep/a (iuaiAEv

is to be maintained ; u f3aai?.Ev(: (Griesb. Scholz) is from Matthew and John. The
evidence is divided.— Ver. 20. (TTuvpuauaiv'] Lachm. and Tisch. have aravp^aovaiv,

following A C D L P A, min. (B has not got im CTuvp. avr at aU). With this
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preponderant attestation, and as the subjunctive so easily intruded itself, the

future is to be adopted. [W. and Hort, Weiss, accept the subjunctive, which is

attested by X and B. (Meyer incorrectly says the latter codex omits the clause.)

Tisch. omits avrov. There are a number of minor variations in this verse.
"\

— Ver. 22. Before ToAy. Fritzsche and Tisch. have tov, following B C** FLA
K, min. Rightly ; the article, siiperfluons in itself, was left out in accordance

with Matthew. — Ver. 23. nulv] is with Tisch., following B C* L A X, Copt.

Arm., to be struck out as being an addition from Matt, xxvii. 34. — Ver. 24.

Instead of Sia/uepil^ovTai. Elz. has Sie/xspi^ov, in opposition to all the uncials.

[Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with B L, Copt., read aravpovaiv uvtov kol ; the par-

ticipial form is from Matthew.] — Ver. 28. The whole of this verse is wanting

in A B C D X S<, min. Cant. Sahid. Condemned by Griesb., Schulz, and

Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch. It is an ancient, but in the case of Mark a foreign,

interpolation from a recollection of Luke xxii. 37 (comp. John xix. 24). — Ver.

29. £n rptalv j/fi. oIkoS.} Lachm. and Tisch. have oh. rp. r)/i. As well the omis-

sion of iv as the putting of ok. first, is sufficiently well attested to make the

Recepta appear as an alteration in accordance with Matt, xxvii. 40. — Ver. 30.

Kul /card/3a] Lachm. Tisch. have KaratScir, following B D L A N, Copt. Vulg. codd.

It. The Recepta is a resolution of the participle ; comp. P, min.: kgI KaTafSijBi

(in accordance with Matthew). — Ver. 33. aal yevo/n. (Lachm. and Tisch.) is to be

adopted instead of jEvofj.. 6e on preponderating evidence ; but in ver. 34 the

Recepta tjj upa t?) hdry is, following A C E G, etc., to be maintained. — Lachm.

Tisch. [recent editors] read ry hurri upa, which suggested itself in accordance

with Matt, xxvii. 46. — Ver. 34. The words slut k.t.1. are very variously writ-

ten in codd. and vss. The Recepta lup-iid is in any case rejected by the evi-

dence ; between the forms Itjid (Lachm.), Z«/zd (Tisch.), and TiEjid (Fritzsche), in

the equal division of the evidence, there is no coming to a decision. [Tisch.

VIII. has lefid ; recent editors (B D), 7.aad.'\ —Ver. 36. re] has important but

not preponderating evidence against it ; it is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [re-

cent editors, R. V.]. But if it had been added, kol irspiB. wotdd have been writ-

ten (Matt, xxvii. 48), which, however, is only found in a few cursives. On the

other hand, previously instead of elc, ng is to be read with Tisch., and the fol-

lowing Kal to be deleted with Lachm. [W. and Hort, V7eiss, E. V.]. The Re-

cepta is moulded after Matthew. — Ver. 39. Kpd^ag] is wanting only in B L K,

Copt. Ar. (deleted by Tisch.), and easily became objectionable. [Bracketed by

Treg., omitted by W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V. text.] — The arrangement ovtoc 6

uv6puK. in Lachm. and Tisch. is attested by B D L A N, min. The Recepta is

from Luke xxiii. 47. [Ver. 40. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., with X B L,

omit 7/v (from Matthew), and Tisch., recent editors, with K= B D L A, 33, Copt.,

read 'luar/roc ; so ver. 47 ; comp. on chap. vi. 3, and exegetical note on ver. 47.]

— Ver. 41. ai Kal] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely a'i. So also Einck. [W. and

Hort, E. v., omit Kai. Treg. brackets kuI in text, and al in margin.] But the

collocation of the two almost similar syllables was the occasion of the dropping

away partly of at (A C L A, min. vss.), partly of aui (B X, min. vss.). —Ver. 42.

The reading npbg cd(i(iaTov in Lachm. (instead of TTpoadjijiaTov) is nothing but a

clerical error. — Ver. 43. t]Wev'] Decisive evidence gives iWuv. So Matthaei,

Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., approved also by Griesb. hWuv . . . rolp.. elcrilBe

was resolved into fj7.fiev . . . Kat r. k. This Kai before roTifi. occurs still in min.

Syr. utr. Vulg. Euthym. — Ver. 44. ndXat.'] Lachm. has n^v, in accordance with
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B D, Syr. hier. Arm. Copt. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. [So Treg. text, W. and

Hort text, K. V. marg.] A repetition of the previous fj^ri. — Ver. 45. cufiu] B D
L t< : nrufiu. So Lachm. and Tisch. Kightly ; cijfiu appeared more worthy.

— Ver. 46. Kai before KaOe?.. is wanting in B D L K, Copt. Lachm. Tisch. A
connective addition. — KaTtOTjuev] B C** D L X, min. have eOrjKev. SoFritzsche,

Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, E,. V.] But how easily the syllable k«t dropped

out after Kal, especially since Matthew and Luke also only have the simple

form ! — Ver. 47. -iOerail In accordance with decisive evidence read, with

Lachm. and Tisch., Tefjeirai.

Ver. 1. See on Matt, xxvii. 1, 2. Comp. Luke xxiii. 1. [See Note XCIV.,

p. 195.] — enl TO Tipui] on the morning (xiii. 35), i.e., during the early morning,

so that knl expresses the duration stretching itself out.' Comp. Acts. iii. 1,

iv. 5. As to avfi[3. kol., comp. on iii. 6. They made a consultation. Ac-

cording to the more significant reading hoinda. (see the critical remarks),

they arranged such an one, they set it on foot. On what subject ? the sequel

informs us, namely, on the delivering over to the Procurator. — koi b?Mv to

cvveSp. ] and indeed the whole Sanhedrim. Mark has already observed, xiv.

53 {izavTEq), that the assembly was a full one, and with manifest design

brings it into prominence once more. " Synedrium septuaginta unius se-

niorum non uecesse est, ut sedeant omnes . . . cum vcro necesse est, ut

congregentur omnes, mngregentur omnes, " '

' The Sanhedrim of seventy-one

elders does not require that all sit . . . when indeed it is required that all

assemble, all are assembled,'''' Maimonides, Sanhedr. 3 in Lightfoot, p. 639.

Vv. 2-5. See on Matt, xxvii. 11-14. Comp. Luke xxiii. 2 f. Matthew

has here inserted from the evangelic tradition elsewhere the tragical end of

Judas, just as Luke has the discussion with Herod ; Mark abides simply

and plainly by the main matter in hand ; nor has he in the sequel the dream

of Pilate's wife, or the latter's washing of his hands. Doubts, however, as

to the historical character of these facts are not to be deduced from this

silence ; only the tradition had narrower and wider spheres of its historical

material. — Ver. 4. ndlLv] See ver. 2. — Ver. 5. ovueTi] At ver. 2 he had

still answered.

Vv. 6-14. See on Matt, xxvii. 15-23. Comp. Luke xxiii. 18-23. — Ver.

6. anklvEv] " Imperfectum ubi solerenotoi, non nisi de re ad certum tempus

restricta dicitur," "Where the imperfect denotes 'to be wont,' it is not

used except concerning a matter restricted to a certain time," Hermann, ad

Viger. p. 746. — ovn-ep] quern quidem (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 724), the very one

whom they, etc. [But see critical note.] — Ver. 7. imeto. tuv avoTaaiaaT.] with

his fellow-insurgents. avG-aaiaarr/^ occurs again only in Josephus, Antt. xiv.

2. 1. [Rejected here by recent editors, see critical notes.] In the classical

writers it havoTaaiijTr/g.'^ — a> tt/ oTaaei] in the insurrection i7i question, just

indicated by cvaTaaiaaT. It is hardly assumed by Mark as well known ; to us

it is entirely unknown. 3 But Bengcl well remarks: "crimen Pilato sus-

pectissimum," "a crime most suspected by Pilate." — Ver. 8. What Mat-

* Bernhardy, p. 252. aqueduct (comp. on Luke xiil. 1), as Ewald
» Herod, v. 70. 124 ; Strabo, xiv. p. 708. supposes.

* If it was not the rising on account of the
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thew rei^resents as brought about by Pilate, Mark makes to appear as if

it were suggested by the people themselves. An unessential variation. —
avafidg] having gone uf before the palace of Pilate (see the critical remarks). —
aIreZffi9a<, /cai^wf] so to demand, as, to institute a demand accordingly, as, i.e.,

according to the real meaning : to demand that, which.^— Ver. 9. rbv ftaailia

T. 'lovd.] not inappropriate (Kostlin), but said in bitterness against the

chief priests, etc., as John xviii. 39. — Ver. 10. h/lvuaKe] he perceived ;

Matthew has ySet, but Mark represents the matter as it originated. — Ver. 11.

Iva /ia?/{nv] aim of the avicjeicav,^ in order that 7ie (Pilate) rather, etc., in order

that this result might be brought about. — Ver. 13. naXiv] supposes a re-

sponsive cry already given after ver. 11 on the instigation of the chief

priests. An inexact simplicity of narration.

Vv. 15-20. See on Matt, xxvii. 2G-31. Comp. Luke xxiii. 24, 25. — rb

LKavov noifiaai] satisfacere, to do what was enough, to content them.^ — Ver.

16. Matthew has : eJf to npanupiov ; the vividly descriptive Mark has : ecu

T^Q avlijg, kuTL TTpaiTupiov, into theinterior of the court, which is the 2iraetorium,

for they did not bring Him into the hoiise and call the cohorts together

thither, but into the inner court surrounded by the buildings {the court-yard)

which formed the area of the praetorium, so that, when people went from

without into this court through the portal {nvluv, comp. on Matt. xxvi. 71)

they found tliemselves in the praetorium. Accordingly avTiij is not in this

place to be translated palace (see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but court, as always in

the N. T. Comj). xiv. 54, 66. — On the o attracted by the predicative sub-

stantive, comp. Winer, p. 150 [E. T. 166]. — Ver. 17. iTop<pvpav] a purple

robe. Matthew specifies the robe mere definitely (;<;;i«//{'(k), and the color

differently (kokkivtjv), following another tradition. [See NoteXCV., p. 195.]

— Ver. 18. 7/p^avTo] after that investiture ; a new act.

Ver. 20. See on Matt, xxvii. 32. Comp. Luke xxiii. 26. — 'iva aravpu-

aovoLv.] See the critical remarks. On the.future after Iva, see Winer, p. 257 f.

[E. T. 287 f.]. — Ver. 21. Only Mark designates Simon by his sons.

Whether Alexander be identical with the person named at Acts xix. 33, or

with the one at 1 Tim. i. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 17, or with neither of these two, is

just as much a matter of uncertainty, as is th-e possible identity of Rvfus

with the person mentioned at Rom. xvi. 13. Mark takes for granted that

both of them were known, hence they doubtless were Christians of mark
;

comp. X. 46. But how frequent were these names, and how many of the

Christians that were at that time well known we know nothing of ! As to

ayyap., see on Matt. v. 41. The notice epxbfievov an' aypov, which Luke also,

following Mark, gives (but not Matthew), is one of the traces which are

left in the Synoptical narratives that the day of the crucifixion was not the

first day of the feast (see on John xviii. 28).^ It is not, indeed, specified

how far Simon had come from the country (comp. xvi. 12) to the city, but

'See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 427; Schaef. and so forth, in Wetsteln and Kypke.
O. C. 1124. Comp. Kafx^aveiv to iKavov, Acts xvii. 9.

' Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 204 [E. T. * Comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 137 ; Ebrard,

236]. p. 513.

* See examples from Diog. Laert., Appian,
/
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there is no limitation added having reference to the circumstances of the

festal Sabbath, so that the quite open and general nature of the remark, in

connection with the other tokens of a work-day (vv. 42, 46 ; Luke xxiii.

56 ; Matt, xxvii. 59 f.), certainly suggests to us such a work-day. The

ayyapevov-eg being the Roman soldiers, there is the less room on the basis of

the text for thinking, with Lange, of a popular jest, which had just laid hold

of a Sahiath-h'eaker who happened to come up. [See Note XCVT., p. 195.]

Vv. 22-27. See on Matt, xxvii. 33-38. Comp. Luke xxiii. 33 f., who

here narrates summarily, but yet not without bringing in a deeply vivid and

original trait (ver. 34), and has previously the episode of the daughters of

Jerusalem. — tov Tolyoda rSnov] To/iy. corresponds to the subsequent Kpaviov,

and is therefore to be regard^ed as a genitive. According to Mark, the place

was called the " Plnc^i of Golgotha,'''' which name (6) interpreted is equiva-

lent to ''Place of a shilV— Ver. 23. kdiSow] they offered. This is implied in

the imperfect. See Bernhardy, p. 373. — eafivpviafi.] See, on this custom of

giving to criminals wine mingled with myrrh or similar bitter and strong

ingredients for the purjDOse of blunting their sense of feeling, Wetstein in

he; Dougtaeus, A7ial. II. p. 42. — Ver. 24. kw' avrd] according to Ps. xxii.

19 : ^q)on them (the clothes were lying there), as Acts i. 26. Whether the

casting of the lot was done by dice, or by the shaking of the lot-tokens in a

vessel (helmet), so that the first that fell out decided for the person indi-

cated by it (see Duncan, Lex., ed. Rost, p. 635), is a question that must be

left open. — rig ri apri] i.e., who should receive anything, and what he was to

receive. See, on this blending of two int(?rrogative clauses, Bernhardy,

p. 444; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 824; Winer, p. 553 [E. T. 628]. —Ver. 25.

This specification of time (comj). ver. 33), which is not, with Baur and Hil-

genfeld, to be derived from the mere consideration of symmetry (of the

third hour to that of ver. 33), is in keeping with Matt, xxvii. 45 ; Luke

xxiii. 44. As to the difference, however, from John xix. 14, according to

which, at about the sixth hour, Jesus still stood before Pilate, and as to the

attempts at reconciliation made in respect thereof, see on John. [See Note

XCVIL, P- 195.]— Koi icT. air.] ear. is not to be translated as a pluperfect

(Fritzsche), but : and it was the third hour, and they crucified Jl'im, i.e.,

when they crucified Him ;
' as also in classical writers after the specification

of the time the fact is often linked on by the simple Kai.'''

• Euthyiniiis Zipabenus here {jives a livery made to Pilate.'" With more shrewd-

warninK illustration of forced harmonizing: ness Grotius suggests: "jam audita erat

rfv 5e, 4>ri<TCv, iapa rpirri, ore StjAovoti )jp- tuba horae tertiae, quod did soltbat donee

faro na.(Txei.v iijrb ruiv an par imt uiv caneret tuba liorae sexlae" " .\lready the

ToO niAoTov. EiTa TO ffjjs a.vayim<n(ov trumpet of the third hour had been heard,

Ka.6' iavro- KaX i<navpia<Ta.v aiiTov, ev (ktid as it was customary to Ray until the

Sr)\aSri tapa, "It was, lie says, tlie tliird trumpet of the sixth liour sounded." la

liour, namely, zvfien lie began to utifftrfrom tlie main even at this day Koman Catholics

the soldiers of Pilate. Then what follows is (see Friedlieb and Bispinp) similarly still

to be read by itself : and they crucified make out of the third hour the second

Him, of course at the sixth hour." So also quarter of the day (0 to 12 o'clock).

Luther in his gloss, and Fr. Schmid ; comp. " See Thuc. i. 50, iii. 108 ; Xen. Anab. 11. 1.

Calovlus: " hora tertia inde a traditione 7, vii. 4. 12. Comp. on Luke xix. 43. Stall-

JHlato/ada,'" "the third hour/;-owi the de- baum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 220 C.
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Vv. 29-41. See on Matt, xxvii. 39-56. Comp. Luke xxiii. 35-49. — ova]

the Latin vah ! an exclamation of (here ironical) amazement. Dio Cass.

Ixiii. 20 ; Arrian, Epict. iii. 23. 24 ; Wetstein in loc. — 6 naralvuv /c.r.X.]

gives us a glimijse of the original affirmation of the witnesses, as it is pre-

served in Matt. xxvi. 61 (not in Mark xiv. 58). — Ver. 31. npoq allrjl., inter

se inmcem, belongs to efnraiC. — Ver. 32. Let tJie Messiah the King of Israel

come down now, etc., — a bitter mockery ! The 6 XpLordq applies to the

confession before the supreme council, xiv. 61 f., and 6 fiaatl. r. 'lap. to that

before Pilate, ver. 2. Moreover, we may attach either the two forms of

address (Lachmann, Tischendorf), or the first of them (Ewald), to what
precedes. But the customary mode of apprehending it as a dovhle address

at the head of what follows is more in keeping with the malicious triumph.

— TT/ffi-evo-.] namely, that he is the Messiah, the King of Israel. koX oi awe-

GTavp.] agrees with Matthew, but not with Luke. See on Matt, xxvii. 44. It

is to be assumed that Mark had no knowledge of the narrative of Luke
xxiii. 39 11., and that the scene related by Luke belongs to a later tradition,

in which had been preserved more special traits of the great event of the

crucifixion, but with which the historical character of the exceedingly

characteristic scene is not lost. See on Luke, I.e. — Ver. 34.' eXut] the Sy-

riac form for '7^ (Matthew), which latter appears to have been what Jesus

uttered, as is to be inferred from the scoS : 'HAmv (puvel. — Ver. 36. Tiiyuv]

a difference from Matt, xxvii. 49, whose account is more original (in oppo-

sition to Holtzmann), because to remove the aspect of friendliness miist ap-

pear more in keeping with the later development. In consequence of this

difference, moreover, dijiere is to be understood quite otherwise than a(peg in

Matthew, namely, allow it, what I am doing, let me have my loay,—which

has reference to the scoffing conception, as though the proffered draught

would perserve the life till Elijah should come. The view that in ver. 35 f.

friends of Jesus are meant who misunderstood His cry of k?iui, and one of

whom had wished still to cheer Him as regards the possible coming of

Elijah (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 490), is in itself improbable even on account

of the well-known cry of the Psalm, as indeed the ck^ete, ISufiev k.t.X., comp.

ver. 30, sounds only like malicious mockery. — Ver. 37. k^EjrvEvae] He
breathed out, i.e., He died. It is often used in this meaning absolutely in

the Greek writers (Soph. Aj. 1025 ; Plut. Arist. 20).— Ver. 39. Accord-

ing to Mark, the centurion concluded from the fact of Jesus dying

after having cried out in such a manner, i.e., with so loud a voice (ver. 37),

that He was a hero. The extraordinary power (ovtu SECTcoTiKug k^E-rrvEvaEf

' ' so masterfully gave up the ghost, " Theophylact, comp. Victor Antiochenus

:

IJ.ET' E^ovclaq aTVE-&avE, " died with power"), which the Crucified One mani-

fested in His very departing, made on the Gentile this impression—-in

which his judgment was naturally guided by the circumstance that he

had heard (Matt, xxvii. 40) of the charge brought against Jesus, that He

1 Mark has only this one of the sayings of specially to John. Schleiermacher, L. J.

Jesus on the cross, and Schenkel regards p. 451, takes offence at this very saying, and

only this one as absolutely undoubted,— only finds it conceivable as a reference to

in which opinion he does great injustice the whole twenty-second PscUm.
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claimed to be Son of God. According to others (as Michaelis, Kuinoel,

de Wette), the unexpectedly speedy dying of Jesus, who had just before

emitted a vigorous cry, made that impression upon the Gentile, who saw

in it afavoi' of the gods. But in order to express this, there would have

been necessary under the circumstances before k^t-Kv. an accompanying

definition, such as ij6T] or ev-deug. Baur, Marhisev. p. 108 f., illustrates the

remark even from the crying out of the demons as they went forth (i. 26,

V. 7, ix. 26) ; holding that Mark correspondingly conceived of the forcible

separation of the higher spirit, through which Jesus had been the Son of

God,—therefore after a Gnostic manner. Comp. also Hilgenfeld and Kost-

lin. Wrongly; because opposed to the doctrine of the entire N. T. regard-

ing Christ the lorn Son of God, as indeed the heathen centurion, according

to the measure of his conception of sons of God, could not conceive of Him
otherwise. "We may add that the circumstantial and plain statement of

motive, as given by Matthew and Luke for the centurion's judgment, betrays

the later manipulators (Zeller in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1865, p. 385 ff., gives

a contrary opinion), to whom Mark in this place seemed obscure or unsatis-

factory. [See Note XCVIII., p. 195.]

—

tjv] in His life.—Ver. 40. fjoav'] aderant,

"were present;" comp. viii. 1.

—

kol Ma/j.] among others aZsi? Mary.

—

tov

/iiKpov] cannot according to the meaning of the word be without arbitrariness

explained as : the younger, although the James designated is the so-called

Younger, but as : the little (of stature, comp. Luke xix. 3).' An appeal is

wrongly made to Judg. vi. 15, where in fact fiiKp6g is not the youngest, but

the least, that is, the weakest in warlike aptitude. — Mark does not

name Salome, but he indicates her. According to John xix. 25, she was the

sister of the mother of Jesus. Comp. also Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 171. Thus

there are three women here recorded by Mark. So also Matt, xxvii. 56. To

distinguish the Mary of James from the mother of Joses, so that four

should be adduced (Ewald, I.e. p. 324), there appears to be no sufficient

ground (comp. the Remark after ver. 47) ; on the contrary, Mark and Mat-

thew would have here expressed themselves in a way very liable to be mis-

understood ; comp. on Matthew. — Ver. 41. al Kal /c.r.A.] as they were now

in the company around Jesus, so also they were, while He was in Galilee,

in His train, al applies, we may add, to the three who were named. Beside

these there were among the women present yet many others, who had gone

up with Him to Jerusalem. [But see critical notes.]

Vv. 42-47. See on Matt, xxvii. 57-61. Comp. Luke xxiii. 50-56. — enei

as far as iTpoad,3(i. gives the reason why Joseph, when the even had come,

etc. With the commencement of the Sabbath (on Friday after sunset) the

business of the taking away, etc., would not have been allowable." Hence

the words are not to be put in parenthesis. Mark has not en^i elsewhere,

and it is noteworthy that John also, xix. 31, has it here i)recisely at the

1 Horn. //. V. 801 : Tuieu's toi tnKpoi ^Lel triv narrative otherwise of the Synoptics,—also

Sejuas, Xen. Cyr. viii. 4. 20. a remnant of the original (Johannine) con-

' Here, therefore, is no trace that that ception of the day of the death of Jesus.

Friday itftdf was already a festal day, Comp. on ver. 21. Bleek, Beitr. p. 115 fif.

although it was really so according to the
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mention of the irapaaKEv?;, and in his Gospel the word only occurs elsewhere

in xiii. 29. Certainly this is no accidental agreement
;
perhaps it arose through

a common primitive evangelic document, which John, however, worked up
differently. [See Note XCIX., p. 195.] — 6 hri. npoGapji. ] which—namely, the

expressien napaaKEvi]— is as much as Sabbath-eve, the day before the Sabbath.

On TTpoadlifi., comp. Judith viii. 6. — Ver. 43. The breaking of the legs, John

xix. 31 ff., preceded this request for the dead body, and it is to be supposed

that Joseph at the same time communicated to Pilate how in the case of Jesus,

because He was already dead, the breaking of the legs was not apjilied. —
6 a-b 'Api/ia-&.] The article designates the well-lcnown man. See Kiihner, ad

Xen. Anab. iii. 1. 5, iv. 6. 20. — evaxvt^^^v (iovlevr.'] is usually explained : a coun-

sellor of ranli} But, as the characteristic of rank is already involved va.^ovX-

evTT/g, there is the less reason to depart from the old classical meaning of the

word. Hence ; a seemly, stately counsellor, so that the nobleness (the aefi-

voTTjo) of his external ajipearance and deportment is brought into prominence.

— That by jiovltvTijq is meant a member of the Sajihedrim,^ may be rightly con-

cluded from Luke xxiii. 51. This is in opposition to Erasmus, Casaubon,

Hammond, Michaelis, and many others, who conceive of him as a member

of a council at Arimathea. — kuI avrdc] on his part also, like other adherents

of Jesus. Comp. John xix. 38. — npoa^exS/i.] comp. Luke ii. 25, 38 ; Acts

xxiii. 21, xxiv. 15. — rf/v (iaatl. tov Qeov] the Mngdom of the Messiah,

whose near manifestation—that subject-matter of fervent expectation for

the devout ones of Israel—Jesus had announced. The idea of the kingdom

is not Petrine (Lange), but one belonging to primitive Christianity gener-

ally. — Tolii7jaaf\ having enboldened himself, absolutely ; see Maetzner, ad An-

tiph. p. 173. Comp. Rom. x. 20. — Ver. 44. el ijdi] TEdvTjKe] he wondered if

He loere already dead {perfect ; on the other hand, afterwards the historic

axyrist: had died). It is plain that Pilate had had expierience, how slowly

those who were crucified were accustomed to die. eI after davfid^cj denotes

that the matter is not as yet assumed to be beyond a doubt.^— 7Td2.ai ] the

opposite of apT/. WJiether Re had died (not just only now, but) already ear-

lier. [See critical note.] He wished, namely, to be sure that he was giv-

ing away the body as actually dead. See on 'irdXai, dudum, "formerly," as

a relative antithesis to the present time, Wolf, ad Plat. Symp. p. 20 ;
Stall-

baum, ad Apol. Socr. p. 18 B. — Ver. 45. tSupyaaTo] he bestowed as a gift,

without therefore requiring money for it. Instances of the opposite (as Cic.

Verr. v. 46 ; Justin, ix. 4. 6) may be seen in Wetstein. — Ver. 46. KadaipElv]

the proper word for the taking away from the cross, Latin : detrahere, refi-

gere.*— IeIut. ek ivETpac] hewn out of a rod. Comp. Matt, xxvii. 60. The

> See on the late .use of 6uo-x»i^i., in con- in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1865, p. 438 ff.) can

trast with the j^lebeians, Wetstein in loc; only be made, if the fourth Gospel be re-

Phryn. p. 33.3 and Lobeck thereupon ; Acts garded as non-apostolic, and even then not

xiii. 50, xvii. 12. without great arbitrariness.

' The participation of Mcodemus in the ^ gee Boissonade, ad Philostr. Her. p. 424 ;

action (John xix. .39) forms one of the Kvihner, II. p. 480 f . ; Frotscher, Hier. i. 6

;

special facts which John alone offers us Dissen, ad Bern, de cor. p. 195.

from his recollection. But the attempt to •• Comp. ver. 86. See Raphel, Polyb.

identify Joseph with Nicodemus (Krenkel p. 157 ; Kypke and Loesner in loc.

13
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same fact is expressed in Mark according to the conception from wlience ;

and in Matthew, according to the concei^tion icherem. Of the fact that the

grave belonged to Joseph, Mark gives no hint, neither do Luke and John
;

see on Matt, xxvii. 60. — nov Tedeirai] The perfect (see the critical remarks)

indicates that the women, after the burial had taken place, went thither

and beheld where He lim l>een laid, where He Ues. The present would indi-

cate that they looked on at the burial.

Kemaek.—In ver. 47, instead of ^lucfj Lachmann and Tischendorf have

adopted ^ 'luafJToq, following B A (Lhas merely 'luafjTog) j<**, as they also at

ver. 40 have 'Iwc^rof, following B D L A X** (in which case, however, B pre-

fixes Tj). [See critical note.] This is simply a Greek form of the Hebrew name
(comp. the critical remarks on vi. 3), and probably, on the strength of this con-

siderable attestation, original, as also is the article ?/, which is found in A B C
G A K**. [Tisch., recent editors, K. V., accept ^.] Another reading is tj 'Iua^(p,

which occurs in A, 258, Vulg. Gat. Prag. Rd., and is preferred by Wieseler,

chronol. Synapse, p. 427 f., who here understands the daughter or wife of the

counsellor Joseph of Arimathea, and so quite a different Mary from the Mary of

James. But (1) this reading has the very great prejjonderance of evidence op-

posed to it
; (2) it is easily explained whence it originated, namely, out of the

correct reading of Matt. xiii. 55 (Twcr^^, see hiloc), from which place the name
of Joseph found its way into many of the witnesses (including Vulg. and codd.

It.), not only at Mark vi. 3, but also at xv. 40 (Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug.) and xv. 47;

while the underlying motive for conforming the name of Joses to that of Joseph

the brother of Jesus, Matt. xiii. 55, might be found as well in the assumption

of the identity of the brethren of Jesus with the sons of Alphaeus, as in the

error, which likewise was already ancient (see Theophylact), that the mother of

Jesus is meant and is designated as the stepmother of James and Joses. (3) A
Mary of Joseph is never named among the women of the Gospel history. But

(4) if Joseph had been the counsellor just previously mentioned, Mark would have

written not merely M. ?/ '\u)arj(p, but M. i] rov 'Icjarjcj)., and would, moreover, as-

suming only some acciiracy on his part, have indicated the relation of kinship,

which he has not omitted even at ver. 40, where, withal, the relation of Mary
to James and Joses was well enough known. Finally, (5) the association of

Mary of Magdala in the passage before us of itself entitles us to suppose that

Mary would also have been one of the women who followed Jesus from Galilee

(ver. 41), as indeed at xvi. 1 these two friends are again named. On the whole

we must abide by the Maria Josis at the i>assage before us. Mark, in the pas-

sage where he mentions her for the first time, ver. 40, names her completely ac-

cording to her two sons (comp. Matt, xxvii. 56), and then—because she was

wont to be designated both as Maria Jacobi (comp. Luke xxiv. 10) and as Maria

Josis— a.t ver. 47 in the latter, and at xvi. 1 in the former manner, both of

which differing modes of designation (ver. 47, xvi. 1) either occurred so acci-

dentally and involuntarily, or perhaps were occasioned by different sources of

which Mark made use.
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Notes by American Editob.

XCIV. Ver. 1.

As intimated in Note XCIII., this may be regarded as a formal morning meet-

ing of the Sanhedrim. This would seem to be even more appropriate with the

reading iToi/xdaavre^, accepted by Meyer. Comp. on Luke xxii. 66-71. Weiss

ed. Mey. rejects the reading knl to nput, regarding it an emendation, in the sense

of " toward morning," not " during the early morning" (Meyer).

XCV. Ver. 17. Trop(t>vpav.

"Weiss ed. Mey. inserts an interrogation-point after the words "another tra-

dition." The difference of color between "scarlet" and the ancient " purple"

was not great ; the latter was more red than blue.

XCVI. Ver. 21. ipxofiEvrjv an' aypoii.

This expression by no means necessitates the conclusion that Simon had been
at work in the fields. Any argument drawn from this in regard to the day of

the crucifixion is, to say the least, precarious.

XCVII. Ver. 25. tjv 6e upa Tpirrj.

The difficulty here is, as Meyer indicates, not one affecting the accuracy of

the Synoptists. The solution properly belongs to the commentary on John.

But over against Meyer's remark against "forced harmonizing," it may be said

that the presence of such an obvious verbal difference during so manj^ centuries

offers the best testimony to the honesty of transcribers and the general consci-

entiousness of Christian scholars.

XCVIII. Ver. 39.

The fact that Matthew and Luke include the other events as also in part the

cause of the exclamation of the centurion, does not betray " the later manipu-

lators." By such a method the historical basis of the Gospels can be brought

to a vanishing point,

XCIX. Vv. 42^7. knti K.T.I.

The presence of knsi here and in John xix. 31 forms a slender foundation for

this suggestion of "a common primitive evangelic document." Weiss ed.

Mey. says this "certainly cannot be thought of." Yet he finds here " a re-

maining trace" of the original representation of the day of the crucifixion (on

the 14;th of Nisan). But this implies an alteration, conscious and repeated, in

the other parts of the Synoptic narratives.
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CHAPTER XYI.

Veb. 2. TTj(: /«af] Lachm. has nia rwv, following B 1. From John xx. 1, as is

also Ty /ltd TO)v in L A X, Eus. Tisch. [The latter reading is accepted in K. V.

Treg., Weiss, agree with B, while W. and Hort bracket -y. All accept the da-

tive. — Ver. 4. Tisch., recent editors, R. Y., with X B L, read avaKeKv/.iGTat.l

—Ver. 8. After e^ePJ. Elz. has raxv. in opposition to decisive evidence, from

Matt, xxviii. 8.— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B D, Vulg., Copt., etc.,

read yap after elx^v.'] — Ver. 9. a(p' /Jf] Lachm. has nap' f/c, following C D L 33.

Rightly ; u0' is from Luke viii. 2. — Ver. 14. [R. V. adds t^i after vaTcpov ; W.

and Hort bracket.] After lyrijep/j.. A C* X A, min. Syr. p. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. have

EK vEKpuv, which Lachm. has adopted. A mechanical addition. — Vv. 17, 18. The

omission of Kacval^, as well as the addition of Kal hv ra'ig jepa/v before 6(j>£ic, is

too feebly attested. The latter is an exegetical addition, which, when adopted,

absorbed the preceding Kaivalq. [So recent editors, R. V. text, but marg. omits

Kaivalr.'] — Instead of fSMxprj Elz. has fildypei, in opposition to decisive evi-

dence. — Ver. 19. After KvpioQ read, with Lachm. and Tisch., 'iT^aoOf, which

is found in C* K L A, min., most of the vss. and Ir. [So Treg., R. V., but W.

and Hort bi'acket.] As an addition in the way of gloss, there would be abso-

lutely no motive for it. On the other hand, possibly on occasion of the abbre-

viation K2. 12. it dropped out the more easily, as the expression 6 Kvpioq 'h/aovg

is infrequent in the Gospels.

The entire section from vv. 9-20 is a non-genuine conclusion of the Gospel, not

composed by Mark. The external grounds for this view are : (1) The section is

wanting in B X, Arm. mss. Ar. vat. and in cod. K of the It. (in Tisch.), which

has another short apocryphal conclusion (comp. subsequently the passage in

L), and is designated in 137, 138 with an asterisk. (2) Euseb. ad Marin, qu. 1

(in Mai, Script, vet. nov. coll. I. p. 61 f. "), declares that ffj^-fJoi' £v uiraai rolg avnypd-

(fioic,
" well-nigh in all the co25ies" the Gospel closes with e(po(3ovvro yap. Comp.

qu. 3, p. 72, where he names the manuscripts which contain the section only

Tiva Tuv avTiypdtpuv, " some of the copies." The same authority in Victor Ant.

ed. Matth. II. p. 208, states that Mark has not related any appearance of the

risen Lord that occurred to the disciples. (3) Jerome, ad Iledib. qu. 3 ;

Gregor. Nyss. orat. 2 de resurr. Ghr.; Vict. Ant. ed. Matth. II. p. 120 ; Sever.

Ant. in Montfauc. Bihl. Coisl. p. 74, and the Scholia in several codd. in Seholz

and Tisch., attest that the passage was wanting in very many manuscripts

(Jerome: "omnibus Graeciae librispacne," " in nearly all the books of Greece").

(4) According to Syr. Philox. in the margin, and according to L, several codd.

had an entirely different ending ' of the Gospel. (5) Justin Martyr and Clem.

Al. do not indicate any use made by them of the section (how precarious is the

* Namely : Ti-ai'Ta &e to. TraprjyyeXjueVa Tois rov Kripvyfia Tr)<: aliovCov <7ioTr)pto?. After that

Trepi Toi' Uerpov ctui'tom'u! ef ij-y/eiAaf fifra £e L poos Oil : e<rTi)r Se Ka'i ravra <j>fp6nfva nera

TauTa Kal aiiTO? 6 'Irjo'eOs an'o dcaroA^s Ka'i a^pi. to ((poPoiivTO yap' avaardi Si k.t.A.

Svceuf; t'^aTreVTCiAe 6i' auTu)i' to tepb^' /cat afftOap-
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resemblance of Justin, Apol. I. 45 with ver. 20 !) ; and Eusebius has his Canons

only as far as ver. 8, as, indeed, also in codd. A U and many min. the numbers

really reach only thus far, ' while certainly in C E H K M V they are carried on

to the very end. These external reasons are the less to be rejected, seeing that

it is not a question of a single word or of a single passage of the context, but of

an entire section so essential and important, the omission of which, moreover,

deprives the whole Gospel of completeness ; and seeing that the way in which

the passage gradually passed over into the greater part of the codd. is suffi-

ciently explained from Euseb. ad Marin, qu. 1, p. 62 {('Mog de ng owV otiovv

To'^/xuv adeTslv tcjv onuaovv kv Ty tuv evayye'kiuv ypa^y (pepofievuv, SittXt/v elvai <p7j(n

Tfji> dvayvuacv, ug koI hv irepoig nolXolg, iKorepav te TrapadeKTeav inrapxELV, Ti> fii)

fiaXkov TavTrjv EKeivTjg, ij eKeivrjv ravri^g, Trapa toIq niaTolg kclI evXafieGLV kyKpiveoQat,

" But some other one, not at all daring to reject anything whatever of what was

circulated in the text of the Gospels, says that the reading is doubtful, as in

many other cases also, and that each should be accepted, by not being preferred,

this to that, or that to this, on the part of the faithful and pious"). See

Credner, Einl. I. p. 107. And when Euthymius Zigabenus, II. p. 183, designates

those who condemn the section as rivtg tuv e^T]yriTC>v, "some of the interpreters,"

not, however, himself contradicting them, the less importance is to be attached

to this after the far older testimonies of Eusebius, and others, from which is

apparent not the exegetical, but the critical j)oint of view of the condemnation.

Moreover, this external evidence against the geniiineness finds in the section

itself an internal confirmation, since with ver. 9 there suddenly sots in a process

of excerpt-making in contrast with the previous character of the narration,

while the entire section in general contains none of Mark's peculiarities (no

Evdvg, no Trd/ltv, etc.,^—and what a brevity, devoid of vividness and clearness on

the part of the compiler !) ; in individual expressions it is quite at variance

with the sharply defined manner throughout of Mark (see the notes on the

passages in detail, and Zeller in the iheol. Jahrb. 1843, p. 450) ; it does not,

moreover, presuppose what has been previously related (see especially ver. 9 :

a<l>' fig UfieiS?.. inru Saifi., and the want of any account of the meeting in Galilee

that was promised at ver. 7), and has even apocryphal disfigurements (ver. 18 :

b(S>Eig . . . (31urpTj). — If, in accordance with all this, the section before us is de-

cidedly to be declared spurious, it is at the same time evident that the Gospel

is without any conclusion : for the announcement of ver. 7, and the last words

hipofiovvTo yap themselves, decisively show that Mark did not intend to conclude

his treatise with these words. But whether Mark himself left the Gospel un-

finished, or whether the conclusion has been lost, cannot be ascertained, and

all conjectures on this subject are arbitrary. In the latter case the lost conclud-

ing section may have been similar to the concluding section of Matthew

(namely, xxviii. 9, 10, and 16-20), but must, nevertheless, after ver. 8 have con-

tained some incident, by means of which the angelic announcement of ver. 6 f

.

was still, even in spite of the women's silence in ver. 8, conveyed to the dis-

' Vv. 15-18 occur in the Evanf?. Nicod. 14, Apol. 21. But scarcely with warrant, for

in Thilo, p. 618 ; Tischendorf, p. 243 f. They Tertullian, I.e., where there is contained an

might therefore have ah-eady appeared in excerpt from the Acts of Pilate, is founded

the Acts of Pilate, which composition, as is upon the tradition in the Acts of the Apostles,

well known, is worked up in the Gospel of foreign to the Synoptics, regarding tk«

Nicodemus. 'R\isc\\\,mt\\etheol. Jahrb. \%f>\, forty days.

p. 527, would infer this from Tertullian,
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ciples. Just as little with reference to the apocryphal fragment ' itself, vv.

9-20,—which already in very early times (although not by Mark himself, in op-

position to Michaelis, Hug, Guericke, Ebrard, and others) was incorporated

with the Gospel as a conclusion (even Syr. has it ; and Iren. Haer. iii. 10. 6

quotes ver. 19, and Hippol. vv. 17, 18),—is there anything more definite to be

established than that it was composed independently of our Gospel, in which

case the point remains withal undecided whether the author was a Jewish or a

Gentile Christian (Credner), as indeed at least TrpuTy aafSiSuTuv, ver. 9 (in oppo-

sition to Credner), might be used by one who had been a Jew and had become

conversant with Hellenic life. — Against the genuineness the following have

declared themselves : Michaelis {Auferstehungsgeseh. p. 179 flf. ; Mnl. p. 1059 f.),

Thies, Bolten, Griesbach, Gratz, Bertholdt, Kosenmiiller, Schulthess in

Tzschirner's Anal. III. 3 ; Schulz, Fritzsche, Schott {Isag. p. 94 ff., contrary to

his Opusc. II. p. 129 £f.), Paulus {exeget. Ilandb.), Credner, Wieseler {Commentat.

num. loci Marc. xvi. 9-20 ei Joh. xxi. genuini sint, etc., Gott. 1839), Neudecker,

Tischendorf, Eitschl, Ewald, Keuss, Anger, Zeller, Hitzig (who, however, re-

gards Luke as the author), Schenkel, Weiss, Holtzmann, Keim, and various

others, including lioim.a.mi {Schrifibeic. II. 2, p. 4). /n/auoro/" the genuineness :

Kichard Simon {hist. cril. p. 114 f.). Mill, Wolf, Bengel, Matthaei, Eichhorn,

Storr, Kuinoel, Hug, Feilmoser, Vater, Saunier, Scholz, Rinck {Lucubr. crit.

p. 311 ff.), de Wette, Schwarz, Guericke, Olshausen, Ebrard, Lange, Bleek, Bis-

ping, Schleiermacher also, and various others.^ Lachmann, too, has adopted

the section, as according to his critical principles it was necessary to do, since

it is found in most of the uncials (only B K do not have it), Vulg. It. Syr., etc.

We may add that he did not regard it as genuine (see Stud. u. Krit. 1830,

p. 843).

Note by Amekican Editob.

C. Vv. 9-20. Critical Judgments.

We append to the full statement of Meyer the view of Weiss ed. Meyer, that of

W. and Hort, and of the R. V., with the names of other English and American

authors.

I. Weiss ed. Mey. stands almost alone (see, however, Meyer's reference

to Schenkel, ver. 8, foot-note) in holding that the Gospel originally ended

with ver. 8. He urges in support of this : that " the appearances of the Risen

One do not, according to the earliest conception, belong to the earthly activity

of Jesus, and hence not to the Gospel (comp. Weiss, Bibl. 'Fheol. § 138b) ;"

and finds in the early attempts to add a conclusion an evidence of the extreme

improbability that the original one had been lost. Hence he thinks Meyer

hasty in calling it a "fragment," and treats it throughout his additional notes

as a supplement.

» That it is a fragment, which originally that which was subsequently completed,

stood in connection with matter preceding, According to Hilgenfeld, the section is not

is plain from the fact that in ver. 9 the sub- without a genuine groundwork, but the

jeet, 6 'IrjtroOs, i.s not named. primitive form can no longer be ascer-

2 Kostlin, p. 3V8 ff., ascribes the section to tained ; the evangelist appears "to have

the alleged second manipulator of the Gos- become unfaithful to his chief guide Mat-

pel. Lange conjectures (see his L.J. I. thew, in order to finish well by means of an

p. 166) that an incomi)lete work of Mark older representation."

reached the Christiaa public earlier than
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n. The most elaborate critical statement of recent times in English is that

of W. and Hort, vol. ii. Appendix, pp. 28-51. The evidence is weighed with
candor and patience, thus affording a strong contrast to Dean Burgon, the fiery-

English champion of the genuineness of the passage (see his Last Twelve Verses

. . . Vindicated, and his article in Quarterly Review, Oct. 1881). Westcott and
Hort, in accounting for the facts, external and internal, reject the following

explanations : (1) the very early accidental loss of a leaf (i.e., containing

w. 9-20 as they now stand)
; (2) an intended conclusion of the Gospel

with ver. 8
; (3) the invention of vv. 9-20 by a scribe or editor. They suggest,

" on the contrary, (1) that the true intended continuation of vv. 1-8 either was
very early lost by the detachment of a leaf or was never written down ; and (2)

that a scribe or editor, unwilling to change the views of the text before him or

to add words of his own, was willing to furnish the Gospel with what seemed
a worthy conclusion by incorporating with it unchanged a narrative of Christ's

appearance after the Resurrection, which he found in some secondary record

then surviving from a preceding generation . . . Every other view is, we be-

lieve, untenable." They regard the passage as " only the conclusion of a longer

record." "Its authorship and precise date must remain unknown ; it is, how-
ever, apjjarently older than the time when the Canonical Gospels were generally

received [not before they were written] ; for, though it has points of contact

with them all, it contains no attempt to harmonize their various representations

of the course of events. It manifestly cannot claim any apostolic authority
;

but it is doubtless founded on some tradition of the apostolic age." [On the

inference from this position, see Note CX., p. 209 seq.] Accordingly these editors

in their Greek text inclose ver. 9-20 in double brackets, while they print ver. 8

with marks to indicate an abrupt breaking off of the narrative. The Greek text

of the conclusion in L is added with the heading : aXXuc. (The disputed pas-

sage in John they place on a separate page, distinct from that Gospel.)

III. The R. V. deals fairly with the facts : it leaves a space after ver. 8, add-

ing this note in the margin : " The two oldest Greek manuscripts, and some
other authorities, omit from ver. 9 to the end. Some other authorities have a

different ending to the Gospel." In John, the R. V. leaves a space before and
after the pericope (vii. 53, viii. 11), inclosing it in brackets with a marginal

note :
" Most of the ancient authorities omit," etc. In other words : the pas-

sage in Mark stands on a level with those various readings which are accepted

in the text and omitted in the margin ;
the passage in John on a level with those

rejected in the text, but noticed in the margin.

IV. Among English and American writers we may note that the passage is

regarded as genuine by Broadus, Burgon (see above), Scrivener, Wordsworth,

McClellan, Cook, Morison. It is questioned, and in some cases rejected, but

usually with exj^lanations admitting its antiquity and general con-ectness, by

Tregelles, Norton, Alford, Davidson. The judgment of Dr. Ezra Abbot and

others of the American Revisers is fairly indicated by the R. V. itself. See fur-

ther Schaff, History of the Christian Church, vol. i. pp. 643-647 (new ed.).

Vv, 1-8. See on Matt, xxviii. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxiv. 1-11. — chayevofi.

Toi) o-a/3/?.] i.e., on Saturday after sunset. See ver. 2. A difference from

Luke xxiii. 56, vphicli is neither to be got rid of, vs^ith Ebrard and Lange,

by a distortion of the clear narrative of Luke ; nor, with Beza, Er. Schmid,
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Grotius, "Wolf, RosenmuUer, and others, by taking j/yopaaav as a pluper-

fect.'^ [See Note CI., p. 208.] — They bought aromatic Tigris {apufiara,

Xen. Anal. i. 5. 1 ; Polijl. xiii. 9. 5) to mingle them with ointment, and so

to anoint the dead body therewith {aleii}).). This is no contradiction of

John xix. 40. See on Matt, xxvii. 59. — Ver. 3 f. vrpwi] with the genitive.

Comp. Herod, ix. 101, and see generally, Kriiger, § 47. 10. 4. — rijg fiidc

CTa/?/3.] on the Sunday. [See critical note.] See on Matt, xxviii. 1. — avarei-

lavT. Tov 7}?.tov] after sunrise ; not : when the sun rose (Ebrard, Hug, follow-

ing Grotius, Heupel, "Wolf, Heumann, Paulus, and others), or : teas about

to rise (so Krebs, Hitzig), or : had begun to rise (Lange), which would be

avaTsXlovToc, as is actually the reading of D. A difference from John xx. 1,

and also from Luke xxiv. 1 ; nor will it suit well even with the irput

strengthened by /ilav ; we must conceive it so, that the sun had only just

appeared above the horizon. — npoc eavrovg] in communication with each

other. But of a Roman watch they know nothing. — ek rijq dvpag] The stone

was rolled into the entrance of the tomb, and so closed the tomb, John xx.

1. — Ver. 4. 7)v yap fxeyag c<l>66pa] Wassenbergh in "Valckenaer, 8ch)l. H. p. 35,

would transpose this back to ver. 3 after fivj]i-iEiov, as has actually been done

in D. Most expositors (including Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek) proceed thus

as respects the meaning ; holding that yap brings in the reason for ver. 3.

An arbitrary view ; it refers to what immediately precedes. After they had

looTced up (their look was previously cast down) they beheld (" contemplaban-

tur cum animi intentione," " contemplated with effort of mind," see Titt-

mann, Synon. p. 120 f.) that ths stone was rolled away ; for (specification of

the reason how it happened that this perception could not escape them after

their looking up, but the fact of its having been rolled away must of neces-

sity meet their eyes) it loas very great. Let us conceive to ourselves the very

large stone lying close by the door of the tomb. Its rolling away, however,

had not occurred while they were beside it, as in Matthew, but previously
;

so also Luke xxiv. 2, 23 ; John xx. 1. As to a<j>66pa at the end, comp. on

Matt. ii. 10.
—

"Ver. 5. veaviuKov] Mark and Luke (who, however, differ in

the number : av^peg 6vo) relate the angelic appearance as it presented itself

(Kara TO <pai.v6/ievov, "according to appearance"); Matthew (who, however,

places it not in the tomb, but upon the stone), as that which it actually was

{ayye2.or avpiov). [See Note CIL, p. 208.] On the form of a young man as-

sumed by the angel, comp. 2 Mace. iii. 26 ; Joseph. Antt. v. 8. 2f., and Gen.

xix. 5 f . — iv T. rfef.] on the right hand in the tomb from the entrance, there-

fore to the left hand of the place where the body would lie. — Ver. 6. Sim-

ple asyndeta in the lively eagerness of the discourse. — Ver. 7. d/'.A'] breaking

off, before the summons which suddenly intervened, Kiihner, II. p. 439 ;

Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 78 f. — nal n Uerpc.)] to His disciples and (among

these especially) to Peter. Comp. i. 5 ; Acts i. 14 ; and see Grotius. The

special prominence of Peter is explained by the ascendancy and precedence,

which by means of Jesus Himself (Matt. xvi. 18) he possessed as prinius in-

* For examples of Stayiveadai used of the 833. 14 ; Acts xxv. 13, xxvii. 9), see Raphel,

lapue of an interveninfj time (Dcm. 541. 10, Polyh. p. 157 ; Wetstein in loc.
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ter pares ("dux apostolici coetus," "leader of the apostolic company," Gro-

tius ; comp. also Mark ix. 2, xiv. 33), not by the denial of Peter, to whom
the announcement is held to have given the assurance of forgiveness (Theo-

phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Victor Antiochenus, Calovius, Heumann,

Kuinoel, Lange, and others), which is assumed with all the greater arbitra-

riness without any indication in the text, seeing that possibly Peter might

have concluded just the contrary. — otl] recitative, so that viiaq and vjuv ap-

ply to the disciples as in Matthew. — Ka6i)Q eIttev vfilv] xiv. 28. It relates to

the whole of what precedes : irpoayEi. v/idg k.t.1. and ekeI avr. oijt. The latter

was indirectly contained in xiv. 28. — The circumstance that here prepara-

tion is madefor a narrative of a meeting together in Galilee, but no such ac-

count subsequently follows, is an argument justly brought to bear against

the genuineness of ver. 9 ff. That the women did not execute the angel's

charge (ver. 8), does not alter the course of the matter as it had been indica-

ted by the angel ; and to explain that inconsistency by the fact that the as-

cension does not well agree with the Galilean meeting, is inadmissible, be-

cause Mark, according to our passage and xiv. 28, must of necessity have

assumed such a meeting, ' consequently there was nothing to hinder him from

representing Jesus as journeying to Galilee, and then again returning to Ju-

daea for the ascension (in opposition todeWette). — Ver. 8. Jf] explicative,

hence also yap has found its way into codd. and vss. (Lachmann, Tischen-

dorf [following K B D, etc., so Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]). — ov^evI

ov6£i> eIttov] The suggestion that we should, with Grotius, Heupel, Kuinoel,

and many more, mentally supply : on the way, is devised for the sake of Luke
xxiv. 9 ; rather is it implied, that from fear and amazement they left the bid-

ding of the angel at ver. 7 unfulfilled. It is otherwise in Matt, xxviii. 8. That

subsequently they told the commission given to them by the angel, is self-evi-

dent ; but they did not execute it. — eIxe ^e [yap] avraq /c.r./l.] Hom. II. vi. 137

;

Herod, iv. 15 ; Soph. Phil. 681 ; also in theLXX. [See Note CIIL, p. 208.]

Vv. 9, 10. Now begins the apocryphal fragment of some other evangeli-

cal treatise (doubtless written very much in the way of epitome), which has

been added as a conclusion of our Gospel. [See Note C, p. 198.] In it,

first of all, the appearance related at John xx. 14-18 is given in a meagre

abstract, in which the remark, which in Mark's connection was here wholly

inappropriate (at the most its place would have been xv. 40), nap ijq ek^e^'K.

inra. Sai/z., is to be explained hy the fact, that this casting out of demons was

related in the writing to which the portion had originally belonged (comp.

Luke viii. 2). — npuinpury c!a[i[i.] is joined by Beza, Castalio, Heupel, Wolf,

Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Fritzsche, de Wette, Ewald, and others with avaarag

6e, but by Severus of Antioch, Gregory of Nyssa, Theophylact, Euthymius

1 It is characteristic of Schenkel that he (p. 333) in the absence of any appearances

assumes the Gospel to have really closed of the risen Lord in Mark the weightiest

with ver. 8, and that it is " mere unproved evidence in favor of the early composition

conjecture" (p. 319) that the conclusion is of his Gospel, whereas he comes to the un-

lost. Such a supposition doubtless lay in historical conclusion that Peter did not

his interest as opposed to the bodily resur- touch on these appearances in his dis-

rection ; but even ver. 7 and xiv. 28 ought courses. See Acts x. 40 f., and previously

to have made him too prudent not to see ii. 32, iii. 15,
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Zigabenus, Victor, Grotius, Mill, Bcngel, Kuiuoel, Schultlaess, and others,

with kipavT], We cannot decide the j^oint, since we do not know the connec-

tion with what went before, in which the fragment originally occurred. If

it were an integral part of our Gospel, it would have to be connected with

k^avTj, since ver. 2 already presupposes the time of the resurrection having

taken place, and now in the progress of the narrative the question was not

about this specification of time, but about the fact that Jesus on the very

same morning made His first appearance. — As well npuTri as the singular

oa(i[3dTov (comp. Luke xviii. 12) is surprising after ver. 2. Yet it is to be

conceded that even Mark himself might so vary the expressions. — irap' r}f]

(see the critical remarks) : awayfrom ichom (French : cle chez). See Matthiae,

p. 1378. The exjiression wdth EK^alleLv is not elsewhere found in the N. T.

— Ver. 10. Foreign to Mark is here—(1) ekelvt], which never occurs (comp.

iv. 11, vii. 15, xii. 4 f., xiv. 21) in his Gospel so devoid of emphasis as in

this case. As unemphatic stands Kcmelvoi in ver. 11, but not at ver. 13, as

also Enelvoic in ver. 13 and sKelvoi at ver. 20 are emphatic. (2) nopevBe'ica,

which word Mark, often as he had occasion for it, never uses, while in this

short section it occurs three times (vv. 12, 15). Moreover, (3) the circumlo-

cution ToZf fiET' avTov yEvo/ievoig, instead of roZf jiadriTaiq avrov (the latter does

not occur at all in the section), is foreign to the Gospels. The /naOr/ra! in

the more extended sense are meant, the apostles and the rest of the compan-

ions of Jesus ; the apostles alone are designated at ver. 14 by ol evSeku, as

at Luke xxiv. 9, 33 ; Acts ii. 14. — -n-Evdovai k. K^aiovai] who were mouriiing

and weeping. Comi^. Luke vi. 25, although to derive the words from this

passage (Schulthess) is arbitrary.

Ver. 11. Comp. Luke xxiv. 10, 11 ; John xx. 18. — The fact that dEaadat

apart from this section does not occur in Mark, forms, considering the fre-

quency of the use of the word elsewhere, one of the signs of a strange hand.

By EBEadrj is not merely indicated that He had been seen, but that He had

been gazed upon. Comp. ver. 14, and see Tittmann, Synon. p. 120 f. —
a-KicTElv does not occur in Mark except here and at ver. 16, but is altogether

of rare occurrence in the N. T. (even in Luke only in chap. xxiv.).

Vv. 12, 13. A meagre statement of the contents of Luke xxiv. 13-35, yet

provided with a traditional explanation {iv krEpa /xop(j>fi), and presenting a

variation (ov6e EKsivotg kniaTEvaav) which betrays as its source ' not Luke him-

self, but a divergent tradition. [See Note CIV., p. 208.] —ixeto. Tavra] {after

what was narrated in vv. 9-11) does not occur at all in Mark, often as he

might have written it : it is an expression foreign to him. How long after,

does not appear. According to Luke, it was still on the same day. — ef

avTuv] Tuv fiET' avTov yEvofiEvuv, ver. 10.

—

TVEpinarovaiv'l euntibus, not while

they stood or sat or lay, but as they walked. More precise information is

then given in wopEvofiEvotc f/f ayp6v : while they went into the country. —

» De Wette wrongly thinks (following o/ jl/a?'i- (liow unskilfully otherwise must he

Storr, Kuinoel, and otliers) here and repeat- have gone to work ! ), but independenUy of

edly, that an interpolator would not have Mark, for the purpose of completing whose

allowed himself to extract so fredy. Our Gospel, however, this fragment was subse-

author, in fact, wrote not as an intei'iwlatm' quently used.
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tcjiavepudrj] ver. 14 ; Johri xxi. 1, He became visible to them, was brought to

view. The expression does not directly point to a " ghostlike " appearance

(in ojDposition to de Wette), since it does not of itself, although it does by

£v htpa fiop({>i], 2:)oint to a supernatural element in the bodily mode of appear-

ance of the risen Lord. This h irepa pop((>y is not to be referred to other

clothing and to an alleged disfigurement of the face by the sufferings borne

on the cross (comp. Grotius, Heumann, Bolten, Paulus, Kuinoel, and

others), but to the bodily for^m, that was different from what His previous

form had been,—which the tradition here followed assumed in order to ex-

plain the circumstance that the disciples, Luke xxiv. 16, did not recognize

Jesus who walked and spoke with them. — Ver. 13. /ca/ceZvoi] these also, as

Mary had done, ver. 10. — ro7f Aoc-rrolg] to the others yevo/ievoig juer' avTov, vv.

10, 12. — ov6e EKeivoLQ iniGT.] not even them did they believe. A difference of

the tradition from that of Luke xxiv. 34, not a confusion with Luke xxiv.

41, which belongs to the folloicing ajipearance (in opposition to Schulthess,

Fritzsche, de Wette). It is boimdless arbitrariness of harmonizing to as-

sume, as do Augustine, de consens. evang. iii. 25, Theophylact, and others,

including Kuinoel, that under leyovrag in Luke xxiv. 34, and also under the

unbelievers in the passage before us, we are to think only of some, and those

different at the two places ; while Calvin makes the distribution in such

a manner, that they had doubted at first, but had afterwards believed !

Bengel gives it conversely. According to Lange, too, they had been believ-

ing, but by the message of the disciples of Emmaus they were led into new
doubt. Where does this appear ? According to the text, they believed

neither the Magdalene nor even the disciples of Emmaus.
Ver. 14. "ToTEpov'] not found elsewhere in Mark, does not mean : at last

(Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Schulthess, and many others), although, according

to our text, this appearance was the last (comp. Matt. xxi. 37), but : after-

wards, subseqtiently (Matt. iv. 2, xxi. 29 ; John xiii. 36), which certainly is

a very indefinite specification. — The narrative of this appearance confuses

very different elements with one another. [See Note CV., p. 208.] It is

manifestly (see ver. 15) the appearance which according to Matt, xxviii. 16

took place on the mountain in Galilee ; but avaKEifihoig (as they reclined at

table) introduces an altogether different scenery and locality, and perhaps

arose from a confusion with the incident contained ' in Luke xxiv. 42 f., or

Acts i. 4 (according to the view of awaTi^iH^diievo^ as convescens, "eating with"

[R. V. marg.]) ; while also the reproaching of the unbelief is here out of

place, and appears to have been introduced from some confusion with the

history of Thomas, John xx., and with the notice contained in Luke xxiv.

25 ; for which the circumstance mentioned at the appearance on the moun-

tain. Matt, xxviii. 17 (oi 6e kdicTaaav), furnished a certain basis. — avTolg toIc

evSeko] ipsis undecim. Observe the ascending gradation in the three appear-

ances—(1) to Mary
; (2) to two of His earlier companions

; (3) to the eleven

themselves. Of other appearances in the circle of the eleven our author knows

nothing ; to him this was the only one. See ver. 19. — otl] equivalent to s'lg

> Beza, Calovius, and others wrongly explain avaKtiti.. as : una sedentibus. Comp. xiv. 18.
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EKdvo on, Luke xvi. 3 ; Joli.j ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51, xvi. 9 ; 2 Cor. i. 18,

xi. 10.

Ver. 15. Continuation of th- "me act of speaking. — Tracy tH) KTiaei] to the

whole creation, i.e., to all crea,. -es, by which expression, however, in this

place, as in Col. i. 23, all men are designated, as those who are created Kar'

i^oxvv, as the Rabbinic nvilin is also used (see Lightfoot, p. 673, and Wet-

stein in he). Not merely the Gentiles (who are called by the Ila])bins con-

temptuously r\n:in, see Lightfoot, I.e.) are meant, as Lightfoot, Hammond,
KnatchbuU, and others would have it. This would be in accordance neither

with ver. 16 f., where the discourse is of all believers without distinction,

nor with. EK^pviav Travraxov, ver. 20, wherein is included the ew^ire missionary

activity, not merely the preaching to the Gentiles. Comp. on navra to. edvr/,

Matt, xxviii. 19. Nor yet is there a pointing in rfi nr'taei at the ghrifica-

tion of the ichole of nature (Lange, comp. Beugel) by means of the gospel

(comp. Rom. viii.), which is wholly foreign to the concejition, as plainly

appears from what follows (6 . . . o flf). As in Col. I.e., so here also the

designation of the universal scope of the apostolic destination by naari ttj

ktIgel has in it something of solemnity.

Ver. 16. lie who shall have hecome helieving (see on Rom. xiii. 11), and have

ieen haptized, shall attain the Messianic salvation (on the establishment of the

kingdom). The necessity of baptism—of ba])tism, namely, regarded as a

necessary divinely ordained consequent of the having become believing, with-

out, however (as Calvin has observed), being regarded as dimidia salutia

causa, "half the ground of salvation,"— is here (comp. John iii. 5) ex-

pressed for all new converts, but not for the children of Christians (see on

1 Cor. vii. 14). [See Note CVI., p. 209.] — 6 (5f amaTricac] That in the case

of such hajitism had not occurred, is obvious of itself ; refusal of faith nec-

essarily excluded baptism, since such persons despised the salvation offered

in the preaching of faith. In the case of a baptism icithout faith, there-

fore, the necessary subjective causa salutis, " ground of salvation," would be

wanting.

Ver. 17. "ZTifiE'in] marvellous significant appearances for the divine con-

firmation of their faith. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 22. — rolq nicTevaovat] those who

have hecome believing, generically. The limitation to the teachers, especially

the apostles and severity disciples (Kuinoel), is erroneous. See ver. 16. The

ar/fiela adduced indc'd actually occurred with the helievers as such, not

merely with the teac lers. See 1 Cor. xii. Yet in reference to the serpents

and deadly drinks, s e on ver. 18. Moreover, Jesus does not mean that every

one of these signs sh :l come to pass in the case of every one, but in ne case

this, in another that ;ne. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 4. — napaKoX.] sJuillfollow them
that believe, shall accompany them, after they have become believers. The
word, except in Luke i. 3, is foreign to all the four evangelists, but comp.

1 Tim. iv. 6 ; 2 Tim. iii. 10. — rnvrn] which follow.'^— kv tQ bvdfiari juov] in

my name, which they confess, shall the ground be, that they, etc. It refers

to all the particulars which follow. — 6aifi. t/c,3a/l.] Comp. ix. 38. — y/tweru.

• See KriiRcr, Xen. Anab. li. 2. 2 ; Klihner, ad Anab. ii. 5, 10.
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hi7i. Kaiva'ic] to speak with new languages. "The ecstatic glossolalia (see on

1 Cor. xii. 10), which first appeared at the event of Pentecost, and then, more-

over, in Acts X. 46 and xix. 6, and is espf *i,lly known from the Corinthian

church, had been converted by the tradiiibn with reference to the Pente-

costal occurrence into a speaking in languages different from the mother-

tongue (see on Acts ii. 4). And such is the speaking in new languages men-

tioned in the passage before us, in such languages, that is, as they could not

previously speak, which were new and strange to the spealcers. Hereby the

writer betrays that he is writing in the sub-apostolic period, since he, like

Luke in reference to the Pentecostal miracle, imports into the first age of

the church a conception of the glossolalia intensified by legend ; nay, he

makes the phenomenon thereby conceived as a speaking in strange languages

to be even a common possession of believers, while Luke limits it solely to

the unique event of Pentecost. [See Note CVIL, p. 209.] We must accord-

ingly understand the yluaa. "kalFlv Kaivalg of our text, not in the sense of the

speaking ?c«YA tongues, 1 Cor. xii.-xiv., but in the sense of the much more

wonderful speaking of languages, Acts ii., as it certainly is in keeping with

the two strange particulars that immediately follow. Hence every rational-

izing attempt to explain away the concrete designation derived, without

any doubt as to the meaning of the author, from the Acts of the Apostles,

is here as erroneous as it is in the case of Acts ii., whether recourse be had

to generalities, such as the newness of the utterance of the Christian spirit

(Hilgenfeld), or the new formation of the spirit-world by the new word of

the Spirit (Lange), the ecstatic speaking on religious subjects (Bleek), or

others. Against such expedients, comp. Keim in Herzog, Encyhl. XVHL
p. 687 ff. The ecstatic phenomena of Montanism and of the Irvingites

present no analogy icith the 2Mssage before us, because our passage has to do

with languages, not with tongues. Euthymius Zigabenus : yluaaaig ^ivaig,

diaXcKToic aUoedveaiu, "with strange tongues, with the dialects of other na-

tions."

Ver. 18. 'Ocpeig apovai] They shall lift up serpents (take them into the hand
and lift them up). Such a thing is not known from the history of the apos-

tolic times (what took j^lace with the adder on the hand of Paul in Acts xxviii.

2 ff. is different) ; it would, moreover, be too much like juggling for a ai^fiElov

of believers, and betrays quite the character of apocr phal legend, for which,

perhajjs, a traditional distortion of the fact record d in Acts xxviii. 2 f.

furnished a basis, whilst the serpent-charming so Videly diffused in the

East ' by analogy supplied material enough. The promise in Luke x. 19 is

speciWally distinct. Others have adopted for atp«il^he meaning of taking

outof theway (John xvii. 5 ; Matt. xxiv. 39 ; Acts xx^ 36), and have under-

stood it either of the driving away, banishing (Luther, Heumann, Paulus), or

of the destroying of the serpents (Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, both

of whom, however, give also the option of the correct explanation) ; but

the expression would be inappropriate and singular, and the thing itself in

the connection would not be sufficiently marvellous. The meaning: ''to

' Eisner, Obss. p. 1G8 ; Wetsteiu in loc. ; Winer, Bealw.
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plant serpents as signs of victory icitTi Ti^aling effect,'^'' in whicli actual serpents

would have to be thought of, but according to their symbolical significance,

has a place only in the fancy of Lange excited by John iii. 14, not in the

text. The singular thought must at least have been indicated by the addi-

tion of the essentially necessary word arjixela (Isa. v. 26, xi. 12), as the classical

writers express raising a signal by alpEiv arj/ielov (comp. Thuc. i. 49. 1, and

Kriiger thereon).

—

aav Oavda. n tvIuglv k.t.I.] Likewise an apocryphal append-

age, not from the direct contemplation of the life of believers in the apostolic

age. [See Note CVIII., p. 209.] The practice of condemning to the cup of

poison gave material for it. But it is not to be supposed that the legend of the

harmless poison-draught of John (comp. also the story of Justus Barsabas re-

lated by Papias in Euseb. H. E. iii. 39) suggested our passage (in opposition

to de Wette and older expositors), because the legend in question does not

occur till so late ;' it rather appears to have formed itself on occasion of

Matt. XX. 23 from our passage, or to have developed itself ° out of the same

conception whence our expression arose, as did other similar traditions (see

Fabricius m ^&(Z. p. 576).^— aakuQ e^ovaiv] the sick.* Comp. Acts xxviii.

8f.

Vv. 19, 20. The Lord Jesus therefore (see the critical remarks), ovv an-

nexes what now emerged as the final result of that last meeting of Jesus

with the eleven, and that as well in reference to the Lord (ver. 19) as in ref-

erence also to the disciples (ver. 20) ; hence fiev . . . 6i. Accordingly, the

transition by means of uh ovv is not incongruous (Fritzsche), but logically

correct. But the expression fiev ovv, as well as 6 Kvpiog 'Ir/oovg, is entirely foreign

to Mark, frequently as he had occasion to use both, and therefore is one of

the marks of another author. — fiEra to 7.aki](!aL avTolq\ cannot be referred

without harmonistic violence to anything else than the discourses jws^ uttered,

vv. 14-18 (Theophylact well says : ravja &e la7J]aaq,
'

' and having spoken these

things"), not to the collective discourses of theforty days (Augustine, Euthymius

Zigabenus, Maldonatus, Bengel, Kuinoel, Lange, and others) ; and with this

in substance agrees Ebrard, p. 597, who, like Grotius and others, finds in

vv. 15-18 the account of all that Jesus had said in His several appear-

ances after His resurrection. The forty days are quite irreconcilable with

the narrative before us generally, as well as with Luke xxiv. 44. But if

Jesus, after having discoursed to the disciples, vv. 14-18, was taken up into

1 Except in Abdias, ?iM. apost. v. 20, and in many cases, even in the literal sense,

the Ada Joh. in Tisc-liendorf, p. 266 ff., not miraculously overcome them. This is to

mentioned till Augustine. put into, and take out of the passage, ex-

* Lange knows how to rationalize this actly what pleases subjectivity.

ar)u.ilov also. In his view, there is symbol- ^ On 9ava(ri.ti.ov, which only occurs here in

ically expressed " the subjective restoration the N. T., equivalent to ea.vaT-i)<i>6pov (,Jas. iii.

of life to invulnerability." Christ is held 8), see Wetstein, and Stallbaum, ad Plat.

to declare that the poison-cup would not Rep. p. 610 C.

harm His people, primarily in the symbol- * Not the believers who heal (Lange

:

ical sense, just as it did not harm Socrates " they on their part shall enjoy perfect

in his soul ; but also in the typical sense : health"). This perverted meaning would

that the life of believers would be ever need at least to have been suggested by the

more and more strengthened to the over- use of koI ainoi (and they on their part),

coming of all hurtful influences, and would
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heaven {avtlij^Bri, see Acts x. 16, i. 2, xi. 22 ; 1 Tim, iii. 16 ; Lukeix. 51),

it is not withal to be gathered from this tiery compendious account, that the

writer makes Jesus pass y?'om the room where they were at meat to heaven

(Strauss, B. Bauer), any more than from ckeIvoi de i^eWovTEq it is to be held

that the apostles immediately after the ascension departed into all the world.

The representation of vv. 19, 30 is so evidently limited only to the. outlines oi

the subsequent history, that between the ixeto. to lalfjoai avrolg and the clveIt]-

fO?} there is at least, as may be understood of itself, sufficient space for a

going forth of Jesus with the disciples (comp. Liike xxiv. 50), even although

the forty days do not belong to the evangelical tradition, but first ajjpear in

the Acts of the Apostles. [See Note CIX., p. 209.] How the writer con-

ceived of the ascension, whether as visible or invisible, his words do not

show, and it must remain quite a question undetermined. — kuI sKd^KJEv ek

Se^iuv t. Oeov] reported, it is true, not as an object of sense-perception (in

opposition to Schulthess), but as a consequence, that had set in, of the ave^cjidri
;

not, however, to be explained away as a merely symbolical expression (so,

for example, Euthymius Zigabenus : to iiev Ka^iaaL dijlol avanavuLv ml andlav-

ctv TTjg -dEiaQ (iaciTiELaq' to Se ek 6e^luv tov Qeov oIheIuclv Kal 6/j.oTi/iiav Kpbg rov

TTUTEpa, " The sitting down indicates the rest and pleasure of the divine

kingdom ; but the ' at the right hand of God ' the appropriative and equal

honor with the Father." Kuinoel :
" cum Deo regnat et summa felicitate

perfruitur," " He reigns with God and enjoys the highest hajipiness"), but

to be left as a localfact, as actual occupation of a seat on the divine throne

(comp. on Matt. vi. 9 ; see on Eph. i. 20), from which hereafter He will

descend to judgment. Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche, nova opusc. p. 209 ff. — As
to the ascension generally, see on Luke xxiv. 51.

Ver. 20. With the ascension the evangelic history was at its end. The

writer was only now concerned to add a conclusion in keeping with the com-

mission given by Jesus in ver. 15. He does this by means of a hrief sum-

mary of the apostolic ministry, by which the injunction of Jesus, ver. 15, had

been fulfilled, whereas all unfolding of its special details lay beyond the

limits of the evangelic, and belonged to the region of the apostolic, history
;

hence even the effusion of the Spirit is not narrated here. — ekeIvol] the 'ivdEKa,

ver. 14. — 6e'\ prepared for by iitv, ver. 19. — EfeAi^ovrcc] namely, forth from

the place, in which at the time of the ascension they sojourned. Comp.

TTopEv&ivTEc, vcr. 15 ; Jerusalem is meant. — navTaxov] By way of popular

hyperbole ; hence not to be used as a proof in favor of the composition not

having taken place till after the death of the apostles (in opposition to

Fritzsche), comp. Rom. x. 18 ; Col. i. 6. — tov Kvplov] nor God (Grotius, and

also Fritzsche, comparing 1 Cor. iii. 9 ; Heb. ii. 4), but Christ, as in ver.

19. The ari/iEia are wrought by the exalted One. Comp. Matt, xxviii. 20.

That the writer has made use of Heb. ii. 3, 4 (Schulthess, Fritzsche), is, con-

sidering the prevalence of the thought and the dissimilarity of the words,

arbitrarily assumed. — Sm tuv EwaKolov&. ctjjjleluv] ly the signs that followed

(the Myoo). The article denotes the signs spol~en of, which are promised at

vv. 17, 18, and indeed promised as accompanying those who had 'become be-

lievers ; hence it is erroneous to think, as the expositors do, of the miracles



308 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

performed hy the apostles. The confirmation of the apostolic preaching was

found in the fact that in the case of those who had become believers hy means of

that preaching the arniela promised at vv. 17, 18 occurred.

—

inaKolov^. is for-

eign to all the Gospels; it occurs elsewhere in the N. T. in 1 Tim. v. 10, 24
;

1 Pet. ii. 21 ; in classical Greek it is very frequently used.

Remark.—The fragment before us, vv. 9-18, compared with the parallel pas-

sages of the other Gospels and with Acts i. 3, presents a remarkable proof how
uncertain and varied was the tradition on the subject of the appearances of the

Risen Lord (see on Matt, xxviii. 10). Similarlj' ver. 19, comp. with Luke xxiv.

50 f.. Acts 1. 9 fE., shows us in what an uncertain and varied manner tradition

had possessed itself of the fact of the ascension, indubitable as in itself it is,

and based on the unanimous teaching of the apostles. [See Note CX,, p. 209

seq.]

Notes bt American Editor.

CI. Ver. 1. (hnyevo/ievov tov caQjSaTov.

There can be no doubt as to the meaning here ; biit it does not follow that

Luke xxiii. 56 contradicts this ; see Note there. Comp. also the divisions and

punctuation of R. V. in Luke xxiii. 56 ; xxiv. 1. It may be said here, however,

that the two accounts can be reconciled without distorting that of Luke.

CII. Ver. 5. The angelic appearances.

For a brief statement of one among the many theories which aim at arrang-

ing the details of the events, as recorded by all the Evangelists, see Int. Rev.

Comm. Mark, pp. 233, 234. The differing members are explained by supposing

that there were two parties of women, etc.

cm. Ver. 8. koI ovdevl k.t.I.

Weiss ed. Mey. rightly concludes, that when the reason for their silence

(namely, their fear) was removed by subsequent events, they fulfilled the

commission of the angel. We learn from Matthew (xxviii. 8-10) what further

happened to them.

CIV. Vv. 12, 13.

Weiss ed. Mey. seems to connect these verses more closely with Luke. But

all is conjecture. For aught we know to the contrary, the conclusion is as

old as the Gospel according to Luke, and it is safe to assign to it as early a date

as Meyer allows to Luke (A.D. 70-80).

CV. Vv. 14-18.

It is by no means clear that these verses confuse "very different elements

with one another." They seem to combine the last appearance on the day of

the Resurrection with the final discourse before the Ascension. Still the lan-

guage of vv. 15-18 may have been uttered in Galilee, as Meyer thinks ;
comp.

Matt, xxviii. 16.
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CVI. Ver. 16. (ianricSeig.

The discussion in regard to both the mode and the subjects of baptism may
receive some new elements from the recently published "Teaching of the

Apostles." It would obviously be improper to enlarge upon the subject here.

But it may be remarked that, if these verses in Mark are not genuine, the
•

' Teaching of the Apostles " is to be regarded as having quite as much
authority.

CVII. Ver. 17. y'kCxyaaiq "kak^qcovaiv Katvdlg.

The oldest manuscripts which contain the passage omit Kaivalg. It thus ap-

pears that the word on which Meyer relies to prove the sub-apostolic origin of

the passage has no uncial authority older than the 9th century. His intima-

tions as to the legendary character of this and Luke's account of the Pentecostal

miracle must therefore be taken with great allowance. Here, at least, his

whole argument rests on a reading which Treg., W. and Hort and others either

bracket or reject. The R. V. omits in margin.

CVIII. Ver. 18.

It must be confessed that the strongest internal evidence against the genu-

ineness of this passage is derived from the peculiar promises of this verse. In

any case, we must take the words in their natural meaning, as explained by

Meyer, and admit that there are no authentic instances in apostolic times of

the fulfilment of the second promise.

CIX. Ver. 19.

The length of time between the Resurrection and Ascension is left indefinite

in the Gospels. But there is no good reason for making a difference between

these narratives and that of Luke in Acts i. 3. On the question as it affects

Luke xxiv., see Notes on that chapter; comp. also Meyer, Acts, p. 37, Am. edi-

tion.

ex. Concluding Remark on vv. 9-20.

From the character of this doubtful passage, conclusions may be drawn

quite different from those indicated by Meyer. (1) If it is not genuine, its gen-

eral agreement with the Gospel accounts shows hoio little tradition modified the

narrative of the main facts. (2) If the variations are pushed to extreme lim-

its, and the fragment placed in the sub-apostolic age, the phenonema it pre-

sents do not justify the assumptions of modifications, etc., which Meyer and

others so freely make in regard to the genuine Gospel narratives. If that date

be accepted, the interval between it and the Gospels must be, on any consis-

tent theory, as great as that between the Gospels and the events they record.

We have, on this view, a measure of traditional variations during a generation.

The variations during the apostolic age could not have been so great as those

during the sub-apostolic age, and this fragment shows how slight they were

even during that age. Yet historico-literary criticism frequently attributes to

the Synoptists deviations from each other or from an original document, far ex-

ceeding in extent any that can be proven to exist between this fragment and

the Gospels, which are declared to be much earlier. (3) If it is genuine, the

14
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same variations tend to establish, not only the originality of Mark, but the in

dependence of the three Synoptists. The very naivete of the alleged divergences

would, in any other case, be regarded by literary critics as a mark of truth-

fulness and of originality. Most clearly does this argument from internal

evidence hold in the case of the Gospel of Mark, and despite the verbal pecu-

liarities in w. 9, 20, there are not wanting indications of Mark's manner and

tone in every verse of the disputed passage.
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A.

Abiathar, the high priest, 34 seq., 37.

Activity, Moral, 56 seq.

Advent, The second, of Christ, 161

seq., 167 seq.

Alexandria, The church at, 2.

Ambition, Impure, warned against,

156 seq.

Anointing of Christ at Bethany, 174

seq., 183.

Apostles, The twelve, ordained, 42
;

sent out, 74 seq. ; return and report,

78 seq. ; receive their final com-
mission, 203 seq. ; their miraculous
powers, 204 seq. ; fulfilling their

mission, 207 seq.

Ascension of Christ, 206 seq.

B.

Baptism of John, The, 16 seq.; of

Christ, its necessity, 204, 209.

Benevolence, True, 157 seq.

Bethsaida, 80, 83.

Bethany, 141, 146.

Bethphage, 141, 146.

Boanerges, The, 42 seq.

C.

Ceremonial washings, 88 seq.

Christ, Jesus, His Divine sonship, 15,

25 ; baptized of John, 17 ; tempted
in the wilderness, 17 seq., 26 ;

preaching in Galilee, 18 seq.
;

chooses disciples, 19 seq. ; teaching

in the synagogue, 20 ; expelling the

unclean spirit, 21, 26 ; healing the

leper, 24 ; cures one sick of the pal-

sy, 29 seq. ; His Messianic con-

sciousness, 30 ; eating with publi-

cans and sinners, 31 ; His views of

the Sabbath, 33 seq., 36 seq. ; heals

the withered hand on the Sabbath,

39 seq., 47 ;
pressed by the crowd,

41 ; ordains the twelve apostles, 42 ;

accused of being frantic and pos-

sessed, 44 seq., 47 seq. ; the kingdom
divided, 46 seq. ; His sisters, 47,

48 ; teaches in parables, 51 seq. ;

stilling the tempest, 58 seq. ; among
the Gadarenes, 63 seq. ; healing the

woman with a bloody issue, 65 seq.,

68 ; raising Jairus' daughter, 66

seq., 69; teaching on the Sabbath,

72 seq. ; sending out the twelve

apostles, 74 seq. ; feeding the 5000,

79 seq. ; walking on the sea, 81 seq.

;

heals the Syro-Phoenician woman's
daughter, 91 seq. ; cures the deaf-

mute, 92 seq. ; feeding the 4000, 98

seq. ; tempted by the Pharisees,

99 ; restores the sight of a blind

man, 101 seq. ; confessed by His
disciples, 103 seq. ; is transfigured,

109 seq. ; casts out a deaf and dumb
spirit, 113 seq. ; exhorteth to hu-
mility, 117 seq. ; instructs concern-

ing divorce, 128 seq. ; blesses the

children, 130 seq. ; and the young
ruler, 131 seq., 137 ; heals blind

Bartimeus, 136, 138 ; His entrance

into Jerusalem, 141 seq. ; curses the

fig-tree, 142 seq., 147 ; exhorts

to faith and forgiveness, 145 seq. ;

defends His authority, 146 ; speaks

in parables, 151 seq. ; instructs as

to tribute, 153 ; as to the resurrec-

tion, 154 His interview with the

scribe, 154 seq. ; His Divine lineage,

156 seq., 159 ; foretells the destruc-

tion of the temple, 161 seq., 167
;

His second advent, 161 seq., 167
;

His omniscience, 165 seq. ; at

Bethany, 174 seq. ;
prepares for

the Passover, 175 seq., 184 ; eats the

same with His disciples, 176 ; in-

stitutes the Lord's Supper, 176 seq.

;

in Gethsemane, 177 seq. ; betrajjed

by Judas, 179 ; before the High
Priest, 179 seq. , 184 seq. ; is falsely

accused, 180; confesses His Messiah-

ship, 181 ; is denied by Peter, 182
;

is led before Pilate, 188 seq. ; is

mocked and scourged, 189 seq. ; is

crucified, 190 seq. ; reviled on the

cross, 191 ; His death, 192 seq.;

His burial, 193 seq.; His resurrec-

tion, 199 seq., 208 ; appearing to
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the women and the disciples, 202
seq. ; commissions the apostles, 203
seq. ; His ascension, 206 seq.

D.

Defilement, Ceremonial and real, 89
seq.

Demons, 21 ; of Gadara, G3 seq.

Disciples, The, their M-eakness of faith,

59 ; warned against the Pharisees,
99 seq. ; their lack of discernment,
100.

Divorce and marriage, 129 seq.

E.

Economy, Divine, 80, 98 seq.

Elijah, his advent, 112 seq.

F.

Faith, importunate, illustrated, 91
seq.; the efficacy of, 116, 136, 138

;

exhortation to, 145.

Fasting, 32.

Fig-tree cursed, The, 142 seq., 147.

Forgiveness, Exhortation to, 145 seq.

G.

Gethsemane, 177 seq.

God, His goodness, 132.

Golgotha, 19.

Growth, Spiritual, 56 seq.

H.

Heart, The, the seat of life, 90.

needfulness enjoined, 55.

Herod and Christ, 75 seq. ; his char-

acter, 100.

Herodians. The, 40.

Holy Ghost, The, blasphemy against,

46 seq.

House, Structure of a Jewish, 29 seq.

Humility, Teaching of, 117 seq., 130,

136.

Hypocrisy, Warned against, 156 seq.

I.

Isaiah quoted, 15 seq., 25,

Jerusalem, Christ' s entrance into, 141

seq.

John the Baptist, 16, 25 seq. ; baptizes

Christ, 17 ; his disciples, 32 ; his

imprisonment and death, 77 seq.

Joseph, the husband of Mary, 73.

Josejih of Arimathca, 193.

Judgment, The final, 164 seq., 168.

Kingdom, The Messianic, its myste-
ries, 54 seq. ; and the rich, 133

;

membership of, 155.

L.

Lord's Supper, The, instituted, 176
seq.

M.

Mark, the Evangelist, his life, 1 seq.

;

his relation to Peter, 2 ; his death,

2 ; writes a Gospel, 2 seq.

Mark, the Gospel of, its origin, 2 seq.,

10 seq. ; its Petrine tendency, 5 seq.

;

its purpose, 6 seq. ; its time, 7 ; its

place of composition, 7 seq. ; its

language, 8 ; its originality, 8 seq.
;

its integrity, 9 ; its superscription,

13 seq. ; authorship of its closing

section (xvi. 9-20), 196 seq., 209
seq.

Marriage and divorce, 129 seq.

Martyrdom, 135 seq.

Mary, the mother of Joses, 194.

Matthew called as an apostle, 31.

Miracles of Christ : expelling the un-
clean spirit, 21, 26 ; curing Peter's

wife's mother, 22 ; healing the

leper, 24 ; curing the one sick with
palsy, 29 seq. ; healing the withered
hand, 39 seq. ; stilling the tempest,

58 seq. ; expelling the demons of

Gadara, 63 seq. ; healing the woman
with a bloody issue, 65 seq., 68

;

raising Jairus' daughter from the
dead, 66 seq., 69.; feeding the 5000,

79 seq. ; walking on the sea, 81 ;

healing the Syro-Phcenician wom-
an's daughter, 91 seq.; curing a

deaf-mute, 92 seq. ; feeding the

4000, 98 seq. ; restoring the sight of

a blind man, 101 seq. ; casting out
a deaf and dumb spirit, 113 seq. ;

the healing of blind Bartimeus,

136, 138 ; the fig-tree cursed, 142

seq., 147.

Morality, foundations of, 154 seq.

N.

Nemesis, Divine, The, 53.

O.

Oil, Anointing with, 75.

Omniscience of Christ, The, 165 seq.

P.

Papias on the Gospel of Mark, 3 seq.

Parables of Christ, The : the physi-

cian, 32 ; the children of the bride-
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chamber, 32 ; the new patch,
32 seq. ; the new wine, 33 ; the
kingdom divided, 46 seq. ; the

strong man, 46 ; the sower, 51 seq. ;

the seed growing secretly, 55 seq.,

60 ; the mustard-seed, 57 seq. ; the
wicked husbandman, 151 seq. ; the
tig-tree, 165 ; the absent house-hold-
er, 166 seq.

Parousia of Christ, The, 161 seq., 167.

Passover eaten by Christ, 176, 184.

Persecution for the Gospel's sake,

163.

Peter, his relation to Mark, 2 ; to

Mark's Gospel, 3 seq. ; chosen by
Christ, 19 seq. ; confessing Christ,

102 seq. ; rebuked by Christ, 103
;

his denial of Christ, 182 seq.

Pharisees, The, their ceremonial wash-
ings, 88 seq. ; tempting Christ, 99.

Pilate and Christ, 188 seq.

Punishment, Eternal, 120.

K.

Bank, dispute about, 117 seq. ; the

correct principle about, 136.

Eesurrection, The, 154 ; of Christ,

199 seq., 208.

Kewards of the kingdom, 134.

Bich, The, and the Gospel, 133.

Ruler, The young, and Christ, 131
seq.

S.

Sabbath, The, healing on, 21 seq., 39
seq. ; observance of, 33 seq.

Salt and sacrifice, 120 seq., 125.
Sanhedrim, The, 188.

Self-sacrifice, 104, 122 seq.

Simon of Cyrene, 189 seq.

Sinlessness of Christ, The, 131 seq.

Sisters of Christ, The, 47, 48.

Syro-Phcenician woman. The, 91 seq.

T.

Temple, The, desecrated, 144 ; its

destruction, 161 seq., 167.

Toleration, Christian, 118 seq., 125.

Transfiguration of Christ, The, 109

seq.

Tribute to Caesar, 153.

W.

Watchfulness enjoined, 166 seq.

Wealth, its influence, 133.

Wisdom, 123 seq.

Women at the cross. The, 192.

Y.

Youth, The unknown, 179, 184.
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THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

INTKODUCTIOK

§ 1.—ON THE LIFE OF LUKE.

•XCEPTING what the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline

Epistles contain as to the circumstances of Luke's life,—and

to this Irenaeus also, with whom begins the testimony of the

church concerning Luke as the author of the Gospel, still con-

fines himself, Haer. iii. 14. 1,—nothing is historically certain

concerning him. According to Eusebius, H. E. iii. 4, Jerome, Theo-

phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, he was a native of Antioch,—

a

statement, which has not failed down to the most recent times to find

acceptance (Hug, Guericke, Thiersch), but is destitute of all proof, and

probably originated from a confusion of the name with Lucius, Acts xiii. 1.

Luke is not to be identified either with this latter or with the Lucius that

occurs in Rom. xvi. 21 (in opposition to Origen, Tiele, and others) ; for

the name LuTcas may be abbreviated from Lucanus (some codd. of the

Itala have "secundum Lucanum?'' in the superscription and in subscrip-

tions), or from Lucilius (see Grotius, and Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 135), but

not from Lucius.^ Moreover, in the Constitt. ap. vi. 18. 5, Luke is ex-

pressly distinguished from Lucius. "Whether he was a Jew by birth or a

Gentile, is decided by Col, iv. 11, 14, where Luke is distinguished from

those whom Paul calls ol ovre^ ek mpiTo/i7}g.^ But it must be left an open

question whether he was before his conversion a Jewish proselyte (Isidorus

Hispalensis) ; the probability of which it is at least very unsafe to deduce

» How freely the Greeks dealt in different ring in Luke, but lose their importance

forms of the same name, may be seen gen- partly in view of the like character which, it

erally in Lobeck, Pa^Aotog'. p. 504 ff.— The is to be assumed, marked the writings made
notion of Lange (L. J. p. 153, 168), that Luke use of as sources, partly in view of the Jew-

is the person named Aristion in the frag- ish-Greek nature of the evangelic language

ment of Papias, quoted by Eusebius, iii. 39 current in the church, to which Luke had
(api<7T€ueii' =: ^Mcerg .0, is a preposterous fan- become habituated. The passage in the

cy. Comp. Lekebusch, Composit. d. Apos- Colossians, moreover, has its meaning
telgesch. p. 390. wrongly turned by Tiele, as is also done by

" This passage tells against everything Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 99, who starts

with which Tiele in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, from the postulate, which is utterly inca-

p. 753 ff. has attempted to make good that pable of proof, that all the N. T. writings

Luke was a Jew by birth. His reasons are are of Israelitish origin. See on Col. iv.

based especially on the Hebraisms occur- 11, 14.
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from his accurate acquaintance with Jewish relations. ' As to his civil call-

ing he was a physician (Col. iv. 14) ; and the very late account (Nicephorus,

U. E. ii. 43) that he had been at the same time a painter, is an nnhistorical

legend. When and how he became a Christian is unknown. Tradition,

although only from the time of Epiphanius,^ places him among the Seventy

disciples,^ whereas Luke i. 1 f. furnishes his own testimony that he was 7iot

an eye-witness. Comp. Estius, Annot. p. 902 f. The origin of tliis legend
is explained from the fact that only Luke has the account about the Seventy

(in opposition to Hug, who finds in this circumstance a confirmation of that

statement). He was a highly esteemed assistant of Paul and companion to

him, from the time when he joined the apostle on his second missionary

journey at Troas, where he, perhaps, had dwelt till then (Acts xvi. 10).

We find him thereafter with the apostle in Macedonia (Acts xvi. 11 ff.), as

well as on the third missionary journey at Troas, Miletus, etc. (Acts xx.

5-xxi. 18). In the imprisonment at Caesarea he was also with him (Acts

xxiv. 23 ; Col. iv, 14 ; Philem. 24), and then accompanied him to Eome,
Acts xxvii. 1-xxviii. 16 (comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 11). At this point the his-

torical information concerning him ceases ; beyond, there is only uncertain

and diversified tradition (see Credner, I. p. 126 f.), which, since the time

of Gregory of Naziamzus, makes him even a martyr {Martyrol. Rom. : 18

Oct.), yet not unanimously, since accounts of a natural death also slip in.

Where he died, remains a question ; certainly not in Rome with Paul, as

Holtzmann conjectures, for his writings are far later. His bones are said

by Jerome to have been brought from Achaia to Constantinople in the reign

of Constantius.

§2.—ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL.

On the origin of his Gospel—which falls to be divided into three principal

portions, of which the middle one begins with the departure for Jerusalem,

ix. 51, and extends to xviii. 30—Luke himself, i. 1-4, gives authentic infor-

mation. According to his own statement, he composed his historical work

(the continuation of which is the Acts of the Apostles) on the basis of the

tradition of eye-witnesses, and having regard to the icritten evangelic compo-

sitions which already existed in great numbers, with critical investigation on

his own part, aiming at completeness and correct arrangement. Those

earlier compositions, too, had been drawn from apostolic tradition, but did

not sufiice for his special object ; for which reason, however, to think mere-

ly of Jewish-Christian writings and their relation to Paulinism is unwar-

ranted. One of his principal documentary sources was—although this has

been called in question for very insufiicient reasons (Weizsacker, p. 17 ; see

* In opposition to Kuinoel, Riehm, de tus, and others.

fmitibus Act. Ap. p. 17 f ., Guericke, Bleek. ^ Accordinp: to some mentioned by
' Haer. li. 12 ; also the pseudo-Origenes, Theophylact, he is alleged to have been

de recta in Deum flde, in Grig. Opp. ed. de one of tlic two disciples going to Emmaus,

la Rue, I. p. 80G ; Ilippolytus, Theophylact, which Lange, L. J. I. p. 2.')2, considers prob-

Eutbymius Zigabenus, Nicephorus Callis- able. See on xxiv. 13.
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on vi. 14 f.)—the Gospel of Mark. [See Note I., p. 225 seq.] Assuming this,

as in view of the priority of Mark among the- three Synoptics it must of neces-

sity be assumed, it may be matter of doubt whether Matthew also in his

present form was made use of by him (according to Baur and others, even

as principal source) or not (Ewald, Reuss, Weiss, Holtzmann, Plitt, Schen-

kel, Weizsacker, and others). At any rate he has worked up the apostle's

collection of Logia in part, not seldom, in fact, more completely and with

more critical sifting withal than our Matthew in his treatise. As, however,

this collection of Logia was already worked up into the Gospel of Matthew
;

and as the Gospel invested with this authority, it is a priori to be presumed,

could hardly remain unknown and unheeded by Luke in his researches, but,

on the contrary, his having regard to it in those passages, where Luke

agrees with Matthew in opposition to Mark, presents itself without arbitra-

riness as the simplest hypothesis ; ' our first Gospel also is doubtless to be

reckoned among the sources of Luke, but yet vdth the limitation, that for

him Mark, who represented more the primitive Gospel and was less Judaiz-

ing, was of far greater imj^ortance, and that generally in his relation to

Matthew he went to work with a critical independence, * which presupposes

that he did not measure the share of the apostle in the first Gospel accord-

ing to the later view (comp. Kahnis, Bogm. I. p. 411), but on the contrary

had no hesitation ^ in preferring other sources (as in the preliminary his-

tory). And other sources were available for him, partly oral in the apostolic

1 If a use of our Matthewby Luke is quite

rejected, recourse must be had to the hy-

pothesis (see especially, Weiss in the Jahrb.

f. Deutsch. Theol. 1865, p. 319 ff.) that the

apostolic collection of Logia already con-

tained very much historical matter, and

thereby already presented the type of the

later Gospels. But in this way we again en-

counter the unknown quantity of a written

primitive Gospel, while we come into col-

lision with the testimony of Papias. And
yet this primitive collection of historical

matter in connection with the Koyia. is held

to have excluded not only the history of

the birth and childhood, but also the his-

tory of the Passion from Matt. xxvi. 6-12

onward ; which latter exclusion, if once we
impute to the Xoyia an historical framework

and woof in the measure thought of, is

hardly conceivable in view of the Impor-

tance of the history of the Passion and Res-

urrection. I am afraid that by following

Weiss, instead of the a-uyypa.^Tr] riov KoyCuv,

which Papias claims for Matthew, we get

already an historical efrj^ria-is—even if only

dealing aggregately—oddly breaking off,

moreover, with the history of the Passion

;

instead of the unknown primitive-Mark,

an unknown primitive-Matthew. [See Note

I., p. 2S5 seq.]

' As decisive against the supposition that

Luke knew our Matthew, ii. 39 is cited (see

especially Weiss and Holtzmann), and the

genealogy of Jesus, so far as it goes by
way of Nathan,—ii. 39 being held to show
that the preliminary history of Matthew
did not lie within the horizon of Luke.

Certainly it did not lie within it ; for he has

critically eliminated it, and given another,

which lay in Ms horizon. And the fact

that he gave a genealogical table not ac-

cording to the royal line of descent, in

which, nevertheless, Christ remained just

as well the Son of David, is likewise entire-

ly accordant with the critical task of the

later work ; for genealogies according to

the royal line were certainly the most

ancient. Only people should be in earnest

in attributing to him the critical procedure,

which he himself, i. 3, afiBrms of his work,

also in relation to the Gospel of Matthew.

Schenkel in particular (p. 345) lightly pro-

nounces judgment over the criticism of the

third Gospel.
' We may dispense with the hypothesis,

improbable even in itself, that Luke made
use of Matthew according to an older and

shorter redaction (de Wette and others),

which is alleged to derive support especial-

ly from the gap between ix. 17 and 18 com-

pared with Matt. xiv. 22-xvi. 12.
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tradition which he sought completely to investigate, partly written in the

Gospel literature which had already become copious. Such written sources

may in general he sufficiently recognized ; they are most readily discernible

in the preliminary history and in the account of the journeying (see on ix,

51), but not always certainly definable as respects their compass and in

their original form, least of all in so far as to assume them to be only Jewish-

Christian, especially from the south of Palestine (Kostlin, comp. Holtz-

mann, p. 166). The arrangement which places Mark only after Luke in-

volves us, when we inquire after the sources of the latter, in the greatest

difficulty and arbitrariness, since Luke cannot possibly be merely a free

elaboration of Matthew (Baur), and even the taking in of tradition and of

written sources without Mark (de Wette, Kahnis, Bleek, and others) is in

no wise sufficient. The placing of Mark as intermediate between Matthew

and Luke, steadfastly contended for by Hilgenfeld in particular, would, if it

were in other respects allowable, not raise up such invincible difficulties for

our question, and at least would not require the hypothesis of Hilgenfeld,

that our Matthew is a freer revision of the strictly Jewish-Christian writing

which formed its basis, or even (see the Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1864,

p. 333) a tertiary formation, any more than it would need the insertion of

a Petrine gospel between Matthew and Mark (Hilgenfeld, Kostlin).

To carry back our Gospel in respect of its origin to ajMstolic authority was

a matter of importance to the ancient church in the interest of the canon
;

and the connection of Luke with Paul very naturally offered itself. Hence

even Irenaeus, Haer. iii. 1, quoted by Eusebius, v. 8, states : Aowaf 8e 6

aK6?.ov&og Tlav^MV to vn' eKEivov KtipvGadfxevov EvayyDuov hv /?i^/ltu Kare^ETO, " But

Luke the follower of Paul put down in a book the Gospel preached by

him" (comp. iii. 14 1 f.) ; and already Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome find

our Gospel of Luke designated in the expression of Paul to EvayyilLov /lov.

See the further testimonies in Credner, I. p. 146 ff. As regards this eccle-

siastical tradition, there is to be conceded a general and indirect influence

of the apostle, not merely in reference to doctrine, inasmuch as in Luke

the stamp of Pauline Christianity is unmistakably apparent, but also in

part as respects the historical matter, ' since certainly Paul must, in accord-

ance with his interest, his calling, and his associations, be supposed to

have had, at least in the leading points, a more precise knowledge of the

circumstances of the life of Jesus, His doctrine, and deeds. Comp. 1 Cor.

xi. 23 ff., XV. 1 ff. But the generality and indirectness of such an influence

explain the fact, that in his preface Luke himself does not include any

appeal to this relation ; the proper sources from Avhich he drew (and he

wrote, in fact, long after [see Note IL, p. 226] the apostle's death) were

different. As a Pauline Gospel, ours was the one of which Marcion laid

hold. How he mutilated and altered it, is evident from the numerous frag-

ments in Tertulliau, Epiphanius, Jerome, the pseudo-Origen, and others.

» In reference to this, Tliiersch, K. im for Luke written records in accordance

apost. Zeitalt. p. 1,58, 177, is bold cnDUKh ar- with 2 Tim. iv. 13.

bitrarily to assume that Paul had procured
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Kemaek 1. — The view, acntely elaborated by Schleiermacher, that the

whole Gospel is a stringing together of written documents (krit. Versuch uher d.

Schrifien d. Luk. I. Berl. 1837), is refuted at once by i. 3, and by the peculiar

literary character of Luke, which is observable throughout. See H. Planck,

Obss. de Lucae evang. analyst critica a Schleierm. propos., Gott. 1819 ; Eoediger,

Symbolae ad N. T. evangelia potiss. pertin., Hal. 1827. And this literary peculi-

arity is the same which is also prominent throughout the Acts of the Apostles.

See, besides the proofs advanced by Crednerand others, especially Lekebusch,

Composit. d. Apostelgesch. p. 37 ff. ; Zeller, Apostdgesch. p. 414 ff.

Eemakk 2. — The investigation recently jjursued, after the earlier precedents

of Semler, Loffler, and others, especially by Eitschl (formerly), Baur, and
Schwegler,' in opposition to Hahn (d. Evang. Alardons in s. urspr. Gestult.,

Konigsb. 1823), to prove that the Gospel of Marcion was the primitive-Luke, has

reverted—and that indeed partially by means of these critics themselves, fol-

lowing the example of Hilgenfeld, krit. JJnlers. 1850, p. 389 ff.—more and more
to the view that has commonly prevailed since Tertullian's time, that Marcion

abbreviated and altered Luke. Most thoroughly has this been the case with

Volkmar {theol. Jahrh. 1850, p. 110 ff., and in his treatise, das Evangel. Marcinns,

u. Bevis. d. neueren Unters., Leip. 1852), with whom Kostlin, Urspr. u. Composit.

d. synopt. Ev. 1853, p. 302 £E., essentially agrees. Comp. Hilgenfeld in the

theol. Jahrh. 1853, p. 192 ff. ; Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 11 ff. The opinion that the

Gospel of Marcion was the pre-canonical form of the present Luke, may be
looked upon as set aside ; and the attacks and wheelings about of the Tiibingen

criticism have rendered in that respect an essential service. See Franck in

the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 296 ff. ; and on the history of the whole discussion,

Bleek, Einl. p. 126 ff. For the Gospel of Marcion itself, —which has been ex

audoritate veter. monum. descr. by Hahn,—see Thilo, Cod. Apocr. I. p. 401 flf.

§ 3.—OCCASION AND OBJECT, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPO-
SITION.

The historical work consisting of two divisions (Gospel and Acts of the

Apostles), which Luke himself characterizes as a critico-systematic (ver. 3)

presentation of the facts of Christianity (ver. 1), was occasioned by the rela-

tion, not more precisely known to us, in which the author stood to a certain

Theophilus, for whom he made it Ms aim to bring about by this presentation

1 Ritschl, d. Evang. Marcions u. d. Tcanon. exaggeration with which Hahn has defend-
Ev. d. LuTc., e. krit. Unters., Tiib. 1846 ; Baur, ed the customary view, will know how to

krit. Unters. fib. d. kanon. Evangelien, Tiib. excuse my being led by him to an opposite

1847, p. 393 ff.; Schwegler, nachapost. Zeltalt. onesldedness." According to Baur, Mark-
I. p. 261 ff. See, on the other hand, Har- itsevangel. 1851, p. 191 ff., Marcion had before
ting: qvaestionem de Marcione Liicani him at least an older text of Luke, In many
evang. adulteratore, etc., novo examini sub- respects different from the canonical one.
mislt, Utrecht, 1849.—Eitschl has subse- Certainly the text of Luke which was be-

quently, in the theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 528 f., fore Mai'cion may have had individual

confessed :
" The hypothesis propounded readings more original than our witnesses

by me, that Marcion did not alter the exhibit ; and it is in general, so far as we
Gospel of Luke, but that his Gospel is a can distinguish it, to be regarded as tanta-

step towards the canonical Luke, I re- mount to a very ancient manuscript. But
gard as refuted by Volkmar and Hllgen- still Volkmar and Hilgenfeld often ovcres-

feld. Any one who considers the onesided tlmate its readings.
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of the liistory a knowledge of tlie trustworthiness of the Christian instruc-

tion that he had received. See vv. 1-4. Unhappily, as to this Theophilus,

who, however, assuredly is no merely fictitious personage (Epiphanius,

Heumann, and the Saxon Anonymus), nothing is known to us with cer-

tainty ; for all the various statements as to his rank, native country, etc. (see

Credner, Einl. I. p. 144 f.), are destitute of proof, not excepting even the

supposition which is found as early asEutychius {Annal. Alex., ed. Selden

et Pocock, I.
J). 334), that he was an Italian, or, more precisely, a Roman '

(Hug, Eichhorn, and many others, including Ewald and Holtzmann). It

is, although likewise not certain, according to Acts xxiii. 26, xxiv. 3, xxvi.

25, probable, that the address KparLa-e points to a man of ranh (comp. Otto

in Ep. ad Diogn., ed. 2, p. 58 f.); and from the Pauline doctrinal character

of the historical work, considering that it was to serve as a confirmation of

the instruction enjoyed by Theophilus, it is to be concluded that he was a

follower of Paul ; in saying which, however, the very point whether he was

a Jewish or a Gentile Christian cannot be determined, although, looking to

the Pauline author and character of the book, the latter is probable. The
Clementine Recognitiones, x. 71, make him to be a man of high rank in

Antioch ; and against this very ancient testimony ^ there is nothing substan-

tial to object, if it be conceded that, even without being an Italian, he

might be acquainted with the localities named in Acts xxviii. 12, 13, 15,

without more precise specification. The idea that Luke, in composing the

work, has had in view other readers also besides Theophilus, not merely

Gentile Christians (Tiele), is not excluded by i. 3 f., although the treatise

was primarily destined for Theophilus and only by his means reached a

wider circle of readers, and then gradually, after the analogy of the N. T.

Epistles, became the common property of Christendom. The Pa j/Z/h^ stand-

point of the author generally, and especially his universalistic standpoint,

have been of essential influence on the selection and presentation of the

matter in his Gospel, yet by no means to such an extent that we should have

to substitute for the objectively historical character of the work,—according

to which it had to pay due resi)ect to the Judaistic elements actually given

in the history itself,— a character of suhjective set purpose shaping the book,

as if its aim were to accommodate the Judaizing picture of the Messiah to

the views of Paulinism and to convert the Judaistic conceptions into the

Pauline form (Zeller, Apostelgescli. p. 439), or to exalt Paulinism at the

expense of Jewish Christianity, and to place the twelve apostles in a position

' Whether this follows from the passage nan sub itno libi-o scripta Lucas optinio Theo-

of the Muratorian Canon as to the Acts of jthUo comjyrehendit, omittens qvae svb jrrae-

the Apostles (Ewald, Jahrb. VIII. p. 12G ; sentia ejus singula gercbantur, siait et non

Gesch. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 40) is, considering modo passionem Petri evidenter decerpit (or

the great corruption of the text, vei-y decollat), sed et profeclioitem," etc.

doubtful. At least the very indication, ac- ^ With which tlic circumstance is easily

cording to which Theophilus would appear reconcilable that in the ConstUutt. Ap. vii.

as living in Rome, would be introduced into 46. 1 he is adduced as the third bishop of

the fragment only by conjecture, and that, Caesarea. And that in (hat place our Tbe-

indeed, as daring a conjecture as Ewald ophilus is meant, is more than probable

gives. The text, namely, is, in his view, to from tlie context, where almost none but

be thus restored :
" Acta omnium apostolo- New Testament names are mentioned.
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of inferiority to Paul (Baur, Hilgenfeld).' If tlie author had such a set

purpose, even if taken only in Zeller's sense, he would have gone to work
with an inconsistency that is incomprehensible (not in keeping with that

purpose, as Zeller thinks) ; and we should, in fact, be compelled to support

the hypothesis by the further assumption that the original work had con-

tained neither the preliminary history nor a number of other portions,^ and

had only been brought into its present form by the agency of a later redac-

teur taking a middle course (Baur, Marhusevang. p. 223 ff.). Baur regards

this latter as the author of the Acts of the Apostles. See, on the other

hand, Zeller, A2)ostelgesch. p. 446 flf.

The composition of the Gospel, placed by the Fathers as early as fifteen

years after the ascension, by Thiersch, K. im apost. Zeitalt. p. 158, and by

various others as early as the time of Paul's imprisonment in Caesarea, is

usually (and still by Ebrard and Guericke) referred to the time soon after

the apostle's two years' sojourn in Rome, which is narrated at the conclusion

of the Acts of the Apostles. But as this conclusion is not available for any

such definition of time (see Introd. to the Acts of the Apostles, § 3), and as,

in fact, Luke xxi. 24 f . (compared with Matt. xxiv. 29) already presupposes

the destruction of Jerusalem [see Note III., p. 236 seq.], and places between

this catastrophe and the Parousia a jjeriod of indefinite duration {axpiQ irlripu-

&<JaL Kaipol k^vuv), Luke must have written within these Kaipol e-&vuv, and so

not till after the destruction of Jerusalem, as is rightly assumed by Credner,

de Wette, Bleek, Zeller, Reuss, Lekebusch {Composit. d. Apostelgesch.

p. 413 ff.) ; Kostlin, p. 286 ff. ; Glider in Herzog's Encyhl. ; Tobler, Evan-

gelieiifr., Zurich 1858, p. 29. See especially, Ewald, Jahrh. III. p. 142 f.
;

Holtzmann, p. 404 ff. With this also agrees the reflection, which so often

presents itself in the Gospel, of the oppressed and sorrowful condition of

the Christians, as it must have been at the time of the composition. Comp.
on vi. 20 ff. Still xxi. 32 forbids us to assign too late a date,—as Baur,

Zeller (110-130 after Christ), Hilgenfeld (100-110) do, extending the dura-

tion of the yzvEo, to a Roman secuhim (in spite of ix. 27),—even although no

criterion is to be derived from Acts viii. 26 for a more precise definition of

the date of the Book of Acts, and so far also of the Gospel (Hug : during

the Jewish war ; Lekebusch : soon after it). John wrote still later than

Luke, and thus there remains for the latter as the time of composition the

decade 70-80, beyond which there is no going either forward or backward.

[See Note III., p. 226 seq.] The testimony of Irenaeus, iii. 1, that Luke wrote

after the death of Peter and Paul, may be reconciled approximately with

this, but resists every later date,—and the more, the later it is. The Prot-

evangeliicm JacoM, which contains historical references to Matthew and Luke
(Tischendorf :

" Wann wurden unsere Evangelien verfasst? " 1865, p. 30 ff.),

fails to give any more exact limitation of time, as the date of its own compo-

sition cannot be fixed with certainty. Whether in its present form it was

' See especially, Weiss in the Stud. u. 23, xii. 6 f., xiii. 1-5, xvi. 17, xix. 18-46, xxi.

Krit. 1861, p. 708 ff.; Holtzmann, p. 389 fif. 18, also probably xi. 30-32, 49-51, xiii. 28-35,

" According to Baur, iv. 16-30, v. 39, x. and perhaps xxii. 30.
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used by Justin in particular, is very questionable. Still more doubtful is

the position of the Acta Pilati. In the Ejnstle of Barnabas 19, the jiarallel

with Luke vi. 30 is not genuine (according to the Sinaitic).

Where the Gospel was written is utterly unknown ; the statements of

tradition vary (Jerome, praef. in Matth. : "in Achaiae Boeotiaeque partibus,"

"in the regions of Achaia and Boeotia ;" the Syriac : in Alexanch'ia magna,

comp. Grabe, 8picileg. patr. I. p. 32 f.) ; and conjectures jDointing to Cae-

sarea (Michaelis, Kuinoel, Schott, Thiersch, and others). Borne (Hug, Ewald,

Zeller, Lekebusch, Holtzmann, and others), Achaia and Macedonia (Hilgen-

feld in his Zeitschr. 1858, p. 594 ; 1851, p. 179), and Asia Minor (Kostlin),

are not capable of proof.

§ 4.—GENUINENESS AND INTEGRITY.

The author does not name himself ; but the unanimous tradition of the

ancient church, which in this express statement reaches as far back as Ire-

naeus {Haer. iii. 1, i. 27. 2, iii. 14. 3 f., iii. 10. 1), designates Luke as the

author (see also the Syriac and the Canon of Muratori) ; in opposition to

which there does not arise from the book itself any difficulty making it nec-

essary to abide merely by the general view of a Pauline Gentile-Christian

(but not Luke) as the author, as Hilgenfeld does on account of its alleged

late composition. Papias, in Eusebius, iii. 39, does not mention Luke,

which, however, cannot matter much, since it is after all only n,fragment

which has been preserved to us from the book of Papias. Moreover, the

circumstance that Marcion appropriated to himself this very Gospel, presup-

poses that he regarded it as the work of a disciple of the Apostle Paul
;

indeed, the di.sciples of Marcion, according to Tertullian, c. Marc. iv. 5, at-

tributed it directly to Paul himself, as also the Saxon Anonymus preposter-

ously enough has again done. The unanimous tradition of the church is

treated with contempt by the precarious assertion, that the authorship of

Luke was only inferred from the narrative of travel in the Book of Acts at

a time when there was a desire to possess among the Gospels of the church

also a Pauline one (Kostlin, p. 291). That our Gospel—which, we may add,

was made use of by Justin, ' and in the Clementine Homilies *—is not as

yet quoted in the Apostolic Fathers (not even in the Epistle of Barnabas),

is sufficiently to be explained on the general ground of their preference for

oral tradition,* and by the further circumstance, that this Gospel in the first

instance was only a private document.

Eemakk.—That the person who, in the narrative of travel in the Book of

Acts, speaks in the first person (we) is neither Timothy nor Silas, see Introd. to

Acts, § 1.

1 See Semisch, /)«nl'!f'. Justim, p. 142 ff.; particular that of Luke.

Zeller, Apostelgefch. p. 26 ff. Comp. also " See I'lilhorn, Ilomil. it. Eecognit. des

Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 4.5. lie, never- Clfmens, p. 120 ff.; Zeller, p. 53 ff.

theless, in this, his last work, calls in ques- ' See Oieseler, Entsteh, d. BChriftl. Evange-

tion Justin's direct vtie of our Gospels, and Ikn, p. 149 flf.

«nly concedes that he kifw thcni, and in



NOTES. 225

The integrity of the work has, no doubt, been impugned, as far as the

genuineness of i. 5 fiE. and ch. ii. has been called in question ; but see the

critical remarks on ch. ii.

Notes by American Editor.

I. Origin of the Gospel.

The problem of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels again confronts us (see

Mark, Note I., p. 10).

Here, again, we note the different position taken by "Weiss. He holds, and has

in his Markusevangelium set forth his detailed proof, '

' that, aside from the pre-

liminary history (chaps, i., ii.) and the conclusion (from chap. xxiv. 9 on), with

the exception of two interjected passages (chap. vi. 20-viii. 3, and ix. 51-xviii.

14) the entire Gospel, in arrangement and mode of statement, shows a literary

dependence upon Mark" (Weiss ed. Mey., p. 237). At the same time, he insists

most strongly (against Meyer) that Luke did not make use of Matthew, but of

"the older apostolic sovirce," which contained much historical matter. He
thinks (and in his work on Matthew has attempted to prove) that in the two in-

terjected passages (see above) Luke used the material of this "older source,"

mainly in its original order, and often in its original form. Into his narrative,

which borrowed its outline from Mark, he inserted these passages. (The same
author calls attention, more particularly than Meyer does, to the Hebraizing die
tion of the opening chapters, which, with most recent critics, he attributes

to the use of a written document.)

In regard to this hypothesis, it may be remarked that the matter in Liake

which Weiss so naively excepts is equal in extent to the entire Gospel of Mark
;

that in the portion which he thinks shows dependence upon Mark there are

more correspondences, in words, in verses, and in sections, with Matthew than

with Mark, while the order is by no means identical with that of the latter.

Hence the dependence on Mark has less support from internal phenomena than

that on Matthew. The dependence of the SynoiJtists, in various ways, upon a

common document containing narrative portions (as Weiss holds) seems still

more decidedly against the facts.

Mr. Norton {Genuineness of the Gospels) estimates that Luke has in but

one-tenth part of his Gospel any agreement of expression with the other

Evangelists; "and but an inconsiderable portion of it appears in the nar-

rative, in which there are few instances of its existence for more than half a

dozen words together. In the narrative it may be computed as less than

a twentieth part." The greater resemblance in the portions containing dis-

course is quite readily accounted for by the theory of oral tradition. But the

divergence in the narrative portions would prove that Ijuke's literary habit was
that of an "adapter," altering his phraseology to give an appearance of orig-

inality. There must remain, in connection with all such theories of literary

dependence, a suspicion of literary dishonesty.

Singularly enough, while Luke contains twice as much matter (counting by

topics or sections) peculiar to himself as Matthew, or, in fact, as both Matthew

and Mark, recent critics most generally assert his dependence on one or both of

the two others.

15
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Moreover, against such dependence in the case of Luke may he urged his own
language (chap. i. 1), which seems to exclude his use and knowledge of works

such as our canonical Gospels (see Notes IV., VII., pp. 256, 257). The late date

which Meyer assigns to the composition of the Gospel would favor such a

knowledge, but that date cannot be allowed, resting as it does on the assump-

tion that Luke tampered with our Lord's language respecting the destruction of

Jerusalem (see Note III., below).

11. The Relation of Lake to Paul.

Meyer places the date of the Gospel between a.d. 70 and 80. But this was

not "long after the apostle's death." If, as seems more probable (see Note

III., below), Luke wrote both books shortly after the close of Paul's (first) im-

prisonment at Eome (Acts xxviii. 30), the connection with the apostle is made
quite immediate. But in any case the two '' treatises" stand together. In the

second Luke details the labors of Paul, modestly indicating his own relations

with that apostle : how can we do otherwise than infer the existence of Paul's

influence in this first literary work ? He does not appeal to it, since there was

no necessity for doing so ; his relation to the apostle to the Gentiles must have

been known to Theophilus. It is worth while to note the exceeding accuracy

with which some critics show Luke's dependence on unknown documents, and

deny or ignore the influence of that magnificent human teacher, with whom
we know he lived in relations of the greatest intimacy.

in. Date of Composition.

If the date of composition be placed after the destruction of Jerusalem, be-

cause of the reference in chap. xxiv. 24, then the author is necessarily regarded

as manipulating the words of Jesus, his Master. Meyer's view implies something

more than a divergence of tradition ; it implies that Luke, finding the Lord's

prophecy, as it appeared in the Logia collection, was not fulfilled, deliberately

put in a saving clause about " the times of the Gentiles." This fuller and

fairer statement will virtually dispose of the argument with those who give

Luke credit for common honesty.

There is no valid reason against the usual date, namely, during the two

years' sojourn of Paul at Rome (Acts xxviii. 30). The positive argument

in favor of it is thus stated bj' Godet {Luke, p. 545 Am. ed.) : "If, on

the one hand, the mention of the term of two years in the last verses of

the Acts clearly assumes that a new phase in Paul's life had begun after

his captivity, on the other hand the complete silence of the author as to

the end of the apostle's career proves that this phase had not yet termi-

nated. The Acts must therefore have been written in the interval between the

end of Paul's first captivity at Rome (in the spring of the year 64) and his mar-

tyrdom (about 67). The Gospel must have been composed a short time before."

Schaff thinks the Gospel was composed either at Caesarea or Rome, but not

published till after the death of Paul : he thus accounts for the statement of

Irenaeus.

A number of arguments have been adduced in favor of a later date (see E. A.

Abbott, Encycl. Brit.), but they do not prove the position taken. In fact, the

Gospel, on the face of it, shows that it was not written after the destruction of
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Jerusalem. Moreover, the relation of its phenomena to those in the other Syn-
optics points to a date nearly sj'nchronous with that of the composition of the

other two, and these must have been penned before the destruction of Jerusalem.

The notice of Jerome as to the place of composition (Achaia and Boeotia)

would agree with a date immediately after the first imprisonment of Paul,

and with the somewhat uncertain hints of the movements of the apostle in the

subsequent years of his life. So Godet, who formerly named Corinth as the

place of composition, but now more generally "Achaia."

On the bearing of chap. i. 1-4 upon the questions of origin and date, see

Notes IV., VII., pp. 256, 257.
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EvayyeXiov nara Aovuav.

B F X have only Kara Kovkuv. Others : rb Kara Aovkuv uyiov evayy. Others

£/c Tov Kara A. Others : ck tov k. A. {ayiov) evayyeTiiov. See on Matthew.

CHAPTER I.

Vee. 5. 7/ yvv^ avTov] B C* D L X X, min. codd. It. Jer. Aug. Beda have yvv})

avTu. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepla is

an exegetical alteration—which also holds true of the order of the words at

ver. 10 in Elz. tov ^aov tjv, instead of which 7]v tov laov is preponderatingly at-

tested. — [Ver. 6. kvuniov] Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept havriov, follow-

ing X B C. The latter is unusual in Luke.] — Ver. 14. Instead of yevtaei, Elz.

has yevvijaei, in opposition to decisive evidence. From yEvvrjaei, ver. 13.

Comp. on Matt. i. 18.^— Ver. 20. n^.r/puOijcjovTai'] D, Or. have nTt^^aSvoovrai. If

it were more strongly attested, it would have to be adopted (comp. on xxi. 22).

—

[Ver. 26. Tisch. and recent editors read cnto, following X B L, instead of viro.]

— Ver. 27. The form e/ivrjaTEvn. (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the reduplicated

fis/ivrjaTevfi., has in this place, and still more at ii. 5, such important codd. in

its favor, that it is to be preferred, and //f/yi'jycrrev//. must be attributed to the

transcribers (Deut. xxii. 23, xx. 7). — Ver. 28. 6 ayye/.og] is wanting in B L, min,

Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch.; the more rightly, that in F A
X, 69, Syr. Arm. Brix. Ed. Corb. it is placed after avrijv, and was more easily

supplied than omitted. — ev^oyjjjuevTi cv iv yvv.] is wanting in B L X, min. Copt.

Sahid. Arm. Syr. hier. Damasc. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An
addition from ver. 42, whence, also, in some witnesses there has been added,

Kai EvXoyTjfievog 6 Kapnbg Tr/^ KoiXiag cov. [Treg. brackets, Weiss rejects, W. and

Hort mark as a Western addition, R. V. inserts in marg. only.] — Ver. 20. Elz.

Scholz, Lachm. have tj 6l 'u)ovaa SieTapuxOij enl t<j Myu nvTuv. Griesb. and

Tisch. have tj rfe ettI t€) /loyw (hsTapaxOTj. So B D L X X, min. Arm. Cant.

Damasc. (D : hapaxOT}). This reading is to be preferred. From AE the

transcriber passed immediately to AlETapnxOrj (hence, also, in D, the mere .sim-

ple form), by which means kwi tu Xdyu dropped out, and this is still wanting in

C* min. The bare ?/ 6i diETapuxOri was then glossed by 'ahvan (comp. ver. 12)

{another gloss was : cum andisset, Vulg. al.), which, being adopted before (heTap.,

was the cause of knl t(j loyu being placed after fitETap. when it was restored (in

which case, for the most part, avTov was inserted also). — Ver. 35. After yEvvu/t.

C, inin. and many vss. and Fathers (see especially, Athanasius), as also Valen-

tinus in the P/*(7o.9., have in gov (yet with the variations (/e /e and hi ie), and

thisLachmann has adopted in brackets. A more precisely defining, and withal

doctrinally suggested addition (comp. Matt. i. 10 ; Gal. iv. 4). — Ver. 36. The

form avyyEvtg is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A C*** D E
G H L A X, min. avyyEvr'/c is a correction. — Instead of ynpEi, Elz. has y^p^, in
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opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 37. napd r<j Qeu] Tisch. has napa tov

Otnv, following B D L K ; the dative suggested itself as being closer to the pre-

vailing conception (Gen. xviii. 14). — Ver. 41. The verbal order: tov aanaa/idv

rr/f Map. ^ 'E?u(T. (Lachm. Tisch.), is attested with sufficient weight to induce

us to recognize v 'E^ua. t. aan. r. Map. (Elz.) as a transposition. — [Ver. 42.

Tisch. and recent editors have Kpavyy, instead of (j)uv?) ; so B L, Origen.] — Ver.

44. Following B D* F L J<, Vulg. It. Or., the verbal order of the Recepta kv

ayalX. to 0pE<pog is to be maintained (Griesb. Scholz have to Ppe<p. ev ayall.). —
Ver. 49. fieyalela] Lachm. Tisch. read fieydla, in accordance with B D* L X 130.

So also probably Vulg. It., magna (not magnolia, as at Acts ii. 11). To be pre-

ferred, since fieyaTiela might easily have been introduced as a more exact defini-

tion by a recollection of Ps. Ixxi. 19. — Ver. 50. eif yiveag yevsuv] Very many

variations, among which elg ycveaq nal yevedg (Tisch.) is the best attested, by B
C* L Syr. Copt. codd. It. Vulg. ms. Aug. [so recent editors, R. V.] ; next to

this, but far more feebly, e'lg yeveuv kuI yevedv (commended, by Griesb.). The

former is to be preferred ; the Recepta, although sti'ongly attested, arose out of

the current expression in saecula saeculorum. — Ver. 55. The Codd. are divided

between etc tov alijva (Elz. Lachm. Tisch.) and ewe aiuvo^ (Griesb. Scholz). The

former has the stronger attestation, but is the expression so current in the N. T.

that eojf, etc., which does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., but is in keeping

with the usage of the LXX. after r. cirEpfi. avTov (Gen. xiii. 15, etc.), here de-

serves the preference. [Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch., following X A B
D and most authorities.] — Ver. 59. oyidyj 7/fiepg.'] B C D L X, min. have ^/^fpa ry

6y66ri. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Preponderantly

attested, and therefore to be preferred. —Ver. 61. kv ry avyyeveia gov] Lachm.

and Tisch. read e/c ttjc avyyeveiaq aov, following A B C* L A A X, min. Copt.

Chron. Pasch. The latter is to be preferred, in place of which the former more

readily occurred to the pen of the copyists. — Ver. 62. amov'] B D F G X, min.

have avTo. So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the reference to to traidiov, ver.

59, was left unnoticed, and the masculine was mechanically put in /card avvEOLv.

— Ver. 66. koI je/p] Lachm. Tisch. have koL yap x^'^Py following B C* D L X,

Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Goth. Approved by Rinck also, who, however, rejects i/v

on too slight evidence, yap is the rather to be adopted, because of the facility

with which it may have dropt out on occasion of the similarly sounding x^'P

which follows, and of the difficulty with which another connective particle was

inserted after the already connecting Kai. — Ver. 70. tuv uy. rwv] the second

Tuv, deleted by Tisch., is wanting in B L A X, min. Or. Eus. [Rejected by re-

cent editors, R. V.] An omission by a clerical error. — Ver. 75. After ?//J.Epag

Elz. has rf/f (ur'/g, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 76. Kal av] Tisch.

has Kal av <U (so also Scholz, following Bornem. in Rosenm. Repert. II. p. 259),

on very considerable evidence ; koI . . . Je' was often mutilated by copyists

lacking discernment. — Ver. 78. £7reff«fi//aro] so Tisch., and most uncials, but X*

B L have -cTat ; so W. and Hort, Weiss., R. V. text.]

Ver. 1.' 'EiveiS^irep] Quoniam quidem, since indeed, not found elsevphere in

' According to Baur and others, this pre- truth in coiicreto. Ewald aptly observes,

face, w. 1^, was only added by the last Jahrb. II. p. 182 f., of this preamble, that in

hand that manipulated our Gospel, after its homely simplicity, modesty, and brevity,

the middle of the second century. Thus, it may be called the model of a preface to

the Gospel would bear on the face of it un- an historical work. See on the prologue,
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the N. T., nor in the LXX., or the Apocrypha ; frequent in classical writers,

see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 342 f. Observe that kneLdTj denotes the fact,

assumed as known, in such a way " ut quae inde evenerint et secuta sint,

nunc adhuc durent," " that what things have thence resulted and followed

still endure until now," EUendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. (j40. — TroAAot] Christian

writers, whose works for the most part are not preserved.' The apocryphal

Gospels still extant are of a later date ; Mark, however, is in any case meant

to be included. The Gospel of Matthew too, in its present form which was
then already in existence, cannot have remained unknown to Luke ; and in

using the word TroA^loi he must have thought of it with others (see Introd.

§ 2), although not as an apostolic writing, because the TroA^oi are distinct

from the eye-witnesses, ver. 2. The apostolic collection of Logia was no 6iij-

yrjaig irepl tuv K.-.7^., and its author, as an apostle, belonged not to the ttoA-

loi, but to the ctt' apxvQ avTOTTTat. But the Gospel to the Hebrews, if and so

far as it had then already assumed shape, belonged to the attempts of the

Tro?.?ioi. [See Note IV., p. 256.] — kirexeipjjoav] have undertaken, said under a

sense of the loftiness and difficulty of the task, Acts xix. 13. In the N. T.

only used in Luke ; frequently in the classical writers.' Neither in the

word in itself, nor by comparing it with what Luke, ver. 3, says of his own
work, is there to be found, with Kostlin, Ebrard, Lekebusch, and older

writers, any indication of insufficiency in those endeavors in general, which

Origen,' Ambrosius, Theophylact, Calovius, and various others even referred

to their contrast with the inspired Gospels. But for his special purpose he

judged none of those preliminary works as sufficient. — 6L7jyi)ai.v^ a narrative.*

Observe the singular. Of the noXXoi each one attempted a narrative nepl rijv

K.T.I. , thus comprising the evangelic whole. Loose leaves or detached

essays (Ebrard) Luke does not mention. — avaTd^aadai] to set up according to

order. ^ Neither Hi^yrja. nor avardaa. occurs elsewhere in the N. T. — repl tuv

'!T£KAT}po(j>op. h yfi'cv npajfi. ] of the facts that have attained to full conviction

among us (Christians). [See Note V., p. 257.] n'XTipocpopEtv, to bring to full

conviction, may be associated also with an accusative of the thing, which is

brought to full acknowledgment (2 Tim. iv. 5) ; hence in a passive sense :

nXr/poipopelTai ti, something attains to full belief (2 Tim. iv. 17), it is brought

to full conviction {n-?i7ipo<l>opia TriaTscjg, Heb. x. 22) among others. So here

Holtzmann, p. 243 ffi Aberle in the Tub. hostility to Christianity (Aberle in the (heol.

Quartalschr. 18G3, 1, p. 84 ff., in a peculiar Quart. 1855, p. 173 £f.).

but untenable way makes use of this pro- " Comp. also Ulpian, p. 159 (in Valcke-

logue as proof for the allegation that our naer): <7r<ii^ir<pirepiTouToun-oAAoi«7r«xei'p»)<ro>'

Gospel was occasioned by the accusation i.iroKoyrt<ja.aOai.

of Paul (and of t lie whole Christian body) ' In Jerome :
" Matthaeus quippe et Mar-

in Rome ; holding that the prologue must cus et Johannes et Lucas non sunt conali

therefore have been composed with the scribere, sed scripseriint" "Matthew In-

intention of its being interpreted in more deed and Mark and John and Luke have

senses than one. See, on the other hand, Hil- not undertaken to write, but have written."

genfeld in his Zeitschr. 18G4, p. 443 ff. The Comp. Euthymius Zlgabenus.

whole hypothesis falls to the ground at once See especially, ¥\a.io, Hep. lit. p. 392D;

before the fact that Luke did not write till Arist. lihet. iii. 16 : 2 Mace. ii. 32.

after the destruction of Jerusalem. ' Plut. Moral. ^. 968 C, fiiTptvCuaixOn, Hesy.

' There is not the remotest ground for chius.

thinking of non-Christian books written in
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(it is otherwise "where nXr/pocpopEla&ai is said of a, person, as Rom. iv. 21, xiv.

5 ; Col. iv. 12 ; Ignat. ad Magnes. viii. 10 ; Eccles. viii. 11 ; Phot. Bibl.

p. 41, 29). Rightly so taken by the Fathers (Theophylact : ov yap oTrAwf /cara

ipi2,yv napaSocLV e'lal to, tov 'KpiaTov, aAA' iv a?.rj'&Eia koI TiiaTEi (Sejiaig. koc /nera

ircLGTig n?.?/po(j)oplag, "For the things of Christ are not simply according to

mere tradition, but in truth and steadfast faith and with all full assurance"),

Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Valckenaer, and many others, including

Olshausen and Ewald. The explanation :
" quae in nobis completae sunt"

(Vulgate), which have fully happened, run their course among us (Luther,

Hammond, Paulus, de Wette, Ebrard, Kostlin, Bleek, and others), is

opposed to usage, as n^po(popElv is never, even in 2 Tim. iv. 5, equivalent to

Tvlrjpovv, and therefore it cannot be conceived as applying, either, with

Schneckenburger (comp. Lekebusch, p. 30), toihe fulfilment of God''scmmsel

and promise through the life of the Messiah, which besides would be entirely

imported ; or, with Baur, to the idea of Christianity realized as regards its

full contents, under which the Pauline Christianity was essentially included.

Ver. 2. Kai?wf] neither ^-wa^e/ms, "s^/^.ce," nor belonging to ttett/I^^Po^. (in op-

position, as respects both, to Kuinoel, as respects the latter also to Olshausen),

but introducing the How, the modal definition of avara^. 6iTjyriai,v. — napE6oaav'\

have delivered. It is equally erroneous to refer this merely to written,^ or

merely to oral communication, although in the historical circumstances the

latter was by far the preponderating. * Holtzmann appropriately remarks :

"The subjects of napiSoaav and the nolloi are not distinguished from one

another as respects the categories of the oral and written, but as respects

those of primary and secondary authority." For the noTCkoi, as for Luke him-

self, who associates himself with them by mfioi, the irapdSoaic of the avrSKTai

was the proper source, in accordance with which therefore he must have criti-

cally sifted the attempts of those ttoAAo/, so far as he knew them (ver. 3). — an'

apxvg] namely, of those npaj/idruv. But it is not the time of the lirth of Jesus

that is meant (so most commentators, including Kuinoel and Olshausen),

but that of the ent7-ance of Jesus on His ministry (Euthymius Zigabenus,

de Wette) ; comp. John xv. 27 ; Acts i. 21 f., which explanation is not

"audacious" (Olshausen), but necessary, because the avrdirrai Kal vwripETai

TOV \6yov are the same persons, and therefore under the avrdnTai there are not

to be understood, in addition to the first disciples, Mary also and other

members of the family, an' apxvQ therefore is not to be taken absolutely, but

relatively. — vnrjpErai tov ?i6yov] ministri evangelii (the doctrine xar' h^oxvvi

Acts viii. 7, xiv. 25, xvi. 6, xvii. 11). These were the Twelve and other

IxaBrjTai of Christ (as according to Luke also the Seventy), who were in the

service of the gospel for the purpose of announcing it. Comp. iii. 7 ; Acts

vi. 4 ; Col. i. 23 ; Acts xxvi. 16 ; 1 Cor. iv. 1. Others (Erasmus, Castalio,

Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, «Z., including Kuinoel) take rov A(5yov in the sense

of the matter concerned, of the contents of the history spoken of (see on Acts

• KOnigsm. de fontibus, etc., in Pott's Syl- of the avroitrai we know with certainty only

lege. III. p. 231 ; Hug. the Adyia of Matthew according to Papias,

* Of the written materials of this jropa5o<ris
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viii. 21) ; but it would be just as inappropriate to Inriphai as it would be quite

superfluous, since tov }.6yov must by no means be attached to avrowTat also.

Finally, it is a mistake to refer it to Christ in accordance with John i. 1.'

It is only John that names Christ 6 Myo^. — Theophylact, moreover, aptly

observes : £/c tovtov, "from this" (namely, from KU'&ug irapedoaav rjiiiv k.t.1.)

6yAov, oTi oi'K f]v 6 AovKag an' apxvg fxa^jjTyq, d/l/l' voTEpoxpovoq' aT^koi yap yaav ol

an' apxvQ jia'&TjTEv&tvTeg . . . ol kol napeSoaav avTu k.t.2.., "it is evident Luke
was not a disciple from the beginning, but of a later time ; for those who
were made disciples from the beginning were others . . . who also delivered

to him," etc. By yfilv the writer places himself in the second generation
;

ihe^rst were the immediate disciples of Christ, ol an' apxm avronrai koI vnyj-

perai. This vnijphaL, however, is not chosen for the sake of placing the

Twelve on an equality with Pcml (Acts xxvi. 16). As though the word
were so characteristic for Paul in particular ! Comp, John xviii. 36

;

1 Cor. iv. 1.

Ver. 3. Apodosis, which did not begin already in ver. 2. — iSo^e /ca/zo<] in

itself neither excludes nor includes inspiration. Vss. add to it : et Spiritui

sancto. By the use of mfioi Luke places himself in the same category with

the noXkoL^ in so far as he, too, had not been an eye-witness ; "sic tamen ut

etiamnum aliquid ad aa()>dXeiav ac firmitudinem Theojjhilo conferat," "in such

a way, however, that he bestows on TheojAilus something toward aaipdAEiav

and solidity," Bengel.

—

Trap7/Ko?'.ov&.] after having from the outset followed

everything with accuracy. TiapaKol., of the mental tracing, investigating,

whereby one arrives at a knowledge of the matter. See the examples in

Valckenaer, Schol. p. 12 ; Dissen, ad Bern, de Cor. p. 344 f. Comp., more-

over, Thucyd. i. 22. 2 : haov dwarov aKpijSeia nepl eKacrov ene^eX^&tjv. — nacrcvl

namely, those npdy,uaGi, not masculine (Syr.). — avu'&Ev] not : radicitus, fun-

damentally (Grotius), which is comprised in aKpi^., but : from thefirst, see

on John iii. 3. From the beginning of the history it is seen that in his in-

vestigation he started from the hirth of the Baptist, in doing which, doubt-

less, he could not but still lack the authentic tradition of ver. 2. Never-

theless the consciousness of an advantage over those nolloi expresses itself

in naprjK. avu-Qsv. — Kai?ff7/f] in orderly sequence, not out of the order of time,

in which they occurred one after the other.'' Only Luke has the wo7'd in the

N. T. (viii. 1 ; Acts iii. 24, xi. 4, xviii. 23) ; it occurs also in Aelian, Plu-

tarch, et al. , but the older classical writers have eipe^^g.— Kpariare Qedipike]

See Introd. § 3. That in Acts i. 1 he is addressed merely u Qe6(piAe, proves

nothing against the titular use of kpciticte. See on the latter, Grotius.

Ver. 4. "Iva EniyvC)^'] ut accurate cognosceres, " that thou mightest accu-

' So Origen, Athanasius, Euthymius Zipa- free to lay hold now of the one, now of the

benus. Valla, Calovius, and others, includ- other, just as it is held to suit. The asser-

inp Stein (Konmie/Uar, Halle 1830). tion, often repeated, in favor of the vio-

^ In the case of this xaeef^? the Harmon- lencesof harmonizers, that in Luke the ar-

ists of course make the reservation, that it rangemoTit by subject-matter even predom-
will be "conditioned at one time more by inates (Ebrard, Lichten.stein), is absolutely

a chronolofiioal interest, at another time incompatible with that ica9efij5. [See Note
more by that of the subject-matter," Lich- VI., p. 257.]

tenstcin, p. 73. Thus they keep their hand
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rately Jcnmo;^^ see on Matt. xi. 27 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 13. — mpl uv kuttjxv'^vc ?^6yuv]

The attraction is not, with the Vulgate and the majority of commentators,

to be resolved into : tuv loyuv, Tzepl uv narrixv'^Ki ^s the contents of the in-

struction is put with KaTrjx£l<y&aL in the accusative (Acts xviii. 35 ; Gal. vi.

6), and only the more remote object to which the instruction relates is ex-

pressed by TTepi (Acts xxi. 31, 34), but into : irepl tuv loyuv, ovq KartixV^'H-

that thou mightest know in respect of the doctrines, in which thou wast in-

structed, the unshaken certainty. Comp. Kostlin, p. 132, and Ewald. The

Myoi are not the npdy/xara, res, '^matters" (comp. ver. 3), as is usually

supposed ; but it is just the specifically Christian doctrines, the individual

parts of the ?i6yog, ver. 3 (tuv X6yo>v ttjq iricTeug, "doctrines of the faith,"

Euthymius Zigabenus), that stand in the most essential connection with the

histm'y of Jesus and from it receive their ac(j)d?.eia ; in fact, they are in great

part themselves essentially history. — KaTrjxv^iK is to be understood of actual

instruction (in Acts xxi. 31 also), not of hearsay, of which, moreover, the

passages in Kypke are not to be explained. Who had instructed Theophi-

lus—who, moreover, was assuredly already a Christian (not merely inter-

ested on behalf of Christianity, as Bleek supposes)—we know not, but certain-

ly it was not Xw^^e himself (in opposition to Theophylact).

—

Tyv aacpdleiav]

the unchangeable certainty, the character not to be shaken. Comp. ttjv aa(pd-

leiav elvai ?i.6yov, Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 15. The position at the end is emphatic.

According to Luke, therefore, by this historical work, which he purposes to

write, the doctrines which Theophilus had received are to be set forth for

him in their immovahle positive truth; according to Baur, on the other hand,

the dacpdXeia which the writer had in view was to be this, that his entire rep-

resentation of primitive Christianity sought to become conducive to the con-

cilatory interest (of the second century), and always kept this object in view.

This is purely imported. Luke wrote from the dispassionate consciousness

that Christianity, as it subsisted for him as the Pauline contents of faith,

had its firm basis of truth in the evangelical history of salvation. [See Note

VIL, p. 257.]

Ver. 5. The periodic and Greek style of the preface gives place now to

the simple Hebraizing mode of presentation in the preliminary history,—

a

circumstance explained by the nature of its Jewish-Christian sources, which

withal were not made use of without being subjected to manipulation, since

Luke's peculiarities in expression pervade even this preliminary history.

How far, however, the lofty, at times truly lyrical beauty and art of the

descriptions are to be reckoned due to the sources themselves or to Luke as

working them up, cannot be decided. [See Note VHL, p. 258.]— Observe,

moreover, how the evangelical tradition gradually pushes back its begin-

nings from the emergence of the Baptist (Mark) to the yeveatq of Jesus (Mat-

thew), and even to the conception of His forerunner (Luke). — kyivETo] exti-

tit, emerged in history. Comp. on Mark i. 4. — lepevg tlq] therefore not high

priest. — On the twenty-four classes ofpriests (r^p.^HD, in the LXX., i<pT)iJLepia,

also SiaipEffig, in Josephus also kcpTj/iEplg), which, since the time of Solomon,

had the temple-service for a week in turn, see Ewald, Alterth. p. 315 ; Keil,

Archdol. I. p. 188 f.
—'A/3<a] 1 Chron. xxiv. 10. From this successor of
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Eleazar the eighth kiprifiepia had its name. — The chronological emj^loyment of

this notice for the ascertaining of the date of the birth of Jesus would re-

quire that the historical character of the narratives, given at ver. 5 ff., ver.

26 flf., should be taken for granted ; moreover, it would be necessarj' with-

al that the year and (as every class came in its turn twice in the year) the

approximate time of the year of the birth of Jesus should already be other-

wise ascertained. Then, in the computation we should have to reckon, not,

with Scaliger {de emendat. tempor.), forward from the re-institution of the

temple-service by Judas Maccabaeus, 1 Mace. iv. 38 ff., because it is not

known which class at that time began the service,' but, with Salomon van

Til, Bengel, and Wieseler, backward from the destruction of the temple,

because as to this the date (the 9 Abib) and the officiating class of priests

(Jehoiarib) is known. Comp. also Lichtenstein, p. 76. — Kal yiw) avrci]

(see the critical remarks) scil. r/v. — h ruv dvyar. 'A«p.] John's descent on

both sides was priestly. Comp. Josephus, Vit. v. 1. See Wetstein. — 'EAi-

ffd/3e-] Such was also the name of Aaron's wife, Ex. vi. 23 (I^'^'Sk, Deus

juramentum).

Ver. 6 f. AiKaioL] iipright, such as they ought to be according to God's

will. — huTTiov T. eeov] a familiar Hebraism :
niH] 'Jfl?, characterizing the

dA//i3^C dcKaiocvvr/, "true righteousness" (Euthymius Zigabenus), which is

so not perchance merely according to human judgment, but iefore the eyes

of Oocl, in God's presence. Gen. vii. 1 ; Acts viii. 21 ;
Judith xiii. 20. Comp.

Augustine, ad Marcell. ii. 18. [See critical note.]— nopEvo/ievoi k.t.Ti.] a more

precise explanation of the foregoing, likewise in quite a Hebraizing form

(1 Kings viii. 62, al), wherein diKaiu/na is legal ordinance (LXX. Deut. iv, 1,

vi. 3, XXX. 16 ; Ps. cxix. 93, al. ; see on Rom. i. 32, v. 16), zvro7Ji joined

with 6lk. (Gen. xxvi. 5 ; Deut. iv. 40) is a more special idea. The distinc-

tion that kvTo?.t/ applies to the moral, 6iKai6fja to the ceremonial precepts, is

arbitrary (Calvin, Bengel, and others). We may add that the popular testi-

mony to such SiKaioffvvT} does not exclude human imperfection and sinfulness,

and hence is not opposed to the doctrine of justification. — a/nefXTTToi] not

equivalent to a/itfiirTuc, but prole2ytic : so that they were blameless. Comp.

1 Thess. iii. 23 ; Winer, p. 549 f. [E. T. 624 f. J.
—The Attic aa^Sn, here

as at xix. 9, Acts ii. 24, Tobit i. 12, xiii. 4, corresponding to the argumen-

tative Ka-&ug : as then, according to thefact that, occurs in the N. T. only in

iMk-Q. — iTpo(i£(iT]K-6TEq hvToig 7]ii.'\ of advanced age, ^""O":^^ D"^3, Gen. xviii. 11
;

Josh, xxiii. 1 ; 1 Kings i. 1.^ Observe that k. afx<p. wpoi3. k.t.1. is no longer

connected with Ka^dri, but attached to ovk ?jv uvt. tekv. by way of further

preparation for the marvel which follows.

Ver. 8 f. 'Eycvero . . . elaxe] thus without interposition of mi. Both

modes of expression, with and without Kai, are very frequent in Luke. See

generally, Bornemann in loc. — Kara to e^og r^g lepaT.] according to the cus-

tom of the priesthood, does not belong to what precedes (Luther, Kuinoel,

' See Paulus, exeg. Handb. I. p. 83 ; Wiese- xiii. p. 592 D), also inv i^XiKiav, and tlie like

ler, chrond. Synopse, p. 141. (Ilerodian, ii. 7. 7 ; comp. 2 ISIacc. iv. 40
;
Ju-

* The Greeks say jrpo|3ep7,Ki)? rfi ^XiKt'o, ditli xvi. 23), see Wetstein, and Pierson, ad

Lys. p. 169, 37, toIs ereo-iv (Machon in Athen. Moer. p. 47.0.
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Bleek), to which e^&og would be inappropriate, but to eAajf tov dvfiiacaL
;

the usual custom, namely, was, that the priest of the class on service for the

week, who was to have the honorable office of burning incense, was fixed

every day ty lot, just as in general the several offices were assigned by lot.
*

How the casting of lots tooh place, see Gloss. Joma, f. 23, 1, in Lightfoot,

p. 714. — Thegetiitive tov -dv/xcaaac (not to be accented ^vfiidoaL ^) is governed

by e?.axe. See Matthiae, p. 800 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 2. On the

mode of burning incense, see Lightfoot, p. 715 ; Liind, I.e. p. 618 ff. ; Leyrer

in Herzog's EncyM. XII. p. 506 ff. With this office specially divine bless-

ing was conceived to be associated (Deut. xxxiii. 10 f.) ; and during it John

Hyrcanus received a revelation, Josephus, Antt. xiii. 10. 3. — Whether, we
may ask, are we to understand here the morning (Grotius) or the evening

(Kuinoel) burning of incense ? T\ie former, as the casting lots has just pre-

ceded. — EiaEMuv K.r.A.] can neither be something t)[Xiit follows after the

llaxe T. &vfi. (so Luther and others, de Wette and Bleek), nor can it belong

m,erely to &v/icaaai (so Winer, p. 316 [E. T. 353], and Glockler, following

the Vulgate), in which case the words would be quite idle. [See Note IX.,

p. 258.] Rather must they be, in the same relation as the following koI ndv to

Tv?if/'&og . . . efw Ty upa tov &v/iid/iaTog, an essential portion of the descrip-

tion. It is, namely, the inoment that preceded the eAaje tov &v/uidaat : the

duty of burning incense fell to him, after he had entered i?ito the temple of

the Lord. After his entrance into the temple he received this charge. — eIq

TOV vaov^ not elg to lepov (see on Matt. iv. 5), for the altar of incense, the

dvaiacTTjpiov, ver. 11, stood in the sanctuary (between the table of shewbread

and the golden candlestick).

Ver. 10. And now, while this burning of incense (symbol of adoration
;

see Bahr, Symbol. I, p. 463-469 ; Leyrer, I.e. p. 510 f.) allotted to him was

taking place in the sanctuary, the entire multitude of the people (which ex-

pression does not exactly presuppose a festival, as Chrysostom, Chemnitz,

and Calovius hold) was found {rjv) in the forecourts, silently praying. This

was implied in the arrangments for worship ; see Deyling, Obss. III. p. 343 f
.

;

Leyrer, I.e. p. 509.

—

tov QviiLdfiaToq'] not: of hurning incense (&vfj.iaaic:)^

but : of incense,^ namely, at which this teas burnt.

Vv. 11, 12. 'il(p^T/] not a vision, but a real angelic appearance, xxii. 43. — ek

Se^cuv] on the propitious side of the altar, at which Zacharias was serving.*

— dyye^of] an angel. Who it was, see ver. 19.

—

(p6i3og kwEnEaev ctt' air.]

Comp. Acts xix. 17 ; Ex. xv. 16 ; Judith xv. 2 ; Test. XII. Patr. p. 592.

Among the Greeks usually found with a dative, as Eur. Andr. 1042 : aol

fj,6va ETTEKEaov 2,vTrat.

Vv. 13, 14. 'EiGT!K.ov(7-&rj K.T.X.] By ?? 6£r/dg gov cannot be meant the petition

for offspring (yet so still Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, Schegg, following

' See Tr. Tamid, v. 2 ff. ; Wetstein, and xviii. 21 ; Ecclus. xlv. 6 ; 1 Mace. iv. 49 ; 2

Paulus, exeget. Handb.; Lund, Jiid. Heiligth., Mace. ii. 5 ; Plat. Pol. ii. p. 373 A, Legg. viil.

ed. Wolf, p. 804 f. p. 847 C ; Herod, i. 198, iv. 71, viii. 99 ; Soph.

* Comp. generally, Lipsius, Gramm. Unr 0. R. 4.

ters. p. 38 £f.
* See Schoettgen, and Wetstein, ad Matt,

' See ver. 11 ; Rev. v. 8, viii. 3, 4; Wisd. xxv. 33; Valckenaer in loc.
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Maldonatus and many others) ; for, as according to ver. 7 it is not to be as-

sumed at all that the pious priest still continued now to pray for children, so

least of all can he at the burning of incense in his official capacity have

made such a private matter the subject of his prayer ; but 7) dkrja'iQ aov must

be referred to the prayer just made by him at the priestly burning of incense,

in which also the whole of the people assembled without were associated

(ver. 10). This prayer concerned the highest solicitude of all Israel, namely,

the Messianic deliverance of the people (Augustine, Euthymius Zigabenus,

Erasmus, Jansen, Calovius, Ewald, and others), k/.dE-u 1) jiaciltia aov, "thy

kingdom come." The context which follows is not opposed to this, but on

the contrary the connection is :
" Has preces angelus dicit exauditas

;
jam

enim prae foribus esse adventum Mcssiae, cujus anteambulo destinatus sit

is qui Zachariae nasciturus erat filius," "The angel says these prayers are

heard ; for already is the advent of the Messiah before the doors, whose

forerunner is destined to be he who shall be born to Zachariah as son," Gro-

tius. — KaMaeiq /c.r.A.] see on Matt. i. 21. — 'ludvvTjq is the Hebrew jjn'in^ or

pnv {^Ood is gracious, like the German Ootthold). The LXX. have 'luva

(2 Kings XXV. 23), 'Icjvav (Neh. vi. 18), 'luavav (Neh. xii. 13 ; 2 Chron. xvii.

15, xxiii. 1), 'luavijq (2 Chron. xxviii. 12). — yheoi^ here is iii'th (often so in

the Greek writers and in the LXX.) ; Xen. Up. 3 : 6dov av9puniv7/g apxw f^^v

yeveaiv, TeTioq Se davarov.

Ver. 15. Meyaf hvun. r. Kvp.] A designation of a truly great man ; "talis

enim quisque vei'e est, qualis est coram Deo, "
'

' for whoever is truly so, is so

before God," Estius. Comp. on ver. 6.

—

kqI olvov k.t.a.] Description of a

TTJ, (Nazarite) as those were called, who had for the service of God bound

themselves to abstain from wine and other intoxicating drinks (Num. vi.

3), and to let the hair of their head grow. John was a Nazarite, not for a

certain time, but for life, like Samson (Judg. xiii. 5) and Samuel (1 Sam. i.

12).'— TO aiKEfja ("i3tJ/), which does not occur in the Greek writers, is any ex-

citing drink of the nature of wine, but not made of grajjes ; Lev. x. 9 and

frequently in the LXX. It was prepared from corn, fruit, dates, palms

(Pliny, H. iV. xiv. 19), and so forth. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. vi. 10, has

the genitive aiKEpog. — In ek KoiXia^ /c.r.A.] in never stands for 7/(5;?, but : of

the Holy Spirit,^ he shall hefull even from his mother's iromh, so that thus already

in his mother's womb (see Origen) he shall be filled with the Spirit. A
pregnant form of embracing the two points.^ Doubtless the leaping of the

child in the mother's womb, ver. 41, is conceived of as a manifestation of

this being filled with the Spirit. Comp. Calovius and Maldonatus.

Vv. 16, 17. Working of John as a preacher of repentance, who as a moral

reformer of the people (comp. on Matt. xvii. 11) prepares the way for the

Messianic consummation of the theocracy. — eniaTpExjni] for through sin they

• See in general, Ewaltl, Alterih. p. 96 ff. ;
pression here is to be understood not of the

Saalschutz, Mas. JR. p. 361 f. ; Keil, Archiiol. distinctive Iluly Spirit, but of the holy jxnver

I. § 67 ; Vilraar in the Stud. u. Kril. 1864, 0/ 6od in peneral.

p. 438 ff. 5 Comp. Plutarch, consol. ad Apoll. p. 104 :

* It is quite arbitrary in Olshausen to sup- in an apxr)<; ^KoAoOfljjfcev (having therefore

port the rationalistic opinion that the ex- already followed iv opxn).
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have turned themselves away from God. — Kvpcov r. Qebv avr.] not the Mes-

siah (Euthymius Zigabenus, and many of the older commentators), but God.
— Kal avTog] He will turn many to God, and he himseJf will, etc. — ttpoeXev-

asTai] not : he will emerge preciously (de Wette), but : he will precede (Xen.

Cyr. vi. 3, 9), go before Him (Gen. xxiii. 3, 14 ; Judith ii. 19, xv. 13). —
IvifK. avTov] can only, in accordance with the context, be referred to Ood
(ver. 16), whose preceding herald he will be. The prophets, namely, look

upon and depict the setting in of the Messianic kingdom as the entrance of

Jehovah into the midst of His people, so that thereupon Ood Himself is rep-

resented by the Messiah ; Isa. xl. ; Mai. iii. 1, iv. 5 f. Comp. Tit. ii. 13.

In the person of the entering Messiah Jehovah Himself enters ; but the

Messiah's own personal divine nature is not yet expressed in this ancient-

prophetic view (in opposition to Gess. Pers. Chr. p. 47). Incorrect, because

in opposition to this prophetic idea, is the immediate reference of avrov to

the Messiah (Heumann, Kuinoel, Valckenaer, Winer), as regards which
appeal is made to the emphatic use of Hin, avroc, and ipse (comp. the Pyth-

agorean avToc E(^a), whereby a subject not named but well known to every

one is designated (Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 146 f.]). — h rrvevfiaTi k. 6vvafi. 'HZ.]

furnished therewith. Spirit and power (power of working) of Elijah (ac-

cording to Mai. iii. 23 f.) is, as a matter of course, God^s Sj)irit (comp. ver.

15) and divine power, but in the peculiar character and vital expression

which were formerly apparent in the case of Elijah, whose antitype John is,

not as a miracle-worker (John x. 41), but as preacher of repentance and pro-

phetic preparer of the way of the Lord. — tTriarpH'ai k.t.X.] according to

Malachi, I.e. : in order to turn fathers'' hearts to children; to be taken liter-

ally of the restoration of the paternal love, which in the moral degradation

of the people had in many grown cold. Comp. Ecclus. xlviii. 10 and
Fritzsche m loc. Kuinoel incorrectly holds that warepuv means the patri-

archs, and that the meaning is (similar to that given by Augustine, de civit.

D. XX. 29 ; Beza, Calovius, and others) :

'

' efficiet, ut posteri erga Beum, eun-

dem habeant atiimtim pium, quern halebant eorum majores,'''' " will effect that

the descendants have the same pious mind toward God that their ancestors

had." Comp. also Hengstenberg, Christol. III. p. 674, and Bleek. The
absence of any article ought in itself to have warned against this view !

—
Kal aneLdelq h <ppov. t. 6ik.] sc. kiriarpf/ipaL. The discourse passes over from the

special relation to the general one. cnreiOelg is the opposite of tuv SiKaiuv,

and therefore is not to be understood of the childi'en (Olshausen), but of the

im,moi-al in general, whose characteristic is disobedience, namely, towards

God. — iv (ppovfjaei] connected immediately in a pregnant way with the verb

of direction, in which the thought of the result was predominant. See

Kiihner, II. p. 316. " Sensus eorum, qui justi sunt, in conversione protinus

induitur," "the disposition of those who are just is directly involved in

conversion,'' Bengel. ^povrjaiq (see Arist. Eth. JSfic. vi. 5. 4), practical intel-

ligence. Comp. on Eph. i. 8. The practical elem.ent follows from aneiMg.—
hoinaaai] to put in readiness, etc. Aim of the kmaTpeipai k.t.1., and so final

aim of the TrpoeTievGerai k.t.1. — Kvpi(o]for God, as at vv. 16, 17. — laov kute-

CKEvacfi. ] a people adjusted, placed in the right moi'ol state (for the setting up
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of the Messianic kingdom), is related to Iroifidcjai as its 7'es7ilt. "Parandus
populus, ne Dominus populum imi^aratum inveuiens majestate sua obterat,"

"A people must be prej^ared, lest the Lord coming upon an unprepared

people should destroy them with His majestj-," Bengel.

Ver. 18. Like Abraham's question, Gen. xv. 8. — Kara ri] According to

what. Zacharias asks after a crjiielov (ii. 12), in conformity with which he

should know that what had been promised (tovto)—in other words, the birth

of a son, with whom the indicated destination of Elias should associate it-

self—had really occurred.

Vv. 19, 20. The angel now discloses to Zacharias tchat angel he is, byway
of justifying the announcement of penalty which he has then to add. —
Ta(ipi/jy\.] /*?'"?3J, vir Dei, one of the seven angel-princes (D'lK?) or archangels

(comp. Auberlen in Herzog's Encyhl. IV. p. 634 '), who stand for service at

the throne of God {kvumov r. Qeov), as His jjrimary servants,* Dan. viii. 16,

ix. 21. Comp. Fritzsche on Tob. xii. 15. ''Nomina angelorum ascende-

runtin manum Israelis ex Babylone,'^'' " The names ot the angels went up into

the hand of Israel from Bahyhn,'''' Bos Hassana, f. 56, 4 ; Enoch 20.'— aiu-

TTwv] It is only the subsequent k. nfj 6vva.fi. laTi'tjcaL that defines this more
precisely as (^??/?«&«ess, which, however, is not apoplectic, caused by the terror

(Paulus), nor the consequence of the agitating effect of the vision (Lange),

which consequence he himself recognized as a punishment ; but it is a mi-

raculous penalty. — avd^' wv] for the reason (by way of retribution) that.*

The difficulties felt on account of the harshness of this measure (Paulus,

Strauss, Bruno Bauer, comp. also de Wette), with which the impunity of

others, such as Abraham and Sarah, has been compared, are, when the

matter is historically viewed, not to be got rid of either by the assumption

of a greater guilt which the Omniscient recognized (Calvin, comp. Lange,

L. J. II. 1, p. 65, and even as early as Augustine), or by an appeal to the

lesser age of Zacharias (Hoffmann), and the like ; but to be referred to the

counsel of God (Rom. xi. 33 f.), whose various measures do not indeed dis-

close themselves to human judgment, but at any rate admit of the reflection

that, the nearer the dawn of the Jleasianic time, the more inviolably must

the requirement of faith in the promise—and the promise was here given

through an angel and a priest—come into prominent relief. — olTiveql quali-

tative (Kiihner, II. p. 407), ita comparati tit, wherein is implied a reference

that justifes the penal measure. — elg r. Kuipov air.] denotes the space of time

appointed for the 7.6yoi, till the completion of which it is still to hold that

their fulfilment is setting in.^ See also xiii. 9.

Ver. 21. The priests, especially the chief priests, were accustomed, ac-

cording to the Talmud, to spend only a short time in the sanctuary ; other-

' Tlofmann, Schrifthew. I. p. 34.3 f., makes Gabriel, set forth in Eisenmenger, entdecktes

some unimportant objections against the ac- Judenth. II. p. 36.3 fif., 378 ff., 390, 874.

curacy of the explanation of archangels. •* xix. 44 ; Acts xii. 23 ; 2 Thess. ii. 10 ; Her-

See in opposition to him, Hahn, Tfied. d. mann, ad Mger. p. 710 ; EUendt, Lex. Soph.

N. r. I. p. 286. I. p. 170.

" 6 wopeo-TjjKios, comp. thereon Rev. viii. 2, ' Comp. the classical « icaipdc, tU xpovov,

and see Valckenacr. eU ianepav, and tlie like, Bcrnhardy, p. 216.

' See later Jewish fictions in respect to



CHAP. I., 22-24. 239

wise it was apprehended that they had been slain by God, because they

were unworthy or had done something wrong. ' Still the unusually long

delay of Zacharias, which could not but strike the people, is sufficient in it-

self as a reason of their wonder. — h rCy xpovll^siv avrSv] not ove7' {eni, iv. 22,

al.), or on account of (Mark vi. 6, 6ia), but on occasion of his failure to appear.

So also Ecclus. xi. 21 ; Isa. Ixi. 6. Eightly, Gersdorf, Ewald, render :

wheti he, etc.

Vv. 22, 23. 'ETTeyvuaav, on b-Kraaiav /c.r./l.] by the inference ab effectu ad

causam ; and very naturally they recognize as the latter an appearance of

God or an angel, since, in fact, it was in the sanctuary that the dumbness

had come on, and the agitating impression might even cause death, Judg.

vi. 23, al. In spite of the ovk ijdvvaro laHjaat, Olshausen thinks that this

ETTEyvuaav does not refer to the silence of Zacharias, but probably to the ex-

citement in his whole appearance, which Bleek also mixes up. — avrd^, he

on his 2)a>'t, corresponding to that which they perceived. — fjv diavevuv aiiTolo]

he was employed in making signs to them (Ecclus. xxvii. 22 ; Lucian, V. H.

44), namely, that he had seen a vision.

—

uq kirX^a^. k.t./I.] namely, the

week in which the class of Abijah (see ver. 5) had the temple service.*— elg

T. oIk. airoii] ver. 39 f., also ver. 56 : elg t. oIkov avTfjq.

Ver. 24 f. Merade ravT. t. rjixtp.^ in which this vision had occurred, and he

had returned at the end of the service-week to his house. Between the re-

turn and the conception we are not to place an indefinite interval. — nEpu-

Kpvfiev EavT?/v] she hid herself, withdrew her own person completely {izEpi, see

Valckenaer) from the view of others. — (ifivaq kevte'] is of necessity to be

understood of thefirst, not of the last five months of pregnancy (in opposition

to Heumann). See vv. 26, 36, 56, 57. — Myovcra' on K.T.?..]t'he reason which

was uttered by her for this withdrawal ; hence on is not recitative, but to

be rendered because, as at vii. 16 : because thus hath the Lord done to me in

the days, in which He was careful to take away my reproach among men. Her
reflection, therefore, was to this effect :

" seeing that her pregnancy was the

work of God, whose care, at the setting in of this state of hers, had been

directed towards removing from her the reproach of unfruitfulness, she

must leave to God also the announcement of her pregnancy, and not herself

bring it about. God would know how to attain His purpose of taking away

her reproach." And God knew how to attain this His purpose. After she

had kept herself concealed for five months, there occurred in the sixth

month, ver. 26 ff., the annunciation to Mary, in which the condition of

Elizabeth was disclosed to Mary, so that she rose up (ver. 39 ff.), etc. Hence

the opinions are not in accordance with the text, which represent Elizabeth

as having kept herself concealed from shame at being with child in her old

age (Origen, Ambrose, Beda, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus), or in

order that she might first assure herself of her condition (Paulus), and might

in the meantime apply herself to devotion (Kuinoel), or to afford no handle

to curiosity (Schegg), or "quo magis appareret^cs^ea repente graviditas,"

' See Hleros. Jmia, f. 43, 2 ; Bdbyl. f. 53, * On the verb, comp. ver. 57, ii. 6, 21 f.

;

2 ; Deyling, Obss. III. ed. 2, p. 455 f

.

also Gal. iv. 4 ; Eph. i. 10.



240 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE,

*
' that the pregnancy might afterward more suddenly become apparent

"

(Bengel), or even because it was necessary to keep herself quiet during the

first months of pregnancy (de Wette). No ; it was because with resigna-

tion and confidence she awaited the emerging of the divine guidance. — aJf ]

without repetition of the preposition. '— C7rf?(5n'] looked to it, i.e., tool- carefor

it. So more frequently t<j)opau is used of the providence of the gods in the

classical writers ; Herod, i. 124 ; Soph. El. 170. Comp. Acts iv. 29. — to

oveMc fiov] Comp. Gen. xxx. 23. Unfruitfulness was a disgrace, as being a

token of the divine disfavor (Ps. cxiii. 9 ; Isa. iv. 1, xliv. 3 ; xlvii. 9
;

Hos. ix. 11); the possession of many children was an honor and blessing

(Ps. cxxvii., cxxviii.).'— h af'&p/jTvoic] belongs to aipeXelv ; among men she

had dishonor.

Vv. 26, 27. Tgj cktu] see ver. 24. — 'Na^aph] According to Matthew, Beth-

lehem was the dwelling-place of Joseph and Mary. See on Matt. ii. 23, Re-

mark, and Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 51 ff. — / f oIkov Aavi(^ applies not to

Mary and Joseph (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza,

Calovius, and others, including Wieseler in the Stud. v. Krit. 1845, p. 395),

but merely to the latter, ii. 4, iii. 23 ff. The descent of Mary from David

cannot at all be proved in the N. T. See on Matt. i. 17, Remark 2. Comp.

on ver. 36, ii. 4 f. [See Note X., p. 258.]

Vv. 28, 29. Eicr£Ai?(jv] namely, 6 ayytloq (see the critical remarks). Paulus

erroneously puts it : "a person who came in said to her."— Kexapirufihr/]

who has met with Mndness (from God).^ Well remarks Bengel :
" non ut

mater gratiae, sed ut filia gratiae," " not as mother of grace, but as daugh-

ter of grace." See ver. 30 ; and on japirow in general, see Ei)h. i. 6. — On

evloy. ah h yvvai^. in the Textus i'ec£j)tus (but see the critical remarks), see

Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 246]. It would be not a vocative, like KexapiTupivT/,

but a nominative, as the added gv indicates : The Lord is with thee. Messed

(kut' i^oxt]v) art thou among women. — Ver. 29. The liecepta (but see the crit-

ical remarks) would have to be explained : hut she, when she looTced upon him,

was terrified at his saying, so that \Sovaa only appears as an accessory element

of the narrative, not as jointly a reason of her terror (in opposition to Borne-

mann, de Wette, and others), which would rather be simply (ttI tC) Myu

avToi; as is shown by the text which follows kuI (htXoyli^fTo k.t.1. — Tvorawoc]

qualis, what sort of a: a question of wonder. Comp. on Mark xiii. 1 f. In

accordance with its loJiole tenor raising her to so high distinction the greet-

ing was to her enigmatical.

Ver. 31. See on Matt. i. 21.

Ver. 32. f. Meyar] Comp. ver. 15. And what greatness belonged to this

promised One, apjiears from what is said in the secpiel of His future ! — vibr

vtphTov K?itj^T/a.] Description of His recognition as Messiah, as whom the an-

gel still more definitely designates HimbyKat Joxret k.t.I. The name Son of

> See Bemhardy, p. 203; Bomemann, sound in the words x«'P« ffx^P'^""'^"';-

Schd. p. 5 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 32. Plays on words of a like kind are found

" Comp. the view of the Greeks, Herod. anidtiK Honum Catholics with the contrasts

vi. 86 ; Muller, Dor. II. p. 192. of ave and Eva.

' Observe the ingenious similarity of
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God is not explained in a metaphysical reference until ver. 35. — t6v -Qpovov

Aav. Tov Trarp. ahrov] i.e., the royal throne of the Messianic kingdom, which
is the antitypical consummation of the kingdom of David (Ps. cxxxii. 11,

ex.), as regards which, however, in the sense of the angel, which excludes

the bodily paternity of Joseph, David can be meant as 6 rrarr/p avrov only ac-

cording to the national theocratic relation of the Messiah as David's son, just

as the historical notion of the Messiah was once given. [See Note XI.,

p. 258.] The mode in which Luke (and Matthew) conceived of the Davidic

descent is plain from the genealogical table of ch. iii., according to which
the genealogy passed by way of Joseph as foster-father. — elq rovq aiuvag]

from Isa. ix. 6 ; Dan. vii. 13 f. The conception of an everlasting Messianic

kingdom (according to Ps. ex. 4) is also expressed in John xii. 34 ; comp.

the Rabbins in Bertholdt, Ghristol. p. 156. The '' house of JacoV \s not to

be idealized (Olshausen, Bleek, and others : of the spiritual Israel) ; but

the conception of the kingdom in our passage is Jewish-national, which,

however, does not exclude the dominion over the Gentiles according to the

projihetic prediction ("quasi per accessionem," "as if through addition,"

Grotius). — /3ao-<A. ettl] as xix. 14 ; Rom. v. 14.

Ver. 34 f. Hoio is it 2Jossihle that this shall te the case ? ^ namely, ro avAlajielv

hv yaarpl kol tekeIv v'lov, Euthymius Zigabenus. — ov yLvucnu] comp. Matt. i.

18 ; Gen. xix. 8 ; Judg. xi. 39 ; Num. xxxi. 17, since I have sexual inter-

course with no man. In this sense the pure maiden knows no man. As, how-
ever, she is betrothed, ver. 27, her reply shows that she has understood the

promise of the angel rightly as soon to be fulfilled, and not to be referred

to her impending marriage with Joseph, but as independent of the marriage

that was soon to take place. The avdpa oh yivucKu is thus simply the confes-

sion of the immaculate virgin conscience, and not (a misunderstanding, which

Mary's very hetrothal ought to have precluded) the vow ofperpetual virginity

(Augustine, de virgin. 4, Gregory of Nyssa, Grotius, Jansen, Maldonatus,

Bisping, and others), or the resolution to that effect (Schegg). — 7rvev/in ayiov]

In accordance with the nature of a proper name, without the article. More-

over, see on Matt. i. 18. — ETxelevaeTai ettI as] will descend upon thee (Acts i.

8). This, as well as ewKTiadaEi mi, icill overshadow thee (Acts v. 15), is—the

former without figure, the latter figuratively—a designation of the connec-

tion producing the pregnancy, which, however, is not conceived of in the

form of copulation, for which the words are euphemistic expressions (Pau-

lus, von Ammon, and older commentators), or yet under the notion of a

bird which covers its eggs (Theophylact, comp. Grotius). ^ Certainly the

expressions are correlates of yivuoKu, but as regards the effect, not as regards

the form, since Enelsva. expresses simply the descent of the Spirit, and etvl-

1 This question is only appropriate to the whereas the meanlnff of the question of

virgin heart as a question of doubt on the Zacharias, ver. 18, is the converse,

ground of conscious impossibility, and not ^ Approved also by Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol.

as an actual wish to learn the how (rov p. 116 f., and Bleek. But this conception is

TpoTov ToO TTpaY/xttTos, " thc modc of the mat- here very much out of place, and is not im-

ter," Theophylact) ; comp. already Angus- piled even In nSfl'lp, Gen. 1. 2, which, be-

tine: 'Hnquirendo dixit, non desjMrando,'' sides, has nothing to do with the passage
"she spoke inquiringly, not hopelessly,''' before us,

16
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cKida. the manifestation of divine power associated tlierewitli in the form of a

cloud (after the manner of the Old Testament theophauies, Ex. xl. 45
;

Num. ix. 15 ; 1 Kings viii. 10 ; comp. also Luke ix. 34). Augustine and

other Fathers have quite mistakenly laid stress in hniaK. on the notion of

coolness (in contrast to procreation in lust) ; comp. oKid^eiv to Kavfxa in Alci-

phr. iii. 2. — dvvauig v-\pi<7Tov] without the article : 2^ower of the Highest will

overshadow thee, will be that, which shall overshadow thee. This will set

in in immediate consequence {aai) of the nvev/xa ayiov hnelevaeTai knl aL

Strict dogmatic exjDOsitors, such, as Theophylact, Calovius, have rightly

(comp. xxiv. 49) distinguished between the Holy Spirit and the power of the

Highest, but in doing so have already imjiorted more precise definitions from

the dogmatic system by explaining the power of the Highest of the Son of

God, who with His majesty filled the body that had been formed by the

Holy Spirit, and thus have, by a more jjrecise descrijition of the formation

of the body, broken in upon the delicate veil which the mouth of the angel

had breathed over the mystery.' — to yewufiEvov djiovl the holy thing that is

being begotten shall (after His birth), be called Son of God. Most interpreters

take TO yevvu/xEvov as tJiat lohich is to be born (comp. ver. 13), which view,

moreover, has drawn after it the old addition ek oov ivom. Matt. i. 16. But

the context which immediately jirecedes points only to the begetting (Ben-

gel, Bleek) ; and to this also points the neuter, which applies to the embryo

(comp. on Matt. i. 20, and see Fritzsche, ad Aristoiyh. Thesm. 564), as well

as the parallel Matt. i. 20. The subject, we may add, is to dywv, not to

yswu/j.. (Kuinoel : "proles veneranda," " offspring which is to be revered"

= TO yevvufi. to dyiov), as also Bornemann assumes, when he (comji. de Wette)

takes dywv predicatively :
" proles tua, cum divina sit,''^ "thy offspring when

it is divine/'' Not as Jioly, but as begotten by God''s power (616), is the fruit

of Mary called the Son of God. Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 117, explains :

it shall be called holy. Son of God, so that those two apj^ellations are to

correspond to the two members of the preceding promise. So already Ter-

tullian, as also Bengel and Bleek. [See Note XII.
, p. 258. ] But the asyndet-

ic form, in which vlbg Qeov would be subjoined, tells against this view all the

more, that we should of necessity, in direct accordance with what jjrecedes

((cat dvvafiig /c.r.A.), expect Kal vlbg Qeov, especially after the verb, where no

reader could anticipate a second predicate without koI. Comp. Justin, c.

Try2>h. 100 : 610 aal to yEvv6/iEvov k^ avTyg dyidv eotlv vlhg Qeov, " wherefore

also that the holy thing begotten of her is Son of God."

Ver. 36 f. Confirmation of the promise by the disclosure of Elizabeth's

pregnancy, which, in fact, was also a deviation from the order of nature (iv

yiipEL), and so far presented an analogy, although only in an inferior sense.

' Calovins :
" Supervenit Spiritus non qui- oSo-av TreTroi'jjice, " hath caused her, being a

dem o-TrepfiaTtKius sed tr\^J.l.ovpy^Kul<;, r/uttu- virfirin, to bo pregnant." SchU'iermacher, Z.

las sanguintm Mariae, e qulbus conoipicnda ./. p. 62, erroneously afSrms that the repre-

caro Domini, sanc(iflcando,easdemfoecundas seutation of Luke admits the possibility of

reddendo, el ex iisdeia corpus humanujn effor- Jesus bein^ thouRht of as conceived with

mando." Justin, Apd. I. 33, already riphtly tiie participation of Joseph. It absolutely

gives the simple thought of the chaste and excludes any such notion,

delicate representation: Kvo<^opr)<Ta.i. napBivov,
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" En domesticum tibi exemplum," " Lo, a family example for thee !" Grotius.

After iSov K.T.l. an ectI was as little needed as an elfii at ver. 38. — cvyyEvi{\

The natwe of this relationship, which is not at variance with John i. 36,

although questioned by Schleiermacher and others, is wholly unknown. It

is, however, possible that Mary was of the stock of Levi [see Note XI.,

p. 258],' as the Test. XII. Patr. p. 543 makes the Messiah proceed from the

stock of Judah (Joseph) and (comp. p. 546) from the stock of Levi.^— On the

late form avyyevlg, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 451 f. ; and on the Ionic form of

dative yijpei, Winer, p. 60 [E. T. 73 f.]. — ovtoq] subject: and this is the sixth

month.— oTL ovK aSwar. k.t.T^..] Confirmation of that which has jiist been said of

Elizabeth by the omnipotence of God. It is to be observed (1) that ovk . . .

Trdv do not belong to one another, but of nav p7/fia it is said : ovk udwar^aei

(Fritzsche, Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p. 24 f.) ; further, (2) that the proposition is a

general one ; hence th^futiire, which, however, is purposely chosen with a

view to what was announced to Mary ; see Dissen. ad Bern, de Cor. p. 369
;

(3) that there exists no reason for abandoning the purely Greek meaning of

adwaTEiv^ to be unable (Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 210), any more than

of apTjfia, utterance (ver. 38), especially with the reading n-apa tov 0eoi)(seethe

critical remarks). Hence the meaning is not :
" With God nothing is im-

possible ; " but rather : not poicerless (but of success and efiicacy) shall any

utterance on the part of God be. So also Gen. xviii. 14. Comp. Beza :

^^
pf/fia, i.e., quicquid Deus semel futurum dixerit," " whatever God at any

time in future shall have spoken."

Ver. 38. Behold the handmtiid of the Lord ! without a verb. Comp. ver.

36, v. 13, 18. — yevoLTo] Xoinov ov fidvov kninTevaev, aXka j]v^aTO ysvea&ai ahry,

Ka^uQ 6 ayysTiog Elpr/KE, Euthymius Zigabenus ;
" eximio fiduciae exemjjlo,"

*' extraordinary example of trust," Grotius.

Kemaek.—The natural explanation of the annunciation to Mary (Paulus) is

at variance with the evangelic account ; and as the latter unfolds simply, clear-

ly, and delicately an external procedure, the objective is not to be rendered

subjective and transferred, as a reciprocal operation of the theocratic Spirit of

God and the emotional feeling of the Virgin, by means of poetic coloring to the

soul of the latter (Lange, L. J. II. 1, p. 67). [See Note XIII., p. 258 seq.] As

history, believed even as it is related, the narrative arose, and that too in depen-

dently of the preliminary history of Matthew, and even incompatibly with it,^

—in consequence of the circumstance that the divine sonship of Jesus was ex-

tended to His bodily origination (see on Matt. i. 18), an idea, which gave shape

to legends dissimilar in character and gaining currency in different circles.

Thus, e.g., it is clear that the history, adopted at Matt. i. 19 ff., of Joseph's

perplexity and of the angelic message which came to him does not presuppose,

> So Faustus the Manichean in Augustine, was attached to things of this nature that

c. Faust, xxiii. 9 ; and recently, Sohleier- only the Davidic descent, as it was neces-

macher, Schr. d. Luk. p. 26 ; Hilgenfeld, sary in the case of the Messiah, had stress

Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 177, and others. laid on it, and the family of Mary was not

* Thus the descent from the Davidic and expressly specified at all. Comp. Ewald,

priestly race might have been used for the Gesch. Chr. p. 177 f.

gloriflcation of Jesus. But from the height ^ Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 59 ff.

of the history of Jesus so little importance
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but excludes the annunciation to Mary ; for that Mary after such a revelation

should have made no communication to Joseph, would have been not less psy-

chologically unnatural, than it would have been a violation of the bridal rela-

tion and, indeed, of the bridal duty ; ' and to reckon on a special revelation,

which without her aid would make the disclosure to her betrothed, she must
have been expressly directed by the angelic announcement made to her, in

order to be justified in deferring the communication of her pregnancy to her
betrothed. We make this remark in opposition to the arbitrary presupposi-

tions and shifts of Hug (GidacJit. I. p. 81 ff.), Krabbe, Ebrard, and others. Ac-

cording to the view invented by the last-named, it is assumed that Joseph had
learned Mary's pregnancy, immediately after the ajipearance of its earliest

signs, from the pronubae (" suspicious women") ; that immediately there ensued
the api^earance of the angel to him, and forikwUh he took her home ; and that

for all this a period of at most fourteen days sufficed. Mark and John have

rightly excluded these miracles of the preliminary history from the cycle of the

evangelical narrative, which only began with the appearance of the Baptist

(Mark i. 1) ; as, indeed, Jesus Himself never, even in his confidential circle,

refers to them, and the unV)elief of His own brothers, John vii. 5, and in fact

even the demeanor of Mary, Mark iii. 21 ff., is irreconcilable with them.'^ — The

angelic announcement made to Zacharias, which likewise withdraws itself from any

attempt at natural explanation (Paulus, Ammon), appears as a parallel to the

annunciation to Mary, having originated and been elaborated in consequence

of the latter as a link in the chain of the same cycle of legends after the analogy

of Old Testament models, especially that of Abraham and his wife. [See Note

XIII., p. 258 seq.] As in the case of the annunciation to Mary the metaphysical

divine Sonship of Jesus, so in the announcement to Zacharias the extraordi-

nary divine destination and mission of John (John i. 6) is the real element on

which the formation of legend became engrafted ; but to derive the latter

merely from the self-consciousness of the church (Bruno Bauer), and conse-

quently to take away the objective foundation of the history, is at variance

with the entire N. T. and with the history of the church. For the formation

of the legend, moreover, the historical circumstances, that John was the son of

the priest Zacharias and Elizabeth, and a son born late in life, are to be held

fast as premisses actually given by history (in opposition to Strauss, I. p. 135),

all the more that for these simple historical data their general notoriety could

not but bear witness. This also in opposition to Weiss and B. Bauer, who de-

rive these traditions from the laboratory of religious contemplation. Further, as

to what specially concerns the late birth of John, it has its historical precedents in

the history of Isaac, of Samson, and of Samuel ; but the general principle

deduced from such cases, " Cum alicujusuterum claudit, ad hoc facit, nt mira-

bilius denuo aperiat, et non libidinis esse quod nascitur, sed divini muneris

' Lange, L. J. II. p. 83 f., rightly acknowl- severe struggle arose in his soul, and this

edges this, but, following older writers, state of feeling became the medium of the

thinks that Mary made the commnnication revelation made to him, is simply added.

to Joseph before her journey to Elizabeth, ^ Schleiermacher is right in saying, L. J.

but that he nevertheless (" the first Ebion- p. 71 :
" These occurrences have been en-

ite") refused to believe her. This is not tirely without effect as regards the coming
compatible with Matthew's narrative, es- forward of Christ or the origination of faith

pecially i. 18. And what Lange further in Him."

(p. 89) adds, that during Mary's absence a
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eognoscatur," " When He closes the womb of some one, He does it for this, that

He may open it again more marvellouslj^ and that what is born may be recog-

nized as being not of lust but of divine gift" {Evang. de Nativ. Mar. 3), be-

came the source of unhistorical inventions in the apocryphal Gospels, ' as, in

particular, the apocryphal account of the birth of Mary herself is an imitation

of the history of John's birth.

Ver. 39. The angel's communication, ver. 36, occasions Mary to make a

journey to Elizabeth, and that wi^/i haste (jierd cjnovdT/^, comp. Mark vi. 25 ; Ex.

xii. 11 ; Herod, ill. 4, iv. 5) ; forhow much must her heart have now urged her

to the interchange of the deepest feelings with the friend who, in like man-

ner, was so highly favored ! Thus it is not merely " ne negligeret signum,"

"that she might not slight the sign," etc., Grotius. From Elizabeth she

receives the confirmation of that which the angel had announced to her

concerning Elizabeth. But before her departure the great jiromise of ver.

35 is already fulfilled to herself. With extraordinary delicacy the promised

conception is not related in its realization (comp., on the other hand, ver.

24), and the veil of the unparalleled marvel is not attempted to be raised
;

but vv. 41-44 and the whole triumph of Mary, ver. 46 S., presuppose that

she appears before Elizabeth already as the mother of the Messiah, bearing

Him in her womb. She herself is only made certain of the miracle, which

has already occurred in her case, by the inspired communication which at

once meets her from the mouth of her friend. Bengel is singularly arbi-

trary in transferring the conception, which in any case lies between vv. 38

and 39, to the moment when the child leaped in the womb of Elizabeth,

which he concludes from yap in ver. 44. — elf tt)v bpsiv^v] into the mountain-

region— /car' i^oxvv, Aristot. H. A. v. 28 ; Judith i. 6, ii. 22, iv. 7, al.;

Plin. H. iV. v. 14. The mountainous country in the tribe of Judah is meant.

See Robinson, Pal. II. p. 422 flf.. III. p. 188 If. — elq K6'kiv '\ov6a\ into a city

of the tribe oj Judah. Luke does not give any more precise definition, and

therefore it is to be assumed that he himself had no more precise knowl-

edge. Jerusalem, the capital, is certainly not meant (in opposition to

Ambrose, Beda, Camerarius) ; which is clear, not indeed from the want of

the article (comp. ii. 4, 11 ; Bornemann in loc), but from the unprece-

dented designation itself (in 2 Chron. xxv. 28 the reading is very doubtful,

see the LXX.), and from the elg ttjv bpeivriv [less] appropriate to Jerusalem.

It may have been the priestly city of Hebron, Josh. xxi. 11 (Baronius, Beza,

Grotius, Lightfoot, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others) ; but that it is meant as

a matter of course under the " city of Judah " (see Ewald, p. 182), is not to

be assumed, because in that case noliv could not dispense with the article

(to the tcell-Jcnoicn city of Judah). Others'' have regardedJuda as itself the

name of the city : holding that it was the priestly city HCJV or n£3' (Josh.

xxi. 16, XV. 55 ; comp. Robinson, II. p. 417), so that the name is wrongly

• See, in general, R. Hofmann, das Leben ' Valesius, Epp. 669 ; Reland, Pal. p. 870

;

Jesu nach d. Apokr. 1851 ; also Gelpke, Ju- Wetstein, Paulus, Kuinoel, Crome, Beitr.

gendgesch. des Herrn, 1842 (who, moreover, p. 45, et al.; comp. also Robinson, Pad. IIL

gives the Jewish legends). p. 193, and Ritter, Erdk. XV. p. 641.
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written. We should have to refer this inaccuracy to Luke himself ; but

the whole hypothesis is an unnecessary makeshift.

Ver. 41. Tdv aoTraa/j.. r. Map.] the greeting of Mary. See vv. 40. 44. This

greeting on the part of Mary (not the communication of the angelic an-

nouncement, ver. 26 ff., as Kuinoel and others import) caused the leaping of

the child (comp. Gen. xxv. 22), and that as an exulting expression of the

joy of the latter (ver. 44, vi. 23) at the presence of the Messiah ' now in

the womb of His mother. Elizabeth immediately through the Holy Spirit

recognizes the cause of the leaping. Comp. Hofmann, Weissag. u. ErfUll.

II. p. 251 f. Calvin, ]\Iichaelis, Paulus, Olshausen, and many others re-

verse the matter, holding that the mental agitation of the mother had operated

on the child (comp. also Lange II. 1, p. 86), and that this circumstance had
only afterwards, ver. 44, become significant to the mother. Analogous

to the conception in our passage is Sohar Ex. f. xxiii. 91 f., xxv. 99 :

'
' Omnes Israelitae ad mare rubrum plus viderunt quam Ezechiel propheta

;

imo etiam emhryones, qui in utero rnatris erant, viderunt id, etDeum 8. B. cele-

brarunt.''^ A symbolical nigniQcance, expressive, namely, of the thought, that

at the appearance of a higher Spirit the ideas that lie still unborn in the

womb of the spirit of the world and of the people are quickened (Weisse),

is foreign to the narrative,—a modern abstraction.

Ver. 42 f. 'AvecpufTjaE] She cried out (only occurring here in the N. T.

;

comp. 1 Chron. xv. 28, xvi. 5 ; 2 Chron. v. 12 ; Polyb. iii. 33. 4 ; frequent

in Plutarch), expressing the outburst of the being filled by the Spirit. [Comp.

critical note.]— 6 Kapirhq t. kolI. cov] Designation of the embryo, that

Mary bears in her womb. For the expression, comp. Gen. xxx. 2 ; Lara. ii.

20.

—

Koi nodev K.T. 7i.~\ sc. yeyovev. After the first outburst now follows a

certain reflection, a humble pondering, from what cause {nodev, comp. on

Markxii. 37) she was deemed worthy of this great happiness : ava^iav tavrrjv T^q

ToiavTTfc eTTK^Tl/iiagTTjg Seanoivr/g d/ioTioyel, " She confesses herself unworthy of such

sojourning of the queen," Euthymius Zigabenus. — Iva K.r.X.] not equivalent

to TO kMelv TTjv uTjT. K.T.l., but tellc : that the mother of my Lord (the Mes-

siah, comp. Ps. ex. 1) shmdd come to me,—this is the tovto, in reference to

which she asks nd-^ev ftoi. Comp. on John vi. 29, xvii. 3.

Ver. 44 f. Tap] specifies the ground of knowledge, on which she declares

Mary as the mother of the Messiah. She had the discernment of this con-

nection through the Holy Spirit, ver. 41. — bri] may either be the specifica-

tion of the reason attached to fjuKapia (Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, Beza,

Lange, and others), or the statement of the contents to TricTeiaaca (Grotius,

Bengel, Paulus, Kuinoel, Bornemann, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others).

The latter is the correct view, since the conception—the chief point of the

lElakTJiJ.Eva, which Elizabeth has in view—is no longer future, but has already

taken place. Hence : for blessed is she who has believed, that there shall be a

fulfilment to all (ver. 31 ff.), etc. As to relduaiq, comp. Judith x. 9 ; John

xix. 28.

' Older Lutherans (see Calovius) have something unique in character and miracu-

wronply u.si^d this passafje as a proof of the loas. Tiie ciiild of Elizabeth has already in

Jides infantum. There is, in fact, here the womb the Holy Spirit, ver. 15.
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Ver. 46 S.. An echo of the lyrical poetry of the Old Testament, especially

of the song of praise of Hannah the mother of Samuel (1 Sam. ii.). This

psalm-like effusion from the heart of Mary (the so-called Magnificat) divides

itself into four strojihes, namely, (1) vv. 46-48 (as far as avrov)
; (2) ver. 48

(from i6ov onward) as far as ver. 50; (3) vv. 51-53 ; and (4) vv. 54, 55. Each

of these four strophes contains three verses. See Ewald, p. 181. — v f'"X^

fiov] the mediating organ between nvEVfia and body (Beck, &iW. Seelenl.

p. 11 ff. ; Delitzsch, hibl. Psycfiol. p. 222) which receives the impressions from

without and from within, and here expresses by means of the mouth what

has taken place in the nvev/ia (hence rjyaTJiiaae in the aorist). [See Note

XIV., p. 259.] The nvevjua is "the highest and noblest part of man,

whereby he is qualified to grasp incomprehensible, invisible, eternal things

;

and is, in brief, the house within which faith and God's word abide," Lu-

ther (Ausl 1521). Comp. Hahn, Theot. d. N. T. I. p. 411 ff. That the

spirit of Mary exulted full of the Holy Spirit, was self-evident for the

evangelist after ver. 35 ; an observation, such as that of ver. 41, concerning

Elizabeth : knlija'&Ti irveh^aTOQ ay., would now have been inappropriate in

reference to Mary. ayallLau, infhe active, is only found here and at Rev. xix,

7 (Lachmann, Tischendorf), which reason, however, does not warrant the

conjecture oi ayallLaaeTat. (Valckenaer, Bretschneider). — cuTfjpi] benefactor.

" Is est nimirum aurrip, qui salutem dedit," " He is truly aur^p, who gave

safety," Cicero, Verr. ii. 63.

—

bri. £7re/3/l£i//ev ettI t. ran. r. 6ov2.. avr.} as at

1 Sam. i. 11. Comp. Ps. xxxi. 8 ; also Luke ix. 38. The expression of the

adjectival notion by means of the substantive (comp. 2 Kings xiv. 26 ; Ps.

xxiv. 18) places the quality in the foreground.' Mary means the lowliness

of her person, in spite of which she is chosen of God to such greatness.

She was in fact only an insignificant maiden from the people, an artisan's

betrothed bride. — cnrd tov vvv] from henceforth ; for now, after Elizabeth's

inspired words, no further doubt could remain to Mary respecting her con-

dition as mother of the Messiah
;
from hencefo7-th, therefore, she could not

but be the object of the general congratulation, whereof Elizabeth herself

had just made a beginning. — rraaai al yeveal] all generations.

Ver. 49 f. Because the Mighty One did to me great things, in making me the

mother of the Messiah. — aal ayiov k.t.I.'] not for ov to 6v. aytov (Luther,

Castalio, Bengel, and many, including Kuinoel), but lyrically unperiodic :

and holy is His name ! Hence, also, a full stop is not to be placed after

dvvardq (Lachmann, Tischendorf, Bleek), but only a comma. To the might

the holiness attaches itself.— eif yevsag k. yeveaq] Comp. Isa. Ii. 8 ; 1 Mace. ii.

61 ; Test. XII. Patr. p. 568 : unto generations and generations, i.e., ever on-

ward from one generation to the following. The Becepta eJf yeveaq yeveuv

would mean : to tlie uttermost generations ; these would be conceived of as

forming a superlative."^— rolg (pofiov/u. avr.] sc. eari. It denotes the essence of

theocratic piety. Comji. Ex. xx. 6 ; Ps. ciii. 7.

Ver. 51 ff. Mary now sees the Messianic catastrophe, which God will

1 See Fritzsche, ad Bmn. I. p. 307 f.; Bern- tions, especially from the dramatic vrriters,

hardy, p. 53. may be seen in Brunck, ad Oedip. R. 466

;

* Analogous Greek superlative designa- Bernhardy, p. 154.
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bring about by means of her son, and she announces it prophetically as hat-

ing already liap'pened ; for she bears in fact the accomplisher of it already in

her womb, and thus the work of God, which He is to execute, is before her

enlightened gaze already as good as comjjleted ; in tliat way she sees and de-

scribes it.—The catastrophe itself is the restoration of the state of things to

the divine rightful order, the overthrow of the Gentiles and the exaltation of

the deeply-02)pressed theocratic 2}eo2Jle (comp. vv. 68, 71, 74) ; the former are

set forth by the words virepT/cpavovg, dwdarag, nlovTovvTag ; the latter, by

TaKeivovg and TiEivcjvrag. This intended concrete application of the general

expressions is put beyond doubt by avTsldjiETo 'lapaf/1 k.t.1., ver. 54 f.

—

vKEp?](pdvovc'] such as are arrogant in the thoughts of their heart; diavoia is the

dative of more precise definition ; and on the notion (thinking and willing

as directed outwards), comp. Beck, Seelenl. p. 58 ; on Kapdla as the centre

of the spiritual and psychic life, Delitzsch, hihl. Psychol, p. 248 ff. ; finally,

in SuaKopTv. the haughty are conceived of as congregated and keeping together
;

comp. Matt. xxvi. 31 ; Acts v. 37 ; Ps. Ixxxix. 10. " That through Chris-

tianity the proud were humbled" (de Wette) is not the thought expressed

by Mary, but a generalization of it, as is also the " confusio didbolicae super

biae," '^ coniwsion oi diabolical pride" (Calovius and others), and the like.

Comp. Ecclus. x. 14 ff. — Ver. 52. He has cast doicn riders from thrones,

does not apply to the demons and Pharisees (Theophylact), but to the Gen-

tile holders of power. Comp. on the idea of the overthrow of thrones in

the times of the Messiah, "Wisd. v. 23 ; Enoch xxxviii. 4, and Dillmann

thereon. — Ver. 53. ayaduv] not merely means of subsistence (Valckenaer,

Bornemann, de Wette), but c?ivtYA^ possessions in general, among which the

means of subsistence are included. Comp. xii. 18 f. De Wette, moreover,

is in error in saying (comp. Olshausen) that it is spirittial hunger and sjnr-

itual satisfying that are to be thought of, and that the rich are a tj^Q of

the wise men of this icorld. The whole is to be taken literally ; the idealiz-

ing is not warranted according to the context. Comp. Ps. xxxiv. 11.

—

eSawEcrT. Kevovg] So that they retain nothing of their possessions, and have

received nothing from the Messiah.'—For descriptions of the divine inver-

sion of relations from the classical writers, see Wetstein and Bornemann.

Ver. 54 £f. What was expressed descriiMvely in vv. 51-53, and that by

means of antitheses, is now definitely and particularly condensed in avTeld-

(iETo 'Iapai/?L nac6bg avrov (comp. Isa. xli. 8 f.), which is the summary of Avhat

has been previously said. The ao7-ist is to be taken quite like the j)revious

aorists.

—

avTe?.dl3ETo] He has interested Himself for Israel His servant (^"^V.^.

Comp. on avTEld[i., Acts xx. 35 ; Thuc. iii. 22 ; Diod. Sic. xi. 13. Euthy-

mius Zigabenus explains it : e—ec7«ei/'aro tov 'J<Tparj?.iTiKbv ?,abv, rbv Sov^ov aiirov,

" he \'isited the Israelitish people, His servant." Others, including Paulus,

Glockler, Kuinoel, take ivaiMg as flii (comp. Ex. iv. 22 ; Hos. xi. 1). But

the theocratic notion of sonship is never expressed by irn'ig (not even in Acts

iii. 13). — nvrjc'&^vai eAeovf] not : " ita ut perpetuo memor sit,'''' "so that the

1 On the expression, comp. xx. 10 f
.

; Job xsii. 9; Judith x. 11; Horn. II. ii. 208, Od.

xiii. 214.
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remembrance is perpetual," etc. (Kuinoel, Bleek), but : iii order to he mind-

ful of mercy. We have to note the connection with the 'iuQ aluvog [see

critical note] emphatically put at the end. God has interested Himself for

Israel, in order to be mindful of mercy even to eternity, in order never again to

forget mercy. — Ka^ug klal. ivpbq t. nar. ?///.] not indeed a parenthesis, but

an inserted clause, which makes one feel that the telic [ivriadfjvaL tltovq takes

place in consequence of the divine truthfulness. — tu 'Afipaafi k. t. cTvepfi.

avT.] Dativus commodi to /ivriadf/vai. Comp. Ps. xcviii. 3 ; Xen. Cyr. i. 4.

13 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 14 f. It might belong to kTialrjce (Euthymius

Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Kuinoel), since laliiv may be

joined as well with izphi; as with a dative ; but against this may be urged

K. TU) (jwepfiart avrov, which denotes ' the whole posterity of Abraham with-

out limitation, and therefore cannot be included in apposition to Trpof tovc

Trarepaf ^/lav. — Observe, moreover, that here (comp. ver. 73) Abraham, the

progenitor of the race, is conceived of as jointly affected by and interested

in the destiny of his descendants.^ Abraham liveth unto God, xx. 38. —
s/ieive 6e k.t.Ti.] but not until the delivery of Elizabeth (in opposition to Cal-

vin, Maldonatus and others) ; see ver. 57. [See Note XV., p. 359.]

Kemakk 1. — The harmonizers, even the most recent, have adopted very

different ways for the fitting of this history into the narrative of Matthew.

According to Lange, L. J. 11. 1, p. 84 ff., Mary is driven to Elizabeth by her

grief at being "Ebionitically misjudged and discarded by Joseph ; according to

Hug, Outacht. I. p. 85, Ebrard, Eiggenbach, and others, she made the journey

immediately after her marriage, which took place a few days after the begin-

ning of her pregnancy ! Luke says and knows nothing of either view.

Remaek 2. [See Note XVI., p. 259 seq.] — The historical character as to the

Visitation of Mary stands or falls with that of the Annunciation. But the psycho,

logical and moral impossibilitj', that Mary, after the certainty as to her condition

acquired while she was with Elizabeth, and after the theocratic inspiration with

which she declares herself blessed on accoiant of that condition, should not have

made any communication at all to Joseph on the subject (as must, nevertheless,

according to Matthew, be assumed, so that thus our narrative and that of Matt.

i. 18 S. exclude one another) ; further, the utter want of any trace elsewhere

of such an intimate and confidential relation as, according to our history, must

have subsisted between the two holy families ; moreover, the design of the nar-

rative to invest Jesus with a singular glory, according to which even the yet un-

born John signifies his rejoicing homage before the Messiah when but just con-

ceived in his mother's womb ; the circumstance, not to be explained away

(see the untenable suggestion of Lange, p. 92), that it is only after the leaping

of the babe that Elizabeth receives the Holy Spirit, and by means of this Spirit

recognizes from that leaping the mother of the Messiah as such ; the hymnic

scene annexed thereto, the poetic splendor and truth of which lifts it out of

the historical sphere, in which subsequently the house of Mary was not the

abode of the faith that is here proclaimed from the mouth of the Virgin with so

' In what manner it was the a-nepixa the question.

"A/Spaan that actually received the com- * Isa. xxix. 22 f.; Mic. vii. 20. Comp. John

passion (Rom. iv., Gal. iv.), was not here viii. 56; Test. XII. Pair. p. 587.
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lofty a triumph (Mark iii. 31 ; John vii. 3),—all this is not adapted to support
or to uphold its historical character, even apart from the fact that tradition

has not even conveyed to Luke the name of the mountain-town. The apocry-

phal poor and pale copy of the Annunciation and the Visitation may be seen
in the Protevang. Jacobi, c. xi. xii. ; according to -which, moreover, —quite dif-

ferently from the course followed by the modern Harmonists—it is not till after

the visitation, onlj' in the sixth month of pregnancy, when Mary is recognized

as in this condition and called to account by Joseph, that she asserts her inno-

cence, and then the dream-revelation of the angel is imparted to Joseph (ch.

xiii. f.).

Ver. 57 f. Tov tekeIv avT.'\ genitive governed by 6 xp^'^oq : the time, which
had to elapse until her delivery. Comp. ii. 7, 22 ; Gen. xxv. 24. — oti.

kfieydlvve /c.r./l.] that he has magnified (Matt, xxiii. 5 ; 2 Cor. x. 15 ; 1 Sam.

xii. 24), namely, by this birth still bestowed, contrary to all expectation, in

which they saw a proof of esj^ecially great divine compassion. The expres-

sion is quite as in Gen. xix. 19. — cvvexaifmv] they rejoiced together with her.

Others, like Valckenaer (following the Vulgate) : they congratulated her

(see on Phil. ii. 17). The former is more appropriate on account of ver. 14
;

and comp. xv. 6, 9.

Ver. 59 f. With the circumcision was associated the giving of the name,

Gen. xxi. 3. See Ew^ald, Alterth. p. 110. Among the Greeks and Romans
it took place on the dies lustricus. ' — 7)Mov] The subject is evident of it-

self, namely, the persons pertaining to the circumcision :
" amici ad earn

rem vocati," "friends invited for this jjurpose," Grotius. Any Israelite

might be the circuraciser (in case of necessity even a woman, Ex. iv. 25).*

— EKa^ovv] They actually uttered this name (this took place immediately

after the circumcision w^as performed ; see Lund, I.e., Buxtorf, Synagog. 4):

but the mother (for the father was still dumb) took exception to it, ver. CO.

" Vere enim incipit actus, sed ob impedimenta caret eventu," " For the act

really begins, but fails of result on account of impediments," Schaefer, ad

Phoen. 81 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 178 [E. T. 205].— The naming of the

child after t\\e fatlier (Tob. i. 9 ; Joseph. Antt. xiv. 1. 3) or after a relative

(ver. 61 ; Lightfoot, p. 726) was very common, as it was also among the

Greeks (Hermann, I.e. 18). On ini, comp. Neh. vii. 63 ; Plut. Demetr. 2.

The idea is : in reference to. — ovxi, alia Klr/-&. 'ludw.] The usual supposition

(Paulus, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Bleek, following Calvin and others), that Zacha-

rias after his return from the temple made known to Elizabeth by writing

the words of the angel, ver. 13, is the more arbitrary, tlie less it is in keep-

ing with the miraculous impress of the whole history. Theoi^hylact is right

in saying : ?'/
61-

'E?.i(jai3£T djq n po(j)f/ri<T kld?a/(jf Tvcpl tov ov 6 fiar a q, "But
Elizabeth spake as a prophetess concerning the name ;" and Euthymius

Zigabenus : ck nvEv/xarog dyiov Kal avrr/ to 6vo/ia tov 7ra«5of fitfid'QTjKe,
'

' She also

hath learned the name of the child from the Holy Spirit" (comp. Origen

and Ambrose), and this, indeed, at the moment of that 'mdlow, ver. 59, else

' See Dougtaeus, Anal. II. p. 44 f. ; Her- ^ See Lund, IhiUgth., ed. Wolf, p. 940 ;

mann, Prtvatalterth. § 32. 17. Keil. Arc/idol. I. p. .307 f.
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it would not be easy to perceive why she should not at the very beginning

have carried out the giving of the divinely-appointed name.

Ver. 63 f. ''Evevevov] They conveyed by signs to him the question (t6, see

Kriiger, ad Xen. Ancib. iv. 4. 17 ; Kiihner, II. p. 138), how (r/ = n bvofia,

comp. Aesch. Ag. 1305) he perchance {av, see Winer, p. 375 [E. T. 308])

would wish that the child {ah-d, see the critical remarks) should be named.

The making signs does not presuppose deafness and dumbness (Chrysostom,

Theophylact, EuthymiusZigabenus, .Jansen, Maldonatus, Lightfoot, Grotius,

Wolf, and others, including Ewald), against which may be urged ver. 30
;

nor is it to be explained by the fact, that we are inclined to communicate

by means of signs with dumb people as with deaf people (Bengel, Michaelis,

Paulus, Olshausen, de Wette), which can only be arbitrarily applied to

Zacharias, since he had only been dumb for a short time, and people had pre-

viously been accustomed to si^eah with him. Probably it was only from the

wish to spare the mother that the decision of the father, who had all along been

listening to the discussion, was called for not aloud, but by signs. — alTyaaq]

6fj.oio)g 6ia vEVfiarog, "likewise through a sign," Euthymius Zigabenus.

—

TZLvaKiSiov] probably a little tablet covered with wax. Tertullian, de idolol.

33 :
" Zacharias loquitur in stylo, auditur in cera, " " Zacharias speaks with a

stylus, hears in wax." — iypa-i[i£ Xeyuv] scripsithaec verba, " lorote these words.''''

Comp. 3 Kings x. 6 ; 1 Mace. viii. 31, xi. 57. A Hebraism (^OxS).' The

return of speech does not occur till ver. 64. Comp. vv. 13, 30.

—

'ludvvjjQ earl

T. civ. avTov] Shortly and categorically, in the consciousness of what had been

already divinely determined : lOty pnr [the Hebrew characters probably

written by Zacharias]. " Non tam jubet, quam jussum divinum indicat,"

"He does not command, but indicates the divine command," Bengel.— k-^avju.]

because Zacharias agreed with Elizabeth in a name foreign to the family.

Ver. 64. 'Ave6x"^^l • • • "^l^aGa a'vrov'] a zeugma ; in the case of the tongue

k'kv'&j] may be mentally supplied ; comp., on the other hand, Mark vii. 35.

This recovery of speech is to be regarded not as the effect of lively emotion

(Gell. V. 9 ; Val. Max. i. 8. 3), or of the deliverance of his soul from the

reproach that had oppressed it (Lange), or of his own will (Paulus), but of

divine causation (ver. 30).

Ver. 65 f. An historical digression, narrating the impression which these

marvellous events at the circumcision produced in wider circles. — (pd^oq']

not amazement, but fear, the first impression of the extraordinary (comp.

Mark iv. 41 ; Acts ii. 43). — a'vTovq'] apjilies to Zacharias and Elizabeth.''—
6iEla'kElTo\ were muttially talked of, Polyb. i. 85. 3, ix. 33. 1. — ra pij/iaTa

TavTo] these utterances, which had occurred with such marvellous signifi-

cance at the circumcision of the child from ver. 59 to ver. 64 ; ii. 19.

— e^evTo . . . h tHj KapS. avruv] Comp. 37 7^ D'K/ (1 Sam. xxi. 13) [A. V.

"laid up ... in his heart"], and the Homeric ri'&rjfu h arij-decai, h <l>pecri,

and see Valckenaer in loc. They made those utterances the subject of their

1 On the same usage in the Syriac, see Kypke, I. p. 211 ; Krebs, p. 98.

Gesenius in Rosenmiiller's Hep. I. p. 135. * On TrepiotKeii/ nea, comp. Herod, v. 78

;

An example from Josephus Is found in Xen. A/iab.y.Q. IQ; Plut. Crass. M.
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further reflection. Comp. ii. 19. — rt apa] qiiid igitiir, under these circum-

stances, according to these auspices, what the7i noto will, etc.* On the

neuter t!, which is more in keej^ing with the uncertainty and the emotion of

the inquirers than r/f, comp. Actsxii. 18; Schaefer, MeJet. p. 98; Bornemann,

SeTiol. p. 15. — Koi yap x^'P Kvpiov r/v fier' avTov] An observation of Luke, in

which he would indicate that the people rightly asked this question, expecting

something unusual of the child : for also (kqI yap, see the critical remarks)

the hand of the Lord was with him. The emj^hasis rests on x^'i-p nvpiov, which,

with Ka!, makes known to us the mighty help of God (so x^^^P Kvplov very

frequently in the O. T. ; comp. also Hermann, ad Vig. p. 732) as in l-eeping

with the ominous phenomena. Others, like Storr, Kuinoel, Paulus, Ewald,

place these words too in the mouth of those asking the question (so also

Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 219, who, following the Recepta, places

a colon after /i-at : and others said). But this reflective si:)ecifying of « reason

would have been superfluous in the mouth of those people, and little in

keeping with the emotion of their question. And instead of yv they would

have said kaTi, inferring, namely, the help of God from the events at the cir-

cumcision ; while the Kal would be but tame and cumbrous.

Ver. G7. After the historical episode of ver. 65 there now follows, in

reference to evloyuv r. Qeuv, ver. 64, the hymn itself (the so-called Benedictus)

into which Zacharias l>roke forth, and that on the spot (Kuinoel erroneously

suggests that it was only composed subsequently by Zacharias). At the

same time the remark i:K?.y<j&T/ ttvev/i. dy. is repeated, and the hymn is in

respect of its nature more precisely designated as pro])hecy. It is, like that

of Mary, ver. 46 fi., constructed in strophes, containing five strophes, each

of three verses. See Ewald. — 7rpoE({>r/rEV(je] denotes not merely prediction,

but the utterance of revelation generally stimulated and sustained by the

Spirit, which includes in it prediction projier. See on 1 Cor. xii. 10.

Ver. 68 f. Zacharias' hymn of praise concerns the great cause, which his

new-born son is to serve—the Messianic deliverance and Messing of the people,

which he now at once looks upon as already accomplislted, for in his new-

born son there has, in fact, already appeared the pre])arer of the way for

the Messiah (ver. 16 f.). Comp. on ver. 51. The entire hymn bears the

priestly character, which even the apostrophe to the infant, ver. 70, does

not efface. [Sec Note XVII., p. 260.] — Evloyjiroq x.r.?,.] sc. eIt/. Comp. Ps.

xli. 14, Ixxii. 18, cvi. 48.

—

TivrpucLv (comp. ii. 88) applies primarily to the

Messianic deliverance under its ^w/jYwy<7 as/jcc^. Comp. vv. 71, 51 ff. ; Plut.

Arat. 11 : Urp. a'lxiM/xjTuv. With this, however, Zacharias knew (comp.

also ver. 16 f.) that the religious and moral regeneration of the people was

inseparably combined, so as to form the one Messianic work, vv. 75, 77, 79.'

The knECKErjj. is absolute, as in Ecclus. xxxii. 17 : he has loolced to, he has

made au inspection. Comp. Acts xv. 14. — vyELpe] still dependent upon

» See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176 ; Niigclsbacli, Olshausen), that the purity of Ihc Messianic

Anm. z. llias, ed. 3, p. 10 f. Comp. viii. 2r>, views of Zacharias consists in the unadul-

xii. 42. lerated reproduction of Old TestametU

' Hofmann appropriately remarks, Wfis- knowledge.

sag. u. Erfull. II. p. S.'iS (in opposition to
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oTi,. — nepaQ auTTjpiao] a horn of deliverance (genitive of apposition), i. e., a

strong, mighty deliverance, according to the tigurative use of the Hebrew p.p..'

KEpag' Tj Icxv^ -rrapa Ty &Eia ypacpij, ek /lETacjiopd^ ruv L,(duv ruv KaOuKXia/iEvuv roig

Kspaai Kal Tovroig afivvo/xEvuv, " strength, in the divine scripture, from the meta-

phor of animals armed with horns and defending themselves with these,"

Suidas. Comp. the Latin cornua addere, corniia sutnere, a,ndi the like. [See

Note XVIII., p. 260 seq.] It is true that Jcnsius {Fere. lit. p. 34), Fischer

(devit. Lex. p. 214), and Paulus find the reference in the horns of the altar of

lurnt-offering which served as an asylum.'-^ But apart from the inapijropriate

relation to the frequent use of the O. T. figure elsewhere, how inadequate

for the due and distinct exjjression of the Messianic idea would be the con-

ception of the mere protection, which was afforded by the laying hold of the

horns of the altar !— ?jyEipE] excitavit^ i.e., according to the context, he has

made to grow up {k^avarElu, Ps. cxxxii. 17). — tov TraiSbg avrov] Acts iv. 25.

Ver. 70. No parenthesis. — tuv dyicov] not used substantivally (Borne-

mann), but see Bernhardy, p. 322 ; Kriiger, § 50. 9. 7. [See critical note
;

the omission of second tuv- renders the substantive sense inadmissible.] —
aw' a'tuvoi] not absolutely, as though there had been prophets even ab orhe con-

dito, "from the foundation of the world" (''imo per os Adami," "indeed

through the mouth of Adam," Calovius), but relatively ; when the oldest

prophets emerged (and Moses already was such an one), was the commence-

ment of prophecy since the beginning of the world. Comp. Gen. vi. 4 ; Acts

iii. 21 ; Longin. 34 : tov^ an' aluvor prjTopaQ. [See Note XVIII., p. 260 seq.]

Ver. 71 f. ItJTvpiav] might be attached to EkaKriaE, ver. 70 (Beza, Grotius,

Ewald, and others), but it is simpler to retain Kadhq k.t.a. as a paranthetical

clause, like ver. 55, so that aipaq cFurr/p., ver. 69, is resumed by auTTjpiav (yet

only as to the fact, without the figure) for the sake of adding the more

precise definition. Such a resumption may occur with di (Rom. iii. 22)

and without it (Rom. iii. 26). See generally, Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 1.

Without 6e the expression is more rhetorical. — The enemies and haters are

the heathen, as in ver. 51 fl., not the demons, sin, and the like. — -noLfjaai]

Infinitive of the aim, as at ver. 54. In this our deliverance God designed

to show mercy to (/zero, Dj?,ver. 58, x. 37) our fathers (comp. ver. 55, deeply

afl3.icted by the decline of their people), and to remember (practically, by

the fulfilment of what was therein promised) His holy covenant. Euthymius

Zigabenus : 6iadT/K?jv yap XsyEi ttjv £KayyE?iiav' jivijUTjv 6e avTf/q tt/v irepaTuaiv,

" He calls the promise a covenant ; but the fulfilment is remembrance of it."

Vv. 73-75. "OpKov] neither accusative of more precise definition (Calvin,

Beza, L. Bos, Rosenmiiller), nor governed by /iv?ja-&7jvai (Euthymius Ziga-

benus, Olshausen, Bleek ^), but climactic apposition to Sia^r^KTig ay. avrov, in

which the accusative is attracted by bv. Matt. xxi. 42 ; 1 Cor. x. 16 ; Butt-

> 1 Sam. ii. 10 ; Ps. xviii. 3, Ixxxix. 18, p. 473 f.; Knobel on Ex. xxvii. 2.

cxxxii. 16 f., cxlviii. 14; Ecclus. xlvll. 5,7, 3 Mifxvjjo-Keo-eat Is not seldom joined with

11, a^.; Gesenius, T/ies. 111. p. 1238 ; Grimm an accusative by the classical writers (Horn.

on IMacc. ii. 48. See Rabbinical passages 11. vi. 233 ; Ilerod. vii. 18; Soph. O.Ii. 1057),

in Schottgen, Hor. p. 258 f. but never in the N. T., although it is so in

' 1 Kings i. 50, ii. 28 ff.; Bahr, Symbol. I. the LXX. and Apocrypha.
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mann, iieut. Ch. p. 247 [E. T. 288] ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 16 f. — Trpof] die-

notes the swearing to. Comp. Horn. OcZ. xiv. 331, xix. 288. The expression

with the dative is more usual. See the oath itself in Gen. xxii. 16-18. — tov

dovvai /c.T./l.] in order to grant to us, the purpose, on account of which God
swore the oath. [See Note XVIII., p. 260 seq.] — ka xftpog k.t.I.] more pre-

cisely defines the previous d(pd/3wf , and that as regards its objective relation.

'

— Ver. 75. Religious-moral restoration of the people of God. As to the

distinction between oaioTTjg and StKaioavvr/ (Plat. Prot. p. 329 C), see on Eph.

iv. 24. Holiness is the divine consecration and inner truth of righteous7iess,

so that the latter without the former would be only external or seeming
;

both together constitute the justitia spiritualis.

Ver. 76 f. ''EivEiTa ixeTa^aivei ry '!vpo<p7iTEia Kal irpbg iavrov rralda 'Io)dvv?jv,
'

' Then

he passes on with the prophecy even to his own son John," Euthymius

Zigabenus.

—

Kal cv 6e] hut thou also (seethe critical remarks).^ The Kai

places the iraiSiov—for eve)i of him he has only what is great to say—on a

parallel with the subject, to which hitherto in his song of praise to God his

prophetic glance was directed (with the Messiah), and 6i is the continuative

autem. — -n-ponop. yap Trpb TTpoauiiov Kvp.'\ as at ver. 17, hence nvpioq is God. —
ETOLfiaaai 66ovq avTnv\ see on Matt. iii. 3. — tov dovvac k.t.Ti.] Aim of E-ot/idaat

K.T.I. , and so final aim of rrpoTropEvari . . . Kvpiov. — iv ck^ecel djiapT. air.] In

forgiveness of tfieirsi7is, which is to be imparted to them through the Messiah

(see ver. 78 f.) for the sake of God's mercy (which is thereby satisfied ; 6ia

anl. hi. Qeov), they are to discern deliverance ; they are to discern that salva-

tion comes through the Messianic forgiveness of sins (comp. on Mark i. 4),

and to this knowledge of salvation John is to guide his people. Accord-

ingly, iv CKJ). aji. avT. does not belong to GuTrjpiag alone (jfjq yivofiEvr/c iv rw

d(t>e'^fp'at K.T.I.., " which takes place in the being forgiven," etc., Euthymius

Zigabenus, Beza, Bengel, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de

Wette, Bleek, and others), but to yvuaiv cuTJipiaq (Theophylact) = yvuvai

cu-r/piav iv acj). r. dfi. avr. So also Luther, Ewald, and others. Calvin aptly

remarks: " Praecipuum evangclii caput nunc attingit Zacharias, dum
scientiam salutis in remissione peccatorum jyositam esse docet," "A special

principle of the gospel Zacharias now touches upon, when he teaches that

the knowledge of salvation is j^lacsd in the remission of sins.'''' [See Note

XVIII., p. 260 seq.]

Ver. 78 f. Am anldyxva 'eaeov^ k.t.A.] is not to be separated from what

precedes by punctuation, but to be immediately connected with iv a<p. a/i.

avT. : iv cKpicEC 6e d/iapTtuv . . . rf; 6ii5ofiEvy 6id ri/v avjinddEiav tov i?Jovg avrov,

"but in forgiveness of sins . . . given on account of the sympathy of His

mercy," Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Theophylact. The reference to

all that is said from npoTropEvay onwards, ver. 76 (Grotius, Kuinoel, de

Wette, and others), is the more arbitrary, in proportion to the natural and

essential connection that subsists between the forgiveness of sins and God's

compassion. — Jm] not through, but /or th'} sake of, see on ver. 77 ; <j7v?.dyxva

» On the accusative pva^ivTai (not dative), » See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 181 f. : El-

see Bornemann, I.e. ; Pflugk, ad Eur. Med. lendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 881.

815 ; Kriiger, Gramm. Unters. III. § 148.
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is not merely, according to the Hebrew D'om (see Gesenius), but also in

the Greek poetical language, tlie seat of tbe affections, as, for instance, of

anger (Arist. Ran. 1004) and of sympathy (Aesch. CTi. 407). So here.

Comp. Col. iii. 13 ; Phil. ii. 1. kXeovg is genitivus qualitatis, "genitive of

quality,'''' and Qeov ^/j.uv depends on aiTAdyx'^f^ cMovg : for the saTce of the com-

passionate heart of our God. — iv olq] instrumental : ty virtue of which. —
eTrE(jK£i{>aTo yfidg avarolrj if vip.~\ to be taken together : has visited us, etc.,

has become present to us with His saving help (comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 10
;

Ecclus. xlvi. 14 ; Judith viii. 33 ; Lukevii. 16). [See critical note, and Note

XVIII.
, p. 360 seq. ] It is appropriate to avar. k^ v^. , as the latter is personified.

The figurative designation of the Messiah : Dayspringfrom on high, is bor-

rowed from the rising of the sun (Rev. vii. 2 ; Matt. v. 45 ; Horn. Od. xii.

4 ; Herod, iv. 8), or as is more in keeping with the ff vfiarov, from the

rising of a bright-beaming star of the night (Num. xxiv. 17 ; Valck. ad Eur.

Phoen. 506), not (in opposition to Beza, Scultetus, Lightfoot, Wetstein)

from an ascending shoot (^0^^ Jsa. iv. 3 ; Jer. xxiii. 5, xxxiii. 15 ; Zech.

iii. 8, vi. 13), against which may be urged ef vip. and enKpavai.^ Comp. Isa.

ix. 3. — eTTKjidvai'] Infinitive of the aim. On the form see Lobeck, ad

Phryn. p. 35 f. — rolg h cuoTei k. gk. 6av. Kad-Tjft.^ those who sit in darlcness and

(climactic) the shadow of death—a picturesque delineation of the people totally

destitute of divine truth and the true ^urj (Jifiuv, ver. 79). — The shadow of

death (niD7^) is such a shadow as surrounds death (personified), and they

are sitting in this shadow, because death is ruling among them, namely, in

the sjnritual sense, the opposite of the true life whose sphere is the light

of divine truth. [See Note XVIII., p. 360 seq.] Moreover, comp. Isa. ix. 3,

and on Matt. iv. 16 ; on /cai??///. also, Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 65.

— Tov KaTEv^vvai K.T.I.'] The aim of k-mfdvai k.t.1., and so the final aim of

tneaKEil'aTo k.t.I. Comp. on tov dovvai, ver. 77. " Continuatur translatio, nam
lux dirigit nos," "The metajohor is continued, for the light giiides us,"

Grotius. Observe also the correlation of tovq 7r(5rfaf with the preceding

Ka-&TJiihoLg. — eIq 66dv e'lpyv.] in viaon ad salutem (Messianam) ducentem, " lead-

ing into the way to (Messianic) salvation.'"' elpiivr] = C '^, opposite of all the

misery denoted by cKOTog k.t.1. (hence not merely peace). It has another

sense in Eom. iii. 17. But comp. Acts xvi. 17.

Ver. 80. A summary account (comp. Judg. xiii. 34) of the further de-

velopment of John. More particular accounts were perhaps altogether

wanting, but were not essential to the matter here.— ijv^ave] the bodily

growing up, and, connected therewith : knpaT. ttvev/i., the mental gain-

ing of strength that took place elg tov ecu av&pwK. (Eph. iii. 16). Comp.

the description of the development of Jesus, ii. 40, 53. ^uxv is not men-

tioned, for the irvEvfta is the t'/ye/iovikSv, in whose vigor and strength the

1 Bleek wishes to combine the two senses, is excluded by ver. 79 ; hence the inference

and infers from this that the source whence drawn by Bleek (see also his Einleit. p. 277

Luke drew was Greek and not Hebrew, f.), and approved by Holtzmann, falls to the

because noV would not have admitted a ground. The source may have been Greek;

reference to the rising of the sun. But the but if it was Hebrew, nD]f need not have

whole mixing up of two incongruous figures stood in it.
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ijvxv shares. ComjD. Delitzsch, Psychol, p. 217.

—

^v iv Tolg kpyfxoig] in the

well-known desert regions. It is the desert of Judah Kaf e^ox^v that is meant

(see on Matt. iii. 1). In that desert dwelt also the Essenes (Plin. N. H. v.

17). How far their principles and askesis, which at least could not have re-

fliained unknown to John, may have indirectly exercised an influence on his

peculiar character, cannot be determined ; a true Essene this greatest and

last phenomenon of Israelitish prophecy certainly was not ; he belonged,

like some God-sent prophet higher than all partisan attitudes in the people,

to the whole nation. — avai^el^sug avrov irpoQ r. 'Iff/).] His being jniNicly made

Tcnown to Israel, when he was announced to the Israelites as the forerunner

of the Messiah. This was done on the command of God by John himself.

Bee iii. 2-6. avaSec^iq is the making known (renuntiatio) of oflScial nomina-

tion ; Polyb. XV. 26. 4 ; Plut. Mar. 8 ; see Wetstein. Comp. x. 1.

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

IV. Ver. 1. TTO/l/loi k.t.X.

In regard to the writings here referred to Weiss agrees with Meyer, but doubts

the propriety of including the "Gospel to the Hebrews," about which little

can be proven that will warrant the assumption of its existence prior to the

Gospel of Liike.

It is very improbable that Mark's Gospel is included here. 1. It is impos-

sible to prove the dependence of Luke upon Mark, and this dependence is

implied if the latter is included here. 2. Luke here refers to a class of writings

then existing. Now, if the class is represented by the Gospel of Mark, there

were many somewhat detailed and complete histories of our Lord's ministry

in existence when Luke wrote. This is extremely improbable. Literature of

that kind could not so entirely disappear. 3. Luke's language does not imply

incorrectness in these " narratives," but it certainly contains an allusion to the

insufficiency of these writings. Weiss ed. Mey. calls attention to the fact that

Luke elsewhere uses the verb iwixei/xtu of unsuccessful attempts (Acts ix. 29 ;

xix. 13). Such an estimate of Mark's Gospel would not agree with the fact that

Liike's narrative contains so much matter in common with it ; nor would the

latter be likely to speak thus of a document which from the first was received

as an authentic record of the life of Jesus. It was the existence of such his-

tories as our canonical Gospels that swept out of view even the names of the

efforts here referred to.

Godet {Luke, p. 563, Am. ed.) thus describes the class of writings which the

Evangelist had in mind :
" They were not organic works, all the parts of which

were regulated by one idea, like our Gospels, and so they are lost : they were

accidental compilations, simple collections of anecdotes or discourses ; but

those works had their importance as a second stage in the development of

Gospel historiography and a transition to the higher stage." The first stage

he regards as oral tradition, the last as that of our canonical Gospels. It will be

seen that this view meets the requirements of Luke's language, has historical

and psychological probability in its favor, but of necessity rules out such a

writing as the Gospel of Hark from the class of narratives spoken of by Luke.
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V. Ver. 1. TTspl rcjv '!T7iripo(popij/j.evo)v k.t.2..

The rendering of the R. V. text (" which have been fulfilled ") follows the

Vulgate ; Godet and Weiss ed. May. prefer " have been accomplished," but

virtually accept the idea of a fulfilment. They urge, against Meyer, that the

sense "bring to full conviction" cannot be- applied to things. The R. V.

margin, " fully established," seeks to avoid this difficulty by referring the par-

ticiple to the objective proof rather than to the subjective conviction or belief.

Either of these views is lexically more defensible than that of Meyer.

VI. Ver. 3. Kade^Tjc.

This claim to chronological accuracy is not contrary to the view now held bj

most Harmonists, that Mark is more chronological in his arrangement than

Luke. If he has in mind the fragmentary sketches of many writers (see Note

IV., p. 256), then he only claims to reduce them to order. If he had the Gospel

of Mark in his hands, then he follows its order closely enough, in the common
matter, to vouch for its accuracy. Doubtless the harmonizers have done vio-

lence to the Gospel narratives, but their labors have not been rendered unnec-

essary, still less overthrown entirely, by recent exegesis. Textual criticism

has, in fact, confirmed some of their positions on important jsoints.

VII. Ver. 4. Ifa emyvuc k.t.X.

Weiss ed. Mey. rightly calls attention to the beautiful comments of Godet on

this clause. Inasmuch as Meyer speaks of Luke's dispassionate consciousness

that Christianity " had its firm basis of truth in the evangelical history of sal-

vation," and insists, moreover, on his "critical procedure" (see p. 219, foot-

note), we have from him an argument against his own positions respecting

some of the statements made by Luke in chaps, i. ii. The language of the Evan-

gelists in this prologue gives lis something more than Li;ke's "dispassionate

consciousness ;" it shows how unlikely it is that am'- of his statements are his-

torically untrue. He tells us how he proceeded in writing his history, hints at the

sources of his information, and only when he has given an objective ground of

conviction speaks of the subjective certainty. Since Luke, of all authors, has

been most abundantly proven to be an accurate historian, what he states re-

specting events in the first centurj- must be held for truth, until positive evi-

dence of greater weight overthrows his testimony.

Here, too, if anywhere, we are to find the clue to the origin of the Synoptic

Gospels. We have, in this prologue, intimations of oral apostolic tradition

(ver. 2), of fragmentai-y written narratives (ver. 1), of patient individual re-

search (ver. 3), for a given purpose (ver. 4). Given a man who could write a

historical work such as the book of the Acts, it would seem that he could, under

the conditions thus indicated, write a life of the Lord, in whom he fully

believed, without manipulating the Gospel of Mark or copying some other ex-

tended work iinknown to us. Whatever influence the Holy Ghost wrought

upon such a man would make against the style of book-making involved in

the theory of interdependence,

17
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VIII. Ver. 5 sqq.

The two classes of phenomena, namely, the unexampled number of Hebra-

izing peculiarities, and the constant recurrence of Luke's characteristic expres-

sions, can best be accounted for by supposing that Luke translated an Aramean
document (or set of documents) obtained through his own research (ver. 3).

But this does not involve a " manipulation," if by that is meant a material

modification. On the lyrical passages, see in locis,

IX. Ver. 9. elaeWiiv elg rov vabv rov Kvpiov.

The B. V. renders :
" His lot was to enter into the temple of the Lord and

burn incense," thus agreeing with the Vulgate (and Winer). Certainly this

view is grammatical. Meyer objects to it as "quite idle." But the clause e'lae'k-

fiuv K.T.X is in emphatic position, and Meyer's view does not suggest any

ground for such emphasis. On the other hand, since the revelation through

the angel took place in the sanctuary while Zacharias was burning incense, the

author adds this clause to bring the place into prominence. So Godet, who, un-

necessarily, however, takes the aorist participle as a phiperfect. The entering

and offering are rather regarded as synchronous, as so often when an aorist

participle is used.

X. Ver. 27. k^ oIkov AavtS.

While the grammatical connection favors the reference of this phrase to

Joseph, it by no means follows that Luke did not regard her as a descendant of

David. (See on the genealogy, cha}). iii.) Indeed, vv. 32, 69 are simply non-

sense, unless Luke believed in her Davidic descent. Weiss ed. Mey. is disposed

to refer the phrase to Mary alone, becaiase Joseph's lineage is afterward spoken

of (chap. ii. 4), and the mention of it here would have no significance. But it

is difficult to account for the introduction of rj/g irap^evov in the next clause, if

the phrase refers to Mary exclusively.

XI. Ver. 32. tov 6p6vov A. k.t.1.

Weiss ed. Mey. substitutes here the following note : "If, however, the Son

of Mary is clearly described as the Son of David promised in 2 Sam. vii. 13,

Mary herself must be regarded as a descendant of David, since it is a mere

evasion to say that the Messiah, as siaccessor on the throne of David, can be

caUed his Son and David His father (Bleek, Meyer)."

XII. Ver. 35. to yevvuftevuv liyiov /c.r.A.

The K. V. text accepts the view of TertuUian, Bengel, and others, but the

Am. appendix gives substantially the view of Meyer :
" Wherefore also the holy

thing which is begotten shall be called the Son of God," which seems to be the

only strictly grammatical rendering.

Xni. Vv. 26-38. The Annunciation.

Weiss ed. Mey. rejects most of the positions taken in Meyer's remark. The

following points of Weiss' view are here presented : 1. This narrative is "not

incompatible" with that of Matthew. 2. He omits the statement :
" in conse-
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quence of the circumstance," etc. 3. The history of Joseph's jierplexity (Matt. i.

19 sqq.) does not exclude the annunciation to Mary ; and her silence was neither

"psychologically unnatural," nor a violation of her duty as betrothed, since

she could not expect Joseph to believe it. 4. "Weiss further remarks : "The
question, whether the presupposition lying at the foundation of both accounts

(namely, that Jesus was not begotten naturally by Joseph, but, in consequence of

a supernatural operation of God, born of Mary) rests upon historical tradition

or doctrinal hypothesis, cannot be settled by exegetical means." But he insists

strongly that the silence of Jesus, the unbelief of His brethren, and the demeanor

of Mary are not incompatible with the historical character of the story of the

miraculous conception.

Godet {Luke, p. 59, Am. ed.) well observes : "A narrative so perfect could

only have emanated from the holy sphere within which the mystery was accom-

plished. A later origin would have inevitably betrayed itself by some foreign

element."

In the story of the angelic announcement to Zacharias, to which also Meyer
ascribes a legendary origin, the same internal evidence of truthfulness apjaears.

" The unhistorical inventions in the apocryphal Gospels" do much to prove the

historical character of this narrative of Luke. It is only necessary to add that

this part of the Gospel is obviously the result of the individual research made
by the Evangelist. Are we then to think that such an author failed to assure

himself of the truthfulness of his material ? Doubtless he was as faithful in this

respect as any modern historian, and it is yet to appear that he was not as

competent to determine what constitutes valid historical testimony as any

critic of modem times.

XIV. Ver. 46. ri ^'vxv f^ov.

Weiss, ed. Mey. (in accordance with his views as expressed in his Biblical

Theology) denies the existence of any specific distinction between ipvxv and
nveij/xa in N. T. usage. "The soul is the nvevfia which has entered into the

flesh, and the rzvevfia becomes soul in man. Both therefore stand here also

only as varied designations for the same inner life of man, in which the praise

of the Lord, now beginning with the mouth, must occur at the same time, if

it is of the right kind, and in which is aroused the triumphant joy that contin-

ually calls forth this thanksgiving."

XV. Ver. 56. Ifxeive k.t./I.

How long she remained is not stated, but ver. 57 does not forbid the view

that she tarried until the birth of John, for Luke frequently anticipates thus in

a closing sentence. Still, it is more probable that she returned to Nazareth

before Elizabeth was delivered. The events recorded in Matt. i. 18-24 seem
to have occurred after her return (so Andrews) ; see next Note.

XVI. Vv. 39-56.

Meyer does not notice here the far more natural supposition that the revelation

to Joseph took place when Mary's condition, after her return from the long visit

to Elizabeth, was necessarily obvious. Weiss ed. Mey. objects to each point

raised by Meyer against the possibility of reconciling the narratives. In fact,
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he distinctly says that most of the difficulties indicated in Meyer's remark have

no importance whatever. It is not necessary to give details; " th« historical

character of the Visitation of Mary stands or falls with that of the Annun-

ciation." All the considerations urged in Note XIII. (p. 258 seq.) are quite as

valid here.

The Magnificat bears every internal evidence of early composition : the tone

is that of the Old Testament believer on the threshold of the New Dispensation.

A Christian, even a Jewish Christian, would have written in a somewhat differ-

ent tone, emphasizing with more distinctness some of the prominent facts of

salvation. Weiss ed. Mej'. denies that the poetic splendor lifts this lyric out of

the historical sphere, adding that " its j^oetic truth stands or falls with the hy-

pothesis of the supernatural conception of Jesus." No one was more likely to

discover the truth on this poiut than a historian in the first century who made
patient research, and was in all probability rewarded by the discovery of docu-

ments containing the Magnificat and Benedictus.

XVn. Vv. 68-79. The Benedictus.

The song of Zacharias, as here recorded, bears every mark of genuineness. It

is priestly, pious, paternal, poetic, and can well be regarded as uttered under

the immediate influence of the Holy Ghost (ver. 68). The entire absence of

erroneous Messianic expectations stamps it as an inspired prophecy, while all

the other internal phenomena indicate that Zacharias was its human author, in

substance, and doubtless to a large extent in form. It therefore furnishes in

itself a strong proof of the historical character of the whole group of incidents

narrated in this chajjter. " Taking it as an expression of religious feeling, we
discover the hojjes of the human educator of John the Baptist, and thus obtain

a hint of the real views of John himself and of the character of his ministry"

(Int. Kev. Commentary, Luke, p. 21).

XVIII. Vv. 69, 70, etc.

We group together in this note comments on a number of phrases in the

Benedictus, differing from the views presented by Meyer.

Ver. 69. Weiss ed. Mey. does not take auTT/piag as a genitive of apposition,

but explains the phrase : "a power of salvation, a power bringing salvation"

(so Godet).

Ver. 70. The Am. K. V. renders " of old" instead of " since the world began;"

so Weiss ed. Mey., who regards the Greek i^hrase (djr' a'ujvoc) as ijopularly hyper-

bolical.

Ver. 73. tov <hi>vai is regarded by Weiss as expressing the purpose of God in

raising up the horn of salvation (ver. 69), or in the salvation itself (ver. 71),

because the latter thought recurs in " being delivered," etc.

Ver. 77. Weiss ed. Mey. joins "in the remission of their sins" with " give,"

regarding the remission preached by John the Baptist as that from which the

l)eople knew that deliverance was coming. But his grammatical objection to

the other views is scarcely valid in interpreting a jioetic passage of marked He-

braizing character.

Ver. 78. Weiss accejjts the reading followed in the R.V. text ; the change to

the future (;'rr/a/i/i/'f-a/) from the preceding aorists he regards as due to the
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direct reference of the prophecy to John as the forerunner of the Messiah •,

hence the Messianic salvation is future with respect to this forerunner. He
explains "dayspring" as meaning, not the Messiah Himself, but the Messianic

salvation. But the future may, with equal correctness, be taken as more dis-

tinctly prophetic of the speedy coming of the Messiah, over against the pro-

phetic aorists, which are more general.

Ver. 79. "Death," Weiss (ed. Mey.) thinks, is not personified, but "the
shadow of death" is a " figure of the deepest misery, such as death brings with

it." He also seeks to exclude any special reference to spiritual darkness ; but

the entire context favors this reference.
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CHAPTER II.

[Veb. 2. The article after avrr/ is rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R.V. The

evidence is strong (but see Meyer in exeg. notes). Tisch. has kyevsTo rpurrj,

following X* D, but other editors do not accept this.]—Ver. 3. \6iav'\ Lachm.

Tisch. have kivTov, following B D L X** Eus. [So recent editors, E. V.] An in-

terpretation, which is further found completely in D {kuvrov iraTpiSa). N* has

iavTuv. — Ver. 5. fiefivrjffr. See on i. 27. — yvvaiKi'\ is wanting in B C* (F) D L
S X, min. vss. Fathers. Deleted by Lachm., and now also again by Tisch. An

addition ; i/uvTjarevfih'y was objectionable, hence ywaiKi was added, and in part

E/nvrjaTEVfi. was even deleted (Ver. Verc. Colb.). There was less probability that

offence might be taken after Matt. i. 24 at yvvaiKi Cyril of Jerusalem expresses

himself too obscurely in this respect. — Ver. 7. tj) (pdrv^'] Ty is wanting in pre-

ponderating witnesses. It is deleted by Lachm. Tisch. The article was added

here and at ver. 12, in order to designate ihedefinUe manger, i.e., the well-known

manger of the Saviour.— [Ver. 9. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., omit u'iov,

following « B L, and versions.] —Ver. 12. neifiEvov] BL PS S «** min. Syr.

utr. Vulg. codd. It. Eus. Arnob. and Tisch. have koI Keiju. ; kuI was easily in-

serted to connect the two participles. [Tisch. VIII. omits Kei/ievov also (so X* D),

but recent editors, E. V., accept the strongly-attested Kal Kei/xsvov.'] — Ver. 14.

evdoKui'] A B* D X, Goth. Sax. Vulg. It., Fathers, have £v6oKiac. So Lachm. and

Tisch. Eecommended by Beza, Mill, Bengel, and others. There is considerable

evidence on both sides, but it preponderates in favor of the genitive. Now, as

the unfamiliar expression avfjpuTzoi ev6oKiac is not to be put down to the account

of the transcribers, but, on the contrary, these, not apprehending the symmetry

of the passage, had after the analogy of 66^a and elpr/vjj sufficient inducement to

put instead of emhaiai the nominative likewise, evSoKlag is to be preferred. [So

nearly all recent editors (and commentators), though the other reading is

usually noticed in the margin (so R. V.). Godet, as usual, follows the Eec] —
Ver. 15. Kul ol urOpuTro,] is wanting in B L H »<. min. Syr. Perss. Ar. p. Copt.

Sahid. Arm. Vulg. It. Eus. Aug. Bracketed by Lachm. Deleted by Tisch. [re-

cent editors, E.V.]. But the homoeoteleuton (d7}fAo^ . . . avOpunoi) the more

easily gave occasion to the omission, as the words are superfluous and there was

no motive for their addition. —Ver. 17. (heyvtjpiaav] Lachm. Tisch. have ejo'w-

pi(7av, following B D L 2 »<, min. Eus. [So recent editors, E. V.] But the

syllable M after 6t was more easily passed over than added, especially as the

simple form was present in ver. 15. — Ver. 20. Instead of vTriaTpeipav, Elz. has

knearpE-^av ; and at ver. 21, instead of nvrov : to naiSiov, in opposition to pre-

ponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. 'luaytp koi t] fJT/rrip avrov] B D L K, min. vss.

(also Vulg.) Or. and several Fathers have 6 na-f/p avrov k. f/ ^r/rrip. So Gries-

bach and Tisch . (who after p/'/rnp retains al-rov). The mention of the faUier gave

offence, and in this place the name might be introduced instead of it, but not

appropriately also at ver. 48. — Ver. 37. (if] Lachm. and Tisch. have I'ur, in ac-

cordance with A B L S K* min. Copt. Sahid. Ar. p. Vulg. codd. It. Aug. Eightly
;
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the (jf, frequently used in the case of numbers, intruclecl itself. — Ver. 38. avrrj]

on ijreponderant evidence, and because nal avrij presented itself mechanically

from ver. 37, is to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch. — [X B D L, and good

versions, read 0f<j (instead of Kvpiu) ; accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.

The change is readily accounted for ; the clause was referred to Christ in conse-

quence of the following avrov ; so Weiss.] — iv 'lepova.l iv is wanting in B S IT

X, min. vss. (including Vulg. ms. and codd. It.) and Fathers, and is condemned

by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition from misunderstand-

ing. — Ver. 39. r^v nd^iu avTuv] Lachm. and Tisch. have tt6?^iv kavruv. In ac-

cordance with decisive evidence iavruv is to be adopted ; but the omission of

Ttjv is only attested by B D* K 1. [This evidence is decisive against tt/v ; so re-

cent editors.] — Ver. 40. nPEv/iart.'] has testimonies against it of such weight,

and it can so little conceal its origin from i. 80, that with reason it is condemned

by Mill and Griesb., excluded by Lachm. and Tisch. — Ver. 42. avaf3dvTuv'\

Lachm. and Tisch. have dvajSaivovruv, in accordance with A B K L X IT N, min.

Vulg.codd.lt. A copyist's error ; the aorist is necessary. [Recent editors, R.V.,

accei)t the present ; Weiss thinks the aorist is a conformation to ver. 43.] — etc

'Ifpoff.] is wanting in B D L X, min. vss. Tisch. It betrays itself by the form

'lepoaoTiv/iia as an addition of another hand. — Ver. 43. eyvu 'Iua^(j) k. tj [irjTrip avTov\

BD L X, min. vss. (including Vulg. and codd. It.) Jerome have eyvucav ol yovelg

avTov. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Comp. also

Rinck on Matt. xxiv. 36. I regard ol yovslg avrov as written in the margin from

ver. 41. Comp. on ver. 33. Were it original, and had 'Iwct. k. tj fiyrrjp airovbeen

subsequently put for it, why should not this alteration have been already un-

dertaken before at ver. 41 (where only codd. It. have : Joseph et Maria) ? and

why should eyvucav (which would have stood originally) not have been left?

This plural so naturally suggested itself, even with the words of the Recepta,

that some witnesses for the Recepta (A, for instance) actually read it. [Meyer's

explanation assumes more consistency on the part of the copyists than can be

proven. So Weiss, who, with recent editors (and R. V.), follows the weighty

uncials.] — Ver. 45. After evpSvreg Elz. Scholz have avTOf (Lachm. in brackets),

in opposition to B C* D L X, min. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. codd. It. A current ad-

dition. — ^t; TOwref] nearly the same witnesses have ava^T/Tovvreg. So Lachm.

and Tisch. From ver. 44. [But the evidence is decisive for the compound
form ; so recent editors, R. V.]

The genuineness of the portionfrom ch. i. 5 to the end of ch. ii. has been contested

by Evanson {The Dissonance of thefour generally received Evangelists, etc., Ipswich

1792), J. E. Chr. Schmidt (in Henke's Ifagaz.Yol. IIL p. 473 £E.), Horst (Henke's

Museum, I. 3, p. 446 if.), C. C. L. Schmidt (in the Repert.f. d. Literat. d. Bibel,

I. p. 58 ff.), Jones {Sequel to Ecclesiastical Researches, etc., London 1803), Eich-

horn, Ei7d. I. p. 630 f . Baur reckons the section among the portions which have

been introduced into our Gospel by the agency of a reviser (the author of the

Acts of the Apostles). See his Markusevang. p. 218 ff. But the genuineness was

defended by Ammon {Nova Opusc. p. 32 ff.), Siiskind {Symbolae, II. p. 1 ff.), von
Schubert {de infaniiae J. Ch. historiae a Matth. et Luc. exhibitae aidhentia atque

indole, Gripeswald. 1815), Reuterdahl (Obss. crit. in priora duo ev. Luc. capita,

Lond. 1823), Bertholdt, Paulus, Schott, Feilmoser, Credner, Neudecker,

Kuinoel, Volkmar, Guericke, and almost all the more recent writers. In oppo-

sition to Baur, see also Kostlin, p. 306 ff. — The genuineness is rendered certain
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Ly the c.vternal testimonies u'itboiit exception. It is true that the section was

wanting in the Gospel of Marcion (see Tertullian, c. Marc. iv. 7) ; but Marcion

miatilated and falsified the Gospel of Luke in accordance with his dogmatic

aims, and thus formed his Gospel, which, according to Tertullian, Epiphanius,

Origen, and others, began : 'Ev etel nevTSKai^eKdrcj ryg iiyefioviaQ TifSepiov Kai-

capog 6 Qebq KaTipJJEV elq Katpapvaoon, TrdXiv tt/c ra^iTiaiac, Kal fjv didaaKuv kv Tutg aajS-

fiaaiv (iii. 1, iv. 31). And the internal character of the section, much as it differs

from the preface by its Hebraic coloring in accordance with the sources made
use of, contains the same peculiarities of Luke as are apparent in the other

portions of the Gospel and in the Acts of the Apostles (see Gersdorff, p. 160 ff.

;

Credner, L p. 132 ff.), and betrays in the whole peculiar character of the repre-

sentation documental sources, whose characteristic and in part highly poetic

stamp Luke with correct tact has known how to preserve in working them tip.

We maj'^ add, that a reason against the genuineness can as little be derived from

Acts i. 1 as a conclusion in its favor can be gathered from Luke i. 3. For there

mention of the Gospel is made only as regards its main contents ; and the avudev

at Luke i. 3 would, even if i. 5-ii. 52 were not genuine, find warrant enough in

the beginning of the history from the emergence of John and in the genealogy

contained in the third chapter.

Vv. 1, 2. See especially Huschke, ilh. den z. Zeit d. Oeburt J. Chr. ge-

halt. Census, Breslau 1840 (Hoeck, Rom. Oesch. Bd. I. Abtb. II.) ; Wieseler,

chronol. Synopse, p. 73 ff. ; vonGumpachin the Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 668 flE.,

where also the older literature is specified, and in his Kritik und AntiJcritik,

Heidelb. 1853 ; Zumpt, Commentatt. epigraj^h. II. p. 73 ff. ; Kohler in

Herzog's Encyli. XIII., p. 463 ff. ; Aberle in the theol. Qvartalschr. 1865,

p. 103 IT. ; Gerlach, d. Romischen Statthalter in Syr. u. Jvdda, 1865, p. 22 ff.,

44 £F. ; Strauss, die Halben u. d. Oamen, 1865, p. 70 ff. ; Hilgenfeld in his

Zeitschr. 1865, p. 408 ff. — [See Note XIX., p. 287.]

Ver. 1. ''Ev Tolr^ r/jUEpalg ek.] approximate specification of time in relation to

the principal contents of what precedes, the birth of the Baptist.— SSypa] an

ordinance, an edict.^— a7roypa^£cn9a«] that there shoiddlie recorded, cannot at all

be meant of a mere registration, which Augustus had caused to be made (if

also with the design of regulating in futiire a taxing of the Jews) for a statis-

tical object, possibly with a view to the Breviarium imperii which he wrote

with his own hand (in which " opespublicae continebantur
;
quantum civ-

ium sociorumquc in armis
;
quot classes, regna, provineiac, tributa ant vecti-

galiact necessitates ac largitiones," Tacitus, Ann. i. 11), as is held by Kuinoel,

Olshausen, Ebrard, Wieseler, Ewald, and older expositors, but must, on ac-

count of ver. 2, be placed on the same footing in respect of its nature with

the census Quirinii, and is therefore to be regarded as the direct registration

into the tax-lists, belonging to the census proper {cnroTifiTicig, tI/it/juo.) and form-

ing its essential elements, as, in fact, aTToypa(l>Eiv, airoypatbEadai, anoypa(i>li (Acts

V. 37) are the standing expressions for the recording of estate, whether in af-

fairs of law-procedure (see Reiske, Tnd. Dem. p. 63 f. ; Hermann, Staatsal-

terth. § 136. 13), or in those of taxing (Plato, Legg. vi. j). 754 D ; Polyb. x.

> Acts xvii. 7 ; Theodotion, l);iii. ii. i:i ; 71em. 278. i7, 77'1. 19 ; Tlat. T^gg. i. ii. C-lt D ; and
the passages in Wetstein.
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17. 10 ; and see Eisner and Wetstein).'— ndaav t^v oikov/x.] not : the whole

of Palestine (Flacius, Glavis ; Paulus, Hug, and others), to which the ex-

pression is never limited,'' not even in Josephus, Antt. viii. 13. 5, but, as the

context by Trapa Kacaapog Avyomrov imperatively requires, the ichole Roman

empire (oriis terrarum) .^ Hence the Roman emperors were called Kvpioi. Trjq

oiKovfiEVTjg (Franz, Corp. Inscr. HI. p. 305). Luke narrates a general census

of the einjnre (Huschke) ; and even the limitation of the meaning merely to

a general provincial census (Wieseler) has no foundation at all in the text,

any more than the fanciful suggestion of Lange (L. J. II. 1, p. 93), that

Mary, who is assumed as the source of information for the history of the in-

fancy, had, "in accordance with the policy of a lofty feminine sentiment,"

referred the determination of Herod, to undertake a census in Palestine, back

to the Emperor Augustus as its originator, and that Luke '

' in his kindly

truth," had not wished to alter the account, and hence had "by way of

gentle correction" inserted ver. 2.*

Ver. 2. In a critical respect no change is to be made. Lachmann has,

indeed, struck out the article before aKoyp. (in which Wieseler, and now

also Tischendorf agree with him), but the witnesses which omit it are only

B D (the latter having iyevETo anoypa^y 7rpuTT/),ii (?) 131, Eus. ; and how
easily might ?}, which in itself is superfluous (see Buttmann, neut. Crr. p. 105

[E. T. 221] ; Bremi, ad Lys. Exc. II. p. 436 fE.), be merged in the last letter

of avrr/ ! If // is not read, aiiTTj is the subject, and cnroyp. np. is the predicate

{this hecame the first awoy pa<pri). [See critical note, and note XX.,

p. 287.] Beza, ed. 1, 2, 3, Pfaff, Valckenaer have declared the entire verse to

be an interpolated scholion ; but this is a violent suggestion opposed to all

the evidence. Conjectures are given by Huetius : YLvIvtiXlov ; Heumann :

Kpovcov {— Saturnini) ; Valesius : 'LaTovpvivov ; Michaelis : Trpur^ eyevero rpb

T7jg ijyEfiovevovToq k.t.X., al.; see Bowyer, Conject. I. p. 117 ff.— The observa-

tion contained in ver. 2, which, moreover, is not to be put in a parenthesis,

is intended to tell the reader that this census was the first of those held

under the presidency of Quirinius, and consequently to guard against con-

founding it with that which was held about eleven years later (Acts v. 37).

The words signify : This census teas the first while Quirinius was praeses of

Syria. ^ There was known, namely, to the reader a second census of Quiri-

nius (Acts, Z.C.); but the one recorded at present was the first, which oc-

curred under the Syrian presidency of this man.^ It is true that history is

* On the subject-matter Itself, see ' Not : It took place first, when,—came to

Huschke, lib. d. Census u. d. Steuerverfass. be carried out not earlier than when Quiri-

d.friUiern Rom. Kaiserzeit, Berl. 1847. nius, etc. Lichtenstein, p. 81 f., comes ulti-

^ Justin, c. Tr. 78, has : arroYpa(<>))? oua?)? iv mately to this meaning. How can this be
tj5 "louSai'a Tore TrpoaTj)?. But this Iv ttj "IovS. expressed by vrpoiTi) ? Instead of ffpioTT) Luke
manifestly has its reference to Trpiurij?. must have written precisely the opposite,

Comp. .4;;. i. 34, p. 75 E. namely, vanpov, or varepov Sij eyeVero k.t.A.

^ See the passages in Wetstein, and comp. Hofmann is similarly mistaken, Schriftbew.

Dissen, ad Bern, de Cor. p. 815 ; Maetzner, II. 1, p. 120 f.

Lycurg. p. 100. « Quite definitely Justin also says, in

^ See, in opposition to this, Ebrard, p. 169 f. agreement with Luke, that Christ was
Comp. also Auberlen, Daniel u. d. Apok. born i-n'i. Kuprju'ou (Apol. i. 46), and even that

p. 248 f. His birth was to be seen « Tie anoypa^iiav
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at variance with tliis clear meaning of the words as they stand. For at the

time of the birth of Jesus, according to the definite testimony of Tertullian

(c. Marc. iv. 19), Q. Sentius SaturnirMS was governor of Syria ; Puhlius Sul-

picius Quirinius did not become so till about ten years later.' But this va-

riance does not entitle us to have recourse to explanations inconsistent with

linguistic usage or with the text. Explanations of tliis nature, which must,

nevertheless, leave untouched the incorrect statement about the taxation as

an imperial census, are (1) that of Herwart {Chronol. 341 f.), Bynaeus,

Marck, Er. Schmid, Clericus, Keuchcn, Perizonius {de Aitgustea orbis terrar.

descript., Oxon. 1638), Ussher, Petavius, Calovius, Heumann, Storr, Siis-

kind, and others, including Tholuck {Glaiibicurdig'k. d. emng. Oesch. p. 184),

Huschke, Wieseler, who holds that npuT?/ yye/n. k.t.?i. means : sooner than

Quirinius ^oas praeses. Comp. also Bornemann, Schol. p. Ixvi., and Ewald

{Oesch. Chr. p. 140), who compares the Sanscrit and translates : "this tax-

ation occurred much earlier (superlative) than when Quirinius ruled." But

instead of citing passages in which, as at John i. 15, xv. 18, -n-purog TLvog^

according to the real meaning, is sooner than some one,^ proofs ought to have

been adduced for such a participial connection as in the passage before us
;

but certainly not Jer. xxix. 2, where k^el'&ovToq k.t.1. is a genitive absolute,

even apart from the fact that the use of varepov there cannot vouch for our

KpuTJj. In a similarly erroneous manner "Wieseler has adduced Soph. Ant.

637 f., 701 f., 703 f. Luke would have known how to express the meaning :

sooner than, etc., simply, definitely, and accurately, by irpb tov T/ye/iovEveiv

K.T.7^. (comp. ver. 21, xii. 15 ; Actsxxiii. 15), or by npiv, or nplv rj.^ (2) The

expedient of Beza, Casaubon {Exercitatt. Antibaron. p. 126 f.), Jos. Scali-

ger {de emend, temp. 4, p. 417), Grotius, Wernsdorf {de censu, quern Goes.

Oct. Aug. fecit, Viteb. 1720), Deyling {Ohss. I. ed. 3, p. 242 f.), Nahmmacher
{de Augusto ter censum agente, Helmst. 1758), Volborth {de censti Quir.,

Gott. 1785), Birch {de censu Quir., Havn. 1790), Sanclemente {de vulg. aerae

Dionys. emend., Rom. 1793), Ideler {Handl. d. Chronol. II. p. 394), Miinter,

TMi/ y€vofi.f.vuiv en-l Kuprji/i'ov ToO ufierepou iv after Synam, etc., nor whether iteitim is to

"louSaio TrpwTov yevofj-ivov iniTponov be referred forward or backward. Comp.

[procurator], Apol. i. 34; so that he in Strauss, p. 75. What still remains of the

another erroneous manner (see Credner, whole damaged inscription runs tlius (ac-

Beilr. I. p. 230) makes the man to be Roman cording to Mommson in Bergmann) :—

procurator in Judaea. This was Coponms, gem. qva. kedacta. pot

Joseph. Bell. ii. 8. 1. avgvsti. popvliqve. romani. senatv
' Between these two Quintilius Varus had svpplicationes. binas. ob. res. prosp

been invested with this dignity, Joseph. ipsi. ornamenta. trfvmph

Antt. xvii. 5. 2. But the position that Quiri- pro. consvl. asiam. provinciamop

nius had not been a.\Tca.dy governor oi Syria nvi. avgvsti. itervm. striam. et. rn.

at an earlier date (according to Zumpt, See Bergmann, de inscnpt. Latina ad P.

from 4 to 1 before Christ) must be adliered Snip. Quir. Cos. a 742 tit videtur refer. 1851.

to, according to all the accounts given of " Bernhardy, ad Dionys. Perierj. p. 770,

him by Josephus (especially Anil, xviii. I. and Eratosth. p. 122 ; Wesseling, ad Ilerod.

1). Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 140 f. The ii. 2, ix. 27 ; Schaefcr, ad Dion. Hal. c. V.

words itervm. striam. of the Tiburtine in- p. 228 ; Fritzsche, a<l Eom. II. p. 421.

scription are of too uncertain interpreta- ^ •• Profecto mirandum est, homines eru-

tion, if the inscription applies to Quirinius, ditissiinos in ejusmodi interpretationum

precisely to prove his twofold praesidium ludibria a praejudicatis opinionibus per-

Syriae, since we know neither what stood ductos labi," Valckenaer, ). 68.
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{Stem d. Weisen, p. 88 S..), Neander, Hug (Gutacht.), and others : that

TjyeuovnovT. is here to be taken in a wider meaning, and that Quirinius had

held that first anoypacfir/ in Syria as extraordinary commissioner of the em-

peror, as to which appeal is made, partly in general to the imperial favor

which Quirinius enjoyed, partly to Tac. Ann. iii. 48, according to which he

was nearly about that time in the East with extraordinary commissions,

partly to the analogy of the Gallic census held by Germanicus (Tac. Ann. i.

31), and so forth. This expedient would only be possible, if yye^ov. stood

by itself in the passage, and not t?}^ l,vpiac beside it. And if 7'/yefiov. were

meant proleptically : under the stibsequent praeses (Lardner in Bowyer, Con-

ject. I. p. 130; Miinter), Luke could hardly have proceeded more awkwardly

than by thus omitting the point whereon his being understood depended

(it must have been expressed in some such way as Kvpr/viov tov varepov yyefi.

TTJQ Ivpiag). (3) Gerlach thinks that at the time of Christ's birth Varus,

indeed, was r/yefx6v of Syria, but Quirinius was placed by his side as legatus

Gaesaris proconsulari potestate for the purpose of making war upon the Ho-

monades, and had at that time— consequently likewise as ?'iyefj.uv—under-

taken the census, which, however, he brought to no right conclusion, and

only carried out subsequently under his second praesidium. But granted

that the Tiburtine inscription (see upon that subject Gerlach, p. 25, 39 If.),

which Huschke refers to Agrippa, Zumpt to Saturninus, is rightly referred,

with Sanclemente, Nipperdey, Bergmann, and Gerlach, to Quirinius, and

that a twofold legatio of the latter to Asia took place : how could Luke

with his simple and plain words intend to designate that complicated his-

torical relation and leave the reader to guess it ? To the latter Quirinius

presented himself only as ordinary and single praeses of Syria. Compare,

moreover, what is said afterwards in opposition to von Gumpach. (4) At

variance with the text is the expedient of Paulus, who substantially is fol-

lowed by Gersdorf, Glockler, Krabbe, Mack {BericM Hi. Strauss, h'it. Bearb.

d. Leb. J. p. 84 flf.), Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. IL p. 54, Ebrard, Lange,

L. J. II. 1, p. 94 (comp. also Tholuck, Glaubwitrdigh. p. 184 ff., and Olshau-

sen) : that the word is to be accented as avrrj (ipsa) : the first recording itself

took place while Quirinius, etc. ; the issuing of the edict ensued at the time

of the birth of Jesus, but the census itself did not occur till under Quirinius.

'

This is erroneous, as in fact ver. 3 relates the very carrying out ^ of the anoy-

pa(pe(y&ai, and this ver. 3 ff. must be conceived as following immediately upon

the edict. (5) Von Gumpach lays stress on kyevsTo,* whereby he regards

1 Glockler, Krabbe, Mack, and Tholuck, taxation of Quirinius. This is a makeshift,

however, do not hold the accentuation which imputes to Luke a very enigryiatical

avrri as requisite, and Kohler rejects it. and awkumrd use of the word a7roypa<;>^.

"^ Ebrard, p. 177, wishes to set aside this ' So also does Kohler, who besides, with

difficulty by the explanation that while an Hofmann and Ebrard, lays stress on the

a7ro7pa<J)6cr9ai in the sensc of a registration. fact that the passage runs not as ^ Trpwrij,

already occurred at the time of the birth of but simply wpoiTT). Luke is thus made to

Jesus, Luke availed himself of the double say : this taxation was completed as the Jirst

meaning of a7rovpa(#)7), which also signifies taxation, etc. ; it was, namely, begun doubt-

the actual census, " in an easy and unre- less, but was soon stopped and was only

strained manned''" to set forth how the work carried out under Quirinius. Comp. already

begun in the registration was completed in the Calvia and Gerlach above. Nothing of this
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Luke as indicating that in vor. 1 lie has spoken only of the placing on the

register, and would not have the same confounded Avith the actual levying of
taxation, which was not carried into execution 'Until under Quirinius. Against

this it may be urged that Luke would have known how to express the real-

ization, as contrasted with what was intended, otherwise than by the simple

eyevero, or that he would at least have j^laced this word, and that witha more
precise deiinition (ovrug 6e eyevero, or the like), at the head of the sentence

;

as well as that he, in order to have the anoypa^f/ recognized as something

different from and later than the mere registration, must have made use of

another word, and not again of anoypamj so similar to the airojpcKpeaT^at. (6)

Aberle seeks by learned combination to show that even before the death of

Herod Quirinius had actually become ^iraeses Syriae, but that as rector juven-

tutis to the emiieror's grandson Caius, he was still temporarily detained in

Rome by Augustus, ' and his governorship remained virtually unknown in

the east and west, but is to be assigned to the year 749. But while there is

certain attestation that he was rector juventutis to Caius (Tacitus, Ann. iii.

48), in which post he was succeeded by Lollius (see Zumi^t, p. 102), there is

no evidence at all for the assumption of a contemporary praesidium Syriae,

which he must have held nominally (thus somewhat like an einscopus in par-

tibus). And how should this state of things, which had remained unknown
and was only noticed by jurists and notaries for the sake of the dating of

documents, have become known to Luke in particular, and have been left

by him without any explanation, in such a way that from his words we can

only understand the pjraeses Syriae in the primary and usual sense, according

to which fhe praeses resides in his province and administers the same ?— It

is not to be inferred, moreover, from the ignorance which Luke betrays at

Acts V. 36 ff
.

, that the addition Trpur?/ proceeds not from Luke, but from an

older Jewish-Christian writer (Kostlin, p. 245) ; for that ignorance con-

cerned not the census of Quirinius, but the time of the insurrection of Theu-

das. — ^ye/iov.] the general word for the post of a chief, here shown by the

context {rye 'Zvplag) to be used of the provincial chief, praeses (proconsul).

Comp. Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 2 : Ivpiag rt/v yyefiovlav exuv. In Luke iii. 1,

used of the Procurator. — Kvpijviov] P. Sulpicius Quirinius previously in the

year 742 consul, 2)raeses of Syria in the years 6-11 after Christ, died in Rome
in the year 21 after Christ. See Ewald, GescJi. Chr. p. 18 f.; Gerlach, l.c.

His name is usually written Quirinus ; by others (so Wetstein, Valckenaer,

Ewald, Gerlach, «?.), Quirinius. In the case of the Roman writers (espe-

cially Florus, iv. 12. 41 ; Tacitus, Ann. ii. 30, iii. 22. 48) the manuscripts

vary ; from a coin and inscri})tion, which have Quirinus, nothing can be

appears in the text, and the article with already, at the time of Christ's birth, filled

wpciTi} would make no difference at all, the office of governor in Syria, which,

since, as is well known, the ordinal mini- moreover, Korisitis, Cenolaph. /'?*•. II. p. 82

hers may stand with or without an article f., and others maintained. But this is at

(Poppo, arf 7%w)/(?. ii. VO. 5, iv. 90. .3, Goth.). variance with Tci-tullian, l.r., comp. c. 7,

' Varus having in the mean while contin- where it can only be regarded as a very

ued still to exercise the powers of gov- arbitrary assumption that Saturninus is no
emor. As well according to Gerlach as longer meant as governor,

according to Aberle, Varus is held to have
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decided in view of the great doubt as to their genuineness. ' But it is cer-

tain that among the Greeks (Strabo, xii. 6, p. 569; Josephus, Justin Martyr)

the name is written with the termination 10 S ; and, as this manner of writ-

ing is at all events decidedly correct in our passage (C D E F, etc., includ-

ing X, likewise Eusebius, Chrysostom, etc.), whereas among the codices

only B reads Kvpelvov (hence Lachmann reads Kvplvov), the form Quiriums,

which easily became confounded with the familiar Roman word Quirinus

(= Quirinalis) , is to be preferred. The confusion occurred the more easily,

as Quirinus, Kvplvoc (Plutarch), or Kvpivoc (Leon. phil. 1) was also a Roman
name. At all events, Luke liimself had in his mind the name Qziirinius.

Remakk.-—[See Note XXI., p. 287 seq.] The statement of Luke, so far as it

affirms that at the time of the birth of Christ an imperial census was taken, and

that it was the first that was provincially carried out by the Syrian praeses Qui-

rinius, is manifestly incorrect. For (1) the praesklium of Quirinius is placed

about ten years too early ; and (2) an imperial census, if such an one should

have been held at all at the time of the birth of Jesus (which, however, cannot

from other sources be proved, for the passages of Christian authors, Cassiodorus,

Var. in. 52, Suidas, s.v. aTroypacptj, plainly depend on the narrative of Luke, as

also does the chronologically erroneous statement of Isidor. Orig. v. 36. 4), can-

not have affected Palestine at all,'' since it had not yet become a Roman province,

which did not happen till 759. And, indeed, the ordaining of so abnormal and

disturbing a measure in reference to Palestine— a measure, which assuredly

would not be carried through without tumultuary resistance—would have been

so uncommonly important for Jewish history, that Josephus would certainly

not have passed it over in absolute silence (Antt. xvii. 1. 1 does not bear on it);

especially as it was not the rex socius himself, Herod, but the Roman governor,

who was, according to Luke (in opposition to Wieseler), the authority conduct-

ing it. But (3) the holding withal of a general census of the empire under

Augustus is historically altogether unvouched for ; it is a matter of history (see

the Monum. Ancyran. in Wolf, ed. Sueton. II. p. 369 ff. ; comp. Sueton. Aug. 27)

that Augustus thrice, in 726, 746, and 767, held a census popidi, i.e., a census of

the Roman citizens, but not also of the whole provinces of the empire (see, in

opposition to Buschke, Wieseler, p. 84 ff.). Should we, on the other hand, as-

sume, with Wieseler, that the census had only the provinces in view and had
been taken up in the different provinces in different years, and with the utmost

indulgence to provincial peculiarities,—the object aimed at being the settling of

an uniform system of taxation (comp. Savigny in the Zeitschr. fur geschichtl.

Rechisioiss. VI. p. 350),—the text of Luke would stand opposed to it. For, accord-

ing to that text, (a) the whole Roman empire is subjected to a ce7is^is ; (h) this quite

universal census is ordained at once in the edict, which, onWieseler's hypothe-

sis of the gradual and indulgent mode of its execution by the politic Augus-

tus, would have been imprudent
;
and (c) it is represented as an actual tax-

census, as was the well-known (according to Luke, second) census Quirinii, in

which case the alleged indulgence is imported.

Nevertheless, criticism pronoimces judgment on itself, when it designates the

whole account as to the census as an invention of legend (Strauss ; comp.

> See Gerlach, p. 37, who cites another from Marini, Act. II. 782.

inscription, which actually reads Quirinio, ^ See Mommsen in Bergm. p. iv. ff.



270 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

Kern, Urspr. des Evang. p. 113 ff. ; Weisse, I. p. 236), or even of Luke (B.

Baiier), which is made in order to bring Mary with Joseph to Bethlehem. Comp.
the frivolous opinion of Eichthal, II. p. 184 f. What a strange and dispropor-

tionate machinery for this purpose ! No ; something of the nature of a census,

and that by command of the emperor, must have taken place in the Roman
empire'—a registration, as regards which it is quite an open question whether

it was taken with or without a design to the future regulation of taxation, or

merely had for its aim the levying of statistics. The consolidating aims of the

government of Augustus, and, in reference to Palestine, the dependence of the

vassal-king Herod, take away from it all historical imiirobability, even apart

from the analogous measure—that had already preceded it—of the survey of

the whole Eoman empire instituted by Augustus (Frontinus in the Auct. rei

agrar., ed. Goes. p. 109 ; Aethicus Ister, Cosmogr., ed. Gronov. p. 26). Further,

as Quirinius was not at that time praeses, he can only have acted in this

statistical measure as extraordinary commissioner, which is the less improbable,

because apart from this he was then in the East by order of the emperor (see

above), and because the politic Augustus verj' naturally as to that business put

more confidence in an approved impartial commissioner than in the reges socii

themselves or in the interested proconsuls. And this action of Quirinius en-

ables us to understand how tradition, in the gradual obscuring and mixing up
of its recollections, should have made him praeses Syriae at that time, since he

was so subsequently, and how the registration in question was made into a census,

because subsequently he actually as Sj'rian governor ^ had charge of a census ; and

from this mixing up of times and matters resulted at the same time the desig-

nation of the aTzoYpa(^i] as KpuTtj, which occiirred riyefiovevnvToq rf/g 2iip/af Kv-

pijviov. Thus Luke has narrated what actually happened in the erroneous form
which it received from the tradition. But if we conceive of the unoypa<^Ti as

merely a revision of (he genealogicalfamity registers (Schleiermacher, Olshausen,

ed. 1, Bleek), which probably was ordained only by the spiritual authorities,

and perhaps had reference merely to the family of David, it is no longer easy to

see how Luke, or the source from which he drew, could make out of it some-

thing thoroiighly and specifically different. According to Schweizer in the

iheol. Jahrb. 18-17, p. Iff., Luke has really in the passage before us, at variance

with iii. 1 , made Jesus be born in the year of the taxing of Quirinius, Acts v.

37, and thus long after the death of Herod,— in sjjite of his own distinct state-

ment, i. 5 !—The hypotheses, moreover, that Luke intended by the enrolment

of Jesus (?) in the register of the Empire to jioint to the miirersal destination of

the Redeemer (Wieseler ; comp. Erasmus, Bengel, and already Theophylact and

Eiithymius Zigabenus), or to the coincidence of the birth of the Slessiah and the

redemption of Israel icHh the political bondage of the people (Ebrard), or to the

manner in which Jesus in His mother's womb was most surjirisingly dealt with

'Possibly of the population, of the civil AlthoufrhJosophus does not expressly name
and military resources, of the finances, etc., liim rj-yenuip, he is still, in Antt. xviii. 1. 1,

as, according to Tacitus, Ann. i. 11, the sufficiently indicated as such. Comp. Ilil-

Breviarmm tofii/g impei-ii (Sueton. Octav. genfeld, p. 413 ff. Apart from this, the ex-

28, 101) of Augustus contained columns of pression rjYe^oieuoiTo? in the passafre before

that kind. Sec above on ver. 1. us is only an ernmcou.sly antii'lpating reffix

" Aberlc, indeed, calls this in question, of that, which A'//AV<f/w^//% Quirinius was i«

holding that Quirinius was at the later /acf, and iiofnrioiisli/, ;is respects his real

census merely a simple Lcgatus Caesaris. census attended by consequences so grave.
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as a Roman subject (Hofmann), are purely arbitrary creations of that subjectiv-

ity, which has the utmost delight in discovering a mystical reference behind

every simj)le historical statement.

Ver. 3 ff. ndv-ff] in the Jewish land, for which ver. 3 has prepared, and

see ver. 4. Obviously only all those are meant, who did not dwell in their

Wa irdTicq ; 'imaTOQ is a distributive apposition (Ameis on Homer, Od. x. 397).

— etf r. Idiav iroAiv] the more precise definition is furnished by ver. 4. [See

critical note.] This statement, too, does not suit a census proper ; for to

this every one was required to subject himself at his dicelling-place, or at

the place where he had his forum originis (see Huschke, p. 116 ff.), where-

as in our passage the Jewish principle of tribe is the basis. And if the mat-

ter were not a census, but a mere registration (see above), there was no

reason for departing from the time-hallowed division of the people, or for

not having the matter carried out in Jewish form. The actual historical state

of the case shines here through the traditional dress of a census. — -rrdlLv Anv.]

The city where David was born, 1 Sam. xvii. 11. — Be-^Tieeii] see on Matt,

ii. 1. — tf oiKov K. narpLaq Aat).] The tribes proceeding from the sons of Jacob

were called (pvlai (riltsp)
; the branches proceeding from the sons of these

patriarchs, Trarpiai (ninSE/p)
; the single families of such a tribal branch,

oIkoi (^''^^ ^'rl).' Joseph was thus of the family descending from David,

and belonged to the same branch of the tribe to which David had belonged.

A circumstantial designation of this important relationship. As to warpia,

moreover, see on Eph. iii. 15. — avv Mapidji] does not belong to avt(iTi (Pau-

lus, Hofmann, Ebrard), but to cnvoypdip. beside which it stands : in order to

have himself enrolled with Mary, etc. But that Mary had of necessity to

share the journey with him (which was not requisite in the case of a census,

when only the names of the women and children had to be specified,^

is the less to be supposed, as in the main the form of the execution

of the cnrojpa(p^ was the Jeicish one, ver. 3. Nevertheless, wives (in this

case Mary as one betrothed, who according to Jewish law was placed on

the same footing as the wife) had to be likewise entered in the register, which
must have been a matter of Roman enactment, but for which it was not nec-

essary that they should come personally with their husbands to the spot.

We have consequently to abide by the view that Mary undertook the jour-

ney with her husband vohintarily , according to her own and Joseph's wish,

in order to remain under the protection of her betrothed (not exactly on ac-

count of the troublous times,—an idea which Ebrard imports). There are

various arbitrary hypotheses, such as : that she travelled with him on account

of the poll-tax (Huschke) ; that she wished still as a maiden to represent

her father''s house, and longed after Bethlehem in the theocratic feeling

of maternity (Lange) ; that the command for the taxing extended also

to the children and contained a definite point of time, just about which
Mary expected her delivery (von Gumpach). And the hjrpothesis that

» See Kypke, I. p. 213 ; Winer, Eealworterb. ^ Dion. Hal. iv. 14 ; See Strauss, I. p. 235,

s.v. Stdmme ; Gesenius, Thes. I. p. 193, III. and Huschke, p. 121, iu opposition to Tho-
p. 1463. luck, p. 191.
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Mary was au heiress, who had an estate in Bethlehem (Michaelis, Kvii-

noel, Olshausen ; with hesitation Bleek and Kohler), is utterly unfounded as

regards Luke in jjarticular, since he has not the smallest trace of any earlier

connection with Bethlehem and makes Mary in her travail not find even

friendly lodging there. — ry kfivrjar. avrCi] Thus, according to Luke, sh« was

still only his hetrothed (i. 27 ; Matt. i. 18), and the marriage was not yet

completed. At variance with Matt. i. 24. [See NoteXXIL, p. 288.] A dif-

ferent form assumed by the tradition of the virgin birth. Evasive sug-

gestions are resorted to by Beza, Grotius, and others, including Schegg and

Bisping (that Luke expresses himself thus, because Joseph had only con-

dticted himself as one betrothed towards Mary). — ovat) iyKvu] not : because

she was pregnant (von Gumpach), but : wJio was pregnant (Acts xxiv. 24 ;

Rom. i. 16, and frequently). The observation forms the transition to what

follows.

Kemaek.—From Mary's sharing in the journey we are not to conclude that

she likewise was of the family of David (Grotius, Kuinoel, and others). [See

Notes X., XI., p. 258.] She journeyed voluntarily with Joseph as his future

wife, and Joseph journeyed as a member of the house of David. If Luke had

had in his mind the thought that Mary shared the journey as a descendant of

David, he must have written, and that at the end of ver. 5, 6ia to elvai uvrovg

K.T.?.. But comp. on i. 36, and on Matt. i. 17, Remark 2.

Ver. 6 f. ''ETTliia-driaav ai y/iepac tov tekeIv nvTiivl comp. i. 57. The suppo-

sition (see as early as Protevang. Jac. 17) that Mary was surprised by the

pains of labor on the way, is set aside by the kv tC) elvai avrovg c/ceZ. And
probably she had hoped to be able to finish the journey before her delivery.

"Non videtur scisse, se vi prophetiae (Mic. v. 2) debere Bethlehemi parere,

sed providentia coelestis omnia gubernavit, ut ita fieret," "she does not

seem to have known that by virtue of prophecy (Mic. v. 2) she ought to bring

forth at Bethlehem, but heavenly providence ruled all things so that it

might thus occur," Bengel. — That Mary was delivered icithovt pa 171 and

injury is proved by Fathers and expositors, such as even Maldonatus and

Estius, from the fact that she herself swaddled the child and laid it in

the manger!

—

-hv irpuTdTonnv] See on Matt. i. 25. The evasive sug-

gestion resorted to, that this word is used without reference to later

born children, appears the more groundless in view of the agreement of

Matthew and Luke,

—

ioTrapyav.] She swaddled liim ; frequently used in

Greek writers. — h (jxiTvy] without the article (see the critical remarks) :

she deposited him in a manger. Many, including Paulus and Kuinoel,

have, contrary to linguistic usage, made of it a stalle.^ —h> -C) KaraXv/ian]

1 That a stable (in opposition to Ebrard) LXX. Moreover, that tradition transfers

was the place of the birth, follows from ev the cave expressly only to the neighborhood

<l>iTvri, iioTi K.T.A. It Is possible that the of the little town, and states withal of

stable was a rock-care, which an old legend Joseph : ouk elx^v tv rfi Kui/ir? «««'»'?) ^ov Kara-

(Justin. c. Tryph. 78; Orig. c. Ceh. i. 51; AOo-ai, "he did not have in that village

iVo<«i;an£?. Jrtc. 18) designates as the place of where to lodge," Justin, I.e. Over this

the birth, not without suspicion, however, grotto designated by the legend Helena

by reason of its appeal tu Isa. xxxiii. 10, hnWt the dnirch Mariae dejjraesepio. Comp.
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in the inn (x. 34), where they lodged—probably on account of the number

of strangers who were present on the same occasion. If we should wish to

understand it as : the house of afriendly Jiost (for the signification of Kara^.v/na

is generally a place of shelter, lodging, comp. xxii. 11), it would remain im-

probable that a friendly host, even with ever so great restriction of room,

should not have made a chamber in the house available for such an exigency.

[See Note XXIII., p. 288.] The text suggests nothing indicative of an inhos-

pitable treatment (Calvin).

Ver. 8 f . YVocfiEVE{\ not ol noL^kveg. — aypavlovvTsq'] staying out in the open

fields ; Plut. Num. 4 ; Parthen. Erot. xxix. 1, and the noifieveQ aypavXoi al-

ready in Homer, 11. xviii. 163. — (pvMaa. (pvlaKag] often conjoined also among

the Greek writers. ' The plural applies to the different watch-stations. —
rr/f vvKTog] not belonging to fvlaKCK;, but : hy night, definition of time for

aypavl. and (pvlaaa. — According to this statement, Jesus cannot have been

born in December, in the middle of the rainy season (Robinson, Pal. II.

p. 505 f.), as has been since the fourth century supposed with a probable join-

ing on of the festival to the Natales solis invicti (see Gieseler, Kirchengesch.

I. 2, p. 287 f. ed. 4). [See Note XXIV., p. 288.] Just as little can He have

been born on the sixth day of January, which in the East was even earlier fixed

as the festival of the birth and baptism (still other times fixed as the day of

birth may be seen in Clement Al. Strom. I. p. 339 f. Sylb.). According to the

Rabbins, the driving forth of the flocks took place in March, the bringing in of

them in November (see Lightfoot) ; and if this is established at least as the

usual course, it certainly is not in favor of the hypothesis (Wieseler) that Jesus

was born \nFeh'uary (750), and necessitates precarious accessory assumptions.

— [On Uo'v, see critical note.] ETrecrr??] Comp. xxiv. 4 ; Acts xii. 7, xvii. 5.

In the classical writers it is used also of theophanies, of appearances in

dreams, and the like, frequently since Homer {II. xxiii. 106, x. 496), denot-

ing their sudden emergence, which nevertheless is implied not in the word

in itself, but in the text. — 66^a Kvpiov] HiD^
"'''^i',

radiance by which God

is surrounded. Comp. Ewald, ad Apoc. p. 311. God''s glorious radiance

(comp. Acts vii. 2) had streamed down with the angel. '

' In omni humilia-

tione Christi per decoram quandam protestationem cautum est gloriae ejus

divinae," "In all the humiliation of Christ there was through a certain

seemly protestation a care for His divine glory," Bengel.

Ver. 10 ff. liavrl tu lau] to the whole (Israelitish) people.

—

krtx'^V ^'>/^~''^]

that (that, namely) there washorn to you this day, etc. The vixlv, in reference to

the shepherds, is individualizing. — cuTfip k.t.7\..^ a deliverer—and now comes

His special more precise definition : who is Messiah, Lord ! Xpicrhq Kvpioq is

not to be taken together, as it never occurs thus in the N. T. — h tt67:. Aav.]

belonging to £-£j»?;?. " Haec periphrasis remittit pastores ad prophetiam,

quae tum imjDlebatur," " This periphrasis refers the shepherds to the proph-

ecy which is now beiug fulfilled," Bengel. Mic. v. 2. — rh ctifie'iov] the ap-

also Robinson, Pal. II. p. 284 ff.; Kitter, and the passages in Kypke. Comp.

Erdk. XVI. p. 293 ff. See, on the other hand, rinOLyD "lOlJ/ [A. V. :
" keep the charge."

Gersdorf, p. 221 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. IS.
jj^

J. '^^^^^ ^^^ watch"], Num. i. 53, al.
1 Plat. Phaedr. p. aiOE; Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 10,

18
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pointed sign of recognition."

—

ftps'por'] not : the diild (Luther), but : a child.

The word denotes either the still unborn child (as i. 41 ; Horn. il. xxii.

266), or, as in this case (comp. xviii. 15 ; Acts vii. 19 ; 1 Pet. ii. 2 ; also as

a strong expression of the thought, 2 Tim. iii. 15) and very often in the clas-

sical writers, the new-born child. — eoKapy.] adjectival : a swaddled child,

ver. 7.

Ver. 13. IlA^i^of crp. ovp.] a multitude of the heavenly host (p\'OWT\ H3^), a

multitude of angels. The (satellite-) host of the angels surrounds God's

throne. 1 Kings xxii. 19 ; 2 Chron. xviii. 18 ; Ps. ciii. 21, cxlviii. 2 ; Matt.

xxvi. 53 ; Rev, xix. 14, al^— Ver. 14. d6^a kv v-^Ictoiq k.t.1. According to

the reading evdoKiaq (see the critical remarks, and Nosselt, Exercitatt.

p. 171 ff.) : Olory {is, comp. 1 Pet. iv. 11) in the heaven to God, and on earth

salvation among men who are well-pleasing ! The angels declare to the praise

of God (ver. 13) that on account of the birth of the Messiah God is glorified

in heaven (by the angels), and that on the earth there is now salvation

among men, to whom in and with the new-born child has been imparted

God's good pleasure.' They thus contemplate the Messiah's work as having

already set in with His birth, and celebrate it in a twofold manner in refer-

ence to heaven and earth (comp. Isa. vi. 3). Their exclamation is not a

wish, as it is usually rendered by supplying iaru or eU], but far stronger,—

a

triumphant affirmation of the existing blessed state of tkings. The h a&puir.

EvdoKiaq (genitive of quality, see Winer, p. 211 f. [E. T. 236 f.]) adds to the

7 scene of the elprjvr] the subjects, among whom it jDrevails (comp. Plat. Symp.

p. 197 C); these, namely, are those who believe in the Messiah, designated

in reference to God whose grace they ])ossess, as men loho are well p>leasing

(to Him). Comp. Test. XII. Putr. p. 587 : kciI ev6oKr/aei Kvpiog ettI rolg ciyaTTi]-

Tolq avTov eug aluvuv, '
' And the Lord will be well pleased (rvSoKyaEi) with

His beloved unto eternity" (eug alcjvuv). Observe, moreover, the correla-

tion which exists (1) between do^a and elpr/vT)
; (2) between kv vipiaroig and

inl yTJg ; and (3) between Gew and kv av&pcjTToig evSoKiag. By kv viplaToig (in

regions, which are the highest of all, xix. 38) the angels declare what takes

place in the highest heaven, whence they have just come down. Comp.

Matt. xxi. 9 ; Wisd. ix. 17 ; Ecclus. xliii. 9 ; Job xvi. 19 ; Heb. i. 3. — By

elp^vT) they mean not only peace (usually understood of the peace of reconcil-

iation), but the entire salvation, of which the new-born child is the bearer
;

comp. i. 79. [See Note XXV., p. 288 seq.] —With the Recepta evihKia, the

hymn would also consist of only two parts, divided by ^a/,'* Avhich is not /or

1 According to the notice ariixepov, and in ' Olsliausen (following Alberti, Obss., and

view of the smallness of Bethlehem, the Tittraann, Disk., Vitcb. 1777) places a stop

sign specified by Keifuvov iv t}>a.rvfi was si'f- after v^s, so that the first clause says :

flciently certain at once to guide inquiry to " God is now praised as in heaven, so also in

the child in the village. Olshausen, but the earth." This is eiToneous, because, ac-

not the text, adds to this the secret iinpuUe cording to the order of the words in Luke,

of the Spirit, which led the shepherds to the emphatic point would be not inl -y^?, as

the right place. in the Lord's Prayer, but ev uil/iVrots.

2 On yiveadai. uvv Tivi, to be associated with * Nevertheless Ebrard (on Olshausen) still

any on«, comp. Xen. C'yr. v. 3. 8. On o-rpa- defends \.\\c thre<f(Ad dii'mon. According

ui, comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 246 E : (TTpana to him, the angels exult (1) that in hearen

\!ov Te Ka'i iaiij-ovoiv. honor is given to God for the redemption
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(Bengel, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others, comp. Theophylact), but and. And
the second part would consist of two parallel clauses, of which the first lays

down the state of things in question after a purely objective manner {etzI )?)q

eipT/vr/), while the second designates it from the point of view of God's sub-

jectivity (ev avdp. EvdoKia) : on earth is salvation, among men is (God's) (jood

pleasure ; tv avdp., namely, would not be in the case of men (Matt. iii. 17
;

so usually), but local, as previously kv vipiar. and knl ;?/f. Fritzsche, ad

Rom. II. p. 372, takes ev^oKia as delight ; "in genere humano (Messia nato)

voliiptas est et laetitia,'''' "in the human race (the Messiah being born) there is

delight and joy.'''' But evSoKia nowhere expresses this strong idea, but only

the state of well-pleased satisfaction (as Ps. cxliv. 16, LXX.), and the latter

idea would in this place be too weak
; we could not but expect ^"P^ '^"^

ayalliacyiq, or the like. Moreover, according to ver. 13 (alvovvTuv r. Qe6i>) it

is more in harmony with the text to understand evdoKia on tJie part of Ood, in

which case the quite usual meaning of the word (kKavaTravcig tov Qeoii, Theo-

phylact) is retained ;
" quod sc. Deus gratuito suo favore homines dignatus

sit," "which signifies, that God deems men worthy of His own gratuitous

favor" (Calvin). The opposite : Eph. ii. 3. Bornemann, Schol. p. 19 &.,

considers the whole as aflRrmed of Christ :
'

' Xpiarug 6 Kiipiog 66^a ecTai kv

v-ijjiaToig bvTi QeC) k.t.Ti., h. e. Messias celeh'ahit in coelis Deum et in terram de-

ducet pacem divinam, documentum (in apposition) henevolentiae divinae erga

homines,'''' " that is, the Messiah will praise God in the heavens, and will

bring down to earth divine peace, a proof (in apposition) of divine benevo-

lence toward men." But Luke himself specifies the contents as praise (f
Ood (ver. 13) ; and the assumption of Bornemann (after Paulus), that Luke

has given only a small fragment of the hymn, is the more arbitrary, the

more the few pregnant words are precisely in keeping with a heavenly song

of praise.

Ver. 15 f. Kat ol avdp.'[ This Kai is not also, but the simple and after iyk-

vETo ; see on v. 12,

—

ol avdpunoi o't noi/xeveg [see critical note], not : the

shei)herd people (Grotius, Paulus, and others), against which the second

article is decisive (comp. Matt, xviii. 23, xxii. 2, al. ; see Bernhardy, p. 48

;

Kiihner, II. p. 120), but a contrast to ol ayyeloi, in which case, however, we
must not lay upon the expression a stress which is foreign to the connection

(" totum genus humanum quodammodo repraesentantes," " rejiresenting in

a certain sense the whole human race," Bengel), but rather must adhere to

the simple and artless mode of representation : after the departure of the

angels the people too, the shepherds, said, etc. — dieWuiiEv'] through the fields

as far as to Bethlehem, Acts ix. 38, xi. 19. — 61]] denotes what is definitive,

without more ado.' — to 'pvfj.a\ which has heen said ; 5 6 Kvp. rjfi. is an epexe-

now brought about ; (2) that vpon earth a earth yields only two clauses. Lange also,

kingdom of peace is now founded ; (3) that L. ./. II. 1, p. 103, understands it in a tliree-

betiveeii heaven and earth the right relation is fold sense, but very arbitrarily takes evSoKLa

restored, that God's eye may again rest of the divine good pleasure manifested in a

with good pleasure on mankind. This Person, referring to passages such as Eph.

alleged third clause of necessity contains i. 5, 6.

somewhat of tautology ; and the text itself ' See Klotz, adDevar. p. 395 ; Nagelsbach,

by its Kai and by its contrast of heaven and Anm. z. llias, ed. S, p. 433 f.
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gesis of it. — avEvpov] they discovered (after previous search, in conformity

with the direction at vcr. 13). The word only occurs in the N. T. again

at Acts xxi. 4, comp. 4 Mace. iii. 14 ; more frequently among Greek

writers.

Ver. 17 f. A(f} i'(j^<(Tov] they gave exact infoi'mation {6ia). [But see critical

note.] The word is only found besides in Schol. in Beck. Anecd. p. 787,

15, but in the sense of accurate distinguishing, which it cannot have in

this place (Vulg. : cognoverunt) \ comp. rather iyvtjpiatv, ver. 15. At the

Ijirthplace to the parents and others who were present they made accurate

communication of the angelic utterance addressed to them, and all who
heard this communication marvelled, but Mary (ver. 19), etc. — irtpl tuv

?.a?,T/d.] does not belong to aKovaavreg (Gersdorf), but to k-&avfi., with which

indeed nepi is very rarely associated elewhere ; but the thought is : they

fell into amazement in consideration of that, which, etc'

Ver. 19 f. AtJ leading over to the special thing, which Mary amidst this

general amazement did—she, who, in accordance with the revelations

made to her, was more deeply struck with the tidings of the shepherds,

and saw matters in a deeper light. She I'ejd all these utterances (ra pTjfiaTa)

of the shepherds. Observe in the narrative the emphasis of TtavTa, as well

as the purjiosely chosen adumbrative tense (yweTypei (previously the aorist).''

— avii[id7JMvaa k.t.1.\ The Vulgate well renders : con^erens, inasmuch as

she put them together, i.e., in silent heart-pondering she comjiaredand inter-

preted them to herself.^ — iTrfor/jfi/).] to their flocks, ver. 8. — do^dCovreg kqI

alvovvreg] Glorifying and giving approval. The latter is more special than

the former. — enl ndaiv k.t.a.] over all things, which they had just heard and

seen in Bethlehem after such manner as was spoken to them by the angel at

vv. 10-12.

Kemaek.— To make of these angelic appearances a natural (phosphoric) phe-

nomenoyi, which had first been single and then had divided itself and moved to

and fro, and which the shepherds, to whom was known Mary's hope of bring-

ing forth the Messiah, interpreted to themselves of this birth (Paulus ; comp.

Ammon, L. J. I. p. 203, who likewise assumes a meteor), is a decided and un-

worthy offence against the contents and purpose of the narrative, which is to

be left in its charming, thoughtful, and lofty simplicity as the most distin-

guished i^ortion of the cycle of legend, which surrounded the birth and the

early life of Jesus. The truth of the history of the shepherds and the angels

lies in the sphere of the idea, not in that of historical reality, although Luke
narrates it as a real event. Regarded as reality, the history loses its truth, as

a premiss, with which the notorious subsequent want of knowledge and non-

recognition of Jesus as the Messiah, as well as the absolute silence of evangelic

preaching as to this heavenly evangeUum, do not accord as a sequel,— apart

from the fact, that it is not at all consistent with Matthew's narrative of the

Magi and of the slaying of the children, which is to be explained from the cir-

' Comp. Plat. Tim. p. HO C : to. OaviJ-a^o- xxxix. 2, xxviii. 3.

fieva. r)XiKTpiav n-fpl t^? f Aftws. ' t'ollip. Plat. Vrut. p. 348 A : (rufi/JoAeii'

' On <TvvTr)pflv, alta mente reponltum ser- T'r)v KpariiAov p.avTfCat', p. 412 C ; Soph. Oed.

vare, comp. Dan. vii. 28 ; Ecclus. xiii. 12, V. 1472 ; Pind. Nem. xi. 43 ; Eur. Or, 13W.



CHAP. II., 21, 32. 277

ftumstance that various wreaths of legend, altogether independent one of

another, wove themselves around the divine child in His lowliness.' The con-

trast of the lowliness of Jesus and of His divine glory, which pervade His en-

tire history on earth until His exaltation (Phil. ii. 6 £f. ), is the great truth, to

which here, immediately upon the birth, is given the most eminent and most

exhaustive expression by the living and creative poetry of faith, in which with

thoughtful aptness members of the lowly and yet patriarchally consecrated

class of shepherds receive the first heavenly revelation of the Gospel outside

the family circle, and so the tttuxoI evayyelil^ovTai (vii. 22) is already even now

realized. [See Note XXVI., p. 289.]

Ver. 21. Tov TvepLTEfMelv avTov] The genitive, not as at ver. 32, 1. 57, ii. 6,

but as genitive of the aim : in order to circumcise Him, that He might be

circumcised. Comp. Buttmann, 7ieut. Gr. p. 230 [E. T. 267]. — Kal eM/dr/]

was also named, indicating the naming as superadded to the rite of circum-

cision. See Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 164. And the Son of God had

to become circumcised, as yev6/ievog f/c jwaiKdg, jevo/ievog vnb vdfxov, Gal. iv. 4.

This was the divine arrangement for His appearing as the God-man in

necessary association with the people of God (Rom. ix. 5). There is much

importation of the dogmatic element here among the older commentators.''—
TO KlridEv K.T.I.] See i. 31. Comp. Matt. i. 21, where, however, the legend

quite differently refers the giving of the name to the angel.

Ver. 22. Women after childbirth, when the child was a boy, were unclean

for seven days, and had besides to stay at home thirty-three days more (at

the birth of a girl these periods were doubled). Then they were bound to

present in the temple an offering of purification, namely, a lamb of a year

old as a burnt-offering, and a young pigeon or turtle-dove as a sin-offering

;

or else, if their means were too small for this, two turtle-doves or young

pigeons, the one as a burnt-offering, the other as a sin-offering.^ Accord-

ingly al f'jfiffMi Toi> Kadapiafi. avTcjv : the days, which {i.e., the lapse of them)

were appointed for their legal cleansing (Ka^apiafio^, passive, comp. ver. 14).

Mary brought the offering of the poor, ver. 24. — ahruv] applies contextu-

ally {avTjyayov avTov) not to the Jews (van Hengel, Annot. p. 199), but to

Mary and Joseph. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, also Bleek. The purifica-

tion in itself indeed concerned only the mother ; but in the case before us

> In opposition to Schieiermacher, who in of the Angel of the Covenant,

the case of our passage lays stress, in oppo- ^ Calovius says that Christ allowed Him-

sition to the mythical view, on the absence self to be circumcised " turn oh demonstran-

of lyrical poetry, failing to see that precise- clam nafMrae humanae veritatem . . . turn ad

ly the most exalted and purest poetry is probandam e semine Abrahae originem . . .

found in the co»te?;te of our passage with all tum imprimis ob meriti et redetnptionis

its simplicity of presentation; see the ap- Chnsti certijwatlonem,^'' "first for demon-

propriate remarks of Strauss, I. p. ^5. strating the reality of Ifis human nature . . .

Lange, L. J. II. p. 103, in his own manner then to prove His origiti from the seed of

transfers the appearances to the souls of the Abraharn . . . then especially as a certifca-

shepherds, which were of such elevated and tion of the merit and redetjiption of Christ."

supramundane mood that they could dis- ' See Lev. xii. 2 fl.; Lund, Jiid. Heiligth.,

cern the .ioy of an angelic host ; and holds ed. Wolf, p. 751 ; Michaelis, Mas. R. § 192 ;

that the appearance of the angel and the Ewald, Alterth. p. 178 f. ; Keil, Archdol. I.

glory of the Lord, ver. 9, point to a vision p. 290.
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Joseph was, and that hy means of the presentation of the first-born son as-

sociated therewith, also directly interested ; hence the expression hy way of
synecdoche, which is usually referred to the mother and the child (so also by
Kuinoel, Winer, de Wette). — /card tov v6/j.ov M.] applies to i7r?iT/adriaav k.t.1.,

indicating the legal duration thereof. — av>/yayov, like avajSaiveiv of the jour-

neying to Jerusalem. — Trapaarf/Gai] All first-born sons were the property of

Jehovah, destined to the temple-service originally and before the institution

of the Levites (Num. viii. 14 £[.); hence they had to be presented in the

temple to God as His si:)ecial property, but were redeemed from Him for five

shekels. *

Ver. 23. Not to be put in a parenthesis. — A very free quotation from Ex.

xiii. 2.

—

diavolyuv /lyrpav] DD"! "''?? '> comp. LXX. Hardly according to

the passage before us has Luke conceived, with Ambrosius and many others,

that Mary brought forth clause utero and only voluntarily subjected herself

to this law (as Bisping still holds).

Ver. 24. Ka2 tov fiovvai.] continues the narrative after the interposed sen-

tence ver. 23 : and in order to give an offering. — Kara to elpr/ju. k.t.1.] Lev.

xii. 8.

—

veoaaov^] On the later form rejected by the Atticists, vooaovg (so

Tischendorf), see Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 185 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 206 f.

Ver. 25 f. Who this Simeon was (" primus propheta, qui diceret Christum

venisse," " the first prophet who said that Christ had come," Bengel), is

utterly unknown. The supposition that he was son of Hillel, and father of

Gamaliel (Michaelis, Paulus, and older commentators), who became presi-

dent of the Sanhedrim in a.d. 13, does not agree with vv. 26, 29, where he

appears as an aged man ; and there is generally the less ground for enter-

taining it, in proportion to the frequency of the name |U*?'?'. — ^iKaiog k.

ev^al3//g] ^ The word Evlafiiig is only used in the N. T. by Luke. It denotes

religious conscientiousness.*— napdK?.//aii'] The Messianic Messing of the na-

tion, as its 2)ractical consolation after its sufferings (comp. Ivrpuatv, ver. 38), is

called, according to prophetic precedent (Isa. xl. 1), in the Rabbinical

literature also very often nonj.* The same in substance is : 'KpoaSex^^i- t^v

(iaai7.Eiav tov Qeov, Mark xv. 43. — Itt' avT6v] having come upon. — Kexpi.ua-

Tiafj..] a divine responsum, see on Matt. ii. 12. There is no hint of a dream

(Kuinoel). — nplv ?/] See on Matt. i. 18. — rtiv Xpiaruv Ki<piov] comp. ix. 20 :

tfie Messiah of God (whom God has destined and sent as Messiah). — For

the expression to see death, comp. Heb. xi. 5 ; John viii. 51 ; Ps. Ixxxix. 48.^

Ver. 27 f. 'Ev tC) Trvev/xa-t] hy virttie of the Holy Spirit, " instigante

Spiritu," Grotius ; comp. Matt. xxii. 43. — The expression toI% jovt/f (pro-

creators) is not a])propriate to the hodily Sonship of God, which Luke nar-

rates, and it betrays an original source resting on a different view. [See

1 Ex. xiii. 2 ; Num. viii. 16, xviii. 15 f. ;
' Comp. Delitzsch on Heb. v. 7 f., p. 191.

Lightfoot, p. 753 ; Lund, /.c. p. 753 ; Miehac- < Sec Vitringa, Obs. V. p. 83; Lightfoot

lis, Afos. R. § 227, 276 ; Saalschiitz, Mos. Ii. and Wetstein in loc. Tiie Messiah Himself

:

p. 97. DnjD. See Schottgen, Hor. II. p. 18.

2 Comp. Plat. Pc>li(. p. 311 B : to SiKaiov k. ' On the elassical use of opav in the sense

euAa/Sf?, and sliortly before : ^9i) euAa^T (cai oi e.rpej'iiindo cognoscere, Dorvill. arf Char,

&Uata. p. 483 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 108.
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Note XXVII., p. 289.] Comp. ver. 41. On the form yovelg, see Lobeck,

ad Phri/n. p. G9. — Kara to elOia/nivov tvv vo/iovI According to the custom pre-

scribed by the law. — kuI avrSg] also on His 2^(i'rt, for the parents had just

carried Him in, ver. 37. The reference to the priest,
'

' qui eum Domino
sistendum amplexus erat," "who had taken Him in his arms to be pre-

sented to the Lord" (Wolf ; Kuinoel also mixes up this), is erroneous, since

it is in the bringing in that the child is also taken into his arms by Simeon, —
Simeon has recognized the Messiah-child immediately through the Spirit. He
needed not for this '

' the august form of the mother" (in opposition to

Lange).

Ver. 39 ff. Now (after I have seen the Messiah, vv. 36, 30) Thou lettest Thy

servant depart, Ruler, according to Thine utterance (ver. 3), in Hiss (so that

he is happy, see on Mark v. 34) ; now the time is come, when Thou lettest

me die blessed.' — (nroAveic] present, of that which is nearly and certainly im-

pending. There is no need to supjjly tov ^yv, or e/c r^g -y?}g, or the like (as is

usually done), as the absolute ano/iveiv is at all events used (comp. Soph.

Ant. 1254 ; Gen. xv. 3 ; Num. xx. 39 ; Tob. iii. 6), but Simeon conceives

of his death figuratively as an enfranchisementfrom service, as is signified by
the context in r. 6ovl6v cov, dscKora. The servant of God dies and is thereby

released from his service. — ekhv prefixed with emphasis, in retrospective

reference to ver. 26. — to auri/ptov mv] the deliverance hestoiced hy Thee, the

Messianic deliverance, which has begun with the birth of the Messiah.

Comp. iii. 6 ; Acts xxviii. 28. — nara Tvpoauirov ndvr. r. Aawv] in the face of

all peoples, so that this deliverance is set forth before all peojjles, is visible

and manifest to them.^ The prophet sees the aurfjpiov already in its unfolded

manifestation to all. This is then, in ver. 32, further specially characterized

as respects the two portions of the i^avTuv tuv lauv, in which tpuq and 66^av

are appositional definitions to to cuTr/piov cov : light, which is destined to bring

revelation to the heathen, and glory of Thy pieople Israel. The progression of

the climax lies in 0wf and 66^a. For the heathen the auTTjpiov is light, when,

namely, they come in accordance with the time-hallowed promise (Isa. ii.

3 ff., xi. 10, xliv. 5, Ix. 1 ff., and many other passages), and subject them-

selves to the Messianic theocracy, whereby they become enlightened and

sharers in the unveiling of the divine truth. For the people Israel the

cuTypiov is glory, because in the manifestation and ministry of the Messiah

the people of God attains the glory, through which it is destined to be dis-

tinguished above all peojiles as the seat and possessor of salvation. A6^av

might be included as still dependent on e'lg (Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga-

benus, Luther, Bleek, and others), but by taking it independently, the

great destination of the auTr/piov for the people of Israel is brought into more

forcible prominence. — Ver. 33. And there was (on the singular fjv and the

plural participles that follow, see Kiihner, § 433, 1 ; comp. Matt. xvii. 3)

Hisfather and His mother in amazement, etc. In this there is no inconsis-

' Euthymius Zigabenus well remarks: the freedom of Israel."

(irjice'Tt kvTTOv-nevov vnip Trj? eAeufleptas ToO '^ Comp. OH naTo. irp6<T<an., JaCObs, ad Ach.

'lapariK, " no longer grieved on behalf of Tat. iii. 1, p. 61^.



S80 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

tency with the earlier angelic revelations (Strauss). The thing was great

enough in itself, and they learned it here in another form of revelation, the

lyropTietic.

Ver. 34. Kvtovq] the parents, ver. 33. — After he has blessed them (has in

prayer promised them God's grace and salvation), he again specially ad-

dresses the mother, whose marvellous relation to the new-born infant he has,

according to Luke, recognized kv TTpevfian. — Kcnai] He is placed there, i.e.,

He hus the destination, see on Phil. i. 16. — e'tq tztuglv k.t.7..] designates, in

reference to Isa. viii. 14 (comp. Matt. xxi. 22, 44 ; Acts iv. 11 ;
Roqi. ix.

33 ; 1 Pet. ii. 6), the moral judgment (John iii. 19 ff.), which is to set in

by means of the appearance and the ministry of the Messiah. According to

divine decree many must take offence at Him and fall—namely, through

unbelief—into obduracy and moral ruin ; many others must arise, inasmuch

as they raise themselves—namely, through faith in Him—to true spiritual

life. [See Note XXVHI., p. 289.] The fulfilment of both is abundantly at-

tested in the evangelic history ; as, for example, in the case of the Pharisees

and scribes the falling, in that of the publicans and sinners the rising, in

that of Paul hoth ; comp. Rom. xi. 11 ff. — /cat t'lc arjfinov avri'kEy6fi.~\ What was

previously affirmed was His destination fur others ; now follows the special

personal experience, which is destined for Him. His manifestation is to be

a sign, a marvellous token (signal) of the divine counsel, which experiences

contradiction from the world (see on Rom. x. 21). The fulfilment of this

prediction attained its culmination in the crucifixion ; hence ver. 35.

Comp. Heb. xii. 3. But it continues onward even to the last day, 1 Cor.

XV. 25.

Ver. 35. Since the construction does not indicate that koI . . . pofKpala is

to be made a parenthesis, and since the importance of this prophetic intima-

tion in the address directed to Mary is not in keeping with a mere intercala-

tion, oTTug K.T.I, is to be referred to kcu . . . pofi<j)ata, not to arjjitlov avTiTiey.

(Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, and many others).

—

kciI cov di] See on i. 76.

This Kai and avTf,q places the anguish of the mother herself on a parallel with

the fate of her Son intimated by m/fielov avnley. ; and oov 6s a'vTfjg is a bring-

ing of the contrast into stronger relief than cEavrf/c <5t-.'— po/Kpala] Not the

martyr-death of Mary, as Epiphanius and Lightfoot hold
;
po/Kbaiav de uvouaae,

TTjv TjjLTjTiKtjTar/jv Kul offZaj' o^vvT/v,'^ ij-tq diff/M rfjv Kapdiav rfjq deofiyropog, ore 6 vlbg

avTTjg npoar/?M-&rf rw aTavp(J, " He gives the name sword to that most piercing

and bitter pang, which went through the heart of the mother of God, when

her Son was nailed to the cross," Euthymius Zigabenus. Similar figurative

designations of pain may be seen in AVetstein. Bleek is mistaken in refer-

ring it to doiilts of the Messiahship of her Son, which for a while were to

cause division in Mary's heart. For this thought the forcible expression

would be quite out of proportion, and, moreover, unintelligible
;
and the

thought itself would be much too special and subordinate, even apart from

the consideration that there is no direct evidence before us of temporary un-

1 See Schaefer, ad Bern, de Cor. 310, 0.

2 Comp. Horn. 11. xix. 135 : toi- 6' axo? ofu ko-tol <f>piya riii/ze ^afleiai'.
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belief on the part of Mary (at the most, Mark iii. 21). — oTriog /c.r./l.] a divine

aim, whicli is to be attained by ovTog Kelrai . . . po/icjiaia ; a great crisis in the

spiritual world is to be brought to light, John ix. 39, iii. 19, v. 22 ; 1 Cor.

i. 23 f. ; 2 Cor. ii. 15. The conditional av expresses : in order that, when

that which is just 2^redicted to thee sets in. — e/c ttoH. K.ap6.~\ forth from many

hearts. Comp. Rom. i. 17. — dLaTioyiafiol] not oi dialoy. ; thotights, conse-

quently what is otherwise hidden. The revealing itself takes place through

declared belief or unbelief in Him who is put to death.

Ver. 36 ff. ''llv] aderat, as at Mark viii. 1, xv. 40 ; also 1 Cor. xiv. 48.

—

After avTT], ver. 36, the copula ?/i^ is not unnecessarily to be supplied, in

which case (so usually, as also by Lachmann and Tischendorfj a point is

placed after ver. 37 ; but this avTij is the subject to which av&ufialoyelTo be-

longs as verb, so that all that intervenes contains accompanying definitions

of the subject, namely thus : This one, being advanced in great age, after she

had lived loith a husband seven yearsfrom her virginity, she too a tcidow up to

eighty-four years, who departed notfrom the temple, with fastings and prayers

rendering service to God night and day and having comeforward at that same

hour, offered praise to the Lord, etc. Observe as to this—(1) that t^ijaaca . . .

avT^g,' ver. 36, is subordinate to the npof^efiT/K. h rjfi. noil.
; (2) that at ver. 37

there is to be written, with Tischendorf and Ewald, koI avry (not as usually,

KOI avrij), so that the definition nal avrtj xhpo- • • • eTiiaraaa, vv. 37, 38, con-

tains a further description of the woman co-ordinated with the irpnfiefir/K. ev

iifi. noil.
; (3) that nal avTy ry upa kniaraaa (see the critical remarks) without

any separation links itself on continuously to the preceding participial defini-

tion ; finally, (4) that nal avr//, ver. 37, sh£ too, places Anna on a parallel

with Simeon ; as the latter had come forward a pious aged man, so she also

a pious aged woman. — irpo^yTigY Hebrew nX'^^, an interpretress of Ood, a

woman with the gift of apocalyptic discourse, Rev. ii. 20 ; Acts xxi. 9, ii. 17.

She makes use of this gift, ver. 38. — enTa] consequently a brief and (and r.

napdev. aiiT.) her only marriage, after which she remained in widowhood,

which among the ancients was accounted very honorable. See Grotius and

Wetstein on 1 Tim. iii. 2, v. 9.

Ver. 37. 'Ewf (see the critical remarks) h. oyih^K. : even to eightyfour years,

she had come even to this age of life in her widowhood. Comp. Matt,

xviii. 21 f. Rettig is mistaken in his judgment upon 'iuq in the Stud. u.

Krit. 1838, p. 221. Comp. Dem. 262, 5.

—

ovn (KfiicTaTo k.t.I.'] a popular

description of unremitting zeal (comp. Hom. Od. ii. 345, il. xxiv. 72) in the

public worship of God. Comp. xxiv. 53. — vvktu k. ^/nsp.] Thus also at Acts

xxvi. 7 ; Mark iv. 28 ; 1 Tim. v. 5. Elsewhere the order is inverted." In

this jilace vvKva \s prefixed in order, as in Acts, I.e., and 1 Tim. v. 5, to make
the fervency of the pious temple-service the more prominent. The case is

otherwise, where it is simply a question of definition of time, at Esth.

iv. 15.

1 Plat. Phaedr. p. 244 A ; Eur. Ion. 43, 321 ; seen in Bornemann, Schd. p. 27 ; Lobeck,
LXX. Ex. XV. 20 ; Isa. viii. 3, al. Paralip. p. 62 f., and from the Latin : Ilein-

^ Instances of both arrangements may be dorf on Horat. Sat. i. 1. 77.
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Ver. 38. Ahrij ry ijpa] in wMch occurred the previously described scene

with Simeon. — k-iviff-daa] having made her appearance, namely, to speak.'

The suddenness and unexpectedness in the demeanor of the aged widow is

implied also here (comp. on ver. 9) in the context. On avdofioloyelc'&ai

(comp. LXX. Ps. Ixxix. 13 ; 3 Mace. vi. 33), in the case of which av-i "ref-

erendi reprehendendique sensum habet," see Winer, deverhor. compos, usti,

III. p. 18 ff. The tenor of her utterance of praise to God (r6 Kvplu) is after

what was related of Simeon obvious of itself, and is therefore not more jire-

cisely specified. [See critical note ; 6ru is correct.]

—

Tvepl avrov] b-c ovt6q

kariv 6 ?iVTp(jT?/^, Euthymius Zigabenus. Jesns is the subject still present, as

a matter of course, in the conception of the narrator (from ver. 34 f. onwards),

although not mentioned in the context (Winer, j). 132 [E. T. 146 f.]). — ro7f

Trpoa^Exofi. ?/vTpumv] Comp. ver. 25. With the reading 'Icpova. icithont h
(see the critical remarks), deliverance of Jerusalem is not essentially distinct

from TvapciKXriciQ Tov 'lap., ver. 25, comp. i. 68, since Jerusalem is the theocratic

central seat of God's people. Comp. Isa. xl. 2. We may add, the ild?iei

K.T.I, took place on her part likewise avry r?? upa, namely, after she had pre-

sented her praise to God. The pious ones waiting for the Messiah are with

her in the temple, and to them all she makes communication about the child

that is present. But this is not to be conceived of as a pvllic utterance, for

which the limitation ro'ig Trpocdex. would not be appropriate.

Ver. 39. 'Na^aph] therefore not in the first instance again to Bethlehem.

Of the Magi, of the slaughter of the children, of the flight to Egypt, Liike

has nothing. They belong to quite another cycle of legend, which he has

not followed. Reconciliation is impossible ; a preference for Luke, how^-

ever, at the expense of Matthew (Schleiermacher, Schneckenbm-ger, Sieffert,

and others), is at least in so far well founded, as Bethlehem was not, as

Matthew reports (see on Matt. ii. 23, Rem.), the original dwelling-place of the

parents of Jesus, but became the birth-place of the latter on occasion of the

anoypa(p7/. [See Note XXIX., p. 289 seq.] If Bethlehem had been the original

dwelling-place, it was natural, considering the Davidico-Messianic tendency

of the legend, that no change should be made under these circumstances.

But, in opposition to the bold assumption of the more recent ex])onents of

the mythical theory,^ that Jesus w%as born in Xazareth, so that both the ear-

lier residence of the parents at Bethlehem (Matthew) and their journey thither

(Luke) are held to be the work of tradition on the basis of Mic. v. 1 (but

only Matthew bases his statement upon this ])rophecy !), see on Matt. I.e.

Even de Wette finds this probable, especially on account of John vii. 42,

comp. i. 46 if., where John adds no correction of the ])0])ular view. But to

infer from this that John knew nothing of the birth in Bethlehem is xuiwar-

ranted, since the tradition of Matthew and Luke, agreeing in this very par-

' Comp. Aeschin. p. 65, 5 ; Xen. Anab. v. macher, L. J. p. 50 f., leaves the l)irth-place

8. 9, Sympos. il. 7. altogether doubtful ; holding that the ques-

» See also Welsse, Evangelienfr. p. 181 f., tion is wholly iudifTerent for our faith,

who holds that the reference to the Lord's which remark, however, is inappropriate

place of birth by the name of Bethlehem is on account of the prophetic promise.

to be understood Trrcu/naTiKw?. Schleier-
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ticular, certainly suggests the presumption tliat the birth at Bethlehem was

generally known among the Christians and was believed, so that there was

not at all any need for a correcting remark on the part of John.

Remaek. — As the presentation of Jesus in the temple bears of itself in its le-

gal aspect the stamp of history, so what occurred with yimeon and Anna cannot

in its general outlines be reasonably relegated to the domain of myth (see, in

opposition to Strauss and B. Bauer, Ebrard, p. 225 flE.), although it remains

doubtful whether the prophetic glance of the seers (to whose help Paulus

comes by suggesting, in spite of the remark at ver. 33, communications on

the part of Mary ; and Hofmann, p. 276, by the hypothesis of acquaintance

with the history of the birth) expressed itself so definitely as the account about

Simeon purports. The hypothesis that Luke received his information from

Anna's mouth (Schleiermacher, Neander) hangs on ver. 36 f. , where Anna is so

accurately described, and consequently on so weak a thread, that it breaks

down at once when we take into account the lesser degree of vividness and

fulness of detail in the narrative of what Anna did.

Ver. 40. Similar to i. 80, but more distinctive and more characteristic, in

keeping with the human development of the 8o7i of God, who was to grow

up to be the organ of truth and grace. Comp. ver. 53. — ivAjjpovii. tro^.] the

internal state of things accompanying the kKparaiovro ; He became a vigorous

child (eKpar.^), while at the same time He hecameJilled, etc. — A'ap'f Qeov] not

to be taken of distinguished bodily gracefulness (Raphel, Wolf, Wetstein), but

as : the favor of Ood, which was directed upon Him. Comp. ver. 53. On
£7r' avTo, comp. Acts iv. 33.

Ver. 41 f. Trfkopri)] Dative of time. Comp. Winer, p. 195, 198 [E. T. 318,

315]. The three great festivals (Passover, Pentecost, Tabernacles) were

according to the Mosaic law to be celebrated, although with the gradual

dispersion of the people this could not strictly be adhered to, by every male

Israelite at the national sanctuary,—an excellent means of maintaining and

elevating the common theocratic spirit ; Ex. xxiii. 14 If., xxxiv. 33 ; Deut.

xvi. 16.2 The annual passover-jour/iey was shared also by Mary, doubtless

independently of Hillel's jirecept to that effect {Tanchuma, f. 33, 4), and in

virtue of her piety (comp. 1 Sam. i. 7 ; Mechilta, f. 17, 3). As to the Pass-

over, see on Matt. xxvi. 3. — SdxkKo] At this age in the case of the boy, who
now was called ITjinn |3, ["son of the law" J, began the instruction in the

law, the accustoming to worshiji, fasting, and the like, see Lightfoot,

p. 739 ; Wetstein. [See critical note, and Note XXX., p. 390.]

Ver. 43 f. Taf yfispag] the well-known seven days of festival, Ex. xii. 15
;

Lev. xxiii. 6 f. ; Deut. xvi. 3. — How it happened that the parents knew
nothing of the staying behind of their son, is not expressly narrated by Luke.

The charge, however, of negligent carelessness ^ is unwarranted, as vo/xicjavTeg

' Cyril of Alexandria says : o-uMart/cws yop mental development follows in TrAijp. <ro<^.

Tjujai/e /cat eKparaioi/TO, tmv ixeXHiv avva&pvi'oiJ.e- ^ See Ewald, Alterth. p. 406 fif. ; Saal-

viav T}} aiif Tjcrci, " for He grew bodily and schiitz, M. R. p. 421 ff.

waxed strong, the members being matured ' Schuderoff in the Magaz. von Festpred.

with the growth." Observe that in our III. p. 63 ff., and in h\s Jahrb.'S.. l,p. 7ff.

;

passage T!vtvjx.a.ri is not added as at i. 80 ; the Olshausen.
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6e avrbv hv ri} cvvodia elvai presuppose a circumstance unknown to us, which
might justify that want of knowledge. In the case of Jesus it was an irresisti-

ble impulse towards the things of God, which carried Him away to postpone

His parents to the satisfaction of this instinct, mightily stimulated as it was
on this His first sojourn in Jerusalem,—a momentary premature breaking

forth of that, which was the principle decidedly expressed and followed out

by Him in manhood (Mark iii. 32 f.). — cmm^ia] company shewing thejourney.

See Kypke, I. p. 220 f. The inhabitants of one or more places together

formed a caravan ; Strabo uses the word also of such a company (iv. p. 204,

xi. p. 528). — a,vii,ii-ovv\ when they assembled together to jmss the night.

—

Ver. 45. Z;?roi»vr£f] present participle :
" ubi res aliqua nondum quidem

peragitur, sed tamen autreveraaut cogitationeinstituitur paraturve," " when
something is not yet accomjjlished, but either really or in purjjose is in-

stituted or prepared," Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 3. 16. Comp. Dissen, ad

Find. 01. vii. 14, p. 81. [See critical note.]

Ver. 46. fisff ij^ikpaq r/jcJf] is reckoned, in most accordance with the text,

from the point at which the search meant by C'/~- avrov began, consequently

from their return to Jerusalem, the day of this return being counted as the

first, and that of the finding as the third. Comp. the designation of the time

of Christ's resurrection as " after three days." Others explain it otherwise.

Grotius :
" Diem unum iter fecerant, altero remcnsi erant iter, tertio demum

quaesitum inveniunt," " One day they had journeyed, on another they had

journeyed back, on the third they at length find Him they sought." So also

Paulus, Bleek [Godet, Weiss], and others, following Euthymius Zigabenus.

— iv rQ> «£/3cj] We are to think of the synagogue, which '

' erat jirojje atrium

in monte templi," " was near the forecourt on the mount of the temple,"

Gloss. Joma, f. 68, 2 ; Lightfoot in he. ; Dcyling, Obss. HI. ed. 2, p. 285 f.—

Kade^6)iEvov\ The Rabbinic assertion : "a diebus Mosis ad Rabban Gamalielem

non didicerunt legem nisi stantes, " '
' from the days of Moses to Rabbi Gama-

liel they did not learn the law, unless they were standing.'''' Megillah, f. 21, 1

(Wagenseil, ad Sotah, p. 993), according to which Jesus would thus already

appear as a teacher, is rightly rejected as unfounded in the N.T., by Vitringa,

Synng. p. 167, and more recent expositors. — 'ev fiiaui] has its reference to

the seeling of the parents ; Jesus was not hidden, but He sat there in the

midst among the teachers. We may conceive of Him at the feet of a teaching

Rabbi, sitting in their circle (comp. on Actsxxii. 3). In this there is nothing

extraordinary to be discerned,' since Jesus was already a " son of the law "

(see on ver. 42). But to find here a sitting an an equality with the teachers ^

' Lange, II. 1, p. 130, invents the idea that «ot, " for inaiiifestation of IJis own advent ;

" tiie genius of the new humanity soared for demonslralion of divine wisdotn ; for in-

above the lieroes of tlie old decorum." formation of the teachers."— Into wiiat aixx-

* So also older dogmatic writers. "Ceu ryphal forms the conversation of Jesus

doctor doctorum," "As if Teacher of teach- with the doctors might be fashioned, may
ers," says Calovius, who specifies the four- be seen in the Ecang. infant. 50 ff. Even
fold aim : ob gloriae templi poMeriwis illus- by Chemnitz He is said to have discoursed

trationem, " for illmtration of the glory of the already " de persona et officiis Messiae, de dis-

latter temple," Hag. ii. 10 ; ob adventusmsui crimine leg/s el erongelii," " concerning the

manifestationem ; ob sapientiae dirinae de- person and offices of the Messiah, concern-

inonslrutionem ; ob doctorum information- ing the distinction of law and gospel," etc.
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(Strauss, comp. cle Wette) is not in accordance with tlie text, since the re-

port would not otherwise have limited the action of the child to the uKoveiv

and tiTEpuT. — ETrepuT. ahroii^] The Rabbinical instruction did not consist mere-

ly in teaching and interrogating the disciples, but these latter themselves also

asked questions and received answers. See Lightfoot, p. 742 ff.
; Wetstein

in he. The questioning here is that of the pure and holy desire for knowledge,

not that of a guest mingling in the conversation (in opposition to de Wette).

Ver. 47 ff. 'E;ri tij avvkaeL kol k.t.X.] over His understanding in general, and

especially over His answers. — 'l66vteq\ Joseph and Mary. They were aston-

ished ; for they had not expected to find Him either in this 2Jlace, or so occu-

pied. — 7/ /iT/rr/p avTov] not merely because maternal feeling is in general more

keen, quick, and ready to show itself, nor yet because Joseph had not been

equal to this scene (Lange), but rightly in accordance with Luke's view of

the maternal relation of Mary. Bcngel :
'

' non loquebatur Josephus ; major

erat necessitudo matris,'''' "Joseph did not speak ; the connection with the

mother was closer.''''— ri on] wherefore? See on Mark ii. 16.

—

kv role tov

irarpSg fiov] i.e., in the house of my Father. See examples of this well-known

mode of expression in Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 100. So, following Syr. and

the Fathers, most modern commentators [R. V. text]. Others, such as Cas-

talio, Erasmus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jansen, Wolf, Loesner, Valckenaer,

Rosenmiiller, Bornemann, de Wette, Ewald, al. : in the affairs of my Father.

This also is linguistically correct. ' But as Jesus in His reply refers expressly

to the search of the parents, which He represents as having been made need-

lessly, it is most natural to find in this answer the designation of the locality,

in which they ought to have known that He was to be found, without seek-

ing Him in rebus Patris. He might also be elsewhere. To combine both

modes of taking it (Olshausen, Bleek) is a priori inappropriate. — JeZ] as

Son. This follows from rov irarpog /lov. This breaking forth of the conscious-

ness of Divine Sonship '' in the first saying which is preserved to us from

Jesus, is to be explained by the power of the impressions which He experi-

enced on His first participation in the holy observances of the festival and

the temple. According to ver. 50, it could not previously, amidst the quiet

course of His domestic development, have asserted itself thus (" non multum

antea, nee tamen nihil, de Patre locutus erat," "not much hitherto, not

however nothing, had He spoken concerning the Father," Bengel on ver.

50), but now there had emerged with Him an epoch in the course of devel-

opment of that consciousness of Sonship,—the first bursting open of the

swelling bud. [See Note XXXI., p. 290.] Altogether foreign to the ingenu-

ous, child-like utterance, unnatural and indelicate, is the intention of draio-

ing a contrast which has been imputed to Him : rr/f yap Tvapdevov tov 'luayij)

irarepa elnovcTjg avTov ekeTvo^ (l>rj(yiv' ov K avTog iarlv 6 aT^tjdijg fiov Traryp,

y yap av ev rip oIku avrov i/nrjv, a7.'X! 6 Qeoq 'egt'i juov irarf/p, Kal Sea tov to ev tu

olK(f) avTov Elfii, " For the Virgin having spoken of Joseph as His father. He

1 See 1 Tim. iv. 15 ; Bornemanu, Schol. sentiment, yet not with the conception

p. 29 ; Bernhardy, p. 210 ; Schaefer, Ilelet. fully unfolded, but in the dawning appre-

p. 31 f. hension of the child, which coiild only very
' At all events already in Messianic pre- gradually give place to clearness, ver. 53.
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says : He is not my truefather^ for then I -would be in his house, but God is

my Father, and therefore I am in His house, " Theophylact. Erroneous in

an opposite manner is the opinion of Schenkel, that the boy Jesus named
God His Father, "JMsi as every 2)ious Jewish child might do.'''' Such a conclu-

sion could only be arrived at, if He had said r. Trar/jog y/tiuv ; but Avith

Jesus in the connection of His entire history r. Trarpdc ftov points to a higher

individual relation. And this too it was, which made the answer unintelli-

gible to the parents. "What every pious Jewish child might have answered,

they would have understood. See, besides, Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 48 f.

Ver. 50 f. If the angelic announcement, i. 26 11., especially vv. 32, 35,

and ii. 10 ff. (comp. especially ver. 19), be historical, it is altogether incom-

prehensible how the words of Jesus could be unintelligible to His parents.

[See Note XXXII., p. 290.] Evasive explanations are given by Olshausen, and

even Bleek and older expositors (that they had simply not understood the

deeper meaning of the unity of the Son and the Father), Ebrard (that Mary
had no inner perception of the fact that the Father's word could become so

absolutely exclusive a comfoTt of souls, and be so even in the boy), and others.

Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 78, gives a candid judgment. — viro-aaadfi. ai)-oZf]

That mighty exaltation of the consciousness of divine Sonship not only did

not hinder, but conditioned with moral necessity in the youthful develop-

ment of the God-man thefulfilment offilial duty, the highest proof of which

was subsequently given by the Crucified One, John xix. 26 ff. — i) Si fiijTrjp

K.T.7..] significant as in ver. 19 ; diarr/pelv denotes the careful preservation.

Comp. Acts XV. 29 ; Gen. xxxvii. 11.

Kemaek.—The rejection of this significant history as a myth (Gabler in Xeu-

est. iheol. Journ. III. 1, 36 ff. ; Strauss, Weisse,' I. p. 212 S.), as regards which

the analogies of the childhoocl of Moses (Joseph. Antt. ii. 9. 6 ; Pbilo, de vita

Mas. II. p. 83 f.) and of Samuel (1 Sam. iii. ; Joseph. Anii. v. 10. 4) have been

made use of, is the less to be acquiesced in, in proportion to the greatness of

the impression that must naturally have been made on the Son of God, in the

human development of His consciousness of fellowship with God, at His first

taking part in the celebration of the festival in the grand sanctuary of the

nation, 2 and in proportion to the unadorned simplicity of the narrative and its

internal truth as contrasted with the fabulous disfigurements of it in the apoc-

ryphal Evamjelium infantine, and even with the previous portions of the history

of Luke himself. Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 80 f. The objection of an

unnatural mental precocity applies an unwarranted standard in the case of

Jesus, who was Kara Tvvev/ia God's Son.

Ver. 52. Comp. 1 Sam. ii. 26. — y?uK!g.] not age (so Vulgate, Luther,

Erasmus, and most expositors), which would furnish an intimation alto-

gether superfluous, but groxrth, lodily size (Beza, Vatalilus, Grotius, Er.

Schmid, Bengel, Ewald, Blcck, and others). See on Matt. vi. 27 ; Luke xix. 3.

" Weisse interprets it (illegoHcally : that Jewish law and from the wisdom of the

the youthful spirit of Christianity withdrew ancestral schools, etc.

itself from the care and the supervision of ' Comp. Beyschlag, Chrlstol. d. N. T,

its parents, i.e., from the restrictions of p. 45.
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Comp. T/h^ave icni EKpaTatnvro, ver. 40. " Justam proceritatem nactus est ac

decoram," " He attained a stature wHch was proper and befitting," Bengel.

Luke expresses His mental {ao<j)ia) and bodily {I'jliKia) development.* In favor

of this exjjlanatiou we have also the evidence of 1 Sam. I.e. : kizopemTo /leya-

Xwo/iEvov, which element is here given by T^Xma. — ^fip^rt] gracious favor^ as

at ver. 40. But here, where one twelve years old is spoken of, who now
the longer He lives comes more into intercourse with others, Luke adds /cat

avOpuTToig."^ Observe, moreover, that the advancing in God's gracious favor

assumes the sinless perfection of Jesus as growing, as in the way of moral

develo2)ment. Comp. on Mark x. 18. But this does not exclude child-like

innocence, and does not include youthful moral perplexities. Comp. Keim,

geschichtl. Ghr. p. 110 £E. It is a normal growth, from child-like innocence to

full holiness of the life. Comp. also Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 47 ff.

Notes by Ameeican Editoe.

XIX. Vv. 1, 2.

Weiss eel. Mey. adds the following references :
" Caspar!, chronologisch.

geograph. Einleiiung in das Leben J. chr., 1869, p. 30 fE. ; Steinmeyer, Apologei.

Beltr., 1873, IV., p. 29 ff. ; Schiirer, Lehrbuch d. Neutestamentl. Zeitgeschichte,

1874, p. 262 £E." The last-named author is quite full. Schaff {History of the

Christian Church, I., pp. 121 ff., new ed.) discusses the question, as do Plumptre

and Woolsey in Smith's Bible Dictionary (Amer. ed., IV., 3185, article "Tax-

ing"). It is necessary to warn the reader that some writers on this subject fail

to properly adjust the twofold enumeration of years from the Koman and Chris-

tian eras.

XX. Ver. 2. avri] anroypac^i) npuTrj eyivero k.t.1.

Accepting the above reading and order, the K.V. renders :
" This was the first

enrolment made when Quirinius was governor of Syria." The article (Rec.)

would of course make awoypafr/ the subject. In English the definite article is

properly used with the predicate: " //le first enrolment, " while Greek usage,

especially with avrr/ as subject, would omit it, however definite the predicate

might be in itself. The force of kyevETo is not fully given by the English

"was ;" it might be brought out by this paraphrase :
" This occurred as the

first enrolment," etc.

XXI. Ver. 2. Tlie Accuracy of Luke' s Statement.

Weiss ed. Mey. has not altered the notes to any great extent, except in re-

gard to the omission of ?). His additions consist mainly of single references to

1 In this place he prefixes croi^t'o, because as to leave no progress, but merely a suc-

he has just related so brilliant a trait of cessive r^wea^irig' of His inherent wisdom, or

the mental development of Jesus. —What else only a growth in the wisdom to be at-

shifts, moi-eover, have been resorted to, tained through human experience (scientia

especially since the time of Athanasius and acqiiisita) 1

Ambrose, to fence with reservations the "^ Comp. 1 Sam. I.e. : nin'~Dj^ DJ SIMI

progress ot 3esas in wisdom in such a way D''K/JX~D^ DJ1 ; Test. XII. Pafr. p. 528.
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Schiirer {Neul. ZeUgescMchie) and to Zumiit, who holds that Qiiirinitis was first

governor of Sj'ria from b.c. 4-1 (a.tj. 750 to 753). This, indeed, jilaces his term

of office after the birth of Christ, since the latter occurred some little time be-

fore the spring of 750. But if Quirinius had been governor in 750, Luke could

properly associate the census with him : 1. As probably completed under him.

2. As giving an easy distinction from the second census under the sam'e gov-

ernor. It must be granted that this view of Zumpt is not positively established,

though a passage in Tacitus is urged as supporting it (Annal. 3. 48). But on

the other hand the probability of Luke's confusing the matter is very slight.

He is an accurate historian ; he shows a knowledge of the political relations of

Judaea ; he refers to the well-known census under Quirinius in Acts v. 37.

Meyer admits enough in the latter part of his "remark" to qualify his strong

assertion of Luke's incorrectness.

It is certain that yjsftovn'eiv can be used in a wide sense ; and it is possible to

interpret it here as referring to some official jjosition in Syria with special charge

of this enrolment. We can admit such a Tisage on the part of Luke far more

readily than to believe him, after his own carefiil research, confused " by a mix-

ing up of times and matters" through gradually obscuring tradition.

Enough has been gained by the admission of the presence of Quirinius in the

East at the time of the birth of Christ to warn all candid investigators against

too hasty a denial of Luke's historical accuracy in this verse. The evidence in

regard to the whole matter is not abundant enough, as yet, to prove a negative.

Of the two solutions indicated above, that of Zumpt still seems to be the more

satisfactory, even admitting, as we must, that the earlier governorship of

Quirinius could not have begun until shortly after the death of Herod, and

hence after the birth of Christ.

XXII. Ver. 5. rf; ifivrjaTevfievi) avT(b.

"Weiss ed. Mey. rightly objects to the comment of Meyer on this phrase.

The marriage was not yet completed, only in the sense indicated in Matt. i. 25.

"But could Luke have really supposed that she, contrary to all custom, made

the journey with her betrothed?" He suggests a view similar to that of Bis-

ping. The interpretation "who was pregnant" is also rejected by Weiss,

who cancels the " remark" of Meyer against the Davidic origin of Mary.

XXIII. Ver. 7. fv rcj KaraT^vfiari.

Weiss ed. Mey. also holds that this refers to " the house of a friendly host,"

urging that so small a place as Bethlehem would scarcely have a caravanserai.

XXIV. Ver. 9. 77ie Time of the Nativity.

For a clear statement on this subject, with an argument against the position

of Robinson, accepted by Meyer, see Andrews, Life of our Lord, pp. 16-22.

XXV. Ver. 14. 66^a h hlna-otg, k.t.1.

The genitive must be accepted, if textual criticism has any validity. Meyer's

view of the passage is, in the main, accepted liy those who reject the received

reading ; comp. -B. V. is^xL It is probable, li.ow.evi^r. that more emphasis should
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be laid upon the thought of God's good pleasure as the ground of peace. The
angels would not be perplexed with the dogmatic difficulty of reconciling this

with the free agency of the " men of His good pleasure." The popular view of

the passage is even farther from the angelic utterance than the incorrect read-

ing and worse rendering of the A. V.

XXVI. Vv. 8-20. The Angelic Appearance to the Shepherds.

It is difficult to understand how Meyer could have written both parts of his

" remark" on this topic. Weiss ed. Mey. either cancels or alters all but the

first sentence of the entire passage. He denies that the story of Luke is in-

consistent with "the subseqiient want of knowledge," etc., and asserts that

nothing is said here of the divine glory of Jesus, which, as contrasted with His

lowliness, Meyer holds to be " the great truth." In other words, he denies the

validity of Meyer's objection to the historical character of this part of the nar-

rative.

This is not the place to discuss the question fully ; but when a history is said

to find its truth " in the sphere of the idea, not in that of historical reality,"

although narrated by the historian as a real event, then the only possible mean-

ing is, that the historian is either mistaken or tells a wilful untruth. Meyer
seems to have in mind the former explanation, but he is more likely to be

mistaken than Luke. Mej'er's proper repugnance to " mystical references" (see

p. 270) ought to have guarded him against an exjolanation " in the sphere of the

idea ;" while his exegetical ability might have revealed to him the real signifi-

cance of his own language. No praises of " the living and creative poetry of

faith" can hide his implication that some one fabricated this story. If the

supernatural is admitted at all, then the story of the angelic Announcement
seems more credible than the theory of its origin suggested by Meyer. " Crea-

tive jjoetry" would have given us a complicated anthem, and "faith," in

Luke' s day at least, cannot be proven to have been false to truth, even under

poetic impulse.

XXVTI. Ver. 27. rovg yovel^.

Meyer's remark on this word presses into service an etj'mological notion which
had disappeared from the common word. His inference is properly rejected by
Weiss ed. Mey.

XXVIII. Ver. 34. elf -rrTuatv koI avdaracnv k.t.1.

The reference to two classes is preferred in A. R. V., "the falling and the

rising up of many." The A. V. seems to refer to one class, and the R. V,

(Eng. com.) is ambiguous.

XXIX. Ver. 39. 'SaCaph.

In regard to the difficulty of reconciling Luke's account with that of Mat-
thew, Weiss ed. Mey. here remarks that such a reconciliation is unnecessary,
•• since the difference is the natural result of the fact that these traditions cir-

culated separately, and none of our Evangelists had an exact and uninterrupted

knowledge of the history of the birth and youth of Jesus." The difficulty seems
incompatible with the view that Luke had any knowledge of the Gospel of

Matthew, and hence the independence of the witnesses makes for the truthful-

ness of each. The only important question is. Do we know enough of the facts

19
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(about which it is declared the Evangelists had not " exact and uninterrupted

knowledge") to justify us in asserting a positive contradiction? We think not

;

and, in the absence of complete knowledge, a theory that reconciles the accounts

of two such witnesses is liresumably more correct than a theory that does not.

Moreover, we do not know how much either Evangelist knew beyond what he

has recorded.

XXX. Ver. 42. ava[iaiv6vTLdv.

The present participle must be accepted as the correct reading (see critical

note), although Meyer deems the aorist "necessary." Even Godet, who usu-

ally clings to the Recepta, favors the present participle, as indicating customary

action. Weiss ed. Mey. more correctly accounts for the present, as showing

that during this going up to Jerusalem there occurred what is afterwards nar-

rated. The present participle has the force of the imperfect indicative in its

various forms ; comp, ver. 45, where it answers to the conaiive imperfect.

XXXI. Ver. 49. ovk yihire k.t.X.

Weiss ed. Mey. properly finds in ovk yiSeire a reason for doubting Meyer's sug-

gestion in regard to " an epoch, in the course of develoi^ment, of that conscious-

ness of Sonship." The language of the answer presupposes that they oiight to

know where to find Him, and this implies some knowledge of His peculiar posi-

tion. The quietude of the answer shows that Jesus Himself had before known
of His relation to the Father. This view does not involve the extreme explana-

tion given by Theophylact.

XXXn. Ver. 50.

It is " altogether incomprehensible' ' how Luke could attempt to write his-

tory, and siacceed in getting a permanent place in literature, without knowing

how to make a story more consistent with itself than this one is, if Meyer's ob-

jection is valid. That Joseph and Mary should fail to imderstand, ought not to

be surprising to an acute observer of human nature. Weiss ed. Mey. finds the

cause of this failure to understand in the apparent opposition to filial duty in

which the consciousness of divine Sonship now manifested itself, M-hich would

be all the more remarkable in view of the constant subjection of the child

hitherto and afterward. The revelations had been respecting the future call-

ing of the child, and intimated nothing of this kind. Godet {Luke, p. 93) finds

here another indication that Mary herself is the original source of the narra-

tive : "It was only by the light Mary received afterward from the ministry of

her Son that she could say what is here expressed : that she did not under-

stand this saying at the time,"
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CHAPTER III.

Vke. 2. Instead of eiri apxiepeug, Elz. lias ek' apxiepiuv, in opposition to de-

cisive evidence. — Ver. 4. TifyovTog] is wanting in B D L A X, min. Copt. Arm.

"Vulg. It. Or. Ens. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Kinck, Lachm. Tisch.
;

taken from Matt. iii. 3. — Ver. 5. ehOdav] B D a, min. Viilg. It. Or. Ir. have

eitOeia^. So Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, E. V.]. A mechanical

repetition from ver. 4. The verse bears no trace of its having been altered to

agree with the LXX. — Ver. 10. noir/ao/xev'] noit/GiJiuev, which Griesb. has recom-

mended, and Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have adopted, is here and at vv. 12, 14 de-

cisively attested.— [Ver. 11. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept fAeyev (instead

of Myet), following K B C L and versions.] — Ver. 14. The arrangement ri

TvoiyaufiEv Kal Tjfie'ig is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted, following B C* L
K, min. Syr. Ar. Vulg. Ed. Ver. Brix. Colb. ; koI ijjxeiQ was omitted, because kuI

follows again,—an omission which, moreover, the analogy of vv. 10, 12 readily

suggested,—and was afterwards restored in the wrong pi ace (te/ore ri tvon'/a.). —
TzpoQ avTov(f[ Lachm. has avrolq, following B C* D L S, min. Vulg. It. [So recent

editors, but not Tisch.] The Recepta is a repetition from ver. 13. [Tisch. has

fijjSeva a second time, following J< ; but recent editors retain /iride {Rec), which

is well attested.]— Ver. 17. Kal diaKadapcet] Tisch. has diaKadapai, as also after-

wards K. awayaydv, on too weak attestation. [Eecent editors, E. V., agree with

Tisch., following X* B.] — Ver. 19. After yiwaiKOQ, Elz. has ^ilimTov, in opposi-

tion to decisive evidence. — Ver. 22. Myovaai^ is wanting in B D L X, Copt.

Vulg. codd. of It. Ambr. Condemned by Griesb. and Einck, deleted by Lachm.

Tisch. Taken from Matt. iii. 17. Comp. on ver. 4. — cv d . . . rjvSoKrjaa] D,

Cant. Ver. Verc. Colb. Corb.* Ed. Clem. Method. Hilar, ap., also codd. in Au-

gustine, have vlog jiov d av, eyu at/fiepov yeyhvTjKd ae. An old (Justin, c. Tryph.

88) Ebionitic (Epiphan. Saer. xxx. 13) addition, which, echoing the expression

in Acts xiii. 33, found its way into the narrative, especially in the case of Luke.

— Ver. 23. Many various readings, which, however, are not so well attested as

to warrant a departure from the Eeceived text (Lachm. and Tisch. have adopt-

ed uv vi6g, (jf hoful^ETo, and Tisch. has ap^ofj.. after 'Ir/Goi'^). [The order of

Tisch. is attested by K B L, Origen, and minor witnesses ;
accepted by recent

editors, E. V. See exegetical notes.] —Ver. 23 ff. Many variations in the writ-

ing of the proper names. — Ver. 33. tov 'Apd/i] Tisch. has tov 'Arf//eh' tov 'Apvd,

following B L X r X, Copt. Syr?. So also Ewald. Eightly ;
the Recepta is a

correction in accordance with Matt. i. 4 ; 1 Chron. ii. 9.

Vv. 1, 2. As, on the one hand, Matt. iii. 1 introduces the appearance of

the Baptist without any definite note of time, only with kv 6e rale rjfiEpaLQ eke'l-

mig ; so, on the other, Luke ("the first writer who frames the Gospel his-

tory into the great history of the world by giving precise dates," Ewald), in

fulfilment of his intention, i. 3, gives for that highly important starting-

point of the proclamation of the Gospel ("hie quasi sceua N. T. panditur,"
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"here, as it were, the scene of the New Testament opens," Bengel) a date

specified by a sixfold reference to the history of the period, so as to indicate

the emperor at Rome and the governors of Palestine, as well as the high

priest of the time ; namely—(1) in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius

Caesar. Augustus, who was succeeded by his step-son Tiberius, died on

the 19th August 767, or the fourteenth year of the era of Dionysius. See

Suetonius, Octav. 100. Accordingly, it might appear doubtful whether Luke
reckons the year 767 or the year 768 as the first ; similarly, as Tiberius be-

came co-regent at the end of 764, or in January 765, ' whether Luke begins

to reckon from the commencement of the co-regency (Ussher, Voss, Pagius,

Clericus, Sepj), Lichtenstein, Tischendorf, and others), or of the sole-govcm-

ment. Since, however, no indication is added which would lead us away

from the mode of reckoning the years of the emperors usual among the Ro-

mans, and followed even by Josephus,* we must abide by the view that the

fifteenth year in the passage before us is the yearfrom the \%th August 781 to

the same date 782.' [See Note XXXIII.
,
p. 302.]— (2) When Pontius Pilate

(see on Matt, xxvii. 2) was frocurator of Judaea. He held office from the

end of 778, or beginning of 779, until 789, in which year he was recalled

after an administration of ten years ; Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 2. — (3) When.

Herod was tetrarch of Galilee. Herod Antipas (see on Matt. ii. 22, xiv. 1)

;

this crafty, unprincipled man of the world became tetrarch after the death

of his father Herod the Great in 750, and remained so until his deposition

in 792. — (4) Wlien Philip hishrother was tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis.

This paternal jjrince (see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 45 f.) became prince in 750,

and his reign lasted till his death in 786 or 787, Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 6.

His government extended also over Batanaea and Auranitis, Joseph. Antt.

xvii. 11. 4, as that of Herod Antipas also took in Peraea. For information

as to Ituraea, the north-eastern province of Palestine (Miinter, de rebus Itu-

raeor. 1824), and as to the neighboring Trachonitis between the Antilibanus

and the Arabian mountain ranges, see Winer, Realicort. — (5) When Lysa-

nias was tetrarch of Abilene.* The Lysanias, son of Ptolemaeus, known from

Josephus, Antt. xv. 4. 1 ; Dio Cass. 49, 32, as having been murdered by

Antony at the instigation of Cleopatra in 718, cannot here be meant, unless

Luke has perpetrated a gross chronological blunder ; which latter case, in-

deed, Strauss, Gfrorer, B. Bauer, Hilgenfeld take for granted ; while Vale-

sius, on Eus. II. E. i. 10 ; Michaelis, Paulus,' Schneckenburger in the Stud.

1 Tacit, ylnn. i. 3; Sueton. Ttft. 20 f.; Vel- •See especially, Ilug, Otitacht. I. p 119

leius Paterculus, ii. 121. ff.; Ebrard, p. 180 ff.; Wieseler, p. 174 ff.;

^ Also And. xviii. 0. 10, where a-xiov avrbs Schweizer in the T/ieol. .Juhrh. 1847, p. 1 ff.

TT)!/ kfixhv does not refer back to an earlier (who treats the chronology of Luke very

co-repency of Tiberius, so that aiirds would unfairly) ; Wieseler in Ilerzog's Encykl. I.

be equivalent to ix6vo%\ but this ourds indi- p. 64 ff.; Lichtenstein, p. 131 ff.; Week in

cates simply a contrast between him and loc.

Caius, who had been nominated his sue- ^ In his Commentary. But in his Exeget.

cessor. ITandb. he acquiesces in the text as it stands,

' See also Anger, znr Chronologie d. Leh- and forces upon it, contrary to the letter,

ramtes Christi, L, Leipzisr 1848; Ideler, the meaning: when Philip the tetrarch of

Chronol. I. p. 418. Autliciitication from Ituraea and Trachonitin itms also tetrarch

coins ; Saulcy, Athen. frangais. 1855, p. 039 f. over Abilene of Lysanias. Thus, indeed, the
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u. Krit. 1833, p. 1064, would mend matters uncritically enough by omitting

TETpapxovvTog (which is never omitted in Luke, see Tischendorf) ; and the re-

maining expression : /cat r^g Avaaviov 'Ajii'Arjvfjg some have attempted to cou-

strue, others to guess at the meaning. After the murder of that older Lysa-

nias who is mentioned as ruler of [dwaaTevuv) Chalcis, between Lebanon and

Antilibanus (Joseph, Antt. xiv. 7. 4), Antony presented a great part of his

possessions to Cleopatra (see Wieseler, p. 179), and she leased them to Her-

od, Soon afterwards Zenodorus received the lease of the olKog tov Avaaviov

(Joseph. Antt. xv. 10. 1 ; Bell. Jud. i. 20. 4) ; but Augustus in 724 compelled

him to give up a portion of his lands to Herod (Joseph, as above), who after

the death of Zenodorus in 734 obtained the rest also, Antt. xv. 10. 3. After

Herod's death a part of the oIkov tov ZTjvodupov passed over to Philip {Antt.

xvii. 11. 4 ; Bell. Jud. ii. 6. 3). It is consequently not to be proved that no

portion of the territory of that older Lysanias remained in his family. This

is rather to be assumed,' if it is supposed that Abilene also belonged to the

principality of that elder Lysanias. But this supposition is itself deficient

in proof, since Josephus designates the territory of the elder Lysanias as

Chalcis (see above), and expressly distinguishes the kingdom of a later Ly-

sanias, which Caligula {Antt. xviii. 6. 10) and Claudius bestowed on Agrip-

pa I. {Antt. xix. 5. 1, xx. 7. 1 ; Bell. ii. 11. 5, ii. 12. 8) from the region of Chal-

cis {Bell, ii, 12. 8). But since Abila is first mentioned as belonging to the

tetrarchy of this later Lysanias {Antt. xix. 5, 1), and since the kingdom of

the elder Lysanias is nowhere designated a tetrarchy, although probably the

territory of that younger one is so named,''' it must be assumed that Josephus,

when he mentions 'AjiiTiav ttjv Avcaviov {Antt. xix. 5. 1), and speaks of a

tetrarchy of Lysanias {Antt. xx. 7. 1; comp. Bell. ii. 11. 5, ii. 12. 18), still

designates the region in question after that older Lysanias ; but that before

790, when Caligula became emperor, a tetrarchy of a later Lysanias existed

to which Abila ^ belonged, doubtless as his residence, whereas it is quite

another question whether this latter Lysanias was a descendant or a relation

of that elder one (see Krebs, Ohss. p. 112). Thus the statement of Luke, by

comparison with .Josephus, instead of being shown to be erroneous, is con-

firmed.*— (6) When Annas was high priest, and Caiaphas. Comp. Acts iv. 6.

The reigning high priest at that time was Joseph, named Caiaphas (see on

former old Lysanias would also here be Erdk. XV. p. 1060. To be distinguished

meant. from Abila in Decapolis, and other places of

» Casaubon, Krebs, Siiskind the elder, this name (Joseph, v. 1. 1 ; Bell. ii. 13. 2,

Kuinoel, Siiskind the younger in the Stud. iv. 7. 5).

u. Krit. 18.36, p. 431 ff.; Winer, and others. * It is, however, altogether precarious

" Of whom, therefore, we have to think with Lichtenstein, following Hofmaun, to

even in respect of the Greek inscription gather from the passage before us a proof

which Pococke (Morgenl. II. § 177) found that Luke did not write till after the de-

at Nebi Abel (the ancient Abila), and in struction of Jerusalem, because, namely,

which Lysanias is mentioned as letrarch. after that crumbling to pieces of the Hero-

Comp. Bockh, Inscr. 4521, 4523. dian territories, no further interest would
' It was situated in the region of the Leb- be felt in discovering to whom Abilene

anon, eighteen miles north from Damascus, belonged at the time of Tiberius. But why
and thirty eight miles south from Heliopo- not? Not even a chronological interest?

lis. Ptolem. v, 18 ; Anton. Itlner. ; Ritter,
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]\Iatt. xxvi. 3), who had been appointed by Valerius Gratus, the predecessor

of Pontius Pilate, Joseph. Antt. xviii. 2, 2. His father-in-law Annas held

the office of high priest some years before, until Valerius Gratus became pro-

curator, when the office was taken away from him by the new governor, and
conferred first on Ismael, then on Eleazar (a son of Annas), then on Simon,

and after that on Caiaj)has. See Josephus, I.e. This last continued in office

from about 770 till 788 or 789. But Annas retained withal very weighty in-

fluence (John xviii. 12 ff.), so that not only did he, as did every one who had
been af^xtepevg, continue to he called by the name, but, moreover, he also par-

tially discharged the functions of high priest. In this way we explain the

certainly inaccurate expression of Luke (in which Lange, L. J. II. 1, p. 165,

finds a touch of irony, an element surely quite foreign to the simply chrono-

logical context), informing the reader who may not be acquainted with the

actual state of the case, that Annas was primarily and properly high priest,

and next to him Caiaphas also. But according to Acts iv. 6, Lnlce himself

must have had this view, so that it must be conceded as a result that this

expression is erroneous,—an error wliich, as it sprang from the predominat-

ing influence of Annas, was the more easily possible in proportion to the

distance at which Luke stood from that time in which the high priests had

changed so frequently ; while Annas (whose son-in-law and five sons besides

filled the ofllce, Joseph. Antt. xx. 9. 1) was accustomed to keep his hand on

the helm. To agree with the actual historical relation, Luke would have

been obliged to write : knl apxtf^psur Kaia<pa kuI 'Avva. [See Note XXXIV.,
p. 302 seq.] Arbitrary shifts have been resorted to, such as : that at that

period the two might have exchanged annually in the administration of the

office ; ' that Annas was vicar (po, Lightfoot, p. 744 f.) of the high priest (so

Scaliger, Casaubon, Grotius, Lightfoot, Reland, Wolf, Kuinoel, and others,

com}), de Wette), which, however, is shown to be erroneous by his name be-

ing placed first ; that he is here represented as princeps Synedrii (i^'t^J,

Lightfoot, p. 746).^ But as apxi^pcvg nowhere of itscU means p7-esident of

the Sanhedri77i, bvit in every case nothing else than chief priest, it can in this

place especially be taken only in this signification, since kuI Kaid(i>a stands

alongside. If Luke had intended to say :
" under the president Annas and

the high priest Caiaphas," he could not have comprehended these distinct

oflices, as they were at that time actually distinguished (which Selden has

abundantly proved), under the one term apxtcpsug. [See Note XXXIV.,

p. 302 seq.] Eveninxxii. 54, apxiep. is to be understood of Annas. — iyhero

pfipa Qeov k.t.X.] Comp. Jer. i. 2 ; Isa. xxxviii. 4 f. From this, as from the

following /cat yWsv k.t.T.., ver. 3, it is plainly manifest that Luke by his chro-

nological statements at vv. 1, 2 intends to fix the date of nothing else than

the calling andfirst appearance of John, not the year of the death of Jesus, ^ but

also not of a second appearance of the Baptist and his imprisonment (Wiese-

1 Beza, Chemnitz, Selden, Calovius, Hug, ' Sanclemente and many of the Fathers,

Friedlieb, Arch/iol. d. Leidensgesch. p. 73 ff. who, followinR Luke iv. 19, comp. Isa. Ixi.

^ So Selden, Saubert, Hammond, and re- 1 ff., erroneously ascribe to Jesus only one

cently Wieseler, Clironol. Synapse, p. 186 ff., year of His official ministry,

and in Herzog's Encykl. I. p. 354.
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ler'), or of his beheading (Schegg). The mention of the imprisonment, vv.

19, 20, is rather to be regarded only as a digression, as the continuance of

the history proves (ver. 31). The first appearance of John, however, was

important enough to have its chronology fixed, since it was regarded as the

apxv Tov evayyeliov (Mark i. 1). It was the epoch of the commencement of

the work of Jesus Himself (comp. Acts i. 23, x. 37, xiii. 34), and hence

Luke, having arrived at this threshold of the Gospel history, ver. 23, when
Jesus is baptized by John, makes at this point a preliminary pause, and

closes the first section of the first division of his book with the genealogical

register, ver. 33 if., in order to relate next the Messianic ministry of Jesus

eh. iv. ff.

Ver. 3. See on Matt. iii. 1 f. ; Mark i. 4. — neplxupov tov 'lopS.'] Matthew

and Mark have iv ry epf/fiCf). There is no discrepancy ; for the apparent dis-

crepancy vanishes with ijXde in Luke, compared with the narrative of the

laptism in Matthew and Mark. [See Note XXXV., p. 303.]

Vv. 4-6. See on Matt. iii. 3. Luke continues the quotation of Isa. xl. 3

down to the end of ver. 5, following the LXX. freely. The appeal to this

prophetic oracle was(9?i6 of the commonplaces of the evangelic tradition in re-

spect of the history of John, and betokens therefore, even in Luke, no spe-

cial source [see Note XXXV., p. 303] ; he only gives it

—

unless, nt. Paulinepur-

pose is to be attributed to his words (Holtzmann)—more /wZZ^/ than Matthew,

Mark, and John (i. 33). — In uq yiypaTrrat the same thing is implied that

Matthew expresses by ovtoc yap kanv 6 pr/deig. — (pdpay^] Ravine. '^ This and

the following particulars were types of the moral obstacles which were to be

removed by the repentance demanded by John for the restoration of the

people well prepared for the reception of the Messiah (i. 17). There is

much arbitrary trifling on the part of the Fathers and others in interpreting ^

the particulars of this passage. — The futures are not imperative in force,

but declare what will happen in consequence of the command, eroi/idaaTe

K.T.X. Kal ofeTai k.t.I. ought to have guarded against the taking the ex-

pressions imperatively.*— elq Evdelav] scil. 666v. SeeLobeck, Paralip. p. 363
;

Winer, p. 521 [E. T. 590 f.]. — al rpaxelaL] scil. 66oi, from what follows, tJie

rough, uneven ways. — Ze/af] stnooth. Comp. Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1 : ra rpaxea

Kal TO. lela. — to curyp. t. Qeov] See on ii, 30. It is an addition of the LXX.
The salvation of God is the Messianic salvation which will appear in and

with the advent of the Messiah before all eyes (dipsTai waaa aap(). As to ndaa

cap^, all flesh, designating men according to their need of deliverance, and

pointing to the universal destination of God's salvation, see on Acts ii. 16.

1 See in opposition to Wieseler, Ebrard, who, on what is spoken figuratively, ex-

p. 187 ; Liohtenstein, p. 137 ff. amine piecemeal the various parts . . .

2 Thuc. ii. 67. 4 ; Dem. 793. 6; Polyb. vii. when it is enough to know the agreement
15. 8 ; Judith 11. 8. in the matter as a whole."

^ Well says Grotlus :
" Nimlrum est anxia * On the use of the Cyrenaic (Herod,

eorum wepiepyia, qui in dictls dAAjjYopou/oiet'ois iv. 199) word /Soui'ds, hill, in Greek, see

singulas partes minutatim excutiunt . . . Schweighauser, Lex. Herod. I. p. 125 f.

;

cum satis sit in re tota comparationem in- Sturz, Dial, Al. p. 154 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn.
telllgi," " Doubtless there is an anxious p. 356.

overexactness (nepupyia) in the case of those
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Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. iii. 7-10. — dx/^oig] Kuinoel erroneously says :

" Pharisaei et Saddiicaei. " See rather on Matt. iii. 7.'— kKirop.] the present.

The people are represented as still on their way. — ovv] since otherwise you

cannot escape the wrath to come. — Kal fiij ap^ria-dE /c.r./l.] and begin not to

thi7ik, do not allow yourselves to fancy ! do not dispose yourselves to the

thought !
" Omnem excusationis etiam conatum praecidit," "He cuts off

the very attempt at excuse," Bengel. Bornemann explains as though the

words were Kal fiy 7Td2.iv (he likens it to the German expression, " das alte

Lied anfangen") ; and Fritzsche, ad Mattli. p. 540, as if it meant aal fiTj6i,

ne quidem. Comp. also Bengel.

Vv. 10, 11. Special instructions on duty as far as ver. 14 peculiar to Luke,

and taken from an unknown source. — ovv'] in jiursuance of what was said

vv. 7-9.— 7ro<;/(7w//er] (see the critical remarks) is (Ze//&e?'a?iye. On the ques-

tion itself, comp. Acts ii. 37, xvi. 30. — iiETaMrui] namely, a ;t;frwv. — 6 £x<->v

ppuuara] not : "qui cibis abundat," "who has abundance of food," Kui-

noel, following older commentators. The demand of the stern preacher of

repentance is greater ; it is that of self-denying love, as it is perfected from

the mouth of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount.

Vv. 13, 13. Te?.uvat] See on Matt. v. 46. — irapa to diaTETayfi. vplvl over and
above icTiat is j}resc?'ihed to you (to demand in payment). See Winer, p. 215

[E. T. 240]. The unrighteousness and the exactions of those who farmed

the taxes are well known. See Paulus, Exeget. Handh. I. p. 358 f.*

Ver. 14. "LTpaTEvonEvoL] those who were engaged in military service, an idea

less extensive than aTpanurai. See the passages in Wetstein. Historically,

it is not to be more precisely defined. See references in regard to Jexcish

military service in Grotius. According to Michaelis, there were Thracians,

Germans, and Galatians in the service of Herod in his war against Aretas
;

but this war was later, and certainly Jewish soldiers are meant. According

to Ewald : soldiers who were chiefly engaged in police inspection, e.g. in

connection with the customs. — nal ijiieI^] we also. They expect an injiuic-

tion similar {tia'C) to that which the publicans received. — 6iaatiEL\'\ to do vio-

lence to, is used by later writers of exactions by threats and other kinds of

annoyance (to lay under contribution), as concutere. Comp. 3 Mace. vii.

21 ; see Wetstein, and Schneider, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 9. 1. — avKOipavrslv, in its

primitive meaning, although no longer occurring in this sense, is to be ajig-

shmcer. [On ////rJ?, see critical note.] According to the usual view (yet see

in general, Ast, ad Plat. Rep. p. 362 ; Westermann, ad Pint. Sol. 24), it was

applied to one M'ho denounced for punishment those who transgressed the

prohibition of the export of figs from Attica. According to the actual

usage, it means to denounce falsely, to traduce, and, as in this place, to be

guilty of chicane. It is often thus used also in the Greek writers.'

1 The generalization proves nothing on evangelistic sources of which we know
behalf of Luke's having been ignorant of nothing.

our Matthew (Weiss). From such Individ- ' On irpiaaiLv, to demand pay7nent, to

ual instances an easy argument is drawn, exact, see Blomfield, Gloss, ad Aesch. Pers.

but with great uncertainty, especially as 482; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 17.

Luke knew and made use of a, multitude of ' See Rettig In the Stud. u. Krit. 1838,



CHAP. III., 15-22. 297

Ver. 15. Statement of the circumstances which, elicited the following

confession ; although not found in Matthew and Mark, it has not been

arbitrarily constructed by Luke (Weisse) in order to return again to the con-

nection, ver. 9 (Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann), but was probably derived from the

same source as ver. 10 ff., and at all events it is in keeping with the impres-

sion made by the appearance of John, and his preaching of baptism and re-

pentance. Comp. John i. 25, where the more immediate occasion is nar-

rated. — irpoahKuvTog] wliile the people ttere in expectation. The people were

eagerly listening—for what ? This is shown in what follows, namely, for an

explanation by John about himself. Comp. Acts xxvii. 33. — fiyTTore]

whether not perchance. Comp. on Gal. ii. 2. — avrdg] ipse, not a third, whose

forerunner then he would only be.

Ver. 16. See on Matt. ii. 11 ; Mark i. 7 f .

—

aweKpcv.] "interrogare

cupientibus, " "to those desiring to ask," Bengel. — ipxerai] placed first for

emphasis. — ov . . . avrov] Comp. Mark i. 7, vii. 25 ; Winer, p. 134 [E. T.

148 f.]. — avrdg] he and no other.

Ver. 17. See on Matt. iii. 12.

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xiv. 3 ff. ; Mark vi. 17 ff. On /lev ovv, quidem

igittir, so that /lev, "rem praesentem confirmet," " confirms the matter in

hand," and ovv, " conclusionem ex rebus ita comparatis conficiat," " deduces

a conclusion from matters thus placed together, " see Klotz, ad Devar.

p. 662 f . — Kal krepa] and other matters besides, different in kind from those al-

ready adduced. ' — evriyyEliH^eTo r. laov^ he supplied the people with the glad

announcement of the coming Messiah."— 6 dk 'Hpudrj^ k.t.A.] an historical

digression in which several details are brought together in brief compass

for the purpose of at once completing the delineation of John in its chief

featm-es. To that description also belonged the contrast between his icorh

{evTjyyeTiLi^. r. laov) and his destiny. The brief intimation of vv. 19, 20 was

sufficient for this. — klsyx^iievoq K.r.A.] See Matt. xiv. 3 f. — koI nepl Travruv

K.T.X.] peculiar to Luke, but, as we gather from Mark vi. 20, essentially

historical. The novT/puv, attracted with it, stands thus according to classical

usage.*— tnl. irdGc] to all his wicked deeds. — kuI KariKTieicje^ simplicity in

the style is maintained at the expense of the syntax (Kiihner, § 720). — h ry

fv?.aiiy] in the prison, whither he had brought him.'^

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt, iii, 13-17 ; Mark i. 9-11. —eyhero 6e k.t.Ti.]

resumes the thread dropped at ver. 18 in order to add another epitomized

narrative, namely, that of the baptism of Jesus. — h tCi (jaTrrtfj^Tjvai k.t.X.]

Whilst * the assembled people (an hyperbolical expression) were being bap-

tized, it came to pass when Jesus also (mi) was bajitized and was praying,

p. 775 ff. ; Becker, Char. I. p. 289 ff. Tlovriphv, ^ See Matthiae, § 473, quoted by Dissen,

TTovrfpov 6 (TVKo^xii'Tr)^ a€i Kal Pa<TKavov, Dem. ttd Dem. de Cor. p. 177, 349.

307. 28 ; Herbst, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 30, p. 79 f. * Comp. Acts xxvi. 10 ; Herodian, v. 8. 12,

' As to Kai with ffoAAa, see Blomfield, ad and elsewhere ; Xen. Cyrop. vl. 4. 10.

Aesch. Pers. 249 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. ^ Bleek Is In error (following de Wette)

2. 24 ; and as to eVcpa, see on Gal. i. 7. when he translates : when . . . He was bap-

* On the construction, comp. Acts viii. tized. See ii. 27, viii. 40, ix. 36, xi. 37, xiv. 1,

25, 40, xiv. 21, xvi. 10 ; Lobeck, ad Phi'yn. xix. 15, xxiv. 30 ; in general, Buttmann,

p. 268. mut. Ch: p. 226 f. [E. T. 264].
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the heaven was opened, etc. The entire peojile was therefore present (in

opposition to Kuinoel, Krabbe, and others). [See Note XXXVI., p. 303.]

The characteristic detail, Kal npoaevx., is peculiar to Luke.— aufiariKu diki uoel

nspiar.] so that He appeared as a bodily dove. See, moreover, on Matthew.

Ver. 23. AvrSg] as Matt. iii. 4 : He Himself, to whom this divine aT/fie'cov,

ver. 22, pointed. [On the order of the words, see critical note.] — yv uael

£Tuv TpL&KovTa apx6iiEvoc:'\ He was about thirty years of age (comp. ii. 42
;

Mark v. 42), when He made the heginning,'^ viz. of His Messianic office. This

limitation of the meaning of apxofievoq results from ver. 22, in which Jesus

is publicly and solemnly announced by God as the Messiah. "^ "With the re-

ception of his baptismal consecration, Jesus entered on the commencement
of His destined ministry. Comp. Mark i. 1 ; Acts i. 21 f., x. 37. [See Note

XXXVn., p. 303.] The interpretation given by others :
" Incipiebat autem

Jesus annorum esse fere triginta," " but Jesus was beginning to be about

thirty years of age," Castalio (so Luther, Erasmus, Beza [A.V.], Vatablus,

and many more), could only be justified either by the original running :

Tjp^aTO Eivai uffEi ETuv TpidaovTa, or ^v uael erovg rpiaKOCTov apx^fievog. It is true

that Grotius endeavors to fortify himself in this interjjretation by including

in the clause the following ui', so that apxo/iai uv huv Tpianovra might mean

:

incipiojam esse tricenarius. But even if fjv . . . uv be conjoined in Greek

usage (see Bornemann, ad Xen. Gyr. ii. 3. 13, p. 207, Leipzig), how clumsy

would be the expression rjv apxS/ievog tjv, incipiebat esse! " was beginning to

be," and, according to the arrangement of the words, quite intolerable.

Even kpx^ufvoq has been conjectured (Casaubon). — uv\ belongs to vlhg 'lcjar/(p,

and wf Evofill^eTo, as he was considered (wf eSokei. roig 'lovdaiotg' dig yap ?} aAij&Eia

eIxev, ovk yv vlog avTov, '

' as it seemed to the Jews ; for the truth lay. He was

not his son," Euthymius Zigabenus), is a parenthesis. Paulus, who con-

nects (jv with apxoju., explains : according to custom (Jesus did not begin His

ministry sooner). Comp. on Acts xvi. 13. It is true the connecting of the

two participles apxafiEvog uv would not in itself be ungrammatical (see

Pflugk, ad Hec. 358) ; but this way of looking at the matter is altogether

wrong, because, in respect of the appearance of the Ifessiah, there could be

no question of a custom at all, and the fixing of the age of the Levites (Num.

iv. 3, 47), which, moreover, was not a custom, but a law, has nothing to do

with the appearance of a prophet, and especially of the Messiah.' Others

(quoted by Wolf, and Wolf himself, Roscnmiiller, Osiander) refer i)v to tov

'RM : existens {cum putaretur filius Josephi) flius, i.e., nepos Eli. So also

1 So also Paulus, only that, after the in agreement with ours,

example of Calvisius, he further attaches '^ So OriKen, Euthymius Zigabenus, Jan-

Civ to opxo/iei'os, in which case, however, it sen, Er. Schniid, Spanheim, Calovius, Cleri-

would be useless, and the subsequent gen- cus, Wolf, Bengel, Griesbach (in Yelthu-

ealogy would be without any connecting sen, Comment. I. p. 358), Kuinoel, Anger
link. Wieseler, Chronol. Synops. p. 125, (7'e/«/>or. ra<. p. 19), de Wette, Baumgarten-

placing a.pxohi.ivo<; before waci (so Lachmann Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Bleek, and
in the margin and Tischendorf), explains: others.

"and he was—namely, Jesus when lie ' (}omp. further, on <os tt'ofii^., Bern. 1022.

began—about thirty years of age." There- 10 : ol voiJ.ii6y.evoi. tiiv uieis, ^ij orrcs ii yevet ef

fore in the most essential point his view is avruiv, and the passages in Wetstein.
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Schleyer in the Theol. Quartahchr. 183C, p. 540 ff. Even Wieseler (in the

Shid. u. Krit. 1845, p. 3G1 ff.j has condescended in like manner (comp.

Liglitfoot, p. 750) to the desperate expedient of exegetically making it out

to be a genealogical tree of Mary thus: ^'ieing a son, as it was thought, of

Joseph (but, in fact, of Mary), of Eli,''' etc. Wieseler supports his view by the

fact tliat he reads, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, wc hoiiO^. after vl6r (B

L ><), and on weaker evidence reads before 'Itdaijcj) the tov which is now
again deleted even by Tischendorf. [See Note XXXVIII.

, p. 303.] But as,

in respect of the received arrangement of <jf hvajj.., it is only the uv vide 'luaij^,

and nothing more (in opposition to Bengel), that is marked out as coming

under the <jf ivofii^ETo, so also is it in the arrangement of Lachmann (only

that the latter actually brings into stronger prominence the supposed _^?/<;/Z

relationship to Joseph) ; and if nw is read before ^luarj(p, no change even in

that case arises in the meaning. ' For it is not wof that would have to be

supplied in every following clause, so that Jesus should be designated as the

son of each of the persons named, even up to tov Qeov inclusively (so Light-

foot, Bengel), but vlov (after tov), as the nature of the genealogical table in

itself presents it,^ making tov Beov also dogmatically indubitable ; since,

according to Luke's idea of the divine souship of Jesus, it could not occur

to him to represent this divine sonship as having been effected through Adam.

No ; if Luke had thought what Wieseler reads between the lines in ver. 23,

that, namely, Eli was Mary''s father, he would have known how to express it,

and would have written something like this : uv, ug /lev kvojiil^ETo, vlhq 'luaf/ip,

ovTug (xxiii. 47, xxiv. 34) cJe Mapla^ tov 'Uli k.t.1. But he desires to give the

genealogy of Jesus on the side of His fosterfather Joseph : therefore he writes

simply as we read, and as the fact that he wished to express required. As

to the originally Ehionitic point of view of the genealogies in Matthew and

Luke, see on Matt. i. 17, Kemark 3.

Remake.—All attempts to fix the year in which Jesus was born by means of

the passage before us are balked by the uoe'l of ver. 23. Yet the era of Dionysius

bases its date, although incorrectly (754 after the foundation of Rome), on

Luke iii. 1, 23. Hase, L.J. § 26, follows it, setting aside, because of its myth-

ical associations, the account of Matthew, that the first childhood of Jesus

occurred as early as the time of the reign of Herod the Great. But these legend-

ary ingredients do not justify our rejecting a date fixed by a simple reference

to the history of the time, for it is rather to be regarded as the nucleus around

which the legend gathered. As, however, Herod died in 750 (Anger, Rai. tern-

par, p. 5 f. ; Wieseler, Ohronol. Synapse, p. 50 flf.), the era of Dionysius is at any

rate at least about four years in error. If, further, it be necessary, according

to this, to place the birth of Jesus before the death of Herod, which occurred in

the beginning of April, then, even on the assumption that He was born as early

as 750 (according to Wieseler, in February of that year), it follows that at the

' This indifferent toO came into the text after the other by toO are found in Herod,

with extreme facility, in accordance with iv. 157, vii. 204, viii. 131, and others in Wet-

the analogy of all the following clauses. stein. The Vulgate is right in simply read-

" Instances of a quite similar kind of ing, " filius Joseph, qui fuU Heli, qui fuit

stringing on the links of a genealogy one Matthat," etc.
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time tt'lien the Baptist, who Wcas His senior only by h, few months, appeared—

according to iii. 1, in the year from the 19th August 781 to 782—He would be

about thirty-one years of age, which perfectly agrees with the uati of ver. 23,

and the round number rptuKov-a ; in which case it must be assiimed as certain

(comp. Mark i. 9) that He was baptized very soon after the appearance of John,

at which precise point His Messianic fi/);^-?/ commenced. If, however, as accord-

ing to Matt. ii. 7, Ifi is extremely probable, the birth of Jesus must be placed

as early as perhaps a year before the date given above,' even the age that thus

results of about thirtj'-two years is sufficiently covered by the indefinite state-

ment of the i:)assage before us ; and the year 749 as the year of Christ's birth

tallies well enough with the Baptist beginning to preach in the fifteenth year

of the reign of Tiberius.^ [See Note XXXIX., p. 303 seq.]

Ver. 27. Tov Zi)po,3dj3£/,, rov Sa/oi?;///.] The objection tluit in this place Luke,

although giving the line of David through Nathan, still introduces the same

two celebrated names, and at about the same period as does Matt. i. 12, is

not arbitrarily to be got rid of. The identity of these persons has been denied

(so, following older commentators, Paulus, Olshauseu, Osiander, Wieseler,

Bleek), or a levirate marriage has been suggested as getting quit of the

difficulty (so, following older commentators, Ebrard, who says that Matthew

mentions the legal, Luke the natural father of Salathiel), or it lias been

supposed (so Hofmann, Weissag. «. Erfull. II. p. 37) that Salathiel adopted

Zerubbabel. But the less reliance can be placed on such arbitrary devices

in proportion as historical warranty as to details is wanting in both the

divergent genealogies, although they both profess to give a genealogy of

Joseph. The attempt to reconcile the two must be given up. [See Note

XL., p. 304.] It is otherwise in respect of the names Amos and Nahtim, ver.

25, which cannot be identified with the well-known prophets, and in respect

of the names Levi, Simeon, Juda, Joseph, vv. 29, 30, which cannot be iden-

tified with the sons of Jacob, as (in opposition to B. Bauer) is shown by the

great difference of time.

Ver. 3G. Tov Kalvav] In Gen. x. 24, xi. 12 ; 1 Chron. i. 24. Shalach (pbp)

is named as the so7i of Arphaxad. But the genealogy follows the LXX. in

Gen. (as above) ; and certainly the name of Kenan also originally stood in

Genesis, although the author of 1 Chronicles may not have read it in his

copy of Genesis. See Bertheau on 1 Chron, p. G. [On ver. 38, see Note

XLL, p. 304.]

' Not " at least two year.o, probably even 57, which had already occurred in the case

Jour OT mwe years," Keim, />. geschichtl. of Irenaeus. See, on theotlier hand, Rosch
Christun, p. 140. in the JaUrh.f. Dnitsche Thed. 1SG6, p. 4 fF.

' From the fact that, according to the The assumption of the latter, tiiat the year

cvanKclisfs, Josus after His baptism bcRau 2 before the era of Dionysius was tlie year

His public; f)flficial ministry without the in- of Christ's birth, rests in accordance with

tervention of any private teaching, the ancient tradition, to be sure, yet on the

opinion of the yovmgcr Bunscn ( The Ifhlden very insecure foundation of the appearance
Wii^ilom 0/ r/(r;,v/, etc., London ISi;."), IL of the star in the history of the Magi, and
p. 461 ff.)—that the Lord, at the Ix'ginning on distrust of tlie chronology of Herod and

of His ofBcial career, was forty-six years of his sons as set forth by Josephus, for which

age—loses all foundation : It rests upon Rosch has not adduced sufficient reasons,

the misunderstanding of John ii. l^ f., viii.
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Kemaek. — The genealogy in Lvke, who, moreover, in accordance with his

Pauline universalism carries on the genealogical line up to AcTam, is appropri-

ately inserted at this point, just where the Messianic consecration of Jesus and
the commencement therewith made of His ministry are related. Hence, also,

the genealogy is given in an ascending line, as Luke did not intend, like Mat-

thew, to begin his Gospel just at the birth of Jesus, but went much further

back and started with the concejition and birth of the Baptist ; so in Luke the

proper and, in so far as the historical connection was concerned, the right

place for the genealogy could not have been, as in Matthew, at the beginning of

the Gospel. Comp, Kostlin, p. 306.—In its contents the genealogy is extremely

different from that in Matthew, since from Joseph to David, Luke has/ar more

and almost throughout different links in the genealogy ; since Matthew gives the

line of Solomon, while Luke gives that of Nathan (2 Sam. v. 14 ; 1 Chron. iii.

5), although he introduces into it from the former 1a7.n')n]'k and Zopo;3ai3e}.

Seeking in several ways to get rid of this last-mentioned difficulty (see on ver.

27), many have assumed that Mcdthew gives the genealogy of Joseph, rohile Luke

gives that of Mary. [See Note XXXVIIL, p. 303.] To reconcile this with the

text, roil 'HAt has been taken to mean : the son-in-law of Eli, as, following many
older commentators (Luther, also Chemnitz, Calovius, Bengel), Paulus, 01s-

hausen, Krabbe, Ebrard, Eiggenbach, Bisping, and others will have it ; but this,

according to the analogy of the rest of the links in the chain, is quite impos-

sible. The attempt has been made to connect with this the hypothesis of

Epiphanius, Grotius, Michaelis, and others, that Mary was an heiress, whose

husband must therefore have belonged to the same family, and mvist have had

his name inscribed in their family register (Michaelis, Olshausen) ; but this

hypothesis itself, while it is equally objectionable in being arbitrary, and in

going too far in its application, leaves the question altogether unsolved whether

the law of the heiress was still in force at that time (see on Matt. i. 17, Rem. 2),

even apart from the fact that Mary's Davidic descent is wholly without proof,

and extremely doubtful. See on i. 36, ii. 4. Another evasion, with a view to

the appropriation of the genealogy to Mary, as well as that of Wieseler, is al-

ready refuted ' at ver. 23. See also Bleek, Beitr. p. 101 f.—Hence the conclu-

sion must be maintained, that Luke also gives the genealogy of Joseph. But if this

be so, how are we to reconcile the genealogy with that given in Matthew? It

has been supposed that Joseph was adopted (Augustine, de consens. evangel, ii.

3 ; Wetstein, Schegg), or more usually, that he sprang from a levirate marriage

(Julius Africanus in Eusebius, lI.E. i. 7), so that Matthew adduces his natural

father Jacob, while Luke adduces his legal father Eli (Julius Africanus, Theo-
phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Augustine), or vice versa (Ambrosius, Grotius,

Wetstein, Schleiermacher). But what a complication this hypothesis, in itself

quite arbitrary, involves ! In this M^ay Eli and Jacob must be taken to be mere
half-brothers, because they have different fathers and forefathers ! So in re-

spect of Salathiel's mother, we must once more call in the help of a levirate

marriage, and represent Neri and Jechonia as in like manner half-brothers !

* That Eli was the father of Ifarij is also therefore, Eli was Joseph's/osfer father, but
inferred by Delitzsch on Hebr. p. 290, who Mary's actual father. What groundless de-

suggests that after the premature death of vices ! And yet the passage itself is " as

his father Jacob, Joseph was adopted, simple as possible until we want to foice it

namely, by this Eli as his foster son, and to say wliat it does not say," Hofmann,
brought up along with Mary; that thus, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 112,
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In addition to this, the obligation to the levirato marriage for the half-brother is

not authenticated, and the imj^orting of the natiiral father into the legal gene-

alogy was illegal ; finally, we may make the general remark, that neither

Matthew nor Luke adds any observation at all in citing the name of Joseph's

father, to call attention to any other than the ordinary physical paternal rela-

tionship. No ; the reconciliation of the two genealogical registers, although

they both refer to Joseph, is impossible ; but it is very natural and intelli-

gible that, as is usual in the case of great men, whose descent in its individual

steps is obscure, no anxiety was felt to investigate his ancestry iintil long after

the death of Jesus—until the living presence of his great manifestation and
ministry' no longer threw into the shade this matter of subordinate interest.

[See Note XLII., p. 304.] The genealogical industry of the Jewish Christians

had collected from tradition and from written documents several registers,

which, appearing independently of one another, must have given veiy different

results, as far back as David, inconsequence of the obscurity of Joseph's gene-

alogy. The first Evangelist adopted a genealogy in accordance with the David-

Solomon line ; but Luke adopted a totally different one, following the David-

Nathan line.' But that Luke, as a matter of fact, rejected the genealogy of

Matthew, is according to i. 3 to be regarded as a result of his later inquiries, as

in general the great and irreconcilable divergence of his preliminary history

from that of Matthew suggests the same conclusion. Only the motives of his

decision are so completely unknown to lis, that to concede to his genealogj' the

preference (v. Ammon, L. J. I. p. 179) remains unsafe, although the derivation

of the Davidic descent of Jesus from the Nathan (therefore not the royal) line

presupposes an investigation, in consequence of which the derivation of that

descent through Solomon, which doubtless had ^?-s^ presented itself, was aban-

doned in the interest of recUficaiimi (according to Kostlin, indeed, in the

Ebionitic interest, in opposition to the royal line stained with crime, and in op-

position to worldly royalty in general). — As the genealogy in Matthew is

arranged in accordance with a significant numerical relation (three times four-

teen), a similar relation is also recognizable in the genealogy by Luke (eleven

times seven), even although no express reference is made to it. See already

Basil. M. m. p. 399 C.

Notes by American Editor.

XXXIII. Ver. 1. 'Er srei (Se Treyre/caMf/cdru k.t.Ti.

That the reckoning may be made from the beginning of the joint reign,

appears from the citations in Zumpt, das Gelmyisjahr Chrisii, pp. 293-296, and

Wieseler, Beiirage, VIII., p. 193. So Weiss ed. Mey., Godet, and many others.

This would give as the " fifteenth year' ' from Jan. 1, 779, to Jan. 1, 780, a period

which accords with the other chronological indications. (See Note XXXIX.,

p. 303 seq.)

XXXIV. Ver. 2. f-rrl apxirfnuQ 'Avva k.t.1.

Weiss ed. Mey. properly objects to the view that Luke's expression is erro-

neous, and that Acts iv. G proves him to have thought "that Annas was prima-

' This variation in the Davklic descent of theolopj-. fScc Delitzsch in the ZeUschr.f.

the Messiah occurs also in the later Jewish Lnth. Tlied. 18G0, 3, p. 400 f.
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rily and properly high priest." He suggests that the name of Annas as the

older person necessarily comes first. He also refers to Schiirer, Zeitgeschichte,

p. 411 £E., against Meyer's view that there was " a president of the Sanhedrim."

XXXV. Ver. 3. irepixupov k.t.1.

"Weiss (in his commentary on Matthew, p. 109) finds in the similarity of this

expression with Matt. iii. 5 a proof of its presence in "the older source," while

Mark's description is in accordance with the prophecy. But the variations, in

this first narrative statement common to the Synoptists, furnish a strong proof

of independence. Weiss regards the citation from the prophet as also derived

from "the older source."

XXXVI. Ver. 21. anavra tov /la<5v.

Meyer's explanation is unsatisfactory. Weiss ed. Mey. and Godet more cor-

rectly regard the verse as indicating that the baptism of Jesus took place during

the period of John's active labors in baptizing the people. Certainly kv points

to this sense, and the aorist ^aTZTicdfjvai is used because the writer conceives of

John's labors as a whole.

XXXVII. Ver. 23. -ijv 'lijaovq apx6/J,evog uael kruv TpidnovTa.

The above order is now generally accepted (see critical note), and serves to

confirm the interjjretation of Mej'er (see his foot-note, p. 298). So Weiss ed. Mey.

Comp. R. V. : "And Jesus Himself, when He began to teach, was about thirty

years of age."

XXXVIII. Ver. 23. uv vlog, ug evo/nii^eTo, 'lum'/cj).

This order is well attested and now generally accepted. It favors the view

which makes what follows a genealogy of Mary. Weiss ed. Mey. throughout

opposes the theory of Meyer in regard to the genealogy. He omits the stric-

tures iipon Wieseler's interpretation, and says: "It cannot be denied that,

through the critically-attested absence of the article before 'Iwd^^, this is con-

nected more closely with em/ulCeTo and separated from the following genitives."

This, it will be seen, is emphatically true with the above order. Meyer does

not fairly face the question as it is presented by the correct text. As regards his

exegetical position Weiss says: " But the assumption that Luke would here

give the genealogy of the foster-father Joseph, which Meyer still so emphat-
ically presses, is, notwithstanding, exegetically impossible. For he is not here

described as a foster-father, but as his supposed father, and the genealogy of

such an one can have for Jesus absolutely no significance. Hence all the fol-

lowing genitives, although they certainly could be subordinated one to the

other, must be co-ordinated, so that all are alike dependent on vioc, and Jesus

is described as the son of all these men in the sense in which elsewhere He la

called a son of David, a son of Abraham, etc. For it is self-evident that Jesus,

who was only reputed a son of Joseph, could be a son of Heli only through His
mother, whose ancestors were all these further-named men, that are then at the

same time all His ancestors." (See further below, Note XLII.)

XXXIX. Ver. 23. The Year.

The chronological question is much simplified by reckoning "the fifteenth

year" (ver. 1) from the beginning of the joint reign of Tiberius, as Weiss ed.

Mey. remarks. If we reckon from the sole reign, the first passover of our Lord's
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ministr}' would fall in 782 ; on the Tripaschal theory, this wonld make the

year of His death 784 ; on the Qiiadripaschal, it would be 785. Both dates are

too late, according to the testimony of TertuUian. Moreover, since the date of

Christ's birth must bo jilaced before the death of Herod, Meyer's date (Aug.

19, 781-2) would make the beginning of the ministry when our Lord was

nearly, if not fiiUy, thirty-two years of age, since allowance must be made for

the preceding ministry of the Bajitist, and also for the interval between the

Nativity and the death of Herod. The term uaci might cover two additional

years, but it is unlikely that Luke would use it so loosely. Many authors, here

also, are quite confused in their reckoning.

XL. Ver. 27. tov Zopoftdj3£?i, tov J^aXadiyX.

The identity of these persons with those named in Matthew's genealogical list

cannot be proven : the fact that other identical names refer to different per-

sons in the two lists at least forbids the creating of a difficulty by insisting upon
the identity here.

XLI. Ver. 38. tov A6d/ii, tov 6eov.

Weiss ed. Mey. remarks upon this : "It cannot possibly indicate that Adam
was the son of God as Seth was the son of Adam. For even if it were pos-

sible to regard the creation of Adam by God in the biblical sense as a begetting

by Him, the mention of this circumstance would be here entirely superfluous, or

it would present the 'Divine Sonship of Jesus as mediated through Adam (and

all his posterity),' which certainly cannot be the design of Luke. This exeget-

ical impossibility is avoided only by accepting the genitives as co-ordinate, and
allowing Jesus to be described both as the son of His human ancestors (on the

side of Mary) and as the son of God, which in this connection indeed can be

understood only of His being physically begotten by the miraculous power of

God (comp. i. 35). Thus the conchision of the genealogy confirms the result

reached in regard to ver. 23.

"

XLII. Tlie Two Genealogies.

Meyer's explanation of the difference between the two genealogies is rendered

unnecessary by the view, so strongly advocated by Weiss, that on exegetical

grounds that of Luke must be regarded as containing the ancestry of Mary.

Moreover, this explanation is in itself improbaV)le, since obscurity of lineage

was uncommon among the Jews. Chaps, i. 27, ii. 4 imi)ly that the genealogy

of Joseph was well known."- It follows that all the artificial attempts at recon-

ciliation cited by Meyer from Julius Africanus to Schleiermacher are also un-

necessary. " But the exegetical result remains untouched by these futile at-

tempts. . . . Liike presupposes the Davidic descent of Mary (against Meyer), as

also Justin {Dial. § 100) and other Fathers do, and the Talmud
(
Tr. Choijig. 77, 4)

calls her a daughter of Heli. To this may be added that our genealogy is

derived from the same source as the preliminary hi.story" (Weiss ed. Mey.).

This last consideration, in view of the probability that this source was origi-

nally connected with the family circle of Mary, is of much weight. That Luke
confused the genealogj' of Mary with that of Joseph, is as unlikely in itself as it

is contrary to the results of exegesis. The inoonsecjuence of his introducing a

genealogy of Joseph, knowing it to be such, has already been sufficiently indi-

cated.
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CHAPTER IV.

Veb. 1. elg TTjv epri/j.ov'] B D L X, Sahid. codd. of It. have ev ry epr/fiu. Ap-

proved by Griesb., adopted by Lachni. and Tisch. The Recepta is a mechanical

alteration in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 2. Before iwelvaae I!.lz. Scholz

have varepop, in opposition to B D L X, vss. Cyr. Beda. From Matt. iv. 2. —
Ver. 3. Following nearly the same evidence, read with Lachm. and Tisch. sIkev

6e instead of nal eIttev. — Ver. 4. a?i?C ettI ttcivtI p?//LLaTi Qeov] is wanting in B L X,

Sahid. Left out by Tisch. [W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V., bracketed by Treg.].

But almost all the versions and Fathers vouch for these words ; if they had

been added, they would, especially in an expression so well known and fre-

quently quoted, have been more closely and perfectly adapted to Matthew. —
Ver. 5. didl3o?iog'\ is wanting in B D L X, min. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cant. Con-

demned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matthew. There is

almost quite as strong evidence against slg opoq i'-ip., which nevertheless is found

in D, but with the addition of Tilav. Lachm. has bracketed eif opog vtp. Tisch.

has rightly deleted it. The expression avay. by itself seemed to be in need oi

the more exact definition, and so it was added from Matthew. — Ver. 7. Instead

of TTaaa, Elz. has ndvra, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matt. iv. 9.

— Ver. 8. Instead of ykypaTTTaL by itself, Elz. has : vTzays bniau fiov aaravd- yeypa-

TZTQi yap. So also has Scholz, but without yap ; Lachm. has vtt. bw. p.. a. in

brackets, and has deleted yap. Against vn. ok. p. a. are B D L S *<, min. and

most of the vss. Or. Vigil. Ambr. Bede ; against yap there is decisive evidence.

Both the one and the other, deleted by Tisch. , are interpolations ; see on Matt.

iv. 10. — Ver. 9. Instead of wof Elz. has 6 vloq, in opposition to evidence so de-

cisive that wof without the article is not to be derived from ver. 3. — Ver. 11.

Instead of Kai Elz. and the Edd. have Kal on. As this on has by no means the

preponderance of evidence against it, and as its omission here may be so easily ac-

counted for by its omission in the parallel passage in Matthew, it ought not to

have been condemned by Griesb.— [Ver. 16. Weiss calls attention to the fact that

the form 'Nal^apd is attested by weighty authorities only here (K B S) and Matt.

iv. 13.— Kecent editors, K. V., with ABA, etc., read TEdpapphog (Eec), for which

Tisch. substitutes avavEBp., with N L, 33, 69.] — Ver. 17. dvaivTv^ag] A B L 2 33,

Syr. Copt. Jer. have dvoi^ag. So Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] ;
but it is an

interpretation of the word dvanr., which occurs in the New Testament only in

this place. — Ver. 18. The form e'Ivekev (Elz. evekev) is decisively attested. Not

so decisively, but still with preponderating evidence, is EvayyEliaaadai, (Elz.

evayyelii^Eadai) also attested. — After dnEaTaTiKE ps Elz. and Scholz (Lachm. in

brackets) have IdaaaOac rovg awTETpippevovg ttjv KapSiav, which is not found in

B D L A «, min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. It. Sax. Or. and many Fathers. An

addition from the LXX. — Ver. 23. Instead of Elg Kair. (Tisch. following B [and

K] : Eig TTjv KflTT.) Elz. Scholz have iv ry Kott., in opposition to B D L X, min.

Marcion, the reading in these authorities being Eig. An amendment. Comp.

the following h ry narp. a. —Ver. 25. inl ettj\ B D, min, vss, have merely irri.

20
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So Lacbm. [Treg., W. and Hort, text]. But how easily EDI would drop out as

superfluous, and that too when standing before ETH, a word not unlike EIII in

form !— Ver. 26. S^dwiof] ABCDLXrX, min. vss., including Vulg. It. Or.,

have liduvia^. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From the

LXX. 1 Kings xvii. 9. [But recent editors, R. V., accept the abundantly attested

2«5wi'/af.] — Yer. 29. Before cxpfAn^ Elz. and Lachm. (the latter by mistake) have

rr/f, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Instead of uote Elz. and Scholz have

elf -6, in oi^position to B D L X, min. Marcion, Or. An interpretation.— [Ver.

33. ?^yuv is probably from Mark ; omitted by Tisch., W. and Hort, "Weiss,

E. v., with X B L.] —Ver. 35. i^] B D L V =: K, min. Vulg. It. Or. have utt'.

Approved by Griesb. and Schulz. Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Eightly
;

Luke always expresses himself thus. See immediately afterwards the expres-

sion t^ijWEv an' avTov, which is in correspondence with Christ's command.

[Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with X A B C L, and most, read to hegov.I —
Ver. 38. £«] B C D L Q J<, min. Or. Cant, have a-no. Approved by Griesb.,

adopted by Tisch. Eightly ; e/i is from Mark i. 29. — The article before TievBepd

(in Elz.) has decisive evidence against it. — Ver. 40. k-ideio] Lachm. and Tisch.

have iTTiTidek, following B D Q H, min. Vulg. It. Or. i-iBei^ was the form

most familiar to the transcribers. [The same authorities sustain idepanevev ; ac-

cepted bj' Tisch., recent editors.]— Ver. 41. /cpdijwra] Lachm. Tisch. have Kpav-

yd^ovra, following ADEGHQUVFA, min. Or. Eightly ; the more current

word was inserted. [Treg. text, W. and Hort, E. V. , have Kpd^ov-a. ] After ah el

'Elz. Scholz have 6 XpiarSg, which has such weighty evidence against it that it

must be regarded as a gloss. — Ver. 42. Instead of i-£^r/roin> Elz. has e^r/row, in

opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 43. elg rov-o a~tara}.fiai\ Lachm. and

Tisch. have IttI tovto dnsardArji'. Eightly ; k~l is in B L J<, min., and anEard/jjv

in B D L X K, min. Both the fif and the perfect form are taken from Mark i.

38, Elz.— [Ver. 44. Tisch. Treg. W. and Hort, E. V., with X B D, read fl? r.

cvvayuydq. — Instead of TaM^Miaq (Eec. Tisch. Treg. text, W. and Hort marg.

,

E. V. text, following A D and most, Vulg.) the reading 'lov6alaq is found in

N B C L, Copt. It is the more difficult, hence probably altered ; accepted by

Treg. marg., "W. and Hort. text, Weiss, E. V. marg.]

Vv. 1-13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11. Comp. Mark i. 13. — According to

the reading iv ry tpT/fxu) (see the critical remarks), Luke says : and He zcas led

h/ the (Holy) Spirit in tTie wilderness, whilst He xcasfor forty days temjited of

the devil. Thus the Spirit had Him in His guidance as His ruling principle

(Rom. viii. 14). Luke relates besides, varying from Matthew, that Jesus

(1) during forty days (comp. Mark i. 13) was tempted of the devil (how ?

is not specified), and that then, (2) moreover, the three special temptations

related in detail occurred.' [See Mark, Note VI., p. 26.] This variation

from Matthew remained also in the Recepta eZf rr)v Ipnf^ov, in resiicct of which

1 According to Hilgenfeld, Luke's dcpcn- tations (see on Matt. iv. 5, Rem.), and the

dence on Mattliew and Mark is said to be omission of tiie anpels' ministry, would be

manifested with special clearness from his incomprehensible (which Ililpcnfeld there-

narrative of the temptation. But just in fore declares to be a pure invention), as,

regard to this narrative he must have fol- moreover, the axP' xaipov (ver. 1.3) peculiar

lowed a distinct source, because otherwise to Luke points to another source,

his variation in the sequence of the temp-
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the translation would be : He was led of the Spirit into the wilderness in order

to he tempted of the devil during the space of foi'ty days (by reason of the

present participle, see on ii. 45). — Ver. 3. tu liBu roi^rw] more concrete than

Matt. iv. 4. — Ver. 5. avayayuv] (see the critical remarks) he led Him uj)-

icards from the wilderness to a more loftily situated place. The "very high

mountain" (Matthew) is a more exact definition due to the further devel-

oped tradition. Luke has drawn from another source. — ev ariy/iy xp- ] in «

jwint of time, ' in a moment, a magically simultaneous glimpse ; a peculiar

feature of the representation.''— Ver. 6. avruv] tuv fiaaileiuv. — Observe the

emphasis of aol . . . e/noi . . . av (ver. 7). — napaSESoTai] hy Ood, which the

boastful devil cunningly intends to have tahen for granted. — Ver. 10 f. o-i]

not recitative, but : that, and then koI on : and that. Comp. vii. 16.

[Sec Note XLIII., p. 315.] Otherwise in Matt. iv. 6. — fi^KOTs] ne unquam,
" lest at any time," not necessarily to be written separately (Bornemann).^—
Ver. 13. izavTa-Keipaafi.'] every temptation, so that he had no further temptation

in readiness. "Omnia tela consumsit," "He exhausted all his darts, " Bengel.

— axpi- Kaipoii] until a fitting season, w^hen he would appear anew against Him
to tempt Him. It is to be taken snljectively of the purpose and idea of the devil

;

he thought at some later time, at some more fortunate hour, to be able with

better success to approach Him. Historically he did not undertake this again

directly, but indirectly, as it repeatedly occurred by means of the Pharisees,

etc. (John viii. 40 fE.), and at last by means of Judas, xxii. 3 *
; but with

what glorious result for the tempted ! Comp. John xiv. 30. The difference of

meaning which Tittmann, Synon. p. 37, has asserted (according to which

axpi- Kaipov is said to be equivalent to ewf reXov^) is pure invention. See

Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308 f. Whether, moreover, the characteristic ad-

dition axpi Kaipov is a remnant of the primitive form of this narrative

(Ewald) or is appended from later reflection, is an open question. But it

is hardly an addition inserted by Luhe himself (Bleek, Holtzmann, and
others), since it is connected with the omission of the ministry of the angels.

This omission is not to be attributed to a realistic effort on the part of Luke
(Holtzmann, but see xxii. 43), but must have been a feature of the source

used by Mm, and hence the axpL Kaipov must also have already formed part

of it.

' On the expression, comp. Plut. Mor. withstanding their varied local situation

p. 104 A ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 126. upon the whole earth. Bengel says appro-
^ The various attempts to make this iv priately, ''acuta tentatio," "an acute temp-

•fTiyMTJ xpovov intelligible may be seen in tation."

Nebe, d. Versuch. d. Herrn, Wetzlar 1857' ' See rather EUendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 107

;

p. 109 fif. The author himself, regarding Lipsius, Gramvi. Unters. p. 129 f.

the temptation as an actual external his- * According to Wieseler, Srjnopse, p. 201,

tory, avails himself of the analogy of the the persecutions on the part of the Jews are

fatum morganum, but says that before the meant, which had begun, John v. 15-18 fif.

;

eye of the Lord the magical picture imme- there would therefore be a longer interval

diately dissolved. But according to the between vv. 13, 14 But a comparison of

connection eV unyij.. xP- does not mean that ver. 14 with ver. 1 shows that this interval

the appearance tefe(/ only a single moment, is introduced in the harmonistic interest;

but that the whole of the kingdoms were moreover, Hofmann's reference to the

brought within the view of Jesus, not as it agony in Gethsemane (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 317)

were successively, but in one moment, not- is introduced, since not this, but probably
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Ver. 14. Comp. on Matt. iv. 13 ; Mark i. 14. The public Galilean min-

istry of Jesus l)egins, ver. 14 forming the introduction, after which, in ver.

15 IT., the fletailed narrative follows. Schleiermacher, Schr. d. LuTc. p. 50,

arbitrarily, and contrary to the analogy of the parallels, says: that ver. 15 f.

was the conclusion of a document which embraced the baptism, the gen-

ealogy, and the temptation. — iv t. (h'vdfi. tov nv.] invested with the power

of the Holy Spirit: "post victoriam corroboratus," " strengthened after

victory," Bcngcl. — kuI 4>j'/fii} k.t.X.] and minor went forth, etc., not anticipat-

ing wliat follows in ver. 15 (de Wette) ; but it is the rumor of the return of

the man who had l)een so distinguislicd at his baptism, and had then for

upwards of forty days been concealed from view, that is meant. — koB' olt]^

K.T.I.'] round about the whole neighborhood. Acts viii. 31, 43.

Ver. 15. AirtJf] Uc Himaelf, the person as opposed to their report.

Ver. 16. As to the relation of the following incident to the similar one in

Matt. xiii. 53 ff., Mark vi. 1 ff., see on Matthew. No argument can be

drawn from ver. 23 against the view that the incidents are different, for

therein a ministry at Capernaum would already be presupposed (Schleier-

macher, Kern, de Wette, Weiss, Bleek, Holtzmann, and others), as a pre-

vious ministry in that same j^lace in the course of a journey (not while re-

.siding there) is fully established by vv. 14, 15. According to Ewald (comp.

also his Oesch. Chr. p. 345), who, moreover, rightly distinguishes the pres-

ent from the subsequent appearance at Nazareth, there are incorporated

together in Luke two distinct narratives about the discourses of Jesus in

Nazareth. But with reference to the mention of Capernaum at ver. 23, see

above ; the connection, however, between vv. 22 and 23 is sufficiently

effected by ovx oWoq tanv 6 vlbg 'Iwar/^. In ver. 31 ff. it is not the first ap-

pearance of Jesus at Ca])ernaum in general that is related, but the first por-

tion of His ministry after taking nj) Ilis renidence there (ver. 31), and a spe-

cial fact which occurred during that ministry is broiight into prominence

(ver. 33 ff.). According to Kostlin, p. 205, L\ike met with the narrative at

a later place in the Gospel history, but })laced it here earlier, and allowed

the yrvofi. fir Knipnpv. inap])ro])riately to remain because it might at a pinch

be referred to ver. 15. Assuredly he did not proceed so frivolously and

awkwardly, although Holtzmann also (comp. Weizsiicker, p. 398), follow-

ing Schleiermacher, etc., accuses him of such an anticii)ation and self-

contradiction, and, moreover, following Baur and Hilgenfeld, makes this

anticipation find its motive withal in the supposed typical tcndencj' of ver.

24. [See Note XLIV., p. 315.] — ov f/v Trdfynft/n.] an observation inserted to

account for the circumstances mentioned in vv. 22, 23. — mra to nu8. uvtui]

refers to llis visiting the synagogue on the Sabbath, not also to the arlart;.

The Sabbath visit to the synagogue was certainly His custom from His

youth up.' — avioTT] avnyvuvai'] for the Scripture was read standing (Vitringn,

Srjnag. p. 135 f. ; Lightfoot, j). 7G0 f. ; Wetstein in loc.) ; so when Jesus

the whole opposition of the hierarchy (Jo)in devil.

viii. -l-l), and finally the crime of .Judas ' f'omp. Bengcl and Lange, L. J. II. 2,

(John xiii. 2, 27), appears as the work of the p. 545.
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stood up it was a sign that He wished to read. It is true, a superintendent

of the synagogue was accustomed to summon to the reading the person

whom he regarded as being fitted for it ; but in the case of Jesus, His offer-

ing Himself is as much in keeping with His peculiar pre-eminence, as is the

immediate acquiescence in His application.

Ver. 17. ''E,^Te666T)^^ it was given up to Him—that is to say, by the officer of

the synagogue, Lightfoot, p. 763. — 'Uaatov] the reading of the Parascha

(section out of the law), which preceded that of the Ilaphtlmra (prophetic

section), appears to have been already concluded, and perhaps there was ac-

tually in the course a Haphthara from Isaiah.' But in accordance with His

special character (as Kvpcog tov aaji^drov, Matt. xii. 8), Jesus takes the section

which He lights upon as soon as it is unrolled {avanr., comp. Herod, i. 48,

125), and this was a very characteristic Messianic passage, describing by

very definite marks the Messiah's person and work. By avanrv^ag [see crit-

ical note] TO (iLJil. and svpe the lighting exactly on this passage is repre-

sented SiS fortuitous, but just on that account as being divinely ordered (ac-

cording to Theophylact : not Kara avvrvxiav, but avrov fieAr/cai'Toc).

Vv. 18, 19. Isa. Ixi. 1, 2, following the LXX. freely. The historical

meaning is : that He, the prophet, is inspired and ordained by God to an-

nounce to the deeply unfortunate people in their banishment their liberation

from captivity, and the blessed future of the restored and glorified theoc-

racy that shall follow thereupon. The Messianic fulfilment of this announce-

ment, i.e., the realization of their theocratic idea, came to pass in Christ

and His ministry.*— ov etve/cev] in the original text |J?1 : because, and to this

corresponds ov eIv€k£v : propterea quod, because, as ovvekev is very frequently

thus used by the classical writers. The expression of the LXX., which

Luke preserves, is therefore not erroneous (de Wette and others), nor do

the words ov t'lveKev introduce the protasis of a sentence whose apodosis is

left out (Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. II. p. 96).'— ez/J'^f] a concrete de-

scription, borrowed from the anointing of the prophets (1 Kings xix. 16)

and priests (Ex. xxviii. 41, xxx. 30), of the consecration, which in this in-

stance is to be conceived of as talcing place ty means of the spiritual investi-

ture.'^ — nruxoi-o] the poor ^'"\)yi.,. See on Matt. v. 3. They—in the original

Hebrew the unhappy exiles—are more precisely designated by a!;j;^a/l(jr. , as

well as by the epithets, which are to be taken in their historical sense typi-

cally, Tv^lolq and TEdpava/iivovc (crushed to pieces), whereby the misery of the

TTTuxoi is represented as a blinding and a bruising. According to the typi-

cal reference to the Messiah, these predicates refer to the misery of the spirit-

ual bondage, the cessation of which the Messiah was to announce and (aKoa-

TdXai) to accomplish. Moreover, the LXX. varies considerably from the

' The arrangement of the present Haph- Schweighaflser, Lex. sub. verb.), Bern. 45. 11.

tharas was not yet settled at the time of See generally, Kriiger, II. § 68. 19. 1 f.

Jesus. See Zunz, Oottesd. Vortriige d. Juden, * Observe the difference of tense, expio-e . . .

p. 6. a7r£a-TaA(ce : lie anointed me, lie hath sent me
* Comp. Schlelermacher, L. J. p. 270 f. (and I am here 1) ; also the lively asyndeton

^ The form t'ivfKtv (2 Cor. vii. 12) is, in the two verbs (anecr. without xaC), a well

moreover, classical ; it occurs in Pindar, as also in the three infinitives.

Isthm, viii. 69, frequently in Herodotus (see
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original Hebrew (doubtless the result of a various reading which mixed

with this passage the parallel in Isa. xlii. 7), and Luke again does not agree

with the LXX., especially in anoaTel?.ai reftpavafi. iv CKpeaei, which words are

from Isa. Iviii. 6, whence Luke (not Jesus, who indeed read from the roll of

the book) or his informant relating from memory having taken them erro-

neously, but by an association of ideas easily explained mixed them up in

this place. — kviavrdv Kvpiov SektSv} an acceptable year of the Lord, i.e., a wel-

come, blessed year belonging to Jehovah, whereby is to be understood in

the typical reference of the passage the Messianic period of blessing, while

in the historical sense the blessed future of the theocracy after the exile is de-

noted by the words '^i'^:/ fl^")"^^^* *-^-) ^ y^"" of satisfaction for Jehovah,

which will be for Jehovah the time to show His satisfaction to His people

(comp. ii. 14). The passage before us is strangely abused by the Valentin-

ians, Clemens, Horn. xvii. 19, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, and many

more, to limit the ministry of Jesus to the space of one year,^ which even

the connection of the original text, in which a day of vengeance against the

enemies of God's people follows, ought to have prevented. Even Wieseler,

p. 272, makes an extraordinary chronological use of kviavrdq and of ar/fiepov,

ver. 21, in support of his assumption of a parallel with John vi. 1 S. in re-

gard to time, according to which the sojourn of Jesus in Nazareth is said to

have fallen on the Sabbath after Purim 782. The year is an allusion to the

year ofjubilee (Lev. xxv. 9), as an inferior prefigurative type of the Messian-

ic redemption. The three infinitives are parallel and dependent on anearaAKi

fie, whose purpose they specify. — tv a0e<7c<] a well-known constructio preg-

nane : so that they are now in the condition of deliverance (Polybius, i. 79.

12, xxii. 9. 17), comp. ii. 39.

Vv. 20, 21. Tcj vTTi/psTtj] Ijnn, to the officer of the synagogue, who had to

take the book-roll back to its place, after it had been folded up by Jesus

(nrv^ag corresponding to the avanrv^ag of ver. 17). — eKaftcae] in order now

to teach upon the passage which had been read,—this was done sitting

(Zunz, Gottesd. Vortrilge d. Juden, p. 337).

—

w^aro] He began. Bengel ap-

propriately says: "Sollcnne initium," "a solemn beginning."— iv rolg

l>clv vfiuv] in your ears is this Scripture (this which is written, see on Mark

xii. 10) fulfilled—to wit, by the fact that the voice of Him of whom the

prophet prophesied has entered into your ears. A concrete individualizing

mode of expression. " How decisively the passage before us testifies in favor

of the fact that from the beginning of His ministry Jesus already had the

clear and certain consciousness that He was the Messiah ! ^ Moreover, that

nothing but the theme of the discourse delivered by Jesus is here given is

' Keim also, I). fjescMchtl. Chr. p. 140 ff., place. But the Gospel of John stands de-

has very recently arrived at this conclusion cidedly opposed to the one-year duration of

in view of Origen's statement, de princip. Christ's official teaching. See, besides, the

iv.5: "ayear and a few months," and that discussions on the subject in Weizsftcker,

too on the pround of the calculation of the p. 30C. ff.

Baptist's death, according to tlie account of ^ Comp. i. 44, ix. 44 ; Acts xi. 22 ; Jas. v.

Josephus, Antt. xvlii. 5, concerning the war 4 ; Ecclus. xxv. 9 ; 1 Mace. x. 7 ; Bar. 1. 3 f.;

of Antipas against Aretas. The te-sting of LXX. Isa. v. 9.

this combination does not belong to this ' Comp. Beyschlag, ChrUl. d. X. T. p. 36 f.
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manifest from the passage itself, as well as from ver. 22 ; but He has

placed it remarkably close to the beginning of His discourse, and so led

the hearer all at once in mediam rem (comp. Zunz, as above, p. 353).

Grotius well says :

'

' Hoc exordio usus Jesus explicavit prophetae locum et

explicando implevit," "By this exordium of application Jesus explained

the passage of the prophet, and by explaining fulfilled it."

Ver. 22. 'E/zaprvp. airu] testified in His lehalf, praising Him.'

—

ettI toIq

"kdyoic, TTjq ;)fdp<roc] at the sayings of graciousness (genitivus qualitatis) .^— /cat

iTiE-yov] not : at nonnulli dicebant, ^^but some icere saying,'''' 'K\i.moG\ Paulus,

and older commentators ; but their amazement, which ought to have been

expressed simply at the matter of fact, showed itself, after the fashion

of the Abderites, from the background of a limited regard for the per-

son with whom they knew that these Idyov^ r. x^P^'''^^ ^^^ i^o^ corre-

spond. [See Note XLV., p. 315]. — 6 vloq ''luar]<f\ If Luke had intended to

anticipate the later history of Matt. xiii. and Mark vi., for what purpose

would he have omitted the brothers and sisters ?

Vv. 23, 24. Whether what follows, as far as ver. 27, is taken from the

Logia (Ewald), or from some other written source (Kostlin), or from oral

tradition (Holtzmann), cannot be determined. But the Logia offers itself

most obviously as the source. [See Note XLVI.
, p. 315. ] — rravrwf] certainly ;

a certainty that this would be the case. See on 1 Cor. ix. 10. — larpe k-t.!."]

a figurative proverb {napajio'/Jj, ''?'?) that occurs also among the Greeks, the

Romans, and the Rabbins. See Wetstein and Lightfoot. The meaning here

is : If thou desirest to be a helper of others (vv, 18, 19, 21), first help thyself

from the malady under which thou art suffering
,
from the want of consideration

and esteem which attaches to thee ; which healing of Himself, as they think,

must be effected by means of miracle as a sign of divine attestation. See

what follows. Others understand it : Hel^ thine ownfellow-townsmen (Tla.eo-

phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, and

others, also Paulus, de "Wette, Schegg, Bisping). This is opposed to the

meaning of the words, as cEavrov and 'inrpE can only be one person. More-

over, the parabolic word concerning the jihysician is retained only in Luke,

whom it might specially interest. — eIc Ka^apvaov/z] (the name is to be writ-

ten thus in Luke also, with Lachmann and Tischendorf) indicates the direc-

tion of jEvSfiEva, which took place at Capernaum (Bernhardy, p. 220), comp.

on xxviii. 6. The petty jealousy felt by the small towns against Caper-

naum is manifest here. — dxk kv r?}. Trarp. mv] here in thy hirth-pdace. After

the adverb of place comes the place itself, by way of a more vivid designa-

tion. ^— Ver. 24. But the hindrance to the fulfilment of that wapa(3oh% and

also to the working here as at Capernaum, is found in the fact that no proph-

et, etc. According to this, it is unfounded for Baur, Evang. p. 506, to as-

sume that the writer here understood Trarpic in a wider reference,'' so that

' See Kypke, Loesner, and Krebs. Fre- 16, xxxvii. 21.

quently in the Acts, Rom. x. 2, Gal. iv. 15, ^ Bornemann, Schol. p. 34 ; Fritzsche, ad
and elsewhere. Mcnv. p. 22.

^ Comp. on Col. iv. C ; Hom. Od. viii. 175 : * Comp. Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 1G8, " the
xopic a.ii.<i>inepL<TTe<t>eTai. erreWo-tv ; Ecclus. xxi. Jewish home of Christianity ;" Holtzmann
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Paul's experience in the Acts of the Apostles—of being compelled, when re-

jected by the Jews, to turn to the Gentiles—had already had its precedent

here in the history of Jesus Himself. That the whole section—to wit, from

Kol (pT/fiJj, ver. 14, to ver. 30—is an interpolation from the hand of the re-

dactor, is asserted by Baur, MarTcusevang. ji. 218. — dne Je] after ver. 23 let

a significant pause be supposed.

Vv. 25, 26. In order, however, to quote to you historical examples, in which

the miraculous power of the prophets was ])ut forth, not for countrymen, but

for strangers, nay, for Gentiles, I assure you, etc. Jesus knew that here this

sternness and open decisiveness on His part Avere not at all out of place, and

that He need not hope to win His hearers ; this is only confirmed by the

later similar incident in Matt. xiii. 54 ff. — 'tnl etjj rpia k. iiijvac ef] so also

Jas. V. 17. But according to 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1, the rain returned in

the third year. Jesus, as also James (see Huther in loc), follows, according

to Luke, the Jewish tradition (Jalkut Schimoni on 1 Kings xvi. in Surenhu-

sius, Karall. p. 681), in which in general the number 3| ( = -^ of 7) in the

measurement of time (especially a time of misfortune, according to Dan. xii.

7) had become time-honored (Lightfoot, p. 756, 950 ; Otto, Spidleg. p. 142).

It was arbitrary and unsatisfactory to reckon (before 1 Kings xvii. 1), in ad-

dition to the three years, the naturally rainless six months precedhig the rainy

season (Benson on Jas. v. 17 ; Wetstein, Wiesinger, and others ; comp. also

Lange, II. p. 547 f.), or to date the third year (Beza, Olshausen, Schegg)

from the flight of Elijah to Sarepta (1 Kings xvii. 9). — 'Kuanv t. yf/v] not the

whole r<?^i(??i(Beza),but the whole earth ; popularly hyperbolical.—On Sarep-

ta, situated between Tyre andSidon, and belonging to the territory of the lat-

ter, now the village of Surafend, see Robinson, Palestine, IH. p. 690 ff. —
S(fTwvof] the name of the town of Sidon, as that in whose territory Sarejita lay.

[See critical note.] — fieyag] inxv. 14 Xi/x6g \& feminine, as it passed over from

the Doric into the KOLvy (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 188). But in this place tlie

reading //ey«;i;;, approved by Valckenaer, is so weakly attested that it cannot

be thought of. — el //?)] notse<^ (Beza, Kuinoel), but nisi ; see on Matt. xii. 4.

Ver. 27. See 2 Kings v. 14. — 'fK'i\ at the time, iii. 2.

Ver. 29. "Ewf h^pvoq rov opovqA^ up to the hfty brinlc (stipercilium) of the hill.
'

This situation of l^vizwtcthtipon ahill (kf ov), i.e., hard h/ahiU,is still entire-

ly in accordance with its present position,—"the houses stand on the lower

part of the slope of the western hill, which rises steep and high above

them," Robinson, Pal. III. p. 419. Especially near the present Maronite

church the mountain wall descends right down from forty to fifty feet,"

Robinson, I.e. p. 423 ; Ritter, ErdJc. XVI. p. 744. — cjare] of what, as they

figured to themselves the result was to be. See on Matt. xxiv. 24, xxvii. 1
;

also, p. 214. Whether in general Luke ' See Duncan, Lex. JTom., ed. Tlost, p. 877,

looked on the rejection of Christ in Naza- and Wetstein.

reth as a "significant prelude for the re- = The place which is pointed out by tra-

jection of Christ by His whole people" dition as the spot in question is at too great

(Weiss in the SUid. w. KHt. 1801, p. C97), a distance from the town. See Robinson,

cannot be decided at all, as he gives no hint I.e., and Korte, lieisen, p. 215 ff.

on the subject.
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comp. Luke ix. 52, xx. 20. — KaTaKpT//nv.] 2 Chron. xxv. 12 ; Dem. 446. 11
;

Josephus, Antt. ix. 9. 1.

Ver. 30. Airof Si] But He, on His part, while they thus dealt with Him.

—

6ia fieaov] emphatically : passed throtcgh the midst of them. According to

Paulus, it was suflBcient for this,
'

' that a man of the look and mien of Jesus

should turn round with determination in the face of such a mobile vulgus.''''

Comp. Lange, L. J. II. p. 548 : "an effect of His personal majesty ;" and

III. p. 376 : "a mysterious something in His nature." Comp. Bleek. Ac-

cording to Schenkel, the whole attempt on the person of Jesus is only a

later tradition. On the other hand, the old commentators have : (pfMvpovfie-

vog TTf Tivufievrf avTu OeSttjti, " guarded by the Deity united with Him," Euthy-

mius Zigabenus ; comp. Ambrosius, in addition to which it has been further

supposed that He became invisible (Grotius and others). The latter view is

altogether inappropriate, if only on account of did /leaov avr. But certainly

there is implied a restraint of his enemies which was miraculous and depend-

ent on the icill of Jesus. It is otherwise in John viii. 59 {iKpvfijj). Why
Jesus did not surrender Himself is rightly pointed out by Theophylact : ov

TO Tzadeiv (pevyuv, aTika rbv Kaipov ava/ievuv, "not fleeing from the suffering, but

awaiting the proper time."— eTvopeveTo] went on, that is to say, towards Ca-

pernaum, ver. 31, and therefore not back again to Nazareth as has been har-

monistically pretended.

Vv. 31-37. See on Mark i. 21-28, whom Luke with some slight variations

follows. — /car^yAiJev] Down from Nazareth, which lay higher up, to Caper-

naum, which was situated on the shore. Comp. Matt. iv. 13.

—

ttoTuv t.

TaPjA.] for here Capernaum occurs for the first time in Luke in the course of

the history (it is otherwise at ver. 23).

—

?jv 6i6d(jK.] expresses the constant

occupation of teaching oii the Sabbaths (otherwise in Mark), comp. on Matt,

vii. 29. [See Note XLVII., p. 315.]— Ver. 33. nvevfia Sai/iovlov aKaddprov]

The genitive is a genitive of apposition or of nearer definition (Winer,

p. 470 [E. T. 531-2]) ; and SaifidvLov, which, according to Greek usage, is

in itself applicable to either good or evil spirits, being used by Luke /or the

first time in this passage, is qualified by aKaddprov. — fa] not the imperative

of kdu (Vulg. : sine; Euthymius Zigabenus, ad Marc. d<peg t'lfj-ciq, comp. Syr.),

but " interjectio admirationis metu mixtae,'''' " an interjection of wonder min-

gled with fear" (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 465) : ha! Plato, Prot. p. 314 D.

Seldom occurring elsewhere in prose, even in the New Testament only in this

place (not Mark i. 24). See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 32 f., who, nevertheless,

traces back the origin of the expression to the imperative form. — ijWec

K.T.I.'] not interrogatively. The words themselves are simply taken from

Mark ; all the less therefore is any hint to be read into them of the redeem-

ing ministry of Jesus to the Gentile world (Baur, Evang. p. 429 f.). — Ver.

35. plrpav] is to be accented thus. '— elf /leaov] He threw him down into tha

Tnidst in the synagogue. The article might be, but is not necessarily added."

[See critical note.] Observe, moreover, that here Luke describes more

' See Bomemann, p. 4 ; comp., neverthe- ' See the instances from Homer in Dun-

less, Lipsius, Granim. TJnters. p. 31 flf. can, ed. Rost ; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. i. 8. 15
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vividly than Mark, although his description is too unimjoortant " to glorify

the miracle" (Holtzmann). — Vor. 36. r/f i ?.6yog oirof] not : quid hoc rei est?

(Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, Kuinoel, de Wette) ; but : what sort of a speech

is this? to wit, that which is related in ver. 35 ; comj). Theophylact : Wf jj

npdara^ii avrrj i;v Tcpoaraaaet, uri i^c/iOe if avrov k(u (l>i/Liuf)T/Ti, "what is this com-

mand which He commands, that it went forth from him and was still." It

is otherwise at ver. 32, where ?.6yog is the discourse which teaches; here,

the speech which commands. Mark i. 27 has, moreover, given the former

particular (the 6i6axr/) here again as the object of the people's astonishment

and conference ; but Luke, working after him, distinguishes the two, using

for both, indeed, the general expression ?.6yog, but clearly limiting this ex-

pression in ver. 32 by (hSa^^/, and in ver. 36 by kTviTaaaeu Baur decides

otherwise in the Theol. Jahrl). 1853, p. 70. — Sr<] since he, etc., accounts for

this question asked in astonishment. — iv k^ovaia k. dwafi. ] with authority and

power. The former is the authoi'ity which He possesses, the latter the ]wwer

which He hrings into operation. — Ver. 37. vx^r] noise (Acts ii. 2 ; Heb.

xii. 19), a stronger expression for rumor. The classical writers use i/xu thus

(Herod, ix. 24 ; Find. 01. xiv. 29).

Vv. 38-41. See on Matt. viii. 14-16 ; Mark i. 29-34. Matthew places the

narrative later, not till after the Sermon on the Mount. '— airo -ijq c\n>ayuy.'\ He
went from the synagogue into the house of Simon. The article before rnvBEpa

is not needed. [See Note XLVIII., p. 315.] Winer, p. 108 f. [E. T. 119 2.].

Luke, the physician, uses the technical expression for violent fever-heat : nvpe-

Tog fieyag (the opposite : fiiKpog). See Galen, De diff./ebr. 1, in Wetstein. —
ypurriaav] they aslced ; Peter, to ynt, and the members of the family,—hence it

is not the plural introduced here without reason only from Mark i. 30 (Weiss).

— knavu avryc] SO that He was bending over her. — ctcetih. -C) nvpETui] the

fever regarded as a hostile power, and as personal. Mark, whom Matthew fol-

lows, has not this detail ; whereas both have the touching with the hand.

A divergence in the tradition as to the miraculous method of cure. — avTolg]

refers to Jesus, Simon, and the other members of the family. Comp. iipu-

rriaav, ver. 38.— Ver. 40. aa^evoivrag vdaotg] according to Matthew, demoniacs

and sick persons (comp. Mark), with which Luke nevertheless also agrees at

ver. 41."

—

rag x^'^l>"-? iiriTideig] Matthew has ?.6y(.>, with reference, however,

to the demoniacs. In hi eKdaru, which need not be pressed (Weiss, Holtz-

mann), are implied the solicitude and the indefatigablencss of this miracu-

lous ministry of love. — XaT.dv, on] to speak, because. See on i\Iark i. 34.

Vv. 42-44. See on Mark i. 35-39, who is more precise and more vivid.—
The bringing of so many sick folks to Him, ver. 40, is to be explained, not

by this hasty departure, the appointment of which had been known (Schleier-

• The arrangement In Luke, so far as he ing Jesus had remained in (he house of S'lTnon,

places (oh. v.) the call of Peter later, is in therefore the sick were first brought to

any ca.se not arbitrarily }iroductd, although Ilim tliere. Thus it was neither with a
he follows the tradition which (as Matthew) view to avoiding the heat of the sun, nor to

does not include the companionship of choosing, from "delicacy of feeling," as

James and John (so Mark). Lunge supposes, the twilight for the public

^ All three also agree essentially as to the exhibition of infirmities.

time of day (SOfOfTO? roO ijAiov). Until the even-
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macher), but, in accordance with the text (ver. 37), by the fame which the

public healing of the demoniac in the synagogue had brought Him. — eug

avTov] not simply : to Him, but : even up to Hirn, they came in their search,

which therefore they did not discontinue until they found Him. Comp. 1

Mace. iii. 26 ; Acts ix. 38, xxiii. 23. — elg tovto] namely, to announce not

only here, but everywhere throughout the land, the kingdom of God. —
aKEaTa?.jLiai] It is otherwise in Mark i. 36, whose expression is original, but

had already acquired in the tradition that Luke here follows a doctrinal de-

velopment with a higher meaning. — [Ver. 44. See critical note and Note

XLIX., below.]

Notes by American Editob.

XLIII. Ver. 10 f. on . . . koX on.

The K. V. properly takes on in both cases as recitative ; so Weiss ed. May.,

who regards koi as indicating an omission in the citation which Luke has ex-

plained by the phrase : tov Sta(f)v?id^ai ce. Comp. also chap. vii. 16.

XLIV. Ver. 16 ff. The Rejection at Nazareth.

"Weiss ed. Mey. identifies this occurrence with that narrated by Matthew and

Mark, assigning it to the later period indicated by those Evangelists. The ar-

guments he presents are the usual ones in defence of this position. See against

the identity, Godet, Luke, pp. 154, 155, Am. ed.

XLV Ver. 22. /cat eXeyov.

Here Weiss (ed. Mey.) explains the saying in accordance with his view of the

chronological position, finding a certain indistinctness, occasioned by a rem-

iniscence of Mark vi. 2, 3. But this seems fanciful.

XLVI. Vv. 23, 24.

Meyer's theory that these verses are fi-om the Logia implies that the lan-

guage was not uttered on this occasion. But there is every reason to believe

that such proverbial sayings were repeated.

XLVII. Ver. 31. ^ Si6acKuv.

Weiss ed. Mey. explains this as referring to what was taking place when
what follows occurred ; so in Mark i. 22.

XLVIII. Ver. 38. 'Avaarag 6e a-rrb Tfjg avvayuyf/g.

The R. V. properly joins these words together : a conslrudio prcBgnaris ; so

Weiss ed. Mey. Meyer apparently connects and t. a. with the main verb.

XLIX. Ver. 44. ryg 'lovSaiag.

The evidence for this difficult reading is preponderant. The copyists would
readily alter it to Tahhiing. Godet naively says : "The absurd reading r^g
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'lovSalag, -which is founrl in the six jirincipal Alexandrian mss., should be a

caution to blind i)artisans of this text." But the presence of snch a reading

seems rather to attest the accuracy of these authorities.

Weiss ed. Mey. accepts the above reading, and explains the term as referring

to the entire Jewish country in general (so i. 5, vii. 17). " Luke probably

gives here a general sketch of our Lord's first circuit in Galilee, and includes

also the journey to Jerusalem mentioned in John v., which took place not very

long afterward (or before, according to some). It is characteristic of Luke to

sum up or anticipate thus." (Inter. Rev. Comm. Luke, p. 73.) The verse forms

a separate paragraph in the R. V,
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CHAPTER Y.

[Vek. 1. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following K A B L and versions, have

Kal oKoiiEiv, instead of tov a/c.] — Ver. 2. TheMSS. have aKenXwav (so "Elz. Scholz),

inXwav, ett^wov, awenT^wov. Tisch. has the second reading, Lachm. the third.

[So Treg., W. and Hort text, Weiss, E. V.] The preponderance of evidence

wavers between etvIwov (B D) and inlwav (C* L Q X K), and excludes the com-

pound form. Biit since, according to this, even the mss. which read the

Eecepki (AE F G, etc.) add to the evidence in favor of Itt/IwAN, this form re-

ceives the critical preponderance. The compound form is either a mere
clerical error (as Ev. 7 has even (Trtnlwov), or a gloss for the sake of more pre-

cise specification.— [Ver. 5. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., ovaiiavTC), follow-

ing X B, Copt., and read to, dkrva, attested by X B D L, Copt., and others.]

— Ver. 6. TrAf/Oog IxOvuv] So Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch., following the greater

number of the uncials, but not B D, which have txOvcjv nlfjdoQ, which Lachm.
has again restored. Comp. Vulg. and codd. of It. The reading of Griesb. is to

be preferred on account of its preponderating evidence, and still more because

the words Tvlfido^ iro/iv would more readily be brought together by the transcrib-

ers than separated. — Ver. 15. As iW avrov is wanting in important authorities,

in others stands after clkovfav, and A has «7r' avrov, it is rightly condemned
by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition by way of gloss. —
Ver. 17. eA^/li^dref] Lachm. has cweItjI. , following only A* D, min. Goth. Verc.

— avTovq\ Tisch. has avrov, following B L H X. Eightly ; avrovg arose from a

misunderstanding, because an accusative of the object appeared necessary. —
Ver. 19. TTolaq'] Elz. has Jm Tro/of, in opposition to decisive evidence. An in-

terpretation. — Ver. 21. With Lachm. and Tisch. read dfiapriag aipdvai, accord-

ing to B D L A, Cyr. Ambr. The Becepta is from Mark ii. 7. But in ver. 24

the form cKpelvai (Tisch.) is too weakly attested [Tisch. VIII. has o(/iifva<]. — Ver.

22. The omission of cnroKpid. (Lachm.) is too feebly accredited. — Ver. 24.

TrapaTieXvfievG)'] Lachm. has napaTwriKCt, following important authorities, but it

is taken from the parallels. — Ver. 25. Instead of e(f o, Elz. Scholz, Lachm.
have icp' 6. But the former has a preponderance of evidence in its favor,

and w more naturally occurred to the transcribers. — Ver. 28. 7jKo'kov6Tj<yEv'\

Lachm. and Tisch. have ijun'AovdEi, following B D L H 69. The Recepta is

taken from the parallels. — Ver. 29. Before Aew'f (Tisch. has on very good
authority AeveI^) the article (Elz.) is on decisive evidence deleted. — Ver. 30.

aitruv] is wanting in D F X N, min. vss., and is regarded with suspicion by
Griesb., but it was omitted as being superfluous and apparently irrelevant.

The arrangement oi (^apia. k. ol yp. avr. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted
in accordance with B C D L X, min. Vulg. It. and others. The Recepta is

taken from Mark ii. 16. The article before teIuvuv, which is not found in Elz.,

is adopted on decisive evidence by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. Kal afiapr.,

also, is so decisively attested that it is now rightly defended even by Tisch. —
Ver. 33. dca n] is wanting in B L E, 33, 157, Copt. ; deleted by Tisch. An ad-
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dition from the parallels. — Ver. 36. l/inTinv Katvov'] B D L X S X^ min. vss. have

cnrb 1/j.aTiov Kaivov cxioaq (yet ax'ioaq is not found in X, and also otherwise too

weakly attested). Eecommended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. But it is mani-

festly a gloss inserted for explaining the genitive, for which there appeared a

reason in this place although not in the parallels. [Eecent editors, B. V., accept

the abundantly attested aivo and Gxioa^.'\ — Gxif^^t is well attested by B C D L X
X, min., and av/icpuvrjaei still better (bj' the additional evidence of A). Approved

by Schulz, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Bightly ; cxK^i occurred at once in

consequence of the preceding knifidTCkei and of alpei in the parallels, and then

drew after it (jvfx<puvec. — Elz. has kiriplrifia to a. t. k. So also Scholz, Lachm.

Tisch. But with Griesb. and Kinck tTrijilrifia is to be condemned, as itis want-

ing in A E F K M K S U V T A, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl. ; in D it stands

after kuivov, and betrays itself as a gloss added to the absolute to. [Recent edi-

tors, E. v., following K B C L and many minor authorities, accept to etvI-

PATjfia TO a~6. The omission Meyer defends can readily be accounted for.] —
Ver. 38. Kal ajup. awTrip.'] is wanting in B L X, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb.

,

deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matt. ix. 17, from which passage also

Mark ii. 22 has been expanded. — Ver. 39. cv^fwf] is wanting in B C* L X, min.

Copt. Arm. Acth. Deleted by Tisch. An addition for more precise specifica-

tion. [The reading xpV^Toq is found in X B L, Copt. Syr., and is accepted by
Tisch., W. and Hort, Treg. text, Weiss (so E.. V. text). The Eec. : xpi'^'''OTepo^,

is an explanatory alteration ; so even Godet, who rarely follows the Alexan-

drian text.]

Vv. 1-11. Matt. iv. 18-22 and Mark i. 16-20 are parallel passages. Nev-

ertheless, the history of the calling in Luke, as compared with it in Matthew

and Mark, is essentially different, for in these latter the point of the incident

is the mere s^immons and promise (without the miracle, which, without alter-

ing the nature of the event, they could not have passed over ; in opposition

to Ebrard and others) ; in Luke it is the miracle of the draught of Jishes.

Moreover, in Matthew and Mark no previous acquaintance on the part of

Jesus with Peter is presupposed, although, probably, it is in Luke iv. 38 ff.,

whereby, at the same time, Luke falls into self-contradiction, since v. 8

does not allow it to be supposed that such miraculous experiences have pre-

viously occurred to him as, according to iv. 38 ff., Peter had already in

connection with Jesus. Luke follows a source of later and more plastic

tradition (in opposition to Schleiermacher, Sicffcrt, Neander, v. Ammon,
who ascribe to Luke the merit of being the earliest), which, fastening in

pursuit of symbolic meaning upon the promise in ver. 10 (IVIatt. iv. 19
;

Mark i. 17), glorified the story of the call of the fishermen by joining to it

a similar story of the draught of fishes, John xxi. (comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr.

p. 288) ; but in the historical sequence after iv. 38 ff. Luke has become

confused. [See Note L., p. 323 .seq.] — koi avTdc:'] not : he also, but : and he;

he an his part, in respect of this pressing (i-n-cKetcflai) of the people upon him,

Comp. on vv. 15, 17 ; as to kuI after iyhtTo, see on ver. 12. — trrAwav] "ut

peracto opere," "as though their work was finished," Beugel ; see ver. 5.

[See Note LI., p. 324.]— Ver. 4. inavdyayt, the special word forgoing out

into the deep sea (Xen, Hell. vi. 2. 28 ; 2 Mace, xii. 4) ; the singular in ref-
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erence to Peter alone, who was the steersman of the craft ; but ;j;aAd<Tarf

in reference to the whole fisher company in the vessel. Changes of number,

to be similarly accounted for by the connection, are often found in the clas-

sical writers. ' — Ver. 5. EniardTa] Superintendent (see in general, Gatacker,

Op. 'posth.
J).

877 ff., and Kypke, I. p. 228) occurs only in Luke in the New
Testament, and that, too, always addressed to Jesus, while he has not the

pa/3/3i which is so frequent in the other evangelists. Peter does not yet

address Him thus as Im doctrinal chief, but generally (vv. 1, 3). Comp.

xvii. 13. — vv/crdc] when fishing was accustomed to be carried on success-

fully. "^— £7rt] of the reason : for the sahe of Thy word (on the ground of Thy
word). Comp. Winer, p. 351 [E. T. 394]: " Senserat Petrus virtutem

verborum Jesu," "Peter had discerned the virtue of the words of Jesus,"

Bengel. Ovruq f/v ryv nhrtv Btpiioq /cat irpo ryq TricTEuq, Theophylact. — ;^;a/ld(7w]

Simon speaks thus in his capacity of captain. Comp. afterwards KoiijaavTeq.

— Ver. 6. dieppTjyvvTo] The tearing asunder ^ actually began, but was only

beginning. See on i. 59. The assistance for which they signalled prevented

further damage. The subsequent phrase ucts jSv^H^eadai is similar. Hence

there is no exaggeration (Valckenaer, de Wette). — Ver. 7. KarevEvaav] they

made signs to, according to Euthymius Zigabenus : /n^ Swd/ievoi lalfjaai and

T^g eKTvlr/^Eug k. tov ^6(iov,
'

' not being able to speak from their amazement

and their fear." So also Theophylact. This would have needed to he said.

In the whole incident nothing more is implied than that the other craft still

lying close to the shore, ver. 2, was too far away for the sound of the

voice to reach, and hence they were restricted to making signs, which,

moreover, for the fishermen of the other boat—who, according to ver. 4,

were doubtless eagerly giving attention—was quite sufficient. As to avlla^.
,

see on Phil. iv. 3. — Ver. 8. On npoaETTEaE t. ydvaai, comp. Soph. 0. . C.

1604. It might also be put in the accusative (Eur. Hec. 339, and thereon

Pflugk). — e^eWe'] out of the ship. He dimly recognizes in Christ a some-

thing superhuman, the manifestation of a holy divine power, and in the

consciousness of his own sinful nature he is terrified in the presence of

this power which may, perchance, cause some misfortune to befall him
;

just as men feared the like on the appearances of God or of angels.* Eisner

and Valckenaer are mistaken in saying that Peter speaks thus in accordance

with the notion that one ought not to stay on board a ship with any

criminal. ^ He does not indeed avow himself a criminal, but only as a sinful

man in general, who as such cannot without risk continue in the presence

of this QeIoq Kal vTTEp^vfjQ avdpuTvoc, "divine and marvellous man" (Euthymius

Zigabenus). See the later exaggeration of the sinfulness of the apostles

1 See Bornemann, Schol. p. 35 f
.

; Kiihner, cal interpretation of the wliole narrative in

ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 27. the Fathers (the ship, the church ; the net,

^ See Aristotle, H. A. viii. 19 ; Heindorf, the doctrine ; the sea, the heathen world,

ad Plat. Soph. p. 287. etc.).

2 Augustine has interpreted this tearing * Comp. 1 Kings xvii. 18. Euthymius Ziga-

of the nets allegorically of the herenes, and benus and Grotius in loc.

the Saxon Anonymus (p. 212 f.) of Judaism ' Cic. De Nat. Deor. iii. 37 ; Diog. Laert. i.

and the law ; both interpretations being 86 ; Horat. Od. iii. 2. 26 fif.

equally arbitrary. There is much allegori-
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before their call, in Barnabas 5.— Ver. 9. aypa] in this place is not tTie

draught, as at ver. 4, but that which was caught {to dTjpuiievov, Pol. v. 1), as

Xen. De Venat. xii. 3, xiii. 13, and frequently.— Ver. 10. This mention of

James and John at the end is one of the traces that the narrative grew out

of the older history of the call. But certainly Andrew was not found in

the source from which Luke drew. [See Note LIT., p. 324.]

—

avdpuTcovt;']

instead of fishes.

—

!^uypuv\ vivos capiens, ''taking them alive,''''—'\n character-

istic keeping with this ethical draught (winning for the Messiah's kingdom),

as well as with the figure taken from fishermen (Aristaen. Ej). ii. 23).

Vv. 12-14. See on Matt. viii. 1-4
; Mark i. 40^4. According to Matthew,

immediately after the Sermon on the Mount ; in Luke (comp. Mark), with-

out any definite statement of place or time, as a fragment of the evangelic

tradition. [See Note LIIL, p. 324.]— kyevero . . . kuI] as ii. 15 ; Matt. ix. 10.

Kai is not nempe, ^'namely'''' (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 341), but, in accord-

ance with Hebraic simplicity, the and, which, after the preparatory and yet

indefinite kyevero, leads the narrative farther on. The narrator, by means of

iyevETo together with a note of time, first calls attention to the introduction

of a fact, and then, in violation of ordinary syntax, he brings in afterwards

what occurred by the word xa/. — £v p.t.a r. tto/I.] according to Mark : in a

house. — n7.7jpTjq] a high degree of the sickness. — Ver. 14. koL avToq] and He,

on His part. — ane'/Suv k.t.1.'] a transition to the oratio directa. See on Mark

vi. 8.

Vv. 15, 16. Comp. Mark i. 45. — Sa/pxero] The report ran throughout,

was spread abroad.'— /za/lA,] in a still higher degree than before ; only all the

more.^— avrdq^ He, however. He on his part, in contrast with the multitudes

who were longing for Him. — r]v vnoxupi^v h roiq epr/f^-] i-^-, He was engaged

in withdrawing Himself into the desert regions (that were there), and in

praying, so that He was therefore for the present inaccessible. — koI npoacv-

x6iutvo^] This detail is given on several occasions by Luke alone.

^

Vv. 17-26. See on Matt. ix. 1-8 ; Mark ii. 1-12. Between this and the

foregoing history Matthew has a series of other transactions, the sequence

of which he accurately indicates. Luke vaguely says : ev /xta tuv i/fitpuv,

which, however, specifies approximately the time by means of the connec-

tion ("ow, one of those days,'''' namely, on the journey entered upon at iv.

43 f.). Comp. viii. 22. — kuI avrdc] and He, as ver. 1, but here in opposition

to the Pharisees, etc., who were surrounding Him. — ck Tcaatjq KLfiriq x.r.A.]

popularly hyperbolical. As to voiio&i^aaK.., see on Matt. xxii. 35.

—

^vvafiiq

Kvpiov K.r.A.] and the power of the Lord (of God) was there (jyraesto erat, as at

Mark viii. 1) in aid of His hmling. So according to the reading avrdv (see

the critical remarks). According to the reading niroif, this would

have to be taken as a vague designation of the sufferers who were pres-

ent, referring back to ver. 15 ; avTov is the subject, avrovc would be the

olgect. [See Note LIV., p. 324.] Others, as Olshausen and Ewald, have incor-

' So absolutely, Thuc. vl. 46 : «irei«i) Sifi^dtv Ap. p. 30 A ; Nagelsbach on the Iliad, ed. 3,

• Aoyos, oTi K.T.A. ; Soph. Aj. 978 ; Xen. Anab. p. 227.

1. 4. 7; Plat. Eji. vii. p. 348 B. ' See iii, ,?1, vl. 12 f., ix. 18, 29, and elsc-

' Comp. xviii. 39. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. whore.
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rectly referred Kvpiov to Jesus, wliose healing power was stirred up (vi. 19).

Wherever Luke in his Gospel calls Christ the Lord, and that, as would here

be the case, in narrative, he always writes 6 Kvpwg with the article. ' — In

the following narrative the precedence of Mark is indeed to be recognized,

but the tracing out of the features of dependence must not be carried too

far (in opposition to Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 703 f.). — Ver. 19.

ctffei'ej'/c. ] into the Iwuse, where Jesus and His hearers (ver. 17) were. Comjj.

afterwards ro 6uiia. — Tromf ]
qiialitative : in what hind of a way. On the

b6ov, which must be supplied in analyzing the passage, see Bos, Mlips., ed.

Schaefer, p. 333 ; on the genitive of place (comp. xix. 4), see Bernhardy,

p. 138 ; Kriiger on Thucyd. iv. 47. 2. Accordingly, although no instance

of TToiag and £Kelv//g used absolutely occurs elsewhere, yet the conjecture Troia

and tKEivy (Bornemann) is not authorized. — dia tuv Kepd/iuv] th?'ough the tiles,

with which the flat roof was covered, and which they removed from the

place in question. Mark ii. 4 describes the proceeding more vividly. See

the details, sub loco, and Hug. Gutacht. U. p. 21 f. — Ver. 21. f/p^avro] a

bringing into prominence of the^wwi^ of commencement of these presumj)tu-

ous thoughts. A vivid description.— 6ialoyLL,ea-Qai. . . . Aeyovrec] See on

Matt. xvi. 7. They expressed their thoughts to one another ; hence ver. 23

is not inappropriate (in opposition to Weiss). — Ver. 24. eItte tu Trapa/le/,. ] i3

not to be put in parenthesis, but see on Matt. ix. G. — aoi\ placed first for

the sake of emphasis. — Ver. 25. apag If 6 KariKEiTo] he took up that on which

(till now) Jie lay, an expression purposely chosen to bring out the changed

relation. With reference to f^' b, on which he was stretched out, comp. the

frequent slvat k-rrl x'^^va, and the like. See in general, Kiihner, § 622 b. —
Ver. 26. The narrative is summary, but without precision, since the impres-

sion said to be produced by the miraculous incident ^ applies indeed to the

people present (Matt. ix. 8), but not to the Pharisees and scribes.

Vv. 27-39. See on Matt. ix. 9-17
; Mark ii. 13-22. — ff^/Afc] out of the

house, ver. 19.

—

-EdEdGaro] He looked at him observingly. — Ver. 28. The
order of events is : after he had forsaken all, he rose rqy andfollowed Him.

The imperfect (see the critical remarks) is used for the sake of vividness.

aizavTa, as in ver. 11, refers to the whole previous occupation and jjosition

in life. Bengcl well adds : "quo ipso tamcn non desiit domus esse sua,"

"by which indeed his house did not cease to be his," ver. 29. — Ver. 29.

Kol riv] et aderat, as in ver. 17. — Ver. 30. avruv'] of the dwellers in the town.

— Trpdf] an antagonistic direction. — Ver. 33. ol 6e eIttov] As to this variation

from Matthew and Mark, see on Matt. ix. 17, Remark. On the association

oifasting and malcing 2)rayers, comji. ii. 37, and on Trouladai 6£r}aEic, 1 Tim.

ii. 1. — taO. K. TVivovaiv] the same thing as oh v?}aTEvovai in the parallels, but more

strongly expressed. In accordance with the deletion of Siari (see the crit-

ical remarks), there remains no question, but an affirmative refection. —Ver.

34. fii} SvvaaOE /c.r.A.] ye cannot, etc., brings out the inappropriateness of that

reflection in a more concrete form than in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 35.

> See vii. 13 (31), x. 1, xi. 39, xil. 42, xiii. 15, Comp. Wisd. xvi. 17, xix. 5 ; 2 Mace. ix. 24

;

xvii. 5, 6, xviii. 6, xix. 8, xxii. 31, 61. Xen. Cyr. vii. 2, 16,

' TO. Ttapa. So^av yiyvoiitva, Polyb. ix. 16. 3,

^1
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Kai] might be taken cxpHcatively (ntul indeed) (Borncmann, Bleek). But it

is more in keeping with the profound emotion of the discourse to take iAev-

aovrai k.t.?.. by itself as a thought broken off, and kcu in the sense of : and:

But days shall come (and not tarry) . . . and when shall le taken away, etc. —
kv ekeIv. ralg ^fiep.] a painful solemnity of expression, whereby the emphasis

is laid upon kKeivaig. Comp. on Mark ii. 20. — Ver. 36. kniph/fia Ifiar. Katvov]

i. e. , a patch cut off from a new garment. By the use of Ifiariov the incon-

gruity of the proceeding comes still more strongly into prominence than by
paKovg, which is used in Matthew and Mark. [See NoteLV., p. 324 seq.] An
unintentional modification of the tradition—not an alteration proceeding from

the Paulinism of the writer, and directed against the syncretism of the Jewish

Christians, as Kostlin, p. 174, ingeniously maintains. Even Lange exjjlains

the expression by supposing that there floated already before the mind of

the Pauline Luke a clearer vision of the Christian community as distinct

from Judaism (L. J. III. p. 395). — Kal to Kaivbv axioei nat k.t.?,.] comprises the

twofold mischief which will ensue (future, see the critical remarks) if one

does not obey that principle taken from experience ; He will not only cut

the new (garment) in twain (in taking off the piece), tut, moreover, the (piece)

of the neic (garment) will not he in heeiring with the old (garment). Comp.
Kypke, Paulus, de Wette, Bleek, Schegg, even as early as Erasmus. On
axioi:!-, comji. John xix. 24; Isa. xxxvii. 1. ^i\t ustially to kuivov is explained

as the subject, and either axi(y£i' is taken intransitively {'' scindetse a veteri,"

''will rend itself irora. the old," Bengel), or to iralaiov IfxaTiov is regarded as

its object : the new piece will rend asunder the old garment (comp. Kuinoel).

Incorrectly ; since this supplying of the object is not required by the con-

text, but is obtruded for the sake of the harmony with Matt. ix. 16, Mark
ii. 21, and to and tov kuivov (it is not to Kaiv6v) clearly shows that even to to

Koivdv we are to understand only IfiaTiov, not k'n-i(i2.7}fia ; and, moreover, to otto

tov kuivov would be altogether superfluous and clumsy. — Ver. 39. Peculiar

to Luke ; but it is as little to be explained as resulting from later reflection

on the difficulty of the mission to the Jews (Weizsiicker), as is the emphasis

laid upon the incompatil)ility of the two, ver. 36. As Jesus in vv. 36-38

made it manifest how unsuitable and injurious it would be to bind up the

essence and the life of the new theocracy with the forms and institutions of

the old, so now at ver. 39 He once more, by means of a jiarabolic expression,

makes it intelligible how natural it is that the disciples of John ami of the

Pharisees should not he ahle to consent to the giving up of the old/wjws a7id in-

stitutions which hxtd hecome dear to them, and to the exchanging of them for the

NEW life in accordance with its fundamental principles. He says that this

should be as little expected as that any one when he has drunk old wine

should long for new, since he finds that the old is better. So in substance

Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Clarius, Zcger, Calovius,

Wolf, Bengel, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, and others ; ' and rightly, since

' Baur, Markuseoang. p. 203 (comp. Zel- cocM. of It., as an antl-heretlcal addition,

lor, Apost. p. 15 ; Ililgenfcld, Krit. Unfers. But the omLssion is explained simply from

p. 403, and in the Th£ol. Jahrh. 18^3, p. 200 f.), the apparent incongruity of the sense, and
regards ver. 39, which is wanting in D and from the lack of any expression of the kind
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even in ver. 37 f . the contrast of the old and new wine typified the contrast-

ed old and new theocratic life. Hence we are neither, with Wetstein, to

suppose the meaning reversed :
" Pharisaeorum austeritas comparatur vino

novo, Christi lenitas vino veteri," "The austerity of the Pharisees is com-

pared with new wine, the gentleness of Christ with old wine ;" nor, with

Grotius (comp. Estius and Clericus), to interpret :

'

' Homines non subito

ad austeriorem vitam pertrahendos, sed per gradus quosdam assuefaciendos

esse," "Men are not suddenly to be drawn into a more austere life, but to

be habituated through certain degrees" (Jesus, in truth, had no icish to accus-

tom them to an "austeriorem vitam !" "more austere life!"); nor, with

Schegg, to substitute the meaning : "that not till the old wine is expended

(in reference to ver. 35) is the new drunk (which refers to fasts, etc., as a

remedy for their being deprived of the presence of Christ)." But by the

objection that the old wine is actually better (Ecclus. ix. 10, and see Wolf

and Wetstein) the parable is unduly pressed (in opposition to de Wette and

others), since in vv. 37-39 the point of comparison is not the quality of

the wine in itself, but the relation of the old and the new. Outside the point

of comparison, every parable is apt to be at fault. Moreover, ;^;pr/c7rof denotes

the agreeable delicious taste. Comji. Plut. Mor. p. 240 D, 1073 A. The new
has, as it were, no taste if the old has been found agreeable. [See Note

LVI., p. 325.] But irony is as little to be found in ver. 39 as in ver. 37 f.,

and the gentle exculpatory character of the discourse, ver. 39 (which must

in no wise be taken to mean full approval, in opposition to Hilgenfeld in the

Theol. Jahrh. 1853, p. 215), is perfectly explained from the fact that, accord-

ing to Matt. ix. 14, it is to be supposed that this conversation about fasting

did not originally take place with the Pharisees, but with the disciples of

John. See on Matthew. Comp. also Volkmar, Evang. Marcions, p. 219 ff.

If in the two parables it were desired to abide by the general thought of un-

suitableness (as it would be unsuitable to pour new wine into old skins,

and after old wine immediately to drink new ; so also it would be unsuit-

able if my disciples desired to bind themselves to the old institutions),

the figure of ver. 39 would be very much out of harmony with the appro-

priate figure in ver, 38, and the unsuitable matter would at ver. 39 be rep-

resented in direct contradiction to fact (in opposition to de Wette) ; apart

from this, moreover, that 6E?.ei (not nivei) applies the saying subjectively.

According to Kuinoel and Bleek, Jesus spoke the words in ver. 39 at an-

other time. But it is in keeping with the connection, and is certainly

taken from the Logia.

Notes by American Editoe.

L. "Vv. 1-11. The miraculous Draught of Fishes.

It is nnlikely that Luke's source of information confuses the call of the

fishermen with the later event recorded in John xxi. "Is it not mtich more
simple to admit that, when Jesus desired to restore Peter to his apostleship

In the parallel passages, although Lach- purely critical hesitation, was doubtful
mann also (J^aef. p. xxxvi.), but from about the genuineness of the verse.
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after the denial, He began by placing him in a situation similar to that in

which he was when first called, in the presence of another miraculous draught

of fishes? and that it was by awakening in him the fresh impressions of earlier

daj's that He restored to him his ministry ?" (Godet, Luke, p. 166, Am. ed.) The
man}' vivid details, directly connected as they are with the main fact, discredit

all theories which deny the accuracy of Luke in associating the miracle with the

call of the fishermen. That Mark omits the event does not prove that it did

not happen to Peter as Luke states ; for Mark's narrative shows the reticence

of Peter in regard to matters wherein he was specially prominent. Nor does

ver. 8 involve Luke in "self-contradiction ;" for Peter's doubt might express

itself after he had seen many a miracle wrought by Jesus. Moreover, the same

argument would discredit either John's account respecting the previous ac-

qiiaintance with Jesus, or that of the Synoptists, who do not anywhere indicate

such intercourse of the fishermen with Jesus in Judaea. That Luke's sources

of information gave him many accurate details omitted by Matthew and Mark,

is self-evident. It may, however, be added, that Mark i. 29, 30 implies the pre-

vious call of the fishermen, and hence that w. 1-11 of this chapter find their

proper chronological position before chap. iv. 32. Such a transposition can

readily be admitted ; but to accept Meyer's theory is really to deny that Luke
had any competence as a historian.

LI. Ver. 2. IttIvvov.

The imperfect is well attested (see critical notes) and is more suitable, but

perhaps to be suspected on that account.

LII. Ver. 10. 'laKufiov koI 'Io)dwr;v.

The mention of these names shows that Luke refers to the call of the four

fishermen ; but Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the Evangelist added this notice to

"the original narrative." It is difficult to prove how much constituted "the

original narrative," and an ingenuity of criticism to take such a notice as a

proof of manipulation. It is rather a strong incidental evidence of truthful-

ness.

LIII. Vv. 12-14. The Healing of the Leper.

The leper's state of mind, as indicated by the narratives of both Matthew and

Luke, point to the earlier date. The position assigned the event by Mat-

thew can readily be accounted for by his preference for the topical arrangement.

LIV. Ver. 17. elg to laodai avrdv.

The R. V. text accepts the above reading, but renders "to heal," explaining

in the margin : Greek, that he shmdd heal. Yet, in view of the evidence for

o/roiV (A C D, etc. , with most versions), another margin is added : Many ancient

authorities read, that He shmdd heed them. These renderings accord with Mey-

er's view of the grammatical construction of the two readings respectively.

LV. Ver. 36. (T,t<'<T«f.

Mej'er, against the weightiest authorities, rejects this word (see critical note).

It is another variation from the parnllcl passages, and another incidental proof
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of the independence of this Evungelist. So, too, to iTrijiXrjua, which Meyer

also rejects, against preponderant evidence (see critical note), is not found in

Matthew and Mark in the same connection. The three Synoptists, in fact,

present so many verbal variations in their accounts of this saying of our Lord,

as to afford the strongest internal evidence against the theories of dependence on

each other or on an earlier written source.

LVI. Ver. 39. xpfl(^Tk.

This seems to be the original reading (see critical note), and might readily be

altered by the copyists. " The one accustomed to the old wine says : ' The old

is pleasant, good enough for me ; I have no desire to try the new.' This is pre-

cisely the attitude of a false conservatism" (Int. Eev. Commentary, Luke, p. 85).

Weiss ed. Mey. refers w. 36-38, not to the disciples of Jesus, but to those of

John ; since otherwise ver. 39 would not be suitable in this connection. Any
use of the passage to maintain the intrinsic excellence of what is old because

it is old, is simply preposterous.
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CHAPTER VI.

Veb. 1. devTepoTTfjuTU)] is wanting in B L X and seven min. Syr. ArP. Perss.

Copt. Aeth. codd. of It. Condemned by Schulz, bracketed by Laehni. and

Tisch. synops. [Retained by Tisch. VIII., but omitted by Treg. text. \V. and

Hort text, Weiss, R. V. text.] See the exegetical remarks. — Ver. 2. avrolg]

bracketed by Lachm., is, with Tisch., to be struck out, as it is wanting in

B C* L X N, min. Copt. Verc. Colb., while D, Cant, read ai'Tu- iSe. An addition

in accordance with the parallels. Of notelv h, the h alone is to be deleted, with

Tisch., on decisive evidence, but not, with Lachm., the noulv also. — Ver. 3.

oTtdre] Lachm. has ote, in accordance, indeed, with B C D L X A X, min. [so

Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] ; but taken from the parallels, from which, moreover,

the omission of oitec (Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss, with X B D L, 1, 33, 69,

Coiit.]) is to be explained, as well as in ver. 4 the reading Trwf (Lachm., following

LEX X**, min.). — Ver. 4. The atnission of (jf (B D, Cant. Marcion) is to be

regarded as a transcriber's error (occasioned by the subsequent EI2). If nothing

had originally been found there, only Trwf, not wf would have been added.—
£?M(i£ Kciq Lachm. has ?«,%v, following B C* L X 33, Syr. Copt. Theophyl. [So

recent editors, R. V.] The Recepta is to be maintained. The words were left out,—
an omission occasioned the more easily by the similar f^aye Kai which follows, as

the parallels have not t/la/?£ Kai. The omission occurs, moreover, in D K X,

min. vss. Ir. Then lajiuv was introduced as a restoration in better syntactical

form. —Kdl Toio] B L 1, 112, Syr. Arr. Pers. Arm. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. Ir.

Ambr. have merely toIq. [So Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss (not Tisch.).] In view

of these important authorities kcu must be traced to Mark ii. 26 (where the evi-

dence against it is weaker), and should be deleted. — [Ver. 5. W. and Hort,

E. v., with X B, omit aal before r. da/?.] —Ver. 6. 61 nai] Lachm. has (5f, in ac-

cordance with B L X X, min. vss. Cyr. But why should nai have been added?

Rather the possibility of dispensing with it alongside of frepu gave rise to its

omission. [Tisch., recent editors, omit Kai; so R. V.]— Ver. 7. With Lachm.

and Tisch. read n-apcTr/fwvvTo (approved also by Griesb.), in accordance with pre-

ponderating evidence. See on Mark iii. 2. — After rft Elz. has avruv on weighty

evidence [so W. and Hort., R. V., following X B D L, etc.], indeed, but it is an

addition. Comp. xiv. 1 ; Mark iii. 2. — OepaTrtvati] Lachm. and Tisch. have

OtpamtJtt ; the future is taken from Mark. — Karr/yoplav] B S X X, min. and vss.

have Kuryyopth'. So Tisch. D also vouches for the infinitive by reading Kor//-

yopf/aat, the infinitive being explained in the later reading by the use of the sub-

stantive.—Ver. 8. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read elnei> 61, following X B L and

min.'\ — avdp6ir<;)] B L X, min. Cyr. have avSpi. Approved by Griesb., adopted

by Tisch. Rightly ; t<:) av6pi was omitted by reason of the following ra> (so still

D, Cant.), and then nj avOp<jTzij was inserted, in accordance with ver. 6 and

Mark iii. 3, instead of rC.) av6pi. — u (5<] Lachm. and Tisch. have Kai, following

B D L X X, 1, 33, Vulg. It. Copt. Cjt. The former suggested itself more read-

ily to the transcribers. Comp. ver. 10. — Ver. 9. ovv'\ Lachm. and Tisch.
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have 6i, following B D L K, min. Vulg. It. Goth. [So recent editors, E. V.]

Not to be decided ; ovv, it is true, is not frequently employed in the Gospel of

Luke for continuing the narrative, and the reading wavers mostly between ovv

and di-
;
yet it is established in iii. 7, xix. 12, xxii. 36. — ETrepoiTi/au] Tisch. has

twciJUTcj, following B L K, 157, Copt. Vulg. Brix. For. Ed. The Itecepta has re-

sulted from a reminiscence of xx. 3 ; Mark xi. 29. The present is extremely

appropriate to the vivacity of the whole action. — tl or r/] Lachm. and Tisch.

have £1, following B D L i<, 157, Copt Vulg. It. Oyr. Aug. In view of these im-

portant authorities, and because el fits in with the reading tnepcjTu, which,

according to the evidence, is to be approved (see above), el is to be preferred. —
aTroMcai] also retained by Lachm. and Tisch., following B D L X X, vss. even

Vulg. It. Griesb. and Scholz have anoKTelvai, which is introduced from Mark
iii. 4, whence also comes toIq aaftjiaaiv, instead of which Lachm. and Tisch.

have adopted -tj aaj3l3d-G), following B D L X, Cant. Ed. Colb. Corb. For. Aug.
— Ver. 10. Instead of aiiTG) Elz. has rw avdpu-Ku, in opposition to preponderating

evidence.— After eivoifiaev (instead of which D X X, min. and most of the vss.

read s^eteivev, which is from Matt. xii. 13 ; Mark iii. 5) Elz. Scholz, Lachm.
have ovTuc, which is wanting in important but still not preponderating [?] author-

ities, and is deleted by Griesb., but defended by Schulz, in accordance with ix.

15, xii. 43. It is to be adopted. The possibility of dispensing with it and the

ancient gloss i^LreivEv occasioned the dropping out of the word. [But it is re-

jected by Tisch., recent editors, E. V., since it is not found in any of the oldest

Mss.] —
^
After avrov Elz. has vyti/q, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from

Matt. xii. 13. Moreover, wf y a/SXi] (condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm.,

deleted by Tisch.), which is wanting in B L ><, min. Copt. Vulg. Sax. Verc. For.

Corb. Ed., is from Matthew. — [The oldest authorities have noiycaiev, accepted

by Tisch., recent editors.]— Ver. 12. £^?]Wev] Lachm. and Tisch. have k^eWdv

avTov ; which, in accordance with the prejionderance of the mss., is to be pre-

ferred. — Vv. 14-16. Before 'Ia/vW/3., before ^tXimr., before MarO., before Td/cw/3.,

and before 'lovS. 'la/c., is to be inserted kuI, on external evidence (Tisch.). —
Ver. 16. Of Kai] Lachm. and Tisch. have only of, following B L X, min. vss. even

Vulg. It. Marcion. Eightly ; kciI is from the parallels. — [Ver. 17 ; Tisch., W.
and Hort, Weiss, E. V., insert Tro/lif after ox^og, following X B L.]— Ver. 18.

6x^ij/i.] Tisch, has kvox'k., following very important mss. The compound form
was overlooked. — Instead of a tt o Elz. has vtz 6, in opposition to decisive evi-

dence. An alteration arising from misunderstanding, because otto -kv. mad. was
believed to be dependent upon the j^articiple (comp. Acts v. 16), which error,

moreover, gave rise to the kul before Idepan. Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly

deleted this kuI, in accordance with preponderating evidence. — [Ver. 19. Tisch.,

recent editors, follow X B L, etc., and read £(^r/Tow.'\ — Ver. 23. Instead of

Xo-pijTE Elz. has ja(/3£rf, in opposition to decisive evidence. — ravra or TavTa\

Lachm. and Tisch. have to. avrd, following B D Q X E, min. Marcion. The Re-

cepia is a transcriber's error. The same reading is to be adopted in ver. 26 on
nearly the same evidence ; so also in xvii. 30. — Ver. 25. vftJv before ol ye?..

(suspected also by Griesb.) is, in accordance M'ith B K L S X S X, min. Or. Ir.,

with Tisch., to be struck out. An addition to conform with what precedes.

Elz. has v/i7v also before o-av, ver. 26, in opposition to decisive evidence. But
vvv is, with Tisch., following very important evidence, to be inserted after e/ll-

TTCTT/l. — Ver. 26. ol ai>dp.'\ Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have Trdvref ol dvOp. The prepon-
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derance of evidence is in favor of Travre^, and it is to be maintained in opposition

to Griesb. The omission was occasioned by the apparently inappropriate

relation to ol Tzarepeq avruv. — Ver. 28. vfj'iv] Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have

v/iac. [So recent editors.] There are weighty authorities on both sides, although

the evidence is stronger for v/idg ; but v/uiv is the more unusual, and is attested

even so early as bj' Justin (?) and Origen ; vfiag is from Matt. v. 44. — Before

•Trpoasvx- Elz. has Kai, in opposition to decisive evidence. — [Ver. 30. Tisch.,

recent editors, B. V., omit Ss rO, following X B, etc. The words were probably

inserted from Matthew.] — Ver. 34. The reading daveii^ETE, although approved

by Griesb., is a transcriber's error. Comp. on Rom. xiv. 8. Lachm. has 6a-

veiar/TE (Tisch. : Saviar/TE), following only B H ><, 157. [Recent editors agree with

Tisch.] — Before djuaprcjAoi Elz. has ol, in opposition to decisive evidence. — On
evidence as decisive tov (in Elz.) before vf., ver. 35, is condemned. But fiT/6eva

(Tisch.) instead of /ir/Siv is too weakly attested by S ><, Syr."'% especially as it

might easily result from a transcriber's error. [Treg., W. and Hort text, Weiss,

R. V. text, retain /jtjSev.'] — Ver. 36. oi<v] is wanting in B D L H ^<, min. vss.

and Fathers. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A con-

nective i^article, although not directly taken from Matt. v. 48. [Tisch., W.
and Hort, Weiss, R. V., following K B L, etc., omit Kal after Ka66c, and in

ver. 37 insert it before fi// Kara6., in ver. 38 omit it before both OEcal. and vTvepcK.,

in ver. 28 read w jap pirpcj.] — Ver. 39. (U] Lachm. and Tisch. have 6e Kai, fol-

lowing jDreponderating evidence ; the Kal, which might be dispensed with, was
passed over. — TTEoovvrai'] Lachm. and Tisch. have kfiTZEaovvrai. The Becepta is

from Matt. xv. 14. — [Ver. 40. Recent editors omit ai'Tov in the first clause.] —
Ver. 43. ovdt] B L H X, min. Copt. Arm. Verc. Germ, add ndXiv, which Lachm.
has in brackets. With Tisch. to be adopted ; the omission of the word that

might be dispensed with resulted from Matt. vii. 18. — Ver. 45. Read the sec-

ond half of the verse : k. 6 Tvovr/pbg ek tov Trovr/pov izpoc^EpEi to irovT/pov (Tisch.). In

view of B D L X, min. vss. the dv6pu-oq and 6r/aavpov Tvg Kap6lag avTov of the

Becepta (both condemned by Griesb., and bracketed by Lachm.) are to be re-

garded as supplementary additions, as also in the next clause roiiand rr/f (deleted

by Lachm. and Tisch.). — Ver. 48. teOepeX. yap kiri t?)v vvETpav] Tisch. has (ha to

KaXug OLKoSofiElaQai \olKo6ofi7/cflaiui Tisch. VIII. ] avTyv, followingBL S H, 33, 157,

Syr.P (in the margin). Copt. The Becepta is a gloss from Matt. vii. 25. — Ver. 49.

enEGE'] awETTECE, which Griesb. has recommended and Tisch. has adopted, is so

strongly attested by B D L R H X, that EizEaE is to be referred to Matthew.

Vv. 1-5. See on Matt. xii. 1-8 ; Mark ii. 23-28, whom Luke, with some

omission, however, follows (see especially ver. 5). Between the foregoing

and the present narrative Matthew interposes a scries of other incidents. — iv

cajili. devTEponpoiTif)] all explanations are destitute of proof, because ikwEpS-

TTpuToc never occurs elsewhere. According to the analogy of SEVTepoyd/iog,

SevTEpofidlog^ dEVTEpoT6KO(, etc., it might be : a Sabbath irhich for the second

time is the first. Corap. (Jewrf/joJc/cnrr/, the second tenth, in Jerome, ad Ez.

45. According to the analogy of ^EVTEpEaxaTor^ jyenultimus^ Hcliodonis in

Soran. Chirurg. vet. p. 94, it might—since from laxaToq the reckoning mn.st

be backwards, while from irpurog it must be forwards, in order to get a

6e{'tepoc—I'C the second first, i.e., the second oftwo firsts. All accurate gram-

matical information is wanting. As, however, if any definite Sabbaths at
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all had borne the name of aa(i(iarov 6evTEp6npuTov (and this must be assumed,

as Luke took for granted that the expression was n,familiar one), this name

would doubtless occur elsewhere (in the Old Testament, in the LXX., in

Philo, Josephus, in the Talmud, etc.) ; but this is not the case, as the whole

Greek literature has not even one instance of the peculiar word in itself to

show ; ' as among the Synoptics it was precisely Luke that could least of

all impute to his reader a knowledge of the name ; and as, finally, very

ancient and important authorities have not got SevrepoTrpuTu at all in the pas-

sage before us (see the critical remarks), just as even so early an authority

as SyrP. remarks in the margin :
" non est in omni exemplari,"—I regard

devTepoTTpuTu iis not being genuine, although, moreover, the suspicion suggests

itself that it was omitted '' ignoratione rei," " from ignorance of the matter "

(Bengel, Appar. Grit.), and because the parallel places have nothing simi-

lar to it. In consideration of kv htpu era/?/?., ver. 6, probably the note

npuTL) was written at the side, but a comparison with iv. 31 occasioned the

corrective note devripu to be added, which found its way into the text,

partly without (so still Ar". and Ar*'.), partly with TrpuTu (thus Sevrspu

npuTu, SO still R r, min.), so that in the next place, seeing that the two

words in juxtaposition were meaningless, the one word SevreponpuTu was
coined. Wilke also and Hofmann, according to Lichtenstein ; and Lichten-

stein himself, as well as Bleek and Holtzmann (comp. Schulz on Griesbach),

reject the word ; Hilgenfeld regards it as not being altogether certain.' Of
the several attempts at explanation, I note historically only the following :

(1) Chrysostom, Horn. 40 in Matth.: brav Stnlrj tj apyia y koI tov aa(i^a.Tov tov

Kvpiov Kat htpaq topTTJQ SiaSexofievrig, ''whenever the rest from labor was

double, both on the Sabbath of the Lord and on another succeeding feast-

day, " so that thus is understood afeast-day immediately following the Sabbath. '

(2) Theophylact understands a Sabiath, the day before which {TvapacKevi]) had

been a feast-day.* (3) Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. iii. 110 (comp. Euthymius

Zigabenus, Calvin, Surenhusius, Wolf), thinks that the npuri] tuv a^vfiuv is

meant, and was called devreponpuTTi : etreiSi^ Sevrepov fiev ^v tov -Kacxo-, irpurov

6e TUV ai^v/j.uv' iairepag yap 6vovTeg to vdaxa tij e^ij^ ttjv tuv aCiiftuv kiravTiyvpt^ov

iopTT/v, 7]v Kol devTepoTTpuTov EKalovv, " since it was the second of the Passover,

but the first of unleavened bread ; for sacrificing the Passover in the even-

ing they celebrated on the next day the feast of unleavened bread, which

was also called 'second-first,'"— that every festival was called a Sabbath.

Comp. Saalschutz : "the second day of the first feast (Passover)." (4) Most

1 In Eustathius in fita Eutych. n. 95, the * Comp. Luther's obscure gloss : " the

Sunday after Easter is called SeuTepon-poiTr) second day after the high Sabbath."
KvpiaKri \ but this epithet manifestly origi- Schegg explains the expression even as a

nated from the passage before us. Chnstian designation, namely, of the Sat-
'• Tischendorf had deleted it in his edition urday after Good Friday. In opposition to

of 1849, but in ed. 7 (1859) [also in ed. 8 Serno {Tag des letzt. PassahmaMs, 1859,

(1869)] had restored and defended it ; now p. 48 ff.), who, according to his mistaken

[1867] (in the Synops. ed. 2) he has, with supposition of the doubling of the first and
Lachmann, bracketed it. last feast-days, brings out the sixteenth Ni-

5 Comp. Epiphanius, Haer. .30, 31. So also san, see Wieseler in Renter's Repert. 1860,

Beza, Paulas, and Olshausen. p. 138.
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prevalent has become tlie view of Scaliger {Emend, temjwr. VI. p. 557) and

Petavius, that it is the first SaVbath after the second day of the Passover. '

Comp. already Epiphanius, Ilaer. xxx. 31. From the second Easter day (on

which the first ripe ears of corn were offered on the altar, Lev. xxiii. 10 ff.

;

Lightfoot, p. 340) were numbered seven Sabbaths down to Pentecost, Lev.

xxiii. 15."'' (5) According to the same reckoning, distinguishing the three

first Sabbaths of the season between Easter and Pentecost from the rest,

Redslob in the Litell. Bl. der allgem. Lit. Zeit., Dec. 1847, p. 570 f., says

that it was the second Sabbath after the second Easter day, SevrepSKpuToc being

equivalent to devrepoq tuv Trpuruv, therefore about fourteen days after Easter.

Comp. Ewald, Jahrh. XI. p. 254 : that it w^as the second of the two first

Sabbaths of the Passover month. (6) Von Til and Wetstein : that it

was tJie first Sabbath of tlie second month (Igar). So also Storr and others.

(7) Credner, Beitr. I. p. 357, concludes that according to the KJjpv)fia

Tov Uerpov (in Clem. Strom, vi. 5, p. 760, Pott) the Sabbath at the

full moon was called irpurov (a mistaken explanation of the words, see

Wieseler, p. 232 f.), and hence that a Sabbath at the new moon was to be un-

derstood. (8) Hitzig, Ostern und Pfingst. Y>.
19 ff. (agreeing with Thcophy-

lact as to the idea conveyed by the word), conceives that it was the fifteenth

Nisan, which, according to Lev. xxiii. 11, had been called a Sabbath, and

was named SevrepoiTp., because (but see, on the other hand, Wieseler,

p. 353 ff.) the fourteenth Nisan always fell on a Saturday. (9) Wieseler, I.e.

p. 231 ff.^ thinks that it was the second-first Sabbath of the year in a cycle

of seven years, i.e., the first Sabbath of the second year in a iceeTc of years. Al-

ready L. Capellus, Rhenferd, and Lampe {ad Joh. II. p. 5) understood it to

be the first month in the year {Nisan), but explained the name from the

fact that the year had two first Sabbaths, namely, in Tisri, when the civil

year began, and in Nisan, when the ecclesiastical year began. (10) Ebrard,

p. 414 f., following Krafft {Chron. und Harm. d. vier Evang. p. 18 f.),

regards it as the weekly Sabbath that occurs between the first and last Easter

days (feast-Sabbaths). For yet other interpretations (Grotius and Valcke-

naer : that the Sabbath before Easter was called the first great one npurd-

irpuTov, the Sabbath before Pentecost the second great one devrepdirpuTov, the

Sabbath before the feast of Tabernacles TpirdnpuTov^), sec in Calovius, BM.
HI., and Liibkert, I.e.

* The explanation of Scaliger is followed (from Easter to Pentecost) is the second-Jlrst.

by C'asaubon, Drusius, Lightfoot, Schoett- [See Note LVIL, p. 340.]

Ron, Kuinoel, Neander, de Wette, and " Comp. also Winer, Eealworterb. IL

many more ; and is defended, especially p. 348 flf. ; Ewald, Jahrb. I. p. 73, and Gesch.

against Paulus, by Liibkert in the Stud. n. Cfir. p. 304.

Krit. 1835, p. 671 ff. Opposed to Scaliger ^ Tischendorf, Synapse, ed. 2, now op-

are Wieseler, Synapse, p. 230 ; Saalschiitz, poses the explanation of Wieseler, with

3fo/i. li. p. 394 f. ; and aptly Grotius in loc. which in ed. 1 he agreed.

Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 813, tries to improve * V. Gumpach also {iif>. d. aHJiid. Kalend.,

the explanation of Scaliger by assuming Briisscl 1848) understands a Sabbath of the

that preceding the cycle between Easter second rank. Very peculiarly Weizsiicker,

and Pentecost there Is a shorter cycle from p. 59, says :
" that Luke iv. 16, 31 recounts

1 Nisan to Easter ; that the first Sabbath two Sabbath narratives, and now vi. 1,

of this first cycle is therefore the flist-flrst, recounts other two," and that the Sabbath

while the first Sabbath of that second cycle in the passage before us is therefore the
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Vv. 1-5. [See Note LVIIL, p. 340.] — tovc; araxva^] the ears of corn that

offered themselves on the way. — f/adiov rlxjxovTeg k.t.A.] they ate (the con-

tents), rubbing them out. The two things ha])pened at the same time, so

that they continually conveyed to their mouths the grains set free by this

rubbing. — Ver. 3. oMt rovro] have you 7iever so much as read this ? etc. —
^Trdre] quandoquidem, since. ' — Ver. 4. l^eari] with an accusative and infini-

tive, occurring only here in the New Testament, frequently in the classical

writers, Plat. PoUt. p. 290 D ; Xen. Mem. i. 1. 9, iii. 13. 8, and elsewhere
;

also after a preceding dative (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. p. 57, ed, 2), — Ver. 5.

kTieyev avr.'] as Mark, but without the auxiliary thought found in Mark
which introduces the conclusion.

Eemahe. — In D, which does not read ver. 5 till after ver. 10, the following

passage occurs after ver. 4 : r?} avTy ijfiipg (ieaadfievdg riva Ipya^fievoi' r^ aafilSdrci

eIttev avT(j- avdpune, el fiev oWag tI koleIq, (iaKapcog el- el 6e /xf/ aiiSag, kniKaTdparoQ

KoL napa[idTTjq el tov vdfiov, "On the same day seeing one working on the Sab-

bath, He said to him : Man, if thou knowest what thou doest.thou art blessed
;

but if thou knowest not, thou art accursed and a transgressor of the law." In

substance it certainly bears the stamp of genius, and is sufficiently liberal-mind-

ed to admit of its being original, even although it is not genuine. I regard it as

an interpolated fragment of a true tradition.

Vv. 6-11. See on Matt. xii. 9-14
; Mark iii. 1-6, in comparison with

which Luke's narrative is somewhat weakened (see especially vv. 10, 11).

—

Se Kai] for that which now follows also took place on a Sabbath. [But see

critical note.]— ev hepu) aal3p.] inexact, and varying from Matthew.

Whether this Sabbath was actually the next following (which Lange finds

even in Matthew) is an open question. [See Note LIX., p. 340.]— Ver. 9.

According to the reading knepuTu v/idg, el (see the critical remarks) : I ash

you whether. With the Recepta, the mss. according to the accentuation rt or

tI favor one or other of the two different views : I will ask you something, is

it lawful, etc. ? or : / will ash you, what is lawfid ? The future would be in

favor of the former. Comp. Matt. xxi. 24. —^Ver. 11. avoiac] want of un-

derstanding, dementia (Vulg. : insipientia) .'^ As to the JEolie optative form
noi^aeiau (comp. Acts xvii. 27), see Winer, p. 71 [E. T. 76]. Ellendt, ad Ar-

rian. Alex. I. p. 353. Lachmann and Tischendorf have noi^aaiev (a correc-

tion). [But see critical note.]

Vv. 12^9. Luke inserts at this point the choice of the Twelve, and then

a shorter and less original (see also Weiss in the Jahrb.f. d. Th. 1864,

Jirst of this second series of narratives, con- ' Plato, Legg. x. p. 895 B ; Euthyd.
sequently the second-first. But what reader p. 297 D ; Xen. Anab. Iii. 2. 2 ; not elsewhere
would have been able to discover this ref- in the New Testament. Comp. Hermann,
erence, especially as between iv. 31 and vi. 1 ad Sojfh. 0. C. 1696.

so many othernarratives intervened? Weiz- ^ 2 Tim. iii. 9 ; Wisd. xix. 3, xv. 18 ; Prov.

Backer, moreover, pertinently observes, in xxii. 15 ; Herod, vi. 69 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 514 E,

opposition to every hypothesis of an expla- and elsewhere. Also Thucyd. iii. 48. Usu-
nation in accordance with the calculation ally : madness. Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 86 B :

of the divine services, that our Gospel Suo . . . avoia^ yivr), to liev ixaviav, to Se a/ia-

stands much too remote from things of this 6iav.

kind.
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p. 52 ff.) edition of tlie Sermon on the 3Iount^ According to Matthew, the

choice of the Twelve had not yet occurred before the Sermon on the Mount
;

nevertheless it is implied in Matthew, not, indeed, sooner than at x. 1, but

after the call of Matthew himself. Luke in substance follows Mark in what

concerns the choice of the apostles. But he here assigns to the Sermon on

the Mount—which Mark has not got at all—a position different from that in

Matthew, following a tradition which attached itself to the locality of the

choice of the apostles {to opoc) as readily as to the description and the con-

tents of the sermon. [See NoteLX., p. 340 seq.] See, moreover, Commen-

tary on Matthew. According to Baur, indeed, Luke purposely took from

the discourse its place of distinction, and sought in the Pauline interest

to weaken it as much as possible.

Vv. 12, 13. Comp. Mark iii. 13-15. — to opo^] as Matt. v. 1. — npoaEv^acOai

K.T.7..'\ comp. on v. 16. — iv r?) npooevxv ~ov Qeov] m prayer to God. Genitive

of the object (see Winer, p. 167 [E. T. 185 f.]). — tovc /uadriTag avTov] in the

wider sense. Comp. ver. 17. — kuI cK^e^du. k.t.Tl.] The connection is : "And
after He had chosen for Himself from them twelve . . . and (ver. 17) had

come down with them. He took up His position on a plain, and (scil. eoTr/,

there stood there) a crowd of His disciples, and a great multitude of people

. . . who had come to hear Him and to be healed ; and they that were tor-

mented were healed of unclean spirits : and all the people sought," etc.

The discovery of Schleiermacher, that f/cAefd//. denotes not the actual choice,

but only a I/ringing them together, was a mistaken idea which the word itself

ought to have guarded against. Comp. Acts i. 2. — oDf koI an. uvdfi.} An
action concurring towards the choice, and therefore, according to Luke, con-

temporaneous (in opposition to Schleiermacher). Comp. Mark iii. 14, which

is the source of this certainly anticipatory statement. [But see Note LX.,

p. 340 seq.
]

Vv. 14-16. Comp. on Matt. x. 2-4 ; Mark iii. 16-19.

—

l^rjluTtjv] Comp.

Acts i. 13. See on Matt. x. 4. — 'lovdav 'laKL}(iov\ Usually (including even

Ebrard and Lange) : Judas the brother of James, and therefore the son of

Alphaeus ; but without any foundation in exegesis. At least Jude 1 might

be appealed to, where both Jude and James are natural h'others of th^ Lord.

In opposition to supplying aJt/i/iof, however, we have to point out in general,

that to justify the supplying of the word a special reference must have pre-

ceded (as Alciphr. Ep. ii. 2), otherwise we must abide by the usual vi6q, as

at ver. 15 •, further, that Matt. x. 2 mentions the i)airs of brothers among

the apostles most precisely as such, but not among them James and Lebbaeus

' That Matthew and Luke gave two dis- original discourse what would be suitable

tinct discourses, delivered in immediate for the people (in opposition to Lange, L. J.

succession (which Augustine supposed), II. 2, p. 566 ff.). And how much does the

that were related to one another as esoteric discourse in Matthew contain which there

(given to the disciples exclusively) and was no reason for Jesus keeping back from

exoteric (in the ears of the people), is neither the people in Luke's supposed exoteric dls-

to be established exegetically, nor is it rec- course ! Comp. also Matt. vii. 28, from

oncilable with the creative power of dis- which passage it is clear that Matthew

course manifested by Jesus at other times, neither regarded the discourse as esoteric,

In accordance with which He was certainly nor knew anything of two discourses,

capable, at least, of extracting from tho
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(who is to be regarded as identical with our Judas ; see oa Matt. x. 2 ').

Hence (so also Ewald), here and at Acts i. 13, we must read Judas son of

James, of which James nothing further is known.'' — [See Note LXI.,

p. 341.]— 7rpoJor;/f] Traitor (2 Mace. v. 15, x. 13, 22 ; 2 Tim. iii. 4) ; only

here in the New Testament is Judas thus designated. Matthew has napa-

Joff, comp. Mark. Yet comp. Acts vii. 52.— Observe, moreover, that Luke
here enumerates the four first-named apostles in pairs, as does Matthew

;

whereas in Acts i. 13 he placesfirst the three most confidential ones, as does Mark.

We see from this simply that in Acts i. 13 he followed a source containing

the latter order, by which he held impartially and without any mechanical

reconciliation with the order of the passage before us. The conclusion is

much too hasty, wliich argues that Mark was not before him till Acts i. 13,

and that when he wrote the Gospel he had not yet become acquainted with

Mark's work (Weizsjicker).

Ver. 17. 'Ettj tStvov izedivov'] according to the connection of Luke (ver. 12,

tiq TO opog ; ver. 17, Karafidg), cannot be otherwise understood than : on a

plain ; not : over a plain (Michaelis and Paulus) ; nor : on a small over-

hanging place of the declivity (Tholuck) ; comp. Lange, who calls the dis-

course in Matthew the Summit-sexiaon, and that in Luke the Terrace-servaon.

[See Note LXn., p. 341.] The divergence from Matt. v. 1 must be admitted,

and remains still, even if a plateau is supposed on which jutted out a crest

previously ascended by Jesus (Ebrard ; comp. Grotius, Bengel, and others
;

a vacillating arbitrariness in Olshausen). Matthew's narrative is original
;

Luke has a later tradition. As the crowd of hearers, according to this later

tradition, came from greater distances, and were thus represented as more

numerous, a plain was needed to accommodate them. According to Baur,

Evang. p. 457, this divergence from Matthew is due also to the tendency of

Luke to degrade the Sermon on the Mount, which would surely be a very petty

sort of levelling. — Kal bx'^o^ k.t.1.'] soil. Ictttj. [See critical note.] See on

ver, 13. A similar structure in the narrative, viii. 1-3.

Vv. 18, 19. 'Atto TTvev/x. uKad.] belongs to hdepan. Comp. ver. 17, lad^vac

OTTO. The Kai before edepair. is not genuine. See the critical remarks. After

kdepan. only a colon is to be placed ; the description of the healings is con-

tinued. — Koi laTo ivdvT. ] not to be separated from what precedes by a comma,
but dvvafiig is the subject. See v. 17. — t^r'/px-] Comp. viii. 46 :

" Significa-

tur non adventitia fuisse efficacia, sed Christo intrinseca e/c r^f Beiag ^ixrewf,"

" the efficacy is indicated to have been, not external to, but intrinsic to

Christ from the divine nature," Grotius.

' Ewald takes a different view, that even Schleiermaeher also, L. J. p. 369, the per-

during the lifetime of Jesus 'lou'Sas 'laxiopov sons of the apostolic band were not always
had taken the place of the Thaddaeus the same, and the different catalogues

(Lebbaeus), who had probably been cut off belong to different periods. But when the

by death. See his Gesch. Chr. p. .323. In evangelists wrote,the Twelve were too well

this way, indeed, the narrative of Luke in known in Christendom, nay, too world-hi.s-

tbe passage before us, where the choice of torical, to have allowed the enumeration
the Twelve is related, would be incorrect. of different individual members.
That hypothesis would only be capable of ^ Comp. Nonnus, Paraphrase of John xiv.

reconciliation with Acts i, 13, According to 22 ; 'louSas vlhs 'laKujpoio,
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Vv. 20, 21. Kal avTog] And He, on His jjart, as contrasted with this mul-

titude of people seeking His word and His healing power. Comp. v. 1, 16.

•— eif Tovg fiadrjT. avrov] in the wider sense, quite as in Matt. v. 2 ; for see vv.

13, 17. As in Matthew, so here also the discourse is delivered first of all for

the circle of the disciples, but in presence of the people, and, moreover, for

the people (vii. 1). The lifting up of His e]ies on the disciples is the solemn

opening movement, to which in Matthew corresponds the opening of His

mouth. — f/ampioi K.r.A.] Luke has only four beatitudes, and omits (just as

Matthew does in the case of wevflovvTec) all indication, not merely that /cAa/ov-

TEg, but also that tttuxoi and Treivuvreg should be taken ethically, so that

according to Luke Jesus has in view the poor and .suffering earthly position

of His disciples and followers, and promises to them compensation for it in

the Messiah's kingdom. The fourfold woe, then, in ver. 24 ff. has to do with

those who are rich and prosperous on earth (analogous to the teaching in

the narrative of the rich man and Lazarus) ; comp. i. 53. Certainly Luke

has the lat^r form of the tradition, which of necessity took its rise in con-

sequence of the affliction of the persecuted Christians as contrasted with the

rich, satisfied, laughing, belauded vloiq tov aluvog tovtov ; comp. the analo-

gous passages in the Epistle of James, ii. 5, v. 1 ff., iv. 9. [See NoteLXHL,

p. 341 seq.] This also is especially true of the denunciations of woe, which

were still imknown to the first evangelist." That they were omitted in

Matthew from motives of forbearance (Schenkcl) is an arbitrary assumption,

quite opposed to the spirit of the apostolic church
;
just as much as the notion

that the poverty, etc., pronounced blessed in Matthew, should be interpreted

spiritually. The late date of Luke's composition, and the greater originality in

general which is to be attributed to the discourse in Matthew, taken as it is from

the Logia,"^ which formed the basis in an especial manner of this latter Gospeb

make the reverse view less probable, that' the general expressions, as Luke

has them, became more specific at a later date, as may be seen in Matthew,

by reason of possible and partly of actually occiirring misunderstanding.

Moreover, the difference in itself is not to be got rid of (Tholuck says that the

outer misery awakens the inner ; Olshauscn, that t. nvevuarc must in Luke

be supplied !) ;
probably, however, it is to be conceded that Jesus assumea

as existing the ethical condition of the promise in the case of His afflicted

people (according to Luke's representation) as in His believing and future

members of the kingdom ; hence the variation is no contradiction. [See Note

LXIH., p. 341 seq.] The EUonitic spirit is foreign to the Pauline Luke (in

opposition to Strauss, I. p. 603 f. ; Schwegler, and others), — v/uerepa]

> Comp. Weiss In the Jnftrb. f. d. Theol. But for the hypothesis of such a disruption

1864, p. 58 f. (in opposition to Iloltzmann). of the frreat whole of the source of this in-

' For the Lor/ia, not a primitive Marli tercalation, ix. .'51 ff., there is no trace of

(Iloltzmann), was the original source of the proof elsewhere. Moreover, Weizsacker

discourse. The form of it fcivon by Luke is aptly shows the secondary character of

derived by Wuizsiicker, p. 148, from the this discourse in Luke, both in itself and in

collection of discourses of the great inter- comparison with Matthew,

calation (see on ix. 51), from which the ' So also Ewald, p. 211 ; comp. Wittichen

evangelist transplanted it into the earlier in the Jahrb.f. d. Theol. 1862, p. 323.

period of the foundation of the church.
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" Applicatio solatii individualis ; congruit attollens, nam radii oculorum in-

digitaut, " " The application of the comfort is individual ;
' lifting up' agrees

with this, for the glances of His eyes are indicated," Bengel.— ;j;opra<7S. and

ye2,d(T.] corresponding representations of the Messianic blessedness.

Ver. 22. Comp. Matt. v. 11 f. — acpopiauaiv] from the congregation of the

synagogue and the intei'course of common life. This is the excommuni-

cation 'nj (Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. s.v.). Comp. John ix. 22. But that at

that time there were already beside this simple excommunication one (D"l,n

or two (mn and ^JHyK/) still higher degrees (see, in general, Grotius on

this passage ; Winer, Realw.) is improbable (Gildemeister, Blendwerhe d.

vulgar. Bation. p. 10 ff.), and, moreover, is not to be inferred from what

follows, wherein is depicted the hostility which is associated with the ex-

communication. — Koi iKJialuat t. bv. v/x. ug wovr/p.] EKJidTJt^iv is just the

German icegwerfen, in the sense of contemptuous I'ejection ; * but to dvofia is not

auctoritas (Kyjike), nor a designation of the charactei' or the faith (de Wette),

nor the name of Christian (Ewald) [Weiss ed. Mey.], which idea (comp. Matt.

X. 42 ; Mark ix. 41) occurs in this place for the first time by means of the follow-

ing EVEKa Tov v'lov T. avdp. ; but the actual personal name, which designates the

individual in question. Hence : when they shall have rejected your name {e.g.

John, Peter, etc.) as evil, i.e., as being of evil meaning, because it repre-

sents an evil man in your person,

—

on account of the Son of man,— ye know
yourselves as His disciples. The singular bvofia is distributive.^ Others in-

terpret wrongly : When they shall have exiled you (Kuinoel), to express

which would have required vp.dg wf Tvovtjpovq ; or : when they shall have

struch out your names />oto the register of names (Beza and others quoted by

Wolf, Michaelis also), which even in form would amount to an unusual

tautology with a<popia. ; or : when they shall have spread your name abroad

as evil {defamed you) (Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Schegg), which is un-

grammatical, and not to be established by Deut. xxii. 19 ; or : when they

declare it as evil (Bleek), which, nevertheless, would be very different from

the classical em] kapdl'kELv, to cast up words, verba proferre (Hom. II. vi. 324
;

Find. Pyth. ii. 148) ; and, withal, how feeble and inexpressive !

Ver. 23. 'Ev EHEivri r. ^ep.] in which they shall have thus dealt with you.

cKipTTjaaTE : leap for joy. — Moreover, see on Matt. v. 12 ; and as to the re-

peated yap, the second of which is explanatory, on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11
;

Rom. viii. 6.

Vv. 24, 25. The woes of the later tradition closely corresponding to the

beatitudes. Comp. on ver. 20. [See Note LXIV., p. 342.]

—

ttA^v] on the

oth£r hand, verumtamen, so that d2,Ad also might be used as at ver. 35, xi. 41,

and elsewhere. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 725. — vfj.lv] Conceive Jesus here

extending His glance beyond the disciples (ver. 20) to a wider circle. —
cTTExeTE] see on Matt. vi. 2. — ryv napdKl. v/iuv] instead of receiving the con-

solation which you would receive by possession of the Messiah's kingdom

> Plato, Pol. ii. p. 377 C, Crit. p. 46 B; » Comp. Ael. H. A. 5. 4 ; Polyb. xviii. 28.

Soph. 0. C. 637, 642; Ael. H. A. xi. 10; 4; Kruger, § 44. 1. 7 ; Winer, p. 157 [E. T.

Kypke, I. p. 336. 174].
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(comi). ii. 25), if you belonged to the -ruxol, you have by anticipatiou what is

accounted to you instead of that consolation ! Comp. the history of the rich

man, ch. xvi. Here the Messianic retributive punishment is described nega-

tively, and by TTCirdCTere, TzevO. k. KAaia., jjositivehj. — ifnrEnl^c/xivoi] ye now are

JiUed up, satisfied, Herod, i. 112. Comp. on Col. ii. 23. For the contrast,

Luke i. 53. On the nominative, Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 123 [E. T. 141].

Ver. 26. This woe also, like the previous ones, and opposed to the fourth

beatitude, ver. 22, must refer to the unlelievers, not to the disciples (so

usually, see Kuinoel and de Wette), when jierchance these latter should fall

away, and thereby gather praise of men. This is not justified by the refer-

ence to the false proj)hets of earlier times, which rather shows that in this

ovai Jesus has in His view, as opposed to His disciples, who had incurred

hatred and persecution (ver. 23), the universally praised dignitaries of the

Jewish theocracy and teachers of the people, whose business was I^ijteIv av-

dpuTTocc apeoKeiv (Gal. i. 10). Jesus does not address His discourse very defi-

nitely and expressly to His followers until ver. 27. — ol nar. avruv] (tuv av-

dpcjTTuv, those regarded as Jews) so that they all lavished praise upon the

false prophets ; comp. Jer. v. 31, xxiii. 17 ; Mic. ii. 11.

Vv. 27, 28. Nevertheless, as far as concerns your conduct, those denunci-

ations of woe are not to deter you, etc. Hence there is here no contrast

destitute ofpoint (Kostlin), although the sayings invv. 27-36 are in Matthew

more originally conceived and arranged (comp. Weiss in the Jahrh. f. d.

Theol. 1864, p. 55 f.).— rolq aKovovaiv\ to you \d1io hear, i.e., ichogive heed, role

KtLOoixEvoLQ fiov, Euthyuiius Zigabenus. This is required by the contrast.

Moreover, comp. Matt. v. 44. — Karapu/x.] with a dative." Elsewhere in the

New Testament, in accordance with later usage (Wisd. xii. 11 ; Ecclus.

iv. 5 f.), with an accusative. [See critical note.]— e-Tjped^uv] to afflict, is con-

nected by the classical writers with rivi, also with nvog.

Ver. 29. See on Matt. v. 39 f. — anb tov k.-.?..] ku/.vecv otto nvog, to Tceep

lack from any one.'' Erasmus says aptly :
" Subito mutatus numerus facit

ad inculcandum praeceptum, quod unusquisque sic audire debeat quasi sibi

uni dicatur," "The sudden change of number tends to inculcate the pre-

cept, because each one ought so to hear as if it were spoken to him alone.''

Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. v. 42. Exegetically, the unconditional submission

here required cannot to any extent be toned down by means of limitations

mentally supplied (in opposition to Michaelis, Storr, Kuinoel, and others).

The ethical relations already subsisting in each particular case determine

what limitations must actually be made. Comp. the remark after Matt. v.

41. — navTi] to everyone. Exclude none, not even your enemy. But Augus-

tine says appropriately :
" Omni jietenti te tribuc, non omnia petenti ;

ut

id des, quod dare honestc et juste potes," " Bestow upon ^ery o?if asking

thee, not everything he asks ; that thou mayst give what thou canst hon-

estly and justly give."— airalTei] demand hack what he has taken from thee.'

> nom. Od. xix. 330 ; Herod, iv. 1&4 ; Dem. xxiii. 0.

2V0. 20, 381. 1.5 ; Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 48. ' Herod, i. 3 : a-nanieiv ''EKivrfv, koI Sikov

* Xen. Cyrop. i. 3. 11 : aTrb aav KmXviav
;

T^? apjro-y^? aniiiv,

iii, 3. 51 ; airb Tuc ai^p^puf KuAOo'ai ; Gen,
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Ver. 31. Comp. Matt. vii. 12. To the injunction given and specialized at

ver. 27 ff. of the love of one's enemy, Jesus now adds the general moral rule

(Theophylact : vdjiov e/i(j>vTov kv ralg Kap^iaig r/fiuv hyyeypaiifiEvov,
'

' the innate law

written in your hearts"), from which, moreover, results the duty of the love

of one's enemy. It is self-evident that while this general princij^le is com-

pletely applicable to the love of • one's enemy in itself and in general, it is

applicable to the special precepts mentioned in vv. 29, 30 only in accord-

ance with the idea (of self-denial), whose concrete representation they con-

tain : hence ver. 31 is not in this place inapjyropriate (in opposition to de

Wette). — Koi Ka6i)Q K.T.I.'] a simple carrying forward of the discourse to the

general principle : and^ in general, as ye, etc. — Iva] Contents of the BD-ere

under the notion of purpose—ye will, that they should, etc.

'

Vv. 32-34. Comp. Matt. v. 46 f. — koI] simply continuing : A7id, in order

still more closely to lay to heart this general love— if ye, etc. — noia vfilv

Xnpig kcri ; ] lohat thanks have you ? i.e., what kind of a recompense is there

for you ? The divine recomjiense is meant (ver. 35), which is represented as

a return of hene/icence under the idea of thanks (" ob benevolum dantis

affectum," " on account of the benevolent disposition of the one giving,"

Grotius) ; Matthew, /j.i(jd6g. — ol djuapTu?^oi] Matthew, ol reXuvai and ol e-dviKoL

But Luke is speaking not from the national, but from the ethical point of

view : the shiners (not to be interpreted : the heatlien, the definite mention

of whom the Pauline Luke would not have avoided). As my faithful

followers, ye are to stand on a higher platform of morality than do such

unconverted ones.— ra laa\ (to be accented thus, see on Mark xiv. 56) the

return equivalent to the loan. Tischendorf has in ver. 34 the forms of 6aviC,ELv

{Anth. XL 390). [Comp. critical note.]

Ver. 35. IIA^v] hut, ve^'umtamen, as at ver. 24.

—

jit^Sev aTTElTrit^ovrtq'] The

usual view, ^^ nihil inde sperantes'''' (Vulgate [comp. A. V., "hoping for

nothing again "] ; so also Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Beza,

Calvin, Castalio, Salmasius, Casaubon, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs,

Valckenaer, Eosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others), is

in keeping with the context, ver. 34, but is ungrammatical, and therefore

decidedly to be given up. The meaning of ane^.TrlCeiv is desp>erare ; it belongs to

later Greek, and frequently occurs in Diodorus and Polybius, which latter,

moreover (xxxi. 8. 11), has a-KElnLaiiog, desperatio. Comp. Wetstein. An
erroneous use of the word, however, is the less to be attributed to Luke, that

it was also familiar to him from the LXX. (Isa. xxix. 19) and the Apocry-

pha (2 Mace. ix. 18, where also the accusative stands with it, Ecclus. xxii.

21, xxvii. 21 ; Judith ix. 11). Hence the true meaning is '' nihil desperantes''''

(codd. of It. ; so also Homberg, Eisner, Wetstein, Bretschneider, Schegg).

[Comp. R. V. text: "never despairing."] It qualifies ayadoTroielre k.

SaveH^ere, and /ii/Sev is the accusative of the object : inasmuch as ye consider

nothing (nothing which ye give up by the ayadonoiElv and 6avEiL,Eiv) as lost

(comp. (nvElTZi!^ELv TO i^Tjv, Diod. xvii. 106), bring no offering hop>elessly (name-

1 Comp. Mark vi. 25, ix. 30, x. 35 ; John xvii. 24 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 5. See also Nagelsbach,

Anm. z. Mas, ed. 3, p. 63 f

.

22
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ly, with respect to the recompense, whicli yc have not to expect from men),

—

and how will this hope be fulfilled ! Tour reward will le great, etc. Thus
in fiTiSev aneTinil^ovTeg is involved the rrap' tATrida k-rv' i?.ni6i niaTEVEiv (Rom. iv. 18)

in reference to a higher reward, where the temporal recompense is not to be

hoped for, the " qui nil potest sperare, desperet nihil," " who can hope for

nothing will despair of nothing" (Seneca, Med. 163), in reference to the

everlasting recompense. — /cat eaEffOe viol vip.] namely, in the Messiah's Mng-

dom. See xx. 36, and on Matt. v. 9, 45. In general, the designation of be-

lievers as sons of God in the temporal life is Pauline (in John : reKva Qeov),

but not often foimd in the synoptic Gospels. See Kaeuffer in the S/ichs.

Stud. 1843, p. 197 flf. — on avrb^ k. -.?..] Since He, on His part, etc. The reason

here given rests on the ethical presupposition that the divine Sonship in the

Messiah's kingdom is destined for those whose dealings with their fellow-

men are similar to the dealings of the Father.

Vv. 36-38. From this exemplar of the divine benignity in general Jesus

now passesover (without ovv, see the critical remarks) to the special duty of

becoming compassionate (ylvEadE) after God's example (hri), and connects

therewith (ver. 37 f.) other duties of love with the corresponding Messianic

promises. On ver. 37 f. comp. Matt. vii. 1 f. — aTroArere] set free, xxii. 68,

xxiii. 16. The opposite of what is previously forbidden. — fitrpov aalov k.t.I.']

a more explicit explanation of dodijdETai, and a figurative description of the

fulness of the Messianic blessedness, ov yap (pEuh/iEvuc avTi/ierpEi 6 Kvpiog, dAXd

7r?Mvaiuc, "for the Lord measures again, not sparingly, but richly," Theo-

phylact. — KaX6v] a good, i.e., not scanty or insufficient, but a full measure
;

among the Rabbins, n31t3 mo, see Schoettgen, I. p. 273. Observe the cli-

max of the predicates, in respect of all of w^hich, moreover, it is a measure

of (Zry things that is conceived of even in the case of vttepekx-, in connection

wherewith Bengel incongruously conceives of fluidity. [On the form of

the clause, see critical note.] Instead of vttepekxvvu, Greek writers (Diodo-

rus, Aelian, etc.) have only the form vtvepekxeu. Instead of ca7xvu, of close

packing by means of sTialcing, Greek writers use aalaaau. '— 66aov(!iv ] n'vcf ; ol

EVEpyETT]BEVTEq TvavTu^. Tov Qeov yap ano^LdovTog invEp avTuv avrol doKovaiv cnroStSovai,

"Who? certainly those who were benefited ; for when God recompenses

on their behalf they themselves seem to recompense," Euthymius Zigabe-

nus. But the context offers no definite subject at all. Hence in general :

the persons who give (Kiihner, II. p. 35 f.). It is not doubtful who they are:

the servants who execute the judgment, i.e., the angels, Matt. xxiv. 31.

Comp. on xvi.9.— k61t:oq] the gathered fold of the wide upper garment bound

together by the girdle.'— raJ yap avru) fiirpu)] The identity of the measure
;

e.g. if your measure is giving, heneficence, the same measure shall be applied in

your recompense. [But see critical note.] The doOlja. v/uiv does not exclude

the larger quantity of the contents at the judgment (see what precedes).

Theophylact appropriately says : ian yap 6i66vai rw avrCt fitrpif), ov nijv roffoirip,

"For it is to give with the same measure, not, indeed, with so much."

' See Lobeck, Pathol, p. 87 ; Jacobs, ad " Jer. xxxii. 18 ; Isa. Ixv. 6 ; Ruth iii. 15

;

AtUhol. VII. p. 95, XI. p. 70. Wetstein and Kypke in l»c.
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Ver. 39 has no connection with what precedes ; but, as Luke himself indi-

cates by eln-e K.T.X., begins a new, independent portion of the discourse.

—

The meaning of the parable : He to whom on his part the knowledge of

the divine truth is wantia^ cannot lead others who have it not to the Messi-

anic salvation ; they will both fall into the Gehenna of moral error and con-

fusion on the way. Comp. Matt. xv. 14, where is the original place of the

saying.

Ver. 40. The rationale of the preceding statement : Both shall fall into a

ditch,—therefore not merely the teacher, but the disciple also. Otherwise

the disciple must surpass his teacher—a result which, even in the most for-

tunate circumstances, is not usually attained. Tliis is thus expressed : A
disciple is not above his teacher, but every one that is fully prepared shall be as

Ms teacher, i.e., when he has received the complete preparation in the school

of his teacher he will be equal to his teacher. He will not surpass him.

But the disciple must surpass his teacher (in knowledge, wisdom, disposi-

tion, etc.) if he were not to fall into jjerdition along with him. The view :

he will be trained as his teacher (Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and others), i.e.,

he will be like him in knowledge, disposition, etc., satisfies neither the

idea of the specially chosen word Kar^pr. , nor its emphatic position, nor the

correlation of vTvep and wf. As to Karr/pTiafi., see on 1 Cor. i. 10. The say-

ing in Matt. x. 24 f. has a different significance and reference, and cannot

be used to limit the meaning here (in opposition to Linder's misinterpreta-

tion in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 562).

Vv. 41, 42. Luke is not, with confused reminiscence, turning back to

Matt. vii. 3 f. (in opposition to de Wette), but the train of thought is :

" but in order not to be blind leaders of the blind ye must, before ye would

judge (ver. 41) and improve (ver. 42) the moral condition of others, first

seriously set about your own knowledge of yourself (ver. 41) and improve-

ment of yourself (ver. 42)." Luke puts the two passages together, but he

does it logically.

Vv. 43, 44. Comp. Matt. vii. 16-18, xii. 33 f. For ' a man's own moral

disposition is related to his agency upon others, just as is the nature of the

trees to their fruits {there is no good tree which piroduces corrupt fruit, etc.),

for (ver. 44) in the case of every tree the peculiar fruit is that from which

the tree is known. — ov6e izdliv devSpov'] (see the critical remarks) nor, on the

other hand, vice versa, etc.^

Ver. 45. The application. Comp. Matt. xii. 35.-

—

'n:po(pepEi. k.t.1. refers

here also to sp>olcen icords. See in yap k.t.X.

Ver. 46. The verification, however, of the spoken word which actually

goes forth out of the good treasure of the heart lies not in an abstract con-

fessing of Me, but in joining therewith the doing of that which I say.

Vv. 47-49. See on Matt. vii. 24-27. — eo-Kc-i/'e k. i(iadvve'] not a Hebraism

for : he dug deep (Grotius and many others), but a rhetorically emphatic de.

* Bengel aptly says on this ya.p :
" Qui sua own beam seeks another's mote, is like an

trabe laborans alienam festucam petit, est evil tree pretending to good fruit."

similis arbori malae bonum fructum affec- "^ Comp. Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 4 ; Plat. Gorg.

tanti," " He who when afflicted vrith his p. 482 D, and elsewhere.
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scription of the proceeding : he dug and deepened. See Winer, p. 416 [E. T.

469J. Even Beza aptly says :
" Crescit orati:>."— £7rt r. nirpav] down to

which he had deepened (sunk his shaft). This is still done in Palestine in

the case of solid buildings. See Robinson, Pf lestine, III. p. 428. — dta to

Ka?.ur mKoAniielaftai. avri'/v] (see the critical romarkt.) because it (in respect of

its foundation) teas icell Indlt (namely, with foundation laid upon the rock).

— cKovaag . . . Troir/rrac] shall have heard . . . shall have done, namely, in

view of the irruption of the last times, full of tribulation, before the

Parousia. — sal eyevero k.t.?..] in close connection with eneae, and both with

Ev9euq : and the ruin of that house icas great ; a figure of the anuleia in con-

trast with the everlasting l^i^i/, ver. 48, at the Messianic judgment.

Notes by Amebican Editor.

LVII. Ver. 1. SevrspoTTpuTi^.

The word is omitted by such important authorities, and its meaning is so

uncertain, that it must be regarded as furnishing no solid basis for any theory

respecting the time of year. Harmonists have used it to fix the relative date of

the second Passover (so Robinson and others), but all that can be proven is that

the time was that of earlj^ harvest. This does indeed favor the Quadripaschal

theory, since it is unlikely that this harvest was that following the first Pass-

over (John ii. 13 ff.). But whether John v. should be placed immediately

before this Sabbath controversy or before the entire Galilean ministry, cannot

be determined from this joassage.

LVIIL Vv. 1-11. The Texl of Luke' s Narrative.

In these verses Meyer himself accejjts nine readings not found in the Kec,
where the transcribers have made Luke's narrative conform to the parallel ac-

counts. Many editors accept more. These phenomena, showing as thej' do

what is the influence of a similar document, seem to make against the theory

that Luke himself used either of the Gospels which have thus influenced the

transcribers. There was no motive, that we can perceive, for a purposed varia-

tion in such minute details, many of them of no special significance.

LIX. Ver. 6. // ih^m.

Luke alone mentions that it was the right hand ; another striking proof of an

independent source of information.

LX. Ver. 12 ff. The Position of the Sermoii on the Mount.

Weiss ed. Mey. finds here no contradiction to Matt. v. 1 ff. It is not neces-

sary to suppose that Matthew has attempted to place the Sermon on the Mount

in its proper chronological position, nor that Luke followed a different tradi-

tion. Matthew implies that the disciples had been chosen, Mark and Luke

give in detail the circumstances attdnding the choice, Luke gives the discourse

which followed. That Matthew and Luke do not give two distinct discouxBes,
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Meyer himself asserts (see foot-note, p. 332). On the alleged difference of local-

ity see Note LXII., below. Jt should be noticed that Mark places the descrip-

tion of the multitude before the choice of the Twelve, while Luke reverses the

order. This would indicate that he did not follow Mark, as do many minor

details of his account, especially the form of this list of the apostles. No the-

ory of the order of events is so satisfactory as that which accepts both the

identity of the discourses and the relative chronological position assigned to

the event by Luke, namely, immediately after the choice of the Twelve.

The view of Weiss ed. Mey. is that Luke found here a suitable position for

the first great discourse which he found in his other source, namely, the apos-

tolic document which lies at the basis of all the Synoptists. He thinks that

the discourse had no connection with the choice of the apostles and is dis-

connected from it by vv. 17-19. Yet this fails to account for the exact details

of ver. 17 ff., unless we admit that Luke invented the local setting for the

discourse.

LXI. Ver. 16. 'loiiSag 'laKufiov,

The R. V. text renders: "Judas, the son of James." Weiss ed. Mey. also

identifies him with Lebbaeus (Thaddaeus), adding that, since his proper name
was Judas, Luke, who places him together with the like-named traitor, distin-

guishes him from the latter by adding the name of his father. The variations

from Mark are quite numerous, and of such a character as to oppose the view

that Luke here follows Mark. But for that very reason we may believe that the

Evangelist has placed the Sermon on the Mount in its proper position ; all the

more since Matthew's list is given a position altogether disconnected from the

choice of the Twelve,

LXII. Ver. 17. in), tottov TteScvov.

Weiss ed. Mey. finds here no opposition to Matt. v. 1, "since the expression

cannot possibly indicate a plain, in opposition to a mountain height, but only a

level place on the mountains." So R. V., "a level place." Nor is there any
discrepancy implied in the expression " stood," since this does not refer to

our Lord's position during the delivery of the discourse.

LXIII. Ver. 20 ff. ol tttuxoi, k.t.1.

Meyer's comment on Luke's form of the beatitudes seems to imply that the

later Christian tradition modified the earlier records of the Sermon on the

Mount to suit the persecuted condition of the early believers. But in his con-

cluding remarks on this paragraph he virtually concedes that the ethical con-

dition is the prominent one, and the external afflictions only incidental. This

is substantially the view taken by those who accept the truthfulness of both

records and reconcile them accordingly. It may be added that the form of

the entire discourse and the many verbal variations from Matthew indicate

that Luke did not use the Gospel of Matthew, and that the common source

of both discourses is not either the Logia-coUection or the so-called "older
source." In general it may be said : a common source (or dependence)
would forbid so many verbal variations ; a "later tradition," modifying in lit-

erary or dogmatic interest, would have led to more decided variations of

thought. Godet thinks the points of difference here between Matthew and
Luke prove that Luke's report is more exact, and that Matthew's version
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was originally made with a didactic rather than a historical design {Luke, p. 201,

Am. ed.). That the discourses in Matthew are often placed out of their chrono-

logical position, is the view of all Harmonists.

We append the following outline of the discourse as here reported : " 1. The
character of the citizens of the kingdom of God ; vv. 20-26. 2. The new prin-

ciple (of love) in this kingdom ; vv. 27-38. 3. Application of this principle to

judgment of others and instruction of others ; vv. 39-45. 4. Conclusion, set-

ting forth in a parable the judgment which will be passed upon all who claim

to be members of this kingdom ; vv. 46-49." (Inter. Rev. Commentary, Luke,

p. 93.) A comparison with Matt, v.-vii. will show that the report of Matthew

submits less readily to logical analysis. This seems to confirm the view that

Luke is both independent of Matthew and exact in his historical setting of

the discourse. Others may prefer to find in it another proof of his "edi-

torial ability," in judiciously combining the "later tradition" with the

" original apostolic document" referred to by Papias.

LXIV. Ver. 24 f. The Woes.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks this part of the discourse was added by Luke, since

the classes addressed were not present when the Sermon on the Mount was

delivered. But with equal reason it may be argued that these verses, pointing

to mixed audience, indicate that Luke has given the discourse in its proper

position and circumstances.
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CHAPTEE VII.

Ver. 1. eirel Se] Lachm. and Tisch. have enEiS?/, following A B 0* X, 254, 299.

This evidence is decisive, especially as D (comp. codd. of It.) is not opposed,

for it has Kal kyevETo ore. K has eTrsiSi) St, whence is explained the rise of the

Recepta. — Ver. 4. Kapk^yl So also Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is irape^ei,

in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 10. aadevovvra'] is not found, indeed,

inB L X, min. Copt. codd. of It. (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) [recent edi-

tors, R. v.] ; biit it is to be maintained, as the evidence in its favor is prepon-

derating ; the omission is very easily to be explained from the possibility of

dispensing with the word, but there was no reason to suggest its addition. —
Ver. 11. Instead of ev ru efr/f, which Griesb. has approved, and Lachm. has in

the margin, the edd. have h t^I i^TJg. The evidence for the two readings is

about equally balanced. We must come to a conclusion according to the usage

of Luke, who expresses "on the following day" by r^ l^ijg, always without h
(Acts xxi. 1, XXV. 17, xxvii. 18 ; moreover, in Luke ix. 37, where kv is to be de-

leted) ; we must therefore read in this place kv tC) e^fjQ. Comp. viii. 1. [Treg.

text, W. and Hort text, Weiss, R. V. text, have tcj following A B L and other

uncials, Vulg., etc. Tisch. retains t^.] Otherwise Schulz. — luavoL] is wanting

in B D P L X, min. and most of the vss. Bracketed by Lachm. [Rejected by

Treg. text, W. and Hort, R. V.] It is to be retained (even against Rinck,

Lucubr. Grit. p. 321), the more so on account of the frequency of the simple oi

fxaftr/ral avrov, and the facility, therefore, wherewith IKANOI might be passed over

by occasion of the following letters KAIO. — Ver. 12. After lKav6q Elz. Scholz.,

Tisch. haver};', which is condemned by Griesb., deleted .by Lachm. ; it is want-

ing in authorities so important that it appears as supplementary, as also does

the Tjv, which Lachm. Tisch. read before XVP*^' although this latter has still

stronger attestation. [But 7]v is found twice in X B L, Copt., etc., once in C,

Vulg. Hence it is accepted in both cases by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 16.

kyrjyepTai] A B C L H K, min. have f/yepO'/, in favor of which, moreover, D bears

witness hj t^r/yep6^. On this evidence it is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be

preferred. — [Ver. 19. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, and good minor

authorities, read n'vpiov instead of 'Iz/ffow.] — Ver. 21. Instead of avT^ 6e, Tisch.

has EKeLvi) on evidence too feeble, and without sufficient internal reason. [But

recent editors agree with Tisch., following X B L, Copt., etc.] — Elz. Scholz

have TO [iXeiTEiv. This ro might, in consequence of the preceding kxapiaaTO,

have just as easily dropt out as slipped in. But on the ground of the decidedly

preponderating counter evidence, it is by Lachm. and Tisch. rightly deleted. —
Ver. 22. [6 Ir/aovc is rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B D, Vulg.,

Copt.]— oTil is wanting, it is true, in important authorities (although they are

not preponderating), and is deleted by Lachm. ; but the omission is exj)lained

from Matt. xi. 5. — Vv. 24-26. Instead of k^ElrjlvdaTe, A B D L S « (yet in ver.

26 not A also) have k^ijldaTE ; so Lachm. It is from Matt. xi. 7-9. — Ver. 27.

kyu\ is wanting in B D L S **, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It. Marcion, and
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is left out by Laclim . and Tiscli. An addition from Matth. — Ver. 28. -nrpocpyTTig]

IS deleted, indeed, by Lachm. [so W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V.] (in accordance
with B K L MX S J<, min. vss. and Fathers), but was omitted in accordance
with Matt. si. 11, from which place, on the other hand, was added tov liarvriarov

(rightly deleted by Tisch.). —Ver. 31. Before t'ivl Elz. has eItte 6e 6 KvpioQ, in op-

position to decisive evidence. [It is found only in cursive mss.] An exeget-

I'cal addition, in resjject of which the preceding passage was taken as his-

torical narration. — Ver. 32. Instead of koI Xeyovaiv, Tisch. has, on too feeble

evidence, 'AeyovrsQ. [W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V., read a '/lyei, following X* B, 1.]

— Ver. 34. The arrangement fi'Aog reluv. is decisively attested. The reverse

order (Elz.) is from Matth. — Ver. 35. Trdx^Twv] Lachm. and Tisch. synopa. j-ngt

Tisch. Vin.] have this immediately after otto [so Treg., W. and Hort text],

but in opposition to preponderating evidence. It was omitted in accordance

with Matt. xi. 19 (so still in D F L M X, min. Arm. Syr.), and then restored to

the position suggested by the most ordinary use. — Ver. 36. The readings tov

okov and KarEKlidi] (Lachm. Tisch.) are, on important evidence, to be adopted
;

avaKl. was more familiar to the transcribers ; Luke alone has KaraKA. — Ver. 37.

^nf 7]v] is found in different positions. B L H ^5, vss. Lachm. Tisch. rightly

have it after yw//. In D it is wanting, and from this omission, which is to be

explained from the possibility of dispensing with the words, arose their restora-

tion 6e/bre a/zap-., to which they appeared to belong. [Tisch., recent editors,

B. v., insert Kai before sTrcy., following X A B, and many others.] — Instead of

avdnEirai is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., KaraKEiTac. Comp. on ver. 36.

— [Ver. 39. The article is inserted before npocpr/TT^g in B H, so Weiss, bracketed

by W. and Hort, noticed in E. V. marg.] — Ver. 42. c5f, both here and at ver. 43,

has authorities so important against it that it appears to have been inserted as

a connective particle ; it is deleted by Tisch. — e'itte is wanting in B D L S X,

min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Coj^t. Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug. Suspected by Griesb., de-

leted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, E. V., on this preponderant evi-

dence]. But why should it have been added ? The entire suiDerfliiousness of

it was the evident cause of its omission. — Ver. 44. After dpi^i Elz. has rf/c

KEipalrjq, in opposition to decisive evidence. An addition from ver. 38.

Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. viii. 5-13. In the present form of Mark's Gospel

the section must have been lost at the same time wifli the Sermon on the

Mount, iii. 19 (Ewald, Holtzmann) ; both are supposed to have existed in

the primitive Mark. [See NoteLXV., p. 852 seq.] Comp. on Mark iii. 19.

—

fTrA^puffc] cum absolvisset, '^when he had completed,'''' so that notliing more of

them was wanting, and was left behind.' Comp. (jwErD^eae, Matt. vii. 28.

— aKouc] as Mark vii. 35. — The healing of the leper, which Matthew intro-

duces before the healing of the servant, Luke has inserted already at v. 12 ff.

— Ver. 3. 77pE(jj3vTepovc] as usually : elders of the pefjjile, who also on their

part w^ere sufficiently interested in respect of the circumstance mentioned at

ver. 5. Hence not : chiefs of the synagogue; apxiffvvay6yovc, Acts xiii. 15,

xviii. 8, 17. — df«(5f ecttiv, Jj] equivalent to a^idc: ectiv, Iva avru. See Kiihuer,

§ 802. 4 ; Buttmann, Mut. Gr. p. 198 [E. T. 229]. — a^H Subsequently,

in ver. 6, he changed his mind ; his confidence rose to a higher ])itch, so that

• Comp. 1 Mace. iv. 19 (cod. A) ; Eusebius, //. K iv. i^> : 7rA7jpiu<rai'To? tw npoinvxv''.
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he is convinced that he needs not to suggest to Him the coming at all. [See

Note LXV., p. 353seq.] — Ver. 4. nape^ri] The Mecepta napi^ei, as the second

person, is not found anywhere ; for otpei. and j3ov?iEi (Winer, p. 70 [E. T. 76])

are forms sanctioned hy usage, to wliich also is to be added olei ; but other

verbs are found only in Aristophanes and the tragic writers (Matthaei,

p. 462 ; Reisig, ad Soph. Oed. C. p. xxii. f.). If nape^ei were genuine, it

would be the third person of the future active (min. : Tvapt^sic), and the

words would contain the utterance of the petitioners among themselves.—
Vv. 5, 6. avToc] ipse, namely, of his own means.' The Oentile builder did

not prejudice the sanctity of the building, because that came by means of

the consecration. See Lightfoot, p. 775. — (pilovq] as xv. 6 ; Acts x. 24, hins-

follc, relatives ; see Nagelsbach, Anm. z. llias, ed. 3, p. 374. — Ver. 7. 6i6]

on account of my unworthiuess. — ow5f] not at all.— kiiavrov^ in reference to

those who had ieen sent, who were to represent him, ver. 3.— nai{\ equivalent to

Sovloq, ver. 2. That Luke erroneously interpreted the iraiq of his original source,

and nevertheless by oversight alloiced it to remain in this place (Holtzmann)

is an unmerited accusation, in accordance with Baur. [See Note LXV.,

p. 352 seq.]— Ver. 8. vtto'e^ovg. TnaaS/i.] an expression of military subordi-

nation : one icTio is placed under orders. Luke might also have written Tsray-

fiEvog, but the jiresent depicts in a more lively manner the concrete relation

as it constantly occurs in the service. — Ver. 10. tov aadevovvra 6. vjcaiv.] the

sick slave well (not : recovering), aadevovvra, present participle, spoken from

the point of view of the Tre/LufiflivTeg, ver. 6.' [But see critical note.] As an ex-

planation of this miraculous healing from a distance, Schenkel can here

suggest only the " extraordinary spiritual excitement" of the sick person.

Vv. 11, 12. The raising of the young man at Nain (P^J, a pasture ground

situated in a south-easterly direction from Nazareth, now a little hamlet of

the same name not far from Endor ; see Robinson, Pal. III. p. 469 ; Ritter,

Erdh. XV. p. 407) is recorded in Luke alone ; it is uncertain whether he

derived the narrative from a written source or from oral tradition. — kv rCt

efr;f] in the time that followed thereafter, to be construed with kyev. Comp.

viii. 1. — fiaOrjTal] in the wider sense, vi. 13, xvii. 20. — iKavoi] in considerable

number.^ [But see critical note.] — wf 6e i/yyiae ... /cat ISoh'] This Kai intro-

ducing the apodosis is a particle denoting something additional : also.

Comp. ii. 21. When He drew near, iehold, there also was, etc. See, more-

over, Acts i. 11, x. 17.

—

rri /xrjTpl a'vTov] Comp. ix. 38.'*—-The tombs (s^eko-

/li^ETo, comp. Acts V. 6) were outside the towns. See Doughty, Anal. II.

p. 50 ff. — /cat avrrj j^/>a] scil. fjv, which, moreover, is actually read after avrri

by important authorities. [See critical note.] It should be written in its

' He was such a friend of Judaism, and av^pia-iTo<;, Plat. Oorg.

dwelt in the Jewish land. This was a suffl- ' Mehlhom, De adjectivor. pro adverb, pes.

cient reason for Jesus treatinff him quite ratione et usu, Glog. 1828, p. 9 £f.; Kiihner,

differently from the way in which He after' ad Xen. Anab. 1. 4. 12.

wards treated the Syrophoenician woman. * Herod, vii. 221 : rbv Se nalSa . . . edvra oi

Hilgenfeld persists in tracing Matt. viii. 5 ff. ^louvoyei'e'a ; Aeschyl. Ag. 872 : /lovoyei'es reKvov

to the supposed universalistic retouching narpC ; Tob. iii. 15 ; Judfr. xi. 34 ; Winer,

of Matthew. See his Zeiisckr. 1865, p. 48 ff. p. 189 [E. T. 211].

2 Oii yap aiJia . . , vyiatfei re Kan co(76i o
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simplest form, avrri (Vulg. and most of the codd. of It. have : Jiaec). Beza :

K. ainy xwa {et ipsi quidem vidnae). [See Note LXVI., p. 353.]

Vv. 13-15. The sympathy with the mother was in itself sufficiently well

founded, even without the need of any special (perhaps direct) acquaintance

with her circumstances. — ^7 kAcZe] " Consolatio ante opus ostendit operis

certo futuri potestatem," " The consolation before the deed shows the power

of certainly working the future deed," Bengel. — The coffin ( 7/ anpog) was an

uncovered chest. '— The mere touch without a word caused the bearers to

stand still. A trait of the marvellous. — veavicme, aoi 1. ] The preceding

touch had influenced the hearers. — avEKadiaev] He sat upright. *— iSuKev]

Comp. ix. 42. Jlis work had now been done on him.

Vv. 16, 17. ^6[ioc] Fear, the first natural impression, v. 26.^

—

on . . . Kal

oTi] not recitative (so usually), but argumentative (Borncmann), asi. 25 : (we

praise God) because . . . and because. [See NoteLXVII., p. 353.] The reci-

tative on occurs nowhere (not even in iv. 10), ticic£ in the same discourse
;

moreover, it is quite arbitrary to assume that in the second half, which is by

no means specifically different from the first, we have the words of others

(Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek). — They saw in this miracle a ot/jueIov of a great

])ro2jhet, and in His appearance they saw the beginning of the Messianic de-

liverance (comp. i. 68, 78). — 6 Xdjog ovrog] This saying, namely, that a great

prophet with his claim made good by a raising from the dead, etc. — h b?.y

T. 'lovd.] a pregnant expression : in the whole of Judaea, whither the saying

had penetrated.* Judaea is not here to be understood in the narrower sense

of the province, as thoiigh this were specified as the theatre of the incident

(Weizsacker), but in the wider sense of Palestine in general (i. 5) ; and by h
ndc?t Ty neptxupu, which is not to be referred to the neighborhood of iViim

(Kostlin, p. 231), it is asserted that the rumor had spread abroad even

beyond the limits of Palestine. — nepl avrov] so that He was mentioned as

the subject of the rumor. Comp. v. 15.

Eemabk. — The natural explanation of this miracle as of the awakening of

a person only apparently dead (Paulus, Ammon ; comp. Schleiermacber, L. J.

p. 233) so directly conflicts with the Gospel narrative, and, moreover, places Jesias

in so injurious a light of dissimulation and pretence, that it is decisively to be

rejected, even apart from the fact that in itself it would be improbable, nay

monstrous, to suppose that as often as dead people required His help, He
should have chanced every time upon people only apparently dead (to which

class in the end even He Himself also mu.st have belonged after His crucifix-

ion !). Further, the allegorical explanation (Weisse), as well as also the identi-

fication of this miracle icith (he narrative of the daughter of Jaints (Gfrorer, Ileil.

Hage, I. p. 194), and finally, the mythical solxiiion (Strauss), depend upon subjec-

tive assumptions, which are not sufficient to set aside the objective historical

testimony, all the more that this testimony is conjoined, in respect of the na-

ture of the miracle, with that of Matthew (Jairus' daughter) and that of John

' See Wetstein in loc. ; Harmar, Beob. IT. and therooii Stallbaum.

p. 141. ' Comp. Thucyd. iv. 43 : eV A«ii<caJto orrn«-

' Comp. Acts Ix. 40 ; Xen. Cyr. v. 19 ; Plat. <rav.

Phaed. p. 60 B : a.vaKad\.i6iJ.fvo<; in\ t'i\v KKivr)V,
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(Lazarus) ; and to suspect the three narratives of raisings from the dead taken

together because of the gradual climax of their attendant circumstances (Wool-

ston, Strauss : death-bed, coffin, grave) is inadmissible, because Luke has not

the history of the raising on the death-bed until later (viii. 50 flf.), and therefore

was not consciously aware of that progression to a climax. The raisings of the

dead, attested beyond all doubt by all the four evangelists, referred to by Je-

sus Himself among the proofs of His divine vocation (Matt. xi. 5 ; Luke vii.

22), kept in lively remembrance in the most ancient church (Justin, Ap. i. 48.

22 ; Origen, c. C'els. ii. 48), and hence not to be let on one side as problematical

(Schleiermacher, Weizsacker), are analogous cijfiela of the specific Messianic

work of the future avdaraaig veKpuv.

Vv. 18-35. See on Matt. xi. 3-19. Matthevp has for reasons of his own
given this history a different and less accurate positioii, but he has related it

more fully, not omitting just at the beginning, as Luke does, the mention

of the Baptist's imprisonment. Luke follows another source. [See Note

LXVIII., p. 353.] — Tzepl irdvTuv tovtuv] such as the healing of the servant

and the raising of the young man.'— Ver. 21. Luke also, the physician, here

and elsewhere (comp. vi. 17 f., v. 40 f.) distinguishes between the naturally

sick people and demoniacs. Besides, the whole narrative passage, vv. 20,

21, is an addition by Luke in his character of historian. — kuI TV(pX.] and es-

pecially, etc. — kxapharo] " magnificum verbum," Bengel. — Ver. 25. rpv^^]

not to be referred to clothing, but to be taken generally, luxury. — Ver. 27.

Mai. iii. 1 is here, as in Matt, and in Mark i. 2, quoted in a similarly pecu-

liar form, which differs from the LXX. The citation in this form had

already become sanctioned by usage. — Ver. 28. rcpo^r/Tiifl The reflectiveness

of a later period is manifest in the insertion of this word. Matthew is orig-

inal. — Vv. 29, 30 do not contain an historical notice introduced hy Luke by
way of comment (Paulus, Bornemann, Schleiermacher, Lachmann, Kostlin,

Hilgenfeld, Bleek, following older commentators), for his manner elsewhere

is opposed to this view, and the spuriousness of eI-ke 6e 6 Kvpiog, ver. 31 (in

Elz.), is decisive ; but the words are spoken by Jesus, who alleges the differ-

ing result which the advent of this greatest of the prophets had produced

among the people and among the hierarchs. In respect of this, it is to be

conceded that the words in their relation to the power, freshness, and rhe-

torical vividness of what has gone before bear a more historical stamp, and

hence might reasonably be regarded as a later interpolation of tradition

(Weisse, II. p. 109, makes them an echo of Matt. xxi. 31 f. ; comp. de Wette,

Holtzmann, and Weiss) ; Ewald derives them from the Logia,wheTe, however,

their original place was, according to him, after ver. 27. [See Note LXIX.,

p. 353 seq.]— kSmaiuaav r. 9edv] they justified Ood, i.e., they declared by

their act that His will to adopt the bajrtism of John was right. — (ianriad. is

contemporaneous. — ttjv jiovlfp tov Oeov] namely, to become prepared by the

baptism of repentance for the approaching kingdom of Messiah. This coun-

> Luke also thus makes the sending of (^pya). This opposition to Wieseler (in the

John's disciples to be occasioned by the Ocitt. Vierteljahrsschr. 1845, p. 197 ff.).

works, the doings of Jesus, as Matthew
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gel of God's will (J^ov?.r/, comp. on Eph. i. 11) tJuy anmtlled (rider.), they

abolislied, since tlicy frustrated its realization through their disobedience.

Bezasays pertinently :
" Alroganmt, nempe quod ad ipsinsrei exihimattinet,

quoevasit ipsis exitii instrumcutuni id, quod eos adresipiscentiamet salutem

vocabat," " They abrogate, namely, it j)ertains to the termination of the thing

itself, since that which was inviting them to recovery and salvation became

an instrument of destruction to themselves. "— etc iavToix] with respect to tliem-

selves, a closer limitation of the reference of ijdeTTjaav.^ Bornemann (comp.

Castalio) :
^^ quantiim ab ij)sis pendehaV (^^ alios enim passi sunt," etc.),

" as far as it depended upon themselves" (" for they permitted others, " etc.).

This would be to dc kavrovq (Soph. Oed. R. 706 ; Eur. Iph. T. 697, and

elsewhere). — Ver. 31. rovg avdp. t. yev. r.] is related not remotely to ver. 29

(Holtzmann), but Jesus means to have the general designation applied (see

also ver. 34) to the hierarchs, ver. 30, not to nag 6 Xadg. Comp. Matt. xii.

39, xvi. 4. — elah 6fj.]elaiv has the emphasis. — Ver. 33. As to the form eaduv

[so Treg., "W. and Hort], as we must write with Tischendorf [Tisch. VIII.

has kffdiuv], comp. on Mark i. 6. The limitations aprov and olvov, w^hich are

not found in Matthew, betray themselves to be additions of a later tradition,

the former being an echo of Matt. iii. 4 ; Mark i. 6. — Ver. 35. See on Matt.

xi. 19, and observe the appropriate reference of the expression kStKaiudr/ k.t.2..

\o idiKUMaav t. Qe6v,ver. 29. Even Theophylact, who is mistaken in his inter-

pretation of Matt. I.e., expresses in this place the substantially correct view

that the divine wisdom which repealed itself in Jesus and the Baptist re-

ceived its practical justiiication in the conduct of their followers.^ Borne-

mann considers these words as a continuation of the antagonistic saying Idov

. . . afiaprulCnv, and, indeed, as bitterly ironical: "Et (dicitis) : probari,

spectari solet sapientia, quae Johannis et Christi propria est, in filiis ejus

omnibus, i.e., in fructibus ejus omnibus," "And (ye say) : the wisdom,

which is peculiar to John and Christ, is wont to be approved, to be tested,

in all its sons, i.e., in all its fruits." It is against this view that, apart from,

the taking of the aorist in the sense of habitual action (see on Matt. I.e.),

TtKva TTJg ao(})iag can denote only jiersons ; that, according to the ^parallelism

with ver. 33, the antagonistic judgment does not go further than dftapruluv
;

and that Jesus would scarcely break off His discourse Avith the quotation of

an antagonistic sarcasm instead of delivering with His own judgment a final

decision in reference to the contradictory phenomena in question. — Tvavruv]

added at the end for emphasis [see critical note], not by mistake (Holtz-

mann, Weiss), serves to confirm what is consolatory in the experience de-

clared by k^iKaiudi] K.r./l.

Ver. 35. This narrative of the anointing is distinct from that given in

Matt. XX vi. 6 ff. ; Mark xiv. 3 ff. ; John xii. 1 ff. See on Matt. xxvi. 6.

The supposition that there was only one incident of the kind, can be in-

Bengel justly observes :
" nam ipsum Kvang. ^[atlh. (Solinlprogranim), Ulm 1SC5,

Del consilium non potuere toUere," " For p. 3 f., who nevertheless takes ano in the

the counsel of God itself they could not sense of in (Matt. vii. 16 and elsewhere),

annul." without essential difference of meaning.
' Comp. Pressel, P/dlolog. Miscellen fib. d.
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dulged only at Luke's expense. He must either himaelf have put aside the

actual circumstances, and have added new circumstances (Hug, Gutacht. II.

p. 98), which is in itself quite improbable, or he must have followed a tra-

dition which had transferred the later incident into an earlier period ; comp.

Ewakl, Bleek, Holtzmann, Schenkel, Weizsiicker ; Schleiermacher also, ac-

cording to whom Luke must have adopted a distorted narrative ; and Hil-

genfeld, according to whom he must have remodelled the older narrative on

a Pauline basis. But the accounts of Mark and Matthew presuppose a tra-

dition so constant as to time and place, that the supposed erroneous (.lohn

xii. 1 ff.) dislocation of the tradition, conjoined with free remodelling, as

well as its preference on the part of Luke, can commend itself only less than

tTie hypothesis that he is relating an anointing which actually occurred ear-

lier, and, on the other hand, has passed over the similar subsequent inci-

dent ; hence it is the less to be conceived that Simon could have been the

husband of Martha (Hengstenberg). Notwithstanding the fact that the rest

of the evangelists relate an anointing, Baur has taken our narrative as an

allegoriml jwern (see his Evang. p. 501), which, according to him, has its

parallel in the section concerning the woman taken in adultery. Strauss

sought to confuse together the two narratives of anointing and the account

of the woman taken in adultery. According to Eichthal, II. p. 252, the

narrative is an interpolation, and that the most pernicious of all from a

moral point of view !

Vv. 37, 38. "B.Tig^v h r. n62,Ei djuapr.] According to this arrangement (see the

critical remarks) : icho in the city was a sinner : she was in the city a person

practising prostitution. * The woman through the influence of Jesus (it is

unknown how ;• perhaps only by hearing His preaching and by observation

of His entire ministry) had attained to repentance and faith, and thereby to

moral renewal. Now the most fervent love and reverence of gratitude to her

deliverer urge her to show Him outward tokens of these sentiments. She

does not speak, but her tears, etc., are more eloquent than speech, and they

are understood by Jesus. The imperfect f/v does not stand for the pluper-

fect (Kuinoel and others), but Luke narrates from the standpoint of the

public opinion, according to which the woman still was (ver. 39) what she,

and that probably not long before, had ieen. The view, handed down from

ancient times in the Latin Church (see Sepp, L. J. II. p. 281 ff. ; Schegg

in loc), and still defended by Lange,^ to whom therefore the TrdXig is Mag-
dala, which identifies the woman with Mary Magdalene (for whose festival

the narrative before us is the lesson), and further identifies the latter with

the sister of Lazarus, is, though adopted even by Hengstenberg, just as

groundless (according to viii. 2, moreover, morally inadmissible) as the sup-

> Grotius says pertinently :
" Quid mirum, " sinful woman in the general sense." She

tales ad Christum confugisse, cum et ad had been a wopviq (Matt. xxi. 31). See on
Johannis baptismum venerint?" "What iniapruAds in this sense, Wetstein in loc.;

wonder that such fled for succor to Christ, Dorvill, ad Char. p. 220. Comp. on John
when they had also come to the baptism viii. 7.

of John?" Matt. xxi. 32. Schleiermacher * Heller follows him in 'Rerzog's EncyM.
ought not to have explained it away as the IX. p. 104.
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position that the tvoIl^ in the passage before us is Jerusalem (Paulus in his

Comment, u. Exeg. Handb. ; in his Leben Jesu : Bethany). Nain may be

meant, ver. 11 (Kiiinoel). It is safer to leave it indefinite as the city in

which dwelt the Pharisee in question. — bnicu napa t. n66. avT.'\ According to

the well-known custom at meals, Jesus reclined, with naked feet, and these

extended behind Him, at table. — r/p^aro] vividness of description attained

by making conspicuous the Jirst thing done.— r^g KetpaX^g] sujierfluous in

itself, but contributing to the vivid picture of the proof of affection. — Kare-

(pllei] as Matt. xxvi. 49. ' Among the ancients the kissing of the feet was a

proof of deep veneration (Kypke, I. p. 243 ; Dorvill, ad Charit. p. 203),

which was manifested especially to Rabbins (Othonius, Lex. p. 233 ; Wet-

stein in loc). — The tears of the woman were those of painful remembrance

and of thankful emotion.

Vv. 39, 40. To the Pharisee in his legal coldness and conceit, the essence,

the moral character of the proceeding, remains entirely unknown ; he sees

in the fact that Jesus acquiesces in this homage of the sinful woman the

proof that He does not know her, and therefore is no prophet, because He
allows Himself unawares to be defiled by her who is unclean. — ovto^I placed

first with an emphasis of depreciation. — noTamj] of what character, i. 29. —
ijTic, oTTT. avTov] sJie who touches, comes in contact with Him. — on] that she,

namely. — Ver. 40. Jesus saw into the thoughts of the Pharisee. The £;fw

/c.r.A. is a "comis praefatio," "courteous preface," Bengel. Observe that

the Pharisee himself, in respect of such a scene, does not venture to throw

any suspicion of immorality on Jesus.

Vv. 41-43. By the one debtor ^ the woman is typified, by the other Simon,

both with a view to what is to be said at ver. 47. The supposition that

both of them had been healed by Jesus of a disease (Paulus, Kuinoel), does

not, so far as Simon is concerned, find any sure ground (in opposition to

Holtzmann) in the 6 lenpdg of the later narrative of the anointing (in Mat-

thew and Mark). The creditor is Christ, of whose debtors the one owes

Him a ten times heavier debt (referring to the woman in her agony of repent-

ance) than the other (the Pharisee regarded as the righteous man he fancied

himself to be). [See Note LXX., p. 354.] The difference in the degree of

guilt is measured by the difference in the subjective cansciousness of guilt
;

by this also is measured the much or little of the forgiveness, which again has

for its result the much or little of the grateful love shown to Christ, ver.

41 ff. — ijij hxovruv'] "Ergo non solvitur dcbitum suljsequcnte amore et grato

animo," " Therefore the debt is not paid by the subsecjucnt love and grateful

spirit," Bengel. — On the interpolated elne, which makes the question more

pointed, comp. Bremi, ad Dem. adv. Phil. I. p. 119. [But see critical

note.]

Vv. 44—46. Jesus places the affectionate services rendered by the woman
in contrast with the cold rcspectal)le demeanor of the Pharisee, who had

not observed towards Him at all the customs of courtesy (foot-washing, kiss-

' Comp. Polyb. xv. 1. 7 : ayevvui<; Tous rroSas of writing, \p(0(i>. is on decisive evidence to

Kara<i,iXoUv ruiv iv t<u <rvvi&piw. bo adopted, along witli Lachmann and
' Instead of xP'""^-. the late inferior form Tischendorf (Lobcck, ad Phryn. p. 691).
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ing) and of deference (anointing of the head). — aov ela t. oik.] I came into

thy house. The aov being placed first sharpens the rebuke. — That, more-

over, even the foot-washing before meals was not absolutely a rule (it was ob-

served especially in the case of guests coming off a journey., Gen. xviii. 4
;

Judg. xix. 21 ; 1 Sam. xxv. 41 ; 3 Thess. v. 10) is plain from John xiii.,

and hence the neglect on the part of the heartless Pharisee is the more easily

explained. — ejipe^e /xov r. 7ro(5.] moistened my feet. Comp. on John xi. 32
;

Matt. viii. 3. — Observe the contrasts of the less and the greater :— (1) v6up

and roZf SaKpvaLv
; (2) <}>i^r//ia, which is plainly understood as a kiss upon the

mouth, and ov diE?i. Karaip. /j.. tovq ttSSo^
; (3) kXaiCf) rr/v /cs^a/l. and //I'pw i/X. ju. roiig

TrSSac (jivpov is an aromatic anointing oil, and more precious than elaiov, see

Xen. Co7iv. ii. 3).

—

a(p' yg eIg^Wov] loosely hyperbolical in affectionate con-

sideration,—suggested by the mention of the Mss which was appropriate at

the entering.

Ver. 47. Ov x^-P'-'^) ^1 Beza, Grotius, Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf,

de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others, is separated from Myu coc by a comma,

and connected with cKpeuvrat. But the latter has its limitation by bn k.t.1.

It is to be interpreted : on account of which I say unto thee; on behalf of

this her manifestation of love (as a recognition and high estimation thereof)

I declare to thee. — acpiuvrai /c.r./l.] her sins are forgiven, the many (that she

has committed, vv. 37, 39), since she has loved much. This otl ijyanrjae irolv

expresses not the cause, and therefore not the antecedent of forgiveness. That

the words do express the antecedent of forgiveness is the opinion of the

Catholics, who maintain thereby their doctrine of contritio charitateformata
and of the merit of worhs ; and lately, too, of de Wette, who recognizes

love for Christ and faith in Him as one ; of Olshausen, who after his own
fashion endeavors to overcome the difficulty of the thought by regarding

love as a receptive activity ; of Paulus, who drags in what is not found in

the text ; of Baumgarten-Crusius, and of Bleek. Although dogmatic theol-

ogy is not decisive against this opinion (see the pertinent observations of

Melanchthon in the Apol. iii. 31 ff. p. 87 f.), yet perhaps the context is, be-

cause this view directly contradicts the Trapajioli], vv. 41, 42, that lies at its

foundation, as well as the w 6e bliyov cKpierat k.t.1. which immediately fol-

lows, if the love does not appear as the consequent of the forgiveness ; the

antecedent, i.e., the subjective cause of the forgiveness, is not the love, but

th.Q faith of the penitent, as is plain from ver. 50. Contextually it is right,

therefore, to understand otl of the ground of recognition or acknowledgment

:

Her sins are forgiven, etc., which is certain, since she has manifested love in

an exalted degree. Bengel says pertinently : "Remissio peccatorum, Simoni

non cogitata, probatur afructu, ver. 42, qvii est evidens et in oculos incurrit,

quum ilia sit occulta," " The remission of sins, not considered by Simon,

is proved from the fruit, ver. 42, which is evident and falls under the eye,

when the former may be hidden ;" and Calovius :
" probat Christus a pos-

teriori,'''' " Christ proves a posteriori.'''' Comp. Beza, Calvin, "Wetstein,

Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 603 f. ; Hilgenfeld also, Evang. p. 175. The
objection against this view, taken by Olshausen and Bleek, that the

aorist ijyanrjae is inappropriate, is quite a mistake, and is nullified by
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passages such as John iii. 16. The ai^euvTai expresses that the woman
is in the condition of forgiveness {in statu gratiae, ^^ in a state of grace''''),

and that the criterion thereof is the much love manifested by her. It is

thereafter in ver. 48 that Jesus makes, even to herself, the express dec-

laration. — w Se bliyov a^krat, bXiy. ayana] a general decision in pre-

cise opposition to the first half of the verse, with intentional application

to the moral condition of the Pharisee, which is of such a kind that only a

little forgiveness falls to his share, the consequence hcing that he also manifests

hut little love (vv. 44-46). There was too much want of self-knowledge and

of repentance in the self-righteous Simon for him to be a subject of much
forgiveness. [See Note LXX., p. 354.]

Ver. 48. The Pharisee is dismissed, and now Jesus satisfies the woman's

need, and gives her the formal and direct assurance of her pardoned condi-

tion. Suhjectively she was already in this condition through her faith (ver.

50), and her love was the result thereof (ver. 47) ; but i\\fi objective assurance,

the declared absolution on the part of the forgiver, now completed the

moral deliverance (ver. 50) which her faith had wrought.

Ver. 49. 'B-p^avro] The heginning, the rising up of this thought, is note-

worthy in Luke's estimation. — riq ovrSg ianv k.t.Ti.] a question of displeas-

ure. — KQc : even.

Ver. 50. Jesus enters not into explanation in answer to these thoughts,

but closes the whole scene by dismissing the woman with a parting word,

intended to confirm her faith by pointing out the ground of her spiritual de-

liverance. — y wicTTig a.] ^^
fides, non amor ; fides ad nos spectat, amore con-

vincuntur alii," "Faith, not love ; faith concerns us, others are convinced

by love," Bengel. — eJf e'lpr/vr^v] as viii. 48. See on Mark v. 34.

Kemaek. — From the correct interpretation of this section it is manifest of

itself that this passage, peculiar to Luke, contains nothing without an adequate

motive (ver. 37) or obscure (ver. 47) ; but, on the contrary, the self-consistency

of the whole incident, the attractive simplicity and truth with which it is set

forth, and the profound clearness and pregnancy of meaning characteristic of

the sayings of Jesus, all bear the stamp of originality ; and this is especially

true also of the description of the woman who is thus silently eloquent by
means of her behavior. This is in opposition to de Wette (comp. also Weiss,

II. p. 142 ff.). A distorted narrative (Schleiermacher), a narrative from "a
somewhat confused tradition" (Holtzmann), or a narrative gathering together

ill-fitting elements (Weizsacker), is not marked by such internal truth, sensibil-

ity, and tenderness.

Notes by Amebican Editob.

LXV. Vv. 2-10. The Centurion at Capernaum.

Weiss ed. Mey. denies that this passage is from the primitive Mark. He
thinks it was derived from the same source as Matt. viii. 5-13, but given here

with "traditional enlargement." In the "older source" it was, he affirms,

separated from the Sermon on the Mount only by the healing of the leper,
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which Luke introduces at chap. v. 12 ff. He further intimates that the "older

source" knew nothing of the mediation of the elders and friends, objecting to the

view of Meyer respecting the increase of confidence on the part of the centu-

rion. But these difficulties are created by the theory that Matthew and Luke

derived their narratives from a common source, or that the latter used the

former. The needless discussions as to the use of 6ov2.og (ver. 2) and naic (ver. 7)

grow out of the same assumption of a common written source. Either term

is correct enough, and the use of SuvXog in Matt. viii. 9 implies that Matthew

also understood nal^ in the sense given to it by Luke.

LXVI. Ver. 12. avT?/ r/v xvpo-

The above reading is that of Tischendorf (see critical note), but "W. and

Hort and R. V. prefer the jjointing avT?/, answering to the common emphatic

aiiTor :
'

' and she was a widow. '

'

LXVn. Ver. 16. bn . . . km on.

Here also, as in iv. 10, the R. V. takes . on as recitative in both eases.

Meyer's objection is scarcely conclusive, since the second clause indicates a

higher expression of faith, and may well be regarded as the utterance of

others.

LXVin. Vv. 18-35. The Messengersfrom the Baptist.

The position assigned this event by Luke is properly correct. That Luke

knew of the imprisonment of John the Bajjtist is quite likely, even though he

does not mention it here. The notice of miracles in ver. 21 is not a contradic-

tion of Matthew, since Matt. xi. 4, 5 implies something of the kind. The more

accurate reference to " two of his disciples" (ver. 19) would indicate an inde-

pendent source of information, but it is not necessary to suppose that Luke
has added details of his own invention or of a later incorrect tradition, nor

that vv. 20, 21 are supplied by him " in his character of historian." On the

other hand, Weiss ed. May. holds that both Matthew and Luke have derived

their narratives from the same "earlier source," iirging in favor of this the

numerous verbal correspondences. But the number of these is diminished in

the correct text, and such an argument is not conclusive in the presence of so

many peculiarities.

LXIX. Vv. 29, 30.

There is great difference of opinion respecting these verses. W. and Hort

put a dash before and after, to indicate the view that they are a comment
of the Evangelist. In that case the aorist participle {(ia-irnodevTec) would be

rendered "having been baptized;" so K. V. marg. But Weiss ed. Mey.,

Godet and others sustain the view of Meyer, that they were spoken by Jesus

Himself. The main arguments are : that Luke never elsewhere introduces such

a comment, and that the rejection of the clause in ver. 31 disposes of the only

evidence supporting the other view. As to the source from which the language

was derived, there is the usual disagreement. Matthew (xii. 12-15) has quite

different language in this connection, but in chap. xxi. 31, 32 something

similar. Hence Meyer's view, that Luke's words are an echo of the latter pas-

sage. But Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that they, with the preceding parable (Matt.

^3
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xxi. 28-30), stood in the position assigned them by Luke in '

' the source,
'

' and

that he " omitted Matt. xi. 12-15, which preceded, because, in order to explain

vv. 12, 13, he transferred them to chap. xvi. 16, and thus lost the point of con-

nection for vv. 14, 15." Godet, after discussing another complicated theory,

well saj's {Luke, p. 225, Am. ed.) : "As to Luke, he follows his oM'n sources of

information, which, as he has told us, faithfully represent the oral tradition,

and which furnish evidence of their accuracy at every fresh test."

LXX. Ver. 41. 6vo xp^o(l)ei?iiTai,.

Weiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer's explanation of the parable, but the more
general reference he accepts would naturally seem to involve the very applica-

tion which Meyer makes, and which is implied in our Lord's own use of the

figure. In his comment on ver. 47, Weiss shows why he thus objects, since he

there intimates that " little " does not apply to the Pharisee, because he is not

a subject of forgiveness at all.
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CHAPTER YIII.

Ves. 3. Instead of avrch Scholz and Tisch. have avrolg, on preponderating evi-

dence. The singular more readily occurred to the transcribers, partly because

^aav redepanevfi. had gone before, partly by reminiscences of Matt, xxvii. 55 ;

Mark xv. 41. — Instead of and we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on deci-

sive evidence, en. — [Ver. 6. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following B L S, read

KaTETTEGEv, instcad of the simple verb.]— Ver. 8. Elz. has iTii. But elg has

decisive attestation. — Ver. 9. Aeyovre^] is wanting in B D L R H X, min. Syr.

Perss. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Suspected by Griesb., rejected by Wassenb. and
Schulz, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]. But the

oraiio obliqua was the cause rather of its omission than of its addition. — [Ver.

12. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read aKovaavre^ ( K B L H), instead of aKovovre^.] —
Ver. 16. kiTiTidrjaLv'] Lachm. and Tisch. have rid/jcnv. See on Mark iv. 21. — Ver.

17. oh yvu<;6r]C!ETai\ Lachm. and Tisch. have ov fiij jvuoOy, in accordance with B L
S X, 33. [So Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. Meyer's objection is invalid.]

An alteration for the sake of the following iW^. — Ver. 20. XcyovTuvl is wanting

in B D L A H ><, min. vss., also Vulg. It. Bas. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.

It is to be maintained ; the looseness of construction occasioned in some
authorities its simple omission, in others the substitution of on, as read by
Tischendorf. [Treg., W. and Hort, and Weiss (apparently) reject both /leywrwv

and oTi, also substituting /cat for (5f, at the beginning of the verse. — Ver. 24.

Tisch. Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., follow X B L, and read dieyEpdei^, instead of

the simple verb.] — Ver. 26. Tm^ainjvijv'] Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has TEp-

jEOTjvuv'l, following B C? D, Vulg. It., have TEpaar/vuv. L X X, min. vss. Epiph.

have TEpyEorjvuv. See on Matt. [Here also recent editors accept VEpaarjvuv ; so

R. V. text. Comp. on Mark. — Ver. 27. Tisch. and recent editors have : ex(^v 6ai-

povca, Kal xpov(p luavC) ovk EVESvaarn IftnTtov, following K B, Copt., and others.] — Ver.

29. Instead of iraprjyyELkE we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch. , KapijyEXkEv, on de-

cisive evidence. —• Ver. 31. KapEKakEi\ KaptKokow (Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]),

although strongly attested, is an alteration to suit the connection and following

the parallels. — Ver. 32. poaKopEvuvJ Lachm. has poaKopEvrj, in accordance with

B D K U «, min. Syr. Aeth. Verc. [So W. and Hort, R. V.] From the par-

allels. — KapEKalovv'] Lachm. and Tisch. have TvapendlEGav, in accordance with B
C* L S, min. In Matthew the former, in Mark the latter reading. The evi-

dence is not decisive, but probably the imperfect is from Matthew, as it is only

in that Gospel that the reading is without variation. — Ver. 33. Instead of Eiaf/X-

Bev, elcijWov is decisively attested (Lachm. Tisch.). — Ver. 34. yEyEvt/fj-Evov] With
Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., who follow decisive evidence, read ysyovSg. —
aTTf/Wwref] which Elz. has before (nvr/yy., is condemned on decisive evidence. —
[Ver. 35. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. (X B) have ff/;A0ev.] — Ver, 36.

Kaf] is not found in B C D L P X N, min. Syr. Pers.p Copt. Arm. Slav. It.

Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. [Tisch. VIII. and recent edi-

tors]. But as it might be dispensed with, and, moreover, as it is not
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read in Mark v. 16, it came easily to disappear. — Ver. 37. ijpuTriaav] Lachm.

lias i//MTf/aEv, in accordance with ABCKMPXX, min. Verc. [So recent

editors, E. V., against Tiscli.] An emendation. — [Ver. 38. Tisch., recent

editors, E. V. (N B D L) omit 6 1?/aovg. — Ver. 40. Instead of vToarpeipai X B have

iirouTpetpeiv ; so Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] •— Ver. 41. avrdg] Lachm. has

otTOf, in accordance with B D R, min. Copt. Brix. Verc. Goth. The Recepia is

to be maintained ; the reference of avrog was not perceived. — Ver. 42. kv Se tu

virayeiv] Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has tv (5e ru vTrdjetv'] read Kal h/ivero iv tgi

KopevcaOai, biit only on the authority of C D* P, Vulg. also, It. Marcion. The

Recepln is to be adhered to in consideration of the prejionderance of evidence

in its favor, and because the frequently used iropeveaflai would be more readily

imported than v-dyeiv. — Ver. 43. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., read larpoig (K

and uncials generally), but B omits larp. . . . (iiov ; so W. and Hort, E. V.

marg.] — iV] Lachm. and Tisch. have d-rr', in accordance with ABES 254. The

Becepta is a correction, instead of which 69 has rrap'. — Ver. 45. Instead of cvv

avT^^lz. Scholz have /uer' avTov, in opposition to decisive evidence (in B, min.

and a few vss. [so W. and Hort, E. V. marg.] the words kuI oi ahv avru) are want-

ing altogether). — k. Myeig- t'iq 6 drp. /i.^ is, with Tisch., following B L X, min.

Copt. Sah. Arm., to be deleted. Taken from Mark, on the basis of ver. 45.

—

[Ver. 46. Instead of k^eWovaav (Eec), recent editors have k^elTjlvBiuav (X B L,

33) ; the former is from Mark. In w. 47, 49 avrCt is omitted after dmiyyEclev

and AfjwF (K B L and others) by recent editors.] — Ver. 48. Bdpmi] An addition

from Matthew ; deleted by Lachm. Tisch. — Ver. 49. Instead of fif] Lachm.

Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort] have iitjketi, in accordance with B D X, Syr.p

(marked with an asterisk). Cant. This fir/KETi, in consequence of Mark v. 35 (rt

ETi), was written in the margin by way of gloss, and was afterward taken in,

sometimes atonz/sifZe o/ //7/ (thus B : /iiy fiTjKETi), sometimes instead of it. — [Ver. 50.

Tisch., recent editors, E. V., omit ?.eyuv (X B L, 1, 33) and substitute nlarEvaov

(B L E) for TTiaTEVE ; the latter is from Mark.] — Ver. 51. Instead of iWav

(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.]) £lz. has eIceWuv, in ac-

cordance with D V, min. Copt. Aeth. This latter is to be restored ; the simple

form is from Matt. ix. 23, Mark v. 38, and was the more welcome as distinguished

from the following eIceWeIv (" et cum venisset domum, non permisit intrare," etc.,

Vulg.). [The order 'luawr/v koI 'laKufiov is well attested (B C D, etc.), accepted

by Tisch., recent editors, E. V. ; the Eec. is from Mark.] — ovilh'a'] Lachm. and

Tisch. have Tivd cvv avrip, upon sufficient evidence. ovSeva is from Mark v. 37.

— Ver. 52. ovk] BCDFLXAK, min. vss. have nh ydp. Commended by

Griesb., adopted by Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, E. V.] and Tisch. [Tisch.

VIII. has ovk\. From Matt. ix. 24, whence also in many authorities ro Kopdciov

is imported after dirtd. — Ver. 54. EKj3a?.(jv ffw iravr. km] is wanting in B D L X
X, min. Vulg. It. Syr.""' Ambr. fiede. Suspected by Griesb.. deleted by Lachm.

and Tisch. If the words had been genuine, they would hardly, as recording a

detail of the narrative made familiar by Matthew and Mark, have been

omitted here. — iyElpov'] with B C D X X 1, 33, Eyeips is in this place also (comp.

V. 23 f., vi. 8) to be written. So Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss] and Tisch.

[Tisch. Vni. has EyEipov]. Com]), on Matt. ix. 5.

Vv. 1-3. A general historical statement in regard to the continued official

teaching in Galilee, ami tlic viinistnj <if irnmen connected therewith.

—

h
-(J KnOi^.\ Comp. vii. 11.

—

unl airt'ir] w/ is tliat which carries forward the
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narrative after kyevEro (see on v. 12), and aiirdg prepares the way for the

mention of the followers of Jesus (/cat ol SudsKa k.t.Tl.). — Kara nd^iv] as ver.

4. — MayS.] see on Matt, xxvii. 56. She is neither the woman that anointed

Jesus, vii. 37, nor the sister of Lazarus. — a^' f/g dai/iov. cTrra e^eh/X.] Comp.

Mark xvi. 9. A simultaneous possession by seven devils is to be Conceived

of, so far similar to the condition of the possessed man of Gadara, viii. 30.

Comp., even at so early a period, Tertullian, De Anim. 25. Lange, L. J,

II. 1, p. 292, rationalizes :
' "a convert whom Jesus had rescued from the

heavy curse of sin." Comp. also Hengstenberg on John, 11. p. 206, accord-

ing to whom she was " an emancipated woman " who found in Christ the

tranquillizing of the tumult of Tier emotional nature. The express teOe-

paTrevftivai, healed, should certainly have guarded against this view. — km-

TpOKov] Matt. XX. 8. He had probably &ee?i a steward, and she was his widow.

She is also named at xxiv. 10. — 'UpuSov] Probably Antipas, because without

any distinguishing limitation. Neither Joanna nor Susanna is known in

any other relation. — 6l7]k6vovv\ with means of living and other kinds of

necessaries, Matt, xxvii. 55.

Vv. 4-15. See on Matt. xiii. 1-23 ; Mark iv. 1-20. The sequence of

events between the message of the Baptist and this parabolic discourse is in

Matthew wholly different.

—

awiovrog rfe] whilst, however, a great crowd of

people came together, also of those who, city hy city, drew near to Him. tuv k. t. A.

depends on bx^ov noTd.ov, and Kai, also, shows that this bxyiog rroTivg, besides

others (such, namely, as were dwelling there), consisted also of those who,

city by city, i.e., by cities, etc. "Ex quavis urbe erat cohors aliqua," " Out

of every city whatever there was a certain throng, " Bengel. — innvopeveadai,

not : to journey after (Rettig in the Stud. u. Erit. 1888, p. 486), but to jour-

ney thither, to draw towards."^ Nowhere else in the New Testament ; in

the Greek writers it is usually found with an accusative of place, in the

sense of peragrare terram, and the like. — 6ia Tzapa[i. ] by means of a parable.

Luke has the parable itself as brief and as little of the pictorial as 2)ossible

(see especially vv. 6, 8) ; the original representation of the Logia (which

"Weiss finds in Luke) has already faded away. [See Note LXXI., p. 362.] —
Ver. 5. The collocation 6 arceipuv tov cTvelpac tov cnbpov has somewhat of

simple solemnity and earnestness. — jitv] Kai follows in ver. 6. See on Mark
ix. 12. — Koi /careTrar.] not inappropriate, since the discourse is certainly

of the footpath (in opposition to de Wette), but an incidental detail not in-

tended for exposition (ver. 12). — Ver. 7. h //few] The result of the Eweaev.'^

— av/iKpvE'iaac] "una cum herba segetis," "at the same time with the blade

* That what is here meant is " the ethi- only serve the purpose of the TftanMe. Be-

cally culpable and therefore metaphor- sides, it is pure invention to find in the

ical possession of an erring soul that was seven demons the representation of the

completely under the power of the spirit of spirit of the world in its whole poiver. At
the world." This explaining away of the least, according to this the demon in Matt,

literal possession (in which, moreover, xii. 45 would only have needed to take with

Fathers such as Gregory and Bede have with him six other demons.
already preceded him) is not to be defended ^ Comp. Bar. vi. 62 ; Polyb. iv. 9. 2.

by comparison of Matt. xii. 43 ff., Luke xx. ^ See on Matt. x. 16 ; and Kruger, ad Dion.

84 ff., where certainly the seven demons Hal. Hist. p. 302.
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of the grain," Erasmus. — Vv. 9-11. r/f . . . avrr/] namely, Kara ttjv ep/iTjveiav,

"according to the interpretation," Euthymius Zigabenus.

—

rolg 6e Xninolg

ev napajS.] but to the rest the mysteries of the kingdom of God are given in

parables, that they, etc. What follows, viz. Iva ^TiiwovTeg fiy ^Miruai k.t.1., is

the contrast to yvuvai. — eoTL de avrr/ ?) irapa^o?.?/] but whatfollows is the parable

(according to its meaning). — ol fie irapa ryv uMv'] to complete this expression

understand awapivTeg, which is to be borrowed from the foregoing o airSpog.

But since, according to ver. 11, the seed is the Oospel, a quite fitting form

into which to put the exposition would perhaps have been to 6e napa ttjv 66ov

TovTuv ka-iv, ol k.t.1. Vv. 14, 15 come nearer to such a logically exact mode
of expression. — Ver. 13. Those, however, (sown) npon the rock are they who,

when they shall have heard, receive the word with joy ; and these, indeed, have

no root, ichofor a while believe, etc. — Ver. 14. But that which fell among the

thorns, these are they who have heard, and, going away among cares, etc., they

are choked. The ovtol (instead of tovto) is attracted from what follows

(Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 42), as also at ver. 15. — vno /lepi/ivuv k.t.X.] a

modal limitation to nopevd/ievoi, so that inrS marks the accompanying relations,

in this case the impulse, under which their nopEveadai, that is, their movement

therefrom (that is, their further life-guidance), proceeds. ' The connecting of

these words with cvfinviy. (Theophylact, Castalio, Beza, Eisner, Zeger,

Bengel, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Schegg, and others) has against it the fact

that without some qualifying phrase Tropevo/ievoi would not be a picturesque

(de Wette), but an unmeaning addition, into which the interpreters were the

first to introduce anything characteristic, as Beza, Eisner, Wolf, Valckenaer :

digressi ah audito verbo, "gone apart from the word heard," and Majus,

Wetstein, Kuinoel, and others : sensim ac paulatim, ^^ gently and gradually ''^

(following the supposed meaning of v^, 2 Sam. iii. 1, and elsewhere).

Comp. Ewald, " more and more." [See Note LXXII., p. 362.] — tov fiiov] be-

longs to all the three })articulars mentioned. Temporal cares (not merely

with reference to the poor, but in general), temporal riches, and temporal

pleasures are the conditioning circumstances to which their interest is en-

chained, and among which their nopevECFdai proceeds.— av/inviyovTai] the

same which at ver. 7 was expressed actively : at oKavdai avenvc^av avT6. Hence

cvfiTTviyovTaiis passive ; not: they choke (what was heard), but: they are choked.

That which holds good of the seed as a type of the teaching is asserted of

the men in whose hearts the efficacy of the teaching amounts to nothing.

This want of precision is the result of the fact that the Jtearers referred to

were themselves marked out as the seed among the thorns. — k. ov Telea^.]

consequence of the av/mviy., they do not bring to maturity, there occurs in

their case no bringing to maturity. Examples in Wetstein and Kypke. —
Ver. 15. TO 6e iv r. k. yij] sc. weadv, ver. 14. — kv KapSla /c.r.P..] belongs to kote-

Xovai (keep fast, see on 1 Cor. xi. 2), and aKovaavTeg tov 7,6y. is a qualifying

clause inserted parenthetically. — Kali) k. ayafty] in the truly moral meaning

(comp. Matt. vii. 17), not according to the Greek idea of evyiveia denoted

by nalbg myad6g (Welcker, Theogn. Proleg. p. xxiv. ff. ; Maetzner, ad Antiph.

> Bomemann in loc.; Bemhardy, p. 2C8 ; EUendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 881.
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p. 137 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. 8, p. 569 A). But the heart is morally-

beautiful and good just by means of the purifying efficacy of the word that

is heard, John xv. 3. — h vnofioviii] perseveringly . Comp. Rom. ii. 7. A
contrast is found in cKplaravTai, ver. 13. Bengel well says : "est robur animi

spe bona sustentatum," " it is strength of mind sustained by a good hope,"

and that therein lies the " summa Christianismi, " "sum of Christianity."

Vv. 16-18. See on Markiv. 21-25 ; Matt. v. 15, x. 26, xiii. 12. The con-

nection in Luke is substantially the same as in Mark : But if by such explana-

tions as I have now given upon your question (ver. 9) I kindle a light for

you, you must also let the same shine further, etc. (see on Mark iv. 21), and

thence follows your obligation {jileneTE ovv, ver. 18) to listen aright to my
teaching. On the repeated occurrence of this saying the remark of Euthy-

mius Zigabenus is sufficient : e'iko^ 6e, /card 6ia<j>6povg Kuipovq to. roiavra tou

XpLcrov eiTTElv, "but it is probable that Christ spake such things on differ-

ent occasions."— Ver. 17. kuI elg <pav. eWy] a change in the idea. By the

future yvuoOyaeTai that which is to come is simply asserted as coming to

pass •, but by the suijunctive (eW?^) it is in such a way asserted that it leads

one to expect it out of the present, and that without dv, because it is not con-

ceived of as dependent on a conditioning circumstance (Klotz, ad Devar.

p. 158 f.) : There is nothing hidden which shall not he Tcnown and is not hoxmd

to come to publicity.^ [But see critical note.] — Ver. 18. Trwf] xpv 7^p cnovSaiug

K. knifielug . . . oKpodaOac, "For it is needful to hear . . , earnestly and care-

fully," Euthymius Zigabenus.— of yap av exv «-i"-^-] a ground of encourage-

ment. The meaning of the proverbial sayings in this connection is as in

Mark iv. 25, not as in Matt. xiii. 12. — 6 6okeI exsiv] even what he fancies he

possesses : it is not the liability to loss, but the self-delusion about possession,

thefanciful presumption of possession, that is expressed ; tae/Liy exeiv, in fact,

occurs when the knowledge has not actually been made a man's own ; a man
believes he has it, and the slight insight which he regards as its possession is

again lost. It is not rejjroach against the apostles (Baur, Hilgenfeld), but

warnifig that is conveyed in the form of a general principle. In xix. 26 the

expression with SokeI would have been inappropriate. But even here the

mere 8 ex^h ^^ in Mark iv. 25, would have been not only allowable, but even

more significant. The 6okeI k.t.?.. already shows the influence of later re-

flection.

Vv. 19-21. See on Matt. xii. 46-50 ; Markiii. 31-35. [See Note LXXIII.,

p. 362.] Luke has the section in accordance with Mark, but in a shortened

form,^ without anything to indicate chronological sequence or connection of

subject, and he gives it a different position. — Ver. 20. ?iE-y6vTuv] by its being

said.^ [See critical note.]— Ver. 21. oirot] my mother and my brethren are

those who, etc.

J Comp. on the latter clause, Plato, Gor- x*'P« ^i'toC in\ r. /aai^tiras k.t.K, in an inter-

gias, p. 480 C : eis to <t>avephv a-yetv to aSiKTjua

;

est adverse to the Twelve. It is not the

Thucyd. i. 6. 3, 23. 5. Twelve alone that are meant in Matthew.
» Therefore it is not to be said, with Baur, ^ ggg Winer, p. 519 [E. T. 588] ; Bemhardy,

Evang. p. 467 f., that Luke purposely omit- p. 481 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 53.

ted the words in Matthew : koX sKTeiVas r.
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Vv. 22-25. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27 ; Mark iv. ,95-41. In Luke there is

no precise note of time, but the voyage is the same ; abridged from Mark.

[On vv. 22-56, as a whole, see Note LXXIV., p. 362.] — Ver. 23 f. cKpvnvovv]

which means to waJce up (therefore equivalent to a(j)V7rvi^e(j6ai), and also (as in

this case) tofall asleep (consequently equivalent to Kadvnvovv^), belongs to the

late and corrupt Greek. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 224. — KaTejirj] from the high

ground doM'n to the lake.'* — avvETrTiijpovvro] What happened to the ship is

said of the sailors. Examples in Kyjjke, I. p. 248. Observe the imperfects

in relation to the preceding aorist. — 6iiiyEipav\ they awoTce him (Matt. i. 24)

;

but subsequently iyep^eig : having arisen (Matt, ii. 14). [But see critical note.]

— Ver. 25. £(po(irj6.^ the disciples, as Mark iv. 41. — The first Kai is : even.

Vv. 26-39. See on Matt. viii. 28-34 ; Mark v. 1-20. Luke follows Mark
freely. — KaTenl. ] they arrived. See Wetstein. — Ver. 27. f/c r^f koIeuq} does

not belong to vTz-fivTrjaev, but to avTjp rig, alongside of which it stands. To
connect the clause wdth virrivTrjcEv would not be contradictory to h olKig. . . .

fivTjiiaaiv, but would require the presupposition, not presented in the text, that

the demoniac had just rushed out of the city. [See on the rest of the verse,

critical note.] — Ver. 28. ///) //e (iaaav.'] as at Mark v. 7. — Ver. 29. napijyyel-

Iev] not in the sense of the pluperfect, but like llsyev, Mark v. 8. — Nothing is

to be put in a parenthesis. — nxoX/.olq yap xp6voic k.t.?..] To account for the com-

mand of Jesus the description of his frightful condition is given : for dur-

ing a long time it had fared with him as follows.^ In opposition to usage,

Erasmus and Grotius render the words : often. So also Valckenaer. — av-

vTjpnaKEi] may mean : it had hurried him along icith it (Acts vi. 12, xix. 29,

xxvii. 15, and very frequently in the classical writers), but also : it had (ab-

solutely and entirely, avv) seized him (Ar. Lys. 437 ; 4 Mace. v. 3). It is

usually taken in the latter sense. But the former is the more certain of the

two according to the usage of Luke, .corresponds better with its use else-

where, and likewise agrees perfectly with the connection. For kfiEafielTo

K.T. 7i. then relates what was accustomed to be done with the sufferer in

order to prevent this tearing and dragging by the demon ; observe the im-

perfect.1 he was {accustomed to ie) chained, etc. [Recent editors follow X B L,

33, and give the form kSEafiEveTo.] — Ver. 31. avrolg] as Mark v. 10, from the

standpoint of the consciousness of the several demons possessing the man. —
afivGGov] abyss, i.e., Hades (Rom. x. 7). The context teaches that in partic-

ular Oehenna is meant (comp. Apoc. ix. 1 f., xi. 7, xx. 3). The demons
know and dread t\\G\v 2)l^ce of pwiishment. Mark is different and more orig-

inal ; in opposition to Baur, Marlcusevang. p. 42. — Ver. 33. anETrviyt/] of

choking by drowning.* Even Hug (Gutacht. II. p. 17 f.) attempts to

justify the destruction of the swine in a way which can only remind us of the

* It corresponds exactly to the Gorman *Comp. Rom. xvi. 25 ; Acts viii. 11 ; John
"cn<scWa/ew," except that this word is not ii. 20; Ilerodian, i. 0.24: ou ttoAAoI xp6v<f;

used in the sense of beconiinr/ free from Pint. Thes. vi. : xpoi'oi? ttoAAois vtrnpov. See
sleep, whicii K<k&vnvovv inighl have accord- generally, Bemhardy, p. 81 ; Fritzsche, ad
ing to the connection. Rom. I. p. xl.

"Comp. Polyb. xxx. 14. G: \ai\an6'! nro? * Bern. 8.3.3, pen.; Raphcl, Polyb. p. 199;
cKTrcTTTojicvias eis avTovi. Wakefield, Silv. Crit. II. p. 75.
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maxim, " qui ezcusat, accusat. '^— Yer. 35. k^i/Wov] the people from the city

and from the farms. — wapa r. noSag] as a scholar with his teacher. The

whole of this description, indeed, and the subsequent prohibition, ver. 39,

is intended, according to Baur, Evang. p. 430 f., to set forth the demoniac

as a representative of the converted heathen toorld. — Ver. 36. koI ol IddvTeq] the

disciples and others who had seen it together. The aai places these in con-

trast even with the people who came thither and found the cure accom-

plished, and to whom the eye-witnesses also of the proceeding narrated it. [But

see critical note. ]
— Ver. 38. UkTo] See on this Ionic form, which, however,

was also frequent among Attic writers. ' The reading idelTo (B L) is a cor-

rection, and kdeelTo (A P, Lachmann) is a transcriber's mistake for this cor-

rection.— Ver. 39. ttoIlv] Oadara, ver. 27. Mark, certainly with greater ac-

curacy, has iv ry A£Kan6?i.EC.

Vv. 40-56. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18-26 ; Mark v. 21-43. In Matthew the

sequence is different. The narrative of Luke, indeed, is not dependent on

that of Mark, but has it in view, without, however, on the whole attaining

to its clearness and vividness. — aKeSe^aro] is usually understood of a joyous

reception (ug evepyhijv koI aurypa, "as benefactor and Saviour," Euthymius

Zigabenus) ; but quite arbitrarily. Comp. Acts xv. 4. The narrative says

simply : that on His return the crowd received Him (comp. ix. 11), because

all had been in expectation of His coming back ; so that thus immediately

His ministry was again put in requisition. — Ver. 41. kuI avrog] and He, after

mention of the name comes the personal position. Comp. xix. 2.

—

aire-

evr/aKEv] died (imperfect), i.e., was dying, not : ^^oUerat, absente mortuamque

ignorante patre, " '

' has died, the father being absent and not knowing that

she was dead" (Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 348). That the death had not yet

taTcen place is indicated.^— avvEwviyov] a vivid picture : they stifled Him ;
in

point of fact the same as avveOTupov, Mark v. 24. — Ver. 43. irpoaavalu-

aaaa] when she even in addition (over and above her suffering) had expended.*

[See critical note.] — larpolg] on physicians. [See critical note.] As to bXov r.

piov, comp. Mark xii. 44. — Ver. 45. 6 Hhpog /nh (jeto nepl anljig kiracp^g leyeiv

Tov Xpiarbv . . . avrbg Se ov nspl Toiavrrig eTiejev, alia rcEpl Trjg yEvofihrjg ek rri-

cTEug, "Peter supposed that Christ was speaking of a simple touch . . , but

He was not speaking of this, but of that which came of faith," Euthymius

Zigabenus. — Ver. 49. rtg napa tov apx.] i.e., one of his dependants. Comp.

on Mark iii. 21. — rsdvriKEv] placed first for emphasis : she is dead.*— Ver.

51. EiaEldElv] into the chamber of death. — Ver. 52 relates to the bewailing

crowd assembled in the house (not in the death-chamber), with whom oc-

curred this conversation, ver. 52 f., while Jesus and those named at ver. 51

were passing into the chamber where the dead body lay. Among those wTio

laughed, the three disciples are as little intended to be reckoned * in Luke as

1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 230 ; Schaefer, ad * On the distinction from iLiridvt\<TK(y, ver.

Greg. Cor. p. 431 ; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. 42, comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 64 A : a7ro*v^«riceii»

Vii. 4. 8. T€ Kal TtOvdrai,.

' Bernhardy, p. 373 ; Wyttenbach, ad * They would not, moreover, have to be

Plat. Phaed. p. 142 ff. understood as associated with those who
» Dem. 460. 2, 1025. 20; Plat. Prot. p. 311 D. were put out, if «/3oA. «f<o irivr. were genu-



3G2 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

in Mark, whom he follows. — eKdrrrovTo avr/'/v] a well-known custom, to ex-

press one's grief by beating on one's breast. As to the construction of k6-

KTta6ai (also TVTZTEadai) and plangere with an accusative of the object (xxiii.

27) on whose account one beats oneself, see Heyne, Obss. ad Tibidl. i. 7. 28,

p. 71. — Ver. 55. ewecrpeijie k.t.X.] purposely narrates the reanimation of one

that was actually dead,' whose spirit had departed. In Acts xx. 10 also this

idea is found. — Ver. 50, napr/yy. avrolg k.t.A.] following Mark v. 43.

Notes by American Editob.

LXXI. The Parable of the Sower.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks Luke has preserved the parable in a form nearer that

of "the Apostolic source" than Mark. This difference from Meyer, with whose

theory in general Weiss agrees, respecting a parable which occurs in all three

Synoptists, shows how uncertain all these judgments must necessarily be. This

parable least of aU confirms any theory of dependence on a common source. (See

Mark, Note XXI., p. 59.)

LXXII. Ver. 14. vtto fiepi/nvuv /c.r.A.

Despite Meyer's objection, this phrase seems to qualify the main verb, and
Tvopevofievoi may be taken as in the K. V. :

" and as they go on their way they are

choked," etc.

LXXni. Vv. 19-21.

The position of this paragraph and the entire omission of all the important

circumstances which, according to Mark's account, give it special significance,

make decidedly against Luke's use of Mark, although Weiss has a complicated

theory to account for its position and form.

LXXIV. Vv. 22-56.

The remaining part of this chapter is made up of events narrated by all three

Synoptists in the same order. But the connection in Matthew is very differ-

ent, and the account of Mark presents many peculiarities. In view of these

facts, the theory of a common oral tradition is more satisfactory here than that

of dependence on Mark, with (Weiss) or without (Meyer) the use of " the earlier

Apostolic source."

Ine (but see the critical remarks). Kostlinis remain even a. shadoio of iniccrlninfy a.s to
right in adducing this against Baur, who de- how the matter is to be regarded (Weiz-
tected in this passage a Pauline side-glance siic^kcr). Jesus Himself will not leave the
to the original apostles. crowd in any doubt, but declares (ver. 52)

" How opposed, therefore, is this to the In His pregnant style what must immedi-
view of an apparent death ! There cannot ately of itself be evident.
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CHAPTER IX.

Vee. 1. After SuSeku Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have fiadrjvag avrov, "which is not

foiind inABDKMSVrA, rain. vss. Fathers. An addition, instead of which

other authorities of importance have anooToXovg. Luke always writes ol dudeKa

absolutely. So also do Mark and John, but not Matthew. — Ver. 2. rovg aade-

vovvrag} A D L H t<, min. have t. aadevnq. Approved by Griesb., adopted by

Lachm. But since in B, Syr.'="'' Dial, the words are altogether wanting, and,

moreover, in the variants occur rovq voaovvrag, wavrag rovg acdevovvrag, and omnes

infirmitates (Brix.), the simple IdaSat (as Tisch. also now has) is to be regarded as

original. [So recent editors, R. V. marg.] — Ver. 3. pd(i6ovg in Elz., instead of

pdpdov in Lachm. and Tisch., has evidence of importance both for and against

it. In accordance with A B [B has pdjithv] A, it is to be maintained, since the

singular might be introduced from Matt. x. 10 (see on the passage), and me-

chanically also from Mark vi. 8, just as easily as it could be retained by reason

of the singulars alongside of it. [The singular is attested by K B C*D L, 1, 33,

69, vss., accepted by recent editors, R. V.— avd is wanting in K B C L, omitted

by W. and Hort, R. V., retained by Tisch. Weiss.] — Ver. 5. di^uvrai'] in Elz.,

instead of Sexc^vrai (the latter is approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and

Tisch.), has against it authorities so important, that it must be referred to the

parallels. — Kal r. kov.] This kuI (bracketed by Lachm.) is wanting in B C* D
L X 2 ^, 1, 124, Copt. Sahid. codd. of It. Omitted, in accordance with the

parallels. [Tisch. retains, but recent editors omit ; so R. V.] — Ver. 7. vn' avrov']

is wanting in B C* D L X, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition for the purpose of more precise

specification. — [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following X B C L, etc., substitute

kyepdrj for iyr/yepTai ; in ver. 8, rcg for elg ; in ver. 9, 6e for Kai, at the beginning,

omitting tyu before o.kovu.'] — Ver. 10. tSttov £pr//u. ttSX KaTi. B?;0<t.] Many variants;

the reading which is best attested is tvoIlv Kalovixevjjv Br/OG., which Tisch., follow-

ing B L X., 33, Copt. Sahid. Erp., has adopted. Rightly ; e'lg nSXiv k.t.?l. would

of necessity arouse objection, as what follows did not take place in a city, but

in a desert (comp. ver. 12, and also Mark vi. 31). — Ver. 11. de^d/i.] Lachm. and

Tisch. have aTvoSe^dji., in accordance with B D LX [also a] ^, min. Rightly ;

the Recepta is a neglect of the compound form, which form in the New Testament

occurs only in Luke. — Ver. 12. Instead of jropevdevTeg, Elz. Scholz have aneX-

&6vTEg, in opposition to decisive evidence ; it is from the parallels. — Ver. 14.

Before avd, B C D L R E X , 33, 157, Sahid. Cant. Or. have ucjei, which Tisch. Synop*

has adopted. [Tisch. VIII. omits ; recent editors, R. V., accept.] Rightly
;

it was omitted, because even Mark has no indefinite qualifying word. — [Ver. 15.

Tisch., recent editors, R. V, (with X B L, 1, 33, etc.), read narkKlivav instead of

avEKlLvav. — Ver. 16. Tisch., recent editors (with X B C, etc.) read napa-&£lvac in-

stead of napari^evai.] — Ver. 22. eyep^.'] Lachm. has avaarT/vai. The authorities

are greatly divided, but f/f/ji?. is from Matthew (r. rpiry ^fi£pakyEp-&.). [K B L A,

etc., have tyepd., accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 23. Instead of
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epxca&ai, apvr/aaadu Elz. Scliolz have kMelv, h-apvijauc&u, in opposition to pre-

ponderating Mss. and Or. From the parallels. — Ka&' y/npnv] condemned by
Griesb., deleted by Scholz, Lachm. It has preponderating evidence in its

favor ; the omission is due to the words being omitted in the parallels. — Ver.

27. o)Se'\ B L H X, 1, Cyr. have avrov. Commended by Griesb., approved by
Einck, adopted by Tisch. Kightly ; Hxh is from the parallels. — The readings

iaruTuv and yifouv-ai (Elz. : tarTjKd-uv and ytvaov-ai) have (the latter strongly)

preponderating evidence in their favor. [But earr/Koruv is accepted by Tisch.

and recent editors, with X B L, etc. — Ver. 34. The same authorities and edi-

tors have the imperfect iTrfff/c/oCcv.] — Ver. 35. aya-z/rd^'] B L 3 i<, vss. have

LK?.eAey/LiEvog. Commended by Griesb. and Schulz, adopted by Tisch. The Re-

cepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. iv n) e^?/g] h; in accordance with B L S
N, 1, 69, is to be deleted. See on vii. 11. — Ver. 38. avep.] Lachm. has f/Jo/ycev,

in accordance with B C D L t<, min. [so Tisch., recent editors, K. V.]. A neg-

lect of the compound form, which form occurs elsewhere in the New Testament

only in Matt, xxvii. 46, and even there is disregarded by several authorities. —
Instead of iwiliAt-ipaL (to be accented thus) [Tisch. t-//3/fi/^a<.], Elz. Lachm. have

iKif3?xil'ov. Authorities of importance on both sides. The latter is an inter-

pretation. The infinitive EIIIBAE^AI was taken for an imperative middle.

— [Ver. 40. All uncials have f/c/'JaPiwffn' ; so recent editors.] — Ver. 43. kizolt/aEv']

Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have ETrolet ; decisively attested. [t< A BC D L, vss., have

the imperfect, most of them omitting 6 'Ir/aov^ ; so recent editors.]— Ver. 48.

instead of hri., which is approved by Griesb., and, moreover, adopted by
Lachm. and Tisch., Elz. Scholz have Eorai. But Igti is attested by B C L X
E X, min. vss. (also Vulg. It.) Or. (thrice) ; the future was introduced in refer-

ence to the future kingdom of heaven. — [Ver. 49. Recent editors, with K B L,

etc., read h instead of ctt/ (Eec. Tisch.), also omit the poorly supported to. be-

fore (5a///. — The imperfect iKulivfiEv is found in X B L, and accepted by W.
and Hort, Weiss, E. V.]— Ver. 50. Instead of v/uuv Elz. has ///ywvboth times, in

opposition to preponderating evidence. See on Mark ix. 40. —Ver. 54. <jf k.

'HA. £7r.] is wanting in B L 2 K, 71, 157, vss. (Vulg. also and codd. of It.) Jer.

(?). Suspected by Griesb. (following Mill), deleted by Tisch. But how easily

the indirect rebuke of Elijah, contained in what follows, would make these words

objectionable ! — Ver. 55. Kal dnev . . . vfidr'] is wanting in A B C E, etc., also

K, min. Copt. Aeth. Sax. Germ. 1, Gat. Fathers. Condemned by Griesb., de-

leted by Lachm. and Tisch. The words have such a weight of evidence against

them that they would have to be rejected, if it could be explained how they

got into the text. How easily, on the other hand, might an /)i/eH/io)(«/ omission,

out of consideration for Elijah, occur ! Moreover, the simjjle, short, and preg-

nant word of rebuke is so unlike a transcriber's addition, and so worthj' of

Jesus Himself, as, on the other hand, it is hardly to be conceived that Luke
would have limited himself on an occasion of so unprecedented a kind onlj' to

the bare kneri/irjaev avro'ig. [Despite Meyer's argument, it is safest to reject the

doubtful clauses in vv. 54, 55. It is true there is an increase of evidence

against the passages from vv. 54 to 56, but even the first claiase lacks the

support of the best uncials. The readings deserve notice, but all recent edi-

tors reject them from the text (so R. V.), as they must, if manuscript evidence

is decisive.] But the additional clause which follows in Elz. is decidedly

spurious : 6 yap vluc tov uv&pcjnov ovk ip.'St i/'ii^cf avSpinruv anu7.kaat^ a/'./ld acjffai.
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— Ver. 57. iyevETo del Lachm. Tisch. have /cat, in accordance with B C L X S V.,

min. Syr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm, Kightly ; a new section was here begnn (a

lection also), and attention was called to this by adding iyevETo to nal (so D, 346,

Cant. Verc. Colb.), or by writing lyivETo 6e, in accordance with ver. 51. — KvpiEl

is wanting in B D L 2 X, min. Cojit. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It. Condemned by

Griesb., deleted by Lachm. But since it stood at the end of the sentence, and

since the parallel passage, Matt. viii. 19, had no corresponding word at the end,

Ki'pie woiild the more easily drop out. [Kejected by Tisch., recent editors, K. V.

— In ver. 59 the same word is omitted by Tisch., W. and Hort, following BD.
Probably added from Matt.] —Ver. G2. n? tt/v ftaail.-i B L S «, 1, 33, Vulg. It.

Clem. Or. have ry f^aciTisia. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepia is explanatory.

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. x. 1, 7, 9-11, 14 ; Mark vi. 7-13. Luke follows

Mark, and to that circumstance, not to any cJepreciation of the Twelve by

contrast with the Seventy (Baur), is due the shorter form of the succeeding

discourse. — Kal voaovcdtpair.] depends on 6vvafi. k. i^ova. (power and author-

ity, iv. 36). The reference to eSukev (Bengel, Bornemann) is more remote,

since the v6aovg deparrevEiv is actually a dvvajiiq a. k^ovaia. — Ver. 3. ixjjte ava

6vo xiT. ixeiv] nor even to have two under-garments (one in use and one to

spare). A mingling of two constructions, as though ^rjdh aipEiv had been

previously said.' For the explanation of the infinitive with eItte there is no

need of supplying 6eIv (Lobeck, ad Phryn. pp. 753 f., 773) ; but this idea

is implied in the infinitive itself.'^ It would be possible to take the infini-

tive ybr the imperative (Kuinoel and many of the earlier critics, comp. also

Buttmann, Neut. Or. p. 333 [E. T. 371 f.], who understands Uyu) only if

the connection brought out a j^recise injunction partaking of the nature of

an express command,^ which, how'ever, in this case, since the imperative

precedes, and, moreover, immediately follows, is not applicable. — Ver. 5.

Koi T. Kov.] Even the dust also ; see Hartung, Partilcell. I. p. 134. [But see

critical note.] — kn' avr.'] against them, more definite than Mark : avTo'ig.

Theophylact : etf k'kEyxov avruv koI KaTciKpiaiv,
'

' for their conviction and con-

demnation."

Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. xiv. 1 f. ; Mark vi. 14-16. — To the ynovoEv of

Mark vi. 14, which Luke iu this jDlace evidently has before him, he adds a

definite object, although taken very generally, by means of ra jivo/ievaTravTa:

everything which was done, whereby is meant, which was done Iry Jesus (ver, 9).

— dirjTvSpEL] he was in great perplexity, and could not in the least arrive at

certainty as to what he should think of the person of Jesus. This was the

uncertainty of an evil conscience. Only Luke has the word in the New
Testament. It very often occurs in the classical writers.*— Ver. 8, e^dv^]

"Nam Elias non erat mortuus," "For Elijah had not died," Bengel.

—

Ver, 9. What Matthew and Mark make Herod utter definitely, according

to Luke he leaves uncertain ; the account of Luke is hardly more original

(de Wette, Bleek), but, on the contrary, follows a more faded tradition, for

> See Ellendt, ad Arrian. Al. I. p. 167

;

Bernhardy, p. 358 ; Pflugk, ad Eur. Herod.

Winer, p. 283 [E. T. 316]. 314.

* See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. v. 7. 34. • On the accentuation i/iro tivuv, see Lip-

8 See generally, Winer, p. 282 [E. T. 316] ;
sius, Gramm. Unters. p. 49.
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the character of the secondary writer is to be discerned in the entire narra-

tive (in opposition to Weizsacker). The twofold tyu has the emphasis

of the terrified heart. — eI^t/tec hklv avrov] he longed to see Him. Comp.
xxiii. 8. He hoped, by means of a personal conference (viii. 20) with
this marvellous man, to get quit of his distressing uncertainty. That Herod
seemed disposed to greet Him as the risen John, and that accordingly

Christ had the prospect of a glowing reception at court, Lange reads into

the simple words just as arbitrarily as Eichthal reads into them a partiality

for Herod on the part of Luke.

Vv. 10-17. See on Matt. xiv. 13-21 ; Mark vi. 30-44
; John vi. 1 ff. Ac-

cording to the reading elg n62.iv naTiOVfiEVTiv 'BrjBa. (see the critical remarks),

clf is to be understood of the direction ichitJie?' (versus), and ver. 11 ff. is to be

conceived as said of what happened on the way to Bethsaida. The Bethsaida

meant at Mark vi. 45, on the western shore of the lake (The BrjBa. ttjq Valil.,

John xii. 21 ; Matt. xi. 21), is not the one intended, but Bethsaida-Ji/Zias,

on the eastern shore in lower Gaulonitis (see on Mark viii. 22), as Michaelis,

Fischer, Paulus, Robinson, Ebrard, Lange, Ewald, Schegg, and others sup-

pose, on the ground of Mark vi. 45, where from the place of the miraculous

feeding the passage is made across to the western Bethsaida. For the denial

of this assumption, and for the maintenance of the view that Luke, in

variation from the parallel passages, transposed the miraculous feeding to

the weste)'7i shore (Winer, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Eichthal, and

with some hesitation Bleek), there is no foundation at all in Luke's text.

For although Jesus had returned from Gadara to the western side of the

lake (viii. 37, 40), yet between this point of time and the miraculous feed-

ing come the sending forth of the Twelve, and the period that elapsed until

their return (ix. 1-10). Where they, on their return, met with Jesus, Luke

does not say, and for this meeting the locality 7nai/ be assumed to have been

the eastern side of the lake where Bethsaida-Julias was situated. But if it

is supposed, as is certainly more natural, that they met with Him again at

the place whence they had been sent forth by Him on the western border of

the lake, it is no contradiction of this that Jesus, according to Luke, wished

to retire with His disciples by the country road to that Bethsaida which was

situated at the north-eastern point of the lake (Bethsaida-Ji/7ias) ; and it is

just this seeking for solitude which can alone be urged in favor of the more

remote Bethsaida on the further side. The whole difference therefore

comes to this, that, according to Luke, they went to the place of the

miraculous feeding hy land, but according to Mark (and Matthew), by ship.

[See Note LXXV., p. 377.]— Ver. 11. ano^k^.] Hedid not send them back,

although He desired to be alone, but received them.— ETnaiTiafiov] Provisions,

a word which occurs only in this place in the New Testament, but is

often found in the classical writers. Comp. Judith ii. 18, iv. 5. — Ver. 13.

nWov f]] These words do not fit into the construction. '— « ihjtl k.t.I.] imless,

perchance, etc. ; this is neither to be regarded as a direct question (Kypke,

Rosenmiiller), nor is the thought ;
" even therewith we cannot feed them,"

' See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 410 : Kriigcr, ad Dion. p. 287 ; Schocmaun, ad Is. p. 444.
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to be previously supplied (Beza, Grotius, de Wette, and others). On the

contrary, the two parts of the sentence are closely connected : We have not

more than . . . unless, perchance, we shall have bought. The tone of the ad-

dress is not one of irony (Camerarius, Homberg, Kuinoel), as is often

expressed by el h?/,
' but of etnbarrassme?it at the manifest impossibility of carry-

ing the order into effect {f'/fielg . . . elg navra tov ?.a6v). On el with a

subjunctive, which is to be recognized even in the Attic writers, although

rarely, but is of frequent use in the later Greek, see Winer, p. 263 [E. T.

294 f. ] ^. Winer is mistaken in regarding the mood in this case as a delibera-

tive subjunctive not dependent on el, as Buttmann, p. 191 [E. T. 221], also

takes it. See above for the connection ; and on the difference of mean-

ing between the subjunctive with and icitTiout av (condition absolutely,

without dei^endence upon circumstances that may or may not happen), see

Hermann, De part, av, ii. 7, p. 95 ; Hartung, Partihell. II. p. 301.

—

rjH-e'ig]

with emphasis ; for previously they had advised to leave the people them-

selves to procure food. — Ver. 14. Observe the numerical relation, ^^-ye loaves,

Jive thousand, ranks of companies hj fifty. To form such companies is, in

Luke, said to have been commanded even by Jesus Himself. The tradition

is gradually rounded into shape as we advance from Matthew (and John) to

Luke. — Ver. 16. evloy. avTovg] an intimation of the benediction uttered in

prayer, which was effectual in causing the increase. Matthew and Mark
have it otherwise. — Ver. 17. KXaa/idruv] is, in accordance with the opinion

of Valckenaer, Lachmann, and Tischendorf [not Tisch. VIII.], to be regard-

ed as governed by k6<Pivol 6u6eKa. If, in accordance with the usual view, it

had been construed with ro nepiaa. avr., it would have been rwv KXaafi. (comp.

Matt. xiv. 20 ; Soph. El. 1280 : to. /llev TrEpiaaEvovra tuv loyuv a(j>e^ ; Plat.

Legg. ix. p. 855 A) or to, nEpiacyEvaavra avTolq Klacfiara (John vi. 12). Luke
reproduces the KAaa/ndruv JwcJe/ca KO(j>ivovg of Mark. [See Note LXXVI.,
p. 378.] Since, moreover, K7^ac!|J.dTuv contains a reference to KariKTMce, ver.

16, it is manifest that the fanciful view of Lange, L. J. II. p. 309 f., is un-

tenable : that Jesus, indeed, miraculously fed the thousands ; but that the

superfluity arosefrom thefact that the i^eople, disposed by the love of Jesus

to brotherly feeling, had immediately laid open their own stores. Thus the

miraculous character of the transaction is combined with the natural expla-

nation of Paulus and Ammon. With what a unanimous untruthfulness

must in this case all the four reporters of the history have been silent about

the people's private stores. Just as persistent are they in their silence

about the symbolic nature of the feeding behind which the marvellous How
of the incident is put out of sight (Weizsacker). Schenkel mingles to-

gether most discordant elements for explaining away the miracle, not

rejecting even provisions brought with them, and in part procured in

haste. But what is the meaning of Mark viii. 18-20 ? And are all six nar-

ratives equally a misunderstanding ?

' Kiihner, n. p. 561; Maetzner, aciXycMrg'. ad Cyrop. iii. 3. 50; Klotz, ad Devar.
in Leocr. p. 317. p. 500 ff. ; EUendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 491.

^ Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 12 ; Poppo,
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Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xvi. 13-16 ; Mark viii. 27-29. As to the second

miraculous feeding Luke is silent ; a silence whicli Sclileierraachcr and

many others, even Weizsacker, make use of in opposition to the reality of the

second miracle (see in general on Matt. xv. 33). But this silence is related

to the enigmatical hiatus which Luke has left between vv. 17 and 18, en-

tirely passing over everything that occurs in Mark vi. 45-viii. 27, and in the

parallel passage of Matthew. [See NoteLXXVIL, p. 378.] No explanation

is given of this omission, and it seems to have been occasioned by some

casualty unknown to us. Possibly the only reason was that in this place he

had before him another written source besides Mark, which did not com-

prise the fragments in question, and from which, moreover, he borrowed

the peculiar situation with which ver. 18 begins. Special purposes for the

omission (Hilgenfeld, Weiss, p. 699 f.) are arbitrarily assumed, as if in his

idea the portion omitted were, on the one hand, not of sufficient importance,

on the other, too detailed (as the history of the Canaanitish woman), and

the like. Weizsacker, p. 66 f., proceeds more critically, but still unsatis-

factorily, when he relegates the events to ix. 51 flf., where occur several

points of contact with the fragments here passed over. — Ver. 19. allot df]

without a previous ol fiev. See on Matt, xxviii. 17 ; Mark x. 32. The
opinion : 'Iwaw. r. (ianr., as that of the majority, is first of all declared with-

out limitation. — Ver. 20. 6 Ylerpoq] npoTzrjda tuv I-oittuv koi ardfia navruv yev6-

fiEvog, "he springs before the rest, becoming also the mouth of all," Theo-

phylact. — Tov Xpiardv. r. Qeov] See on ii. 26.

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xvi. 20 f. ; Mark ix. 30 f. Neither the dis-

course of Jesus about the rock (Matt. xvi. 17-19), nor His reproof of Peter

as Satan (Matt. xvi. 22 f. ; Mark viii. 32 f.), is found in the Pauline Luke,

who did not find the former in Mark (see on Mark viii. 29). If he had
omitted the saying concerning the rock because of a tendency (Baur and
others), he could not in the same interest have passed over the rebuke of

Peter as Satan. — Ver. 22. on] argumentative. [See NoteLXXVIIL, p. 378.]

Tell no one, etc., since it is the appointment of God (xxiv. 26) that the

Messiah, after many sufferings, etc., should attain to His Messianic attes-

tation by the resurrection (Rom. i. 4). Thus, for the present, the Lord
quenches the ardor of that confession, that it may not interfere with that

onward movement of the divine appointment M'hich is still first of all neces-

sary. — cTTo] on the part of. See Buttmann, Neiit. Or. p. 280 [E. T. 326].

Vv. 23-27. See on Matt. xvi. 24-28; Mark viii. 34-ix. 1. — npbg Trdv-ag] to

all, is not to be taken as : in reference to all, nor is it said in contrast to Peter,

so that what Matthew relates, xvi. 22 f., may be unconsciously presupposed

(de Wette leaves the choice between the two) ; but as avrolg, ver. 21, refers to

the apostles, navrng must refer to a wider circle. Luke leaves it to the

reader to conclude from Tnivra^ that there were still others close by to whom,
beside the discij)lcs, that which follows was addressed. Comp. on Mark
viii. 34. Ver. 18 does not exclude the approach of others which may have

occurred meanwhile. But with ver. 22 closed the confidential discourse

with the Twelve ; what Jesus has now yet further to enter upon in contin-

uatiou of the communication of ver. 22 is to be said not merely to them.
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but to all. — naB' yfiepav] involuntarily suggested by the experience of a

later period ; 1 Cor. xv. 31; Rom. viii. 36 ; 2 Cor. iv. 16 f. — Ver. 25.

iavTov Se clttoI. r/ ^r/fi.] if he . . . however, shall have lost himself, or have suffered

damage {?/, not equivalent to Kai, but introducing another word for the same

idea). Himself, i.e., not "Az's better self^ (de Wette), but, according to ver.

24, his own life. Excluded from the Messiah's kingdom, the man is in the

condition of ddvarog ; not living (in the fwjy aluviog), he is dead ; he is dead

as well as no more present (ovk ecal, Matt. ii. 18), he has lost himself. — Ver.

26. h Ty 66^1) K.T.I.] A threefold glory :— (1) His own, which he has abso-

lutely as the exalted Messiah (comp. xxiv. 26) ; (2) The glory of God, which

accompanies Him who comes down from the throne of God
; (3) The glory

of the angels, who surround with their brightness Him who comes down
from God's throne. ' The genitives have all the same reference, genitives of

the subject. — Ver. 27. alrjduQ] not belonging to Ityu (in that case it would
be a translation of afi7]v, and would come first, as in xii. 44, xxi. 3), but to

what follows. — avTovl (see the critical remarks) here."^— Trjv paail. r. Qeov] the

hingdom of the Messiah, not less definite, but simpler than Matthew and Mark.

Vv. 28-36. See on Matt. xvii. 1-13 ; Mark ix. 2-13. — uael I'jiitpai 6/crw]

not in grammatical construction (comp. ver. 13), see on Matt. xv. 32.^ The
uaei protects Luke from the reproach of representing himself as paying more

attention than Mark to chronology (Holtzmann). — Tvpoaev^aadai] See on v.

16. — Ver. 29. rh d6oq\ the appearance of His countenance :
" Transformatio

splendorem addidit, faciem non subtraxit," "The transformation added

splendor, and did not remove the countenance," Jerome. — Izvko^'] not in-

stead of an adverb, but t^aarp. is a second predicate added on by way of

climax without kuI (Dissen, ad Find. p. 304), white, glistening.'^— Ver. 31.

T^v E^odov avTov] His departure, namely, from His life and work on earth :

through His death, resurrection, and ascension (.Joseph. Antt. iv. 8. 2).^

Corresponding to this is daot^og. Acts xiii. 24. This subject of the (7vX2.a7.nv,

of which neither Matthew nor Mark has any hint, first appeared in Luke from

the later tradition which very naturally attained to this reflection, and, more-

over, might gather it from Mark ix. 9 ; Matt. xvii. 9.°— wAr/povv] The

departure is conceived of as divmelj foi'eordained, therefore as heing fulfilled

when it actually occurred. See Kypke, I. p. 253. — Ver. 32. But Peter

and his companions, while this was going on before them, were weighed doxcn

with sleep (drowsy) ; as they nevertheless remained awahe, were not actually

asleep, they saw, etc.''— Siayprjy.'] is not to be explained as it usually is,

postquam experrecti sunt, "after they became awake" (Castalio), but (so also

Schegg), when, hoicever, they had thoroughly awakened.^ [See Note LXXIX.,

' Comp. Matt, xxviii. 3 and elsewhere
; and the passages in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 287,

Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. § 116. 1142 ; Eisner, Obss. p. 219.

''Acts XV. 34; Matt. xxvi. 36; Plato, *Comp. Welzsiicker, ^wawg'. (?«scA. p. 481.

Polit. i. p. 327 C, and elsewhere. ' On ^e^apr)^c. vn-rw, comp. Matt. xxvi. 43 ;

5 Winer, pp. 458, 497 [E. T. 516, 563] ; Butt- Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 77.

mann, Neiitest. Gr. p. 122 [E. T. 1.39]. ^ Comp. Herodian, iii. 4. 8 : Trao-jjs t^?

On efacTTp., comp. LXX. Ezek. i. 4, 7; wkto? . . . SiaYpTjvop^o-avres ; Vulg. (Lach-

Nah. iii. 3 ; Thryphiod. 103. mann) : vigilantes.

s Comp. Wisd. iii. 2, vii. 6 ; 3 Pet. i. 15,

24
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p. 378.] — Ver. 33. According to Luke, Peter desires by his projiosal to pre-

vent the departure of Moses and Elijah. — /i?} eirfcjf b Ikyei] He w as not con-

scious to himself of what he said (so much had the marvellous ajDpearance

that had jiresented itself to him as he struggled with sleep confused him),

otherwise he would not have proposed anything so improper. The whole

feature of the drowsiness of the disciples belongs to a later form of the tra-

dition, which, even as early as Mark, is no longer so primitive as in Matthew.

Reflection sought to make the saying about the building of tabernacles

intelligible ; but the tendency-critics were the first to suggest that there

was a design of throwing the primitive apostles, especially Peter, into the

shade.'— Ver. 34 f. kTvecKtacev avrovi] avTov^, as at ver. 33, refers to Moses

and Elijah, w^ho are sej^arating from Jesus, not to the disciples (see on Matt,

xvii. 5). It is otherwise in Matthew, who has not the detail kv -u SiaxupK^'

cBai avTovQ air' avTov. — While Peter speaks with Jesus, the cloud appears

which overshadows the departing Moses and Elijah. [See critical note ; the

imperfect suits this explanation.] These (continuing their departure) pass

away into the cloud ; the voice resounds and the entire apjiearance is past,

Jesus is alone. — f/cAcAfy/z.] See the critical remarks ; corap. xxiii. 35. — Of

the conversation on the subject of Elijah Luke has nothing. It was remote

from his Gentile-Christian interest. But all the less are we to impute an

anti-Jewish purpose (such as that he would not have John regarded as

Elijah) to Luke, whose style, moreover, elsewhere tends to abbreviation (in

opposition to Baur in the TJieol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 80). — Ver. 36. kmyijcav] Of

the command of Jesus, with a view to this result, the abbreviating Luke

has nothing.

Vv. 37^5. See on Matt. xvii. 14-23 ; Mark ix. 14-33^ the latter of which

Luke follows on the whole, but abbreviating. — ri) k^yg v/nipa] According to

Luke, the transfiguration took place at night, ver. 32.— Ver. 38. kni[ilE-^ai\

to hoh upon, with helpful pity to cast eyes upon.^ See the critical remarks.

The middle mice does not occur, fiovoyevt/g in this passage, as at viii. 42, is

found only in Luke. — Ver. 39. Kpd^et] does not refer to the demon (Borne-

mann), but to the son, since koI e^aicpvTjg introduces the result which is

brought about in the possessed one by the wvEVjia lafi^dvei avrSv. The sudden

change of the subjects is the less surprising when we take into account the

rapid impassioned delineation. ^— u6yig] hardly, with trouble and danger
;

used only here in the New Testament. — avvrplfiov avrdv] whilst he bruises him

(even still—as he yields). Conceive of a paroxysm in which the demoniac

ferociously beats and knocks and throws himself down. This literal mean-

ing of awTp. is, on account of the vivid description in the context, to be

preferred to the figurative meaning—;/;'e^s, icears away (Kypke, Kuinoel,

Bornemann, Ewald), although Mark has ^r/paive-ai, in another collocation,

however. — Ver. 42. en Se izpoaepx- avTov] but as he teas still coming—not yet

altogether fully come up. — epprj^ev . . . awea-apa^ev] a climax describing

> Baur, Evang. p. 435, Markusevang. p. 68

;

3, 15 ; Judith xiii. 4.

Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 179, 181 ; see, on tho = See Winer, p. 556 [E. T 632], and Schoe-

other hand, Kostliii, p. 200. mann, ad Is. p. 294 f.

« Comp. i. 48 ; Ecclus. xxxili. 1 ; Tob. iii.
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the convulsive action, he tore him, and convulsed him (comp. cTrapayfioq, cramp).

— laaaTo'T. tt.] namely, by the expulsion of the demon. — ettI t. iieyaletoT. t.

GfoC] at the majesty ' of Ood. "Uiovto yap, ovk ff ISlac Svvdfieug alTJ ha Qeov ravra

TepaTovpyelv avrov, "For they supjjosed that He wrought these wonders, not

from His own power, but from God, " Euthymius Zigabenus. — etvoIei.'] Im-

jierfect (see the critical remarks). Their wonder was excited by the miracles

of Jesus as a whole, among which was to be reckoned also that special case.

— Ver. 44. ftEode i//f7f k.t.A.] Place ye, on your part, etc. The disciples were to

continue mindful of this expression of amazement (roiig loyovg tovtovc:) on ac-

count of the contrast (6 yap vibg k.t.1.) in which his own destiny would soon

appear therewith. They were therefore to build no hopes thereupon, but

. only thence to recognize the mobile vulgus ! Bornemann, de Wette, Schegg

refer r. 16y. tovt. to 6 yap vlbc k.t.1., so that yap would be explanatory (to

wit). So already Erasmus. [See Note LXXX., p. 378.] But the above ref-

erence of the plural rovg A. tovt. most readily suggests itself according to the

context ; since, on the one hand, TrdvTuv 6e Oav/mCouTuv preceded (comp. subse-

quently the singular to pt'/fia, ver. 45) ; and, on the other, the argumentative

use of yap seems the most simple and natural. — Eig x^'^P- aydpuir.] into the hands

ofmen, He, who has just been marvelled at as the manifestation of the majesty

of God. — Ver. 45. Iva] purely a particle of purpose, expressing the object of the

divine decree. —alaOuvTai] that they should not hecome aware of it. The idea

of the divine decree is that their spiritual perception through the internal

aladrjTrjpLa (Heb. v. 14), their intellectual aladtjciq (Phil. i. 9), was not to attain

to the meaning of the saying. The verb occurs only here in the New Testa-

ment.— /cat £(j)ol3ovvTo K.T.1. See on Mark ix. 33. — The whole description of

this failure to understand is only a superficial expansion of Mark. ix. 32, and

not an intentional depreciation of the Twelve in the Pauline interest (Baur,

Hilgenfeld).

Vv. 46-50. See on Matt, xviii. 1-5 ; Mark ix. 33-40. — E'LarjWE /c.t.Z.] then

eame a thought in their hearts. A well-known pregnancy of expression in re-

spect of Ev, wherein the result of the EiaEpxeadai—the heing in them—is the

predominant idea. See Bernhardy, p. 208. Another mode of regarding the

rising of thoughts in the mind is expressed at xxiv. 38. — r/f av /c.r.A.] ^oho

probably (possibly, see Kiihner, II., p. 478) would be greater, i.e., more to be

preferred among them.^ Comp. on 1 Cor. xiii. 13. This question of rank,

which Mark introduces with greater historical detail, is not referred in Mark

and Luke specially to the Messiah's kingdom, as is the case in Matthew. See

on Mark ix. 33. The occasion of the question is not stated in Mark and Luke

(otherwise in Matt, xviii. 1), and is by Theophylact quite arbitrarily sought in

the cure of the demoniac, which the disciples had not been able to accomplish,

and in view of the failure were throwing the blame upon one another.— Trap'

eavTu] close to Himself. In such a position opposite to the disciples, as clearly

' Josephus, Anit. Prooem. p. 5 ; Athen. iv. so devoid of understanding is shown, more-

p. 130 F. over, by juiKporepos iv iracnv vfiii', ver. 48.

' Not : g^reater than they, as Weiss in the Luke therefore had no wish to set aside

Jahrb. f. D. Theol. p. 96, supposes. That the contest about rank,

their question, according to Luke, was not
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to make common cause xcitli Jesus Uimself (see ver. 48). — Ver. 48. The mean-

ing and train of thought in Luke are substantially the same as in Mark ix. 36 f.,

as also in Matt, xviii. 2 ff. ; the same principles are enunciated in the

same sense. The child placed there is the living type of the humble disciple

as he, in opijosition to that arrogant disposition in ver. 46, ought to be. And
this child standing there as such a moral type, i.e., every disciple of Christ

like to him in unassuming humility, is so highly esteemed 'before Ood^ that

whosoever lovingly receives him, etc. For (yap, introducing a confirmatory

explanation) he who is less (than the others) among you all (to wit, subjec-

tively, according to his own estimation of himself) is great (objectively, in

accordance with his real worth). Therefore the saying of Jesus in Luke
ought not to have been exjjlained as wanting in point (de Wette) or without

connection (Strauss), nor should it have been maintained that the placing of

the child before the disciples was originally without reference to the dispute

about rank (Weisse). — Ver. 49. As to the connection of thought with what

precedes, see on Mark ix. 38. Luke follows him with abbreviations. But

any reference to an attack on the ministerial efficiency of the Apostle Paul

(Kostlin, p. 201) is qmte arbitrarily read into ver. 50. — ktzl t. 6v6/i. cov] on,

the ground of Thy name, giving out Him as the authority which the demons

had to obey. [But see critical note.] In this sense they used the name of

Jesus in the expulsion of demons. Comp. xxi. 8, xxiv. 47 ; Acts iv. 17 f.
;

and for actual cases, Acts iii. 6, 16, xvi. 18. — annTi. fxed' ^fiuv] a frequent

construction in the classical writers also, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 353 f. Comp.

Kev. vi. 8, xiv. 13.

Ver. 51 ff. [See Note LXXXL, p. 378 seq.] Luke now enters upon his nar-

rative of the journey of Jesus to Jerusalem at the close of His earthly career,

and transfers to this journey all that follows as far as xviii. 30.' Not until

xviii. 15 does he again go parallel with Matthew and Mark. The journey is

not direct, for in that case only three days would have been needed for it,

but it is to be conceived of as a slow circuit yvhose final goal, however, is

Jerusalem and the final development there. The direct journey towards Je-

rusalem does not begin till the departure from Jericho, xviii. 35. Jesus,

with his face towards Jerusalem, wishes to pass through Samaria (vv. 52,

53) ; but being rejected, He turns again towards Galilee, and does not appear

again on the borders of Samaria till xvii. 11,'^ whence it is plain that Luke

did ?iot transfer the history of Martha and Mary (x. 38) to Bethany, in which

respect, according to John, he was assuredly in error. This being conceded,

and in consideration of Luke in general having so much that is peculiar to

' That there is actually before us in this makes the chief part of the journey pass

place a narrative of a journey has indeed through Samaria, whereby, according to

been denied, but only under the pressure Baur (Kining. p. 443 f.), he wished to support

of harmonistic criticism. Even Weiss right- the Pauline universalism by the authority

ly maintains its character as the narrative of .Jesus. In ver. .51 ff. Luke relates only

of a journey whose goal is .Jerusalem. Still an attempt to pass through Samaria, which,

its contents are not to be limited to tlio however (ver. 56), was abandoned. This,

ministry of .Jesus outside of Galilee. See moreover, is opposed to Baur's comparison
also Weizsiicker, p. 207. of the Gospel of Luke with that of John

« Therefore it is not to be said that Luke (p. 488), and opposed to Kostlin, p. 189.
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Mmself,—since he, following his sources and investigations (i. 3), so fre-

quently varies from Matthew and Mark in the sequence of events and the

combination of discourses,—the judgment of de Wette appears wrong : that

the whole section, namely, is an unchronological and unliistorical collection,

probably occasioned by the circumstance that Luke had met with much evan-

gelical material which he did not know how to insert elsewhere, and there-

fore threw together in this place (comp. also Reuss, § 206 ; Hofmann,

Sehriftb. II. 2, p. 355). In that case the very opposite of Luke's assurance

(i. 3) would be true, and Bruno Bauer's sneer on the subject of the journey

would not be without reason. He must actually have found the chronolog-

ical arrangement of what is recorded in this large section as belonging to

the end of the sojourn in Galilee, and this must have determined his special

treatment, in respect of which he intersperses at xiii. 22 and xvii. 11 hints

for enabling the reader to make out his whereabouts in the history (comp.

Ewald). But Kuinoel (following Marsh and Eichhorn) quite arbitrarily de-

duces the section ix. Sl-xviii. 14 from a gnomology bearing upon the last

journey of Christ, on the margin of which also much belonging to an earlier

time was written. The assumption of Schleiermacher, moreover, is incajDa-

ble of proof (comp. Olshausen and Neander, Ebrard also, and Bleek) : that

there are here blended together the narratives of two journeys to Jerusalem

—to the feast of the Dedication and to the Passover. So also Hofmann,

Weissag. u. Erfull. II. p. 113. Decidedly opposed to tliis, however, is the

fact that the intercalation of other historical elements (x. 25-xviii. 31) must

again be assmned. Finally, the assertion of Wieseler {Chronol. Synapse,

p. 319 ff.), that ix. 51-xiii. 21 is parallel with John vii. 10-x. 42 (then xiii.

22-xvii. 10 with John xi. 1-54 ; and lastly, xvii. 11-xix. 28 with John xi.

55-xii. 11), so that thus Luke in ix. 51 is introducing, not the last journey

to Jerusalem, but the last but two, is negatived on purely exegetical grounds

by TTjq avalrjipeuq (see subsequently). The older harmonistic schemes also

placed the journey in question parallel with John vii. 10, but got themselves,

awkwardly enough, out of the difficulty of ttjq avalij-^Euq by means of the

evasion: "non enim Lucas dicit, dies illos jam iinpletos esse, sed factum

hoc esse, du7n complerentur,'''' "for Luke does not say, that these days are

now completed, but that this is done, while they are completed,'''' Calovius. In

various ways attempts have been made to solve the question, ichence Luke

derived his narrative (see especially Ewald, Jahrb. II. p. 222, and Evang.

p. 282 ff. ; "Weizsacker, p. 209 ff.). Yet, apart from his general sources, in

regard to which, however, it is not needful, in view of the Logia, to presup-

pose a later treatment and transposition (Ewald), it can scarcely be inferred

as to the general result that in this peculiar portion of his Gospel down to

xviii. 14 a special evangelical document, a special source containing a jour-

ney, must have been in Luke's possession, and that this was rich in fragments

of discourse, partly, indeed, in such as occur also in the Logia, although

differently arranged, and in part differently put together, but pre-eminently

rich in parabolic and narrative discourses, such as were in accordance with

the Pauline views ; for the entire omission of these discourses by Matthew

and Mark sufficiently proves that (in opposition to Holtzmaun) they did not
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as yet appear in tlie Logia, but formed an anthology of the Lord's original

sayings that grew up out of a later development. Weizsacker, p. 141 ff.,

has ingeniously endeavored to indicate the relations of the several portions

to the doctrinal necessities of tlie apostolic age, in regard to which, however,

much remains problematical, and in much he takes for granted tendencies

whose existence cannot be proved. It is totally unfounded to attribute to

Luke any modijicatioii of his accounts brought about by motives ofpartisan,

ship ' (Baur, Kostlin, and others), in respect of which Kostlin, p. 236, sup-

poses that he vaguely and contradictorily worked up an older narrative

about the journey through Samaria and Peraea, because after he had once

brought Jesiis to Samaria he would not wish to mention expressly His leav-

ing this region again immediately. (But see on ver. 56.)

Ver. 51. 'Ev tC> Gv/nTr'Ar/pomdat k.t.2..] when the days of His taJcingup {i.e., the

days when their consummation ordained by God, His assumption, was to

occur) ioere entirely completed, i. e. , when the period of His receiving up {assump-

tio, Vulg.) teas very near. Euthymius Zigabenus ajitly says : rifiepai ryg ava-

/J/tlieug avTov Xkyet tov umpov tov CKpopiadevra fti^P^ '"'/f avaXf/ipED^ avrov r//f cnru yfiq

s'lq ovpavov, "The day of His assumption He calls the season set apart until

His assumjition from earth to heaven." In the New Testament avaXr/iliig

occurs only in this place. But it appears in the same sense of th^ taking up

into heaven, and that likewise of the Messiah, in the Test. XII. Patr. p. 585

:

Kol fieyaTivvdijCETac hv rj) o'lKov/ilvy tug a.va?i/}ilieug avrov ; and in the Fathers (see

Suicer, Thes. I. p. 282) ; although in the New Testament the verb avalafifia-

veadai is the customary word to express tJiis heavenly recejition, Mark xvi. 19;

Acts i. 2, 11, 22 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16.^ The objections of Wieseler are unfound-

ed : that the plural rdf r'jukpag, as well as the absence of any more precise

limitation for avaX^Tp. (elg tov ovpavdv), is opposed to this view. The plural is

us much in place here ^ as at ii. 6, 22 ; Acts ix. 23 ; and avd?.rifig, without

more precise limitation, in no way needed such a limitation, because by

means of avrov it leaves it absolutely without doubt that the current idea of

Christ's assumjition is meant, as, moreover, ave?iy(p6ri, Acts i. 2, and 1 Tim.

iii. 16, although without any local definition, presented no ambiguity to the

Christian consciousness. Comp. the ecclesiastical usus loquendi of assumptio

without qualification. Wieseler himself explains : "when the days drew to

an end iu which He found a reception (in Galilee, to wit). He journeyed

' That thus, for instance, by the narrative erant instar parascoves. Instabat adhuc
of the fiery zeal of the sons of Zel)edee he passio, crux, mors, sepulcrum, sed per haec

just desired to prove how little they were omnia ad metam prospexit Jesus, eujus

capable of f?oinff beyond the limits of Juda- sensum imitatur stylus evangelistae,"

ism. Comp. llilKenfeld, £'w/«<7. p. 182 f. "There was one day of assumption into

* Comp. 1 Mace. ii. 58 ; Ecclus. xlviii. 9 ;
heaven, but forty days after the resurrec-

2 Kings ii. 11 ; Ecclus. xlix. 14 ; Tobit iii. 6. tion, yet indeed these days before the pas-

^ If Luke had written t rj v rnxepav r. ava.\. sion were also equivalent to days of prep-

he would thereby have declared that what aration. There was still impending the

followed happened on the very day of the passion, the cross, death and sepulchre,

assumption. Comp. Acts ii. 1. But Bengel but through all these Jesus loolced forward

well says :
" unus erat dies assumtionis in to the goal, and Ills perception the pen of

coelum, sed quadraginta dies a resurrec- the Evangelist imitates." Comp. John xii.

tione, imo etiam lii dies ante passionem 23, xiii. 3, 31, xvii., and el.sewhere.
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towards Jerusalem in order to work there." An erroneous device, the neces-

sary result of harmonistic endeavors. Nobody could guess at the supple-

mentary "in Galilee;" and what a singularly unsuitable representation,

since, indeed, Jesus up to this time almost always, and even so late as at

ver. 43, found ajppreciation and admiration in Galilee !— avT6{\ ipse, in

view of the subsequent sending forward of His messengers.— to TrpdouTv. avrov

karyp.] He settled (steadfastly directed) His countenance,—a Hebraism (D'^'n

D'J3), Jer. xxi. 10, xlii. 15, xliv. 12 ; Gen, xxxi. 21 ; 2 Kings xii. 18 ; Dan.

xi. 17, to be traced to the source that he made use of.' The meaning is :

He adopted His settled purpose to journey to Jerusalem (jov Tropeiiecdai, gen-

itive of2nirpose) -^ a<f)6pc(7Ev, envpuaev, eoTT/ce fiovh'p, "He determined, settled,

formed an intention," Theophylact.

Vv. 52, 53. 'Ayyelovg does not as yet mean the Seventy (Neander), and

wore is as at iv. 29.

—

sTocfidaai avTu] to make preparation for Him (comp.

Mark xiv. 15), i.e. in this case : EToifidaai vivodoxfjv npog Karayuyfiv avrov, "to

prepare entertainment for His coming," Euthymius Zigabenus.— Ver. 53.

KoX ovK. kSe^avTo avrov] which rejection was accomplished by the refusal given

to the messengers that He had sent before, see ver. 52. That Jesus Him-

self followed them is not implied in the passage. — on rb irpdau-rrov, not

hecaxLse gene7'aUy He was journeying towards Jerusalem {kvavriug yap ol I,afia-

pEirac Trpogrovg 'lEpoao^Mfitrag ^imeivro, "for the Samaritans adversely disposed

towards the Jerusalemites," Euthymius Zigabenus ; so [Weiss, and] usually),

for througiji Samaria jiassed the usual pilgrim's road of the Galilaeans,

Josephus, Antt. xx. 6. 1 ; Vit. 52 ; comp. John iv. 4 ;
nor yet because they

were unwilling to lodge ".so large a Jewish procession'''' as the train of disci-

ples (Lange, of which, however, nothing appears),—but hecaiise they regarded

an alleged Messiah journeying towards Jerusalem as not being the actual Messiah.

We must think of the messengers themselves announcing Jesus as the Mes-

siah, although, besides, according to John iv., the knowledge of His Mes-

sianic call might have already penetrated from Galilee to the Samaritan

villages ; but the Samaritans did not expect of the Messiah (see the exposi-

tors on John iv. 25) the observance of festivals in Jerusalem, but the resto-

ration and glorification of the worship upon Oerizim. (Comp. Bertholdt,

Christol. p. 21 f.) The expression rb izpocuTt. avrov fjv iropevd/i. is a Hebraism,

Ex. xxxiii. 14 ; 2 Sam. xvii. 11.

Vv. 54-56. [Comp. the added critical note.] 'ISdvreg] they saw it in the

return of the messengers, who would not otherwise have come back. — The

two disciples are not to be identified with the messengers (Euthymius Ziga-

benus, Erasmus). — irvp] Fire, not : fulmen (Wetstein, Kmnoel), a modern

mode of explaining away, of which, neither in 2 Kings i. 10-12 (when at

the word of Elijah fire from heaven devours the people of Ahaziah) nor on

the part of the disciples is there any notion. — ova olSare k.t.X.] As in respect

of v/Lieig the emphatic contrast with Elijah is not to be disregarded (" retun-

ditur provocatio ad Eliam," "the appeal to Elijah is checked," Bengel),

1 Comp. Gesenius (who points out the Syriac), in Rosenmuller, Rep. I. p. 136, and

existence of the same usage in Arabic and Tliesaur. II. p. 1109.
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so it is objectionable to explain, -with Bornemann : "Nonne perpenditis,

qualem vos . . . animum prodatis ? Certe non humaniorem, quam modo cobis

Samaritani praestit&runt,''' "Do you not consider what spirit you are dis-

closing? Certainly not more humane than the Samaritans exhibited to you.''''

The Samaritans had not, indeed, refused to receive Jesus from lack of hu
munity; see on ver. 53. Eightly the expositors have explained o'lov ttvev-

fiarog of a spirit which is differently disposedfrom that disj)layed by Elijah. In

that respect theform of the saying has been taken by some affirmatively (so

Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and others ; latest of all, Ewald),

some interrogatively (so Luther, Zeger, and most of the later critics) ; but

the matter of it has been so understood that Jesus is made to say to the dis-

ciples either (a) that they knew not that they were allowing themselves to

be guided by a wholly different spirit from that of Elijah (see as early as

Augustine, G. Adimant. 17, Calvin, Grotius :
" Putatis vos agi Spiritu tali,

quali olim Elias . . . ; sed erratis. Habetis quidem !^7/7mv, sed ov Kaf kni-

yvuoLv, et qui proinde humani est affectus, non divinae motionis"), " You think

that you act with the same Spirit as Elijah formerly . . . ; but you err.

You have a certain 'zeal,' but 'not according to knowledge,' and which

is therefore of human passion, not of divine impulse," so in substance Ch.

F. Fritzsche, also in his ]!fov. Opusc. jj. 264 ; or (b) that they knew not that

they as His discijDles were to follow the guidance of a wholly different spirit

from that of Elijah,—the evangelical spirit of meekness, not the legal spirit

of severity (so Theojihylact, Erasmus, Zeger, Jansen, Bengel, and most of

the later commentators). The view under (a) bears on the face of it the

motives on which it depends, viz. to avoid making Jesus rebiike the spirit of

Elijah. The view under (b) is simply in accordance with the words, and is

to be preferred in the interrogative form, as being more appropriate to the

earnestness of the questioner
;
yet Trvevixarog is not to be exj^lained, as most

of the later commentators explain it, of the human spirit (" affectus animi,"

Grotius), but (rightly, even so early as Euthymius Zigabcnus) of the Holy

Spirit. ' To this objective Trvev/xa the categorical hre points (which does not

mean : ye ought to be).''— Ver. 56. hEpavl into a village which was not Sa-

maritan. Theophylact : uri ovk kSk^avro avrdv, ovde ela^Wev elg I,a/iap€iav,

"because they did not receive Him, He did not even enter Samaria." Thus

the journey at its very commencement diverged from the direct course that

had been decided on (in opposition to Wieseler, p. 326). To supjiose the

further progress of the journey through Samaria (in this place consequently

Schenkel misplaces the incident in John iv.) is altogether without authority

in the text.

Vv. 57-60. See on Matt. viii. 19-22, who has placed the incidents earlier.

These little narratives circulated probably in general without definite histor-

' ToSto yap aya66v iari <cai ai/tf I'lcaKov, " For from what He was in the old prophets, see-

thls is good and forbearing," Eutliymius Ing that lie was in them the instrument of

Zigabenus. But not as tliougli Jesus indi- the divine c/ian/isefneiit.

rectly (7e«ie6? to Elijah the Holy Spirit (comp. = As to flvaC nros, whereby is expressed

already on i. 17), but in His disciples the t/ie relation of depen deuce, see on Mark ix.

Holy Spirit is in His operations different 41, and Winer, p. 170 [E. T. 105].
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ical arrangement. [See Note LXXXII., p. 379.] Arbitrarily enough, Lange

'

finds the three unnamed ones that follow, vv. 57, 59, 61, in Judas Iscariot,

Thomas, and Matthew. According to Luke, they were assuredly none of

the twelve (vi. 13 ff.). — nopevofiEvuv avruv] to wit, Elq irkpav ku/htjv, ver. 56.

— h Ty 66(j] is to be taken with what follows (Lachmann). If, as is usually

the case, it were connected with nop. ahr., it would simply be useless. —
aneWovTi] Case of attraction, Kiihner, II., p. 344. — Ver. 60. SidjyeTiXe k.t.X.]

announce everywhere {Slo,, comp. Rom. ix. 17) the hingdom of Ood, the immi-

nent establishment of the Messiah's kingdom.

Vv. 61, 63. Peculiar to Luke.

—

cnroTd^aadai /c.r./l.j to say farewell to my
family. Comp. 3 Cor. ii. 13, and see on Mark vi. 45 ; Vulg. : ''renun-

tiare.'''' So also Augustine, Maldonatus, and others. Literally, and likewise

rightly (see xiv. 33 ;
Lobeck, ad Phnjn. p. 34). But the answer of Jesus,

ver. 63, gives for anuTo.^. the idea of attachment, not of renunciation. — rolq

eIq K.T.Ti., according to the above exj^Ianation of d-nora^., must be mascidine

not neuter. (Vulgate in Lachmann, Augustine, Maldonatus, Paulus.) — elf]

not instead of h (thus de Wette, however), but a case of attraction, such as

we very frequently meet with in the classical writers. The two ideas, anep-

XeaOai eIc tov oIkov /j.ov and aTrord^. rolr kv tu oIkij fiov, are SO blended together

that the former is forced into the lattei-, and has driven out h for slg.-—
Ver. 63. The meaning of the proverbial saying, in which, moreover, "cum
proverbio significatur, cui rci aptetur proverbium," "together with the prov-

erb there is signified, to what the proverb applies" (Grotius), is, No one who

has offered to labor in my service, and, withal, still attaches his interest to his

earlier relations {(Hettuv ndhv etti tov K6ap.ov, "looking again upon the world,"

Theophylact), is wellfitted (adapted, available) for the hingdom (f the Mes-

siah (to labor for it). Entire devotion, not divided service !
*

NOTKS BY AmEBICAN EdITOE.

LXXV. Ver. 10. B;/fc«i(5a.

Weiss ed. Mey. accepts the view that this was Western Bethsaida, admitting

that Luke has made a mistake. He objects to Meyer's explanation of the meet-

ing with the disciples on the eastern side of the Lake as " a harmonistic inter-

polation." But this phrase implies that we have no right to explain the omis-

sions of one Evangelist by the direct statements of another. Furthermore, if,

as Weiss confidently asserts, Luke used Mark, how could he make this mistake,

or how could he be ignorant of what Mark tells as occurring in the interval.

Yet the most conclusive answer to Weiss is this : there is no proof, direct and
conclusive, thai there loas a Western Bethsaida : hence the assumed contradiction

rests on an unproven topographical theory. (See Mark, Notes XL., LI.)

' He—just as arbitrarily, since the brief "^ See in general, Kiihner, II. p. 318 f., ad
narratives omit all such details—represents Xe?i. Anab. i. 1. 5. Comp. Buttmann, Neut.

the first as being of a sanguine, the second Gr. p. 386 [E. T. 333].

of a melancholic, the third of a phlegmatic ^ On els n p\eiTci.v, ocvlos cUir/uo co?ivertere,

temperament. See L. J. III. p..424. see Tittmann, Synon. p. 112.
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LXXVI. Ver. 17. uTiaajxaTuv Kufivni SuSeKa.

Tisch. \T;II. inserts a comma after Klaafia-uv, to indicate that what follows is

in apposition with rb -spiaatvaav ; so E. V. The dependence of Luke on

Mark, which Meyer asserts here, is impossible, for in Mark the correct text

is either: Khicf^druv 6ud. ko^Ivuv TvlTipufiara (X, Tisch.) or, more probably:

K/Acfxara dud. Kcxpivuv nlripu/ia-a (B, partly L A, W. and Hort, K. V.). If the for-

mer is correct, Luke agrees with Mark in the form of but one word ; if the

latter, he differs in every word, besides omitting 7r?j/puuaTa, whatever reading

be accepted. Such phenomena seem to prove conclusively the independence

of the Evangelists.

LXXVn. Vv. 18-20.

The fact that Luke omits all notice of the events recorded by Mark vi. 45-

viii. 26, proves a great stumbling-block to the advocates of the theory of his de-

pendence on the latter. To suppose it due to "some casualty unknown to us"

(Meyer) is an easy solution, but it does not help us in anj' way. "Weiss attempts

to show that it was intentional, but admits that his theory is a pure hypothesis.

For another and more probable view see Godet, Luke, pp. 261, 262, Am. ed.

When great divergences appear in the Synoptic naiTatives the theories respect-

ing their interdependence must necessarily dei^end on clever guessing. Yet

we might at least demand a consistent view from the advocates of these

theories.

LXXVIII. Ver. 22. on, k.t.?..

Weiss ed. Mey., E. V., and others rightly take on as recitative. Meyer's

view is logically correct, but e'l-uj' is the emphatic word, suggesting that what He
thus said was the reason for the prohibition. So Weiss ed. Mey. substantiallj'.

LXXIX. Ver. 32. 6iaypip/opl/aavTE^

.

Weiss ed. Mey. rejects Meyer's view of the meaning of this word, which oc-

curs nowhere else in the N. T. But he finds it necessarj' to assert that Luke
here (and, as he thinks, elsewhere) uses a compound verb inexactly for the

simple verb. The E. V. text renders :
" when they were fully awake," wdth

the margin : "having remained awake." Godet refers the peculiar term to

*' their return to self-consciousness through a momentai-y state of drowsiness,"

suggesting that it indicates an awakening of the soul (see his Luke, p. 273, Am.
ed.). It by no means follows from this expression of Luke that this inci-

dent "belongs to a later form of the tradition," since Mark's account gives a

hint of it.

LXXX. Ver. 44. rovq ?6y(w( tovtov^.

It is far more natural to refer this j^hrase to what follows, or to similar inti-

mations of our Lord's passion. Weiss ed. Mey. rightly regards Meyer's view

as " singular."

LXXXI. Ver. 51 ff. 77(6 Journey to Jerusalem.

The division of Luke's Gospel which begins here and extends to chap, xviii.

14 presents great difficulties, alike to the harmonist and to the critic. Matthew
and Mark are silent respecting most of the events here narrated, and John,

while he jjrobably gives in detail much that occurred after the final departure
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from Galilee, does not present a parallel account. Meyer's view of the journey-

in general may well be accepted, but his objections to the various harmonistic

schemes necessarily imply that Luke is unhistorical in many of his statements.

(We can only refer the reader to the harmonies for a discussion of the questions

which arise ; especially, however, to Andrews, Life of our Lord, p. 346 ff.) It

will appear, from the notes on the separate sections, that a considerable part

of this division is made up of incidents that probably belong earlier.

Godet agrees, in the main, with Meyer, finding here a preaching journey in

South Galilee and Peraea, which, however, he transfers until after John vii.-x.

21. Weiss ed. Mey. inserts the following remarks : " But it must be mentioned

that, in any case, there would belong to a proper ' report of a journey ' the marking

of single stations, which here fails entirely before chap, xviii. 35, where it is

conditioned through Mark, since even chap. xvii. 11 has evidently only the

design of explaining the presence of a Samaritan among the Jews in the follow-

ing account (ver. 16). That 'a special source containing a journey' is the basis

(Meyer) is altogether improbable. . . . But since Luke from chap, xviii. 15 on

follows Mark up to that jwint, aside from some insertions from the source

peculiar to him, he essentially follows the second main source common to him
and the first Gospel, without its being necessary to assume a later modification

and transposition of the same (Ewald, Weizsacker). We have here also a sec-

ond (greater) insertion from this source, which Holtzmann has indeed attempted

to essentially reconstruct out of this (comp. against this Weiss, Matt. p. 57 £f.),

which, however, from the eclectic character of Luke, is only possible to a limited

extent. The point on which he took up the thread of this source must have

given occasion, under the certainly erroneous sui^position that its material was

arranged chronologically, to the supposition that what was narrated from this

point on followed the withdrawal from Galilee (comp. on chap. ix. 57, x. 13 ff.).

So he gives all derived from this source, together with that taken from Mark
X. 13 ff., as a description of the activity of Jesus outside of Galilee (to which

Mark x. 1 really belongs), which presented itself to him as a continuous circuit

of Jesus, having its goal in Jerusalem (ix. 51, xiii. 22, xvii. 11, xviii. 31, xix.

11)."

It may be questioned whether harmonistic invention, ancient or modern, has

devised any theory for which there is so little support as this. It assumes that

Luke was misled by both his sources and made up a patchwork of narrative,

which he joined together by notices due entirely to his own misconception.

The Tubingen critics at least gave the Evangelists the credit of having a definite

purpose ; this criticism invents sources and then denies that the Evangelists

knew how to use them.

LXXXII. Vv. 57-62.

The position assigned by Matthew (just before the departure to Gadara)

seems the more probable one. Luke places the incidents here because they

seem appropriate to the final departure from Galilee, with which the third

incident (vv. 61, 62) may have been actually connected. Weiss ed. Mey.

thinks vv. 57-60 were derived from "the Apostolic source," and seeks, by a

comparison of the Synoptists, to sustain the theory indicated in Note LXXXI.
Comp. his Matthew, pp. 29, 30, 237. It may be added that few conjectures in

interpretation are so utterly baseless as that of Lange respecting these three

persons.
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CHAPTER X.

Veb. 1. [km before hepovg is wanting in B L, Copt., etc., omitted by "W. and
Hort, R. v., suspected by Weiss.] — £/3Jo/////covra] B D M, 42, Syr.'^""' Perss. Arm.
Vulg. Cant. Verc. Colb. For. Ed. Sax. and many Fathers add 6vo here, and most
of them likewise at ver. 17 ; Lachmann has adopted the latter in brackets. [W.

and Hort insert in both places in brackets ; E. V. notes the addition in the

margin.] Suj^posed to be a more exact fixing of the number in accordance with

the relation (12 times G). — Ver. 2. Instead of the first oh; Lachm. Tisch. have

(Jf ; see on vi. 9. [So recent editors, following X B D L, 1, 33, G9, vss.] — Ver.

3. ey<j] is wanting in A B >?, min. Arm. Viilg. ms. codd. of It. Lachm. Tisch.

It is from Matt. x. 16. — [Ver. 4. Instead of /n/St, Tisch., recent editors, with X B
D L have /i?j ; so E. V.] — Ver. 5. fJff/pYz/'^&e] Here and at ver. 10 e'iaE?i&?/T£ must be

read, on preponderating evidence. Approved by Griesb., adojited by Lachm.

and Tisch. If it were not original, but an alteration, e'iGepxijC!-&e at ver. 8

would not have been acquiesced in. — Ver. 6 f. Lachm. and Tisch. have

rightly deleted fiiv after hav, the article before vl6g, and ha-i, ver. 7. —
Ver. 8. d' av] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V., with X B C D, etc.]

have av, according to evidence not preponderating; and how easily the 6",

that might be disijensed with, would drop away, since already the connecting

particle was found in nai !— Ver. 11. After hftuv Griesb. has added eigrovq -irdSaq

rifiuv, in accordance with decisive authorities, among which, however, B D E X,

min. Sax. It. want fjfj.uv, which therefore Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors,

E. v.] have not adopted with the rest. But it was just this word yfiuv that occa-

sioned the omission of the words in question, because the transci'iber passed

on immediately from vfxlhv to i/fiiov. Hence the reading of Griesbach is to be

maintained in Us iniegrUy. — After yyytKev, Elz. Scholz have tf vfidc, in opposi-

tion to authorities so important that it can only appear as a repetition from

ver. 9. — Ver. 12. After ?.h/(.j Elz. [Tisch. VIII. also] has I'it: (Lachm. in brackets),

opposed to very imi:)ortant evidence. [A B C L, many others ; recent editors

reject.] A connective addition. — Ver. 13. h/evovm] B D L K, min. have kyevfi-

dijaav. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Beceptn is from Matt. xi. 21. — KciOi/iiEvai]

Lachm. and Tisch. have Kud/'/uEvni, in accordance with decisive evidence. The

liecepia is a grammatical alteration. — Ver. 15. y eug tov ovpavov vfu-^Eiaa]

Lachm. Tisch. have /Jtj lug ovpavov hj)u&r/mj, in accordance with B D L S X,

yyr.cur Aeth. Copt. It. To be rejected as at Matt. xi. 24. [So "Weiss ; but Treg.,

W. and Hort, E. V., follow the oldest authorities.] —Ver. 19. (5«Sw/z/.] Tisch. has

Sa^uKn, following B C* L X X, vss. Or. Caes. Bas. Cyr. Epiph. Chrys. Eightly
;

the present tense more readily occurred to the transcribers. — a(hK//aij] Lachm.

and Tisch. have aikKz/afi, on authority so important that tu'tiK/'/arj must be regarded

as a grammatical alteration. — Ver. 20. After a.'«'V'-
'^^- Elz. has na/.Aov, in oppo-

sition to largely jn-eponderating evidence. An addition for toning down the

expression. — Instead of kypa(prj Tisch. has eyytypmrTai, following B L X K, 1,

33, Eus. Bas. Cyr. [Tisch. VIII. adopts, with K B, the form Ivyfypanrni ; recent
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editors, R. V., accept tlie compound perfect.] But the compound, as well as

the perfect tense, looks like a more precise definition of the original h/pd^ij. —
Ver. 21. After jrvev/j.an BCDKLXHIIt^, min. vss. (even Vulg. It.) have tCj

dyiu. Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.J. A pious addition
;

the transcribers would hardly have omitted the adjective, especially as in ver.

20 TO. TTVEVfiaTa had just gone before in an entirely different sense. — Ver. 22 is

introduced in Elz. Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. VIII.] by Kal aT(ja(ptic TcpoQ roix fJ.a-&7/Tdc

elne. The words are to be retained, in opposition to Griesb. ; they are wanting

in B D L M S X, min. vss. (even Vulg. codd. of It.) Ir., but they were omitted

partly in accordance with Matthew, partly because, on account of ver. 23, they

seemed inappropriate in this place. [Rejected by recent editors, R. V.] If they

had been adopted out of ver. 23, kut' UViav also, which in ver. 23 is omitted only

by D, vss., would have been taken up with them, and the words would be

wanting in ver. 23 in one set of the authorities. — [Ver. 25. Recent editors,

R. v., with K B L., Copt., omit kciI before /f'jwv.] — Ver. 27. Lachm. and Tisch.

have, indeed, e^ '6}jk t. KapSlac a. , but then h bly r. fvxy g. k. kv bhj r. laxvi o. k.

iv b?.y T. Siavoia a., on evidence so important that the Becepta, which throughout

reads ek, must be traced to the LXX. D, min. It. have throughout h, from

Matt. xxii. 37. —Ver. 29. 6iKninin>] Lachm. Tisch. have diKmuaat, on decisive

evidence. — Ver. 30. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with K* B C*, omit

6e after tiTroAa/Jwv. ] — Tvyxo-^ovTo] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance

with B D L 2 i<, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. It was altogether superfluous, and

was therefore passed over ; there was no motive for adding it. [Rejected by

recent editors, R. V.] — For a similar reason yEvdfievog, ver. 32, is to be main-

tained, in opposition to Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. restores it, but recent editors,

R. v., with B L, 1, 33, Copt., omit.] — Ver. 33. ahrov] is wanting in B C L S *«,

1, 33, 254, Verc. Vind. Colb. Rd. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.

Rightly. It is from ver. 31. — Ver. 35. t^eMuv] is wanting in B D L X 2 i<,

min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Vulg. It. Chrys. Condemned by Griesb. and

Schulz (by the latter as "vox molestissima"), deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.

[The evidence against the word is deemed decisive by recent editors, R. V.]

To be maintained. The similar kKJiakuv which follows occasioned the omission

of the word, which, besides, appeared cumbrous. — Ver. 36. ow] bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Tisch., in accordance with B L 2 *<, min. vss. A connec-

tive addition. The arrangement Tr?jjaiov doKd aoi (Elz. Lachm. have Sok. a. ivXr/a.)

is decisively attested. — [Ver. 38. Treg. text, W. and Hort, "Weiss, R. V. (against

Tisch.) read (with 5< B L, 33, Copt.) 'Ev Se tu nopevEC-^aL avT()v^avT6Q.'\ — Instead

of napaKa-&iaa(ya, read, with Tisch. in ver. 39, TrapaKa^Ea^Elca, in accordance

with A B C* L 2 K. The Becepta is the easier reading. — [Recent editors, R. V.,

accept TTpoq instead of napd, and in vv. 39 and 41 substitute Kvp. for 'Irja., with

K B* L, etc.]— Ver. 41. TvpftdC,'/)] Lachm. has -dopvliaCy, in accordance with B
C D L N, 1, 33, Bas. Evagr. [So Tisch. and all recent editors, R. V.] An inter-

pretation in accordance with the frequently occurring -dopvfioc — The reading

oliyuv 6e EGTiv xpe/a ?/ hog (B C** L K, 1, 33, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Fathers)

["W. and Hort, "Weiss, R. V. marg.] and similar readings have originated from

the explanation which takes the passage as meaning one dish.

Ver. 1. The apjiointment and mission of the Seventy are transferred by

Luke to this last journey of Christ, and are narrated as if they vrere sup-

posed by the author to have some reference to ix. 53 {a.7reaTEt2,Ev . . , avrov).
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Hence : /cat [see critical note] hepovg, whicli does not refer to the Twelve

(Bleek and others), but to the intimation, which is nearer to it, both in

Ijlace and meaning in ix. 52 ; and ijera ravrn, which points back to ix. 57-

62, although de Wette regards the reference as obscure and inappropriate.

With arbitrary -'•oneousness Olshausen says that in this communication

there is adoptee . fragment from an earlier period, and that fiera ravra is

not chronological {after this, see v. 27, xviii. 4), but besides (following

Schleiermacher, p. 169).

—

avecki^ev] renuntiavit, He announced them as

nominated, Acts i. 24 ; 2 Mace. ix. 25, x. 11, xiv. 26 ; 3 Esdr. i. 37, ii. 3
;

occiu'S often in the classical writers ; comp. avdSei^ic, i. 80. — eft6oiir]KovTa\

In accordance with the apostolic number of twelve, so far as this had refer-

ence to the tribes of the people, it is probable that Jesus had in \iew the

ancient Hebrew analogue of the seventy (originally seventy-two) elders of

tJie peo2)le.^ It is unlikely that there is any reference to the Oentile nations

numbering seventy, according to Gen. x.," since there is no mention at all

of any destination for the Oentiles (a subject on which Luke, least of all,

would have been silent ; in opjiosition to Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek,

Gieseler, and others, especially Baur and his school, Kostlin also) ; nay,

according to ix, 53-56, and according to the particulars of the journey, Sa-

maria should not at all be regarded (in ojiposition to Wieseler, p. 326 f.,

Baur, and others) as the theatre of their ministry. Moreover, no reference

is to be assumed (as with Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, "Valla, and

others) to the seventy palm-trees of Ex. xv. 27. — oi] see Winer, p. 419

[E. T. 472]. Lange, II. p. 1057 f., is wrong in explaining : into the places

which He had Himself previously designed to visit; that Jesus, namely, sent

the Seventy through Samaria ; that He Himself did not jnakc this circuit,

but that, nevertheless. He teas not willing to give vp the Samaritan people

(as representatives of the seventy Gentile nations), and therefore determined

to convey the gospel to them hy means of the Seventy. Against this inven-

tion of a " generous revenge," Trpo Tzpoauirgv avrov and the imperfect ijfiellev

are decisive. In general it is a mistake to assume that the mission of the

Seventy went beyond the bounds of Judaism—on which assumption Baur and

his school base the supposed Pauline tendency of the narrative. The region

of the Samaritans is scarcely trodden before it is again forsaken, ix. 56,

prior to the appointment of the Seventy. Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861,

p. 711, is right in saying : "Of any appointment of the seventy disciples

for Samaria, or for the heathen world at all, there is not a single word said."

Comp. Iloltzmann, p. 393.

Eemajrk.—The narraiive of the Seventy has been relegated into the nnhistorical

domain by Straiass, de Wette, Gfrorer (Ja/i?-. d. Hells, II. p. 371), Theile (z. Biogr.

J. p. 51 f.), von Ammon (L. J. II. p. 355 fe.), Baur {Evang. p. 498 ff.), Schweg-

ler, Bruno Bauer, Kostlin, Zeller, Eitschl, and others. [See Note LXXXIII., p.

395.] But (1) as they accept the position that this was only a temporary and

special appointment for the present journey, and not a permanent function,

> SeeEwald, .4/fer^A. p. 284 f.; Saalschiitz, " Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenthum, IL

Mos. Ji. p. 39, p. 3, 73G f
.

; Gieseler, Vcrsuch, p. 128.
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ver. 1, the silence of the rest of the evangelists, who indeed have not in gen-

eral the detailed thread of this journey, as well as the silence of the subsequent

history about their doings, is very easy to understand. — (2) That Jesus in

general had around Him a larger circle of constant disciples, besides the Twelve,

from whom He could appoint seventy for a special commission, is in itself, and

from the evidence of such passages as Acts i. 15, 21, 1 r. xv. 6, as well as

John vi. 60, not to be doubted. — (3) The tradition would hardly have restrained

itself within these narrow limits, but would have gone further than simply

to allow the Seventy to be appointed and sent forth, and then to return and
vanish ; and would especially have passed over into the apostolic history. —
(4) That Jesus gave them a commission similar to that which He gave the

Twelve, arose from the similar character of their temporary relation, in respect

whereof, moreover, it is to be conceded that the tradition involuntarily mingles

elements out of the two commissions.' — (5) If the narrative had been, as has

been supposed (see especially Baur, Evang. p. 435 ff., 498 flf.), an invention

of the author, intended typically to keep the apostolic call of Paul in inces-

sant contrast with that of the Twelve, it would have been just as necessary as

it was easy to the inventor to relate what they did, or at least to inweave into

the commission characteristic references to the ministry of Paul, yet these are

entirely wanting (comp. rather xxiv. 47 f. ; Acts i. 8) ; moreover, the Acts of the

Apostles would not have been perfectly silent about the Seventy. In like

manner as Bauer, Kostlin also, p. 267 f., judges, deriving the narrative, as an
account typically prefiguring the mission to the heathen,^ from the supposed

Gospel of Peter, without, however, acquiescing in the opposition to the Twelve
asserted by Baur. Ewald {Evang. p. 285, Oesch. Chr. p. 349), with whom in

substance Holtzmann, p. 392 f., agrees, refers the narrative to a later period,

in which the gradual disajspearance of the Twelve gave to the Lord's remaining

companions so much more importance, that what was at first true only of the

Twelve was involuntarily transferred to a wider circle ; comp. also Weizsacker,

p. 161 f., 409 f. But against this also the reasons specified under 1-4 hold good.

Ewald, in his Gesch. d. Apost. Zeitali. p. 158, supposes that they belonged to

the hundred and twenty persons mentioned in Acts i. 15.— Thepurpose of the

mission was not in any way to further the personal faith of those who
were sent (Hase, p. 200 ; Krabbe, p. 306), but, as is evident from the commis-
sion itself (see especially ver. 9), to prepare, by miraculous cures and by
preaching, for the imminent advent of the Messiah. This entire journey of

Jesus was intended to afford the people an opportunity for a final decision

before the Lord's departure from what had up to this time been His field of

action, and to be in every quarter that Messianic entry which culminated in the

final entry into Jerusalem. This function of forerunners, which, according to

ver. 1, was held in that respect by the Seventy, is at variance neither with ver.

7, which assumes no relatively long sojourn, but only forbids the change of

1 According to Baur, elements of the See, in general, against such supposed ten-

commission given to tBe Twelve are trans- dencies of Luke in regard to the primitive
ferred tendentiaUy hy \he evangelist to the apostles, Holtzmann, p. 394 f.; Weiss,
discourse to the Seventy, in order to give p. 709 ff . Weizsacker, p. 163, rightly empha-
the preference to the latter, as being the sizes the fact that it is just these sayings

true and genuine disciples. Comp. also which, in an eminent measure, must have
Baur, Das Chnstenthum der drei ersten been the common property of tradition.

Jahrh. p. 76 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 183 flf. « Comp. Weizsacker, p. 409.
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qnarters, nor with the return at ver. 17, which was necessary for pointing out

the route of the journey.—The source from which Luke derived the section is

none other than that of the entire narrative of the journey (see on ix. 51).

That he gave to a fragment of the Login "an expansion of the original title,

from a mere calculation of what was probable," is too hastily concluded by

Holtzmann, p. 146.

Ver. 2. Comp. Matt. ix. 37 f. First of all, Christ makes them appre-

hend the greatness of their task, and (ver. 3) their risk, and then gives them

(ver. 4 ff.) rules of conduct.'— bUyoi] notwithstanding your numbers, ye

are still far from sufficient ' 7rp6f to nX^dog ruv jxea'aovtuv iriaTcveiv, " in refer-

ence to the multitude of those who are to believe" (Euthymius Zigabenus) !

— £K3a?.ri] In this is contained the importance, the urgency of the mission :

should driveforth (comp. on Mark i. 12 ; 1 Mace. xii. 27).

Ver. 3. See on Matt. x. 16, where 7rp6/3a-a, appears. A different form of

the tradition, not to be explained as though Jesus called the Twelve irpdjiaTa

as being reAciorEpovf, "more mature " (Euthymius Zigabenus). Comp. John

xxi. 15-17.

Ver. 4. Comp. ix. 3 ; Matt. x. 9. — [iaUAv-iov'] a purse ; found only in

Luke in the New Testament, frequently in the Greek writers. The spelling

with 7.1 is decisively attested in the New Testament, although in itself the

spelling with one 1 would be more correct. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Leg. I.

p. 348 D.

—

/iT/(Uva . . . aaTraaricfOc] not a prohibition of the desire of good-

will {Ohhiiusen, B.-Crusius), or of maJcing a bustle (as Lange conjectures),

which would have to be found in tJie co?itext, but which has opposed to it

Kara rrjv 666v ; but a command to make haste, so as to avoid every delay upon

the road that might not be necessary for the performance of their task. In

this respect there is no need of any reference to the circumstantial modes of

greeting (embraces, benedictions, kisses, and the like). Comp. 2 Kings iv.

29. Jesus impresses on them the properare ad rem ! in accordance with the

object of the mis.sion, vv. 1, 9, and in a concrete form, which should not

be pressed to a literal meaning. Theophylact well says : 6ia to yu^ an-o-

oxoldadai nepl avdpuTvivovg acnaajiovq Kal (pi?.o(f)poi>T/(TEig, Kai « tovtov npbg to KTjpvyfia

iinro(^l!;Eadai, " that they might not take leisure for human greetings and

friendlinesses, and thus be hindered in their preaching."

Vv. 5, 6. See on Matt. x. 12 f. — The construction ek vv k.t.1. is the same

as in ver. 8. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. — vlbg elpr'/vr/c] a son of salvation, i.e., one

who is fit to receive salvation, not different in substance from the a^iog in

Matthew. Its opposite is vlbg bpyijg (Eph. ii. 3), rr/c anuldaq (John xvii. 12),

* But the prohibition against going to the oAi'yoi, must have thought originally of Ilim-

heathensand the Samaritans, Matt. X. 5, He self, while Luke thought of the Twelve,

does not give to the Seventy, and that for The former view contradicts the words of

the simple reason that they had precisely the passage, the latter the context. But

to make the journey only as it was defi- that t lie discourse was orifrinnlly addressed

nitely marked out to them in ver. 1 (through to the Twelve does not follow from xxii. 35,

Galilee). For this that prohibition would for the passage there alluded to is to be

not have been at all appropriate. sought in ix. 3 (although with certain, coiu-

' According to Weiss, Jesus, in respect of cidences from x. 4),
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r^ aneideiag (Eph. V. 6), yehvTjg (Matt, xxiii. 15). Comp. in general on Matt,

viii. 13.

Ver. 7. Comp. ix. 4 ; Matt. x. 11. — h avry 6s ry oIkio,] not : in eadem au-

tera domo (Vulgate, Luther, Bleek), but as it does not run kv ry avTy oIkm:

hut in the house (in question) itself, which has inhabitants so worthy. — fievere]

the more specific explanation p) /xETa(3aivETe k.t.1. follows.'— to, Trap' avribvl

that which is theirs (comp. Mark v. 36). See Bernhardy, p. 355. Not dif-

ferent from this is ra irapaTiOefiEva v/x'tv, ver. 8. The messengers were to partake

without hesitation of the provisions of the people, for, etc. This statement

of the reason, however, should have prevented Baur from explaining it of

the u?ihesitati?ig partaTcing of heathen meats (according to 1 Cor. ix. 7 f., x.

27), even a2)art from the fact that no mention is made of heathen houses at

all.'

Vv. 8, 9. Tloliv] It is seen from this that in the direction previously given,

ver. 5 ff., Jesus had contemplated villages and single dwelling-houses.

[See Note LXXXIV., p. 395.] Thus ver. 5 ff. corresponds to the aal totvov, and

ver. 8 fE. to the iroTitv, ver. 1. — /cat Sex- v/^-] a transition into the demonstra-

tive expression instead of the continuance of the relative form ; comp.

Bremi, ad Bern. 01. p. 177 ; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 338 [E. T. 383].—

kadieTt] as though koI kav /c.r.A. had been previously said. An emphatic an-

acoluthon. See Bornemann, Schol. p. 65 f. — avrolg] the inhabitants. Comp.

Sixuvrai. — fp/ytKEi'] a promise of participation in the kingdom of Messiah

near at hand. On kcj)' v/j.ds, comp. Matt. xii. 38 ; Ps. xxviii. 3 ; 1 Mace. v.

40, 43.

Vv. 10, 11. Comp. ix. 5 ; Matt. x. 14. The refusal to receive them is

represented as following immediately iq}o?i their entrance ; hence the p7'esent

e'latpx. The representation of ver. 8 was different : eIoeWtjte (see the crit-

ical remarks). — E^EAdovreq] out of the house into which ye have entered. —
viiiv] so that ye should have it again ; a symbol of the most contemptuous

renunciation, as in Matthew. — f/yyiKEv /c.r.A.] a threatening reference to their

penal exclusion from the salvation of the kingdom. See ver. 13 ff. Observe

that E<f v/udg is wanting this time ; see the critical remarks.

Ver. 13. Comp. Matt. x. 15.

Vv. 13-15. See on Matt. xi. 21-34. Luke has not here any mistaken

reminiscence (de Wette), but the disaster of these Galilaean cities lay suffi-

ciently close to the heart of Jesus to force from Him the denunciation of

woe Tfwre than once, and here, indeed, in very appropriate connection, since

this woe brings into the light and confirms what has just been said at ver. 13

by the example of the cities which had rejected Jesus Himself. — Kadf/fiEvoi

(see the critical remarks) : the inhabitants, namely. See Buttmann, JVeut.

Gram. p. 114 [E. T. 130].

Ver. 16. Comp. Matt. x. 40 ; John xiii. 30, xii. 48. A confirmation in

principle of the fact that He placed on equal grounds the cities that reject

> As to eo-t>ovT€s, as it is also to be read p. 234 ; Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 183, and Weiz-

here, see on vii. 33. sacker, p. 163.

' This is also in opposition to Kostlin,

25
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them with those that reject Ilimself. In the second part the saying rises to a

climax {ader. t. anoar. fie). A deepening of the emotion ; a solemn conchision.

Vv. 17-20. The fact that the account of the return of the Seventy follows

immediately cannot prove that in the history of this journey (from ix. 51

onward) Luke is not holding the chronological thread (Olshausen). In ac-

cordance with the pui'pose of the mission (ver. 1), some must have returned

very soon, others later, so that Jesus might anticipate the return of one por-

tion of them before the return of those who had gone farther, and Luke might

equally exclude the summary narration of the return without passing over

anything of importance that intervened. — koL ra Sa/fiovia k.t.?l.] over which

He had not given to them, as He had to the Twelve (ix. 1), an express

authority : "Plura in effectu experti sunt, quam Jesus expresserat," " They
attempted more in their doings than Jesus had expressed," Bengal. This is

necessarily implied in aal ; but it is not to be inferred, as Kostlin assumes,

that Luke regarded the casting out of demons as the highest x^P'-'^i^o.- — ^v Tib

bvofi. a.] hy Tueans of Thy name, by the fact of our utterance of it. Comp.

on ix. 49 ; Matt. vii. 23. Otherwise in Mark xvi. 17. — Ver. 18. This I

saw happen in this wise when I sent you forth (kdeupovv, imperf.) ! This

your victorious agency against Satan (whose servants the demons are) was

not hidden from me. I beheld at that time (in the spirit, in idea) Satan fallen

like a lightning flash from heaven, i.e., I then ' perceived the swift overthrow

of Satan from his lofty power, in so lively a manner that it presented itself

to me in my inward perception, as if he were like a flash of lightning (so

' Without any ground in the context, first began. The explanation is therefore

i^eupovv has been dated farther back in quite opposed to the connection in which

various ways. Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 1070 f

.

our passage stands, since Jesus is not at all

(comp. also Philippi, Glaiibenslehre, III. desirous of warning against arrogance (the

p. 308), refers it to the temptation in the desert, view of many Fathers), but must certainly

and conceives that with the rebuke of be speaking of the destruction of the devil's

Christ, Get thee hence from me 1 Satan was power, of the overthrow of the devOish

"cast forth from the heavenly circle of strength. Hence also Hilgenfeld is quite

Christ and His people." Gregory Nazian- mistaken, Evang. p. 184, in making it refer

zen and other Fathers, Euthymius Ziga- to Kev. xii. 9, saying that Jesus saw how
benus, Maldonatus, and others, refer it to the devil "even now is working with spe-

the ti7ne of Christ's incarnation, by which cial energy upon the earth," that with the

Satan was cast down, a result which Christ near approach of the passion of Jesus (not

here describes as a " dux belli suas narrans for the first time shortly before the last day)

victorias," "leader in war narrating his came therefore the point of time when the

victories" (Maldonatus). Other Fathers, devil, who had been driven out of the field,

including Origen and Theopliylact, Eras- should develop his power anew. More-

mus and others, refer it to the fall of the over, Hahn, Theol. d. K T. I. p. 342, rightly

devil by »m, whereby he lost his place in referring efleajpoui' to the time of sending out

heaven. Thus also Uofmann, Schriftbeiv. the Seventy, finds the meaning to be : I

I. p. 443, who indeed would have " the fall beheld Satan descend from heaven with the

from heaven " to signify only the lo.ss of rapidity of lightning to hinder your work ;

the fellowship of the supramundane life of but fear ye not, behold I give you power,

God (p. 458). According to this, the imper- etc. In accordance with the context,

feet must have its reference to a fact of ireo-di'Ta must mean the knocking down of

which Christ was a witness when He was the devil, not his descent from heaven

;

still the Aoyos aaapKoj. But against the ex- but the connection whicli Hahn makes with

planation of Satan's fall by sin, it is dcci- ver. 19 is neither intimated (in any wise by

sive that with this overthrow of Satan his iAA" liov k.t.a.), nor does it suit the correct

power on earth was not broken, but it then reading 5eSw(co.
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swift, so momentary !) hurled out of heaven (nsadvTa, not the present). The

whole reply of Jesus (comp. vv. 19, 20) is rich in imagination, full of vivid

imagery, confirming the triumphant assertion of the disciples in equally

joyous excitement.' Comp. Rev. xii. 9 ; and on the fact itself, John xii. 31,

where no more than here is intended any allusion to the downfall of the

hierarchical jiarty (Schenkel). He does not mean to speak of a vision (von

Ammon, L. J. II. p. 359), since such a thing nowhere occurs in His expe-

rience, inasmuch as in consideration of His direct perceiition He had no

need of such intermediate helps ; but He means an intuition of His Imotcl-

edge, and speaks of it under a vivid, lifelike form, which the imagination is

able to grasp. The relative tense kdeupow might also be referred to the

time of the disciples' ministry (de Wette, Bleek, Schegg [Weiss ed. Mey.]
;

comp. Bengel, tentatively, ''quum egistis,'''' "when you acted)"
;
yet this is

the less appropriate to the assertion of the instantaneous rreaovTa, and to the

comparison with the lightning's flash, that the ministry of the Seventy

lasted for a time. — The rej^resentation f /c roii ovpavov neaovTa ^ does not in

any way presuppose Satan's abode in heaven (as to Paul's representation of

the abode of the demons in the atmosphere, see on Eph. ii. 2), but corre-

sponds to the thought of highly exalted power, as above, ver. 15, and Isa.

xiv. 12 ; the representation, however, of its swiftness and suddenness by
comparison with &, flash of lightning was by reason of the rov ovpavov as nat-

ural and ajjpropriate as is the comparison of the lightning in Matt. xxiv. 27.

— Ver. 19. According to the reading deduna (see the critical remarks), Jesus

gives them not a mere supplementary explanation (objection by de Wette),

but He explains to them what a much greater poicer still they had received

from Him and possessed {perfect) than that which they had experienced in

the subjection of the demons. This investiture with power occurred before

the sending of them forth, although it is not expressly mentioned in the

commission, ver. 2 ff. ; but it was left to become clear to their consciousness

through experience, and they had already partially begun to be conscious of

it in the subjection of the demons to their power. — tov TraTslv endvo) b<peuv k.

cr/copTT.] a figurative description (in accordance with Ps. xci. 13, and see the

Rabbinical passages in Wetstein) of the dangerous Satanic poicers, which the

Seventy were to tread under their feet, as warriors do their conquered foes

(Rom. xvi. 20). — ko/] and generally. — The empjhasis of the discourse as it

advances lies on ndaav and ovSev. — tov exdpov] of the enemy, of whom our

Lord is speaking, and that is none other than Satan. ^— ovdtv'] is the accu-

• Against this view Hofmann objects that who, moreover, takes pains in bis Varies, ub.

it is foreign to the connection (wherefore ?), d. L. J. p. 333 ff., with subtlety at variance

and that it gives to the mission an impor- with true exegesis, to exclude the doctrine

tance that does not belong to it. But was of the devil from the teaching of Jesus,

it then something of little importance to He says that Jesus speaks of the devil ac-

send forth seventy new combatants against cording to a current representation,—just
Satan's power ? Could not the commander as people speak of ghosts, without believ-

of this new warrior band behold, in the ing in their reality, and as we say that the
spirit, when He sent them forth, the devil's sun rises, though everybody knows that

overthrow ? the sun does not in reality rise.

» «« Tou ovpacoO is not to be taken with ^ Comp. Test. XII. Patv. p. 0.57 : TrpocrexcTe

io-TpaTT^v, as Schleiermacher would have it, ia.vTol$ ano tov 'S.a.rava. . . . KaTtVat'Tt T^s
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sative neuter : and in nothing will it (the dvvafiiq tov ex^P"^) ^^^wi you ; comp.

Acts XXV. 10 ; Gal. iv. 12 ; Philem. 18 ; Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 343. —
aSiKTiati (see the critical remarks) : as to the future after ov fii)^ see on Matt.

xxvi. 35 ; Mark xiv. 31. — Ver. 20. Nevertheless your rejoicing should

have for its object a higher good than that authority over spirits. Theo-

phylact well says : Kai^tvuv 61 avTovq fitj vipr)7M(ppovuv^ (pTjci ttT^tjv kv tovtu /c.r.2.,

" But training them not to be high-minded, he says : howbeit in this, etc."

In accordance with his presuppositions, Baur, Evang. p. 439, thinks that the

evangelist had Rev. xxi. 14 in view, and that he in a partisan spirit referred ' to

the Seventy the absolute significance in respect of the kingdom of God which

the apocalyptic writer attributes to the Twelve. — //r) xo-^P^t^ h.t.I.'I rejoice not

. . . hut rejoice. Not a relative {iwn tarn . . . qiuim, "not so much as,"

see Kuinocl, de Wette, and many others), but an absolute negation with

rhetorical emphasis (Winer, p. 439 [E. T. 495]), although "gaudiumnon
vetatur, sed in ordinem redigitur," "the joy is not forbidden, but reduced

into order," Bengel.

—

un to. bvo/n. k.t.X.] an embodiment of the thought :

that ye are destined hy God to he in thefuture particij)ators in the eternal Messi-

anic life, in accordance with the poetic representation of the Book of Life

kept by God,' in which their names had been written {kypcKpTj) . The pre-

destination thereby set forth is that which occurred before the beginning of

time in Christ (Eph. i. 4). See on Phil. iv. 3.

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xi. 25-27.^ [See Note LXXXV., p. 396.] Luke
places this thanksgiving prayer in immediate chronological connection {in

the same hour) with the return of the Seventy. Theophylact says : Lanep

naryp ayadoq ivaldaq I6i)v KaropdoiaavTaq ti, ovtu kuI 6 curf/p ayd^Aerai on toiovtuv

ayaduv rj^Ludrjaav oi airocToloi, "Asa good father when seeing his sons suc-

ceeding in something, so the Saviour rejoices, because the apostles were

deemed worthy of such good things." Still this chronological jiosition is

hardly the historical one. See on Matt. — tw izvEvnaTL] not the Holy Spirit

(see the critical remarks). Comp. i. 47. It is His own nvevfia dyiuaivr/Cy

Rom. i. 4. The opposite of this, riyalTi. r. ttv., occurs in John xi. 33. —
TavTo] finds in Luke its reference in otl to. bvofiara vfiuv k.t.1., ver. 20, and is

hence to be understood * of the knowledge of the life eternal in the kingdom

of Messiah (comp. viii. 10 ; yvuvai to, /nvarT/pia rf/g fiaaiXelag). — Ver. 22. Kal

Pao-iAcios ToO fx^pov <tt^o-€toi. Matt. xiii. Matt. x. 20, xviii. 14, xxiii. 0), and on tho

25 ; 1 Pet. v. 8. other Jesus, not to mention ii. 49, says " wy
' Which, however, by a glance at Rev. Father" even as early as in the fScrnion on

iii. 5, xvii. 8, is shown to be erroneous. the Mount (Matt. vii. 21). Baur, indeed

Moreover, accordinf? to Weizsiicker, vv. 18- (Nentest. Thed. p. 86), knows no other way
20 are said to be of the " latest origin." of getting rid of the offence which this ex-

" Ex. xxxii. .32 f.; Ps. Ixix. 29 ; Isa. iv. 3

;

prossion of Matt. vii. 21 gives liim than by

Phil. iv. 3 ; Rev. iii. 5 ; comp. on Matt. v. 12. attributing the words to a later- period of

' Keim, Geschichtl. Chn)<tus, p. 51, sees the ministry of Jesus. It is easy In this way
here the climax reached of the comdoitsness to set aside what will not fit into our no-

of tlie divine Sonsliip, and that hence there lions.

now appears, instead of tlie " your Father," * Xot, of tlio power over the demons, as

as hitherto, the designation " my Father." Wittichen, d. Idee Gottes ah'des Yaters. 186.5,

Hut on tho one hand " your Father " is still p. 30, wishes to have it To that also be-

.•^aid at the same time and later (xii. 30, ;ii

;

longs Trdi-ra, ver. 22.
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arpatpEi^ k.t.X.] (see the critical remarks). [See Note LXXXV., p. 396.]

Prom the prayer to God He turns in the following words to the disciples (the

Seventy and the Twelve). — irpbg tov^ fiad.] belongs to oTpcKpEig. Comp. vii.

44, xiv. 25. As to the idea of the Tvavra /hoc iraped., which is not, as with

Baur, Schenkel, and others, to be referred merely to the spiritual and moral

region, see on Matt, xxviii. 18. — yLvucKei] That the Marcionite reading

iyvu is the original one, and not a gnostic alteration, is rendered probable

by the very ancient date at which it is found (Justin, the Clementines, the

Marcosites). Comp. on Matt. xi. 37. The gnostic interpretation of iyvu,

which is contested by the Clementines (xviii. 13 f.), very easily brought

about the change into the present tense. See (after Baur, Hilgenfeld,

Semisch, Kostlin, Volkmar) Zeller, Apostelg. p. 13 f. — tIq] in respect of

His nature, counsel, will, thought, etc. In what way, however, r/f kanv 6

TTarijp is said to be gnostic rather than biblical (Kostlin, p. 161) it is not

easy to see. The Father who has sent the Son has His perfect revelation

for the first time in Him. Comp. John xiv. 9. — w iav ^ovl.'] Comp. con-

cerning the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii. 11. This will of the Son, however, in virtue

of His essential and moral unity with the Father, is no other than the

Father's will, which the Son has to fulfil. Comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. -p. 18 f.

Observe, again, that the negation, which is not to be relatively explained

away, ovSelc . . . el pij^ establishes a relation of a unique Mnd, namely, that

of the metaphysical fellowship.

Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xiii. 16 f., where the historical connection is

quite different. [See Note LXXXV., p. 396.] But the significant beati-

tude may have been spoken on different occasions, especially with a dif-

ferent reference of meaning (as here in particular (iMnetv has a different

sense from what it has in Matthew).

—

koI aTpa(pEl^ k.t.X.] Here we have a

further step in the narrative (comp. ver. 22), which is marked by kut' ISiav,

to be taken along with arpacpelg. This turning, ichich excluded the others

who were present (see ver. 25), is to be regarded as perce2:)tible by the move-

ment and gesture of the speaker. "Lucas accurate notare solet pausas et

flexus sermonum Domini," " Luke is wont to note accurately the pauses and

turns of the Lord's discourses," Bengel. Consequently the reproach of inap-

propriateness, occasioned by the omission of devre vp6g jue irdvTeg (in Matthew),

does not touch Luke (Holtzmann, p. 147 ; Weiss). — kuI jSaaiJiElg] peculiar

to Luke. Think of David, Solomon, Hezekiah, and others. — i6eIv . . .

ukovete] The point of the contrast varies : to see what ye see , . . and to

hear what ye (actually) hear. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 29.

Ver. 25 ff. This transaction is different from the later narrative of Matt,

xxii. 35 ff. (comp. Mark xii. 28 ff.). [See Note LXXXVL, p. 396.] The
fact that the same jjassages of the law are quoted cannot outweigh the

difference of time and place, of the point of the question, of the person

quoting the passages, and of the further course of the conference. Comp.
Strauss, I. p. 650 f., who, however, also holds Matthew and Mark as dis-

tinct, and thus maintains three variations of the tradition upon the one sub-

ject, viz., that Jesus laid stress on the two commandments as the foremost

of the law ; while Kostlin, p. 275, supposes that Luke arbitrarily took the
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question, ver. 25, out of its original place in Matthew and Mark, and him-

self made it the entire introduction to the parable (ver. 30 ff.). Comp. Holtz-

mann : "two independent sections brought by Luke within one frame."—
eKTTEipa^uv ai'TOv] npocEdoKTiaev wayi6evaai tov Xpicrrbv elg to TrdvTug eniTa^ai n
evavTiov Tu) v6/Liu, " He expected to ensnare Christ into enjoining something

altogether contrary to the law," Euthyraiiis Zigabenus. As to cKTretpai;,

to try tliorougJiIy, see on 1 Cor. x. 9.

Vv. 26, 27. nwf avayivuaKeig] flXlp 'XO^ a customary Rabbinical formula

to give occasion to a scriptural citation, Lightfoot, p. 794. — ttuc] Jioic, that

is, with what words, not instead of r/ (Kypke and others). Comp. irui: (pf/c,

TTug Myeig Trug doKElg, and the like. Observe that h rw v6p.(f) is jjlaced first for

the sake of emphasis, and that the doubled expression of the question indi-

cates the urgency of the questioner. Lechler in the 8tud. u. Krit. 1854, p.

802, is wrong in explaining the passage as if it were irug av avay. — Ver. 27.

The lawyer quotes Deut. vi. 5 along with Lev. xix. 18. The Jews had to

repeat daily morning and evening the former passage, together with Deut.

xi. 13 ff. (Berac. f. 3. 3 ; comp. on Mark xii. 29) ; it appeared also on the

phylacteries (see on Matt, xxiii. 5), but not Lev. xix. 18 ; hence the opinion

of Kuinoel :
" Jcsum digito monstrasse thecam illam, qua se ornaverat legis

peritus," " that Jesus pointed with His finger to that box with which the

lawyer had adorned himself," must be rejected. The reason why the

lawyer answered entirely in the meaning of Jesus, and especially adds the

passage from Leviticu.s, is found in the fact that his attention was directed

not to what had immediatelypreceded, but to the problem rig eau fiov nh/aiov
;

and that he used the question tI noiipag k.t.1., ver. 25, only as an introduc-

tion thereto. To this question, familiar as he was with the principles of

Jesus, he must have expected an answer in which the duty of the love of

one's neighbor was not wanting, and thereto he would then attach the spe-

cial question meant to tempt him, viz., rig iari pov nh/aiov ;
But since the

dialogue takes such a turn that he himself becomes the respondent, he gives

the answer which he had expected from Jesus ; and now for his own self-

justification—to show, to wit, that notwithstanding that correct answer, he

did not ask his question without reason, but still needs more detailed in-

struction, he adds the problem under cover of which the tem})tation was to

be brought in. The questioner, unexpectedly made to play the \)nvt of the

respondent, thus keeps his object in view with presence of mind and crafti-

ness, and it can neither be asserted that by his reply, in keeping with the

meaning of Jesus, he at once gave himself up as a captive (de Wette), nor

that this reply was not suggested till the question of Jesus was interposed

(Bleek).

Vv. 28, 29. ToiiTo noUi] TovTo has the emphasis corresponding to the ri of

ver. 25. — ^vari] ^uyv aluviov K/.r/pnvp/jffeig, ver. 25. It is thus that Jesus de-

clared the fundamental law of the divine retribution, as Paul, Rom. ii. 13.

But as to the manner in which this moral, fundamental law leads to the ne-

cessity of the righteousness of faith (see on Romans, loc. cit.), there was no

occasion for Ilim to explain further in the presence of the legal tempter. —
Ver. 29. 6imMaai iavTui>] namely, in reference to his question, to prove that
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he had put it with reason and justice ; see on ver. 26 f
.

' The view that he

wished to represent himself as being honestly disposed^ xvi. 15 {so usually), has

against it ^ the purpose with which the scribe had presented himself, iK-rretpd-

l^uv avrov, in spite of which he himself has still answered rightly, ver. 37. —
Kal Tig K.r.A.] See on the Kal occurring thus abruptly and taking up the other's

discourse, Hartung, PartiTcell. I. p. 146 f. ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 879 f. ;

'

"Mire ad ?;6of facit," "He acts wonderfully according to custom," Bengel.

— Tvhjaiov] without an article, hence : icho is neighbor to me ? ^ The element of

temptation consisted in this, that from the mouth of Jesus was expected

some sort of heterodox reply which should deviate from the Rabbinical defi-

nition that the Jew's nearest neighbor is his fellow-Jew.

Vv. 30, 31. "YKo?M/j.[3dvEiv, in the sense of " taking up the discourse of an-

other by way of reply," occurs only here in the New Testament, and hence

is probably taken by Lvike from the source used by him. It is frequent in

the LXX. (HJJ^J and in the classical writers. *— avdpundg rig] without any

more definite limitation, which, however, is not to be regarded as inten-

tional (Paulus thinks that it is meant to intimate that the Samaritan asked

no questions about his nationality, comp. also Schenkel), but leaves it to be

understood of itself, by means of the context, that a Jew is meant (not a

heathen, as Olshausen takes it), in virtue of the contrast between Jew and

Samaritan. — 'lepix<^] See on Matt. xx. 29. It was separated from Jerusa-

lem by a desert region (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3), which was unsafe because of

robbers (Jerome on Jer. iii. 2). It was not a priestly city. — TrepLEKeaev] he

met with robbers, fell among them, as TrepiTriTTTEiv nvi, incidere in aliquem, is

very often used in the classical writers.* There is no question here about

chancing upon unfortunate circumstances, for this would have required the

dative of an abstract noun (such as cv/LKpopt/, tvxv k.t.I.). — ol Kal k.t.A.] This

and the subsequent Kai correspond to one another ; et . . . et. They took

his clothes off him in order to rob him of them, and while doing so they

beat him (because he resisted). The two jiarticiples therefore stand in the cor-

rect sequence of what actually occurred (in opposition to de Wette.)— rvyxd-

vovra] not equivalent to ovra, but : they left him when Ae was just half dead ^

(this was the condition to which he was reduced).'' [But see critical note.]

— dvTinapf/WEv] ex adiierso praeteriit (Winer, de verb, compos. III. p. 18), he

passed by on the opposite side. This dvri gives a clear idea of the cold be-

havior of the hard-hearted passer-by. The word occurs elsewhere only in

Strat. vii. 2 (Jacobs, Anthol, III. p. 70) and Wisd. xvi. 10 (in which place,

1 Comp. also Maldonatus, deWette, Bleek, * Comp. Herod, vil. 101: 6 Se vnoKa^iov i^ri ;

Schegg. Dem.594. 21, 600. 20 ; Polyb. iv. 85. 4, xv. 8. 1.

^ Lange, L. J. II. p. 1076, conjectures that ^ Herod, vi. 105, viii. 94, vi. 41 ; Dem. 1264.

the scribe wished, as the disciples had just 26 ; Xen. Anab. vii. 3. 38 ; Polyb. iii. 53. 6.

returned from Samaria, to call Jesus to ac- * The expression makes us feel the un-

count in respect of this fellowship with the concernedness of the robbers about the un-

Samaritans—which could not be the way fortunate man whom they left to his fate

to life. But the Seventy had not been to jitsi as he was.

Samaria at all. Comp. on ver. 1 and ix. ' Comp. Plat. Prot. p. 313 E, and else-

56. where. See Ast, Lex. Plat. III. p. 430. ovra.

' Comp. ver. 36. See Bornemann, Schol. might have been added besides, Lobeck, ad

p. 69 ; Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. 130]. Phryn. p. 277.
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however, it means ex adverse advenire, "to arrive over against;" see

Grimm).'

Ver. 32. Observe the climax in the description

—

having reached the place

(in question), he went, when he had come (approached) and seen (the state of

the case), % on the other side.''

Ver. 34. 'Enixeuv k.t.Tl.] while he, as he was binding them up, poured on

them oil and wine, the ordinary remedy in the case of wounds (see the pas-

sages in Wetstein and Paukis), which he carried with him for any casual

need. — inl to l6iov KT7ivo{\ on his own least (his ass), so that thus he himself

gave up its use. — Tvavdoxdnv] instead of the Attic navdonElov, Lobeck, ad

Phryn. p. 307. The word has also passed over into the Rabbinical vocabu-

lary :
p'lJIS, see Lightfoot, p. 799. We must picture to ourselves a cara-

vanserai, over which presided an ordinary landlord.

Vv. 85, 86. 'Ettj] as in Mark xv. 1 ; Acts iii. 1 : towards the morrow,

when it was about to dawn. — k^E7S6)v'\ out of the inn. He gave the money

to the landlord outside (2)ast participle). The sniall amount, however, that

he gave him presupposes the thought of a very early return. — iKj3a7.<l)v] a

vivid picture ; out of liis purse. Comp. Matt. xiii. 52.— irpoadawav.] thou

shalt have expended in addition thereto, besides. ^— kyC)] with emphasis ; the

unfortunate man was not to have the claim made on him. — inav£pxEa6ai'\

signifies " reditum in eum ipsum locum," " return to this very place," Titt-

mann, Synon. p. 232. Very frequently in use in the classical writers. —
yeyovhaL] to have hecome by what he had done.'' Flacius, Clav. II. p. 830,

well says : "omnes quidem tres erant jure, sed unicus facto aut officio,"

"all three indeed were by law, but only one by deed and service."— tov

tfined. Etg r. A.] who fell among the thieves. See Sturz, Lex. Xen. II. p. 153.

Ver. 37. '0 Tvoiyanc K.r.?i.] Bengel :
" Non invitus abstinet legisperitus ap-

pellatione propria Samaritae," "Not unwillingly does the lawyer abstain

from the proper appellation of Samaritan." On the expression, comp. i.

73. — 7-^ e?.eog] the compassion related ; Kal ov : tJwu also ; not to be joined to

TTopevov (Lachmann), but to noiet. Comp. vi, 31.

Remark.—Instead of giving to the theoretical question of the scribe, ver. 29,

a direct and theoretical decision as to whom he was to regard as his neighbor,

Jesus, by the feigned (according to Grotius and others, the circumstance actu-

ally occurred) history of the compassionate Samaritan, with all the force of the

contrast that puts to shame the cold Jewish arrogance, gives a practical lesson

071 the question: hoto one achutUy hecomes the neighbor of another, namely, by the

exercise of helpful love, independently of the nationality and religion of the

persons concerned. And the questioner, in being dismissed with the direction,

Kol ail noLEL ofioiuc, has therein indirectly the answer to his question, ric iari fiov

TzATjdiov ; namely : Every one, without distinction of people and faith, to whom

the circumstances analogous to the instance of the Samaritan direct thee to ex-

ercise helpful love in order thereby to become his neighbor, thou hast to re-

' Comp. ii/TirropieVai, Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 17; vii. 1. 14, and elsewhere. Comp. ver. 33.

II«U. V. 4. 38. ' Lucian, Kj). Sat. xsxlx.; Corp. inscr. 108, 8.

^ On yeTO/n. Kara, comp. Ilerod. iii. 86 : is * On yiffaBai, in the sense t>f se praestare,

KOTO. toOto to x'^pioy eytVovTo ; Xen. C'yiop. scc Kiilincr, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4.
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gard as thy neighbor. This turn on the part of Jesus, like every feature of the

improvised narrative, bears the stamp of originality in the pregnancy of its

meaning, in the insight which suggested it, and in the quiet and yet perfectly

frank way in which the questioner, by a direct personal appeal, was put to the

blush.i

Ver. 38. [See Note LXXXVII., p. 396.] 'Ev raJ noptvEadai] to be under-

stood of the continuation of the journey to Jerusalem. See ix. 51, 57, x. 1.

[See also critical note.] But Jesus cannot yet be in Bethany (see xiii. 22,

xvii. 11), vv^here Martha and Mary dwelt (John xi. 1, xii. 1 f.), and hence it

is to be supposed that Luke, because he was unacquainted with the more

detailed circumstances of the persons concerned, transposed this incident,

which must have occurred in Bethany, and that on an earlier festal journey,

not merely to the last journey, but also to some other village, and that a

village of Galilee. The tradition, or the written source, which he followed

had jireserved the fact and the names of the persons, but not the time and

place of the incident. If we regard Luke as unacquainted with those par-

ticulars, the absence of all mention of Lazarus is the less surprising, seeing

that the substance of the history concerns the sisters only (in opposition to

Strauss, I. p. 751). — aal avrdq] Kai is the usual and after kyevETo [but see

critical note], and ahrdQ brings Jesus Himself into prominence above the

company of travellers (avTovg). Se, on His part^ without the disciples, went

into the village and abode at the house of Martha.—The notion that Maj'tha

was the wife (Bleek, Hengstenberg) or widow (Paulus) of Simon the leper,

is based upon mistaken harmonistics. See on vii. 36 fE. and Matt. xxvi. 6 f.

Whether she was a widow at all (Grotius) does not appear. She was the

housekeeper and manager of the household, and probably the elder sister.

Vv. 39, 40. Tf/(Je] This word usually refers to what follows, but here in a

vividly realizing manner it points to what has gone hefore, as sometimes also

occurs in the classical writers.*— rj Kai] Kai is not : even (Bornemann), which

would have no reference to explain it in the context ; but : moreover, bring-

ing into prominence the fact that Mary, besides whatever else she did in her

mind after the coming of Jesus, moreover seated herself at His feet, etc. See

Klotz, adDevar. p. 636. — The formTrapaKadeaOelcra] (see the critical remarks),

from TvapaKade^ofiai, to sit doicn near to, belongs to later Greek. Joseph. Antt.

vi. 11. 9.—Mary sits there as a learner (Acts xxii. 3), not as a companion at

table (at the right of Jesus, where His outstretched feet were), as Paulus and

1 The Fathers, as Origen, Ambrose, Au- Uovi. 34 in Luc, and Theophylact, sub loc.

gustine, Theophylact, Euthymius Zijja- Luther also similarly allegorizes in his ser-

benus, have been able to impart mystical mons. Calvin wisely says :
" Scripturae

meanings to the individual points of the his- major habenda est reverentia, quam ut

tory. Thus the ai'flpioTrdsTts signifies jlc/am , germanum ejus sensum hac licentia trans-

Jerusalem, paradise; Jericho, the 7vorM ; figurare llceat," " There should be a great-

the thieves, the 6?«/M0«s ; the priest, the ^aiy ,• er reverence for Scripture than allows its

the Levite, the jirophets ; the Samaritan, real sense to be transformed with this 11-

Christ ; the beast, Christ's body ; the inn, cense."
the church ; the landlord, 1 he bishop ; the " See Bemhardy, p. 278 ; Eiihner, ad Xen.
Denarii, the Old and New Testaments; the Mem. i. 2. 3, iii. 3. 12.

return, the Parousia. See especially Origen,
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Kuinoel will have it (women sat at table ; sec Wetstein in he). For
the text as yet says nothing of the meal, hnt only of the hosj^itable receiDtion

in general (ver. 38), and, moreover, ver. 40 alludes generally to the attend-

ance on and entertainment of the honored and beloved Guest, wherein

Martha was exhausting her hospitality. There is no trace of any reclining

at table ; the context in k. 7jkove t. ?i6y. avr. points only to the idea of the

female disciple. — KepiairdaOai, in the sense of the ieing witlulraicnfrom at-

tention and solicitude l>y reason of occupations, belongs to later Greek. ' The
expression Trsfji ti, ahout something, connected with verbs of leing husied, of
talcing trouble, and the like, is also very frequent in Greek writers. — Kart-

yliTTc] reliquit ; she had therefore gone away from what she was doing, and
had placed herself at the feet of Jesus. — "iva\ therefore speak to her in order

that. Comp. on Matt. iv. 3. — As to ovvavnXa/ifidvEaOai nvi, to give a hand

with anybody, i.e., to helj) anybody, comp. on Rom. viii. 26.

Vv. 41, 42. Tiepl TToAAd] Thou art anxious, and weariest thyself (art in the

confusion of business) about many things, see ver. 40.^— hog 6e hari A:p£'«] A
contrast with ivoXka. : but of one thing there is need ; one thing is necessary,

that is to say, as an object of care and trouble. By these words Jesus, in ac-

cordance with the context, can mean nothing else than that from which
Martha had withdrawn, while Mary was bestowing jjains upon it

—

tJte un-

divided devotion to His icordfor the saJce of salvation, although in tenderness

He abstains from mentioning it by name, but leaves the reference of the ex-

pression, in itself only general, to be first discovered from the words which
follow. [See Note LXXXVIII., p. 396.] In respect of the neuter hdc noth-

ing is to be supplemented any more than there is in respect of ivoXld. Fol-

lowing Gregory, Bede, Theojjhylact, Zeger, Michaelis, and others (comp.

Erasmus in the Annotations), Paulus understands : one dish, "we need not

many kinds," and tt/v ayadyv [lepida is then taken as meaning the recdly good

portion,^ which figuratively represents the participation in communion with

Jesus. The former, especially after the impressive Mdpda, Mapda, would
have been just as trivial and out of harmony with the serious manner of Jesus

as the latter would have been discourteous to the well-intentioned hostess.

Nachtigall also mistakes (in Ilenke's Magaz. VI. ]}. 355), and Stolz agrees

with him in interpreting : one person is enough (in the kitchen), in oi)i)osi-

tion to which the contrast of Trolld is decisive, seeing that according to it kv6^

must be neuter. — ryv ayaOyv fiepWia] the good part. That, namely, about

which care and pains are taken, consists, according to the various Vinds of

these objects, of several parts. Mary has selected for herself among these,

for her care and pains, the good part ; and this is, in accordance with the

subject, nothing else than precisely that tv which is necessary

—

that portion

of the objects of solicitude and labor which is the good one, the good portion,

which only one can be. More vaguely Grotius, Eisner, Kyi)ke, Kuinoel, and

others put it : the good occupation ; and de Wette, generalizing this : the

> See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 415. Comp. comp. Aristoph. Ban. 1007.

Plut. Mw. p. 517 C : ffepi<r?ro<r/nbs K. iJ-tOoKKX] ' Comp. the form of speech, Trpb^ fitpiSa^

T^5 iTo\virpayiJ.o<Tvvri^. Seiirvflv, to (line inpo?'tlo»s, aud See examples
' Ou Twpj3o^e<rt>oi [see Critical note] nepi n, in Wetstein.
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good destination of life. Comp. also Euthymius Zigabenus : Svn jueplSec i^olc-

Tsiag iiratvETal, y juev irpaKTiKi], yds OeupriTiKy, " Two portions of the way of

living are praiseworthy, one practical, the other theoretical."— t?^/v ayadr/v]

neither means optimam (Kuinoel and others), nor does it imply that the care

of Martha, in which assuredly love also was expressed, was mala (Fritzsche,

Conject. I. p. 19) ; but it designates the portion as the good one kut' i^oxvv. —
yric o'vK cKpatp. air' avT.] refers certainly, first of all, to Martha's appeal, ver. 40.

Hence it means : which shall not he taken moayfrom her ; she shall heep it,

Mark iv. 25, whereby, however, Jesus at the same time, in thoughtful refer-

ence to further issues, points, in His characteristically significant manner, to

the everlasting possession of this ^lepiq. By yrtq, which is not equivalent to ij,

what follows is described as belonging to the essence of the aya6fj juepig :

quippe quae. "Transit amor multitudiuis et remanet caritas unitatis,"

" The desire for many things passes away, and the love of the one thing re-

mains," Augustine. — Those who have found in Mary's devotion the repre-

sentation of the Pauline TTianc, and in the nature of Martha that of zeal for

the law, so that the evangelist is made to describe the party relations of his

own day (Baur, Zeller, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld), have, by a coup quite as un-

justifiable as it was clumsy, transferred this relic of the home life of Jesus

into the foreign region of allegory, where it would only inaptly idealize the

party relations of the later period.

Notes by American Editoe.

LXXXIII. The Mission of the Seventy.

Weiss ed. Mey., in accordance with his view of the construction of this Gos-

pel, thinks that the instruction to the Seventy is derived from the older source,

but that Luke in chap. ix. 3-5 followed Mark, who gave the same as instruction

to the Twelve. Hence Luke is represented as borrowing uncritically from two

sources without knowing that the matter was identical, and as supposing that

there was a second mission of a larger number of disciples. Weiss holds that

the same confusion exists in the account of the return of the Seventy (w.

17-20). It is far easier to suppose that Luke knew something about the facts

of the case, and wrote intelligently as well as honestly. Weiss has modified

the comments of Meyer on the discourse to favor his theory ; but it does not

seem necessary to indicate the alterations in detail. As to the time and place

of the mission and return of the Seventy there has been much discussion,

which cannot be outlined here. See Andrews (Life of our Lord, pp. 352-356).

LXXXIV. Ver. 8. ndliv.

Godet, Weiss and others refer this to the city in which they might find the

reception previously referred to (vv. 5-7), and not to cities in distinction from

villages and single dwellings. This view seems to be supported by the phrase

(ver. 7) : "go not from house to house,"
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LXXXV. Vv. 21, 22.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that in the "source" these verses belonged here, and

not in the position assigned them by Matthew. But in view of his theory re-

specting Luke's conception of the naitative here, the opinion does not aid us

in deciding which is the historical position. It is probable enough that these

weighty words were repeated, and that both Matthew and Luke are connect in

their view of the connection. So Meyer holds in regard to vv. 23, 24, while

Weiss (Maitheic, p. 342) thinks Luke gives them in their proper place. He
rejects the view that they were repeated (ed. Mey.). In ver. 22 it seems best to

reject the claiise : kuI arpade'ic k.t.I. (see critical note). Meyer's explanation,

which is otherwise unsatisfactory, thus becomes unnecessary.

LXXXVI. Vv. 2.5-37. The Parable of the Good Samaritan.

Weiss ed. Mey., despite the remarkable points of difference between the

narrative here and the later one, which Liike liimself refers to (chap, xviii.,

18 flf.), holds the two to be identical. " But Luke at least has himself proved,

through the omission of Mark xii. 28-34, that he holds the passages to be iden-

tical, and the deviation of Matthew from Mark can only he explained through

his return to the older source (comp. Weiss, Mark, p. 400 f., Matthew, p. 479 f.),

which, however, is very freely worked over by Luke." But what reliance

can be placed upon any of Luke's statements, if he can be guilty of such con-

fusion or manipulation as this? That two "lawyers" on two different occa-

sions woukl cite the same passages of the law is more than probable, when the

passages themselves are taken into the account.

LXXXVII. Vv. 38-42. 3fartha and Mary.

The better-supported reading in ver. 38 seems to connect this incident even

more closely with what precedes. Since John tells of journeys to Jerusalem

during this period of our Lord's ministry, it cannot be safely affirmed that He
conld not have been in Bethanj' at this time. Hence the assumption that Luke

transferred the incident to the wrong time and place is tmnecessary. Weiss ed.

Mey. also objects to this assumption, but does not admit that the incideni

could have occurred during the visit to Jerusalem mentioned in John x. This

accords with his view of the whole narrative in this part of Luke's Gospel.

Andrews, Godet and others place the visit to Martha and Mary at the time of

the Feast of Dedication ; Eobmson somewhat earlier.

LXXXVIII. Ver. 42. u?jyui' (5t AY'f''«, ') ^^^i-

The above reading lias very strong support, and was probably altered to

nvdid "the explanation which takes the passage as meaning one dish" {see

Meyer's critical note). Yet it does not necessarily involve this explanation.

At least only the o/.iyuv is a gentle rebuke of Martha's overdoing in her service

of hospitality, while i/ hoc immediately turns to the one real need, which Meyer

correctly explains. So Weiss ed. Mey.; comp. Godet in loco.
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CHAPTER XL

Vv, 2-4. Elz. and Scholz have after Trdrep : >?//wv 6 kv rolq ovpavdiq, and after

paaik. cov : jEvrj-dij-cj to &k2.tifia aov, cjg kv ovpavcjj nal inl ryg yTjQ. After irEipaajiov

Elz. has aXka pliaai rjfiag and tov wov^pov. Lachm. also (not Tisch.) reads all this
;

but he has wf ev ovpaviJ Kal eirl yrjq (without ryg) in brackets. The important au-

thorities both for and against these additions lead us to regard them as supple-

ments taken from the usual form of the Lord's Prayer in Matt. vi. 6, 9 ff. Ac-

cording to Gregory of Nyssa (comp. Maxim.), instead of eMerw . . . aov Luke
must have written ITi^iru to ayiov TTvevfxd aov ?</>' ?//<af Kal aa^apiaciTu ^fiaQ. An
ancient gloss.' — Ver. 4. The form a<^iojiev is, on decisive evidence, to be adopt-

ed, with Lachm. and Tisch. — Vv. 9, 10. The authorities for avotyr/aeTai and
avoix'&riaETac are about equally balanced. Tisch. has rightly adopted the latter.

[Treg., W. andHort, Weiss, R. V., retain the former, supported by X A B C L,

and most, though in ver. 10 B presents a peculiar reading.] The Recepia is

from Matt. vii. 7 f. — Ver. 11. Instead of ff vpm> Elz. has simply vficJv, in oppo-

sition to decisive evidence. On similar evidence, moreover, i) is subsequently

adopted instead of ft (Elz.), and at ver. 13 dopaTa aya^d (reversed in Elz.). [B

has some peculiar readings in this verse also, accepted by W. and Hort.] —
Ver. 12. Instead of ?) Kal idv Tisch. has merely ?/ Kai, following B L K, min. [So

recent editors, E. V.] But kdv was the more easily omitted, since it does not

occur in the foregoing verse. On the other hand, aiTi/aEi. is so decisively at-

tested that it is, with Tisch., to be adopted instead of the Eecepia airijcri. —
Ver. 15. rw before apxovTi is wanting in Elz. Scholz, but is decisively attested

;

the omission is explained from Matt. xii. 24. — Ver. 19. KpiTal vjiuv avToi'\ B D,

Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss] have avTol vpuv KpiTai. A C K LM U, min. Vulg.

It. have avTol KpiTal vfcijv. So also has X, which, however, places iaovTai before

vfi. [so Tisch. Vin.]. Accordingly, the evidence is decisive against the Be-

cepta. The omission of avTol (it is wanting still in 113) occasioned its being

very variously placed when it was reintroduced. The place assigned to it by
Lachm. is the rather to be preferred, as B D, the authorities in its favor, have

in Matt. xii. 27 : avTol KpiTal egovt. vpuv, and have not therefore borrowed their

arrangement in this passage from Matthew. The Vulgate, on the other hand,

has also in Matt. I.e.: avTol KpiTal vpuv Eaovrai ; hence the reading of A C, etc.,

is probably due to a conformity with Matthew. — Ver. 22. The article before

laxvpdT. is wanting in B D L T X, and is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted.

1 Thus or similarly Marcion read theflrst in his Evangel, p. 187 f. ; Zeller, Apostdgesch.

petition, and Hilgenfeld, Kritik. Unters. p. 14. But ver. 13 easily occasioned the al-

p. 470, and Volkmar, p. 196, regard the peti- teration, welcome as it was to the one-sided

tion in this place about the Holy Ghost as Paulinism, seeing that by its means the Holy
original (because specifically Pauline), and Spirit was represented as the chief of what
the canonical text as an alteration in ac- was to be asked for from God. Comp. Tho-
cordance with Matthew ; see also Hilgen- luck, Bergpred. p. 347 f.

feld in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 222 f., and
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It was introduced in accordance with 6 \axvj)6^, ver. 21. — Ver. 25. Instead

of kl-&6v, important authorities (l)ut not A B L t<) have kMiiv. Rightly ; see on

Matt. xii. 44. [But recent editors follow the weighty authorities, and retain

iWdv. In ver. 28 recent editors (with X A B L) read /ievovv and omit avrov at the

end of the verse.] — Ver. 29. After 'luva Elz. Scholz have rov npocpr/Tov, in oppo-

sition to important evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 39, whence, however, the

Eecepta ETnl^TjTel was also derived, instead of which ^vrn, with Tisch., is to be

read. Moreover, in accordance with Lachm. and Tisch., ysvea is again to be

inserted before izovrjpa. — Ver. 32. Nfvew] ABC E** GLMUXTAK, min.

Syr. Vulg. It. have 'Nivevlrai. Eecommended by Griesb., adopted by Scholz,

Lachm. [Tisch. VIII. has "NivEVElrai]. Rightly ; Luke has followed Matthew (xii.

41) verbatim. — [Ver. 33. Recent editors, R. V. (with X B C D, etc.), omit de, and

read KpvKTyv.'] — Ver. 34. After the first Ixp^al^idQ, Griesb. and the later editors

have rightly added gov. The omission is explained from Matt. vi. 22 ; its in-

sertion, however, is decisively attested. — ovv'\ after orav is wanting in prepon-

derating authorities. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It

is an addition from Matt. vi. 23. — Ver. 42. After ravTa Griesb. has inserted

6e, which Lachm. brackets, while Tisch. has deleted it ; it is too weakly at-

tested, and is from Matt, xxiii. 23. [Inserted by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.,

with X" B C L, etc.] — a^Lhai] Lachm. and Tisch. have ivapeivai, in accordance

with B* L N** min. The Eecepta is from Matthew. A has a fusion of the

two : TTapa^ihai ; D, Ver. have not got the word at all. — Ver. 44. After vfilv

Elz. (and Lachm. in brackets) has }pn/.t/iaTel^ k. ^apianloi, vnoKpiTai. So also

Scholz, but in opposition to evidence so important, that it can only be regarded

as an addition from Matt, xxiii. 27. — ol before Trepi-n-. is, on preponderating

evidence, to be deleted. It arose from the preceding syllable. Suspected by

Griesb., deleted by Lachm. [Retained by recent editors, with X BC Land most.]

—

Ver. 48. /nap-vpdTE] Tisch. has /xapTvpig kare, in accordance with B L X, Or. The

Eecepta is from Matt, xxiii. 31. — avruv ra fivr/fj.Eia'] is not found in B D L K, Cant.

Ver. Verc. Rd. Vind. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by

Tisch. The words, both read and arranged differently by difiEerent authorities,

area suj^plement, in accordance with Matthew. — Ver. 51. The article before

diftaroc in both cases is, with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with important

evidence, to be struck out as an addition. — Ver. 53. Afjovrof Jf avrov ravra nphq

avTo'vc] B C L X, 33, Copt, have nciKEl-dEv ffeMoiToc avrov. This is, with Tisch.,

to be adopted. The authorities in favor of the Eecepta have variations and ad-

ditions, which indicate that they have originated as glosses. — Ver. 54. Many
variations in the form of glosses. Lachm. follows the Eecepta, only omitting

Ka'i before C,rjr. Tisch. has simply hvEdp., drjpEvaai rt ek rov ar6/xarog avrov, found-

ing it mainly on B L X. All the rest consists of additions for the sake of

more explicit statement. [So recent editors, but they retain avrov after eveS.,

following A B C L A, etc.]

Vv. 1-4. See on Matt. vi. 9 H. In Ltike it is only apparent that the

Lord's Prayer is placed too late,' to the extent of his having passed it over

' Scbenkcl, p. 301, transposes the circum- any, x. .38 f., was already related. TJutLiike

stance of the Riving of tlic prayer to the did not tliink of Bethany at all as the local-

disciplcs even to the period after the arrival ity of this scene,

in Judaea, since, indeed, the scene at Beth-
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in the Sermon on the Mount, and from another source related a latter occa-

sion for it (which, according to Baur, indeed, he only created from his own
reflection). Hence its i)osition in Luke is not to be described as historically

more correct (Calvin, Schleiermacher, Olshausen, Neander, Ewald, Bleek,

Weizsiicker, Schenkel, and others) , but both the positions are to be regarded

as correct. ' Comp. on Matt. vi. 8. [See Note LXXXIX., p. 410.] So far as con-

cerns the prayer itself, we have the full flow of its primitive fulness and

excellence in Matthew. The peculiar and shorter form in Luke (see the

critical remarks) is one of the proofs that the apostolic church did not use

the Lord's Pi-ayer as aforrmila.— The matter of fact referred to in /caffwf koI

'ludvvTjg K.T.I, is altogether unknown. Probably, however, John's disciples

had a definitelyformulated prayer given them by their teacher. — The rig tuv

fiadriTuv is to be regarded as belonging to the wider circle of disci2:>les. After

so long and confidential an intercourse of prayer with the Lord Himself,

one of the Twelve would hardly have now made the request, or had need to

do so. Probably it was a later disciple, perhaps formely one of John's dis-

ciples, who, at the time of the Sermon on the Mount, was not yet in the

company of Jesus. The sight, possibly also the hearing of the Lord pray-

ing, had now deeply stirred in him the need which he expresses, and in an-

swer he receives the same jorayer in substance which was given at an earlier

stage to the first disciples. — avroiq, ver. 2 : to the disciples who were j^resent,

one of whom had made the request, ver. 1. — imovaiov] crastinum [for the

morrow], see on Matt. vi. 11. '^ [See Note XC, p. 410.] — rd Kaff yfiepav] needed

day by day, daili/. See Bernhardy, p. 339. — Kal yap avToi] The special

consideration placed before God for the exercise of His forgiveness, founded

in the divine order of grace (Matt. vi. 14 ; Mark xi. 25), is here more direct-

ly and more strongly expressed than in Matthew. — a(j)io/i£v] (see the criti-

cal remarks from the form a^/w., Eccles. ii. 18 ; Mark i. 34, xi. 16. See

generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 174. — -kuvtI b(pdlovTL r]fuv] to every one,

when he is indebted to us (in an ethical sense). Comp. "Winer, p. 101 [E. T.

111]. The article before b<pEilovTt. is too weakly attested, and is a grammati-

cal addition.

Vv. 5-8. After He had taught them to pray. He gives them the certainty

that the prayer will de heard. The construction is interrogative down to

1 Without, however, by means of har- cessarium. This, indeed, does not come
monistic violence, doing away with the his- from ova-ia, but from efovo-i'a, and this latter

torical difference of the two situations, as from efeo-n. Moreover, the "inO of the
does Ebrard, p. 356 f. In Lulfe, Hfne, place, Gospel to the Hebrews cannot betray that
and occasion are different from what they the first understanding of the word had
are in Matthew, comp. Luke vi. 17 ff. become lost at an early date, but, consider-

'' The attempt of Hitzig (in the Theol. ing the high antiquity of this Gospel, it can
Jahrh. 1854, p. 131) to explain the enigmati- only appear as a 'preservation of the first

cal word, to wit, by i-rtX laov, according to mode of understanding it, especially as the
which it is made to mean, the nourishment Logia was written in Hebrew. In order to
equivalent to the hunger, is without any real express the idea : necessary (thus avayicaloi,

etymological analogy, and probably was ewir^Setos), there assuredly was no need of
only a passing fancy. Weizsiicker, p. 407, any free and, for that purpose, faulty word-
is mistaken in finding as a parallel the word making.
u7re|ou(nos in respect of the idea panem ne-
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napa6r/au avTu, ver. 6 ; at KciKelvog, ver. 7, the interrogative construction is

abandoned, and the sentence proceeds as if it were a conditional one {kav) in

accordance with which also the apodosis beginning at ver. 8 (Xeyuvfilv k.t.X.)

is turned. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9. This anacoluthon is occasioned by the

long dialogue in the oratio directa : <^ile k.t.1., after which it is not observed

that the iirst eimj (ver. 5) had no kdv to govern it, but was independent. '
—

Tig £^ vfxuv E^€i K.T.Ti.] Thc sentence has become unmanageable ; but its drift,

as originally conceived, though not carried out, was probably : ichich of you

shall be so circumstanced as to have afriend, and to go to him, etc., and would

not receivefrom him the answer, etc. ? Nevertheless I say unto you, etc. — koL

eIttt} ahrC}] The sentence passes over into the deliberative form."— Ver. 7. to.

"KauVia fiov\ the father does not wish to disturb his little children in their

sleep. — Eig r. /co/r^yv] they are into lied. See on Mark ii. 1. — Ver. 8. 6id ye

«.r.^.] at least on account of his imjmdence. On the structure of the sentence,

comp. xviii. 4 f.*

Vv. 9, 10. Comp. Matt. vii. 7 f . Practical application of the above, extend-

ing to ver. 13, in propositions which Christ may have repeatedly made use

of in His exhortations to prayer. — Kciycj vfilv ?.iytj] Comp. Luke xvi. 9. Also

I say unto you. Observe (1) that myu places what Jesus is here saying in an

incidental parallel with the duaei avru. hcuv XPV^^'- which immediately jire-

cedes : that according to the measure of this granting of prayer, to that ex-

tent goes also His precept to the disciples, etc.
; (2) that next to myu the

emphasis rests on vulv (in ver. 8 the emphasis rested upon Myu), inasmuch as

Jesus declares what He also, on His part, gives to the discij^les to take to

heart. Consequently myu corresponds to the subject of rfwcci, and vfilv to the

avrCt of ver. 8. The teaching itself, so far as Jesus deduces it from that

7rapa(3o7iTj, depends on the argument a minori ad majus : If a friend in your

usual relations of intercourse grants to his friend even a troublesome petition,

although not from friendship, yet at least for the sake of getting quit of the

petitioner's importunity ; how much more should you trust in God that He
will give you what you pray for ! The tendency of the -n-apajSol?/ points

therefore not, as it is usually understood, to perseverance in prayer, for of

this, indeed, Jesus says nothing in His application, vv. 9, 10, but to the cer-

tainty ofjyrayer ieing heard. [See note XCI., p. 410.]

Vv. 11-13. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9-11. Still on the hearing of prayer, but

now in respect of the object petitioned for, which is introduced by the parti-

cle (U expressing transition from one subject to another. — The construction

here also is an instance of anacoluthon (comp. on ver. 5), so that the sentence

is continued by fiy Wov k.t.I., as if instead of the question a conditional prota-

' Hence the less difficult reading of Lach- break in the sentence needlessly arises.

mann, epel, ver. 5, following A D, etc., is a ^ The converse case is found in Antipli.

correct indication of the construction, Or. i. 4 : nptx; nVat oui- eAiJ^ tis ^oTjdout, ^ -nol

namely, that not with eiirp, ver. 5 (IJleek, Trji/ Karaiiivy-qv n-oirjacTai . . . ; See thereon,

Ewald), but, first of all, with Ko.Ktlvo';, ver. Maetzner, p. 130.

7, does the sentence proceed as if what went ^ On t\ie position oi yi before the idea to

before were conditionally stated. If, with which it gives emphasis, see Nagelsbach,

Lachmann and Tischendorf, a point is Anm. z. Bias, ed. 3, p. 118.

placed before Ae-yw vit-lv, ver. 8, a complete
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sis (as at ver. 12) had preceded. — tov TraTipa] Whom of you will his son ask

asMsfather for a loaf ?— 6 k^ ovpavov 66aei] Attraction, instead of 6 h ovpavot

i^ ovpavov Suaei. See on ix. 61, and Buttmann, JVeut. Or. p. 323 [E. T. 377].— TTvev/xa ayiov) this highest and best gift ; a more definite, but a later form
of the tradition than that which is found in Matthew. Comp. the critical

remarks on ver. 2.

Vv. 14-22. See on Matt. xii. 22-29
; Mark iii. 22 ff. Luke agrees with

Matthew rather than with Mark. [See NoteXCII., p. 410 seq.] — r/v kKJia.}.!.']

he was busied therein. — koI avro] and he himself, the demon, by way of dis-

tinguishing him from the possessed person. — KU(p6v] See on JVIark ix. 17. —
Ver. 16. A variation from Matthew in the connection of this (in Luke pre-

mature) demand for a sign (see on Matt. xii. 38), and in its purport (ff

ovpavov). —• Ver. 17. nal oTkoq kwl oIkov TrlirTei] a graphic description of the

desolation just indicated by epT/p-ovrai : and house falleth upon house. This

is to be taken quite literally of the overthrow of towns, in which a building

tumbling into ruins strikes on the one adjoining it, and falls upon it. Thus
rightly Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, and others, Bleek also.' This meaning,

inasmuch as it is still more strongly descriptive, is to be preferred to the

view of Buttmann, which in itself is equally correct (Neut. Gr. p. 291 [E.T.

338]) : House after house. Many other commentators take okof as meaning

family, and explain e/^Aer (Bornemann), ^^ and onefamily falls arcay after

another'''' (on ett/, comp. Phil. ii. 27), or (so the greater number, Euthymius

Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius, Valckenaer, Kuinoel, Paulus, de Wette) they sup-

ply Siapepiadeig after oIkov, and take ewl oIkov as equivalent to f^' eavrov :
" et

familia a se ipsa dissidens salva esse nequit," " a family divided against it-

self cannot be preserved " (Kuinoel). It may be argued against the latter

view, that if the meaning expressed by e^' eavrov had been intended, the

very parallelism of the passage would have required f^' eavrov to be inserted,

and that olmq enl oIkov could not in any wise express this reflexive meaning,

but could only signify : one house against the other. The whole explanation

is the work of the Harmonists. It may be argued against Bornemann, that

after kprjpovraL the thought which his interpretation brings out is much too

weak, and consequently is not sufficiently in accordance with the context.

We are to picture to ourselves a kingdom which is devastated by civil war.

— Ver. 18. Kol 6 I,arav.] Satan also, corresponding with the instance just re-

ferred to. — on 'keyere /c.r.A.] the reason of the question. — Ver. 20. ev SaKrvku

Qeov] Matthew : ev Trvev/iari Oeov. Luke's mode of expressing the divine

agency- aj^peals more to the senses, especially that of sight. It is a more

concrete form of the later tradition. —Ver. 21. 6 loxvpo^] as rov laxw^^j Matt.

xii. 29. — KaduirkKj/ievog] not the subject (Luther), but : armed, —rf/v eavrov

avXr/v] not : his palace (see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but : his own premises, at

whose entrance he keeps watch. — h elprjvy eari K.r.X.'] This is the usual re-

sult of that watching. But the case is otherwise if a stronger than he, etc.

See what follows. Thus in me has a stronger than Satan come upon him,

and vanquished him !
— ra anvla avrov'] tlie spoils tahen from him.

1 Comp. Thucyd. ii. 84. 2 : vav<! re vri'i npoa-- '> Ex. viii. 19 ; Ps. viii. 3 ; Pliilo, Tit. 3fos.

iitiTTTi. p. 619 C ; Suicer, Thes. I. p. 820.

26
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Ver. 23. After Jesus has repelled the accusation : h BeeX^epovX k.t.1.,

ver. 15, He pronounces upon the relation to Him of those men spoken of in ver.

15 (see on Matt. xii. 30), and then adds

—

Vv. 24-26, a figurative discourse, in which He sets forth their incorrigi-

hility. See on Matt. xii. 43-45. Luke, indeed, gives the saying concerning

the sin against the Holy Ghost (Mark iii. 28 f. ; Matt. xii. 31 f.), but not

until xii. 10 ; and therefore it is wrong to say that he omitted it in the

interest of the Pauline doctrine of the forgiveness of sins (Baur).

Vv. 27, 28. A woman (assuredly a mother), following without restraint

her true understanding and impulse, publicly and earnestly pays to Jesus

her tribute of admiration. Luke alone has this feminine type of character

also (comp. x. 3811.), which bears the stamp of originality, on the one hand,

in the genuine naivete of the woman ("bene sentit, sed muliebriter loquitur,"

" she thinks well, but speaks womanly," Bengel) ; on the other, in the reply

of Jesus forthwith turning to the highest practical interest. This answer con-

tains so absolutely the highest truth that lay at the heart of Jesus in His

ministry, that Strauss, I. p. 719 (comp. Weizsacker, jd. 169), concludes, very

erroneously, from the resemblance of the passage to viii. 21, that there were

two different frames or moulds of the tradition in which this saying of Christ

was set. The incident is not jiarallel even with Mark iii. 31 ff. (Holtzmann),

even although in its idea it is similar. [See Note XCHL, p. 411.] — knapaaa\

vtpuaaca' ccjiodpa yap anoSe^a/xevrf rovg Myovg aiiTov, /ueyaTiOcpuvug e/xaKapiae ttjv

yevvijaaaav avTov uq toiovtov fir/repa yevecdai a^tudeloav, ^^ lifting up); for wel-

coming His words exceedingly, she blessed with a loud voice her who had
borne Him as deemed worthy to be the mother of such an one," Euthymius

Zigabenus. — ek tov dx?i-ov] out of the crowd she lifted up her voice. — fxanapia

/c.r./i.] See analogous beatitudes from the Rabbins and classical writers in

Wetstein, Schoettgen, and Eisner, Obss. p. 226. — Ver. 28. iiEvovvye] may
serve as corrective {imo vero) as well as confrmatory (utique).'' [See critical

note.] In this passage it is the former, comp. Rom. ix. 20, x. 18 ; Jesus

does not deny His mother's blessedness, but He defines the predicate iiampiaq,

not as the woman had done, as a special external relation, but as a general

moral relation, which might be established in the case of every one, and under

which even Mary was brought, so that thus the benediction upon the

mother, merely considered as mother, is corrected. The position of /ievovv

and fisvovvye at the heginning of the sentence belongs to the later Greek

usage.*

Vv. 29-32. See on Matt. xii. 39-42. Jesus now, down to ver. 36, turns

His attention to the dismissal of those kTspoL who had craved from Him a

arifjLElov ff ovpavov (ver. 16). — vp^aro] He first began this portion of His ad-

dress when the crowds were still assembling thither, i.e., were assembling in

still greater numbers (EiraOpoi.^.), comp. Plut. Anton. 44. But it is arbitrary

to regard this introductory notice of the assembling of the pcojile as deduced

by Luke himself from the condemnation of the entire generation (Weizsiick-

> See generally, HartuiiK, rariikell. II. " See examples in Wetstein, Sturz, Dial.

p. 400 ; Kuhner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 9, ii. 7. 5. Al. p. 303 ; Lobcck, ad Fhi-i/n. p. 342.
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er). — Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. xvi. 4. Jonah was for the Ninevites a sign

(divinely sent) by means of his personal destiny, oti imep^vu^ ek ryg KoMa^ tov

KTjTovq k'ppvGdr] Tptr/ft£pog, "because he was marvellously delivered from the

belly of the whale after three days." Jestis became for that generation a

sign (divinely sent, and that as Messiah) likewise by His personal destiny,

oTi vTTEpipviJg EK TT/q KoiTiittg TTJq y^g avicmj rpiT/uEpog, "because He marvellously

rose again from the belly of the earth after three days," Euthymius Ziga-

benus. In opposition to those who interj^ret the sign of Jonah only of

Christ's word (as even Schenkel and "Weizsacker, p. 431), see on Matt. xii.

40, Remark. The sign of Jonah belongs entirely to th.e/utU7-e (SodyaETat. . . .

icTai). — Ver. 31 f. does not stand in a wrong order (de Wette), although

the order in Matthew is probably the original, while that in Luke is arranged

chronologically and by way of climax. — iieto. tuv avdpuv /c.r.Z.] she will ap-

pear mj^YA the men, etc., brings into greater j^rominence the woman's con-

demning example. — hv^psg N^vevZra*] without an article : Men of Nineveh.

Vv. 33-36. Comp. viii. 16 ; Mark iv. 21 ; and see on Matt. v. 15, vi. 22 f.

—No awkward (Baur), unconnected (Bleek, Ritschl) interpolation, but the

introduction of the passage in this place depends on the co?inection of thought:

" Here is more than Solomon, more than Jonah (vv. 31, 32). But this knowl-

edge (the exceeding knowledge of Christ, Phil. iii. 8), once kindled at my
word, ought not to be suppressed and made inoperative, but, like a light

placed upon a candlestick, it ought to be allowed to operate unrestrainedly

upon others also ; ' for the attainment of which result (ver. 34 if.) it is in-

deed necessary to preserve clear and undimmed one's own inner light, i.e.,

the power of perception that receives the divine truth." Certainly the train

of thought in Matthew is easier and clearer, but Luke found them in the

source whence he obtained them in the connection in which he gives them.

— e'iq KpvpTT^v] not instead of the neuter, for which the feminine never stands

in the New Testament (not even in Matt. xxi. 42), nor is it according to the

analogy of s'tg /naKpdv, slg /xiav, and the like (see Bernhardy, p. 221) adverbial

(see Bornemann), since no instance of such a use of KpvwTyv can be produced,

but the accent must be placed on the penult, elg kpvttttjv : into a concealed

j>assage, into a vault (cellar).^ The certainty of the usus loquendi and the ap-

propriateness of the meaning confirm this explanation, although it occurs

in none of the versions, and among the mss. only in r. Yet Euthymius

Zigabenus seems to give it in ttjv cnroKpvipov o'lKiav, "the hidden house :" in

recent times, Valckenaer, Matthaei (ed. min. I. p. 395), Kuinoel, Bretschnei-

der, Bleek, Holtzmann, Winer, p. 213 [E. T. 238], have it. Comp. Beza.

Ver. 35. See therefore; take care, lest, etc. Beza well says :
" Considera,

num,'''' "consider, whether." Comp. Buttmann, Neut. Or. p. 209 [E. T.

243]. Gal. vi. 1 is not quite similar, for there ^7 stands with the subjunctive,

* These words have nothing further to do ver. 33, manifestly does not describe a xiro-

with the refusal of the sign. This is in op- cedure that takes place, but a ditty.

position to Hilgenfeld, who regards the con- 2 -phus rf KpvitTr, in Athen. iv. p. 205 A.

nection as being : that there is no need at Comp. the Latin crypta, Sueton. Calig. 58 ;

all of such a sign, since, indeed, Jesus does Vitruv. vi. 8 ; Prudent. Hippol. 154 :
" Mersa

not conceal His light, etc. Comp. also latebrosis crypta patet foveis."

Weizsacker, p. 157. Besides, the discourse.
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and means : that not. — to (pug to iv aoi^ 6 vovg 6 (puTayDybg r^f i>vxvi <^ov, "the

illuminating mind of thy soul," Euthj'mius Zigabenus. — ck6toq kcTiv'] vnh tuv

KaOoiv, "by thy passions," Euthymius Zigabenus.

Ver. 36. Ovv] taking up again the thought of ver. 34 : kuI b?Mv to aufia aov

^uTEtvov kuTiv. — In the protasis the emphasis lies on blov, which therefore is

more precisely explained by ///) e^"'^ '' F^P- o'f"''-
i
but in the apodosis (jxjtelvov

has the emphasis, and the kind and degree of this light are illustrated (comp.

ver. 34) by wf otuv k.t.a. : "If therefore thy body is absolutely and entirely

bright, without having any part dark, then irifjht shall it be absolutely and

entirely, as whoi tJie light with its learn enlightens thee.'''' For then is the eye

rightly constituted, fulfilling its purpose (see on Matt. vi. 32) ; but the eye

stands to the body in the relation of the light, ver. 34. It is complete en-

lightenment, therefore, not merely partial, of which this normal condition of

light ((jf b-av K.T.Ti.) is affirmed. 'Atto tov Ka-a to aijfia napaSeiy/iaTog nepl Tfjg

i'vxvi 6'i6ucsi voeiv . . . 'Eav aiuTTj b'ktj (puTEivfj si//, fzy ixovaa ij.t]6ev fitpoQ EdKOTiCfiEvov

Tradei, jxtjte to 7iO}iGTLKbv, fiij-E to Ovuikov, jxtjte to ettiOv/uikov, ioTai (puTEiv^ b'ktj ovTug,

<jf oTav 6 IhxvoQTy aaTparrri avTov <puTLL,ri oe, " From the example of the body He
permits us to think concerning the soul ... If this is altogether full of

light, not having any part darkened by passion, either the reason, or the

temper, or the desires, it shall be altogether full of light, as when the lamp

with its bright shining doth give thee light, " Euthymius Zigabenus. The

observation of the above diversity of emphasis in the protasis and apodosis,

which is clearly indicated by the varied position of blnv with respect to

^uTEtvov, removes the appearance of tautology in the two members, renders

needless the awkward change of the punctuation advocated by Vogel (de con-

jecturaeusuin crisi jV. T. j). 37 f.) and Rinck : e'i ovv -b aufid aov bkov, ^uteivov

fiTj Exov Ti fCEpog, CKOTEivov, ECTu (f>o)TEivbv b2.ov K.T.I. , aud sets aside the conjectures

that have been broached, such as those of Michaelis {Einl. I. p. 739) : ioTaL

(puT. TO b?i0v (Ijody and soul), or u/.o6v ; of Bornemann : that the first bkov is

a gloss ; of Eichthal : that instead of "thy hody''^ must be meant " thine eye"'

(comp. already Maldonatus). — b Xvxvoc] the lamp of the room, ver. 33.

Vv. 37-54. See on Matt, xxiii. 1. [See Note XCIV., p. 411.]

Ver. 37. 'Ev f5e rai /.alyaai] that is to say, what had preceded at ver. 29 fif.

— apLOTT/ari] refers no more than apiarov at Matt. xxii. 4 to the principal

meal, but to the breakfast (in opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others).

See xiv. 12. — 'Htde* fiiv tt^v tcjv ^apioaiuv aKaibTTjTa 6 Kvpiog, aTJJ bnug cvvEaTia-

rac avTolq 6C avrb tovto, otl •Kovrjpol ?/aav /cai dtopdcjaeui E^pV^ov, "The Lord knew

indeed the rudeness of the Pharisees, but He accepts entertainment with

them for this very reason, that they were evil and needing correction," Thco-

phylact. — In the following discourse itself, Luke, under the guidance of the

source he is using, gives a much more limited selection from the Logia, ab-

breviating and generalizing much of the contents.

Vv. 38, 39. 'Y.lia-KT. npo t. apioT.] See on Mark vii. 2.' Luke does not say

that the Pharisee expressed his siu-prise ; Jesus recognizes his thoughts im-

' Jesus h.ad just come out of the crowd, cleanse Himself by a bath before the mom-
nay, He had just expelled a demon, ver. 14. ing meal (comp. on Mark vii. 4).

Hence they expected that He would first
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mediately. Comp. Augustine. ScUeiermaclier, p. 180 f., directly contradicts

the narrative when he places these sayings of Jesus after the meal, saying

that they were first spoken outside the house. See, on the other hand, Strauss,

I. p. 654, who, however, likewise takes objection to their supposed aiolc-

wardness (comp. Gfrorer, Heil. Sage, I. p. 243, de Wette, Eitschl, Holtz-

mann, Eichthal). This judgment applies an inappropriate standard to the

special relation in which Jesus stood to the Pharisees, seeing that when con-

fronting them He felt a higher destiny than the maintenance of the respect

due to a host moving Him (comp. vii. 39 ff.) ; and hence the perception of

the fitness of things which guided the tradition to connecting these sayings

with a meal was not in i^se^/" erroneous, although, if we follow Matt, xxiii.,

we must conclude that this connection was first made at a later date. Apart

from this, however, the connection is quite capable of being explained, not,

perhaps, from the mention of cups and platters, but from the circumstance

that Jesus several times when occasion offered, and possibly about that period

when He was a guest in the houses of Pharisees, gave vent to His righteous

moral indignation in His anti-Pharisaic sayings. Comp. xiv. Iff. — vvv] a

silent contrast with a better Tvdlat : as it now stands with you, as far as things

have gone with you, etc. Comp. Grotius, who brings into comparison : 77

yevea avTrj. — to 6e eaudev vfiuv] vftuv does not belong to dpn. k. novrip. (Kypke,

Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and others, following Beza's suggestion), so that

what is inside, the contents of the cup and platter, rd hovra, ver. 41, would

be meant, which would agree with Matt, xxiii. 25, but is opposed to the

order of the words here. On the contrary, the outside of the cup, etc., is

contrasted with the inicard nature of the persons. Ye cleanse the former,

but the latter is full of robbery and corruption (comp. on Rom. i. 29). The

concrete expression dpnayi], as the object of endeavor, corresponds to the

disposition of TrAeovef/a, which in Mark vii. 22, Rom. i. 29, is associated

with KovTipia. — Matt, xxiii. 25 has the saying in a more original form. The

conception in Luke, although not in itself inappropriate (Weiss), shows traces

of the influence of reflective interpretation, as is also evident from a compar-

ison of ver. 40 with Matt, xxiii. 26.

Ver. 40. Jesus now shows how irrational (acppove^) this is from the religious

point of view. — ovx 6 noir/aag K.r.Ti.] did not He (God) icho made that which is

without (i.e., everything external in general, res externas) alsomaJse that which

is within (res internas) ? How absurd, therefore, for you to cleanse what

belongs to the rebtis externis, the outside of the cup, but allow that which

belongs to the rebus internis, your inner life and effort, to be full of robbery,

etc. ; that ye do not devote to the one and to the other (therefore to both)

the cleansing care that is due to God's work ! Consequently to e^udev is the

category to which belongs to i^udev r. tto-. k. t. k'lv., ver. 39, and to eaudev

the category to which belongs to iaudev v/iuv, ver. 39. In opposition to the

context, others limit the words to the relation of body and spirit (Theophy-

lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, Bornemann also), which is not

permitted by rd efwfev tov noTripiov, ver. 39. Others limit them to the mate-

riale patinae et poculi, "material of the cup and platter," and the cibum et

potum, " food and drink," which to eauOev vfiuv, ver. 39, does not allow (in
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opposition to Starck, Notae select, p. 91, and Wolf, Paulus also and Bleek).

Kuinoel (following Eisner and Kypke) makes the sentence aflBrmative :

'' Non
qui exterius purgavif, pocula patinasque (eadem opera) etiam interius pur-

gat'it, cibos, "He who cleaned the exterior, cups and platters, did not also

(as the same work) clean the interior's food ;" but this view, besides being

open to the objection drawn from to eauOev vfiuv, ver. 39, is opposed to the

itsus loquendi of the words knoirjae and Tvoiijaaq.

Ver. 41. A prescription how they are to effect the true purification. UItjv

is verumtamen (see on vi. 24) : Still, in order to set aside this foolish incon-

gruity, give that which is therein (the contents of your cups and platters) as

alms, and Ijehold everything is pure unto you . . . this loving activity will then

make your entire ceremonial purifications superfluous for you. All that you

now believe you are compelled to subordinate to your customs of washings

(the context gives this as the reference of the ndvTo.) will stand to you (to

your consciousness) in the relation of purity. On the idea, comp. Hos. vi.

6 (Matt. ix. 13, xii. 7). ra hovra has the emphasis : yet what is in them, etc.

Moreover, it is of itself obvious, according to the meaning of Jesus, that He
sets this vahie not on the external work of love in itself, but on the disposi-

tion evinced thereby. Comp. xvi. 9. The more unnecessary was the view

which regarded the passage as ironical (Erasmus, Lightfoot, and others,

including Kuinoel, Schleiermacher, Neander, Bornemann), and according to

which Jesus repeats the peculiar maxim of the Pharisees for attaining right-

eousness by works :
" Attamen date modo stipem pauperibus, tunc ex ves-

tra opinione parum solliciti esse potestis de victu injuste comparato, tunc

vobis omnia pura sunt," " Nevertheless only give a contribution to the poor,

then in your opinion ye can be not particularly solicitous about food unjust-

ly acquired, then all things are pure unto you," Kuinoel. Irony would

come in only if in the text were expressed, not date, but datis. Moreover,

the Pharisees would not have said to, hvdvra, but £/c tuv kv6vTuv. Besides,

notwithstanding the Old Testament praise of this virtue (Prov. xvi. 6 ; Dan.

iv. 24 ; Eccles. iii. 30, xxix. 12 ; Tob. iv. 10, xii. 9, and elsewhere), and

notwithstanding the Rabbinical " Eleemosyna aequipoUet omnibus virtuti-

bus," "Almsgiving equals in value all the virtues" {Bava hathra, f. 9. 1), char-

itableness (apart from ostentatious almsgiving, Matt. vi. 2) was so far from

being the strong side of the Pharisees (Matt, xxiii. 18, 14; Mark vii. 11) that

Jesus had sufficient reason to inculcate on them that virtue instead of their

worthless washings. — to. kv6vTa\ that which is therein. It might also mean,

not : quod suj)erest, "what is over," i.e., to loindv (Vulgate), but perhaps :

that which is at hand, that which ye have (Theophylact : to. vnapxovTa vfilv,

"your possessions;" Euthymius Zigabenus : to. kvanoKEifiEva, "what is laid

up ;" Luther : Of that which is there), or which is possible (Grotius, Morus),

to justify which dovvai would have to be understood ; but the connection

requires the reference to the cups and platters.

Vv. 42, 43. See on Matt, xxiii. 23, 6 f. But woe unto you, ye have quite

different maxims ! — TTaptpxeaQE] ye leave out of consideration, as at xv. 29,

and frequently in Greek writers, Judith xi. 10. — ayanaTe] ye place a high

value thereupon. Comp. John xii. 43.
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Ver. 44. See on Matt, xxiii. 27. Yet here the comparison is different. —
Ta a(h/?M] the utidiscernible, which are not noticeable as graves in consequence

of whitewash (Matt. I.e.) or otherwise. — Kai] simplicity of style ; the period-

ic structure would have linked on the clause by means of a relative, but this

loose construction adds the point more independently and more emphatical-

ly. — TrepnraTovvTEc] without an article (see the critical remarks) : while they

walk. — ovK olSaaiv] know it not, that they are walking on graves.

Ver. 45. This vojuikS^ was no Sadducee (Paulus, yet see his Exeget. Sandb.),

because he otherwise would not have applied these reproaches to himself as

well as to the Pharisees, and Jesus would not have continued to discourse

so entirely in an anti-Pharisaic tone, but he likewise was a Pharisee, as in

general were most of the vo/iikoL That he only partially professed the prin-

ciples of the Pharisees is assumed by de Wette on account of /cat ^fiai; in

which, however, is implied "not merely the common Pharisees (the laity),

but even us, the learned, thou art as^Dersing." The scribe calls what was a

righteous bveiSiCeiv (Matt. xi. 20 ; Mark xvi. 14) by the name of vlipi^ecv

(xviii. 32 ; Acts xiv. 5 ; Matt. xxii. 6). Although this episode is not men-

tioned in Matthew, there is no sufficient ground to doiibt its historical char-

acter. Comp. on xii. 41. Consequently, all that follows down to ver. 52

is addressed to the vofiiKoi, as they are once again addressed at the close by
name, ver. 52. But it is not to be proved that Luke in his representation

had in view the legalists of the apostolic time (Weizsacker), although the

words recorded must needs touch them, just as they were also concerned in

the denunciations of Matt, xxiii.

Ver. 46. See on Matt, xxiii. 4.

Vv. 47, 48. See on Matt, xxiii. 29-31. The sting of the discourse is in

Matthew keener and sharper. — on oiKodo/xelTe . . . ol St Trarepeg k.t.Ti.] because

ye build . . . but yourfathers slew them. By this building, which renews the

remembrance of the murder of the prophets, ye actually give testimony and
consent to the deeds of your fathers, ver. 48. Otherwise ye would leave to

ruin and forgetfulness those graves which recall these deeds of shame ! It

is true the graves were built for the purpose of honoring the prophets, but

the conduct of the builders was such that their way of regarding the proph-

ets, as proved by this hostile behavior, was reasonably and truly declared by
Jesus to be a practical contradiction of that purpose. He declares how, in

accordance with this behavior, the matter objectively and actually stood.

Consequently, there is neither any deeper meaning to be supposed as need-

ing to be introduced, as Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 840, has unhappily enough
attempted ; nor is apa to be taken as interrogative (Schleiermacher). The
second clause of the contrast, oi 6e TraTepeg k.t.?.., is introduced without any

preparation (without a previous fth ; otherwise at ver. 48), but just with

so much the greater force, and hence no juev is to be supplied.'— In view

of the reading vfxelg Se oiKodo/xelTe, ver. 48 (without avruv to. fivTffieia, see the

critical remarks), we must translate : but ye build.^ ye carry on buildings.

• Kuinoel ; see, on the other hand, Klotz, ad Bevar. p. 356 f.; Fritzsche, ad Bom. 11.

p. 423.
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That this building liad reference to the tomls of the prophets is self-evident.

The brief expression is more passionate, jiregnant, incisive.

Vv. 49-51. See on Matt, xxiii. 34-39.— 610, tovto] on account of this your

agreement with your fathers as murderers of the prophets, which affinity

the wisdom of God had in view when it gave its judgment. Under the

f/uidance of the doctors of the law, the people among whom the gospel

teachers were sent (ei? avrovc) rejected these latter, etc. See ver. 52. — 7/

co^ia T. Qeov] Doubtless a quotation^ as is proved by eIttev and avrov^, but not

from the Old Testament, since no such passage occurs in it (Olshausen men-

tions 2 Chron. xxiv. 19 interrogatively, but what a difference !), and quota-

tions from the Old Testament are never introduced by y cofla t. Qeov. ' To
suppose a lost Jewish writing, however, which either may have had this

title (Ewald, Bleek, Baumgarten-Crusius, Weizsacker) or may have intro-

duced the niTT' r\D:3n as speaking (Paulus),^ is contrary to the analogy of

all the rest of the quotations made by Jesus, as well as to the evangelical

tradition itself, which, according to Matt, xxiii. 34, attributed these words

to Jesus. Accordingly, it is to be supposed ^ that Jesus is here quoting one

of His own earlier utterances (observe the past tense eIttev)., so that He repre-

sents the wisdom of God (Wisd. vii. 27 ; Matt. xi. 19 ; Luke vii. 85) as hav-

ing spoken through Him. Allied to this is the idea of the Idyoq. [See

Note XCV., p. 411.] According to this, however, the original form of

the passage is not to be found in Luke (Olshausen, Bleek) ; for while

Matthew gives this remarkable utterance in a directly present form, Luke's

method of recording it transfers to the mouth of Jesus what rather was a

later mode of citing it, and gives it in the shape of a result of reflective

theology akin to the doctrine of the Logos.''— f/crf^w^.] to drive out of the

' The passage is very inaccurately treated view eis a v t o J s (instead of eis u ji a s) would
by Kostlin, p. 163, according to whom Luke certainly not be opposed, since those whom
has here heaped misundei-standinn on mis- the speech concerned might be opposed as

understanding. lie is said to have referred third persons to the wisdom of God which
the entire utterance to the Old TeMament was speaking. But instead of d-n^v might
prophets [so Weiss ed. Mey.], and on that be expected Aeyei ; for mnv through Jem.is

account to have placed before it k. y\ iro^la. the divine wisdom would declare its coun-

T. ©eoC eiTre*', in order to give to it the char- sel (Heb. iii. 10, to which Hofmann refers, is

acter of an ancient prophecy, which, how- different, because there il-nov iu connection

ever, had no existence at all, etc. with Trpoo-wx'^'o'" actually relates to the
^ Strauss also, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschrift, past). Moreover, if by ijcro^ia toO ®eou were

1863, p. 87 ff., who is thinking entirely of a not meant the personal wisdom of God that

Christian, document. appeared in Christ, and emitted the utter-

' Xeander, L. J. p. 655; Gess, Person Chr. ance, it would not he conceivable why it

p. 29 ; comp. also Kitschl, Evang. Marciong, should not simply have been said : 6ia toCto

p. 89. (cai 6 ©cos Ae'-yet. Nowhcrc clse in the New
* The utterance in Matthew, iyii a-noa- Testament is a declaration of God called a

Te'AAo) K.T.A.,was historically indicated in the declaration of the divine wisdom. Besides,

Church by : 17 cro<<>ia toO ©eoO el-ntv dTToo-TcAco according to Matt, xxiii. 34, Jefnis'is thesub-

K.T.K And Luke here makes Jemis JRmself ject of on-ocrTeAu) ; and this is also the case

speak in this later mode of indicating it. in the passage before us, if li croi^ia t. ©eoG is

It is a varepov npoTepov mform. According understood of the person of Christ as being

tollofmann, A'r/ii/7/rt/?i'. I. p. 101 (comp. also the personal self-revelation of the divine

Schegg), Jesus announces God's counsel in wisdom. Christ sends to ITis Church the
the form of a word of God. Comp. Grotius prophets and apostles (x. 3), Eph. iv. 11.

and van llengel, Annoi. p. 16 f. To this Riggenbach's explanation (Stud. u. Krit.
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land. — Iva EK^rjT. K.r./l.] an appointment in the divine decree. The expres-

sion corresponds to the Hebrew DT ti'pS, 2 Sam. iv. 11 ; Ezek. iii. 18, 20

[A. V. "require (his) blood "], which sets forth the vengeance for blood. —
The series of prophets in the more general sense begins with Abel as the first

holy man.

Ver. 52. See on Matt, xxiii. 14. The genitive of the thing with r. KXelSa

denotes that which is opened by the key (Matt. xvi. 19 ; Rev. i. 18, ix. 1,

XX. 1), since here we are not to supply rye (iamTiEiag with /cAeZda, and take t.

yvuaeug as a genitive of apjwsitbn (Diisterdieck in the Sttid. u. Krit. 1865,

p. 750). Comp. Isa. xxii. 23. — The yvuGLq, the knowledge /car' k^oxwv, i.e., the

knowledge of the divine saving truth, as this was given in the manifestation

and the preaching of Christ, is compared to a closed house, to get into which

the hey is needed. The vofiiKoi have tahen away this key, i.e., they have by

means of their teaching, opposed as it is to the saving truth (because only

directed to traditional knowledge and fulfilling of the law), made the people

incapable of recognizing this truth. — Jipare] tulistis (Vulgate) ; the reading

a-rreKpi'-iliaTe found in D is a correct gloss. If they had recognized and taught,

as Paul did subsequently, the law as TraiSayuybg elg Xpiardv (Gal. iii. 24), they

would have u.sed the key for the true knowledge for themselves and others,

but not tahen it away, ' and made it inaccessMe for use. They have taken it

away ; so entirely in opi^osition to their theocratic position of being the

k1£l6ovxol have they acted. — On the figurative idea of the key of knowledge,

comp. vui. 10 : vfuv deSorat yvuvai to. fivar^pia r^g ^affiXeiag r. Qeov. The
aorists are altogether to be taken in the sense of the completed treatment

;

they indicate what the vofiiKol have accomiilished by their efforts : rovg daep-

xofievovg, however, are those who were intending to enter.

Vv. 53, 54. KcikeIOev k^tWovTog avroii] (see the critical remarks) and when

He had gone forth thence (from the Pharisee's house, ver. 37). — As to the

distinction between ypafifiaTelg and vo/imoi, see on Matt. xxii. 35. The vo/iiKoi

are included in the ypanfiar. k. ^apia. Comp. on ver. 45. — evEx^iv] not : to

he angry (as usually interpreted), which would require a qualifying addition

such as x^'^ov (Herod, i. 118, vi. 119, viii. 27), but : they began terribly to

give heed to Him, which in accordance with the context is to be understood

of hostile a.ttQni\on. (enmity)." — aTTocTofiaTil^Eiv^'] means first of all : to recite

awayfrom the mouth, i.e., by heart (Plat. Euthyd. p. 276 C, 277 A ; Wetstein

1855, p. 599 f.) is similar to that of Ilofmann, else instead of ^pare the participle would
—thouffh more correct in taking the <To<i>ia. have required to be used. Many of the older
T. ©eou in the Logos-sense, but interpreting commentators, as Erasmus, Eisner, Wolf,
the past tense iinev by an " a< all times'' Maldonatus, took ^pare as: ye have arro-

arbitrarily supplied. gated to yourselves, which, however, it does
1 Ahrens, Amt cl. Scfdiissel, p. 9 ff., takes not mean.

^paT€ as : ye bear (more strictly : ye have ' So also Mark vi. 19 ; Gen. xllx. 23

;

taken to you) the key of knowledge, to wit

:

Test. XII. Pair. p. 682 ; In the good sense :

as those who ought to be its oiKovd/iiot, Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 6.

"stewards." Thus, however, the reason of 'The Vulgate has os ejus opprimere,
the ouat would not yet appear in on ^pare whereby it expresses the reading cTrio-To-

K.T.A., nor until the following aurol ovkk.t.A.; jit'^eii', which still occurs in a few cursives,

and hence the latter would have required Luther follows the Vulgate.
to be linked on by aKM, or at least by Se ; or
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in loc.) ; then transitively : to get out of one hy questioning (Pollux, ii. 102
;

Suidas : anoaro/xarli^Eiv (pad rbv 6i6acK.a2.ov, brav Ks'kevEi tov nal6a "keyeiv arra airb

(TTo/iaToc, " The teacher is said aKoa-ofiarii^eiv, Avhen he commands the boy to

say something by rote"). See Ruhnken, Tiin. p. 43 f. So here ; it is the

anaiTc'iv avToax£6iovg k. avETVKJKenTovg a~oKpta£ig fpur^fiaTuv 6o?^£f)ui', " demand-

ing off-hand and ill-considered replies to deceitful questions, " Euthymius

Zigabenus, — Ver. 54. According to the corrected reading (see the critical

remarks) : while they lay in wait for Him, in order to catch uj) (to get by
hunting) something out of His mouth. See instances of dr/pevaai, in this meta-

phorical sense, in Wetstein.

Notes by Ambeican Editor.

LXXXIX. Vv. 1-4.

Godetalao regards the position of the Lord's Prayer in Luke as historically

more correct. Certainly the definite statements of ver. 1, as well as the subse-

quent context, oppose the view that a part of the Sermon on the Mount was

transferred by the Evangelist to this place. The only question that remains

is : whether the form was repeated, or did Matthew incorjDorate it, with other

matter spoken on different occasions, in the Sermon on the Mount ? Meyer is

disposed to accept the former, while Weiss ed. Mey. adopts the latter view.
'

' From this portion of the older source, here fully j^reserved, the first Evangelist

has interwoven into the Sermon on the Mount the Lord's Prayer (Matt. vi.

9-13) and the promise respecting the answer to prayer (Matt. vii. 7-11)." He
also finds in the peculiar word imovaiov, occurring in both Gospels, a proof that

both reports were derived from the same Greek source. But the very numer-

ous divergences more than offset this agreement (so Godet).

XC. Ver. 3. hmovaiov.

This word, occurring only here and in Matt. vi. 11, is fully discussed in notes

on the latter passage. The R. V. marg. has "Greek, our bread for the coming

day
I
" the Am. Com. add, "our needful bread."

XCI. Ver. 8. The Lesson of the Parable.

Weiss ed. Mey. rightly thinks the lesson is one of perseverance in prayer also,

since ver. 8 speaks of "importunity." What is shameless importunity in the

parable represents proper perseverance in prayer to God, since He can never

be wearied out by our asking.

XCII. Ver. 14 ff. The Chrmological Position.

Many harmonists identify the miracle and discourse in vv. 14-26 with those

narrated in Matt. xii. and Mark iii. So Weiss ed. Mey., without reference to the

harmony. But since what follows, as far as the close of chap, xii., is directly

connected with this section, and, moreover, presents points of resemblance to

the portions of Matthew and Mark which follow at the earlier point, the whole

portion from chap. xi. 14 to xii. 5G (and even to xiii. 9) is regarded by
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these harmonists as belonging to the ministry in Galilee. More definitely, the

position assigned is immediately before the discourse in parables. (So Eobin-

son and others.) But Godet maintains quite strongly the correctness of Luke's

position. Andrews doubtfully assumes this. The critical results which Weiss

claims to have reached favor strongly the identity of the miracle recorded here

with that narrated by the other Synoptists. Everywhere from ver. 14 to the

end of chap. xii. the reader will readily discover striking correspondences with

passages in Matthew and Mark which belong to the earlier ministry. If the

order of Mark is accepted all the parts of the narrative can be readily arranged

in their proper positions.

XCm. Vv. 27, 28.

Those who place this portion of Luke earlier, in the Galilaean ministry,

connect this occurrence with the presence of the mother and brethren of Jesus

(Matt. xii. 46-50 ; Mark iii. 31-35; Luke viii. 19-21). That incident preceded

the discourse in parables. So Weiss ed. Mey. While this incident is not

strictly parallel, the two may readily be combined : the appearance of Mary in

the crowd might have occasioned the exclamation of this woman.

XCIV. Vv. 37-54. Discourse against the Pharisees.

Weiss ed. Mey. regards this as derived from the same source as the great

denunciatory discourse in Matt, xxiii. He has sought {Matt. p. 483 ff.) to

restore the original text and circumstances. But against this view it may be
urged that both Mark and Luke refer to the later denunciation, that the cir-

cumstances are entirely different, that a repetition of these utterances is highly

probable. The discourse here naturally follows the demand for a sign, and
may with propriety be placed earlier, during the Galilaean ministry.

XCV. Ver. 49. ?'/ mfia t. 6.

Godet explains this difficult passage : " The book of the O. T. which in the

primitive church as well as among the Jews, in common with the books of

Jesus Sirach and Wisdom, bore the name of coipia, or wisdom of Ood, was that

of Proverbs." He then cites Prov. i. 20-31: "Wisdom uttereth her voice,"

etc., finding the special reference to the latter part of the passage. See his

Luke, pp. 335, 336, Am. ed.
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CHAPTER XII.

Ver. 4. Here also (comp. on Matt. x. 28 ; Mark xii. 5) read, following A E K
L U V r A K, min., with Lachni. and Tisch., aTcoK-ewuvruv. [W. and Hort, R. V.

(B) liave the aorist ; so Kec] — Ver. 7. ovv\ is wanting in B L R 157, Copt.

Sahid. codd. of It. Ambr. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. From
Matt. X. 31. — Yer. 11. TrfMatpipuaiv'] B L X N, min. Vulg. codd. of It. have

e'latpepuaiv. So Tisch. [and recent editors, R. V.] D, Clem. Or. Cyr. of Jerus.

Ver. have (pepuaiv. The latter is to be preferred ; the compound forms are at-

temjits at more accurate definition ; had either of them been original there was

no occasion for substitiiting the simple form. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V.,

with X B L, etc., have ftepifivr/m/re.] — Ver. 14. (hKciarr/v] Lachm. and Tisch. have

KpiTjjv, in accordance with B L N, min. Sahid., as also J), 28, 33, Cant. Colb.

Marcion, which have not
?/

fjepicr. — ScKaar. was introduced by way of gloss,

through a comparison of Acts vii. 27, 35. — Ver. 15. Traar/g ttXeove^. is to be

adopted on decisive evidence (Elz. Scholz have rf/g tt?..). — Instead of the second

aiiTov, Lachm. and Tisch. have aircj, in favor of which is the evidence of B D F
L R N** min. Bas. Titus of Bostra, Cyr. Rightly ; avrov is a mechanical repeti-

tion of what has gone before.— [Ver. 20. Recent editors, with Tisch (X A B D L,

etc.) read a^pwi'.] — Ver. 22. After ij>vx{i Elz. Scholz have vf/iJv. Condemned by

Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. on decisive evidence. It is from Matt,

vi. 25 ; whence also in B, min. vss. vuuv has also been interpolated after auftan.

[So W. and Hort, R. V.] — Ver. 23. ?/ yap i/^i;;j;?/ is indeed attested by authorities

of importance (B D L M S V X K, min. vss. Clement)
; yet jdp (bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Tisch.) betrays itself as a connective addition, in opposi-

tion to which is the evidence also of ov^l v V'^IY') in min. (following Matthew).

[Recent editors, R. V., accept >dp.] — Ver. 25. The omission of iiepifivuv

(Tisch.) is too weakly attested by D and two cursives for us to be able to regard

the word as an addition from Matthew [Tisch. VIII. has restored it]. The Ho-
moioteleuton after vfiZiv might easily cause its being dropped out. [Tisch.,

recent editors, R. V. (with N* B D, Copt.), omit h'a ; from Matthew.] —
Ver. 26. <w-e'\ Lachm. and Tisch. have oviiL Necessary, and sufficiently attest-

ed by B L X, etc. — Ver. 27. Trwf ah^avEi- ov kott. ov6e vrp^ei] D, Verc. Syr."^"""

Marcion? Clem, have Trwf oiire vf/'&eiovTE v^aivEL. So Tisch., and rightly [but not

recent editors, the evidence against being too slight] ; the Eecepta is from Matt,

vi. 28. — Ver. 28. rov x'>p~<>v ei> ru nypu al/ii. bv-d] many variations. Both the word
r(j and the order of the Eecepta are due to Matt. vi. 30. Following B L X, etc.,

we must read with Tisch. iv aypu tuv x''-ip~'^^ c/'/uepovoura [Tisch. VIII., following

K B L A, 2()2, Sail. Copt., has bvrn a//iiEpni>] (Lachm. has r. x<'>P~'>v <y>//i- iv ayp.

bvra). [Recent editors agree with Tisch., and also in ver. 29, substituting xat ri

for // r/.] — Ver. 31. Elz. Scholz have tov Oeov. But the well-attested avrov was
supplanted by rov Oeov, following Matt. vi. 33, whence also was imported Tzdvra

after ravra (Elz. Scholz). — Ver. 3G. nvaAvGEil dvaXi'ar) is decisively attested, and
is hence, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be profcn-ed. — Ver. 38. [The first f?.i??;
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of the Rec. is rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B L, etc., and

mv substituted for kuI idv, as well as for the second Kai.'\— ol 6oi)7jii~\ is wanting in B
DL X, vss. Ir. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition in accord-

ance with ver. 37 [Tisch. VIII. has also deleted ekeIvoi., which is wanting in N*].

— Ver. 40. ovv'\ is to be struck out with Lachm. and Tisch., as also is h/tcj [not

omitted by Tisch. VIII., but by Treg., W. and Hort, E. V.], ver. 41. —Ver. 42.

[Recent editors (X B D L, etc.) have kuI d-tv.'\ — Instead of u (ppov., Elz. Scholz

have Kal (ppov., in opposition to preponderating evidence. Kai is from Matt. xxiv.

45. — Ver. 47. eavrov^ Lachm. and Tisch. have avrov on very weighty evidence.

[So recent editors, E. V., with N B D L, etc.] The Recepta is to be maintained.

The significance of the reciprocal pronoun was very often not observed by the

transcribers. — Ver. 49. Instead of c'tg, Lachm. and Tisch. have cKi. [So recent

editors, R. V., with X A B L, etc.] The authorities are much divided, but eni

bears the suspicion of having come in through a reminiscence of Matt. x. 34.

— Ver. 53. dia/uepiad-r/aEra/] Lachm. and Tisch. (both of them joining it to what

has gone before) have Sta/xEpta-dr/anvTat, in accordance with important uncials (in-

cluding B D N) and a few cursives, Sahid. Vujg. codd. of It. Fathers. Rightly ;

it was attracted to what follows (so also most of the editions), which appeared

to need a verb, and therefore was put in the singular. According to almost

equally strong attestation we must read r?/i' -Qvyariipa and t7]v /iTjTepa instead of

dvyarpl and /^r/rpi (Lachm. and Tisch. omitting the unequally attested article).

The Eecepta resulted from involuntary conformity to what precedes. — Ver. 54.

rfp) ve(pE'k.'\ The article is wanting in A B LX A X, min. Lachm. Tisch. [Recent

editors, R. V.] But how easily was -r/v, which in itself is superfluous, passed

over between W^^TE and 'NEcps?.. !— [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., agree with Tisch.]

[H B L) in reading etti instead of d;ro.] — Ver. 58. Trapadcj] Lachm. and Tisch.

have TTapaduGEi. Rightly ; the transcribers carried on the construction, as in

Matt. V. 25. So also subsequently, instead of jiaXkri (Elz.) or ^aly (Griesb.

Scholz) is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., j3aAEl.

Ver. 1. During what was narrated in xi. 53, 54 {ev o/f), therefore while

the scribes and Pharisees are jjressing the Lord after He has left the house

with captious questions, the crowd, without number, had gathered to-

gether (ewiawaxd.), and now at various intervals He holds the following dis-

course, primarily indeed addressing His disciples (vrpof rovg fia6?/Tac avrov,

ver. 22), yet turning at times expressly to the people (vv. 15 ff., 54 ff.), and

in general in such a manner (ver. 41) that the multitude also was intended

to hear the whole, and in its more general reference to apply it to them-

selves. With the exception of the interlude, vv. 13-21, the discourse is orig-

inal only in this way, that very diverse, certainly in themselves original,

fragments of the Logla are put together ; but when the result is compared

with the analogous procedure of Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount,

Matthew is found to be the more original of the two. Among the longer

discourses in Luke none is so much of a mosaic as the present. [See Note

XCVI., p. 425.] Although the historical situation of ver. 1 is not invented,

yet by the designed and plainly exaggerated bringing together of a great

multitude of peojile it is confused. It would be too disproportioned an ap-

paratus merely to illustrate the contents of ver. 2 f. (Weizsacker). — tg>v

fivpidSuv^ The article denotes the innumerable assembled mass of the people
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(very hypcrbolically, comp. Acts xxi. 20). — Larc KarairaT. allijl.'] ovTug

eipie/jtevot iKaaroq KAijaiat^eiv avTU " longing eacli one to get near Him," Theo-

phylact. — i/p^aTo] He hegan, pictorial style. — npurov] hefore all, is to be

taken with npoatxETE, comp. ix. 61, x. 5 ; Gersdorf, p. 107. It does not be-

long to what precedes (Luther, Bengel, Knapp, Schulz, Scholz, Paulus,

Lachmann, Tischendorf), in connection with which it would be absolutely

superfluous, although A C D X, etc., do take it thus. [See Note XCVII.,

p. 425.] Ewald well says, "As a first duty.''''—rfjq Ci'A'w] see on Matt. xvi.

6 ; Mark viii. 15. Here also is not meant the vice of hypocrisy (the usual in-

terpretation), because in that case the next clause would have ij vrroKptmc

(with the article) ; but it glances back to the subject of the previous con-

versation at the table,' and means : tJie pernicious doctrines and principles.

Of these He says : tTieir nature is hypocrisy ; therein lies what constitutes the

reason of the warning (^rtf, quippe quae).

Vv. 2-10. See on Matt. x. 26-33. The connection is indicated by means

of the continuative 6e : "Ye must the more, however, be on your guard

against this hypocritical i^viirj, since your teaching is destined to the greatest

publicity for the future." Comp. Mark iv. 22. Publicity which lies open

to the world's judgment, and hypocritical character which must shun dis-

closure, are irreconcilable. If you would not dread the former, the latter

must remain far from you. According to Weiss, Luke has given to the

whole saying only the meaning, that everything concealed by hypocrisy

nevertheless one day comes to light, and therefore, even every word, how-
ever secretly it is spoken, shall come one day to publicity. But this suppo-

sition, without any ground for it, attributes to Luke a complete misappre-

hension of the meaning. — Ver. 3. avd' uv] quare, wherefore. See Hermann,

ad Viger. p. 710 ; Schaefer, A^^par. Dem. I. p. 846.

—

'oaa h ry GKoria k.t.I.'I

Everything which (in dread of persecutions) ye shall have spoken in the

darkness, i.e., shall have taught in secret, shall (in the triumph of my cause)

be heard in the clear daylight, i.e., shall be known in full publicity by your

preaching and the preaching of others. The expression « -?} cKoria used of

the apostolic agency is not inappro2:)riate (de Wette), since it characterizes it

not in general, but only under certain circumstances (ver. 4). But certainly

the original form of the saying is found in Matt. x. 27, while in Luke it

was altered to suit the ap>ostolic experiences after these had often enough

proved the necessity of teaching in secret what at a later period came to be

publicly proclaimed before the whole world,* when the gospel, as in Luke's

time, was triumphantly sjiread abroad. — 'ev tu ^uri] in the clear day ; Horn.

Od. xxi. 429 ; Xen. Cyr. iv. 2. 26 ; Wisd. xviii. 4. —Ver. 4. If Jesus re-

minded His disciples by h ry aaoTla and npo^ to ovq . . . h r. rajieioiq, ver,

> Therefore not to be interpreted of the chiefly limited themselves to the circle of
./j/</aJz«r« of the apo«to/i<; times (Weizsiickcr, .Jwlaism. It is not indeed in agreement
p. 364) ;

just as little is xvi. 14. with this that that which, is secret should so

'According to Ililgenfeld, E'mwg'. p. 192 purposely bo made prominent. The Twelve
(comp. his Ztitschrifl, 186.5, p. 192), and neither limited their ministry merely to

K(')stlin, p. 147, this publicity is regarded as Judaism, nor did they minister among the

having been meant as a contrast to the Jews in ciuietucss and secrecy like preachers
ministry of the Ttoelve, because they had In a comer.
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3, of tlie impending pressure of persecutions, He now exhorts them iofear-

lessness in prcse?ice of their persecutors. — rolg (piloiq /zon] for as such they were

the object of persecution. — ^erd -ntra] ixera to aTvoKTelvai. The plural de-

pends on the idea of being put to death, comprising all the modes of taking

away life. See Kiihner, II., p. 423. — Ver. 5 f. Observe the marked empha-

sis on the (i>nmOi]TE. — Vv. 8-10. Not an admonition for the disciples to re-

main faithful, for ver. 10 would not be appropriate to that, inasmuch as

there was no occasion to be anxious at all about their speaking against the

Son of man, and it would have been even inappropriate to bid them beware

of the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost ; ' but Jesus adds to the previous

encouragements a new one (A^yw iVe vfilv, comp. ver. 4), saying to them how
momentous for the eternal destiny of men is the apostolic work conducted by
the Holy Spirit, how even the decision of the judgment on men would he given in

accordance with the result of the worh of the apostles among them. Hence, ver.

10 has been wrongly regarded as not pertinent to this (Kuinoel, de Wette)

;

while, on the other hand, Schleiermacher considers the arrangement of

Matt. xii. as less apjjropriate, in that he introduces a contrast of the present

time (in which the Son is resisted) with the future (when the more rapid

and mighty agency of the Spirit is blasphemed). In itself the saying is ap-

propriate in both places, nay, it may have been uttered more than once
;

but in Matthew and Mark we have its closest historical connection and

l^osition. — As to the ilasphemy against the Holy Spirit, see on Matt. xii.

31 f.

Vv. 11, 12. But when they bring you—following out this denial of me
and blasphemy against the Spirit—to the synagogues, etc. — ttw? iy rt] Care

not about the kind and manner, or the substance of your defence. See also

on Matt. X. 19 ; Mark xiii. 11.'^

Vv. 13-21. Peculiar to Luke ; from his source containing the account of the

journey.— Yer. 13 f. -Iq] certainly no attendant of Jesus (Lightfoot, Kuinoel,

and others), as Luke himself points out by Ik tov ox^ov ; besides, such a one

would have known Jesus better than is betrayed by this uncongenial request.

It was a JcAV on whom the endowments and authority of Jesus produced

such an impression that he thought he might be able to make use of Him in

the matter of his inheritance. Whether he was a younger brother who
grudged to the first-born his double share of the inheritance (Ewald), must

1 Hofmann, Schrifthew. II. 2, p. 342, in- scious and hardened opposers of Christ.

sists on regarding the blasphemy against They may certainly have already had the

the Spirit in this place as not distinct Spirit and have apostatized and become
from the denial of Jesus. He says that such opposers (Heb. x. 29) ; but if such

this denial in the case of those, namely, people were to be understood in this pas-

who had not only had the earthly human sage, some clearer indication should have
manifestation of Jesus before them, but had been given. Still, how far from the Lord
received the Holy Spirit, is blasphemy must even the mere thought have been
against the Spirit. But it is very arbitrary that the disciples. His friends, ver. 4, could

to assume, in contradiction to Matt. xii. ever change into such malignant blas-

31, Mark iii. 29, that the blasphemy against phemers I

the Holy Spirit presupposes that the Spirit " On anoXoy. ri, comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 4 ;

has already been received. The blasphem- Dem. 227. 13 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 521 A, Phaed.

ers of the Spirit are malevolently con- p. 69 D, Polit. 4, p. 430 B ; Acts xxiv. 10.



416 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

be left in doubt. — ek t. 6x^.] belongs to elrre, as is shown by the order. The
mode of address, avOpuns, has a tone of disapproval. ' Observe that Jesus

instantly rejects the application that concerns a purely worldly matter ; on

the other hand, He elsewhere gives a decision on the question of divorce.*

Ver. 15. Jesus recognized Kleovt^ia as that which had stirred up the

quarrel between the brothers, and uses the occasion to utter a warning

against it. — npb^ oiToi'f] i.e., rrpaqTov bx^-ov, ver. 13. — otl ovk tv tu nepicaeveiv

K.T.'X.'l for not hy tliefact of a ma7i's possessiiig ahundance~does his life (the sup-

port of his life) consist in his possessions. This—the fact that one's life con-

sists in one's possessions—is not dependent on the abundance of the posses-

sion, but—this, the contrast unexpressed, but resulting from ver. 20—on the

will of God, who calls away the selfish collector of treasures from the midst

of his abundance. The simple thought then is : It is not sitperfluity that

avails to sxqyport a mayi^s life hy ichat he j/ossesses. " Vivitur parvo bene,"

" One can live well with little." [See Note XCVIII., p. 425.] To this literal

meaning, moreover, the following parable corresponds, since it does not

authorize us to understand ^cjt/ in its pregnant reference : true life, auTrjpia,

or the like (Kuinoel, Bornemann, Olshausen, Ewald, and the older commen-

tators) ; on the other hand, Kaeuffer, De ^ufjq muv. not. p. 12 f.^ Observe,

moreover, that ovk has been placed at the beginning, before h tC. Trepiffc.,

because of the contrast which is implied, and that rtvi, according to the

usual construction, that of the Vulgate, goes most readily with n-eptffceveiv

(xxi. 4 ; Tob. iv. 16 ; Dion. Hal. iii. 11), and is not governed by what

follows. An additional reason for this construction lies in the fact that thus

the following avrov is not superfluous. Finally, it is to be noted that drai

CK is the frequent proficisci ex, prodire ex,
'

' proceed from, " '

' spring from. " De
Wette is wrong in saying :

' ^for though any one lias superfluity, his life is not

a part of his possessions, i.e., he retains it not because he has these possessions."

In this manner elvai in would mean, to which belong ; but it is decisive against

this view entirely that ovk. iv tu nepiaaeveiv must be taken together, while in

respect thereof, according to the former view, no contrast can be conceived

;

for the life is in no case a part of our possessions (in the above sense).

Vv. 16-19. On the idea of this parable, comp. Ps. xlix. 18 ; Ecclus. xi.

17 flF. — evcpopr/aev] not in the sense of the pluperfect (Luther, Castalio, and

others), but: hore well.*— 7} xt^po.] the estate, Xen. Cyr. viii.4. 28; Jerome, x. 5,

' Rom. ii. 1, ix. 20 ; Plat. Protag. p. 350 D; one, because he has abundantly, is happl-

Soph. Aj. 778, 1132. ness provided from the wealth whicli he
" This is worthy of consideration also in possesses (but from piety and faith placed

respect of the question : whether matters in God)." Olshausen says that there are

of marriage belong to the competency of two propositions blended together: "Life

the spiritual or the temporal tribunal? consists not in superfluity" (the true life),

^Kuinoel: " Non si quis in abundantia and "nothing spiritual can jirocced from
divitiarum versatur, felicitas ejus a divitiis earthly possessions." Ewald says: "If

pendet," " Not if one is placed in abun- man has not from his external wealth in

dance of riches, does his happiness depend general what can be rightly called his life,

on riches." Bornemann {Schol. p. 82, and in he lias it not, or rather lie has it still less by
the Shid. V. Krit. 1843, p. 128 ff.) :

" Nemini the fact that this, his extenial wealth, in-

propterea, quod abunde habet. felicitas creases by his appeasing liis,covetousness."

paratur ex opibus, quas possidet (sed ex * Examples of this late and rare verb

pietate et fiducia in Deoposita)," "For no (Hipp. Ep. 1274, 20; Joseph. Bell. li. 21. 2)
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and elsewhere. — Ver. 17 ff. Observe the increasing vivacity of the descrip-

tion of the '
' animi sine requie quieti, "

'

' mind without quiet repose " (Bengel).

— ovK ejw TToii]
'

'
quasi nusquam essent quibus pascendis possent impendi, " "as

if there are nowhere those whom they can be employed in feeding," Gro-,

tins. — KadePio) /lov k.t.a.] I will pull down my storehouses (Matt. iii. 12). — to,

yevvriiiaTa\ see on Matt. xxvi. 39. — kcu t. ay. ^.] and in general^ my posses-

sions. —• Tij ipi'xv f^ov] not equivalent to mihi, but : to my soul, the seat of

the affections ; in this case, of the excessive longing for pleasure.' How
frequently also in the Greek writers the actions of the Ego are predicated of

the soul, may be seen in Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. II. p. 365 A. — avaitavov

K.r.^.] An instance of " asyndeton," exj^ressing eager anticipation of the en-

joyment longed for.^

Vv. 20, 21. EiVf/c.r.Z.] is not to be converted into Sidecrevit, " determined "

(Kuinoel), etc. We have, indeed, no history ; TrAdrrerai yap ravra y napajiolTj,

" for these things are represented as a parable," Theophylact. — raiir;;] with

emphasis.

—

aivaLTovaiv'] the categoric plural (see on Matt. ii. 20), which

therefore does not prevent our regarding Ood Himself as the author of what
was done, although the subject is left undetermined. The thought of a

robber and murderer (Paulus, Bornemann) is not to be allowed on account

of ver. 21. — tIvl 'iarai] not to thee will it belong, but to others ! — Ver. 21.

So, having incurred the loss of his ha^ipiness by the unexpected appearance

of death, is he who collects treasure for himself (for his own possession and

enjoyment), and is not rich in reference to God ; i.e., is not rich in such wise

that his wealth passes over to God (Rom. x. 12), by his possession, namely,

of treasures in heaven, which God saves up in order to impart them to the

man when Messiah's kingdom shall be set up. See on Matt. v. 12, vi. 20.

Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 19, and on Col. i. 5. [See Note XCIX., p. 425.] The

kIovtsIv eLQ 6e6v (unless, however, elg is to be taken for h, as Luther, Beza,

Calovius, and others would have it) is substantially the same as exetv Otjaav-

povq hv ovpavG) (comp. ver. 33), and it is realized through dinaLoaiwri, and in

the case of the rich man, especially through loving activity (Matt. xix. 21
;

Luke xvi. 9), such as Christ desires. Matt. vi. 2-4. It is not temporal pos-

session of wealth which is ajyplied in usum et honorem Dei, ^'to the use and

honor of Ood " (Majus, Eisner, Kypke, comp. Moller, Neue Ansichten,

p. 201 ff.), but the liigher ideal possession of wealth, the being rich in

Messianic possessions laid up with God, and one day to be received from

Him, which is wanting to the egoistic Or/aavplCi^v eavrC). Against the former

view, entertained by Majus and the rest, it is decisive that the negation of

the leing rich in relation to God (not of the becoming rich) is regarded as

bound up with the selfish heaping up of treasure. This wnthal in opposition

to Bornemann :

'

' qui quod dives est prosperoque in augendis divitiis suc-

cessu utitur, siihi tributi, non Deo,''"' *'he who because he is rich and has

good success in increasing riches, gives to himself, not to Ood.''"'

may be found in Kypke. Comp. eutjidpws 4>i- ^ On the thought, comp. Ecchis. xi. 19 ;

peci- (Lobeck, Paralvp. p. 533). Tob. vii. 9 ; Plaut. Mil. Olor. iii. 1. 83 ; Soph.
1 Comp. on i. 46, and see Jacobs, ad Del. Dan. VI. (181, Dind.) : C,r\, nlye, (jiip^ov.

Epigr. VII. 1.

27
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Vv. 22-81. Sec on Matt. vi. 25-33. Jesus now turns from the people (ver.

16) again to His disciples. [See NoteC, p. 426.] — 6ca tovto] because this

is the state of things with the dr/aavpO^uv iav-u) k. firj eZf dehv nlovTuv. —
Ver. 24. tovq Ko/ja/ccf] not iu reference to the young ravens forsaken by the

old ones (Job xxxviii. 41 ; Ps. cxlvii. 9) ; but a common and very numerous

species of bird is mentioned (the _^^wZ/4 corvorum, ''young ravens,'''' must

otherwise have been expressly named : in opjDOsition to Grotius and others).

— Ver. 28. According to the Eecepta (but see the critical remarks), h tC

aypC) would have to be connected with bvra ; on the other hand, following

the reading of the amended texts : hut if in thefield Ood in such wise clothes

the grass, which to-day is here and to-moi'row is cast into an oven, etc. Instead

of a/j.(j>ievvv(n, we must read, with Lachmann, a/Kpidl^ei., or, with Tischendorf,

anfit^u. Both forms belong to later Greek (Themist., Plut., LXX.). —
Ver. 29. koX i//eZf] as the ravens and the lilies. — fiy fiETeupi^ecde] The Vul-

gate rightly translates :
" nolite in sublime tolli ;" and Luther : "be not

high-minded." Exalt not yourselves; lift not yourselves u]) to lofty claims,

which is to be taken as referring not to mere eating and drinking, but gen-

erally. The ustis loquendi oi iiE-Eupii,£a6aL, efferri, " to be lifted up," physi-

cally and psychically ' is well known. See also the passages from Philo in

Loesner, p. 116. But others (Castalio, Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, Ham-
mond, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, Valckenaer, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Paulus,

Bleek, and many more) have : nee inter S2^er/i onetumqiie fluctuctis, "nor

fluctuate between hope and fear." Comp. Ewald : "waver not, lose not

your balance. " The view of Euthymius Zigabenus also is that Christ refers

to Tov irepccrnacrfibv Tov anb tuv ovpaviuv hnl ra yiflva, "the distraction from

heavenly things to earthly." Certainly, as /xETeupog may mean : fiuctuans,^

fiETEupi^Eiv may signify : to malce wavering ; ^ but there ajipears no reason in the

connection for dejiarting from the above, which is the usual meaning in

which the word is currently employed, even in the LXX. and in the apoc-

ryphal writers (2 Mace. vii. 84, v. 17 ; 3 Mace. vi. 5). This jiETEup. has

for its opposite the awa'trayeadat rolg raTreivoig, Rom. xii. 16.

Ver. 82. Peculiar to Luke. An encouragement to fearlessness in the

endeavor after the Messiah's kingdom, by means of the promise of the

divinely-assured final result. —
fj?)

c^iofiov] in consideration of their external

powerlessness and weakness (to fiup. noifiviov). But Christians generally, as

such, are not the little* flock (which is not to be changed into a poor op-

pressed band, as de Wette, following Grotius, does), but the little commu-

nity of the disciples (ver. 22), as whose head He was their shepherd (comp.

John X. 12 ; Matt. xxvi. 81). — eifJo/oyo-ev] it Tias pleased your Father. See

on Rom. xv. 26 ; Col. i. 19. — (hvvai. v[uv r. /?.] see xx. 29 f.

Vv. 38, 84. Comp. Matt. vi. 19-21. This end is so important that, in

order to strive thereafter vsdth your whole interest (ver. 34), ye must re-

> Aristoph. Av. 1447; Polyb. iii. 70. 1, iv. Soph. Oed. E. 924 ; Eurip. Or. 1537.

59. 4, vii. 4. 6 ; Diodor. xi. .?2. 41. * Yet jrot>»'iof is not a diminutive, as

' See Schweighiiuser, Lex. Pol. p. 387

;

Bengel supposed, but is a contraction for

Josephus, Antt. iv. 3. 1, Bell. iv. 2. 5. noi-ii.ivi.ov.

» Dem. 169. 23 ; Polyb. v. 70. 10 ; Schol. ad
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nounce your earthly possessions, etc. This selling and giving up of the

proceeds as alms {eTieri/joa., as xi. 41) is not required of all Christians (ver.

22), as de Wette will have it [so Weiss ed. Mey.], but of the disciples, who,

in the discharge of their office, needed perfect release from what is temporal.

All the less do the words furnish a basis for the consilium evangelicwm and

the vow of poverty (Bisping). — savrolo] while ye give to others. — ftcOikavrui

(x. 4) iiT] TralaLovfiEva is explained by the following 6?}aavpdv . . . ohpavo'iQ.
'

As to this 6riaavp6g, comp. on ver. 21.

Vv. 35, 36. Only echoes of the following references to the Parousia occur

at Matt. xxiv. 42 ff. [See Note CI., p. 426.] All the less is the originality

to be attributed only to Luke (Olshausen) or to Matthew (Kuinoel). In

Luke the exhortations to preparedness for the Parousia are readily account-

ed for by the previous promise of the Messiah's kingdom (ver. 32) and the

requirement associated therewith (ver. 33). — laruaav . . . Kaioiievoi] The

meaning stripped of figure is : Be in readiness, ujjright and faithful to your

calling hejprefwred to receive the coming Messiah. The nimble movement that

was necessary to the servant made requisite the girding up of the outer gar-

ment round the loins (1 Pet. i. 13, and see Wctstein), and slaves must

naturally have had burning lam2}s for the reception of the master when he

returned home at night. The ifiov emphatically placed first, as v/uelc at ver.

36, corresponds to the special duty of discijyles; that your loins should be

girded, . . . and that ye\ike men, etc.

—

avdpunoig] i.e., according to the

context : slaves, as it is frequently used in the classical writers, Mark xiv.

12. — EK Tuv yd/Kov] not : from his marriage, but from the marriage, at

which he (as a guest) has been present. For his marriage is after the Parousia

(see on Matt. xxii. 2, xxv. 1). The detail of the figure is not to be pressed

into interpretation further than to imjjly the Messed condition (tt/v avu EV(j>poav-

vTjv K. ayaXklaaiv, "the mirth and joy above," Euthymius Zigabenus) from

which the Messiah returns. — (."kOovroq . . . avoi^. avT(^] a well-known con-

struction, Winer, p. 186 [E. T. 207].'

Ver. 37. A symbolic representation of the most blessed recompense, which

the servants of Christ, who are faithful to their calling, shall receive from

Him at His Parousia. It is not the idea of the great and general Messianic

banquets (Matt. viii. 11) that underlies this, but it is the thought of a special

marriage-feast for those servants (the disciples). That the washing of the

disciples' feet by Jesus, John xiii., gave occasion (de Wette) to the mode of

representation, according to which the Lord Himself serves ("promissio

de 7^^w^^s^/'«/^^o honorificentissima et maxima omnium," "the promise con-

cerning &ei?i.g' serwe^Z is the most honorable and greatest of all," Bengel), is

the less probable the greater the difference is seen to be between the idea

expressed by the foot-washing and that which is here set forth. The thought

of the Saturnalia (Grotius, comp. Paulus and Olshausen) brings in some-

thing wholly foreign, as also the calling of the slaves to partake in certain

» To refer the ^aWivr. /u,j) na\. to the (L. .J. II. 2, p. 851).

" everlastinglyfresh poiver of apj)?-€hemion in ^ On the direct wore, see Buttmann, Keut.

respect of the eternal possessions," was a Gr. p. 215 f. [E. T. 251].

fancy of Lange's opposed to the context
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sacred feasts according to tlie law, Deut. xii. 17 f., xvi. 11 f., is something

very different from the idea of this feast (in opposition to Kuinoel, dc

Wette, and others), in respect of which, moreover, it has been assumed (see

Heumann, Kuinoel, de Wette) that the Lord Irought with Ilim meats from
the loedding feast^—an assumption which is as needless as it is incapable of

proof.

—

TifpiCcjoETai K. 7-.?..] a vivid rejDresentation of the individual details

among which even the drawing near to those waiting (7rape/li?<jv) is not

wanting. — The parable, xvii. 7-10, has an entirely different lesson in view

;

hence there is no contradiction between the two.

Ver. 38. The earlier or later ti)ne of the Advent will make no difference

in this blessed recompense. Jesus does not mention the Ji7'st of the four

night-watches (see on Matt. xiv. 25), because in this the marriage-feast took

place ; nor the fourth^ because so late a return would have been unusual,

and in this place contrary to the decorum of the events that were repre-

sented. [See Note CII., p. 426.]

Vv. 39, 40. See on Matt. xxiv. 43 f. The less, however, should ye be

wanting in watchfulness, since the Messiah will appear unexpectedly like a

thief in the night. A sudden change of figures, but appropriate for sharp-

ening the warning in question, and not at all startling to people accustomed

to the sudden turns of Oriental imagery. Whether, moreover, the passage

has received its true historical place here or in the discourse on the end of

the world. Matt. xxiv. , cannot be decided.

Ver. 41. Certainly original (in opposition to de Wette, Holtzmann, Weiz-

sacker, Weiss), the more certainly, the finer are the threads with which
what follows down to ver. 48 is linked on to such a question. The succeed-

ing passage at least offered no occasion for either the tradition or Luke in-

venting the question. If it had been suggested to Luke by Mark xiii. 37,

the answer of Jesus would also have been in closer agreement with the mean-

ing of the passage in Mark. — 7:^60] in reference to, for us, comp. xx. 19
;

Rom. X. 21. — T?)v napaji. ravT.'] to wit, of the slaves who wait for their lord,

ver. 36 ff. See ver. 42 ff. The reference to the master of the house and
the thief, ver. 39, belonged also thereto as a concrete warning example. —
7] Ka'i] Peter asks whether the parable is intended for the disciples, or also

(or at the same time also) has a general reference.

Vv. 42^4. In the pregnant style characteristic of Jesus as it most of all

appears in John, He makes no direct reply to that question, but proceeds

with His parable of the servants, and among these He now for the first time

begins to speak of that one (the apostles generally cannot be described in vv.

42-46) whom He, before His departure, would set over the rest of the house-

hold as o'iKov6/wc (the post destined for Peter!). He depicts his great rec-

ompense in the event of his being faithful, and his heavy punishment in the

event of his being unfaithful (down to ver. 48) ; and He consequently made
Peter, whose question betrayed an inconsiderate exaltation above the crowd,

understand His reply to mean : Instead of meddling with that question,

thou hast thine own consequent position to keep in view with fear and
trembling ! Then, however, ver. 47 f., he links on the general law of retri-

bution under which ever)/ one comes, and which cri'ri/ one has to lay to heart.
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As to the reference of rig apa, and the relation of the question to ver. 43,

see on Matt. xxiv. 45 f.

Vv. 45, 46. But if that slave, whom the lord will place over his servants

as oiKov6/iiog (ver. 42), instead of being faithful, shall have thought, etc.

—

Moreover, see on Matt. xxv. 48-51. — fiera tuv aTiiar.] icith the faithless (ver.

42), whose final destiny is the punishment of Gehenna (ver. 5).

Vv. 47, 48. This passage, which is peculiar to Luke, gives explanatory

information of a general kind, yet related to Matt. xxv. 14 ff., to account

for the severity of the punishment, ver. 46. This will ensue, in accordance

with the general rule of retribution coming into operation at the return of

the Lord : that that slave, etc. 'E/ceZvof, though placed first for emphasis,

does not refer to the single concrete person indicated at ver. 45, but is a

general term indicating the class to which the oiKovofiog also belongs ; and

6t carries on the meaning with an explanatory force (Hermann, ad Viger.

p. 845; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 1). — Eavrov\ of his own Lord, makes the

responsibility to be felt the more strongly. — EToijiaaag'] tavrdv is not to be

supplied (Luther, Kuinoel, and many others), but : and has rwt made ready,

has made no preparation. Comj). ix. 52. It belongs also to nphq to del.

avTov. — dapyaeraL izoHdg] TrXrjyag dr/lovdri, tovt£Gtc Ko'kac&rjGovTat ;i'aAf7r6Jf, 6i6tl

eiddreq KaT£(l>p6vTjcav, "Evidently' ' strii^es,' that is, they shall be punished

severely, because knowing they slighted," Euthymius Zigabenus.**^—-Ver.

48. 6 8e fi^ yvovg] but the slave, who shall not have learnt to Tcnow it. Such a

one cannot be left without punishment, not because he has not obeyed the

Lord''s will (for that has remained unknown to him), but because he has

done that which deserves punishment ; even for such a one there is that

which deserves punishment, because, in general, he had the immediate moral

consciousness of his relation to his Lord as a subjective standard (comp.

Rom. ii. 12 ff.), even although he did not possess the objective law of the

Lord's will positively made known to him, on which account also a lighter

punishment ensues. Theophylact and Euthymius Zigabenus are wrong in

thinking here of such as could have learnt to know the Lord's will, ])ut from

laziness and frivolity have not learnt to know it. An arbitrary limitation
;

and can such an ignorance diminish the responsibility ? Rom. i. 28 fE. AVe

can the less regard the responsibility as diminished when we remember that

by 6 6e fifi yvovg is described the case of a slave of Christ, who has remained

ignorant of his Lord's will. — itavrl 61 k.t.I.'] hut of every one, in order, more-

over, still to add this general law as explanatory information on the siabject

of that so severe punishment, ver. 46, etc. — hdo^rj ttoIv] in official duties, as

to the oiKov6/j.og. — TToAi) ^r/rz/aETai] in ofiicial efficiency. The collocation of ttoIv,

noli), and then ttoav, TrepicraoTepov, has a special emphasis. — The second

member J napi'&evTo (the categoric jjlural, as at ver. 20 : in reality Kvpiog is

the subject) k.t.a,. is a parallel similar in meaning to the first, but with the

climax: KepiaaSrEpov, which is not to be taken as : "^jZ-ms quam aliis, quibus

non tam multa concredita sunt," ^^more than others, to whom so much was

' See Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 387 ; Valck- * On the accusative, comp. /aao-riyouo-flac

enaer, Schol. p. 214 ; Winer, p. 520 [E. T. wArjyas, Plat. Legg. viii. p. 845 B, and seo

589]. Buttmann, Neitt. Gr. p. 164 [E. T. 189].
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not committpfl " (Kuinoel, Bleek, following Beza, Grotius, and others, which
would be insii^id, and a mere matter of course), but : in the case of him to

whom much has been entrusted (with whom a large sum has been deposited),

still more than this entrusted ttoT^v will be required of him. In this statement

is implied the presupposition that the capital sum must have been increased

by interest of exchange or by profit of commerce. Comp. Matt. xxv.

15 if. The deposit was not to lie idle.'

Ver. 49 f. The sequence of thought is found in this, that the whole of

that earnest sense of responsibility, which characterizes the faithfulness

just demanded, must be only infinitely intensified by the heavy trials of the

near future, which the Lord brings vividly before His view. — ttp^)] Fire,

is a figurative designation, not of the Holy Sjnrit, as most of the Fathers

and others, including Bengel, will have it, nor of the word of God with its

purifying power (Bleek) ; but, as is manifest from ver. 51 flf., of the vehe-

ment spiritual excitement, forcing its way through all earthly relations, and

loosing their closest ties, which Christ was destined to kindle. The light-

ing up of this fire, which by means of His teaching and work He had already

prejiared, was to be efi'ected by His death (see cnrd tov vvv, ver. 52), which

became the subject of offence, as, on the other hand, of His divine courage

of faith and life (comp. ii. 35). The expression itself palelv knl r. y^v pro-

ceeded from the consciousness of His heavenly origin. Comp. Matt. x. 34.

— Kal Tt &t2.u K.T.?i.] It is the usual and the correct view, held also by

Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, which interprets : and how earnestly

I wish, if (that) it were already hindled ! tirtGivei'dei yap ri/v avatpiv tovtov roii

TTvpSc, "For he is zealous for the kindling of this fire," Theophylact. Re-

garding the Ti, see on Matt. vii. 14. Moreover, the vsus loquendi of el with

i?iv\u (instead of the more confident bn, as with &avfj.d^u, etc. ; see on Mark

XV. 44) is not to be disputed.''' Accordingly, there is no sufficient reason

for the view of Grotius, which disjoins the utterance into question and

answer : And what do I icish ? If it should be already hindled! This is less

simple, and fails to bring out the correspondence between the expression in

question and the parallel exclamation in ver. 50. The particle el is used not

merely with the optative (see Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 836), but also with the

indicative in the imperfect and aorist in the sense of utinam, dummodo ; in

the latter case the non-accomplishment is known to the person who utters the

wish. 3 Bornemann takes ri for cur, and eJ as kTVEL :

'' et cur ignem volo in

terrain conjicere, cum jam accensus sit? remota quaestione : non opus est

accendam,''"' ''and why do I wish to cast fire upon the earth, when it is already

Icindled f the question being removed : there is no need to Jcindle it. " But

without considering the extremely insipid thought which is thus expressed,

ver. 52 in this way recpiires that the kindling of the fire should be regarded

> On wapaTt9e<r9ai, comp. Herod. vi. 86

;

" See Ecclus. xxiii. 14 :
fleA>jor<i? ei >*>) iytv-

Xen. i?. Aih. ii. 16 ; Polybius, iii. 17. 10, viiSi! ; Ilerod. ix. 14, also vi. 52 : ^ovAofitVTjv

xxxiii. 12. 3 ; Tob. i. 14 ; 1 Mace. ix. 35. The 5« ei ooi aM<<>oTepoi ytvoiaTo ^ao-tA«s.

comtmcfiou in both members is a well- ' Comp. xix. 42 ; Josh. vii. 7 ; Grotius in

known form of attraction, Kiihner, IL toe.,- Klotz, «rf Z»«iw. p. 51G ; in the Greek

p. 512 ; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. prose writers it is usual to find elflc or ti y<£p

2881. in such a sense.
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as still future. This, moreover, is in opposition to Ewald : and what will

I {can I le surprised), if it he already kindled? [See Note CIII., p. 426.] —
Jesus entertains the wish that the fire were already kindled, because between

the p)resent time and this Mndling lay His approaching grievous passion, which

must still first be undergone ; see ver. 50.

Ver. 50. 6e] places in face of the el ijdri av^(p^7j ! just wished for, what is

still to happen first : But I have a baptism to be baptized with. This baptism

is His deep passion awaiting Him, into which He is to be plunged (comp.

Oil Mark x. 38) ; and He has this baptism as the destiny ordained for Him,

and consequently appropriated to Him. — koI Tvug avvixofiai k.t.A.] and how

am I distressed (comp. viii. 37 ; Dem. 1484. 23, 1472. 18) till the time that

it shall be accomplished ! A true and vivid expression of human shrinking

at the presentment of the agonies that were imminent, similar to what we

find in Gethsemane and at John xii. 37. It was a misapprehension of the

human feeling of Jesus and of the whole tenor of the context, to make out

ol awexoiiaL an wvgencj of longing (uaavel ajuviu dta t?jv (ipa6vTfJTa, "lam,

as it were, distressed on account of the slowness," Euthymius Zigabenus,

comp. Theoi^hylact). So also de Wette and Bleek, who wrongly appeal

to Phil. i. 23. See on the passage, also on 2 Cor. v. 14. Jesus does

not long for and hasten to death, but He submits Himself to and obeys the

counsel of God (comp. John xii. 27 ; Phil. ii. 8 ; Kom. v. 19, and else-

where), when His hour is come (John xiii. 1 and elsewhere). Ewald takes

the question as making in sense a negative assertion : I must not make my-

self anxious (comp. on ttwc, ver. 56), I must in all patience allow this worst

suffering to befall me. This agrees with Ewald'sview of ri -Qilu k.t.I., ver.

49 ; but, according to our view, it does not correspond with the iDarallelism.

And Jesus actually experienced anguish of heart (comp. 2 Cor. ii. 4, awoxv

KupSiag) at the thought of His passion, without detracting from His patience

and submissiveness.

Yv. 51-53. See on Matt. x. 34 f., where the representation is partly sim-

plified, partly, on the model of Mic. vii. 6, enriched.— aAA' y] but only, origi-

nated from alio and r), without, however, its being required to write

all' 7/.*— aiTo Tov vvv\ Jesus already realizes His approaching death.

Comp. xxii. 69. — In ver. 53 are three hostile coupiles ; the description there-

fore is different from that at ver. 52, not a more detailed statement of the

circumstances mentioned in ver. 52 (Bleek).

Vv. 54-56. See on Matt. xvi. 2 f. The reason of those hostile separations,

spoken of in ver. 52 f., lay, on the part of iY^e people in whose bosom they

were sure to arise, in the mistahing of the Messianic period as such. Hence

the rebuke that now follows is addressed to the people ; it is otherwise in the

historical connection that appears in Matthew. Sill the significant saying,

in different fonns, may have been uttered on two different occasions. [See

Note CIV., p. 426.] — rf]v vE^k7.r}v\ the cloud, which shows itself.
— hno rfixr/z.]

therefore from the region of the sea. Comp. 1 Kings viii. 44, and see Robin-

' See on this expression in general, Kru- Devar. p. 31 ff. Comp. on 2 Cor. i. 13.

gQV,deformulao.\\' ri etafflniumpartictd.etc. Otherwise Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaedr.

natura et iisu, Brunsvlg. 1834 ; Klotz, ad p. 81 B.
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son, Pal. II. p. 305. — criJtwf] so undoubted it is to j'ou. — Ycr. 55. votov

•KvkovTo] scil. i^TfTe, to wit, in the objects moved by it. — Ver. 56. vTroKfurai]

see on Matt. xvi. 3. Not unsuitable as an address to the people (de Wette),

but it has in view among the people, especially through jjharisaical influence

(xii. 1), the untrue nature (the v-oKpicic:) which, as such, made them blind

to the signs of the times ! — tov 6e Kacpbv tovtov] but this season, the phe-

nomena of which so unmistakably present to you the nearness of the Mes-

siah's kingdom (and Jesus Himself as the Messiah), how is it possible that

ye should leave it so unexamined ?

Vv. 57-59. See on Matt. v. 25 f. Pott (de natura . . . 07'at. mont. \). 13)

Kuinoel, de Wette refuse to acknowledge any connection (comp. Euthymius

Zigabenus ; tf erepov fieTejSr/ ^dyov, "He passes to a different snhiecf^),

and assume a mistaken reminiscence, suggested by the affinity of SoKifid^eiv

and Kpiveiv. But Luke did not weave together the discourses of Jesus in so

thoughtless a manner. The train of thought, even although the connection

is less clear and appropriate, is as follows : As, however, it turns to your

reproach that ye do not rightly estimate the present time, so not less also is

it your reproach that ye do not of your own selves judge what is duty. Jesus

refers to the duty of repentance which is still seasonable, and by means of

the rhetorical figure metaschematismus—since He pictures repentance as an

agreement with an adversary who has a pecuniary claim to make, but by

this adversary He means (not the devil, Euthymius Zigabenus, nor the poor,

Michaelis ; but) Ood, to whom man is a debtor—-lie represents this duty of

repentance as still seasonable, in order not to incur the divine punishment,

like the accused jjerson who still seasonably comes to terms with his cred-

itor. — Kol cKj)' iavTcjv] even oj" yourselves, even of your own independent judg-

ment. Comp. Bcngel :
" sine signis et citra considerationem hujus temporis,"

"without signs and aside from the consideration of this time." These

words indicate the ^progressive ad^vance of the discourse. Comp. on xxi. 30.

— Ver. 58. yapl explanatory. — u^'] is the simple sicuti, ^^ just as ;" As thou,

namely, art in the act of going away with thine adversary to an archon (in

correspondence with this condition of time and circumstance), give diligence

on tlie way, etc. ; while you are still on the way, before it is too late, make
the attempt, that may avert the danger, vnayeig has the emphasis (comp.

subsequently kv ry oSC)) ; so close is the time of decision ! Both the apx(^v

and the apiTf/g must be considered as load magistrates (Kpir^g not as an assessor

of the Sanhedrim, with which Karacvpr} is not in accord, for this certainly

cannot be taken as a dragging to Jerusalem). Comp. Kpiaig, Matt. v. 21, and

the remark thereafter. By one of the archons, i.e., of the chief city officials,

who, namely, is a comjietent person in matters of debt, the accused is recog-

nized as liable to pay, and in default of payment the Kpirf/c, who happens to

be subordinate to the apxuv, orders compulsion to be used. For the rest,

this handing over from one official to another belongs to the details of civic

procedure, without being intended for special interpretation. — 6bQ kpyaaiav]

da ojwram, a Latin idiom, prol)al)ly taken from the common speech, ITermo-

genes, de Invent, iii. 5. 7 ; Salmasius and Tittmann {Synon. }). 102), follow-

ing Theophylact, erroneously interpret : give interest. This is not the mean-
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ing of epyaaia, and the Israelites were forbidden to take interest from one

another (Michaelis, Mas. B. § 154 f. ; Saalschiitz, if. M. pp. 184, 278, 857).—

aiv^XTi.dx'^ai Att' avTov] in order to ie deliveredfrom him.^ The genitive might

also stand alone. ^ Settlement is to be conceived of as obtained by payment

or by arrangement. Comp. Dem. 34. 23. — 6 Trpd/crwp] exactor, collector,

bailiff. In Athens the collector of the court fees and fines was so called.'

The -KpuKTup also is jDart of the imagery, without contemplating thereby any

special interpretation (otherwise, the angels would have to be understood,

Matt. xiii. 41 f.). — to ecx- le-KTdv] (Mark xii. 42) : to wit, of the debt sued

for. But this terminus in the punitive condition depicted (in the Gehenna)

is 7iewr attained. Comp. on Matt, xviii. 34.

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

XCVI. Ver. 1. The Discourse in Chap. XII.

Certainly Luke meant to connect this discourse with what precedes. To call

it a "mosaic" is to deny his competence as a historian. It must, of course,

be admitted that the chapter has less purity and logical sequence than most

of our Lord's recorded discourses. The resemblance of many parts to sayings

given on different occasions by the other Synoptists is obvious. Vv. 13-21

alone are peculiar to Luke.

XCVII. Ver. 1. wpurov.

Weiss ed. Mey., R. V. text, follow Tischendorf, and connect with what pre-

cedes ; so Westcott and Hort. R. V. margin presents Meyer' s view. Weiss ed.

Mey. objects to referring vv. 2-10 to the disciples' teachings (Meyer), finding

in ver. 11 the first hint of this. Godet agrees with Meyer, but properly urges

the different form of the warning (vv. 8-10) in all three Synoptists as a strong

argument against their use of a common written soiirce.

XCVIII. Ver. 15. ore ovk ev ru TrepiGaevEiv /c.r./l.

Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Meyer, that the contrast resulting from ver. 20

is, that a man's life depends on the will of God, but goes on to explain : "Since

this, however, is concealed from the man, in the case when he possesses abun-

dance, which ajjparently suffices to guarantee his life (ver. 19), it is especially

denied for this case (fi' -u /c.r.A.)." The R. V. margin :
" Gh-eek, for not in a

man's abundance consisteth his life, from the things which he possesseth,"

accepts the grammatical construction which makes ek t. vtt. a resumption of ev

Tu Trep. So Olshausen. This view favors the reference to " <rue life."

XCIX. Ver. 21. elg deov ttXovtuv.

Weiss ed. Mey. explains : " To be rich in possessions in which God is well-

pleased, so that one is rich for Him also, in His judgment, as one becomes

through the ^/jteIv ryv fiaail. avrov (ver, 31).

"

1 Xen. Anab. vii. 1. 4 ; Plat. Legg. ix. elsewhere, and the passages in Kypke and
p. 868 D ; Josephus, Antt. x. 6. 2, and else- Loesner.

where. .
s Bockh, Staatshaush. I. pp. 167, 403 ; Her-

a Thuc. lii. 63 ; Dem. II. 16, 237. 14, and mann, Staatsalterth. § 151. 3.
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C. Ver. 22 £f.

It is evident that Luke connects this in time with what precedes. But it by
no means follows that Matthew transferred it to the Sermon on the Mount, still

less that he and Luke made use of the same '

' source, " in M'hich their passages

stood together (Weiss ed. Mey.). This attributes to Matthew an arbitrary

method of selection.

CI. Vv. 35-48. Origin of the Discourse.

Here Weiss ed. Mey. finds a working over by Luke of a brief parabolic dis-

course in the "source." He regards w. 35, 36 as containing the elements of

the parable of the Ten Virgins (Matt. xxv. 1-13), which, however, was not

formed from this passage, but reduced by Luke so as to conform to ver. 37 ff.

CIL Ver. 38. The Lord' s Return.

Weiss ed. Mey. regards the verse as making the recompense dependent on

the watchfulness of the disciples in spite of delay. He also attributes the

omission of any mention of the fourth watch to the Jewish usage of divid-

ing the night into three watches (Mark uses the Koman mode, Mark xiii. 40),

objecting to Meyer's explanation as arbitrary.

cm. Ver. 49. koL t'l OsTm eI ?/6?i avijcpBrj.

The Am. Com. (R. V.) give a margin expressing Meyer's view :
" how I

would that it were already kindled." The K. V. text apparently accepts the

view that the fire is represented as "already kindled."

CIV. Vv. 54-56.

Weiss ed. Mey. objects to the view that the language was tittered on two

different occasions, but in this case it is Matthew (xvi. 2, 3) whom he regards

as freely modifying and transposing the Lord's words. Godet properly holds

that the passage in Matthew is not parallel. '
' The idea is whoUy different"

{Luke, p. 354, Am. ed.).
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CHAPTER XIII.

[Vee. 2. Tisch., recent editors, E. V. (with N B L, Vulg., etc.) omit 6 'lr](jovg,

and substitute ravra (X B D L) tov Toiavra.] — Vv. Sand 5. The evidence in the

two verses is so divided between //erayoz/re (Elz.)and fieTavoyarjTe (Lach.), as also

between uaabrug and o/xoiug (Lachm. has in both places o/uoiug, which Elz. reads

only in ver. 5), that it affords us no means of decision. Tisch. reads in ver. 3,

fiETavoTJTE . . . 6/Ltolur, but in ver. 5, /uETavoyat/re . . . uaavrug. [So recent editors,

E. v.] It is certain that the one passage was changed in accordance with the

other,—most probably ver. 5 in accordance with ver. 3, and that consequently

both passages are not, as by Lachm., to be read alike, because in that case no

reason would have been suggested for the variation. — Ver. 4. Instead of ovrot

Lachm. and Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, avroi. The Recepia is a

freq^^ent alteration.— [Tisch. Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with S< A B L, etc., in-

sert Toiig before av&puTrovc.'j — Ver. 6. The arrangement Tre^wrED//. iv r. afiir. avr.

(Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderatingly attested, and still more strongly is C?jt(Jv

mpTT. (Elz. has Kcipir. ^.). — Ver. 7. After et/j Tisch. has a<p' oh, following B D L
T* X, al. Rightly ; it was passed over because it could be dispensed with. —
Ver. 8. Elz. has no-rvpiav. Bxit decisive authorities have Kdnpia. The feminine

form was more common from its use in the LXX. — [Ver. 9. Tisch., recent edi-

tors, E. V. (with K B L, Copt.), i^lace elf to (jleHov after Kap'K6v.'\ — Ver. 11. r/v]

is wanting after yvvij in B L T^ X K, min. vss. Lachm. Tisch. A frequent addi-

tion. — Ver. 12. TTjg] Lachm. has otto ttjq, in accordance with A D X 11 X, min.

An exegetical expansion. — Ver. 14. raira^f] A B L, etc., have ai'ralf. So too

Lachm. and Tisch. Eightly ; ravraig occurred readily to the transcribers
;

comp. on ver. i. — Ver. 15. Instead of vTroKpiTo. (Elz.), vnoKpirai is rightly ap-

proved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with con-

siderably preponderating evidence. The singular was introduced in accord-

ance with the foregoing avTG). In the previous clause instead of oiw read Se,

with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L X, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid.

Vulg. It. This Se easily dropped out after the last syllable of anEKpi-Qr] (thus still

in one cod. of It.), and the connection that was thus broken was wrongly re-

stored in some authorities by ovv, in others by Kai (16, Aeth.). — On the other

hand, in ver. 18, instead of 6e we are to adopt ovv with Tisch., following B L K,

min. Vulg. It. al, the reference of which was not understood. — Ver. 19. /^fya]

is wanting in B D L T* X, 251, vss. Ambr. Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by
Lachm. [Omitted by Tisch., recent editors, E. V.] Omitted in accordance

with Matt. xiii. 32.— [Ver. 21. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with B L, etc., read

EKpvipEv.'] — Ver. 24. irvlTjg'] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have -dvpag. The Recepta is

from Matt. vii. 13. — Ver. 25. We are here to read Kvpis only once, with Tisch.,

following B L X, 157, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. Sax. The repetition is from

Matt. XXV. 11. — [Ver. 27. Recent editors omit v/xag (with B L) against Tisch.,

also on stronger evidence omit (with Tisch.) ol and rz/f.]— Ver. 31. y/^Epa']
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Tisch. has upa, which is so weightily attested bj' A B* D L E, X K, min., and is

so frequent in Luke, that yutpg. appears as having come in l)y means of the

subsequent numeration of daj's. — Yer. 32. fTr^-e/.w] Lachm. and Tisch. have

a7TorE?.u, in accordance with B L N, 33, 124, to which also D is associated by

aTTo-eTiovfiai,—it was displaced by the more familiar word hiriTe'k. — Ver. 35.

After vficiv Elz. has eprjfiog, in opposition to preponderating evidence. An exe-

getical addition in this place and at Matt, xxiii. 38 . — kug av'] this av is wanting

in B D K L R, min., in accordance with Matt, xxiii. 39. — %?;] Lachm. and

Tisch. have ySei, in accordance with A D V A A, min. The weight of these au-

thorities is all the more considerable in this jjlace that B L M R X X have not

?/f/; ore at all, which omission occurred in accordance with Matthew. [Treg.,

W. and Hort, R. V., omit ar t/^ei ute, and also on after v/ulv, while Tisch. and

all recent editors omit auyv. Tisch. ( X* L) omits Si, but recent editors, R. V.,

have, with K" A B D, Vulg. Copt., >iyw di.]

Vv. 1-9. Peculiar to Luke ;* from the source of his account of the jour-

ney. At the same moment (when Jesus had spoken the foregoing discourse)

there were some there with the news ° of the Galileans (juv Valil. indicates by

the article that their fate was liioirn) whose hlood Pilate had mingled with

their sacrifices. [See Note CV., p. 438.] This expression is a tragically vivid

representation of the thought : "whom Pilate caused to be put to death

while engaged in their sacrifices." See similar passages in Wetstein. That

the communication was made with evil intention to represent the murdered

people as special sinners (Lange), is a hasty inference from the answer of

Jesus. — /nera ruv -Qvaiuv avT.^ not instead of /itrd tov a't/juTog tuv -dva. avr.,

which abbreviation, although in itself allowable, would here be arbitrarily

assumed ; but we may regard the people as actually engaged in the slaugh-

ter or cutting up, or in otherwise working with their sacrifice at the altar (in

the outer court) (Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 318), in which they were struck down
or stabbed, so that their blood streamed forth on their offering. — The inci-

dent itself^ which the tlve^ who had arrived mention as a novelty, is not

otherwise known to us. Josephus, Antt. xviii. 5, is speaking of the Samar-

itans, and what he says belongs to a later date (in opposition to Beza). To
think of followers of Judas the Oaulonite (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabe-

nus, Grotius, and others) is arbitrary ; but the conjecture that they were

enthusiastic devotees of Jesus (Lange) is preposterous, Ijecause it does not

agree with the subsequent explanation of the Lord. Probably they had

' Tlic narrative, vv. 1-5 (also vv. 6-9), was Volkmar's attempt (p. 103 f.) to prove the
not found, according to Epiphaniiis and omission in Marcion as having been dog-
Tertulllan, in tiie text of Marcion. Tliis matically occasioned (comp. also Zeller,

omission is certainly not to be regarded as Apostelg. p. 21), see Hilgenfold in the Theol.

Intentional, or procecKling from dogmatic Jahrb. 1853, p. !K4 £f. Yet even Kostlin,

motives, but yet it is not to be explained by p. 304, seeks dogmatically to account for

the suppf)siti()n that the fragment did not tlie omission by Marcion, on assumptions,
originally appear in Luke (Biuir, Markiise- indeed, in accordance with which Marcion
Tang. p. 195 f.). It bears in itself so clearly would have been obliged to strike out no
the stamp of primitive originality that one can tell how much more.
Ewald, p. 292, is able to ascribe it to the ' Trap^troi/ rive? a-nayytKKovrt';, Dlod. Sic,

oldest evangelical source, Kostlin, p. 231, to xvil. 8.

a Jewish local source. In opposition to
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made themselves suspected or guilty of (secret) sedition, to wHch tlie

Galileans were extremely prone. ' It is possible also that in the tumult that

arose on account of the aqueduct built by Pilate (Joseph. Antt. xviii. 3.

2) they also had been drawn in (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 40), with which
building, moreover, might be connected the falling of the tower, ver. 4.

Vv. 2, 3. Jesus makes use of this news by way of warning, and to stir

them up to reijentance. He points to the slaughter of those people as an

example of the divine punishment, which teaches not that the persons con-

cerned are the most deserving of punishment, but that punishment, if car-

ried into effect against individuals, must fall upon all (to wit, the whole

class, so that in the ajij^Ucation the Messianic punishment of eternal airuTieia

is intended'') if they should not have repented. — Tzapa] more tJian.^— kytvov-

To] not were {tjaav), but became*— to wit, declaratory : that they became

known as sinners by the fact, namely, that they suffered such things {nendv^.),

perf., see Winer, p. 242 [E. T. 271].

Vv. 4, 5. Likewise historically unknown. — 6 nvpyoq] the icell-hww7i tower.

What sort of a one it was is altogether uncertain
;
perhaps a tower of the

town-walls (Joseph. Bell. v. 4. 2), so that the spring of Siloah is here meant

(Joseph. I.e. says of the walls of the ancient city, npb^ v6tov vnep ttjv "Lduafi

eKiGTpe(t>ov TT^yi/v, " turning toward the south beyond the spring of Siloam").

As to the spring (on the south-east side of the ancient city) and the pool of

Siloah, see on John ix. 7. — h r. 2iA.] ev of the immediate neighborhood,

at.^— Ka/ CLTZEKT. avTovg\ a genuine Greek transition from a relative to a de-

monstrative sentence on account of the different government of the two verbs.

Comp. on x. 8. — avTOi\ (see the critical remarks) they on their part, in op-

position to the others, taking them up emphatically.® Observe that uaavTug

is stronger than ojuolur, and hence most ajjjiropriately used at ver. 5.

Vv. 6-9. Doctrine : the forbearance of God (of the Lord of the vineyard)

endures only a short time longer ; the ministry of me (the a/uKeXovp-ydc) to

you is the last attempt, and on it follows the decision—the decision of the

Messianic judgment. Comp. iii. 9. Explanations entering more into de-

tail, for instance, of the three years (Augustine, Theophylact, Bisping, and

others: the times of the law, the prophets, and Jesus ; Euthymius Ziga-

benus : the rpslg TtoXiTelai of the judges, the kings, and the high jjriests), in

which, moreover, are not to be found the years of the ministry of Jesus

(Jansen, Bengel, Michaelis, Wieseler, Synapse, p. 202, but that there would

appear, besides the three years, a fourth also, in which the results of the

manuring were to show themselves), mistake the coloring of the parable

for its purpose.'— avKijv elxe r/r] a certain person possessed a Jig-tree, The

' Joseph. Antt. xvii. 9. 3 ; Wetstein on the = Comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 32, and thereon,

passage ; see especially Rettig in the Stud. Kiihner, Horn. B. xviii. 521, and elsewhere.

und Kritik. 1838, p. 980 f. « Boruemann, ad Synipos. iv. 63, p. 154
;

* Not the destruction of Jerusalem, as Bernhardy, p. 290.

Grotius and many will have it. ' Grotius aptly says that the three years
' See Bernhardy, p. 259 ; Buttmann, Neut. indicate in general the whole period before

Or. p. 292 [E. T. 339]. Christ :
" quo Deus patientissime expecta-

* See generally, C. F. A. Fritzsche in vit Judaeorum emendationem," "when
FritzscMor. Opusc. p. 284 f. God most patiently awaited the improve-
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Jig-tree in tlic vineyard is not opposed to Deut, xxii. 9, for there trees are

not spoken of.— Ver. 7. According to the reading rp. Itt] cKp' ov (see the

critical remarks) : It is tTiree years since I, etc. Comp. Thucyd. i. 18. 2. —
Iva-l Kal /c.r.A.] tcherefore also (besides that it itself bears nothing).' The Kai

belongs, as is often the case in questions, to the whole sentence (Baeumlein,

Partikeln, p. 152).

—

KaTapysi] it makes the land useless—to wit, by useless

occupation of the space, by exhausting and shading it."— Ver. 8. /cat tovto to

irog] thepresent year also—as already those three ineffectual past years. — ewf

oTov K. T. ?.. ] un til the time that I shall have dug, etc.—whereupon there shall oc-

cur, even according to the result, what is said at ver. 9. — mvjtiev noirjari KapTrdv]

and in case perchance it shall have brought forth fruit—even in the classical

writers a frequent aposiopesis of the apodosis /caAwf Ix^'-- ^ On the interchange

of kav and el in such antitheses, in which the first conditional sentence is

spoken with reference to the result, comp. Sauppe, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 37

;

Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B, Gorg. p. 470 A ; Winer, p. 263 [E.

T. 2G3 f.].

—

e'lg to fie^Xov] sc. eroq, at the following year^ which therefore

comes in with the next year's fig-harvest, thou shalt cut it down. [See

Note CVI., p. 438.] Let it still therefore remain so long. Comp. on i.

20. To supply tToq is by means of the correlation to tovto to sTog, ver. 8,

more strictly textual than the general notion postea, '

' afterwards " (as it is

usually taken. —kKKoilietg] " Non dicit vinitor: exscindam, coll. ver. 7, sed

rem refert ad dominum; desinit tamen pro ficu dejirecari," "The vine-

dresser does not say: I will cut it down (comj). ver. 7), but refers the matter

to his lord; yet he ceases to intercede for the fig-tree," Bengel.

Vv. 10-17. A Sabbath cure peculiar to Luke, without any more precise

specifying of time and place. He might find a motive for inserting it just

in this place in his source of the narrative of the journey itself. But to ex-

j)lain its position here from the fact that the three years of ver. 7 had re-

minded him of the eighteen years of ver. 11 (Holtzmann, p. 153) would be

fantastic. — Ver. 11. yv] aderat. [Meyer omits, see critical note.]

—

nvev^ia

aaBEveiag] a spirit of weakness, i.e., a demon (see ver. IG), who paralyzed her

muscular powers, so that she could not straighten herself. This conception

of aaOev. is more in accordance with the context than the general one of sick-

ness. — ££(,• TO navT£?Jc] comp. Hcb. vii. 25, and thereon Bleek ; Ael. xii. 20,

V. 7. It belongs adverbially not to /j.?/ 6vvaix. (de Wette, Bleek, and most
commentators), but to avaKvipat, with which it stands. She was bowed to-

gether (Ecclus. xii. 11, xix. 26 f., and in the Greek writers), and from this

position to straighten herself up perfectly was to her impossible. — Ver. 12.

anoAeAvani] thou art loosed; that which will immediately occur is represented

as airaadiy completed. — Ver. 14. anoKpietig] See on Matt. xi. 25.— tc;> dxM>]

ment of the Jews." Within three years, as ad Devnr. p. 635 ff.

a rule, the tree when planted bore fruit, " Examples of KaTapytlv, inertem facere,

Wetstcin in loc. The people addressed are Eur. Phoen. 760; Ezra iv. 21, 23, v. 5, vi. 8.

the Tivi<;, ver. 1 as ver. 2, but as members of ' See Valckenaer, Schd. p. 217 ; Hermann,
God's people (the vineyard), not as inhab- ad Viger. p. 833 ; Uuttmann, Neut. Gr.

Hants of .Tenisalfm (Weizsiieker). p. 339 [E. T. 396].

See nermann, ad Viger. p. 837 ; Klotz,
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Taking liis stand upon Deut. v. 13, lie blames—not directly Jesus, for he

could not for shame do so, but—the people, not specially the woman at all :

Jesus was to ha VittVickedi indirectly.— Ver. 15. iTro/cp^rat] Euthymius Ziga-

benus aptly says: VTVoKpi-ag uvo/uaae rovg Kara tov ap^Krvvdyuyov, "He calls

those like the ruler of the synagogue hypocrites" (the class of men to which

he belonged, the hierarchical opposition, comp. ver. 17), ug invoKpLvofievovc fiev

Tifiav TOV aajijiciTov vo/iov, en^iKovvrag 6s rbv tpdovov iavTuv, "as pretending to

honor the law of the Sabbath, but avenging their own envy."— anayayuv]

pictorially, "ad ojms demonstrandum," "to describe the labor,'''' Bengel.

—

Ver. 16. The argument is a minori ad majus (as xiv. 5), and the majus is sig-

nificantly indicated oy the doubled description dvyarepa 'A/?p. ovaav (comp.

xix. 9) and ?]v EdrjaEv 6 'Laravag k.t.%. " Singula verba habent emphasin,"

"Each word is emphatic" (Grotius),—a remark which holds good also of

the vividly introduced l6ov, comp. Deut. viii. 4. As, a daughter ofAbraham,

she belongs to the special people of God, and must hence be wrested from

the deml. Of sp)iritual relationship with Abraham (Lechler in the Stud. u.

Krit. 1854, p. 821) nothing is said. — ?/v edricev 6 aar.^ since he, namely, by
means of one of his servants, a demon, has taken away her liberty in the

manner mentioned at ver. 11.

—

Sma k.t.1. is not 2i nominative, but an accu-

sative of the duration of time. Comp. ver. 8, xv. 29, and elsewhere. — Ver.

17. Karijaxvv. TvdvT. ol avrcK. ahT.'\ Comp. Isa. xlv. 16.

—

yLvofitvot.Q\ Present^

describing the glorious work of Jesus as continuing.

Vv. 18-20. Comp. on Matt. xiii. 31-33; Mark iv. 31 i.—e?.eye oiv]

does not introduce the parables which follow in an indefinite and random
manner (Strauss, I. p. 626; comp. de Wette and Holtzmann), which is

erroneously inferred from ver. 17 regarded as a closing remark, and denies

to Luke even the commonest skill in the management of his materials ; but

after the conclusion of the preceding incident (ver. 17) Jesus, in conse-

quence (ovv, see the critical remarks) of the joy manifested by the people,

sees Himself justified in conceiving the fairest hopes on behalf of the Mes-

sianic kingdom, and these He gives utterance to in these parables. This is

how we find it in Luke ; and his mode of connecting them with the context,

is so consistent with the facts, that from this quarter there is no opj^osition

to our assuming as original in this place what, if not an exact repetition of

the two parables already spoken at Matt, xiii, and Mark iv., was at least

an express reference to them. Even in the source of his narrative of the

journey from which Luke draws from ix. 51 onwards, they might have

been connected with the foregoing section, vv. 10-17. [See Note CVIL,

p. 438.] — Ver. 19. elg Kf/nov savTov] into a garden belonging to himself, where

it was protected, where he could observe and foster it, etc. — Ver. 20. ttoAw]

once more ; for the question of ver. 18 is repeated.

Ver. 22. Introduction of a new act in the progress of the journey

(ix. 57, X. 38, xvii. 11). The mention of the journey holds the historical

thread. [See Note CVIII., p. 438.] — Kalnop. rvoiovfi.l teaching, and at th^

same time, etc.

Ver. 23. This questioner was certainly a confessor of Jesus, ver. 24 If.

There is nothing besides this that we can define more precisely, except that
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the question itself might be called forth by the stringency of the claims of

Jesus. — As to £// see on Matt. xii. 10.

Ver. 24. Ilpdf avTov^\ refers to those "who were present, of whom the ques-

tioner was one. Jesus, giving after His manner a practical ajiplication to

the theoretical question, answers not directly, but by means of the admoni-

tion : Strive to enter in (to the Messiah's kingdom, to which that question

referred, conceived of as a house) hy the narrow door, since many in vain shall

attempt to enter. Therein is imjjlied : ''Instead of concerning yourselves

with the question whether they who attain to salvation are oxAjfew, reflect

rather that many shall not attain it, and set out therefore on the right road

to attaining it."— 6ia t^c orevf/r Ovpa^] (see the critical remarks) reminds us

of a house which has, besides the usual door, also a distinct S7nall one, and
only by means of this is admission jsossible : so the attainment of salvation

is possible only by means of the fiErdvoia. The figurative representation,

which Jesus has already made use of in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. vii.

13, is here repeated and modified ; the simple tha rf/g arev. dvp., without any

more definite exjilanation (comp., on the other hand. Matt. I.e.), bears the

stamp of a reference to something already previously projiounded (in oppo-
sition to de "Wette, Weiss, and others, who arc in doubt as to the originality

of the saying in this place). — i;T/Tf/aov(nv] weaker than ayuvl^^ecOe. — e'Lae/Selv^

in general ; dta tjjq oTevf/g Oipag is not repeated. — k. o'vk \axvc!ovaLv~\ because

they omit ayuvO^eadai elaeWelv 6ia Tijg arev^g dvpag, i.e., they have not repented.

[See Note CIX., p. 438.]

Vv. 25-27.* If you are excluded from the kingdom of Messiah, you shall

then in vain urge your external connection with me ! JUaT-ei yap o'lKodeaTrS-

Tijv Tiva Kaft?/ficvov k. v-oSexoficvov,
'

' For He represents a certain master of a

home sitting and entertaining" (at the repast, ver. 29), rovg (pi?.ovg avrov,

"his friends " (rather his family ; see subsequently on nddev), eha eysipofievov

K. aTroK?.eiovTa tt/v Bvpav tov oIkov avrov, «. fi?/ avyxoipovvra roig aXkoig ElaE7.0£iv,

"then rising and shutting to the door of his house, and not allowing the

others to enter," Euthymius Zigabenus. The construction is such that the

apodosis begins with T 6 T E, ver. 26 (Bengel, Bornemann), a?id contimies doicn

to aSiKiag, ver. 27, in accordance with which the punctuation should be

adjusted. The apodosis does not begin as early as kuI cnvoKpidEig, ver. 25 (the

vsual mode of punctuation), so that with ver. 26 a?ieic sentence would begin
;

for the former mi, which would not be a sign of the apodosis (de Wette),

' Tliat in direct questions «! should be On the classical beginnings of this usage,
used as the recitative oTi, which would have nothing likewise Is to be decided other
to be explained by a transition of the oratio than on the New Testament usage, to
otdiqua into the oratio dincla, even after wit, with Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 601 : " Dii-

the learned investigation of Lipsius, Paulln. bitanter interrogat, Ita ut interrogatio vide-

liechtferiifjiing^Uhre, ia>3, p. 30 flf., I must atur directa esse," "He asks dmbtingly,
doubt, since we should find this use of tl that thus the question may appear to be
much more frequently elsewhere, and since direct."
In the isolated places where it occurs it is ' Down to ver. 29 we have a series of
just the meaning of the doiihtfid question reminiscences of very varied discourses
(whether indeed f) which is very appropriate linked together in Luke's source of the
Matt. xii. 10, xix. 3 ; Luke xiii. 23, xxii. journey, which are found in several por-
49 ; Acts 1. C, vil. 1, xlx. 2. xxi. 37, xxii. 25). tions of Matthew taken from the Logia.
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but would mean also, would bo superfluous and confusing, whereas t6te pre-

sents itself, according to a usage known to every one (v. 35, xxi. 20, and

elsewhere), of itself, and according to the meaning, as the division of the

sentence. It is according to the meaning, for thus the apodosis brings out

the principal point, namely, the urging of the relation of external connection

and (observe only the continuation of the apodosis through ver. 27) its fruit-

lessness. Lachmann (following Beza) connects a^' ov . . . avoi^ov ?}filv (after

which he places a full stop) with Kal ovk laxvoovaLv, ver. 24. Schegg follows

him. But opposed to this is the second person ap^Tjade, which is not in ac-

cordance with laxi'dovaiv, but carries forward the address that began with

ayuvi^eade. Ewald conceives the apodosis as beginning as early as Kal ap^r/ade,

ver. 25, but in such a manner that this apodosis is transformed into a second

protasis. The harshness of this supposition is increased still more by the

fact that if we read ap^rjade, ver. 26, the force of the protasis must come up

anew with the repetition of the sound.'— nal ap^rjade] can only arbitrarily be

limited to Kpoveiv, as though it ran dpf. e^u kuTUTeq Kpoveiv (Fritzsche, ad

Matth. p. 541). It refers to loth the infinitives. The people have begun the

persistent standing there and knocking, in respect of which they say : Lord,

open to us ; then the master of the house answers that he knows them not

(Matt. XXV. 12), etc. ; next, they begin to say something else, to wit, their

e(pdyo/j.ev k.t.I. Thus there appears in ap^Tjcde and ap^eade, ver. 26, a very

vivid representation of their several fruitless attempts. — Kal arroKp. kpel vju.]

a graphic transition to the future : after that . . . ye shall have legun . . .

and he shall say. At the same time, however, it is a departure from the

regular construction,' as though av had not gone before (Klotz, ad Devar.

p. 142). — OVK olSa viiaq TzSdev iaTe] Comp. John vii. 27; Winer, p. 551

[E. T. 626]. — Tvodev] i.e., of what family (see on John vii. 27) ;
ye are not

members of my house, but of another that is unknown to me. — Ver. 26 f.

IvuTTidv cov] 'before thine eyes, as thy guests, but corresponding in a more

lively manner to the expression of the master of the house than the mere

HETo. GOV. — h Talg Tvlar. r)ii. eSida^. ] A divergence from the person describing

to the person described, which occurs in ver. 27 in cnvocTijre . . . aSiKiag,^

and at ver. 28 f. Bengel aptly says on ver. 27 :
" Iterantur eadem verba

;

stat sententia ; sed iterantur cum emphasi," "The same words are repeated
;

the verdict holds good ; but it is repeated with emphasis." For the rest,

comp. on Matt. vii. 22 f. According to the tendency-critics, the doers of

iniquity in Matthew must be PauZi/ie-Christians, but in Luke Jewish-Chris-

tians.* What crafty turns the evangelists have got credit for ! Antinomians

(Weizsacker) are not meant at all, but immoral adherents.

> This reading, indeed, has in its favor many others) or not, see especially Her-

A DKLMT^XrAll{< and many min., mann, de jiart. av, p. 30 ff.; Hartung, Parti-

hut it is a mechanical repetition of the sub- kell. II. p. 283 ff. (both in favor of it) ; and
jvmctivefrom ver. 25. Yet it is now adopted Klotz, ad Devar. p. 118 ff. (against it).

by Tischendorf [Tisch. VIII. has apfeo-t>e]. ^ on epyarris, a doer of good or evil (so

' On the question discussed in so many only in this place in the New Testament),

ways whether in the classical writers (ex- comp. Xen. ATem. ii. 1. 27 : toic KaKiiv koI

cept Homer) av stands with the future crenviav epyarriv ; 1 Mace. iii. 6.

(Brunck, Heindorf, Hermann, Hartung, • See Hilgenfeld, Krit. Unters. p. 184 f.,

Stallbaum, Keisig, Kiihner, Kriiger, and Evang. p. 196, Zeitschr. 1865, p. 193.

28
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Vv. 28, 29. Comp. on Matt. viii. 11 f. The words of Jems. — hrl'] tJiere,

in the place to which ye shall thus be turned away. For the most part it is

understood temporally, h (ke'ivu) tC> KaipCt, "in that season," Euthymius Zig-

abenus. Rarely thus in the classical writers (Soph. PMl. 394 ; Bornemann,

Schol. p. 90 f.), but never (yet comp. EKeldev, Acts xiii. 21) in the New Tes-

tament •, and here the context points definitely by cnrdGTTjTE an' i/uov to the

well-known locality, as, moreover, the standing type of this formula sanc-

tioned hy use (Matt. xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxiv. 51, xxv. 30) with ekeI leads

one to think only of that locality. — brav dfT/ade] What contrasts ! They

saw the patriarchs and propJiets established in the Mngdom, but in themselves

experience the sen^e of being cast out, and instead of them come hmtJiens from

the east and west, etc.*— 'Aj3p. k. 'la. k. 'laK6,3] Comp. Matt. viii. 11. The

Marcionite reading Travraf rovg diKamvc is an intentional removal of the patri-

archs (Volkmar, comp. Zeller, Ajwstelg. p. 17). It was not original, so that

the canonical reading cannot be said to have been introduced in accordance

with Matt. I.e., or in opposition to Marcion's views (Hilgenfeld, Baur).

—

EK^al?M^i. £fw] agrees with the figure, although the persons concerned are not

admitted at all ; for they are memhers of the family, and as such, i.e., as orig-

inally belonging to the theocratic community of the patriarchs and prophets,

they are by their rejection practically EK.3a?.?.6fiEvoi k^u. The jyresent tense is

justifiable, since the Spav k.t.2.. at the time of the iarai y KlavBiioq will be

already past. Hence : if ye shall have seen yourselves as such, become (not are)

the cast out. After they shall have seen this measure carried out, they shall

be in hell, where there shall be weeping, etc.

Ver. 30. Comp. on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16.

—

t'laiv] (before the establish-

ment of the kingdom ; laovTai) after it, in the kingdom. — iaxaroi] i.e., those

who have not become believers till very late (as such, born heathens, ver.

29). — iaovrai irpuroi] Members of the first rank in the kingdom of Messiah.

The originality of this maxim, uttered in several forms and in various con-

nections, is to be claimed exclusively for no particular place.

Ver. 31 ff. as far as ver. 33 peculiar to Luke from the source of his narra-

tive of the journey. — According to xvii. 11, the incident occurred in Gal-

ilee, with which ix. 51 ff. (see on the passage) is not inconsistent. [See

Notes LXXXI., p. 378 seq., CVm., p. 438.] —That the Pharisees did not

merely give out on pretence their statement in reference to Antipas (Theophy-

lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and others, including Olshausen and

Ebrard), but actually had instructions from him, because he himself wished

to be rid of the dreaded miracle-worker (ix. 7, 9) out of his dominions, is

plain from ry alunEKi ravTij, ver. 82, whereby is declared His penetration of

the subtle cunning ' of Herod (not of the Pharisees) ; in the contrary case,

Jesus would have had no ground for characterizing him just as He did, and

' On the subjunctive form h\]iric!&t, see Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 315, to suppose that by
Buttmann, NetU. Or. p. 31 [E. T. 36]. the fox is meant the destroyer of the vine-

' As a type of cunning and linavery, the yard (comp. Cant. ii. 15). References to

epithet fox Is so Rcnerally frequent, and the Song of Songs are not in general to be

this figure is here so appropriate, that it discerned anywhere in the New Testament,
appears quite groundless for Hofmann, comp. on John ili. 89.
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that too in the consciousness of His higher prophetic and regal dignity.

But that Herod used even the enemies of Jesus for this purpose was not un-

wisely calculated, because he could rely ujion them, since they also, on their

part, must be glad to see Him removed out of their district, and because the

cunning of the Pharisees for the execution of such like purjjoses was at all

events better known to him than were the frequent exposures which they

had experienced at the hands of Jesus.

'

Ver. 33. 'Idov, kapnllu . . . Telecov/xai] Behold, I cast out demons, and I
accomplish cures to-day and to-morrow, and on the third day I come to an end ;

to wit, not m general with my work, with my course (Acts xx. 24), or the

like, but, according to the context, with these castings out and cures. A defi-

nitely appropriate answer, frank and free, in opposition to timid cunning.

To-day and to-morrow I allow myself not to be disturbed in my work

here in the land of Herod, but prosecute it without hindrance till

the day after to-morrow, when I come to a conclusion with it. Jesus,

however, mentions precisely His miraculous worhing, not His teaching,

because He knew that the former, but not the latter, had excited the ap2:)re-

hension of Herod. — TElEiovfiai] (the present of the certain future, not the

Attic future) might be the middle (Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 158) ; but in all

the passages of the New Testament, and, as a rule, among the Greek writ-

ers, TeTiEiovaOai is passive. So also here ; comp. Vulg. It. : consummor.

releiovv raeans adJinem perduce7'e, "to bring to an end," the passive rfAewt)-

adai ad finem pervenire, "to come to an end." Hence : / come to a conclu-

sion, I have done ; with what ? the context shows, see above. Against the

explanation of the end of life, so that the meaning would amount to morior,^

are decisive even the statements of the days which, in their definiteness,'

could not be taken (as even Kuinoel, Ewald, and others will have them)

proverbially (ai/fj.epov k. avp. : per treve tem2yus, " after a little wliile," and r^

TpiT7} : paulo post, "shortly after," comp. Hos. vi. 2), as also Tropevsadai, ver.

33. [See Note CX., p. 438 seq.] Just as little reason is there for seeing

prefigured in the three days, the three years of the official ministry of Jesus

(Weizsacker, p. 312).

Ver. 33. Nevertheless (although I am not, through your advice, discon-

certed in that three days' ministry) the necessity still lies 'before me, to-day and

to-morrow and the next day, to obey your -rropevov ivrevBev, since it is not allow-

able that a prophet, etc. Jesus means to say, " Nevertheless it cannot at all

be otherwise than that I should conjoin with this work, which is still to be

done to-day and to-morrow and the next day, the departiu-e from Galilee,

since I shall not perish in Galilee, as Herod threatens, but in order to per-

ish must proceed to Jerusalem, which after all has the monopoly, that a

prophet must not be slain out of it." In the answer, which as looking ap-

1 On the proverbial aAwn-Tjf , comp. Find. many others ; comp. also Neander, Baum-
Pyth. ii. 141 ; Plat. Pol. ii. p. 3G5 C ; and garten-Crusius, Schegg, Bisping, Linder in

thereupon, Stallbaum ; Plut. Sol. 30. Comp. the Stud. u. Krit. 1802, p. 504.

dAajTreKi'^eii' in Arlstoph. Vesj). 1241 ; also ' E.g. the expression is different in Dem.
KiVa6os, Dem. 281. 22, 307. 23 ; Soph. Aj. 103. De Cor. § 195 : ixia iifi.4pa. Kal hvo kcX rpeli.

' Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, See Dissen on the passage, p. 363.

Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, and
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proacliing death in the face at once boldly contemns the threatening of the

timid prince, are accordingly involved the three positions—(1) I have under-

taken to labor three days more in Galilee, and in that undertaking I will

not be disconcerted
; (2) nevertheless, I must in these three days contrive my

departure from Galilee ;' and wherefore this ? in order to escape the death

with which Ilerod threatens me ? No
; (3) I must do this because I must

not in Galilee—not outside of Jerusalem, but just in that place of the mur-

der of prophets

—

die ; and therefore must make for Jerusalem.' — TvoptmaQai^

d«pa/rt^ ver. 81. It is not in contradiction with ver. 22, for while travelling

Jesus was accustomed to cast out demons, and to perform cures. If He
wished to do the latter, He could at the same time do i\\.e former. Most of

the commentators (even Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen) are grammatically and

contextually wrong (see ver. 31) in the explanation : travel about undis-

turbed in my occupations. When others, following Syr., limit izopeveoQat

merely to rj txofievy, interpreting it either as to depart (Theophylact, Casau-

bon) or to die (Euthymius Zigabenus, Eisner), they supply (comp. also

Neauder) after ahpiuv a thought such as epya^eadai or hepyf/aai a e'nrov. This is

indeed to make the impossible possible !— ovk £V(5f;t-era<] it cannot be done, it

is not poss Rile (2 Mace. xi. 18, and see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Eep. vi. p. 501 C),

with ironically excited emotion makes the frequent and usual hyperbolically

to appear as necessary (for all the prophets were not actually slain in Jerusalem,

as is shown even in the instance of the Baptist) for the purpose of showing

how empty the threatening of Ilerod appears to Jesus, since He must rather

go to Jerusalem to die. The opinion (Grotius, Drusius, Knatchbull, Light-

foot, Wolf, and others) that He refers to the right belonging exclusively to

the Sanhedrim of judging prophets and condemning them to death {SanJiedr.

f. 2. 1, f. 89. 1, and elsewhere) is mistaken, since the matter here in ques-

tion is of the actual anoAeaOai, and since Jesus could not place Himself on a

level with those who were condemned anfalse prophets.*

Vv. 34, 35. See on Matt, xxiii. 37 ff. The original place of this exclama-

tion is in Matthew (in opposition to Olshausen, Wieseler, Holtzmann, and

others), although the connection in which Luke gives it from his source of

the journey is not to be called inajipropriate (in opposition to Schleiermach-

The inference is not here to be drawn the same days as in ver. 32. De Wctte con-

(so Wieseler, Synapse, p. 321) that Jesus was siders the saying as unimportant,—that it

Btill distant three days' journey from the is probably incorrectly reported ; and
end of llis expedition (Jerusalem, not Beth- Holtzmann finds the section so obscure

any, as Wieseler will have it, see ver. 22, that on that account Matthew omitted it.

and on ix. 51 ff.). The occupation of these According to Baur, Jesus marks out the

three days is rather, according to ver. 32, TropeOecrdai, the progress on His journey

principally the casting out of demons and never to be interrupted as llis i)roi}er task,

healings ; but the journey must have been which would be in harmony with the Paul-

bonnd vj> therewith, so that Jesus intends ine character of the Gospel. MMth this con-

on the third day to reach the limit to which flicts the statement giving the reason ort

in xvii. 11 lie has already come. ovk ivStx^TaL k.t.\. I?!eek conjectures that
'' Schleiermacher is wrong in assuming triju. k. avp. koC was introduced from ver. 32

(Schr. d. Lvk. p. 19.5) that Jesus means to by a transcriber's error at an early period.

Bay that lie must still abide two days in ' Comp. Winer in Zimmerman's Monat*-

the place, and then for tivo days more jovr- schr. II. 3, p. 206.

ney quietly, etc. In ver. 33 they are indeed
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er, de Wette, Bleek). The painful reminder and announcement appears

on the part of Jesus natural enough after ver. 33, and in the face of the

theocratic hypocrites, ver. 35 is a striking dismissal. — rt/v eavryg voaaidv] her

own nest, namely, with the chickens therein, her own brood. ' As to the tes-

timony of the passage before us to an already frequent ministry of Jesus in

Jerusalem, see on Matt, xxiii. 38 f., Remark. Comp. Weizsacker, p. 310.

But Schenkel, in opposition to all the evangelical notices, conjectures that

during His supposed single sojourn in Judea (where He now is) He was

oftener in Jerusalem. According to Keim (Z>. geschichtl. Ghr. p. 34), Lulce

must at least have understood all the Jews as the children of Jerusalem,

which, however, according to the context (vv. 33, 35), is not correct. In

Luke the apostrophe refers to the r&inote inhabitants of the central seat of

the theocracy. — Ver. 35. Continued apostrophe to the inhabitants of Jeru-

salem. — Uyu 6e [see critical note] i/zZv /c.r.A.] cannot refer to the festal pro-

cession that was close at hand (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Stein ; Paulus, accord-

ing to whom the meaning must be, '''before the festival caravans I shall

not come !" '), which would yield the most nugatory and inappropriate

thought in a pompous form, as the conclusion of a solemn denunciation of

threatening. It refers to the Parousia (see already Theophylact), and the

train of thought is : "The divine protection departs from your city (a(p'ceTai

ifiiv 6 oIk. VII., see on Matt, xxiii. 38), and in this abandonment I shall not

appear to you as a helper,—ye shall not see me until I come to the estab-

lishment of my kingdom, and shall receive your (then no further to be with-

held) homage as the Messiah." The meaning is somewhat different from

what it is in Matthew. Observe, namely— (1) that Luke has not the airapTL

of Matthew (and, moreover, could not have it, since he has the saying before

the festal entry)
; (2) that, therefore, in Luke the time of the ov iirj fie Utjte

must be the duration of the previously declared abandonment
; (3) that

instead of Xkyu yap (Matt.) Luke places leyu St, which 6t is not to be taken

as explanatory, in the sense of yap (because it is not followed by anapTL as in

Matthew), but as in continuation, autem, as an advance towards a new point

in the announcement : "Ye shall be abandoned, but how long ? abandoned

even till my Parousia.'''' [See Note CXI., p. 439.] Comp. the expression

^TlT^ffETE fie K. ovx evpTjasTe in John vii. 34 : the restoration of Israel, so that by

lug K..T.1. would be meant the conversion of the people (Hofmann, Schriftb.

n. 2, p. 90 ff.), is neither here nor elsewhere taught in the New Testament.

— EUQ ij^EL (see the critical remarks) 'ore eItztite'] till it (the point of time) shall

he, when ye shall have said. The subjunctive after ote without av : "si res non

ad cogitationem refertur et eventus tantummodo spectatur," " if the matter

is not referred to reflection and simply regarded as a result, " Klotz, ad Devar.

p. 688.* In this place to consider the subjunctive as occasioned by ewf (Butt-

mann, Neut. Or. p. 199 [E. T. 231 f.]) is arbitrary.

> Comp. Plat. Pol. viii. p. 548 A ; Herod. sees here nothing but the dismissal " until

ill. Ill, often in the LXX. the next Passover festival.''''

' Comp. Wieseler, Synapse, p. 322, whom ^ gee on this specially Homeric use, even

this erroneous reference drives to explain Thiersch in the Act. Monac. I. p. 13 £f.; Bern-

the passage in Matthew as a spurious addi- hardy, p. 397 f., 400.

lion. See on Matthew. Even Holtzmann
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Notes by Amebican Editob.

CV. Ver. 1. h ahru) tu Kaipo).

Meyer presses the above phrase when he interprets it "at the same moment."

Still it is quite probable that no great interval is implied. This would favor

the view that places vv. 1-9 (together with chap, xii.) in the Galilaean minis-

try. Others think that at this point the account of the ministry in Peraea

begins. Aside from the opening clause we have no hint as to time or place.

CVI. Ver. 9. Kapnov e'lq to fiiX?.ov.

The above reading, which is strongly attested (see critical note), is not no-

ticed by Meyer. The reference to the " following year" is thus joined with the

bearing fruit, not with the cutting down. The R. V., however, while accepting

the correct reading, gives "henceforth" as the rendering of elg to ^eXkov.

Weiss ed. Mey. objects even to interpreting the owner of the vineyard as mean-

ing God and the vine-dresser as pointing to Christ.

CVII. Vv. 18-21. Parables of Mustard Seed and Leaven.

Even Weiss ed. Mey. says these parables must have occupied this place in

Luke's main source. He, however, thinks the first Evangelist has transferred

them to the position after Matt. xiii. 31-33, in accordance with Mark iv. 30 ff.

But why should two Evangelists, and these the earlier (as Weiss holds), transfer

them to the wrong position, and Luke alone, whom Weiss so often credits with

"working over," retain the proper order ? Meyer's view is far more satisfac-

tory.

CVin. Ver. 22 £f. The Continuance of the Journey.

It would appear that the entire passage from ver. 21 to chap. xvii. 10, after

which there follows a new notice of journeying, is closely connected in time.

The region was somewhere in Herod's dominions (comp. ver. 31), but whether

it was in Peraea or Galilee is uncertain. Those who connect this part of Luke

with the final joiirney to Jerusalem necessarily place it in Peraea, but many
agree with Meyer in thinking that the locality was in Galilee. Weiss ed. Mey.

places the incident of ver. 31 flE. in Peraea.

CIX. Vv. 24, 25.

Tregellcs, Westcott and Hort, R. V. marg., connect these verses together.

This would make a new sentence begin with t6t£ (ver. 26). But Meyer's view of

the construction of vv. 25, 26 is preferable.

ex. Ver. 32. rj Tphy Teleiovfini.

Weiss ed. Mey. agrees in the main with Meyer, but thinks the three days should

not be taken literally. He refers them to "a definitely fixed period, irrespec-

tive of the counsels and threatenings of Herod." He regards the literal view

in both vv. 32, 33 as a misunderstanding of the proverbial character of "three
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days." The Am. R. V. properly renders the verb: " I end my course." It is

quite possible that our Lord three days after this discourse passed out of the

territory of Herod ; biit, as it is uncertain where the incident occurred (see Note

CVIII.), and as the literal interpretation is not a necessary one, no theory of the

order of events in the Gospel history can be established from this passage.

CXI. Ver. 35. ^iyw de k.t.1.

The de is to be retained (see critical note). Weiss ed. Mey. does not re-

gard it as cordinuaiive, but as fonning the antithesis to the notion that they

could, in their forsaken condition, hojje to see Him come as a helper. In op-

position to Meyer's opinion that the restoration of Israel " is neither here nor

elsewhere taught in the New Testament," Weiss says : "Here also, therefore, is

the final delivering interposition of the Messiah (at His return) made to depend

on the conversion of the people ; but whether this will ever occur is in no way
decided thereby." So Godet, who, however, emphasizes the certainty of this

restoration.
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CHAPTEE XIY.

Veb. 3. el] is wanting in B D L ^, min. Pers. Copt. SyrJ*''- Cant. Brix. Con-

demned by Griesb. and Schulz, deleted by Tiscb. It is from Matt. xii. 10. —
^epaTTEveiv] B D L K, min. bave &epa~£vaai, to wbicb tbese autborities and vss.

add 7/ oi: Tbis dEpa-Evaai f/ ov is, witb Lacbm. (wbo, bowever, brackets y ov)

and Tiscb., to be adopted. Tbe Becepia is from Matt. xii. 10. — Yer. 5. [Treg.,

W. and Hort, K. V., omit a-oKpideig {H <» B L, Copt.); retained by Tiscb. ( X* """i "^

A, Vulg., etc.), since it is wanting in Mattbew.] — Instead of ovo^ in Elz.,

MO? is to be read, on preponderating eyidence. Eecommended by Griesb.,

adopted by Mattb. Scbolz, Lacbm. Tiscb. ; comp. also Kinck. [So recent edi-

tors (R. V. marg.), witb ABA, etc., Cyril.] Tbe beterogeneous collocation vlbg

T] (iovQ excited objection, so tbat vi6q was displaced in some autborities by bvog

(following xiii. 15), in otbers by TrpSfSarov (D, Cant., following Matt. xii. 11).

—

[Ver. 6. Recent editors, R. V., witb K B D L, omit avru ; so Tiscb.] — Ver. 10.

Elz. bas avaTTcaov, wbicb on decisive evidence is to be rejected. Tbe most im-

portant Mss. are divided between avd-eoe (Mattb. Scbolz, Rinck, Lacbm. Tiscb.)

and «i'd;Te(Ta< (Griesb. Scbulz, Fritzscbe, ad Marc. p. 640). Altbougb tbe attesta-

tion of (ivaTveae (A B* E H K S U V T K, min. ) is stiU stronger tban tbat of avd-

ireaai, yet tbe latter is to be preferred. Tbe less familiar form gave place to one

that was better known. To regard dvaTreaat. as a clerical error (so Tiscb. and
Winer, p. 69 [E. T. 74]) is tbe more precarious, as tbe same clerical error must
be assumed also at xvii. 7. [Recent editors agree witb Tiscb., and witb bim read

ipd ( K B L) and insert tvcivtuv (K A B L) after huTriov. — Ver. 15. Recent edi-

tors, R. V. (witb J<a B L, 1, Copt., Syr.) substitute bang for of.] — Ver. 16.

[Recent editors, R. V., witb X B, read tTvoki.]— f^sya] B** D A, min. Clem,

have jiiyav. So Lacbm. Rightly
; ficya is an amendment [Tiscb. VIII. and

recent editors have jWfya]. — [Ver. 17. Tiscb., recent editors, R. V., omit Tzavra,

with K* B L.] — Ver. 18. Tbe order Trdv-cf Trapair. is, witb Lacbm. and Tiscb., to

be preferred on decisive evidence.— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B D
L, read efeAi?<iv.] — Ver. 21. After dov/lof Elz. has eKelvog, which is condemned
by Griesb., and on decisive evidence struck out by Lacbm. and Tisch. An ex-

egetical addition. — x^^'^'^'i '^- Tvcp/Mvc] Lacbm. and Tiscb. have -viplovg k. _\-wP.o!'f.

Rightly ; the evidence in favor thereof preponderates ; the omission of Kal _ywA.

(A, min. Syr.J") occasioned the restoration in the order given at ver. 13. — Ver.

27. Tov aravp. eavrov is found in A B L** M A, min. Lacbm. Tisch. The Recepta

T. ar. avTuv is from Matt. x. 38. — Ver. 28. Elz. has ra ~pbg ciTrap-., in opposition

to decisive evidence. With Griesb. Scbolz, Tisch. merely eif a-apr. is to be

read, in accordance with B D L R, min. ra was added as a completion (AEG
H K M S U r A A X, min. Lacbm. have to. t'tq), and elg was explained by irpbg.

Comp. ver. 32. — Ver. 31. The arrangement f-cpu (iaml. cvufi. (Lacbm. Tisch.)

is decisively attested, as well as also v-avrf/crai.— [Tisch. W. and Hort, Weiss,

R. v., with X B, Latin versions, read fiov}cvaerai instead of the present (]ov}.ev-

tTai.'] — Ver. 34. Instead of m}.6v read, with Tisch., following B L X K, min-
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vss., KaXbv ovv. Being apparently inappropriate, ovv dropped out the more

easily after the syllable ON. — iav de] B D L X X, min. vss. Fathers have kav 6e km.

So rightly, Lachm. and Tisch. Kai was passed over in accordance with Matt.

V. 13 ; Mark ix. 50.

Vv. 1-6 peculiar to Luke from his source of the narrative of the journey.

[See Note CXII., p. 447 seq.]. — 'Ev tC) eWelv k.t.X.] when He came, to wit, iq

the progress of the journey, xiii. 33. — tuv apx^vruv t. ^apiaaiuv] not : of the

members of the Sanhedrim belonging to the Pharisees (Grotius, Kuinoel, and

many others), such as Nicodemus therefore, John iii. 1 ; for the incident is

in Galilee (not Jerusalem, as Grotius ; not Judea, as Schenkel will have it),

and, literally, it means nothing more than : of the Pharisee leaders, i.e., of the

chiefs of the Pharisees. It is not to be defined more precisely ; but men such

as Hillel, Schammai, Gamaliel, and others belong to this category. — caji-

/3drw] the holiness of which (the preparation occurred previously) was not op-

posed to it, nay, " lautiores erant isto die illis mensae . . . idque ipsis judi-

cantibus ex pietate et religione," " their tables were more sumptuous on this

day . . . and this, according to their own decision, from motives of piety

and religion," Lightfoot.'

—

^ayelv aprov] comp. Matt. xv. 2. Jesus wasm-
vited, ver. 12. — kol ahro'i] This is the common use of Kai after kyevero ; avToi,

they on their part, the Pharisees. — Traparr/povu.] generally, whether He would

give them occasion for charge or complaint. Otherwise, vi. 7. — Ver. 2. Arid

behold a dropsical man was there in His presence. This denotes the unexpected

sight of the presence (not as a guest, see ver. 4) of the sick man, who ^v

laTa/iEvog, Kai fifj to?./li(Jv fiev ^rtTfjaai depan-eiav 6ia to ad^jiaTov Kai tov^ ^apiaaiovq'

(paivdfievog Se [i6vov, Iva IScjv oiKTeipr'/ay tovtov a<f iavrov Kai aTcaXka^rj tov vSpuivo^,

"was standing, and not daring to seek healing on account of the Sabbath

and the Pharisees ; but only appearing, in order that seeing He might have

pity on this one of Himself and relieve him of the dropsy, " Euthymius Ziga-

benus. The view of many (see also Wetstein, Kuinoel, Glockler, Lange),

that the sick man was intentionally brought in by the Pharisees, is the

more arbitrary, as ver. 2 is not linked on by yap. Moreover, the cure oc-

curred before the dinner, ver. 7. — Ver. 3. anoKpid. ] at this appearance of the

sick man. — Ver. 4. hiriXa^dfievo^'] a talcing hold which brought about the

miraculous cure, stronger than dipdfievoc.^ Otherwise Mark viii. 23.'— Ver.

5. Comp. on Matt. xii. 11. The construction is such that the nominative of

Tivoc vuuv is the subject in the second half of the sentence.*— In respect of

the reading viog (see the critical remarks ; Mill, Bornemann, and Lachmann,

Praef. II. p. vii., unjustifiably conjecture oif), which is not inappropriate

(de Wette), the conclusion of Jesus is not drawn, as xiii. 15 f., a minori ad

majus,^ but from the ethical principle that the helpful compassion which we

> Comp. Neh. viii. 10 ; Tob. ii. 1 ; also John previously employed."

xii. 2 ; Wetstein in loc. ; Spencer, de leg. rit. ^ Tlie accusative avTov is not dependent on

p. 87 £f. ETTiA. See Buttmann, Mut. Gr. p. 140 [E.

' Paulus after his fashion makes use of T. 160].

the word for the naturalizing of the mira- < Comp. generally, Bernhardy, p. 468;

oJe :
" Probably Jesus took him aside, and Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed p. V2 B.

looked after the operation of the means * This reading, moreover, sets aside the
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show in reference to that which is our own (be it son or beast) on the Sab-

bath, we are also bound to show to others (love thy neighoor as thyself).

Vv. 7-11. On the sjDecial propriety of this table conversation,' comp. on

xi. 38 f. Here, again, the circumstance esj^ecially which had just occurred

with the dropsical man had prepared a point of view widely different from

that of customary politeness. — napa^o^v] " sumtam a moribus externis,

spectantem interna," " taken from external customs, having in view inter-

nal," Bengel. The moral significance of this figurative apophthegm (71^0)

may be seen at ver. 11. — tTrcxi^v] attendens, "taking heed of," comp. on

Actsiii. 5, and see Valckenaer. — Kpu>TOKlia.'\ See on Matt, xxiii. 6 ; Light-

foot, p. 836. — Ver. 8. elg yaiiovq] not generally : to an entertainment, but :

to a wedding, in respect of which, however, a special pxirpose is not to be

assumed (Bengel thinks that '

' civilitatis causa,'''' "for the sake of courtesy,"

Jesus did not name a feast in general) ; but the typical representation of the

future establishment of the kingdom as a wedding celebration obviously

suggested the expression (Matt. xxii.). — Ver. 9. 6 ah k. ahrdv KaMaai] not :

who invited thyself also (Bornemann), which would lay upon ae an unfounded

emphasis, so much as : qui te et ilium vocavit (Vulgate), the impartial

host who must be just to hoth.— ipel col\ future, not dependent on /z?/7rore

(comp. on Matt. v. 25), but an independent clause begins with koX 'eWuv. —
KoL TOTE apfj/] the shame of the initial movement of taking possession of the

last place in which he now must acqmesce,^ after his previously assumed

TrpuTOKXiaia is here made prominent. — Ver. 10. avdneaai] 1 aor. imiierative

middle, which tense occurs also in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 4 (SieKTreaaadai)
;

Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 641, takes it as future, formed after the analogy of

<})ayeaai and nkcai (xvii. 8). But these forms come from the future forms

^ayofiai and Kiofiai, and hence are not analogous to the one before us. [But

see critical note.] — Iva] corresponds to the /ht/ttote, ver. 8, and denotes the

purpose of the avaTreaai e!f r. sax- tottov. The result is then specified by rdre

iarai. — npoaavafiridi] The host occupies the position where the higher place

is (7rp(5f = hither). Comp. moreover, Prov. xxv. 7. — Ver. 11. Comp Matt,

xxiii. 12. A general law of retribution, but with an intentional application

to the Messianic retribution. Comp. Eruhin, f. xiii. 2 :
" Qui semet ipsum

deprimit, cum S. B. exaltat ; et qui se ipsum exaltat, cum S. B. deprimit."

" He who depresses himself, him does the Ever-Blessed exalt ; and who ex-

alts himself, him does the Ever-Blessed depress."

Vv. 12-14. Doubtless the collocation of the company at table suggested

these words, which likewise are meant not probably as an actual table ar-

rangement, but parabolically, as a foil to the customary teaching, that in-

stead of arranging the manifestations of human friendliness with a view to

receiving a return, we should make such manifestations just to those who
cannot repay them again ; then shall we receive requital in the kingdom of

opinion of Schleiermacher, p. 19C, that in ' For the intervening places are already

n-spect of the fiuotation of this expression riglitly arranged, and not to be changed,

there is no reference back to xiii. 10. " (iiil seniel cederc jubctiir, longe remove-
' In opposition to Gtrdrcr, Ifell. Saffe,^. ttir." " lie who is once ordered to give place,

p. 365, de Wette, Schenkel, Eichthal. is far removed," Bengel.
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the Messiah. At the root of this lies the idea that the temporal requital

striven after excludes the Messianic compensation, the idea of the anexeiv rbv

fiiaddv (Matt. vi. 2, V. 16). There Is no allusion in this place to the calling

of the heathen (Schenkel). — ^;)] not : non tam^ "not so much," or non tan-

tum, "not only" (Kuinoel, and many others), which here would be even

logically wrong on account of fi?/TroT£ k. avrol ere uvtik. Jesus gives, indeed,

only a figtirative discourse. — (Puvel] purposely chosen ; the manifest, obvious

element of the Kokeiv (ver. 13) is denoted. — •TrAoDO'tovf] belongs only to yeiTo-

vag (in opposition to Grotius). — fi^nore k-t.^i.] " Hie metus mundo ignotus

est, ut metus divitiarum," " This fear is unknown to the world, like the fear

of riches," Bengel.

—

avTiKaMauGi] Comp. Xen. Symp. i. 15.'— In respect

of Kal avTol the general idea of the invitation has presented itself. — Ver. 13.

avanTjpovq] maimed.'— Ver. 14. axraTrodo^^fferai] ^ placed first for emphasis.

— hv TJ) avaardaei. ruv diKaiuv^ This is the avdaracnc C,uf/g, see on John v. 28.

The Jewish doctrine of a double resurrection is confirmed not only by Paul

(1 Cor. XV. 22 f. ; 1 Thess. iv. 16 ; comp. Acts xxiv. 15), but also in tliis

place by Christ (comp. also Matt. xxiv. 31). Comp. xx. 34-36. Otherwise

Tuv SiKaicjv would be a superfluous and unmeaning addition.'' Moreover, it

could not be taken by the Pharisaic hearers in any other sense than in the

particularistic one, but not in such a manner as that Jesus, because He had
the ScKaiovg directly in view, only mentioned the resurrection of these, with-

out thereby excluding that of the remaining jieople as contemporary (in op-

position to Kaeufer, Be ^uf/c aluv. not. p. 52). The doctrine of the millen-

nial kingdom between the first and second resurrection adopted in the

Apocalypse (Bertholdt, Christol. § 38) is not, however, confirmed, nor are

the Rabbinical traditions, partly varying very much among themselves on

the several stages of the resurrection (Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenth. 11.

p. 901 fi^.) ; further, the assum2:)tion is not confirmed, according to which

the Israelites in themselves were understood as the diKaiovg who should first

arise (Bertholdt, § 35 ; Eisenmenger, H. p. 902), or at least the righteous

among the Israelites (Eisenmenger, I.e.). Jesus means the righteous in the

moral sense, as the context shows (see vv. 13 f., 16 ff.), without limitation

of race. The specific definition of the idea of those first to be awakened as

oi Tov XpicTTov (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16) lay of necessity in the

development of the Christian consciousness of the diKocoavnr^ only to be at-

tained in Christ.

Ver. 15. To the idea of the avdaraaig tuv diKaiuv is very naturally linked

in the case of this fellow-guest the thought of the future eating ((payerat,

future) with the patriarchs of the nation ^ in the (millennial) Messianic

kingdom about to be set up. This transporting prospect, in which his mis-

taken security is manifested, compels his exclamation.

• OUT€ fj.riv ws ai'TiKAr;9T)crd(xevos, KaKel fxe Tts, * It WOUld be SO alsO if it did 7iOf presup-
cTret Trai/Tei; Icracnv, oTt apx'?i' ovSe vo/J-i^erai. eis pose any dvaerTao-t? toiv aSCxuiv at all. This is

TTji/ tVrji' oIkUv Selvvov e'i.(T<l>epe(T9ai. against Georgii in Zeller's Jahrb. 1845, I.

^ Plat. CriL p. 53 A : x^^^oi Kal tu<^Aoi koI p. 14 f., who finds in tlie Synoptic Gospels
ak\oL avdnripoi. only a resuiTection of the pious.

3 Thucyd. iii. 40 ; Plat. Phaedr. p. 236 C ;
^ jyjatt. viii. 11 ; Luke xiii. 28 f.; Bertholdt,

Rom. xi. 35 ; 1 Thess. iii. 9. Christol. § 39.
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Yv. 16, 17. [See Note CXIII., p. 448.] Jesus answers witli a parable whicli

comes from the source of the account of the journey (not identical, but sim-

ilar is Matt. xxii. 1 flf., see in loc), in which He keejDS to the idea of a ban-

quet, and thereby depicts the Messianic blessedness, but without reserve cuts

off the prospect of that guest in reference to it and its like by teaching fig-

uratively that they, the representatives of the theocracy, would deprive

themselves of the Messianic salvation (ver. 24), because for the sake of their

earthly objects of ambition they despised the reijeated invitation to the

Messianic kingdom (vv. 17-20). On the other hand, the poor and the un-

fortunate of the people (ver. 21), and even the heathen (ver. 23), arc called,

and being obedient to the call are adopted into the kingdom. " Pro-

greditur vocatio ad rcmotiores, vi semper majore pensans moram," "The
call proceeds to the more remote, considering the delay with ever greater

force," Bengel. — /liynv (see the critical remarks) : the masculine form delnvoc

is rare and late.'— EKaleae] refers in the interpretation to the call by the

pi'opTiets. — Ver. 17. rbv 6ov?mv avToii] Kar' k^o^'/v. Grotius well says wcato-

rem, to be interpreted of the Messiah at whose advent f/yyiKe y ftaaileia tuv

ovpavuv, Matt. iv. 17. — On the custom even now in use in the East of a rep-

etition of the invitation when all is prepared, see Rosenmiillcr, M&rgenl. V.

p. 192 f.

Vv. 18-20. "HpfaiTo] brings into prominence the beginning as a striking

contrast to what has gone before. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 541.

—

aiTo /iwf] "Utut enim diversas causas adferant, in eo tamen conveniunt,

quod sua praetexant negotia, "
'

' For whatever different reasons they produce,

in this they yet unite, that they assign their own affairs as a pretext," Calo-

vius. On the adverbial use of ano /iidg, comp. cnrb rtjg larjq (Thuc. i. 15. 3),

a'K' tvdeiaq (Plut. Symp. i. 4. 8), ff 6p% (Polyb. xv. 27), dm naaTjg (Thucyd.

i. 14. 3), and many others. It may be explained on the 2:)rinciple that the

prepositions which originally express concrete local relations, come in time

to denote the more abstract relations of mode ; see especially, Lobeck, Par-

alip. p. 363. — -n-apaiTeladai.] to dejirecate ; praying to excuse, 2 Mace. ii. 31
;

Acts XXV. 11, and elsewhere.^ — koX ix^ avayKtjv k.t.1.'] not as though he had

bought the estate without seeing it (Wetstein, de Wette, and others), which

is unnatural, even if a recommendation of it on the jjart of others, and the

like, is supposed ; but because even after a completed purchase there is the

natural necessity to make a proper inspection of one's new jiossession in or-

der to become acquainted with it, to make further arrangements, and the

like. The excuses are therefore not in themselves absurd, which, according

to Lange, L. J. II. 1, p. 376, must be the intention in order to represent the

vehement confusedness. — ixc y"£ Tvapyr. ] have me as one tcho is legged off

;

not a Latinism (Kuinoel, Bleck, and many older commentators), nor to be

interpreted : regard me as one, etc. (Kypke), but Ix^iv nva, with an

added accusative of a substantive, participle, or adjective, expresses the

relation of possession according to a special quality.^ Hence : Place thyself

' Aesop. Frafftn. 129. See Bast, Fp. Cr. leon, p. 400.

App. p. 22, 61. ' Comp. Xen. C'ljrop. iii. 1. 35 : ou &a.'p'pouvTa

^ See Wetstein and Held, ad Plut. Timo- m« ff"? ; Ages. vi. 5 : tou? ye n>)>' noXtii.iov': tlx*
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in such wise to me that I am an excused i^erson ; let me be to thee an excused per-

son, i.e., according to the meaning : accept my apology. — Ver. 19. nopeh-

ofiat] Already in idea he is just going forth. — Ver. 20. "Hie excusator, quo

speciosiorem et honestiorem videtur habere causam, eo est ceteris importu-

nior," " This one in excusing himself, since he seems to have a more plausi-

ble and honest reason, is all the more uncivil than the others," Bengel. On
the excuse itself, comp. Deut. xxiv. 5.' 1 Cor. vii. 33 is to the point.

Vv. 21-24. Etf Tag tvlareiaq k. p'vfiao] into the (broad) streets and (narrovi^)

lanes. Comp. Isa. xv. 3. On pvur] = arevundq, see Phrynichus, p. 404, and

thereon Lobeck. — Ver. 22. Here the narrative is supposed to be silent, leav-

ing it to be understood that the servant went away again, and after fulfil-

ment of the commission returned. But with what reason is this suj^posed in

the narrative, otherwise so circumstantial ? No ; the servant, when repulsed

by those who had been invited, did of his own accord what the master here

directs him, so that he can say at once to this behest : it is done, etc. [See

Note CXIV., p. 448.] This j5oint in the interpretation is, moreover, strik-

ingly appropriate to Jesus, who, by the ^^reaching of the gospel to the poor

and miserable among the people, had already before His return to God ful-

filled this divine counsel, in regard to which He did not need further

instruction. — Ver. 23. This commission to the servant is fulfilled by Him
through the apostles, comjj. Eph. ii. 17. — (jypay/iovg] not : places fenced in,

which the word does not mean, but : go forth into the ways (highways and

other roads outside the town) and hedges (beside which wanderers, beggars,

houseless folk have camped). In the interpretation : al KaroiKiac tuv kdvuv,

"the settlements of the Gentiles," Euthymius Zigabenus.

—

avdyKaaov'] as

Matt. xiv. 22. The time presses ! A strikingly picturesque touch, which,

moreover, found its corresponding history in the urgent holy zeal of the

apostles (especially of Paul) for winning the heathen to the faith ; but its

pernicious abuse, in the case of Augustine and many others, in their ajjprov-

al of the coercion of heretics (see, on the other hand, Grotius and Calovius).

Maldonatus well says :
" adeo rogandos, adeo incitandos, ut quodammodo

compelli videantur," " not so much to be asked, nor incited, as in a measure

they seem to be compelled." — ye/uiaOy] " Nee natura nee gratia patitur vac-

uum. Multitudo beatorvun : extremis mundi temporibus maximam jjlenitu-

dinis suae partem nanciscens," " Neither nature nor grace permits a vacuum.

The multitude of the blessed : receiving the greatest part of its fulness from

the remotest periods of the world, " Bengel. —Ver. 24. Not an assertion of Jesus

(Kuinoel, Paulus, and others), but of the master of the house, which is

certain from /lov rov Selttvov {none shall taste of my supper), since Jesus in the

parable appears as the servant. — ydpl for the empty j^lace is not to be occu-

pied by you. — vjuv'] spoken to the servant, and to those who were supposed

to be elsewhere than there jiresent. Euthymius Zigabenus, moreover, says

aptly : Slo, tovtov ovv tov ?Myov ?) 0A7 irapafio'kjj avvETidrj, " On account of this

saying, therefore, the whole parable was composed." Comp. ver. 15, to the

\\iiynv iJLfv oil fiura/xeVou?, k.t.A.; 2 Maco. XV. sus declines for his son the Myslan pro-

36; 3 Mace. Ix. 21. See also on Matt. xiv. 5. posal for a hunting expedition : veoyajuoy re

1 HoDQ. H. ii. 331 ; Herod, i. 36, where Croe- ydp «o-ti koI tovto. oi vvv ^eAei,
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substance of whicli this conclusion reverts. [See Note CXV., p. 448.] Those

who are excluded are thus those Jews who have despised the call of Christ,

but who, as the representatives and chiefs of God's people, were first of all

by the gospel invited and laid under obligation to follow the invitation to

the kingdom {KEKh/fiivoi and napaiTovfievoi, ver. 17 if.) ; not the Jews in gener-

al, as Baur supposes, in accordance with his assumption of a Gentile-Chris-

tian tendency.

Vv. 25, 26. After the meal was over, Jesus goes forward on His journey

towards Jerusalem, and draws with Him much people, as they thronged

everywhere in Galilee upon the marvellous teacher (xii. 1, ix. 11, and else-

where). But the nearer He is to His own painful self-surrender, the more

decidedly and ideally His claims emerge. To the dependent and undecided

people going with Him He addresses Himself with the claim of the perfect,

most self-denying surrender required of His disciples. Comp. Matt. x. 37,

where the same claim, although less ideal in form, is made, and is addressed

exclusively to the ajDOstles. "With the Christian communions (Weizsacker)

these instructions have even in Luke nothing to do. — d ng Epxerai rvpog /if]

namely, with a view to hearken to me as a confessor and follower. — iiiafi]

not minus amat, "loves less," or the like (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many

others) ; see, on the other hand, on Matt. vi. 24. Father, mother, etc., as

even also the special desire for the preservation of one's own life (comp.

Matt. X. 39), are assumed as being iii opposition to fellowship with Christ

(comp. xii. 53), so that, according to Matt. vi. 24, comp. Luke xvi. 3, in re-

spect of the love of the one Lord the hatred of others must find place. '— In

6e Ktti] besides, also, moreover ; the extreme case of all is yet added. "Saepe

qui inferiorem sancti odii gradum visus erat assequi, in altiore deficit," "Oft-

en he who had appeared to show an inferior degree of sacred hatred is lack-

ing in this higher, " Bcngel. — fiadT/r^g eIvoc] ver. 27, elvai fiad7/r^g. The empha-

sis in both cases rests on fiaOi/r^g, but in ver. 27 more strongly.

Ver. 27. Comp. Matt. x. 38, xvi. 24 ; Mark viii. 34, x. 21 ; Luke ix. 23.

He who does not as the leaver of his oicn cross folloio me, etc.

Vv. 28-33. Peculiar to Luke from the source that he has followed since

ix. 51. — yap] Reason for the oh di-varai . . . fiaOr/rr/g. Since he, namely, is

as little able to fulfil this great and heavy task " as any one is able to build a

tower if he has not the necessary means, etc. : thus the latter serves for cor-

roboration of the former. Comp. ver. 33. — ODmv] if he will. The article

{who will) is unnecessary, and too weakly attested (in opposition to Borne-

mann). — Kadiaag ipr/tpil^ei] " ut intelligas diligentem atque exactam supputa-

tionem," "that thou mayest have a diligent and exact computation,"

Erasmus. — el ix^i] *c. t^v danavtjv. — anapTiafidg, com2)letion, only to be

found in Dion. Hal. De compos, verb. 24.*— Ver. 30. ovrog] with scornful

> Comp. Hofmann, Shriftbeiv. 11. 2, p. 327 f. plicity of the Christian is to contend with
» More precise interpretations of the fig- the duplicity of the devil "), to which, in-

ures arc not justified. Especially the second deed, the peacemaking of ver. 32 would be
ought not to have been expounded, as it has wholly inappropriate.

often been, of the struggle against tlie devil ' On the use of iTropn'^ttc in Greek, see

(Augustine :
" simplicitatem Christiani dim- Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 44T.

icaturi cum duplicitatcdiaboli," " the sim-
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emphasis: this man, foi'sooth !— Ver. 81. Gvp-Palelv] intransitive: to en-

counter, confligere, 1 Mace. iv. 34 ; 2 Mace. viii. 23, xiv. 17. See Wetstein

and KyiJke. — eif i:6'kziiov\ belongs to av/ul3a?.elv : for a battle. Thus fre-

quently avjijiallELv Tivi elg fidxrjv (see Kypke) ; fie in the sense of the purposed

— fiovXevETai] deliberates with his generals and counsellors. Comp. Acts v.

33, XV. 37. —h dcKa x>-^-^ ^^j "^^ ^^^ midst of, surrounded In/, amongst. Comp.

Jude 14. — Ver. 33. el Se jut/ye] sc. Swarbg sir/. See on Matt. vi. 1, and Din-

dorf, ad Dem. Praef. p. v. f . — to. Tvpdg e'lpjjVTjv] quae ad pacem componendam

spectant, " loMcli have reference to concluding a peace,'''' arrangements for peace.*

— Ver. 33. The ap2'>lication, and consequently the doctrine, of both exam-

ples as a commentary of the yap of ver. 28.— ivaai. rolg iavrov vnapx-] the

general statement to vrhich the special instances, ver. 26, belong, iavrov has

the emphasis of the seZ/-denial. Comp. ver. 27.

Vv. 34, 35. Comp. on Matt. v. 13 ; Mark ix. 50. Jesus uttered the say-

ing about salt more than once, and with differences in the details. Here

He commits to His hearers by 6 ix"'^ '^''« cikoveiv, cikoveto), the charge of them-

selves giving the interj^retation according to what has gone before. But

this interpretation depends on the fact that to a?.ag must represent the pre-

ceding uov slvai fiadTiTT]g. [See Note CXVI., p. 448.] Comp. Matt. I.e. Hence

:

It is therefore (ovv, see the critical remarks) something glorious—to wit, in re-

spect of this all-renouncing decision which is appropriate to it

—

to he my
disciple, and as such to effect the maintenance of the power of sjnritual life

among men, as salt is tJie means of maintaining the freshness of life in the

region of nature. But if ever my disciple (through turning back to selfish

interests) loses this his peculiarity, this si^iritual salting power, by what means

can he again attain it? Such a fiadriri/g is then absolutely useless, and he is

excluded (at the judgment) from the MessiaKs kingdom. — tav 6e koI] (see the

critical remarks) : if, however, even the salt, etc., which is no longer to be

expected from this substance according to its nature. — ovte elg yfjv /c.r.A.] it

is fitted neither far land nor for manure (to improve neither the former nor

the latter). In respect of the salt that has become insipid, no other use

would be conceivable than to be employed as manure, but neither imme-

diately nor mediately is it of use for that ; it is perfectly useless ! Guard

against such interpretations as that of Euthymius Zigabenus : y^v /ukv liyet

Tovg fiadriTag . . . Koirpiav 6e Tovg Si6aaKd2.ovg\ "He calls the disciples land . . .

but the teachers dunghill !
"— efw] with strong emphasis placed first

—

out

it is cast !

Notes bt Ameeican Editob.

CXII. Chap. XIV.

Meyer places the incidents of this chapter also in Galilee, but Weiss ed. Mey.

omits all reference to this. The latter thinks that the first Evangelist found the

1 Comp. TTpbs iJ-dxriv, Polyb. x. 37. 4, also ri irpos Tov TToKefiov, Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 10. Oa
Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 20 : eis iJ.ovott.a.xia.v irpos the whole sentence, comp. Xen. Mem. iii.

TiFtt ; Strabo, xiv. p. 676. 6. 8.

2 Comp. Test. XII. Pair. p. 509. Contrast

:
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incident of the man with the dropsy in the " main source," but in Matt. xii.

9-13 mixed some features of it with the Sabbath cure narrated in Mark iii. 1-5.

This seems an arbitrary judgment. The following remark on ver. 1 will serve

to indicate anew the view Weiss takes of Luke's literarj' method :
" As in chap,

xi. 37 Luke lets the following find its scene at the entertainment of a Pharisee,

in order to gain a situation which gives a motive for the parable in ver. 16 ff. ;

but beside the Sabbath cure he interpolates two other utterances of Jesus that

seemed to him here to find a fitting situation." This, however, is the method

of a writer of romances, not of a historian who claims to have made accurate

research.

CXIII, Vv. 16-24. The Parable of the Great Supper.

Weiss ed. Mey. says this parable, " which Luke indeed found in his source

after chap. xiii. 31-33, and which seemed to him in his choice of material to

have its best motive as spoken at an entertainment, is not only similar to Matt,

xxii. 1-14 (Meyer), but identical with it (Comp. Weiss, Matt, in loco, who seeks

from the two modifications to ascertain the original form)." See on the other

side Godet, Luke, II. pp. 137, 138.

CXrV. Ver. 22. yiyovev k.t.1.

Weiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer's view that the servant had already of his

own accord invited others, holding that the fulfilment of the commission is as-

sumed as self-evident, just as in vv. 17, 24.

CXV. Ver. 24. T^eyu yap v/ilv k.t.2,.

While these are the words of the giver of the feast in the parable, there must

be a reference in the expression to those present with Jesus, especially in view

of ver. 15, which occasioned the parable.

CXVI. Vv. 34, 35. Kalbv ovv to alaq.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the saying about salt was not repeated, but is original

here, and refers not to the disciples, but to discipleship. He thus keeps closer

to the figure but reaches no different result. He also objects to Meyer's favor-

ite reference to " the Messiah's kingdom" in ver. 35, which is of course excluded

by the application of the figure of salt not to disciples, but to heimj a dis-

cijile. Godet agrees with Meyer, except in the last point, but introduces a

somewhat fanciful explanation of the first clause of ver. 35.
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CHAPTER XV.

Vee. 2. ol $a/3«(T.] With Lachin. and Tiscla. read ol r. ^apia., in accordance

with B D L X. The re is certainly not an addition of the transcribers. — Ver.

9. Instead of avyaalnrat Tisch. has avyKalel, on important yet not preponder-

ating evidence. [Tisch. VIII., W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V., with « B L A, etc.,

have the active, usually in the form cwnald.'] It is from ver. 6, where cvyKa7.el

is decisively attested. — Ver. 14. iajiipof] A B D L K i<, min. have laxvpa. Rec-

ommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Those mss. prepon-

derate, and the masculine is an amendment, in accordance with customary

usage, and according to iv. 25. Comp. on Acts xi. 28. — Ver. 16. jefiicai rr/v

Koikiav avTov otto] B D L E X, min. vss. have xopracy&ijvai Ik. [So recent editors,

E. v., but Am. Com. add the other in the margin.] An interpretation. — Ver.

17. TrepiaaevovaLv] A B P and a few min. Tit. have TiepiaaevovraL. Eightly ; the

active was introduced, in accordance with the wonted usage. [So recent editors,

E. v., against Tisch.] — The u(h added by Griesb. is not found, indeed, in im-

portant authoi'ities, and it stands in B L i<, Lachm. after ?ii/ui^, but it has plainly

been absorbed by eyw de ; hence also the placing of it before lifiC), in accordance

with D E U, min. vss. Chrys., is, with Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., to be preferred.

[Tisch. VIII., W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., have A^^w wJe.]— Ver. 19. Before

ovKETL Elz. has Kai, but in opposition to decisive evidence. Moreover, at ver. 21

this Kai is to be deleted, on preponderating evidence. [W. and Hort add in

brackets (ver. 21) Troh/aov /ue wf iva r. fi. aov, with N B D, Latt., so E. V. marg.]

— Ver. 22. Lachm. and Tisch. have raxv before i^EveyKare, in accordance with

B L X K, vss., also Vulg. It. Jer. D also adds weight to the evidence with

raxEu^. raxv is to be regarded as genuine. [So W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., but

not Tisch. VIII.] Copyists would have added a more familiar word as ev^iug, or

at least as, with D, rax^uQ (xiv. 21). raxv does not occur at all elsewhere in

Luke ; still the omission is not to be explained by this fact, but simply as an

old clerical error. — rfjv cTolrfv'\ t?'/v has decisive mss. against it, and is, accord-

ing to Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted as an addition. — Ver. 23. heyKavTE^I

B L E X X, Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. have ipfpETE. So Tisch. The particii^le is an

attempt to improve the style. D also testifies in favor of the imperative by

iveyKaTE (ver. 22). — Ver. 24:. kuI «-oZ.] kuI is rightly condemned by Griesb., on

decisive evidence, and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. The second yv, however,

has against it, in D Q, min., evidence too feeble for it to be deleted. Yet, ac-

cording to A B L X*, it must be placed hefore anol. (Lachm. Tisch.). The posi-

tion after enrol, is a harmonizing of it with vsKp. fjv. — [Ver. 26. Treg., W. and

Hort, E. v., add av after tI, with B and a few others. — Ver. 28. Tisch., recent edi-

tors, E. v., substitute 6e for ovv, with X A B D L, etc. — Ver. 29. With A B D,

Treg., W. and Hort, E. V., add avrov after TTarpi against Tisch. — Ver. 30. Treg.,

E. v., with A D L, Copt., insert ruv before aopvuv.']— Ver. 32. Instead of avt-

i^Tiaev, read with Tisch., following B L E A X, min., f;>(T£v. The former is from

ver. 24. — In the same manner is to be explained the omission of Kai before

^9
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ano7.. in Tisch. (following D X X). [Eecent editors, R. V., retain Kai.'] But iyi'is

here to be deleted, on decisive mss. (Lacbm, Tiscli, ; condemned also by

Griesb.).

Vv. 1, 2, Introduction to a new, important, and for the most part para-

bolic set of discourses (down to xvii. 10), which were uttered after the inci-

dents previously narrated on the continuance of the journey (xiv. 25), and are

set forth by Luke in accordance with his source of the story of the journey.

[See Note CXVIL, p. 456.] After that exacting discourse, to wit, xiv. 25-35,

many of the publicans and sinners at once attached themselves to Jesus

(which psychologically was intelligible enough) ; and He was so far from

rejecting them, that He even fraternized with them at table. This arouses

the murmuring of the Pharisees, and thereupon He takes the opportunity of

directing the discourse as far as xv. 32 to tTwse (ver. 3), and then of address-

ing xvi. 1-13 to Hisfollowers ; whereupon He again being specially induced

(xvi. 14) discourses anew against the Pharisees (xvi. 15-31), and finally

closes the scene with instructions to His disciples. — rjaav kyyil^.] They were

actually engaged in, busied with, drawing near to Him. The usual view :

solebant accedere, "were wont to draw near," is arbitrary, because in that

way the connection with what 2)recedes is needlessly abandoned.— Tcavreg] a

hyperbole of simple narrative. The throng of such peojile became greater

and greater. Comp. v. 29 f.

—

koI ol djuapT.'] as Matt. ix. 10. — 6iEj6yyv^ov]

6id " certandi significationem addit," "adds the signification of contending,"

Hermann, ad Viger. p. 856. Hence always of several, whose alternate mur-

muring is meant.'— Trpoadixerai] receives tJiem, does not reject them. It is

quite general, and only with k. avvEaOiei. ahrolg does any special meaning come

in.

Vv. 4-7. Comp. on Matt, xviii. 12-14. But in Luke there is still the prim-

itive freshness in the pictorial representation, nevertheless the reference and

the application are different. — en-/] after, with the purpose of fetching it.

See Bernhardy, p. 252. — Ver. 5. IttIt. u/iiovg iavTov] on his oicn shoulders;

iavTov strengthens the description of the joyous solicitude which relieves the

beloved creature from further running alone. — ^t/lovf ] hinsmen, as at vii. 6.

— Ver. 9. laraL] The future refers to every circumstance of the kind that

occurs.— ^ ETTt K.r.A.] As to y without a preceding comparative, see on Matt,

xviii. 8, and Buttmann, Neut. Or. p. 309 [E. T. 360]. By the ninety and

nine righteous Jesus means the legally righteous, whom He characterizes by

diTiveg {qxiijype qui, "of such a kind as"), oh xp^iav ex- fterav. from the legal

standpoint, not from that of the inner character. They need not repeiitance.

80 far as they have not swerved from the standard prescribed l)y the law

while in a purely moral relation their condition may be altogether different

and as a rule was altogether different (as in the case of the Pharisees)

Hence, moreover, is explained the greater joy over a single sinner that le

pents. The eldest son in the parable of the prodigal son is distinctively and

aptly described as such a righteous man, so that, in accordance -snth the con-

' xlx. 7 ; Ecclus. xxxiv. 34 ; Ex. xvi. 2, 8, xvii. 3, and elsewhere ; Ileliodor. vii. 27.
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text, an actually virtuous man [so Weiss ed. Mey.] (as usually) cannot be

conceived of, for in that case the greater joy would have to be regarded as

only an anthropapathic detail (" quia insperata aut prope desperata magis nos

afRciunt," " because what is unhoped for or nearly hopeless affects us the

more," Grotius).

Vv. 8-10. The same teaching by means of a similar parable, which, how-

ever, is not found also in Matthew, yet without exjjress repetition of the

comparative joy. — GvynaTielrai] convocat sibi, " calls to herself," describing the

action more precisely than avyKaXei, ver. 6. [But see critical note.] '

—

tpurr.

T. ayycTiUv r. Beov] a special expression of what is meant by h tu ohpavu,

ver. 7. The joy of God is rendered perceptible, as He, surrounded by the

angels, allows it to be recognized iri the piresence of them. Comp. xii. 8.

Ver. 11. Jesus Himself has very definitely declared the doctrinal contents

of the two foregoing parables, vv. 7, 10. In order now by more special

detail and by all the liveliness of contrast to make jjalpable this doctrine,

and especially the growth and course of sin, the growth and course of repent-

ance, the joy of God thereupon, and the demeanor of the legally righteous

towards this joy, He adds a third parable, as distinguished and complete in

its psychological delicacy and its picturesque truth in depicting human cir-

cumstances and affections as in its clear and profound insight into the divine

disposition,—the pearl among the doctrinal utterances of Jesus, which are

preserved to us by Luke alone, and among all parables the most beautiful

and most comprehensive. [See Note CXYHI., p. 456 seq.] The parable has

nothing to do with Matt. xxi. 28-30 (in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 155),

nor is it a new form of the parable of the lost sheep (Eicthhal). By the young-

est son Jesus denotes generally the sinner who repents, by the eldest sou gen-

erally the legally righteous ; not specially by the former the jjuUicans, and by

the latter the Pharisees (so also Wittichen, Idee Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 35 ff.)
;

the application, however, of the characteristic features in question to ioth of

these could not be mistaken any more than the application of the doctrine

declared in ver. 7. The interpretation of the two sons—of the eldest by the

Jews, of the youngest by the Gentiles, in accordance with the relation of both

to Christianity '^— confuses the ap2)licdbility of the jjarable with its occasion

and purpose, and was in the highest degree welcome to the view which at-

tributed to the gospel a tendential reference to later concrete conditions
;

but, in accordance with the occasion of the whole discourse as stated at vv.

1, 2, and in accordance with the doctrine of the same declared at vv. 7, 10,

it is wholly mistaken, comp. Kostlin, p. 225 ff. It did not at all enter into

the purpose of the compilation to refer to such a secondary interpretation (in

opposition to Weizsacker). Moreover, the more this parable is a triumph of

the purely ethical aspect of the teaching of Jesus, and the more important

' Comp. ix. 1, xxiii. 13 ; Acts X. 24, xxviii. Baur, d. Jtanon. Evang. p. 510 f. ; comp.

17. Schwegler, Nachapost. Zeitalter, II. p. 47 f .;

'Already Augustine, Quaest. Ev. ii. 3.3; Ritschl, ^»a/ig'. i/ardo«i«, p. 282f.; Volkmar,

Bade, and others ; recently carried out in Evang. Marcions, p. 66 f., S48 ; Hilgenfeld,

great detail, especially byZeller in the Theol. Evang. p. 198 ; Schenkel, p. 195.

Jahrb. 1843, p. 81 f.; Baur, ibid. 1845, p. 5S8 f.;
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it is on the side of practical Cliristianity, so much the more have we to guard

against attaching undue significance to special points which constitute the

drapery of the parable, and to details which are merely artistic (Fathers, and

especially Catholic expositors down to the time of Schegg and Bisping, par-

tially also Olshausen). Thus, for example, Augustine understood by the

squandered means, the image of Ood; by the li^dg, the indigentia verbi veri-

t<itis ; by the citizen of the far country, the devil; by the swine, the demons;

by the husks, the Joctrinas saeculures, etc.

'

Vv. 12, 13. '0 vcidTEpoo] vEurepov 6e ovo/idl^ei tov djuapruTibv ug VT/ni6(ppova Kal

eve^aKCLTr/Tov, " He names the sinner the younger, as childish and easily de-

ceived," Euthymius Zigabenus.

—

-d tmfidXXov /lepog] the portion falling to

my sfiure, that which belongs to me." According to the Hebrew law of in-

heritance, there fell to the younger son only half as much as the first-born

received (Deut. xxi. 17 ; Michaelis, Mas. R. § 79 ; Saalschlitz, p. 820 f.).

The son asks that this his future portion of inheritance be given to him in

advance. The father grants " non quod oportebat, sed quod licebat facere,"

"not what he must, but what he might do," Maldonatus. An agreement,

according to an approximate estimate, must be presupjjosed. But the grant-

ing of his request is a necessary part of the parable, on account of human
freedom. " Discedentes a se non prohibet, redeuntes amplectitur," "He
does not j^rohibit them when they depart from Him, He embraces them when
they return," Maldonatus. — SieIIev av-olq] to both the sons, in such wise,

however, as to reserve to himself until his death the right of usrifruct over

the portion of the eldest, and the latter remained in his service, vv. 29-31. —
TOV /3tov] Mark xii. 44 ; Luke viii. 43 : that ichereon thefamily lived, i.e.,

nothing else than their means.' Paulus (comp. Michaelis) makes, without

reason, a distinction between this and ovaia, which, according to him, is the

wTiole means, saying that the father, however, divided merely his stock of

provisions, not his capital. See, on the other hand, ver. 31. — Ver. 13. /zer'

oil TToTiTi. ijHEp.'] The greediness for unlimited pleasure urged him to haste. —
ci-n-avTo] what, namely, he had received as his portion of the inheritance,

partly in natura, partly in money in settlement of what could not be taken

with him. — affwrwf] recklessly. * The sinful nature is developedfrom an indepen-

dence which, under the influence of sinful longing, shakes itself loosefrom God
(comp. Ps. Ixxiii. 27) hy the satisfaction of immoral pleasure.

Vv. 14-17. The divine ordinance of external misery, however, in connection

with the consequences of sin, reawakens consideration and self-knowledge and the

craving after Ood !— 'taxvpa] (see the critical remarks) comp. on iv. 25. —
Kara rijv x^fMv\ Kara, of extension, throughout, as viii. 39. Winer, p. 356

[E. T. 400]. — Kdl avToq] and he, on his part. — vp^o-to] The commencement
of his new state is regarded as important. — Ver. 15. sKoTiT^r/dr/] he clave to,

' So, In sub.stance, Ambrose, Jerome, and T. p. 289.

others. Diverffinp in certain particulars, = Hesiod. <)/). 230. STr) ; Herod, i. 31, vlli. 31,

Tlieopbylact and Euthymius Zifjabenus. and frequently.
' Herod, iv. 11.5 ; Dem. 312. 2,317. 1 ; Diod. < Deni. 102.'5. 19 ; Josephus, Antt. xii. 4. 8.

Sic. xiv. ir ; Polyb. xviii. 24. 1, vi. 34. 1, and Comp. on Eph. v. 18,

elsewhere. See also Wetstein and Kypke,
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attached himself to, makes the obtrusiveness of his action jialpable. — nal

Inenipev alTdvl The previous object becomes the subject. '— pomeiv xolpovg] to

keep swine ; what an ignominious occujjation for the ruined Jei€ ! — Ver. 16.

ye/xiaai r. noiliav avrov^ to Jill his telly (comp. Themist. Or. xxiii. p. 293 D)
;

a choice expression for the imi:)etuous craving of the hungry man. — aTv6]fro7n,

i.e., by means of a portion, as with verbs of eating, Winer, p. 179 [E. T. 199].

— KepaTiov] Cornicle, the sweetish fruit of the locust-tree {ceratonia siliqna of

Linnaeus), used as food for swine, and by the poor as a means of nourish-

ment, Galen. VI. p. 355."— k. ovSelg kSldov aiiTU)] not/(90(Z (Wolf, Rosenmliller,

Paulus), but, according to the context, Kspaua. When the swine driven

home were fed therewith, which was the occupation of others, he was hun-

gry even for that brutish provender, and no one gave it to him. No man
troubled himself concerning the hungry one, to satisfy him even in this man-

ner. That he should eat with the swine is appropriately not regarded as a

possibility. Moreover, it is not presupposed that he received still worse food

than KEparia (Kuinoel, de Wette), but only that he received his maintenance

on account of the famine in excessively small quaritity, by reason whereof

his hunger was so great that he, etc. — Ver. 17. fif iavrov 6e iWuv] elg eavrdv

preceding, in contrast to the external misery, l>uthavi7ig come to himself {i.e.,

having recovered his senses).* It is the mxyral self-understanding, which had

become strange and remote to him, in respect of his condition and his need.

— -KepLac. and lifiC) are correlative ; apruv is not contrasted with Keparioic

(Olshausen), but irepica. apr. is the contrast to the little h'ead, which did not

appease his hunger. izepicaEvovrai (see the critical remarks) is jMssive. They

are provided with more than enough, receive superfluity of bread, Matt. xiii.

12, XXV. 29.''

Vv. 18, 19. With this coming to himself and longing is associated the

corresponding determination, namely, to turn lacTc to God, to confess to Him
his guilt and unworthiness, and to petition for grace. In this petition, how-

ever, the humility which belongs to the consciousness of guilt sets aside

the thought of wmpZefe restoration. — e'lq rhvovpavdv] against heaven.^ Heaven
does not denote God, but is, as the abode of the Godhead and of the pure

spirits, personified, so that this holy heavenly world appears as injured and

offended by sin. — ivumov aov'Y The meaning is : I have so sinned that I have

transgressed hefore Thee, i.e., in relation to Thee. The moral relation of the

deed to the offended subject is thus rendered palpable, as though this sub-

ject had suffered in respect of the deed ; the moral reference is set forth as

visible. Grotius, moreover, well says : "Non in aetatem, non in malos

consultatores culpam rejicit, sed nudam parat sine excusatione confession-

em," " He does not refer his fault to his age, nor to evil counsellors, but

prepares a simple confession without excuse."— Ver. 19. ovketi] not : not yet

1 See Stallbaum, ad Protarj. p. 320 A, B
;

ytVeo-tJat, Xen. Ana?j. i. 5. 17; Acts xii. 11.

Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 4. 5 ; Bernhardy, * Comp. rrepio-o-eu'eti- rtva, 1 Thess. iii. 13 ;

p. 468. Athen. ii. p. 42 B.

» See Bochart, Eieroz. I. p. 708; Rosen- ^ Comp. Matt, xviii. 15, 21, and elsewhere ;

miiller, Morgenl. V. p. 198 f ; Robinson, Pal. iU to delov, Plat. Plutedr. p. 243 C.

III. p. 272. « Comp. 1 Sam. vii. 6, x. 1 ; Ps. li. 4 ; Tob.
' See examples in Kypke. Comp. ev eavTiZ iii. 3 ; Judith v. 17 ; Susann. 23.
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(Paiilus), but : 7w longer. — KoiT)a6v /xe K.r.Ti.] i.e., place me in the position of

being as one of thy day-laborers. ' Without wf the petition would aim at the

result of making him a day-laborer ; with ug its purport is : although he is

a son, yet to place him no otherwise than if he were one of the day-laborers.

Vv. 20-24. God's compassion in the carrying out of the repentant resolve ;

after it is carried out, the joyous receiving of him again to perfect sonship. —
Ka\ avaa-aq /c.r./l.] the resolution is no sooner taken than its execution begins.

— TTiDof r. TTaTtfja eavToii] to his ownfather ; no other became the refuge of the

imhappy son. There is an affecting touch in iavrov. — KaTE(pi?i.T/aev] he lissed

him again and again ; see on Matt. xxvi. 48. — Ver. 21. The noiriadv /ue wf eva

T. fiiad. aov of ver. 19 [see critical note] is repressed by the demeanor of his

father's love ; the deeply moved son cannot bring these words to his lips in

the presence of such paternal affection. A psychologically delicate and

significant rejjresentation. — Ver. 22. " Filio respondet re ipsa," "He
answers the son with the very thing, " Bengel. — arolip rt/v 7rp6r7jv] a rohe,

the first that we have in the house—to wit, according to its rank and worth,

i.e., Trjv TijuuruTTjv, Euthymius Zigabenus. The idea

—

the one that had pre-

viously been worn hy him (Theophylact, Calovius), which would be the right-

eousness lost in Adam—is opposed to ver. 13 in the service of dogmatic in-

terpretation. Moreover, avrov would have been added in that connection.

With regard to the article after the anarthrous substantive, see Winer, p. 126 f.

[E. T. 139 f.]. The a-olt/ is the long and wide overcoat of the people of

distinction, Mark xii. 38, xvi. 5 ; Rev. vi. 11. The 6aKrv7iiog, i.e., signet ring

(Herod, ii. 38), and the vno^^aTa (slaves went barefooted), are signs of the

free man, which he who had returned was to be as a son of the house. —
Ver. 23. tov /iSoxov rbv o-ir.] the well-known one which stands in the stall. —
dvaare] slaughter, as at ver. 30, not : sacrifice (Eisner).

—

^ay6vTeg eifpavO.]

not : laeti epuleinur, "rejoicing let us feast" (Kuinoel), but : epulantes laet-

emur, "feasting let us rejoice." Beware of forced interpretations like the

following : according to Olshausen (comp. Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus,

and others), the (JTo^ -Kpurr) denotes the divine righteousness (Rev. iii. 18,

vii. 13, xix. 8) ; the ring, the seal of the Spirit ; the sandals, the capacity

to walk in God's ways (Eph. vi. 15) : according to Jerome, Ambrose, Augus-

tine, Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, and others, the fatted calf is

Christ ! Comp. also Lange, L. J. H. 1, p. 381. — Ver. 24. veKpbg fjv k. avkl^.

/c.r./l.] is meant by the father in a moral sense : vsKpuaiv fiev kuI a'rr6Xetav (jitial

Ttjv ano T^g dfiapTiag, ava^uumv Jt- Kai evpemv rf/v otto r^g /leravo'iag,
'

' The dead

and lost condition spoken of is that from sin ; but the living again and

being found that from re])entance," Euthymius Zigabenus. A well-known

mode of sjx'uking of death and life." In favor of this view it is manifest of

itself that the father says absolutely vEKpug ijv, which he cannot mean in the

literal sense of the words ; further, that after the approach related in ver.

20 f. his soul could be full only of the moral change of his son's condition
;

finally, that he utters the same words, ver. 32, to the eldest son, who, being

• Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20; Isa. xli. 15. bins, Schoettgen, TT&r. p. 877 f.; from the
' Matt. iv. IG, viii. 22; 1 Tim. v. C; Eph. classical writers, Bornemann, Schol. p. 97.

V. 14 ; Tiom. vi. 13; passages from the Kab-
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acquainted with the previous condition of his brother (ver. 30), could under-

stand them only morally. The utterance of the servant, on vyiaivovra avrbv

ane^.a^ev, ver. 37, is not opposed to this ; for he speaks thus of the returned

son of the house, only generally of his condition as it first presents itself to

him, beyond which the slave has not to go. [See Note CXVIII., p. 456 seq.]

He has the right feeling of discretion, that respectfully, in accordance with

his position, it does not become him to repeat the judgment of the father,

but rather to abide by that external circumstance (that he has received him

hick sound). Even this feature belongs to the lifelike delicate points of this

history. On all accounts the view is to be dismissed of Paulus, de Wette,

and Bleek : veKpdg, dead as far as I am concerned (by his remoteness and his

dissolute life, and anoTiuTiug : lost, in the sense of disappeared). — evippaiveadai]

to be glad. The feast is naturally understood according to ver. 23.

Vv. 25-33. The legally righteous one. [See Note CXVIII., p. 456 seq.] In-

stead of sharing the divine joy over the converted sinner, he is envious, re-

gards himself—in respect of his legality, according to which he has been on

his guard against momentary transgression—as neglected, and judges unlov-

ingly about his brother, and discontentedly about God. A striking com-

mentary on ver. 7 ; and how fitted to put to the blush the murmuring Phar-

isees and scribes, ver. 2 ! — avfupuv. k. x^P^^] i^ot : the singing and the dancing

(Luther), but, without the article : concert and choral dance, 'ina, nVino.

Music and dancing (commonly given by hired peojile) belonged to the en-

tertainments of solemn festivals. See Matt. xiv. 6 ; Rosenmliller, Morgenl.

in loc; Wetstein. — Ver. 26. ri eItj ravTo] what this would be likely to signify.^

— Ver. 27. The slave mentions only the fatted calf, because this happened

to be most closely associated with the festival of music and dancing. —

•

vyiaivovra] not : morally safe and sound (awof^aTiovTa rfjv v6aov Sia Tfjq fieravoiag,

"having driven away the disease through his repentance," Euthymius Ziga-

benus, Kypke, Kuinoel, and many more), but, as is only fitting in the

mouth of the slave (comp. on ver. 34), bodily safe and sound. — Ver. 28. ovv]

in consequence of this refusal of the son. Yet, as with Lachmann and
Tischendorf, the more strongly attested 6e is to be read. — TrapeicdTisi] he ex.

horted him to come in,—he spoke him fair ; see on 1 Cor. iv. 13. — Ver. 39.

Kal f/zof] The kiioi placed first has the emphasis of wounded selfish feeling.

Contrast ver. 30. — epicpovl a young hid, of far less value than the fatted

calf ! Still more significant is the reading kpicpiov in' B, Sahid. (a young
kidling), which Ewald ajjproves, and the delicacy of which the transcribers

might easily have passed over. Comp. Matt. xxv. 33 ; Tob. ii. 11. — Ver.

30. 6 v'log cov ourof] this son of thine, in the highest degree contemptuous.

He was not going to call him his brother. On the other hand, the father,

ver. 33 : 6 drfeA^df gov ovtoq. How bitter, moreover, is :
" w^? has devoured

for thee thy living,^'' and ixera. nopvuv, as contrasted with tiEra tuv ^iluv fiov I

— Ver. 31. reKvov] full of love. — av TcavTore k.t.I.] represents to the heart of

the jealous brother the two great prerogatives that he had above his brother

(hence the emphatic av). Thy constant association with me (while, on the

> Comp. Acts X. 17. See Matthiae, § 488. 7 ; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. i. 10. 14.
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other hand, thy brother was separated far and long from me), and the cir-

cuinstaiwe that my whole possessions helong to thee (as to the future heir of all,

ver. 12), ought to raise theefar above such envious dispositions and judgments!
— Ver. 32. Ehppavdrjvai] stands first with the emphasis of contrast, in oppo-

sition to such ill-humor. — edEi] not to be supplemented by ct, but generally

it was fitting or necessary,—a justification of the jorearranged joy of the

house, -which, under the circumstances, was a moral necessity.

—

e^tjoev]

(see the critical remarks) was dead, and has lecome alive, Matt. ix. 18
;

John V. 25 ; Rom. xiv. 9.

Remabk.—(1) The exclusive title to the ic?.r/povo/j.ia, which, according to ver.

31, is adjudged to those who are legally upright, has its justification in principle ;

01 noirjTol vofiov diKaiudr/ffovrai, Bom. ii. 13. — (2) For the adoption of sinners into

this prerogative, which belongs in principle to the legally righteous, the para-

ble indicates the method of self-knowledge, of repentance, and of confidence

in the grace of God (faith). But the interposition of this grace through the

death of reconciliation, and consequently the more specific definition of that

confidence, Jesus leaves unnoticed, leaving these jDarticulars to the further de-

velopment of faith and doctrine after the atoning death had taken place ; just

as, moreover, He in general, according to the synoptic Gospels, limits Himself

only to single hints of the doctrine of reconciliation as seed-corn for the future

(Matt. XX. 28, xxvi. 28 ; otherwise in John). — (3) As the reality does not cor-

respond to the idea of legal righteousness, He points to the example of the son

who has continued in outward conformity to the law, but therewith is proud of

his virtue, unbrotherly and unfilial, and consequently holds vqy to the Pharisees

a mirror for self-contemplation, the picture in which must tell them how very

much they also needed repentance (in order to see the title in principle to legal

righteousness realized in themselves), instead of censuring the fellowship of

Jesus with publicans and sinners (vv. 7, 1, 2),

Notes by Amebican Editob.

CXVII. T7te Discourse in Chaps. XV., XVI., etc.

Weiss cd. Mey. objects to the view that this is taken from Luke's " source of

the story of the journey," in accordance with his theory respecting this part of

Luke's Gospel (from chap. ix. 51 to xvii. 10). He cannot find any indication*

even in chaps, xvi. 1, xvii. 1 or 5, of such a direct connection. But few com-

mentators agree with this opinion. As vv. 3-7 resemble Matt, xviii. 12-14,

"Weiss thinks that the two parables here are derived from the " source" common
to Matthew and Luke, in which they belonged to the discourse about stum-

bling-blocks. But if that were the case, Luke would have " invented" the oc-

casion. Not even the beauty of the parable of the Prodigal Son can excuse such

a method of writing professed history,

CXVni. Vv. 11-32. The Parable of the Prodigal Son.

For convenience the points of difference indicated in Weiss ed. Mey. are

grouped in one note. In general, Weiss thinks Meyer is not altogether free
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from that tendency of "attaching undue significance to special points," to which
the latter objects in his prefatory remark. He also doubts whether "the growth
and course of sin, the growth and course of repentance" are represented in the

parable. In the utterance of the servant (ver. 27) he fails to discover any in-

dication of " the right feeling of discretion" to which Meyer refers. He re-

gards the elder son as representing '

' neither the Pharisee (Godet), nor the

legally righteous man in general (Meyer), but a good son, yet one .who, in cor-

respondence with the human circumstances out of which the material of the
parable is chosen, is not without pride of virtue (ver. 29), and is envious over
the apparent preference shown to his deeply fallen brother (ver. 30)." How,
he asks, can ver. 31 seem appropriate in the mouth of God as addressed to the
Pharisee or the legally righteous man ? But, as Meyer himself indicates, the
description of the elder son serves to show that the man who claims legal

righteousness fails to be true to that principle.



458 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE,

CHAPTER XYI.

[Veb. 1. As so often, the Rec. inserts avrov after fia'^T/rdg ; wanting in t< B D
L, rejected by recent editors, R. V.]— Ver. 2. Svvf/ay] B D P K, min. have 6vvy,

which Bornemann in the Shid. u. Krit. 1843, p. 121, approves, and Tisch. has

now adopted. [So recent editors, R. V.] But if it were genuine, it would have

been changed, not into dwljoi), but into 6'vvaaaL. The present came more readily

to the transcribers, hence also (K>v^ was introduced. — [Ver. 4. Recent editors,

R. v., with X B D, Copt., Syr., have t/c before r. oIkov.] — Ver. 6. kuI elnev']

Lachm. and Tisch. have 6 St eIttev, in accordance with A B L R N, min. Copt.

Theophyl. (D has eIttev (5f). The Becepta easily originated in the desire to vary

the expression used in the preceding clause. — to -ypafifia] Lachm. and Tisch.

have TO. ypcifi/jaTa, in accordance with B D L N, Copt. Goth. codd. of It. So also

in ver. 7. Rightly ; the singular came more readily to the transcribers, because

one writing was thought of (Vulg. : cantionem, Cod. Pal. : chirographum, X : to ypufi-

fiaTElov). — Ver. 7. Kal XeyEt] Kai is to be struck out, as with Lachm. and Tisch., in

accordance with BLR, min. vss., as a connective addition, instead of which

D has 6 6e. — Ver. 9. EKXinr/TE] E G H K M S V T A A, min. have EK?.Eiir/}TE (A has \*^

ekIe'ltzelte). B* D L R H* have EKXiirri ; A B** X, ekXeitvti, Several versions also

read one of these two. Hence the Recepia has decisive evidence against it.

Since to understand the everlasting habitations as the word for death, and con-

sequently to change it into the plural so readily suggested itself, I regard the

singular as original, though not EKA'nry (Schulz, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), but

EKlE'tny, since the important authorities which read eK?.Eim/TE (so Matthaei) are

also in favor of this present form
;
just as, moreover, the aorist in itself, accord-

ing to the sense {cum defecerit), presented itself most readily to the uncritical

transcribers. [But recent editors, R. V., properly accept the more strongly at-

tested aorist.— Ver. 12. W. and Hort text, R. V. marg., have y/ieT£pov, which is

found in B L. —Ver. 14. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B D L, Vulg.,

Copt., omit Kai before <i>ap. — Ver. 15. The final ectiv is poorly attested, and in

ver. 16 /iExpt is accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B L, 1. 69.]—
Ver. 18. The second vrdf has evidence so imjiortant against it that (condemned

by Griesbach, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) it must be regarded as a mechan-

ical repetition. — Ver. 20. f/v and 6? are wanting in B D L X X, min. vss. Clem.

Suspected by Griesbach, bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. But if yv had

been added, Kai would have been inserted instead of or, after the model of ver.

19. On the other hand, after AaC«p02 it was easy to pass over of, which then

also caused the omission of r/v. [Both words are rejected by recent editors,

R. v., in accordance with the stronger evidence.] — Ver. 21. i/vj/wv rwv] is

wanting in B L N* min. vss. Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Rinck

and Tisch. A gloss, following Matt. xv. 27. — Instead of otteTieixov is to be

written, with Lachm. and Tisch., etteXeixov, in accordance with A B L X N (D

has f2.Eixov). — Ver. 25. m; which Elz. Lachm. have after hnl'lapFc, is not found

in B D G 11 L K, min. vss. (including Vulg. It.), Fathers ; and in A it does not
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come in till after cov. An addition for the sake of the contrast. — u6e is so de-

cisively attested, that oJe (Elz.) can only appear as an alteration for the sake of

the contrast. — Ver. 26. [Tisch., recent editors (except Treg. text), E,. V., have

£!<, with S B L, Vulg., Copt., instead of fm'.] — Instead of ev&ev Elz. has

tvTEv'&Ev, in opposition to decisive svidence. The more frequent form forced

itself in (fvi?ev does not elsewhere occur in the N. T.). The entire omission

of the word is too weakly attested by D, Cant. Colb. Dial. c. Marc. — ol eKeiT^ev}

B D X* Arm. Vulg. It. Ambr. Lachm. have merely eKsl^ev. Rightly ; ol is an

addition in accordance with what has gone before. — [Ver. 29. Tisch., W. and

Hort, Weiss, K. V., with K A B D L, and others, insert 6e, but omit avrij), with

K B L.]

On the parable of the dishonest steward, see Schreiber, historico-critica

explicationum parabolae de improbo oecon. descriptio, Lips. 1803 (in which the

earlier literature is detailed) ; Loeffler in the Magaz. f. Pred. III. 1, p. 80 ff.

(in his Kl. Schr. II. p. 196 ff.) ; Keil in the Anal. II. 2, p. 152 ff. ; Ber-

tholdt in five Progr-ammes, Erl. 1814-1819 ; Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Inik.

1817, p. 203 ff. ; D. Schulz, uler die Parab. vom Verwalter, Bresl. 1821
;

Mciller, neue Ansichten, ip- 206 ff.
;
Grossmann, de procurat. parab. Ghristi ex

re provinciali Rom. illustr., Lips. 1824 ; Rauch in Winer's ^7'i^. Journ. 1825,

p. 285 ff. ; Niedner, Dissert., Lips. 1826, in the Commentatt. Theol. ed.

Rosenmuller et Maurer, II. 1, p. 74 ff. ; Bahnmeyer in Klaiber's Stud. I. 1,

p. 27 ff. ; Gelpke, nov. tentam. parah. etc., Lips. 1829 ; Jensen in the. Stud.

undKrit. 1829, p. 699 ff; Hartmann, Comm. deoecon. impr., Lips. 1830 ; Zyro

in the Stud. u. Erit. 1831, p. 776 ff. ; Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 53 ff.
;

Dettinger in the Tuhingen Zeitsehr. 1834, 4, p. 40 ff. ; Steudel, ibid. p. 96 ff.

;

Fink in the Stud. u,. Krit. 1834, p. 313 ff. ; Steinwerder, ub. d. Oleichn.

votn ungerecht. Haushalt., Stuttg. 1840 ; Brauns in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842,

p. 1012 ff. ; Francke in the Stud. d. Sachs. Geistl. 1842, p. 45 ff. ; Heppe,

Diss. d. loco Luc. xvi. 1-9, Marb. 1844 (in opposition to Francke) ; H.

Bauer in Zeller's TTieol. Jahrb. 1845, 3, p. 519 ff. ; Eichstadt, parabolam J.

Chr.de oeconomo impr. retractavit, Jen. 1847; Haruisch also, e. Erhldrwngdes

Gleichn. etc., Magdeburg, 1847 ; Wieseler in the Odtt. Viertelj.-Schr. 1849,

p. 190 ff. ; Meuss, in parab. J. Ghr. de oecon. injusto, Vratisl. 1857 ; Holbe

in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 527 ff. ; Engelhardt in " Gesetz und Zeugniss,''''

1859, p. 262 ff.
;
(Eylau) in MeUenb. Kirchenbl. 1862, Nr. 4-6

; Lahmeyer,

Lund). Schidprogr. 1863 ; Koster in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 725 ff. [See

Note CXIX., p. 481.]

Ver. 1. After Jesus has given, as far as xv. 32, the needful explanation

to the Pharisees and scribes in reference to their murmuring at His associat-

ing Himself with the publicans and sinners. He now turns also (Jc /ca/) to

His disciples with the parabolic discussion of the doctrine hoic they icere to

use eai'thly possessions in order to come into the Messiah''s Tcingdom. For accord-

ing to ver. 9 nothing else is the teaching of the following parable, which

consequently is, even in its vocabulary (Kostlin, p. 274), similar to the

parable at xii. 16 ff. Every other doctrine that has been found therein has

first been put there. The avdpuno^ nlovaiog is Mammon, comp. ver. 13 ; the

Q\Kov6fiog represents the /ladr/Tat. Just as (1) the steward was denounced for
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squandering the property of liis lord, so also the /taOr^Tal, maintaining in

Christ an entirely different interest and a different ])urpose of life from that

of collecting earthly wealth (Matt. vi. 19 f. ; Lnke xii. 33, xviii. 22), must

needs appear to the enemies, the rather that these were themselves covetous

(ver. 14), as wasteful managers of the riches of Mammon (Matt. vi. 24), and

as such must be decried by them, ver. 1. As, further, ( 2) the steward

came into the j^osition of having his dismissal from his service announced to

him by the rich man, so also it would come upon the jiadijTai that Mammon
would withdraw from them the stew^ardship of his goods, i.e., that they

would come into poverty, ver. 2 f. As, however, (3) the steward was

prudent enough before his dismissal, while he still had the disposal of his

lord's wealth, to make use of the latter for his subsequent provision by

making for himself friends therewith who would receive him into their

houses, which prudence the rich man praised in spite of the dishonesty of

the measure ; so also should the fiaOrirai by liberal expenditure of the

goods of Mammon, which were still at their disposal, provide for themselves

friends, so as subsequently to attain in their impoverishment provision for

eternity, the reception into the Messiah's kingdom. The more detailed ex-

planation Trill be found on the special passages. The text in itself does

not indicate any definite connection with ^chat has preceded, but is only

linked on externally, without any mention of an internal progress in the

discussion : l)ut He said also—as the foregoing to the Pharisees, so that which

now follows to His disciples.' But Jesus very naturally comes direct to the

treatment of this theme, because just at that time there were very mnny pub-

licans among His /jaOz/rai (xv. 1) on whom, after their decision in His favor,

devolved as their first duty the application of the goods of Mammon in the

way mentioned (xii. 33). It is just as natural that, at the same time, the

contrast with the Pharisees, just before so humiliatingly rebuked, those

covetous ones (ver. 14) to whom the ttoie'iv eavrolg (bi2,ovg e/c r. /lafi. rf/c adiKiag

was so extremely foreign (xi. 41, xx. 47), heli)ed to urge to this theme. [See

Note CXIX., p. 481.] Other attempts to make out the connection are arbi-

trary, as, for instance, that of Schleiermacher (l)esides that it depends on an

erroneous interpretation of the parable itself), that Jesus is passing over to

a vindication of the publicans, so far as they showed themselves gentle and

beneficent toward their people ; or that of Olshausen, that He wishes to

represent the compassion that in ch. xv. He has exhibited in Ood, now also

in ch. xvi. as the duty of men. But there is no reason for denying the exist-

ence of any connection, as de Wette does. — npug r. huOtj-. avrov^ not merely

the Twelve, but the disciples in the more extended sense, in contrast with

the opposition which was likewise present. Comp. Matt. viii. 21 ; Luke

vi. 13, vii. 11, xix. 37, and elsewhere. The parable had the first reference

to the publicans that happened to be among them (xv. 1), but it con-

cerned also, so far as there were generally still wealthy people among them,

the disciples in general. Sec above. — avOpuTvdg rig ?/v nXovaiog] not to be de-

fined more particularly than these words themselves and vv, 5-7 indicate.

' Not as Wieseler will have it, ?ifi4de the Pharisees, to His disciples also.
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To think of the Bomans (Schleiermacher), or the Roman Emperor (Gross-

mann'), in the interpretation, is quite foreign to the subject. Moreover, it

is not, as is usually explained, God'^ that is to be understood [see Note

CXX., p. 481] ; with which notion ver. 8 would conflict, as well as the

circumstance that actually the dismissal from the service of the rich man
brings with it the same shelter to which, in the application, ver. 9 corre-

sponds,' the reception into the everlasting habitations. But neither is it

ihe devil, as apxf^v tov Kdcrfiuv tovtov, as Olshausen^ Avould have it, that is

' He finds in the otKorojios a liotnan pro-

vincial governor, who, towards the end of

his oppressive g:overnment, has adopted

indulgent measures, In order to earn for

himself the favor of the inhabitants of the

province. He says that thence Jesus, ver.

9, draws the doctrine that as such a one in

worldly things behaved himself wisely for

an earthly end, so in divine things pru-

dence should be manifested, in order to at-

tain eternal life. Schleiermacher thinks

that the rich man represents the Romans,
the steward the publicans, the debtors the

Jewish people, and that Christ intends to

say, that if the publicans in their calling

show themselves gentle and beneficent, the

Eomans, the enemies of the people, will

themselves praise them in their hearts ; and
thus also have ye every cause to concede

to them, even in anticipation of the time

when this relation ceases (according to the

reading iKKin-Q, ver. 9), the citizenship in

the jSao-iAeio t. d.

"Observe that this interpretation pro-

ceeds on an a priori basis, and is therefore

improbable ; because in both the other

passages, where in Luke av^puino^ rt? ttAov-

o-ios is the subject of a parable (xii. 16, xvi.

19), the rich man represents a very unholy

personality, in which is typified the service

of Mammon and of luxury.

' The vsiial interpretation (substantially

followed also by Wieseler, Bleek, Koster)

is in its leading features that of Theophy-

laet and Euthymius Zigabenus : that the

possessor of earthly wealth is not the

actual proprietor, that being God, but only

the steward. If he has not used the wealth

according to God's will, he is accused, but
dismissed by death. Hence he should be
prudent enough, while there is still time, to

apply the wealth entrusted to him chari-

tably according to God's will, in order to

get into heaven. Comp. Ewald, p. 299

:

"Every rich man, since he must again sur-

render all earthly riches at least at death,

is yet only placed over them as a steward
by God, as by a lord who is far removed,
but who one day will claim a reckoning

;

and he is certainly wise and prudent not to

allow the riches to lie useless, but rather,

by his effectual application of them, to

make to himself friends for the right time ;

but one ought only to gain for himself
friends with his riches for the purpose that

in the moment when he must, at least as

constrained by death, give them up, he
should be received by them into the ever-

lasting tabernacles of heaven." Baur,

Evang. p. 450 ff., proceeding from the fun-

damentally Ebionitic view, says that the

rich man is God in His absolute dominion
over all ; that in the steward is represent-

ed the aluiv oJtos, whose doings, however,
are determined by the adequate relation

of the means to the end ; that this pru-

dence is a quality which even the children

of light need, since they must know how
to set the aliuv outos in the right relation to

the aXiiv (neAAcoj/, and hence to be willing to

renounce all that pertains to the former in

order to attain the latter ; that ver. -9

means that he is not at all to trouble him-

self with Mammon, but entirely to rid him-

self of wealth, and hence to use it for an
object of beneficence, because the aXtov

ovTos and the aHav ixeWtav reciprocally ex-

clude one another. To this Ebionitic view
of wealth, as of a benefit in itself un-

lawful and foreign to the kingdom of God,
Ililgenfeld also recurs.

• His view is that the publicans may be
conceived of as being, by their external re-

lations, in the service of the apx^v toO ko-

CT/iou. According to ver. 13, God was to be re-

garded as the other true Lord who stood

opposed (as the representative of the Se^d-

fX€voi 619 Tas aluiviov^ (TKTqvds, VCr. 9) tO this

oUoSea-noTrfs. It was just tlio prudent
Si.a<TKOpwi^iDV Ta vndpxovTa ToO av^puiiTOv

nkovuiov, who in a right manner serves

this true Lord ; he despises the one in order

wholly to belong to the other ; he labors

with the possessions of the one for the pur-

pose of the other. But in opposition to his

true advantage, therefore not prudently,

does he act who, like the Pharisees, seeks

to place the service of the one on an equal-

ity with that of the other. See, in oppo-

sition to Olshausen, Schneckenburger, I.e.
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meant, since in the connection of the parable the relation to the Koafioq ' in

general, and its representatives, is not spoken of, but specially the relation

to tenaporal wealth.'^ Hence its representative, i.e., Mammon, is to be under-

stood ; but we must not, with de Wette, give the matter up in despair, and

say that the rich man has no significance [Weiss ed. Mey.], or (Ebrard)

that he serves only as filling tip (comp. also Lahmeyer) ; he has the signifi-

cance of a definite ]iGrs,onfeigned, who, however, as such, was well known to

the hearers (Matt. vi. 24), and also at ver. 13 is expressly named. The con-1 \ b

eluding words of ver. 13 are the Icey of the parable ; hence, also, it is not

to be maintained, with Koster [Weiss ed. Mey.], that a rich man is only

conceived of with reference to the steward. — o'lKovofiov] a house steward,

ra/iir/g, who had to take the supervision of the domestics, the stewardship of

the household, the rental of the property, etc.^ Such were usually slaves

;

but it is implied in vv. 3, 4 that the case of a free man is contemplated

in this passage. To conceive of the oiKovofxog as a farmer of portion of

the property, is neither jjermitted by the word nor by the context (in oppo-

sition to Holbe). In the interpretation of the parable the o\Kov6tiog neither

represents men in general, nor specially the wealthy (thus most interpreters,

following the Fathers), nor yet the Israelitish people and their leaders (Meuss),

nor sinners (IVIaldonatus and others), not even Judas Iscariot (Bertholdt),

also neither the Pharisees (Vitringa, Zyro, Baumgarten-Crusius"*), nor the

1 Midway between Olshausen's interpre-

tation and mine (of Mammon, see subse-

quently), Schegg makes the ricii man mean
the persoiiijied (c6<r^os. But the idea of

KOfr/jLOi is here too wide, the point in the sub-

ject is definitely t/ie belnrj rich ; hence also

at ver. M, </)iAapvupoi. Schenkel also has

adopted the interpretation of the rich

man as of Mammon. Comp. Lange, L. J. 11.

1, p. .391, III. p. 4G3.

2 This also in opposition to H. Bauer, I.e.

p. ."JSO ff., who finds in the rich man the

theocratic chiefs of the people, whose chief

wealth was the theocracy itself. The
oiicoi'dMo? must have been the .leicish Chris-

tians ; the debtors, iha afi.apToi\oC and i^yiKoi,

to whom the primitive community more
and more conceded a share in the Messi-

anic blessings. The dismissed of the oIkovo-

fio9 was the excommunication of the primi-

tive church; thafrielids ward the Gentiles,

to whom a portion of the legal claims had
been remitted by the Christians. The dig-

ging and begging must be a new subjec-

tion under the chiefs of Israel, with which
the primitive church will no longer ex-

change their free position 1 The 5ex«7iJoi

eU oIkov: probaoly points to the necessity

of restoring a perfect living intercourse

with the converted (Unitilcs 1 An arbitrary

exercise of ingenuity, making an vaTepov

TrpoTepoi- of the parables of Jesus, by which
they are wrenched away from the livuig

present and changed into enigmatical pre-

dictions. According to the Sachs. Anony-
7nus, the steward is even held to be Paul,

who disposed of the wealth of salvation

for the benefit of the Gentiles.

' Comp. xii. 42, and see Heppe, p. 9 ff.

;

Ahrens, Amt d. Schltissel, p. 12 ff.

* According to Zyro, the meaning of the

parable is : Ye Pharisees are stewards of a
heavenly treasure—the law ; but ye are un-

faithful stewards, indulgent towards your-

selves, strict towards others ; nevertheless,

even ye are already accu.sed, as was he in

the parable ; and even your power and

your dignity will soon disappear. There-

fore, as ye are like to him in your iSiKia,

be ye also like to him in your <<>poi'-)o-is, strict

towards yourselves, benevolent towards

others, and that at once. According to

Baunigarten-Crusius, Christ desires—disap-

proving of the disposition and conduct of

the Pharisees in respect of the works of

love—to direct the disciples to appropriate

to themselves something thereof in a

better manner. That, namely, which the

Pharisees did as sinners in order to cover

their sins, and in so-called good works, the

disciples were to do, not as sinners, but in

order to smooth liy sympathetic benefi-

cence the ineciuality of the relations of life.

Borncmann also explains the oiftoi/o/no? of

the Pharisees. See on ver. 9. Weiz.siicker

similarly distinguishes, as in the parable of
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publicans (Schleiermacher, Holbe), but the fiadrjTai, as is plain from ver. 9,

where the conduct analogous to the behavior of the o'lKovd/wg is enjoined

upon them. [See Note CXIX., p. 481.] The fiad^ral, especially those who
were publicans before they passed over to Christ, were concerned with tem-

poral wealth, and were therefore stewards, not of God, but of Mammon. —
diefHiidri airoj] he teas denounced to Mm. * Although the word, which occurs

only in this place in the New Testament, is not always used of groundless,

false accusations, though this is mostly the case (see Schweighauser, Lex.

Herod. I. p. 154), yet it is still no vox media, but exjjresses, even where a

corresponding matter of fact lies at the foundation," hostile denunciation,

accusation, Niedner, p. 33 ff.^ So also here ; Luther aptly says : "he was

illspoTcenof.'''' Vulg. :
" diffamatus est." There was some foundation in

fact (hence, moreover, the steward does not defend himself), but the manner

in which he was denounced manifested a hostile purpose. Thus, moreover,

in the relation portrarjed in that of the iiadrjTai to temporal riches, as the un-

faithful stewards of which they manifested themselves to the covetous

Pharisees by their entrance into the Christian conversion, there lay at the

foundation the fact that they had no further interest in Mammon, and were

no longer ^iTidpyvpoi. Compare the instance of Zacchaeus. Koster says

wrongly that the hitherto faithful steward had only been slandered, and

had only allowed himself to be betrayed into a knavish trick for the

first time by the necessity arising from the dismissal. No ; this knavish

trick was only the path of unfaithfulness on which he had hitherto walked,

and on which he took a new start to get out of his difficulty. Against the

supposition of the faithfulness of the steward, see on ver. 3. — wf SiaaKopni-

^u)v\ as squandering (xv. 13), i.e., so he was represented.* Comp. Xen. Hell.

ii. 3. 23 : SiejSaTiXov cjg Tiv/uaivofievov, and thus frequently ; Jas. ii. 9. It might

also have been uf with the oi^tative ; Herod, viii. 90, and elsewhere. Erro-

neously, moreover, in view of the jiresent, the Vulg. reads (comp. Luther) :

quasi dissipasset. — to. vTrapxovra avrov] therefore the possessions, the means

and property (xi. 21, xii. 15, 33, xix. 8), of his lord.^

the prodigal son (see on xv. 11), the jn-iini- sages in Kypke, I. p. 296.

tive meaning (according to which the stew- ^ Comp. the passages from Xenophon in

ard was a heathenfunctionary who oppress- Sturz, I. p. 673. See also Dem. 155. 7, where

ed the Jews, but afterwards took their part) the Sta/SaMoi'Tts and the (cdAaites are con-

from the meaning attached to it by the trasted.

comjMer, according to which the steward * To gather from <os that the indebted-

was a type of the unbelieving rich Jews, ness was unfounded (Ilolbe) is unjustifl-

who might receive a reversion of the king- able, (is might also be used in the case of

dom of heaven if they took up the cause of a well-founded 8iapaAAeo-iJat, and hence in

their fellow-believers who had become itself decides nothing at all. Comp. Butt-

Christians. This is a sort of double mean- mann, Xeut. Gr. p. 263 [E. T. 307].

ing, which neither in itself nor in its two- ^ Therefore not the possessions of the

fold contents has any foundation in the debtors, to which result van Oosterzee

text. comes, assuming that the steward had
1 On the dative, comp. Herod, v. 35, viii. made the debtors (who were tenants) pay

22 ; Plat. Polit. viii. p. 566 B ; Soph. Phil. 578 ; more than he had given up and paid over

Eur. Hec. 863, and thereon, Pflugk ; else- to his lord ; in the alteration of the leases

where also with e!? or wpos with accusative. he had only the right sums introduced

2 As Num. xxii. 22 ; Dan. ill. 8, vi. 25 ; 2 which he had hitherto brought into ac-

Macc. iii. 11 ; 4 Mace, iv. 1, and in the pas- count
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Ver. 2. Ti. tovto qkovcj nepl cov ;] ichnt is this that I hear concerning thee f

(juid hoc est, quod de te audio ? A well-known contraction of a relative

clause with an interrogative clause ; Plat. Goi'g. p. 452 D, and elsewhere.'

The frequency of this ^lsus hqiiendi, and the appropriateness of the sense

just at the opening of the reckoning, gives to the interpretation the prefer-

ence over this : wJierefore do I hear, etc., Kuinoel, de Wettc, Meuss, and

others (comp. Luther, and so early as the Gothic version). —dTroJof k.t.X.]

give the (due) reckoning of thy stewardship. The master desires to see the

state of affairs made plain. '— ov yap] for thou shalt iwt^ etc. The master de-

cides thus according to what he had heard, and what he regards as estab-

lished.

Ver. 3. This reflexion of the steward issued from the consciousness that

he cannot deny his guilt, for he sees his dismissal as the near and certain

result {a(l>aipelTa/, present) of the rendering of the account demanded of him.

[See Note CXXI., p. 482.] If he were to be represented as innocent, the par-

able must needs have placed in his mouth a justification, or at least have as-

signed to him the corresponding epithet. This is also in opposition to

Francke,^ Holbe.

—

on] equivalent to elg ekeIvo brt, see on Mark xvi. 14. —
aKanTEiv] in fields, gardens, vineyards ; it is represented in Greek writers

also as the last resource of the impoverished ;
* Aristoph. Av. 1432 : oKawTELv

yap ova E7ri(jTa/iiai. See Wolf and Kypke. — ovk loxvu] not being accustomed

to such labor, he feels that his strength is not equal to it. — ETvaiTelv] infini-

tive, not participial.^ These reflections are not inserted with a view to the

interpretation, but only for the depicting of the crisis.

Ver. 4 . The word iyvuv, coming in without any connecting particle, de-

picts in a lively manner what was passing in his mind, and is true to nature.

The aorist is not used as being the same as the jjerfect, although de Wette

> See KQhner, II. § 841. 1 ; Fritzsche, ad good. He assumes with equal contradic-

Marc. p. 780 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 97, and tion of the text, that the setting down of

in the Stud. u. Krit. 184.3, p. 120. Comp. the items of account was done with the

Test. XII. Pair. p. 715 : ri ToOra ifcou'w ; Acts knowledge of the master. Comp. also Schneck-

xiv. 15. enburger, p. 57.

» On Aoyov Movai, a.irohi.i6vai (Matt. xii. '' Hence—for the steward, before he do.

36; Acts xix. 40; Rom. xiv. 12), see cides on the expedient, ver. 4, sees dipKins

Schweigiiauser's Lex. Ilerod. 11. p. 74. and begging before him—it is not to be sup-

Comp. Toc \6yov anxirovv, Dcm. 868. 5. posed, with Brauns, that he paid the

' According to Francke, Jesus desires to amounts written down, A-er. 6 f., from Jiis

represent the risks of being rich in the ownfunds. Contrary to the text, contrary

passionate ricli man, w)io arranges the dis- to ver. 3f., and contrary to t^« aSiicia!, ver.

missal witliout any inquiry. He is the in- 8, whicii refers to tliat writing down. This,

debted chief person. The steward is false- moreover, is in opposition to Ilolbe, who,

ly accused : he is driven from the house as in a similar misinterpretation of vv. 6, 7,

not dJiicos ; but tlie rich man, first of all, brings out as the meaning of the parable,

drives him by his cruelty to the iSiKi'a, that " the publicans, decried by the Phari-

which, moreover, was only a momentary sees as robbers, etc., are frequently not so.

one, as the (inequitable) ypa/u/maTa were only In spite of their being repudiated, they are

once used ; while, on the other hand, they equitable people, and frequently combine

were only used for the purpose of putting with great experience of lifO and prudence

matters on an equitable footing again. In a heart so noble that they acquire friends

the latter reference Dav. Schulz precedes as soon as this is only known."

with the assumption, that the steward » On the distinction in sense, see Maetz-

wishecl before bis dismissal to do some ner, ad Lycurg. p. 165.
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will have it so, but expresses the moment of occurrence : I have come to the

Icnowledge. Bengel well says : "Subito consilium cepit," "Suddenly he

adopted a plan."— hrav /irraoTadcj] when (quando) I shall have been dis-

missed. He thus expresses himself to indicate the critical point of time, im-

minent to him by reason of the near experience that he is expecting, after

the occurrence of which the dkx^^^Qai k.t.?.. is to take place. Comp. ver. 9.

— de^uvrai] the debtors of his master, ol pr/d^vai fikllovTeQ,
'

' who are about

to be spoken of," Euthymius Zigabenus. See Buttmann, Neut. Or. p. 117

[E. T. 134]. — oiKovq'] houses^ not families (Schulz), comp. ver. 9.

Vv. 5-7. Tuv jpew^Ei/l.] of the debtors, they had iorroiced the natural prod-

ucts named from the stores of the rich man. [See Note CXXII., p. 482.]

This agrees better with the word, the opposite of which is SavEiarz/c (vii. 41

;

Plut. Caes. 12), than the notion of tenants. — From kva EKaarov it is seen

that subsequently the tioo debtors are mentioned by icay of example. — rov

Kvplov iavTov] By the debtors of his men master he knew how to help himself.

— TToaov 6(pei?.£ig /c.r.A.] Going to work promptly and surely, he questions

their own acknowledgment of obligation, which must agree with the con-

tents of the bond. — Ver. 6. pdrov^] 6 6e (idrog (i^3) dvvarai x'^PV'^ai. ^karag

k^doixfjKovTa dvo, " But the /3drof contains seventy-two pints," Josephus, Antt.

viii. 2. 9. Therefore equal to an Attic /nerpr/TT/g. — de^ai] take away. Tho

steward, who has the documents in his keeping, gives up the bill {to,

ypa/i/iara, that which is written, in the plural used even of one docu-

ment, see on Gal. vi. 11), that the debtor may alter the number. Usually,

that he may write a new bond with the smaller amount. But this is not

contained in the words ; moreover, for that jrai'pose not the surrender

of the document, but its destruction, would have been necessary. — KnOiaacI

pictorial, rax^ug belongs not to this graphic detail, Kadiaag (Luther and

others, including Ewald), but to ypa.-\pov ; the latter corresponds to the haste

to which the carrying out of an injustice urges. — Ver. 7. htpu)] to another.

Comp. xix. 20. — Kopovq] 6 6e KopoQ ("^3) Sbvarac fiedipvovg aTTiKovg 6sKa, "But
the cor contains ten Attic Medimni [about 120 gallons]," Josephus, Antt. xv.

9. 2. — The diversity of the deduction, vv. 6, 7, is merely the change of'

the concrete picturing without any special purpose in view. Comp. already
,'

Euthymius Zigabenus.

Ver. 8. '0 nvpLoq] not JesiLS (Erasmus, Luther, Pred.; Weizsiicker also,

p. 213 f.), but, as is proved by ver. 9, the master of the steward, to whom the

measure taken by the latter had become known. — tov oIkovo^u. rf/c aJ^/c.] achK.

is a genitive of quality (see on ii. 14), the unrighteous steward; of such a

quality he had shown himself in his service, as well by the waste in gen-

eral as specially by his proceeding with the debtors. ' The dog?natic idea

(Schulz) is out of place in the context. Schleiermacher and Bornemann

' The expression t^? aStxcas contains the steward was honest, and it is only a device

judgment of Jesus on the conduct of the springing from necessity to which Holbe

oUovofjio^, vv. 5-7, which, nevertlieless, the clings, that the faithful steward is called

master praised with reference to the pru- oixov. ttjs aSi/ci'a? only in the sense of his ca-

dence employed. Hence t^s aStxtas is decid- lurnniators.

ediy opposed to the assumption that the

30
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(comp. also Paulus) construe rr/f uihKia^ with knT^vecev : iniquitatis causa,

" because of liis iniquity." Grammatically correct/ but here it is in contra-

diction with the parallel expression : kn tov /m/Ltuvd rf/g adiKlag, vcr. 9. Comp.
also 6 Kpiri/c rf/q adcKiag, xviii. 6. And it is not the aSiKia, but the prudencCf

that is the subject of the praise, ^ as is shownTfbm the analogyoTver. 9.

T^f aSiKidi is intended to make it clear that the master praised the steward

even in spite of his dishonest behavior, because he had dealt prudently. In

the dishonest man he praised "his procedure, so well advised and to

the purpose, with the property that still remained under his control"

(Schulz, p. 103), even although from a moral point of view this pru-

dence was only the wisdom of the serpent (Matt. x. 16), so that he was not

the nicFTog oiKovS/nog 6 <^p6vtiiog (xii. 42), but only cppovi/Ltog, who had hit

on the practical savoir faire. — otl ol viol k.t.A.] Immediately after the words

<l>povi/xo)s hnoLTjoev, Jesus adds a general maxim,' in justification of the pred-

icate used {tf)povijiu^). Consequently: " Et merito quidem illius prudentiam

laudavit, nam quod jirudentiam quidem attinet, filii hujus saeculi, etc.,"

"And justly indeed he praises the prudence of this one, for as far as pru-

dence is concerned, the sons of this world, etc.," Maldonatus. Francke er-

roneously says (comjiare the "perhaps," etc., of de Wette) that 6r< ot wot

K.T.I, refers to the hnjvecev 6 Kvpiog. This the context forbids by the corre-

lation of (ppoviftug and (ppovifx^TEpoi. The sons (see on Matt. viii. 12) of this

generation (^JH Cn'^]^, see on Matt. xii. 32) are those who belong in their

moral nature and endeavor to the period of the world prior to the Messianic

times, not men who are aspiring after the ^aaileia tov Qeov kuI tijv diKaiocvvjjv

avTov (Matt. vi. 33).* The sons of light are those who, withdrawn from tem-

poral interests, have devoted themselves wholly to the divine all/fieLa reveal-

ed by Christ, and are enlightened and governed by it, John xii. 36 ; 1

Thess. v. 5 ; Eph. v. 8. Theformer are more2^rudent than the latter, not ab-

solutely, but £if Tfjv yeveav tt/v iavTuv, in reference to their own generation, i.e.,

in relation to their own kindred, if they have to do with those who, like them-

selves, are children of this world, as that steward was so prudent in refer-

ence to the debtors. The whole body of the children of the world—a cate-

gory of like-minded men—is described as a generation, a clan of connections

;

and how appropriately, since they appear precisely as viol ! Observe, more-

over, the marked prominence of Ti)v iavTuv, which includes the contrasted say-

' Dion. Hal. J?/ieL xiv.; Joseph. Antt. xii. (Zyro), asBrauns also assumes, understand-

4. 5 ; Bemhardy, p. 153 ; Kiihner, II. p. 193 ; ing by the children of this world the puUi-

Bornemann, Schol. p. 98. cans, who were contemned as children of the

" We may imagine the master calling out world ; and by the children of light, the

to the steward from his own worldly stand- Phansees, as the educated children of light,

point something like this : Truly thou hast So also Ilolbc. Extorted by an erroneous

accomplished a jirudent stroke 1 Thy prac- interpretation of the whole parable. Text-

tical wlsdwn is worthy of all honor 1 Comp. ually the children of the world could only

Terent. Ileaut. iii. 2. 2G. But to conclude be those to whom the steward belonged by

that the steward remained in his service, is virtue of his J^^'tf/Zd^eous dealing (t^? iSiKia?).

altogether opposed to the teaching of the * Comp. xx. 34. See examples of the Rab-

parable (in opposition to Baumgarten- binical NoS;' 'J^ in Schoettgen, Hor.

Crusius, Ilolbe). p. 298, and Wetstein.

' Not a piece of irony upon the Pharisees



CHAP. XVI., 9. 467

ing that that higher degree of prudence is not exercised, if they have to deal

with others who are not of their own kind. With unerring sagacity they

know, as is shown by that steward in his dealing with the debtors, how, in

their relations to companions of their own stamp, to turn the advantage of the

latter to their own proper advantage. On the other hand, in relation to

the children of light, they are not in a condition for such prudent measures,

because these are not available for the immoral adjustment of the selfish

ends of those men, as was the case with those debtors who by their own dis-

honesty were serviceable to the dishonest sagacity of the steward by the fal-

sification of their bonds.' Kuinoel and Paulus, following older commenta-

tors, explain : in relation to their contemporaries. But how unmeaning

would be this addition, and how neglected would be the emphatic rf/v eav-

Tuv ! Grotius, in opposition to the words themselves, explains : "in rebus

suis," " their own affairs ;''"' Wieseler : for the duration of their life, for the

brief time of their earthly existence ; Holbe : in their own manner, accord-

ing to their own fashion. Comp. Schulz, Lange, and others : after their

kind ; de Wette, Eylau : in their sphere of life. — Moreover, elg t. yev. k.t.1.

is not to be referred to both classes of men (Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette,

Baumgarten Crusius, Brauns, and others), but merely to the vlovq r. Kdaix. r.

(comp. Dettinger, as above, p. 60 f.), as the words themselves require it as

well as the sense ; for the prudence of the children of light in general, not

merely in their relation to those like them, is surpassed by that prudence

which the children of the world know how to apply elq ttjv yeveav ttjv eavruv.

On such wisdom the latter concentrate and use their eflEort, whereas the

children of light can pursue only holy purposes with moral means, and con-

sequently (as sons of wisdom) must necessarily fall behind in the worldly

prudence, in which morality is of no account. [See Note CXXIII., p. 483.]

As, however, He alsofrom them {nayu vfilv) requires prudence, Jesus says,

Ver. 9, giving the application of the whole parable for His discipl-es who
were present

—

Kayo) vfilv Xeyu, not : Kayo leyu v/ilv ; comp. on xi. 9. myu
corresponds to the preceding 6 Kvpiog, and vjilv to tov oIkov. -fjg aSiK. As
the master praised that steward on account of his prudence, so also must /
commend to you an analogous prudent course of conduct,^ but in how much
higher a sense !

— rroiijaaTE iavrolg (l>i?[.Gvr /c.r.A.] providefor yourselves frietids,

etc. It is evident whom Jesus means by these friends from the final sen-

tence, 'iva ds^uvrat v/xdg k.t.1. Those who receive you, to wit, are the angels

(Matt. xxiv. 31 ; Mark xiii. 27) ; and these are made friends of by the

beneficent application of riches (comp. xv. 10 ; Matt, xviii. 10, xxv. 31,

"

xxiv. 31). Thus they correspond to the _;t;pew0etAfraZf of the parable, but

indirectly. Ambrose, at so early a period, has this true interpretation, and

1 eis is therefore to be taken in the quite laudari potuit ille . . . quanto amplius

usual sense of : iw r'e/"e?e?ice to, but not to be placent Domino," "if this one could be

twisted into : «/<«?• the manner, or after the praised . . . how much more they please

measure (Lahmeyer), and to be explained the Lord," etc. Augustine, comp. Euthy-

from the mode of expression : reK^lv « 'EA- mius Zigabenus, Grotius, Cornelius a

Arjvas, and the like (seeSaupp, at?Xe«. Mein. Lapide, Maldonatus, and others, including

iv. 2. 37). Ebrard, p. 424) is a pure importation.

^ An argument a mlnm% ad inajus ("si
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very recently Ewald. The reference to Ood (Wolf, Kuinoel, Niedner, and

others) or to Christ (Olshausen), either alone or with the addition of the

angels (see also Bleek), is not appropriate, since the reception into the

Messiah's kingdom is the duty of the ministering spirits, accompanied by
whom the Lord appears in His glory (ix. 26). According to the usual in-

terpretation, those to whom deeds of love have been done, the poor, etc., are

meant (so also Wieseler, Meuss, Lahmeyer [Weiss ed. Mey.]), whose grat-

itude is earned as the steward has earned the gratitude of the debtors. But

in this case Iva Se^uvrac v/j,ag must be subjected to a strained interpretation.

See below. The iavrolc, to yourselves, standing emphatically even be/ore noi7/a.

in BLRK*Tisch., corresponds to the idea that the (higher) analogy of

an application for their own use, as in the case of that steward, is to be

admitted. — ck tov /la/u. ttjc aSiK.] £k denotes that the result proceeds from

making use of Mammon. ' But Mammon, the idea of which is, moreover,

in no way to be extended to the totality of the earthly life (Eylau), is not to

be taken in this place as at ver. 13, 2)ersonally (comp. on Matt. vi. 24),

"but as neuter, as at ver.. 11, icealth, — r^f adiK/cf] Genitivus qualitatis, as at

ver. 8 : of the unrighteous Mammon. As at ver. 8 this predicate is attached

to the steward, because he had acted unrighteously towards his lord, so here

it is attached to wealth, because it, as in the case of that steward, serves,

according to usual experience (comp. xviii. 24 f.), as an instrument of un-

righteous dealing. The moral characteristic of the use of it is represented

as adhering to itself. Other explanations, instead of being suggested by

the context, are read into the passage isolated from the context, to wit, that

of Jerome, Augustine,^ Calvin, Olearius, Maldonatus, Lightfoot, Bertholdt,

Rosenmiiller, Moller, Bornemann, and others : opes injxiste partae, "wealth-

unjustly fvocured'''' (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus : wf ef adiKlaq drjcavpicdkvra.,

TT/Q EK TOV fif] Sia/iepiJ^eadcu to. TrepiTTo. tovtov Tolg kevtjciv, "as treasured up

from unrighteousness, that of not dividing the surplus of this with the

poor") ; that of Drusius, Michaelis, Schreiter, Kuinoel, Wieseler, and others

(comp. Dettinger and H. Bauer) : opes fallaces, " deceitful wealth," or

wealth icJiich allures (Loffler, Koster [Weiss ed. Mey.]) ; that of Paulus

{Exeg. Handb.) : that Mammon is designated as unrighteous toicards the

disciples, to whom he has communicated little ; that of Schulz and Olshausen :

opes impias (Olshausen : "the bond by which every individual is linked

to the aluv ovToq and its princes ") ; that of Heppe : that wealth is so desig-

nated as being no ^r«6 aciwaZ possession (ver. 11) ; and others. Moreover,

a hidden irony (Eylau) against an Ebionitic error of the disciples, as if they

had imputed to what is earthly in itself the character of aSiKia, is remote

from the words, since the predicate is taken from the conduct of the

steward. There are analogous expressions of the Targumists, in which the

characteristic peculiarity of Mammon is given by means of a superadded

' Matthiae, p. 1333 ; Bernhardy, p. 2.30

;

alter non habet, tu abundas et alter eget,"

EUendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 559 f

.

" since it is of itself iniquity, that thou hast
" Still Augustine admits (Comment, in Ps. and another has not, thou aboundest and

xlviii.) even the communistic interpretation : another is in want." This is foreign to the
" quia ea ipsa iaiquitas est, quod tu habes, context.
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substantive (as "ipt^T pOD, \nT2 irt^-n)
; see in Liglitfoot, p. 844. The

value of the predicate r^f cnhK., so far as the structure of the discourse is

concerned, seems to be, that this application of wealth for selfish advantage

is entirely conformable to the imprdba indoles thereof, according to which it

allows itself to be used, instead of only for the purpose of serving the interest

of its possessor (Mammon), for the selfish advantage of those who have it

to administer. The epithet is contemptuous. Ye cannot, considering its

nature, better make use of so worthless a thing ! Bornemann, Schol.

p. 98 ff., and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 116 ff., finds the whole precept

KoiijcaTE K.T.I, to be in contradiction with the moral teacliing of Christ, and

conjectures: ov noiTjaETe k.t.X., '^ non facietis (nolite facere) vobis amicos ex

opibus injuste collectis, " ^^ ye tcill not make (are unwilling to make) friends

for yourselves out of wealth unjustly collected," etc.,' without any trace in

the evidence for the text. And the doubt of Bornemann is solved by the

consideration that (1) Jesus does not bid the disciples provide themselves

with Mammon in a similiar way to the steward (the steward did not provide

himself with wealth at all, rather he bestowed it on the debtors, but for his

own advantage), but to apply the riches which they, as having hitherto

been olicovofioi of Mammon, still had at their disposal, in a similar way to

that steward, to make themselves friends
; (2) that Jesus requires of His

disciples to forsake all (v. 27, xviii. 22 ff., comp. xii. 33) is the less in

conflict with the passage before us, that at that time there were around Him
so many publicans and sinners who had previously entered into His service

(out of the service of Mammon), and for these the words of Jesus contained

the command to forsake all just in the special form appropriate to the rela-

tions in which they stood. In respect of /iad?]Tdg, ver. 1, we are not to

conceive exclusively only of the Twelve, and of such as already had forsaken

all; (3) our text does not conflict with the context (ver. 13), as it rather

claims in substance the giving up of the service of Mammon, and its claim

corres'ponds to the /lySjjaavpii^eTE vfilv k.t.X., besides allowing the idea of laying

up treasure in heaven (see Iva brnv knl. k.t.X.) to appear in a concrete form.

— brav kn'XeiTTri] (seethe critical remarks) when it fails, i.e., when it ceases.^

This orav ckX. indeed corresponds to the point of the parable : brav fieraaTaOu,

* Bornemann assumes as the meaning of certainly trusts that His followers will

the parable: "Pharisaeos Christus ait never imitate this," etc. This interpreta-

de alienis bonis liberales esse, idque sui tion is erroneous, if only for the reason

commodi causa, atque eorum praefectos that the steward is liberal with the prop-
(av^puiTTo^ TrAoutrios, ver. 1) non modo hanc erty of his own master. Consequently the

in subditis perversitatem et vitiositatem Pharisees would be represented as liberal,

non vituperare et punire, sed etiam laudai-e not de bonis alienis, " in regard to the goods
prudentiam eorum et calliditatem. At suos ot others," but with the property of their

id nunquam imitaturos esse Christus certo own chiefs. In general, however, it is de-

confidit," "Christ says that the Pharisees cisive against Bornemann that tio par-

are liberal in regard to the goods of others, able is intended to teach (he opposite of

and that too for the sake of their own ad- itself,

vantage ; and yet their chiefs (ai/SpwTros ^ Comp. xxii. 33 ; Heb. i. 12 ; Xen. Hell. i.

ttAouo-ios, ver. 1) not only do not con- 5. 2 : e^wf 6e riKeiv rdXai'Ta nevTaKOa-La- eav Si

demn and punish this perversity and vice Tavra eKKC-n-jj k.t.K.; 1 Sam. ix. 7 ; 1 Mace. iii.

in their subordinates, but even praise 29, 4.5 ; Ecolus. xiv. 19, xlii. 24 ; and fre-

their prudence and cunning. But Christ quently in the LXX. and in the Apocrypha.
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ver. 4, but signifies in the application intended to be made—the catas-

trophe of the Parousia, at the appearance of which, in the cxviia tov kocuov

TovTov which precedes it, the temporal riches comes to an end and cease to

exist (vi. 24; Jas. v. 1 ff. ; Luke xvii. 26 ff.), whereas then the treasures

laid up in heaven (Matt. vi. 20 ; Luke xii. 33, xviii. 22) occupy their

place (comp. also 1 Tim. vi. 19), and the complete airar;? of riches (IVIatt.

xiii. 22) is revealed. This reference to the Parousia is required in the con-

text by the a'luvlov^ (TKTjvdg, whereby the setting up of the kingdom (here also

conceived of as near) is referred to. The Pecepta EKAlnr/Te ' would mean :

when ye shall Jiave died.'' But after death that which is first to be expected

is not the kingdom of Messiah, or the life in heaven to which reference is

usually made (even by Bleek), but the paradise in Sheol (ver. 22), to

which, however, the predicate aluvlovg is not appropriate (in opposition to

Engelhardt). Moreover, Jesus could not refer His disciples to the condi-

tion after their death, since, according to the synoptic Gospels (and see

also on John xiv. 3), He had placed the Parousia and the setting up of the

kingdom in the lifetime even of that generation ^ (Luke xxi. 32, ix. 27).

Hence the Recepta is to be rejected even on these internal grounds, and to

be traced to the idea of the later eschatology. The everlasting tabernacles

correspond to the gJf rovg olanvg avruv in the parable, ver. 4, and typi^cally

denote, probably in reference to the movable tabernacles in the wilderness

(comp. Hos. xii. 10 •, Zech. xiv. 16 ; Ps. cxviii. 15), the kingdom of

Messiah, in respect of its everlasting duration. Thus God promises in 4

Esdr. ii. 11 :
^

^

'Et daho eis tahernacula aeterna, quae praeparaveram illis,"

"And I will give to them eternal tabernacles, which I have prepared for

them," where, in accordance with the context, doubtless the kingdom of

Messiah is meant. — defwirat] not impersonal (Koster and others), but in

respect of (piTiovg, and according to the analogy of ver. 4, the/riends provided

are to be understood, consequently the angels (see above) ; comp. Ambrose.

If (piXovQ be explained as denoting men, the poor and the like [Godet,

Weiss, and many others], since the text hints nothing of a future elevation

of these to the dignity of stewards (in opposition to Meuss), Se^uvtui must

be understood of the thankful and welcoming reception ; but in this inter-

pretation it would be strangely presupposed that the (piTioi would he already in

the everlasting habitations when the benefactors come thither, or there must

somehow be understood a mediate (Uxeadai (Grotius : ^'efficiant ut recip-

iamini," " they may bring to pass that ye are received") wherein there would

1 Luther translates :
" wh€n ye faint,'''' but hitherto was a refuge for you 1"

explains this of dying, when ye " must ^ Plat. Legg. vi. p. 759 E, Ix. p. 836 E

;

leave all behind you." Comp. Ewald Xen. C^. viii. 7. 20 ; Isa. xi. 10, LXX.; Gen.

(reading exAeiTrrjTe) : when ye can no longer xxv. 8, xlix. 33 ; Tob. xiv. 11 ; Test. XII.

help yourselves, i. «., when ye d'le. Context- Pair. p. 529.

ually Meuss refers (eKAein-rjTe) it to the last = Hence also the reading which gives the

judgment ; but with what far-fetched and singular UXtinia (Wieseler t/cAiVj)) is not to

artificial interpretation :
" g'landoemigrati.^, be understood, with Wieseler : if he leaves

scil. e mammone iniqvitat.is, qui adhuc re- you in the lurch (in death) ; which, apart

fugio vobis fuit, " " when ye remove, namely, from there being no v/u.os expressed, would
fro7n IJie mammon of unrighteousness, which be very harsh.
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be especial reference to the meritoriousness of alms (xi. 41, see especially

Maldonatus and Hilgenfeld, th.e latter of •whom recalls the prayer of the

poor in the Pastor of Hermas) ; but for an interpretation of that kind there

is, according to ver. 4, absolutely no justification, and as little for an ex-

planation according to the idea contained in Matt, xxv, 40 (Beza, Calvin,

and others, including Wieseler) ; comp. Luther (Pred.) :
" Men shall not

do it, but they shall be witnesses of our faith which is proved to them, for

the sake of which G^c»<Z receives us into the everlasting habitations." Luther,

however, further adds appropriately that in this there is taught no m^rit of

works.

Eemaek. — The circumstance that Jesus sets before His disciples the prudence

of a dishonest proceeding as an example, would not have been the occasion of

such unspeakable misrepresentations and such unrighteous judgments (most

contemptibly in Eichthal) if the principle : oh 6vvaa-&E {teu dovAevecv Kal /ua/nuv^,

ver. 13, had been kept in view, and it had been considered accordingly that even

the /xa&)jral, in fact, by beneficent application of their property, must have acted

unfaithfully towards Mammon in order to be faithful towards their contrasted

Master, towards God.' In this unfaithfulness their prudence was to consist,

because that was the way to attain for themselves the Messianic provision. [But

see Note CXXIII., p. 482.] If further objection has been taken on the ground

that in the expedient of the steward no special prudence is contained, it is to be

considered that the doctrinal precept intended at ver. 9 claimed to set forth

just such or a similar manifestation of prudence as the parable contains. On
the other hand, the device of a more complicated and refined subtlety would

not have corresponded with that simple doctrine which was to be rendered pal-

pable, to make to themselves friends of the unrighteous Mammon, etc.

Vv. 10-12. [See Note CXXIV., p. 482.] These verses give more detailed

information regarding the precept in ver. 9. " Without the specified appli-

cation of the possessions of Mammon, to wit, ye cannot receive the Messianic

riches.'''' This is shown, on the ground of a general principle of experience

(ver. 10) from a twofold specific peculiarity of both kinds of wealth, by the

argument a minori ad majus.— The faithful in tTie least is also faithful in

much ; and the unrighteous in the least is also unrighteous in much ^—a locus com-

mimis which is to be left in its entire proverbial generality. It is fitted for

1 Hence also the expedient which many Ebrard (on Olshausen, p. 678 f.) says : that

have adopted of maintaining that attention the dishonest steward is not so much a

is not directed to the morality of the symbol as an instance of a man who, in the

steward's conduct, but only to the prudence sphere of unr'ighteousness and sin, practises

in itself worthy of imitation (see Luther, the virtue of prudence ; that from him the

Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, Loffler, Bleek, Christian was to learn the practice of pru-

and many others) must be regarded as mis- dence, but in the sphere of righteousness.

taken, as on general grounds it is unworthy But thus the contrast in y^lAcih. the point

of Christ. The unfaithfulness which is rep- would lie is first of all put into the passage,

resented is manifested touun-ds Mainmon, [SeeNote CXXIH., p. 482.]

and this was intended to appear to the dis- * Views in harmony with w. 10 and 12

ciples not merely as prudence, but also as occur in Clem. Cor. ii. 8 ; but to conclude

duty. Hence also there was no need for at- therefrom that there is a relationship with

tempting to prevent the misunderstanding, the Gospel of the Egyptians (KOstliu, p. 233)

that for a good end an evil means was com- is very arbitrary,

mended (which Kuster finds in vv. 10-13).
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very varied application to individual cases. For xchnt special conclusion it

is Tiei-e intended to serve as a major proposition is contained in ver. 11 f. —
jiicToi h ilax- is conceived as one united idea. Comp. on Gal. iii. 36 ; Eph.

iv. 1. — Ver. 11. In tJie unrighteous Mammon (here also neuter, and alto-

gether as in ver. 9) those are faithful who, according to the precept in ver. 9,

so apply it that they make for themselves friends therewith. This faith-

fulness is meant not from the standpoint of the mammon-mind, but of the

! divine mind (ver. 13). — hyhEcOe] hate hecome, before the Messianic decision,

I —an expression of the moral development. — to alrjOivdv] placed first as a

j more emphatic contrast to h rw (uSIku /ja/x. (comp. ix. 20, xxiii. 31) : that

which is true, which is not merely a wealth that is regarded as such, but

("Jesus loquitur e sensu coelesti," "Jesus speaks from a heavenly sense,"

Bengel) the ideally real and genuine riches (comp. on John i. 9), i.e., the sal-

vation of the hingdom of Messiah. Observe the demonstrative force of the

article. De Wette, Bleek, and many others, following older writers, wrongly

'understand the sjnritual wealth, the Spirit ; compare Olshausen : "heavenly

powers of the Spirit." It must be that which previously was symbolized by
the reception into the everlasting habitations ; hence also it cannot be '

' the

revealed truths, the Gospel" (Ewald), or " the sjn ritual riches of the king-

dom of heaven" (Wieseler), the ^^ gifts of grace''"' (Lahmeyer), and the like.

The objection against our view, that -KLc-tvatL is not in harmony with it

(Wieseler), is not fatal, comp. xix. 17. The contrast indeed is not verbally

complete (hSiKov . . . SUacov), but substantially just, since anything that is

unrighteous cannot be -b alr^OivSv, but the two are essentially in contrast. —
Ver. 12. iv tu aA'Aorpiu)] another specific attribute of the temporal riches, in

what is alien, i.e., in that ichich hehngs to another. For ye are not the possessor,

but Mammon (in the parable the rich man whose wealth the oikov6/.ioc did not

possess, but only managed). [See Note CXXV., p. 482.] Altogether arbi-

trary is the spiritualizing explanation of de Wette, that it is " wjiat does

not immediately belong to the sphere of light and Spirit" (comp. Lahmeyer),

as well as that of Holbe, "in the truth which belongs to God." The con-

trary : TO vfiETcpov, that which is yours, by which again is characterized not

spiritual wealth, but the salvation of the Messianic kingdom,—to wit, ae that

which shall be the property of man, for that is indeed the hereditary posses-

sion, the K?i.ijpovofiia (Acts xx. 82 ; Rom. viii. 17 ; Gal. iii. 18 ; Eph. i. 14
;

Matt. XXV. 34, and elsewhere), the treasure laid up by him in heaven (Matt,

vi. 19-21), his KoliTEvua in heaven (Phil. iii. 20), not a mere possession by

stewardship of that which belongs to another as its owner, as is the case in

respect of earthly wealth. It is an arbitrary interpolation in II. Bauer, op. dt.

p. 540 f., who understands ilaxioTov and alldrprnv as the a6iKog fia/i. of the

legal condition, to which is to be attributed no absolute significance.

Ver. 13. [See Note CXXVI., p. 483.] A principle which does not cohere

with whatfoUoiDS (Holtzmann), but proves as indubitable the denial wliich

is implied in the jjrevioiis question: " ye shall in the supposed case not re-

ceive the Messianic salvation." Ye are, to wit, in this case servants of

Mammon, and cannot as such be Ood''s servants, because to serve two masters

is morally impossible. Moreover, sec on Matt. vi. 24.
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Vv. 14, 15. [See Note CXXVII., p. 483.] The mocking sneer > of the Phar-

isees, who indeed so well knew their pretended sanctity to be compatible

with their striving after temporal possessions, Jesus, in ver. 15, discloses at

its source, which was the self-conceit of their righteousness. — vuelq ecyre k.t.2,.]

ye are the people who make yourselves righteous (i.e., ^ecZa?'e yourselves as right-

eous) hefore men. Contrast : the divine diKaiuatg as it especially became the

substance of the Pauline gospel.^ The Pharisee in the temple, xviii. 11 f.,

gives a repulsive illustration of the 6iKaiovv iavrov, and he even ventures it in

the presence of God. — ore to h av6p6notg vip. k.t.?i.] since, indeed, that which

is lofty (standing in high estimation) among men is an abomination before Ood.

Comp. Ps. cxxxviii. 6. Thence it is plainly evident that God knows your

(evil) hearts, otherwise that which is lofty among men would also be highly

esteemed with Him, and not appear as an abomination. ' This generally ex-

pressed judgment of God has as its concrete background the seemingly holy

condition of the Pharisees, and hence is not indeed to be arbitrarily limited

(multa, quae, etc. , Kuinoel) ; but, moreover, neither is it to be pressed to

an absolute and equal application to all, although in relative variation of

degrees it is valid without exception. Schleiermacher and Paulus find a

concealed reference to Herod Antipas ; but this without the slightest hint

in the connection could not possibly present itself to the hearers ; the less

that even ver. 18 cannot be referred to the relation of Herod to Herodias

(see already Tertullian, c. Marc. iv. 34), since this latter was not forsaken

by Philip, but had separated herself arbitrarily from him.

Vv. 16, 17. [See Note CXXVII., p. 483.] The sequence of thought is :

after Jesus had declared His judgment on His adversaries, according to

which, moreover, they belong to the category of the fidElvyna evuKiov r. Beov,

He now tells them on the ground of what standard this jud-gment has refer-

ence to them, namely, on the ground of the Mosaic law (comp. John v. 45), of

which not the smallest element should l.ose its validity by the fact that

since John the kingdom of the Messiah was announced, and every man en-

deavored forcibly to come into it. The stress lies on ver. 17, and ver. 16 is

preparatory, but finds its motive in the fact that the announcement of the

kingdom, and the general endeavor after the kingdom which had begun
from the time of John, might easily throw upon Jesus the suspicion of put-

ting back the old principle, that of the law, into the shade. But no ; no

single KEpaia of the law fails, and that is the standard according to which
ye are an abomination in the sight of God.' The want of connection is only

1 eK^vKTrjpt^eic, xxiii. 35 ; 2 Sam. xix. 21 ; postulat temporum ratio .... Mosis et
Ps. ii. 4, xxxiv. 19 ; 3 Esdr. i. 53. prophetarum Ilbri . . . functi sunt velut
"To attribute Siicaiotrui'r) as the funda- puerorum magisterio ; . . . a Johanneinoipit

mental demand of Christianity to the influ- aetas melior," " Do not wonder, if greater
ence of Pharisaism on the development of works of love are required now than for-

Christ (see especially, Keim, Der Geschichtl. merly ; for the condition of the times de-
Chr. p. 35) is the more doubtful, as this mauds this. . . . Moses and the books of
fundamental thought prevails throughout the prophets served as a master of boys

;

the whole Old Testament. . . . with John a better age begins," etc.

'Grotius and others assume as the connec- Against this is ver. 17, and, in general (comp.
tion : "Ne miremini, si majora dilectionis Calovius), the manner in which Jesus hon-
opera nunc quam dim exigantur ; id enim ors the law (comp. ver. 31).
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external, not in the sequence of thought, and hence is not, as with Schulz,

Strauss, and de Wette (comp. also Bleek), to be referred to mistaken recol-

lections from Matthews Already the source of Luke's account of the jour-

ney had here operated in vv. 16-18, which in Matthew has its historical

position. Lurke follows his source of information, but it is not without

plan that he has supplemented from the Logia (Holtzmann), nor has he

pieced the passages together like mosaic (Weizsacker).— 6 v6fiog k. ol Trfwifif/rai

fwf 'Iwdvv.] "We are not to supply (following Matt. xi. 13) Trpoef/^rEvaav

(Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others), but from what follows (see Kiih-

ner, II. p. 605), kKr]pvaaovTo^ As the law and the prophets were announced

down to the time of John, so from that time onwards (even through John him-

self) the joyful tidings of the kingdom of the Messiah appeared, and with what

result ! Every man'' pressesforcibly into it ; " vi iugruit pia^ " '

' assaults with-

fious force," Bengel.^ See on Matt. xi. 12. — T:t(jtiv\ tofall into decay, \v\t\xTief-

erence to its obligation, the opposite of remaining in force. *— The v6fioq,

ver. 17, is not to be taken in any other sense than in ver. 16 (in oj^tposition to

Volkmar, p. 208, who understands the moral law contained in the legal

code) ; but assuredly the continuance here declared, the remaining in force

of the v($//of, is referred to its ideal contents. The reading of Marcion : t«v

7.6yi^v fiov, instead of -ov vSfiov, is not the original text, as though Luke had

transposed Matt. v. 18 into its opposite, but an inappropriate dogmatic al-

teration (in opposition to Baur, Hilgenfeld).^ Against the supposed anti-

nomianism of Luke, see generally Holtzmann, p. 397 ; Lechler, A2wst. Zeit.

p. 157 f.

Ver. 18. See on Matt. v. 32, xix. 9. Of what Christ has just said of the

continual obligation of the law he now gives an isolated exanqile, as Luke

found it here already in his original source. For the choice of this place

(not the original one) a special inducement must have been conceived of,

which Luke does not mention [but see Note CXXVIL, p. 483] ;
perhaps

' others supplement y]<Tav (de Wette law. See his GescJiichtl. Chr. p. 57 f.

[Weiss ed. Mcy.], comp. Ewald), which like- ^ A -popular expression of the general ur-

wise is allowable, and instead of this Theo- gency. Hence vras is neither to be pressed,

phylact, correctly explaining, places ilxov nor, with Bengel, to be supplemented by
Toi' icatpdi/. In the place of the Old Testa- j3ia^dn.eros. Moreover, ^la^'tTat is not to be
ment preaching has now appeared since taken of that "quod fieri *'i#a^" "which
John the New Testament preaching. miglit to be done " (so Elwcrt, QuaeM. et

But thereby the annull'mg of the law is not observatt. adphilol. sacr. I860, p. 20).

declared (in opposition to Baur, according s comp. Xen. C'ljr. iii. 3. 69 : ei koI piaa-aivTo

to whom Luke must have transformed the eto-w
; Thucyd. i. 63. 4 : pida-aar^ai « r'w Hoti-

words of Matt. xi. 13 to this meaning), but, Satav, vii. 69. 4 : ^io<7atriJai e« to efw.

as ver. 17 shows, the obligation of the law * Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 8 ; Rom. ix. 6 ; Ruth
is established in a higher sense. This is iii. 18 ; Judith vi. 9, and elsewhere ; Ilerod.

also in opposition to Schenkel, p. 38.5, who, vii. 18 ; Plat. Ei//. p. 14 D. Moreover, see

mistaking the connection, considers ver. 17 on Matt. v. 18.

as an assertion of the Pharisees, and ver. 18 * Comp. Kitsclil in the T/ieol. Jahrb. 1851,

as its confutation, but that already Luke p. 351 f.; Kostliii, p. 303 f.; Zeller, Apost.

himself has ceased to perceive the relation p. 15 f.; Franck in the Stud. it. Krit. 1855,

between the two verses. Nay, Schenkel p. 311 f.; Volkmar, p. 207 ff., whose conject-

even strikes at Matt. v. 18 f. Keim rightly ure, tuiv koyuv toO ©«oC, is, moreover, quite

says that Jesus nmvhere in the synoptic superfluous.

Gospels has declared the abolition of the
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only, in general, the remembrance of tlie varieties of doctrine prevailing at

that time on the question of divorce (see on Matt. xix. 3) ;
perhaps also,

the thought that among those Pharisees were such as had done that which

the verse mentions (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus). — The saying, however,

in the mind of Jesus, serves as a voucher for the obligation of the law with-

out exception, on the ground of Gen. ii. 24. See on Matt. xix. 4 S.. ; Mark

xvi. 6 flf. Olshausen explains this of spiritual fornication,' that what God
had joined together (i.e., the law according to its everlasting significance,

ver. 17), the Pharisees had arbitrarily loosed (in that they loved money and

wealth more than God), and that which God had loosed {i.e., the Old Testa-

ment theocracy in its temporary aspect, ver. 16), they wished to maintain

as obligatory, and had thus practi.sed a twofold spiritual adultery. How
arbitrary, without the slightest hint in the text ! [See Note CXXVIII.,

p. 483.] The supposed meaning of the second member would be altogether

without correspondence to the expressions, and the Pharisees might have

used the first member directly for their justification, in order to confirm

their prohibition of any accession to the Gospel. As to the obviousness of

the exception which adultery makes in reference to the prohibition of divorce,

see on Matt. v. 32.

Ver. 19. After Jesus in vv. 15-18 has rebuked the Pharisees, He now
justifies in opposition to them the doctrines, vv. 9-18, on account of which

they had derided Him,—showing them in the following fictitious doctrinal

narrative (which is not, as with Hengstenberg, to be transferred to the re-

past of Bethany) to what riches lead if they are not ajyplied in the manner pre-

scribed in ver. 9, to the noLelv iavrcj (piTiovg.'^ Comp. Theophylact. De Wette

(comp. Holtzmann) wrongly denies all connection with what goes before,

and finds set forth only the thought : Blessed are the 2)oor ; woe to the rich

(vi. 20, 24), so that there is wanting any moral view of the future retribution,

and hence the suspicion arises that in the first portion, vv. 19-26,

" the well-known prejudice " of Luke [comp. Weiss ed. Mey.], or of his in-

formant, against riches and in favor of poverty, is arbitrarily introduced.

Comp. Schwegler, I. p. 59 ; also Kostlin, p. 271, and Hilgenfeld, according

to whom the parable no longer appears in its primitive form, and must have

received from Luke an appendix hostile to the Jews. The moral standard

of the retribution is at ver. 27 ff. , so emphatically made prominent " that it is

1 Comp. also H. Bauer, op. cit. p. 544, who and elsewhere). Such forced interpreta-

thinks the meaning is that Israel is not to tions readily occur if the parable is to be

separate himself from the Mosaic law, and explained according: to assumed tenden-

not to urge it upon the heathens. cles of the author. Zeller in the Theol. Jahrb.
"^ The opinion, that by the rich man is 1843, p. 83 f., explains riches and poverty in

meant Herod Antipas (Schleiermacher, the parable before us in a spiritual sense of

Paulus), is a pure invention. Judaism and heathenism ; according to

^ See also H. Bauer in Zeller's T?ieol. Jahrb. Schwegler, however, the similitude is, at

1845, 3, p. 525, who, however, understands least from ver. 27 onward, carried on in the

by the rich man the Jewish popular rulers, anti-Judaic sense. Baur is of the same opin-

and by Lazarus the poor Jewish Christians ion, and lays stress upon the manner in

(Ebionites), to the assistance of whom, in which the conclusion exhibits the relation

their bodily needs, the Gentile Christians of the Jews (who did not believe in the

(the KuVe?) had come (Acts xi. 29 f., xxiv. 17, risen Christ) to Christianity ; comp. also Hil-
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unreasonable to separate it from the first part of the narrative, and ' to speak

of the Essene-\ike contempt of riches (Josephus, Bell. ii. 8. 3). — Jf ] transi-

tional, but to put the matter 7Wir, so as to act upon your icill, etc. See above.

— Kai he6i6vffK.] a simple connective link, where the periodic style would

have turned the phrase by means of a relative, as is done subsequently in

vcr. 20. — !rop(pvp. K. (i'vac] His upjier garmenti was of purple wool, his

underclothing of Egyptian byssus (white cotton), which among the

Hebrews was frequently used for delicate and luxurious materials. — Jesus

does not give any name for the rich man, which is not to be taken, as

by many of the Fathers, as a suggestion of rein'oach (Euthymius Zigabenus

refers to Ps. xv. 4), and in general, the absence of the name is to be regarded

as unintentional ; for the jioor man, however, even a significant name readily

presented itself to the sympathy of Jesus. Tradition calls the rich man
Nivev^g, which, according to a Scholiast, appeared also in certain mss. ; as,

moreover, the Sahidic version has the addition : cujus erat nomen Nineue.

Vv. 20, 21. In view of the significance of the name, we can the less con-

clude, with Calvin and others, following Tertullian, that this is an actual

history, since even at so early a period Tlieophylact describes this as occurring

"senselessly."'' AdCapof, i.e., "^IVJl, abbreviated for ^fjl'/Hj Deus auxilium,

" God a help," as frequently also among the Rabbins. See Lightfoot on John

xi. 1. Not : "ITJ?. X;, auxilio destitutus, "no-help" (Olshausen, Baumgarten-

Cru.sius, and others). But that any kind of confusion with the Lazarus from

Bethany had arisen (de Wette) is a quite arbitrary conjecture. Just as

groundless, moreover, is it either to doubt of the historical reality of the

Lazarus of the fourth Gospel and his resurrection, because of the Lazarus of

the parable being fictitious ; or, on the other hand, to support this historical

character by the assumption that Jesus in the parable referred to the actual

Lazarus (Hengstenberg). The two men called Lazarus have nothing to do

with one another. The name which the Lazarus of Bethany actually bore is

here a symloUcally chosen name, and how appropriate it is ! — kjUfl/rj-o] not :

was laid down (Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), but pluperfect, had been thrown

down. The poor sick man had been cast down there in order to procure for

him what fell from the rich man's table. Even in Matt. viii. 6, ix. 2, the

idea is not merely that of lying, but of being cast down. — -npoc tov ttvIuvo]

there at the gate (see on Matt. xxvi. 71), which led from the irpuavliov into

the house. The form Ei?.Ku/jEvog (Lachmann, Tischendorf), ajfiicted with ul-

cers (from HkSiS), is convincingly attested, and that in opposition to the

genfeld, Evang. p. 201 f. Weizsiioker also over, the whole parable, as piven by Luke,

finds in it tlie influence of Ebionitic ideas. is turned into a vanpov nporepov on the

Comp. on ver. 1, xv. 11. But in lii.s opinion ground of the abstractions of church his-

(see p. 215) the parable concerning Lazarus tory.

received a wider derelopinent, accordiiifc to i Strauss, I. p. G32; comp. SchweRler,

which it now typifies the unbelieving Juda- Baur, Zeller.

Ism, which docs not allow itself to l)e cou- « Nevertheless, the houses of the rich

verted by Moses and the propliets, and does man and of Lazarus are still shown to this

not believe, moreover, in the risen Christ

;

day on the Via dolorosa (Robinson, I,

the rich Judaism as opposed to the poor Jew- p. 387).

ink Christiunity (.comp. p. 502). Thus, more-
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usage elsewhere ;* but it was probably formed by Luke, according to the anal-

ogy of the argument of kluu and eIkvu (Lobeck, Paral. p. 35 f.). — Ver. 21.

k-jvidviiuv] desiring, craving after it. Whether he received of what fell or not

is left undecided by the expression in itself, and de Wette (comp. Bleek)

leaves the matter as it is, there being, as he thinks, nothing at all said about

what was done or not done, but only about a lot and a condition. But the

following aT^Tia koX h.t.I. shows that the craving was not satisfied, which, more-

over, presents itsoii a priori according to the purpose of the descrijjtion as the

most natural thing. The addition borrowed from xv. 16 : kcu oirfetf eSidov

avrO, in min. andvss., after nlovciov, is hence (comp. xv. 16) a gloss, correct in

sense. — alia Kal o'l Kvvsg k.t.1.] but, instead of being satisfied, even still {nai,

see Hartung, PartiTcell. I. p. 134) the dogs came, etc. An aggravation of the

misery, and that too not merely as depicting the negative evil of neglect {alia

Kal pn/JLoq Tuv depaTrevadvTuv, '
' but also destitute of those who healed, " Theophy-

lact ; comp. Euthymius Zigabenus), but also positively : the unclean beasts

and their licking {eTrkleixoi') aggravating the pain of the helpless creature !

According to others, ^ even the dogs appeared to have coynjMssion upon him.

But the idea of contrast which alia must introduce would not thus be made
prominent, nor the accumulation which /cat indicates, nor would the whole

strength of the contrast between vv. 21, 23 remain. [See Note CXXIX.,

p. 483.] According to Bornemann, the meaning is : ov /iduov exoprdadTj . . .

alia Kal k.t.1., " egestati ejus micae de divitis mensa allatae, vulneribus

succurrebant canes, " '

' the crumbs from the rich man's table aided his pover-

ty, the dogs were relieving his wounds. " This is opposed to the purpose of the

doctrinal narrative, to which purpose corresponds rather the unmitigated

greatness of the suffering (ver. 25 ; moreover, the rich man's suffering in

Hades is not mitigated).

Vv. 22, 23. 'A-evEx^vai avrdv'] not his soul merely (" non possunt ingredi

Paradisum nisi justi, quorum animae co feruntur per angelos," "none can

enter Paradise except the just, whose souls are borne thither by the angels,"

Targum on Cantic. iv. 12), but the dead 2^erson vfho is not buried (as the rich

man was, ver. 23), but instead thereof is carried atcay by the ajigels (" ante-

quam egrederentur socii ex hac area, mortui sunt R. Jose et R. Chiskia et

R. Jesa ; et viderunt, quod angeli sancti eos deportarent in illud velum ex-

pansum," "before the confederates departed from that place, Rabbi Jose and

R. Chiskia and R. Jesa died ; and they saw that holy angels carried them

away into that opened covering," Idra Babba, 1137 f.), and that too into

Abraham's bosom, where he lives once more and is blessed (ver. 24 f.)

Ewald also, and Schegg, hold the correct view. [See Note CXXX., p. 483.]

The usual device, that the burial of the poor man was left without mention,

as being worthy of no consideration [Godet], is an evasion, the more arbitra-

ry in proportion as the narrative is a fictitious one, the doctrine of which in-

deed concerns only the condition of the souls in Hades, while its concrete

1 Eur. Ale. 878 : jjAKuo-e;/ ; Plut. Phoc. 2

:

Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette,
Tct rjAKio/ueva. Ewald, Bleck. So also Klinckhardt, super

' Jei-ome, Erasmus, Calvin, Wetstein, Mi- parab. de horn, divite et Lazaro, Lips. 1831.

chaelis, and others, including Kuinoel,
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poetic representation concerns the whole man ; hence Hofmann, Schriftbew. I.

p. 359, mistaking very inconsiderately the poetic character of the descrip-

tion, calls our explanation folly.—df rw/cd/lTr.'A/Jp.] Dn"i3K 71^ 1p'n3, among
the Rabbins also a frequent sensuous representation of special blessedness in

Paradise, ' where the dejiarted referred to are in intimate fellowship with the

patriarch who loves them (resting on his breast). Comp. Wetstein. See also

4 Mace. xiii. 16, where Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob receive the dead into

their bosom. The k61iv. 'A/ip. is therefore not of the same import as Paradise,

xxiii. 43, but Abraham is in Paradise (comp. on John viii. 56), and has there

received Lazarus to his 'bosom. The representation of a 7'epast (Grotius, Ben-

gel, Michaelis, Kuinoel, and others) does not belong to this place, but refers

to the Messianic kingdom (Matt. viii. 11.) — kuI ETd(p7/] so that therefore it

was not with him as it was with Lazarus, who was carried by the angels, etc.

It is usually supposed by way of addition to this : splendidly, in accordance

with his 2)ositio7i, and the like. This is purely arbitrary. — Ver. 23. Hades

corresponds to the Hebrew ShsoL which in the LXX. is translated by arf??f,

and hence denotes the whole subterranean place of abode of departed souls

until the resurrection, divided into Paradise (xxiii. 43) for the pious, and

Gehenna for the godless. Ruth R. i. 1 : "Illi descendunt in Paradisum, hi

vero descendunt in Gehennam," "Those descend into Paradise, but these

into Gehenna." That ^dr/g in itself does not mean the place of punishment

alone—hell, although the context may bring with it the reference thereto, is

very clearly evident in the New Testament from Acts ii. 27, 31." From the

Old Testament, compare esijecially Gen. xxxvii. 35. The reward and punish-

ment in Hades is ?l preliminary one until the full retribution after resurrec-

tion and judgment. The upper Paradise, which is in heaven, is not to be

confounded with that loioer one. See on 2 Cor. xii. 3 f. — iv tC) athf\ which

region of Hades is meant, is shown by the context. Moreover, let it be ob-

served that the poetry of the narrative transfers even the rich man as to his

whole person to Hades, see ver. 24, whither he, however, comes down from

the gratie.^— knapag r. b<l>d. opa 'A[ip.] for " Paradisus et Gehenna ita posita

1 Not of the heavenly blessedness, in re- sufficient reason. His reason, at least,—

spect of which the koAttos 'A^p. has been that the angels elsewhere bring about the

made into " sinus gratiae clivinae, in quern intercourse between earth and heaven, not

Abraham pater credentium receptus est," between earth and Sheol,—is not to the pur-

" the bosom of divine grace, in which Abra- pose. For the angels have also, in the pas-

ham the father of believers was received " sage before us, the service of mediation

(Calovius). In this way dogmatic the- between heaven and earth ; they are sent

ology is at no loss to come io terms with ex- from heaven to the earth to bear Lazania

egesis, maintaining that the sinus -IftraAa* is into Abraham's bosom in the paradise of

not to be understood snhjectively, " quasi ab Sheol. The reveries of the later Jews about

Abrahamo et in ipsius sinu receptus Laza- the angels in the lower paradise, see in

rus sit," " as if Lazarus were received by Eisenmenger, II. p. 309 ff.

Abraham and in his bosom" (and this is " Comp. Guder in Ilerzog's Encyklop. V.

nevertheless the only correct view), but ob- p. 442, and see Grotius on the passage. This

jectively, as that bosom which " Abraham- is in opposition to West in the Stud. u. Krit.

um ecu objectum fovet in complcxu suo," 1858, p. IK).").

"cherishes in its embrace Abraliara as ob- ' In view of the poetic character of these

.lect." Even Lechler in the Stud. u. Kjit. representations, it is very precarious (see

1854, p. 820 f.. doubts that an abode of Abra- Delitzsch, IMl. Psychol, p. 429 flf.) to seek

ham in Hades may be meant ; but without to gather from them anything on the con-
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sunt, ut ex unoin alterum prospiciant, " "Paradise and Gehenna are so situ-

ated, that they can see from one to the other," Midr. on Eccles. vii. 14.

Paradise is not conceived of as higher in situation (see, on the other hand,

ver. 20), but the rich man in his torment has not yet until now lifted up his

eyes in order to look around him, beyond his nearest neighborhood. — h
Tolg Kd/iTTotg] the plural, as is often the case also in the classical writers

since Homer.

Ver. 34. Kai avTog] and he, on his part, as opposed to the patriarch and to

Lazarus. — The poetical discourse as it advances now gives us a conversation

from the two parts of Hades,' in which, however, the prayer for the service

of Lazarus is not on the part of the rich man continued presumption ^ (Lange,

L. J. II. 1, p. 394 :
" that Lazarus was to be sent on an errand for him"),

but finds its motive simply in the fact that it is precisely Lazarus whom he

sees reposing on Abraham's bosom. The text does not go further, but leaves

to be felt with suiRcient profundity what is the humiliating reversal of the

relation (that the despised beggar was now to be the reviver of the rich

man). — to mpov t. tJa/cr.] even only such a smallest cooling, what a favor it

would be to him in his glovnng heat ! Lange grotesquely conjectures that

he asks only for such a delicate touching, because he had seen Lazarus in the

impurity of his sores. In his condition he certainly had done with such re-

flections. — v6aToq\ Genitivus materiae.^

Ver. 35. Te/cvoy] an address of sympathizing patriarchal love. — The em-

phasis of the refusal Ties on anElaliEQ, which is hence placed first : that thou

hast received thy good things ; there is nothing more in arrearfor thee as thy

due acquittance (see on xviii. 30), hence to thy lot cannot fall the refreshing

craved. Compare the anexstv rijv TvapdnlrjaLv, vi. 26. If the rich man had not

used his treasures for splendor and pleasure, but charitably for others (ver. 9),

he would, when that splendor and pleasure had passed away from him, have

still retained as arrears in his favor the happiness which he had dispensed with.

— TO, ayadd cov] i.e., the sum of thy happiness. — biioiuq] i.e., cnrtlajiEv kv tt) fw^

avTov. — TO. Kami i.e., the sum of the evil, corresponding by way of contrast to

the TO. dyadd aov. Observe that avTov is not added. — vvv de /c.r.X.] tut now,

the reversed condition ! He has the happiness left in arrear for him ; thou,

the sufferings left in arrear for thee ! That Lazarus is not to be conceived

of as simply a poor man and unfortunate, but as a pious man, who, without

special deserving, is a suffering victim, is plain by virtue of the contrast from

the unconverted state of the rich man, which brought him into Gehenna,

ver. 28 ff. He was one of those to whom applied the fiaKapioi ol vrruxoi /c.r./l.,

vi. 21. Only this is not to be concluded from the silence of Lazarus before

the rich man's door and in the bosom of Abraham (Lange : "a princely

stitution of a psychical body in the inter- tions.

mediate state (to give instruction on which ' For Rabbinical analogies, see in Light-

subject is not at all the purpose of the nar- foot, p. 864 f.

rative). Scripture (even 2 Cor. v. 1 ff.) ^ Comp. also Bengel :
" Adhuc vilipendit

leaves us without any disclosure on this Lazarum heluo," " The glutton still despises

point ; hence all the less are we to give Lazarus."

heed to declarations of clairvoyants, and ' See Bernhardy, p. 168 ; Buttmann, Neut.

to theo&ophic and other kind of specula- Or. p. 148 [E. T. 170].
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proud, silent beggar—a humble blessed child of God without seli-exaltation

in the bosom of. glory"), for the chief person, and therefore the speaker, is

the rich man. — Trapa/ca/teZrat] see on Matt. v. 4 ; 3 Thess. ii. 16. The notion

that the earthly happiness of the rich man had been the recompense for his

TLva apcTT/v, "some virtue on his part," and the misery of Lazarus the pun-

ishment for his Tiva Kaniav, " some evil on his part" (Euthyraius Zigabenus,

Theophylact ; comp. Rabbins in Wetstein), is an incongruous reflection.

Ver. 26. 'ETrlTrdacTovToig] Moreover, in addition to all. Comp. iii. 20. See on

Eph. vi. 16, and Wetstein. There follovps now after the argumentum ab aequo,

ver. 25, still the argumentum ab ijnpossibili for the non-compliance with the

request. — ;^;d(T/zrt] a yaicning chasm, cleft, frequently found in the classical

writers ; comp. xo^^l''^'^ ukyain the LXX. 2 Sam. xviii. 17. The idea of such

a separation between the two portions of Hades does not occur among the

Rabbins, among whom sometimes a separating wall is mentioned, sometimes

it is said that the intervening space is only a hand, nay, only a thread in

breadth. ' The chasm belongs to the poetical representation ; the thought is

the unalterable separation.^— tarypiKrai] is established, so that it is never

again closed. — ottwc] purpose of the fiera^ii down to karr'/p. — 6ia(iyvai] pass

over. — fDjSe K.T.2..] omitting the article before tKeWev : and therewith they may
not cross over thence to us. The subject is self-evident. The Recepta oi ekeIi^ev

would have to be explained either, with Buttmann, by supplying iJeAovref

dia^Tjvai, or as a case of attraction instead of oi ekeI ekeI^ev.^

Vv. 27-31. What riches lead to when they are not applied according to

ver. 9, is shown vv. 19-26. In order, however, to escape from this perdi-

tion while there is still time, repentance is necessary, and for this the law and

th^ prophets are the appointed means (comp. vv. 16, 17) ; and, indeed, these

are so perfectly sufficient that even the return of a dead person to life would

not be more effectual. — Ver. 28. oTrug] Purpose of the sending ; excj . . .

a(k?i(l>. is a parenthetic clause; his style is pathetic.

—

dia/iapTvp.] that

he may testify to them, to wit, of the situation in which I am placed, because

I have not repented. "Opa nuq vnb ryg KoTiaoEuq eif avvala&r/aiv tjWev, " See

how through punishment he came to a fellow-feeling, " Theophylact. — Ver.

29. aKovcdruaav avTuv'] they should give heed (listen) to them!— Ver. 30. ovxi'\

nay ! they will not hear them. The echo of his own experience gained in

the position of secure obduracy !— ano vekpuv'] belongs to TzopEvdi). — Ver. 31.

ov6e £dv] not even (not at all), if. — TiELc&iiaovTai] not exactly equivalent

to KiaTEvaovoLv, " will believe" (Vulg. Euthymius Zigabenus, Luther, and

others), but : they will be moved, will be won over, namely, to repent.—

A

reference to the resurrection of Jesus (Olshausen), or to the manifestation

of Elijah (Baumgarten-Crusius), is altogether remote, although the word of

Abraham has certainly approved itself historically even in reference to the

risen Christ. The illustration, moreover, by the example of Lazarus of Beth-

any, who brought intelligence from Hades, and whom the Jews would have

'See Ligbtfoot, p. 85"; Eisenmenger, Eur. PAo^n. 1599), is inappropriate.

Entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 314 f. ' Kiiliner, II. p. 319. Comp. Plat. CratyL

' Tlie reference to Ilesiod, Theog. 74n, p. 403 D ; Thuc. viij, J07, 3,

wherein Tartarus itself is a ;jo(t/io (comp.



NOTES. 481

killed, John xii. 10, is not to the point (Chrysostom, Theopliylact, Euthy-

mius Zigabenus).

Notes bt Amebican Editob.

CXIX. Vv. 1-13. The rarahle of the Unjust Steward.

To the literature Weiss ed. Mey. adds only : Goebel in the Siiul. u Krit. 1875,

3. 4.

Eegarding the parable as probably derived from Luke's "main source," the

same author fails to find any connection with what precedes, objecting to

Meyer's suggestion of the sequence of discourses.

In the interpretation Weiss differs from Meyer :
" The parable teaches, from

the conduct of a child of this world, who according to his nature is specially

skilful in spending earthly goods and therewith does not avoid that dishonesty

which is peculiar to children of this world (see on ver. 8), the true prudence

in the use of riches, i.e., how His disciples should use earthly goods in order

to enter into the Messiah's kingdom. All other interpretations rest upon arbi-

trary allegorizing, the varied multiplicity of which in connection with this very

parable shows how it cannot reduce it to a certain exposition. To this also

belongs the interpretation of Meyer, according to which the dv&puTvng nlovaLoq

is Mammon and the o'lKoi'u/mg are the fia^ij-ai. That to the money-loving Phari-

sees (ver. 14), on account of their mode of life turned away to earthly things,

these appeared as spendthrifts of earthly possessions, and now, before Mammon
entirely withdrew from them their possessions (i.e., left them in poverty),

should secure for themselves an eternal provision through the 'benevolent use of

riches, cannot be represented by the parable. In it the steward does not appear

as wasteful, but he is so (see on ver. 3), and is expressly described as unright-

eous (ver. 8), becaiise he acts prudently indeed in his own interest, but does not

desire to benefit his lord's creditors. Mammon, however, cannot be the lord in

the parable, because to him neither through the alleged waste nor through this

benevolent use does an injustice occur, which the parable assumes. And even

if this were the case, Jesus could not teach that one should deceive an unjust

master for a good end (comp. Lahmeyer, p. 19)." So far as Weiss interprets in

detail, he agrees rather with the usual view. It seems best to indicate in the

text the particular points with which he agrees.

CXX. Ver. 1. av&punog . . .nXovaior.

Godet also explains this phrase as representing God, the steward referring to

the possessor of earthly wealth. " In relation to his neighbor, every man may
be regarded as the proprietor of his goods ; but in relation to God no one is

more than a tenant. This great and simple thought, by destroying the right of

property relatively to God, gives it its true basis in the relation between man
and man. Every man should respect the property of his neighbor, just because

it is not the latter' s property, but that of God, who has entrusted it to him"
{Luke, p. 383, Am. ed.).

Despite Meyer's objections this view seems preferable. It has certainly

found more currency than any other and presents fewer difficulties. The in-

terpretation of vv. 8 and 9 remains difficult, whatever view is taken of the per-

sonages in the parable.

31
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CXXI. Ver. 3. on . . . cKpaipe'irai.

Weiss ed. Mey. regards the dismissal not as " the near and certain result,"

but as having already occurred (ver. 2) ; hence on, in his view, is to be rendered

as usual :
" because." But ver. 4 indicates that the dismissal was still future.

The E. v., with its rendering : " seeing that," seems to suggest Meyer's inter-

pretation. Comp. the apt rendering of the next clause :
" I have not strength

to dig."

CXXII. Ver. 5. tuv xp£u<j>Ei^'£Tuv.

These may have been" merchants and others, who obtained supplies on credit

from the steward, making reckoning after sales (so de Wette, Godet, Weiss).

CXXm. Ver. 8. elg ttjv yeveav rtjv iavruv.

Weiss ed. Mey. differs here from Meyer, and, in answer to the objection

that our Lord uses something blameworthy as a means of instruction (de Wette),

remarks :
" He gives, not an example, but a parable, the materia] of which is

taken from a sphere suiting His purpose." He thinks the only correct concep-

tion of the parable leaves out of view the immorality of the steward's conduct,

and concerns only the prudence, " which naturally should be exercised in the

sphere of righteousness, as that of the steward was in the sphere of unright-

eousness. . . . Meyer's insisting on the representation of an unfaithfulness

(toward Mammon), in accordance with duty, is still a remnant of false allegoriz-

ing that, as respects the parable, cannot be carried out, and, further, compels us
to interpolate in ver. 11 an antithesis of faithfulness toward God, which is at

the same time unfaithfulness toward Mammon, of which there is no hint in

the text." These objections are of great weight. Few expositors have accepted

Meyer's peculiar explanation. His interpretation of (j)lXovg as " angels" seems

unnecessary.

CXXIV. Vv. 10-12. Application ofParable.

If Meyer's view of the parable be rejected, it will be necessary to modify his

explanation of these verses, especially in the reference to Mammon. Weiss ed.

Mey. i)roperly insists that there is no thought of unfaithfulness to Mammon (as

represented by the rich man in the parable). As there is no direct indication of

connection with what precedes, Weiss "surmises that here there has fallen out

the second member of a pair of parables which treated of prudence and faithful-

ness in the use of earthly possessions, namely, the basis of Matt. xxv. 14-30,

parallel with Luke xix. 12-27." But apparent want of connection here hardly

justifies a discovery of it in those passages.

CXXV. Ver. 12. h tg) alloriuif).

" Earthly wealth is held in trust; the true riches are described as 'your

own.' Wealth can never form a part of our being, is never permanently in our

possession : we can have the use of it, yet in no true sense own it. But that

M'hich God gives to us as true riches will form a part of our eternal being, is

our inalienable possession" (Inter. Kev. Commentary, Luke, p. 242). Godet says

God is the real owner of our earthly possessions, hence the term here used.

Weiss ed. Mey. objects that spiritual possessions are also God's. He thinks

the term is used because earthly possessions belong to "this world" and
will disappear with it. All explanations must agree in defining earthly

wealth as "that which is another's."
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CXXVI. Ver. 13. ovdel^ oiKeTrjg k.t.I.

This saying of our Lord probably became proverbial in His discourses,

though Weiss ed. Mey. thinks it was inserted in the Sermon on the Mount from

this place. The connection is not difficult : if we use what is another's (earthly

wealth) unfaithfully we become the servants of Mammon, become servants ol

that of which we assume to be owners.

CXXVn. Vv. 14-18.

The connection in these verses is difficult to trace. Hence Weiss ed. Mey.

finds a mosaic : the substance is taken, he thinks, from Luke's peculiar

"source," but ver. 14 is inserted by the Evangelist to connect what follows

with the Pharisees, while vv, 16-18 are from the common source, the true posi-

tion being indicated in the first Gospel. He also speaks of Luke's thus finding

" opportunity to limit reciprocally two apparently contradictory sayings of

Jesus, and to explain them by the following parable." Against all this Godet's

remarks holds good : "A discourse invented by the Evangelist would not have

failed to present an evident logical connection as much as the discourses which

Livy or Xenophon put into the mouth of their heroes. The very brokenness

suffices to prove that the discourse was really held and existed previously to

the narrative" {Lake, p. 389, Am. ed.).

CXXVIII. Ver. 18. irag 6 cnzolvuv^ k.t.Tl.

Weiss ed. Mey. also regards the verse as used by Luke " allegorically " with

reference to the relation to the law and the new ordinance of God's kingdom

(comp. Rom. vii. 1-3). " Whoever on account of the latter separates himself

from the former commits in God's sight the sin of adultery, just as he who,

after God has loosed from the law through the proclamation of the kingdom of

God, desires to continue the old relation. The former sins against ver. 17, the

latter against ver. 16." Of this there is not " the slightest hint in the text." It

is far safer to say that we do not know what there was in the moral status of

the audience which gave to this example from the law its appropriateness, than

to allegorize in this fashion. Weiss too is especially hostile to allegorizing in

other cases.

CXXIX. Ver. 21. al?.a koL ol KvveqK.r.'k.

Weiss ed. Mey. does not admit either the view of aggravation or that of com-

passion. " Both the contrast {alia) and the accumulation {Kai) seem to me suf-

ficiently explained, when it is assumed that he who, like a dog, lurked before

the door for the remnants of the table (Matt. xv. 27), was also treated by the

unclean beasts as their equal."

CXXX. Ver. 22. a.nevex'&vvai avrbv v-nrb tuv ayyiluv.

Meyer's view, that the whole person of Lazarus is meant, is rejected by Weiss

as "simply opposed to the context." He thinks the burial of the beggar is not

mentioned possibly because he was not buried, but chiefly " because with the

higher honor which occurs to him through the angels the transformation of

his fate begins."
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CHAPTER XVII.

Ver. 1. [Quite unusually the Kec. here omits avrov, which is attested by the

best uncials and versions, accepted by all recent editors.] Instead of tov /117

Elz. [not Stephens] has merely /xtj. But tov is decisively attested. Tischen-

dorf has the arrangement tov to, an. fi^ kW., following B L X X ; the usual order

of the words was favored because of Matt, xviii. 7.

—

oval 6t'\ B D L K, min.

vss. Lachm. have n'kijv oval. [Treg. text., W. and Hort, R. V.] From Matt, xviii.

7. -Ver. 2. fivlog ovlkoq] B D L X, min. vss., including Vulg. It., have Xidoq

fivTitKog. Becommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; the

Recepta is from Matt, xviii. 6. [Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with N* B
L, place eva after tovtuv.'\ — Ver. 3. de] is wanting in B D L X N, min. vss.,

also Vulg. It. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. A
connective addition, in accordance with Matt, xviii. 15, from which place,

moreover, elg at is intruded, in Elz. Scholz, after dfiapTi}. — Ver. 4. d//dpr?;]

Decisive authorities have u/xapTT/ay. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.

and Tisch. ; u/idpTr/ is a mechanical repetition from ver. 3. — The second Trjg

rifiepag has such important evidence against it, that Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. have

rightly deleted it. An exegetical addition to balance the previous clause.

—

After iniaTpetpy Elz. adds enl ae. In any case wrong ; since A B D L X A K,

min. Clem, have irpoc ae (approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.),

while EFGHKMSUVrA, min. vss. Or. Dam. have nothing at all (so

Griesb. Matth. Scholz). irpoQ ce is preponderatingly attested ; it was variously

supplied (f-/, fif) when passed over as superfluous. — Ver. 6. Instead of eIx^te

there is stronger evidence in favor of £jerc (so Tisch.) ; the former is an emen-

dation. — Ver. 7. [Recent editors, with Tisch., t< B D L, Copt., Vulg., add
avTil) after fp«. This reading favors the connection of ev^eug with what follows.]

— avdneaat] Between this form and avaKEoe (Matth. Lachm. Tisch. [recent edi-

tors, with X B D, and others]), the authorities are very much divided. The
former was corrected by the latter as in xiv. 10. — Ver. 9. ekeIvu)'] is not found

in decisive witnesses ; deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for the sake

of more precise statement, which, moreover, is accomplished in Elz. by adding

ui'-w after ('iuiTaxO. — ov rfo/cw] is wanting in B L X X, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth.

Verc. Cypr. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort,

R. v., but not by Weiss]. But how easily might the following ovtu become an

occasion for the omission ! For the addition just of these suiJerfluous and yet

peculiar words there was no reason. — Ver. 10. The second oti is wanting in A
B D L K, min. Slav. Vulg. It. Or. and other Fathers. Suspected by Griesb., delet-

ed by Lachm. and Tisch. A connective addition. — Ver. 11. Sia ^iaov'] D has

merely /if gov, w-hich, dependent on 6ii]px£To, is to be considered as an exegetio

marginal note. The jiiaov written on the margin occasioned the readings 6i(i

fiiaov (B L t<, 28, Lachm.), which nsus lo'jneyid! is foreign to the New Testament,

and avu plcw (i. 13. G9, al). [Tisch. VIII., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., have 610.

fiiaov, and with X B L, omit avTov after TTopevsa^.ai. — Ver. 21. Tisch., W. and
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Hort, Weiss, R. V., with t< B L, omit the second l6ov.] — Ver. 23. Before the

second Idov Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have ?/, but in opposition to B D K L X IT,

min. Slav. Vulg. ms. Theophylact. An addition, according to the analogy of

Matt. xxiv. 23. Tisch. has the arrangement ISov ekeI, ISov cj6e, following B L,

Copt, [so recent editors, E. V.], and in any case it occurred more naturally to

the transcribers, partly on its own account, partly following ver. 21 and Matt.

xxiv. 23, to place uSe first. — Ver. 24. [Tisch., W. and Hort, "Weiss, R. V., with

^< B L, etc., omit tj after daTpavrTJ.] — After ectm Elz. has kuI ; bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A very easily occurring addition (comp. ver. 26),

which has preponderating evidence against it. Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 27. — h
ry f/fiifia avToii'] is, indeed, deleted by Lachm., but is wanting only in B D, 220,

codd. of It., and is to be maintained. [W. and Hort, R. V. marg., omit.] If it had

been added, iv ry wapovaia avrov would have been written, according to Matt,

xxiv. 27, and this would have had not merely a few (248, codd. of It. Ambr.),

but preponderating authorities. The omission may easily have arisen by means

of the homoeoteleuton avdpDirOT . . . avrOT. — Ver. 27. k^Eya/Lii^ovTo] Lachm.

Tisch., on preponderating evidence, have kya/ilCovTo. Rightly ; the former is a

kind of gloss, following Matt. xxiv. 38. — [Ver. 28. Tisch., recent editors, R. V.

,

with X B L, Vulg., read KaOug, instead of /cat ug.] — Ver. 30. Here also, as at

vi. 23, TCL avTo. is to be read, in accordance with B D K X 11 X** min. — [Ver.

33. There are a number of variations. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read TVEpi-

noiT/aaaOai (with B L), as unusual, and, with X B D, 1, 33, omit the second

avTTjv.] — Ver. 34 f. The articles before slg and before /nia in Elz. Tisch. (the

second also in Scholz, Lachm.) have such strong evidence against them, that

they appear to have been added, according to the analogy of 6 srepog and ?/ irepa,

[Tisch. VIII. omits the first, but retains the second.]— After ver. 35 Elz.

Scholz [R. V. marg.] have (ver. 36) : Am Edovrai kv ru aypu- 6 slg Kapalrj^B^aErai,

K. 6 Srepog d^eftrja. Against such decisive evidence, that we cannot suppose an

omission occasioned by the homoeoteleuton (Scholz), but an interpolation from

Matt. xxiv. 24. — avvaxOrjaovrai ol dsToi] Tisch, has Kal ol dsrul eniovvaxBTJcrovTai,

on very important evidence. [So recent editors, R. V.] The Recepta is from

Matt. xxiv. 28.

Yv. 1-4. The Pharisees (xvi. 14) are despatched and dismissed (xvi.

15-31), and Jesus now again turns Himself, as at xvi. 1, to His disciples,

and that with an instruction and adtno7iition in reference to oKavdala, a sub-

ject which He approached the more naturally that it was precisely the con-

duct of the Pharisees which had occasioned the entire set of discourses (xv. 2),

and especially had introduced the last portion (xvi. 14), that w^as of a very

offensive nature to the disciples of Jesus, and might become injurious to

their moral judgment and behavior. Comp. already Theophylact. The

course of the previous discourse therefore still goes on, and it is unfair to

Luke to deny to the formula eItte 6e k.t.1. the attestation of the point of

time, and to maintain that there is no connection with the entire section, vv.

1-10 (de "Wette, Holtzmann ; comp. Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel). [See Note

CXXXI., p. 495.] — The contents of vv. 1-4 are of such a kind that these

sayings, especially in a dissimilar form, might be used several times on

various occasions (comp. Matt, xviii. 7, 6, 15, 21 f.). In the form in which
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Luke gives them, lie found them in his original source of the journey.'—
avtv^EKTov Icjri] equivalent to ova hdlx^rat, xiii. 33, not preserved elsewhere

than in Gregor. Cor. and Artem. Oneir. ii. 70.'— tov //?) cMcZv] the genitive

dependent on the neuter adjective used as a substantive (Kiihner, II. p. 122)

:

the impossible (impossibility) of their not coming occurs. Winer views it

otherwise, p. 293 [E. T. 328]. — 7iVCLTeld avru, el] it is profitablefor Mm, if.

In what follows observe the perfects, cast around, and he is thrown, by which

the matter is declared as completed, and in its completion is made present.

— 7/] as XV. 7. — Iva] tlian to deceive, i.e., than if he remained alive to deceive.

The being drowned is here conceived of as before the completion of the de-

ceiving. Matthew has it otherwise, xviii. 6. — tuv fxiKpuv tovtuv] pointing

to those 2)'>'ese7it, not, however, children (Bengel and others), but disciples^

who were still feeble, and therefore easily led astray,

—

little ones among
the disciples, beginners and simple ones. [See critical note.] According to

XV. 1, 2, it is to be supposed that some of them at least were converted pub-

licans and sinners. To explain the expression from Matt, xviii. 6 or x. 43

is not allowable, since there it has in its connection a reason for its inser-

tion, which does not occur here. [See Note CXXXI., p. 495.] — Ver. 3.

" Considering that offences against the weak are thus inevitable and pun-

ishable, I warn you : Be on guardfor yourselves, take care of yourselves lest

offences occur in your own circle." In what way especially such offences are

to be avoided, the following exhortation then declares, to wit, by indefati-

gable forgiving love, by that disposition therefore which w^as, in fact, so

greatly wanting to the Pharisees, that they could murmur, as at xv. 2.—
aij.aprif\ shall hare committed a fault, namely, against thee, which the context

proves by a^ef avrib and ver. 4. — kniTi/i. avrO] censure him, kiz'fK^.ij^ov a6£?.<piKus

re Kal Siof)^uTiKO)c, "rebuke both fraternally and correctingly," Euthymius

Zigabenus. Comp. 2 Tim. iv. 2. — emaTperpy] a graphic touch, shall have

turned round, i.e., shall have come bach to thee {-p6q ae belongs to this). He
has previously turned away from him, and departed. — The representation

by means of iwrdKLQ k.t.1. (comp. Ps. cxix. 164) finds its justification in its

picrpose, to wit, to lay stress ii2)on forgiveness as incajmble of being wearied out

;

hence we are not to think of the possible want of principle of such an

offender, nor to regard the expression either as a misunderstanding (Mi-

chaelis) or as a transformation from Matt, xviii. 21 f. (de Wette, Weiss).

Whether ver. 4 stood in the Logia after Matt, xviii. 15 is an open question,

at least it does not form the necessary pre-supposition of Matt, xviii. 21.

Vv. 5, G. At the conclusion of the whole of the great set of discourses,

now at length appear separately the Twelve (oi andoToloi, not to be identified

with the fia-dTjTnlQ in general, ver. 1, xvi. 1) with a special request. [See Note

CXXXII., p. 495.] They feel that the moral strength of their faith in

> According to Holtzmann (comp.Weisse), would b« that return, which still would not

Luke attempts the return to Marie ix. 42 be carried out ! Comp. Weiss in the Jahrb.

(Matt, xviii. C), but finds the assertions of /. D. Thed. 18G4, p. 101.

Marie ix. 4.3-47 "too glaring and paradoxi- » The expression evJeicToi/ kan occurs in

cal." But these assertions were already Apollonius, de Constr. p. 181, 10, de Adv.

from the Logia too widely known and cur- p. 544, 1.

rent for this ; and how wanting in motive
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Jesus, i.e., just the loving power of their faith, is not great enoiigh for that

great task which is just set them at ver. 4, and ask openly, and with entire

confidence in His divine spiritual power. Give us more faith, i.e., stronger

energetic faith ! It is addition in the sense of intensifying the quality. To
sujipose a ivant ofconnection (Paulus, Schleiermacher, de Wette, Holtzmann),

would be justifiable only if it were necessary for TricTig to mean belief in

miracles (comp. Matt. xvii. 30) ; but this the answer in nowise requires. The
answer, ver. 6, says :

" This your prayer shows that faith (which Jesus,

indeed, conceives of in the ideal sense, as it ought to be) is still wholly want-

ing to you ! If you had it even only in very small measure, instead of find-

ing obedience to that rule too difficult, ye would undertake and see accom-

plished that even which appears impossible (which requires the highest

moral power and strength)." According to the reading exete (see the

critical remarks) the idea changes. In the protasis the relation is simply

stated, but the apodosis is conditioned by the idea that that which is stated

is not, hoicever, actually preseiit.^— vni^Kovasv] not again imperfect, but aorist:

ye would say, . . . and it icould have obeyed you (immediately even upon

your saying).-^ [See Note CXXXIII., p. 495.]

Vv. 7-10. To such efficiency will faith bring you, but guard yourselves

withal from any claim of your own meritoriousness ! Thus, instead of an

immediate fulfilment of their prayer, ver. 5, as conceived by them, Jesus,

by the suggestion, quite as humbling as it was encouraging, that is contained

in ver. 6, and by the warning that is contained in ver. 7 ff., opens up to

His disciples the way on which He has to lead them in psychological devel-

opment to the desired increase of faith. Here also Maldonatus, Kuinoel, de

"Wette, Neander, Bleek, Holtzmann [Godet, Weiss] deny the connection. —
Of K.T.I.'] kdTi is to be supplied before.— evOeuq] is connected by Erasmus,

Beza, Calvin, de "Wette, Bleek, and others with hpEl. But that it belongs

to what follows (Luther, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald [Treg.,

"W. andHort, R. "V.], and others) is indicated in the context by heto. ravra

(pajFcjai /c.r.A., which is the opposite of Ev-&tug Trap£l-&. avanEaaL. As to avanEcat,

see on xiv. 10. — Ver. 8. aAA' ohxi /c.t.A.] but icill he not say to Mm ? a7^1a re-

fers to the negative meaning of the foregoing question.^— e«f ^ayu k.t.Tl] until

I shall have eaten and drunk, so long must the Smkove'iv last.— ^aysaai k. 7rico-a<]

futures. See "Winer, pp. 81, 82 [E. T. 88, 89]. —Ver 9. fiv x^piv exei] still

he does not feel thankful to the servant, does he ? which would be the case if

the master did not first have himself served.'*— to. dLarax^.] the ploughing

* Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 4 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. signifies : in a case that may happen if the

Anab. vii. 6. 15. Otherwise Buttmann in the case of such a miraculous transplantation

Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 483 : "Ye ask for an were supposed.

increase of your faith ? Have ye then not "^ Comp. Xen. Anab. v. 8. 13. On the mul-

enough ? Verily, and if ye only had faith bei'ry tree, see Pliny, N. H. xiii. 14 ; Dioscor.

as a grain of mustard seed, ye would be i. 182.

able, if ye ivished {i.e., if ye had confidence ^ See Kriiger, ad Anab. ii. 1. 10 ; Kiihner,

In your own faith,—the courage of faith,— ad Mem. i. 2. 2.

or made the right use of your faith), to say * On x"?'" ^X«'» comp. 1 Tim. i. 12 ; it is

to this fig tree," etc. But the " if ye tvould " purely classical, Bremi, ad Lys. p. 152.

is interpolated \ the av with eAeyere simply
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or tending. — Ver. 10. ovru ml v/jei^ k.t.?..] like the slave, to whom no thanks

are due. We are not to supply hre after vfielg.— a;\:pe'iot] unjjrojitalile slaves.*

The point of view of this predicate ^ is, according to the context (see what

follows), this, that the profit does not begin until the servant goes beyond

his obligation. If he do less than his obligation, he is Tiurtful ; if he come

up to liis duty, it is true he has caused no damage, but still neither has he

achieved any positive xP^'^j ^^^ must hence acknowledge himself a Sov?^^

axpdoq, who as being such has no claims to make on his Lord for praise

and reward. Judged by this ethical standard, the ;t:pf«'o lies teyond the point

of duty, for the coming up to this point simjily averts the damage which,

arising from the defect of performance, would otherwise accrue. The im-

possibility, however, even of coming up to this point not only excludes all

opera siqiererogatwa, but, moreover, cutting off all merit of works, forms the

ethical foundation of justification by ya^^A. The meaning ^^ worthless''' (J.

'Miiller, v. d. Smide, I. p. 74) is not the signification of the word (any

more than in LXX. 2 Sam. vi. 22, '^^), but it follows at once from this.

Moreover, the passage before us does not stand in contradiction to xii. 37,

since the absence of merit on the part of man, by which Jesus here desires

to Jiumhle him, does not exclude the divine reward of grace, by which in

xii. 37 He encourages him. It is incorrect to say that Jesus promised to

His disciples no other reward than that which is found in the fulfilment of

duty itsalf (Schenkel).

Vv. 11-19. The great discussion from xv. 1 onwards is now concluded.

Now, before proceeding with his narration, Luke first gives into the reader's

hands again the thread of the account of the journey (comji. ix. 51, xiii. 22).

[See Note CXXXIV., p. 495 seq.] According to de Wette, indeed, this

is a confused reminiscence of the journey, and according to Schleiermacher

an original introductory formula left standing by the compiler. — Kat ahrSg]

As to Kai, see on v. 12. avrdg : he on his part, independently of other

travellers to the festival who were wont to travel direct through Samaria,

Joseph. A7itt. XX. 6. 1. — 6i.a iikaov la/iap. «. Ta/li/l.] According to the usage

of fitaov (with or without an article, see Sturz, Lex. Xen. III. p. 120) with

a genitive, this may mean either through the midst of Samaria and Galilee,
"

or through the strip of country forming the common boundary of Samaria and

Galilee, i.e., between the two countries on the borders.* The former (Vulg.

and many others, including de Wette) is opposed to the context, since

Samaria is named first, but the nopEvea-^ai e'lq 'lepovaalijfM led first through

' Comp. Xen. Mein. i. 2. 54 : 5 n a\pf\.ov
jj unprofitable servant, Matt. xxv. 30 ; happy,

Kat dvut^eXc's. OnVaGConlemptuotisvaeaximg, who calls himself so. . . . Even angels can

see Lobeck, ad Aj. 745. call themselves unprofitable servants of

2 Otherwise Matt. xxv. 30. The different God."
reference in the two passages is explained ' iv. 30 ; Jer. xxxvii. 4 ; Amos v. 17 ;

from the relative nature of the conception. Bornemann, ad Xen. A7iab. i. 2. 23.

Bengel aptly says :
" Miser est, quem Dom- * So Xen. A nab. i. 4. 4 : Sia fieVov (in the

inus servum inutilem appellat Matt. xxv. midnt through between the two walls) &e pel

30 ; beatus, qui se ipse. . . . Etiam angeli rovTiov Trora/iidv ; Plat. Leg. vii. p. 805 E.

possunt se servos iinitiles appellare Dei," Comp. iva fieVoK, Ezek. xxii. 20; Judg. xv.
" Ue is miserable, whom the Lord calls an 4 ; 1 Kings v. 12.
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Galilee.'^ No ; according to Luke, Jesus Himself journeyedw the midst, he-

tioeen ("in confinio," "in the borders," Bengel), through the two countries,

so that He kept on the boundary, having before Him on the south Samaria,

on the north Galilee.^ His direction is to be regarded as from west to east,

as in xviii. 35 He comes into the neighborhood of Jericho. Now as Jericho

is situated not far from the Jordan, but Luke says nothing of any passing

over to Peraea (nevertheless Wetstein assumes this crossing over, which is

said to have occurred at Scythopolis, so also Lichtenstein, p. 318), it is

thus, according to Luke, to be assumed that Jesus journeyed across on the

boundary of Samaria and Galilee eastward as far as the Jordan, and then

passing downwards on the Jordan reached Jericho. [See Note CXXXIV.,

p. 495 seq.] A disagreement with Matthew and Mark, who make Him jour-

ney through Peraea. See on Matt. xix. 1.— That I,afxapEiag is n&vfiedjirst, has

its natural reason in the previous statement of the direction elg 'lepova., in ac-

cordance with which, in mentioning the borders, Luke has first of all in

view the forward movement corresponding to this direction. The narrative

contained in ver. 12 ff. Luke has not "constructed out of tradition"

(Holtzmann), but has borrowed it from his source of the journey. — SeKo] ol

kvvea jiev 'lovSaioLTjcav, 6 St slg 'Eafj.ape'iTTjg' 77 Koivuvia 6e ryg v6aov tote (swri-&poiaev

avTovg cLKovcavTaq, otl dupxerai 6 Xpiarog, " The nine were Jews, but the one a

Samaritan : and the fellowship of disease then gathered them when they

heard that Christ was passing through," Euthymius Zigabenus. — -n-Sppu^ev]

fifj ToXfiuvTsg kyyiaai, " not daring to draw near" (Theophylact)—to wit, as

being unclean, to whom closer intercourse with others was forbidden (Lev.

xiii. 46; Num. v. 2 f.).'— Ver. 13. ainoL]they on theirpart todkthemitiaiiyQ.

— Ver. 14. \66}v'\ when He had looked upon them, had His attention first di-

rected to them by their cry for help. — Tvopev&evTEq /c.r.A.] for on the road their

leprosy was to disappear ; see what follows, where indeed Paulus, in spite of

the h Ttf) vTvayeiv (which is made to mean : when they agreed to go !), interprets

EKa-d-apiad^., they loere declared tote not infectious!— roZf lepEvai] the Samaritan

to be inspected and declared clean must go to a Samaritan priest. — Ver. 15.

Uuv, oTi td^rj] even before his coming to the priest,'' who had therefore

communicated to him no remedy (in opposition to Paulus).— Ver. 16. k.

* According to this understanding Jesus " See also Wetstein, Schleiermacher,

must have journeyed, not southwards, but Bleek [Godet, Weiss ed. Mey.], Hofmann,
northwards, which Paulus and Olshausen Weissag. u. Erfull. 11. p. 113 ; Lange, L. J.

actually suppose, understanding it of a II. 2, p. 1065.

subordinate journey from Ephraim (John ' See on Mark i. 43, and the relative Rab-
xi. 54). But this is totally opposed to the binical regulations in Lightfoot, Schoettgen,

direction (eis 'lepouo-.) specified in the con- and Wetstein.

text, in respect of which Jesus is wrongly < If the Samaritan had first been to the

transferred already at x. 38 to Bethany. priest (Calvin, Schleiermacher), Jesus could

See on ix. 51. Schleiermacher's view of not have put the question which He asks at

this passage is altogether untenable, as ver. 17 f., since the nine Jews had a much
well as that of de Wette, according to farther journey to the priests. The return

whom (comp. Strauss, II. p. 202) the notice of the Samaritan is to be conceived of as

is only intended to explain the presence of very soon after the departure, so that the

a Sa7naritan, and therefore Sa^apeias is put whole scene took place while still in the

first. As though Luke would have written village,

in such a thoughtless mechanical fashion I
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avTOi T/v "Zafiapeir.] and as for Mm, lie was a Samaritan (by way of distinction

from the rest). This is made use of (Strauss, II. p 53 f.) for the view

that the entire narrative is woven together from traditions of the healings

of leprosy and from parables which recorded Samaritan examples. This

audacious scepticism is emulated by Eichthal, II. p. 285 f. — Ver. 17. ol

(Uku] all the ten; ol ewin, the remaining nine. See Kiihner, 11. p. 135 f.

—

Ver. 18. ovx evpE-&. k.t.I.I have they not been found as returning, etc.? Comp.

on Matt. i. 18. — tw T?eu] who through me has accomplished their cure.

Comp. ver. 15. Proper gratitude to God does not detract from Mm who is

the medium of the benefit. Comp. ver. 16.— o alloyevTjq] heightens the

guilt of the nine. The word does not occur in classical Greek ; often in

the LXX. and the Apocryj^ha, especially of Gentiles. The Greeks use

^^^(jtvloq, aXkoE-&vr]q. The Samaritans were offoreign descent, on account of

their Cuthaic blood. Comp. on Matt. x. 5 ; 2 Kings xvii. 24. — Ver. 19,

Jesus dismisses the thankful one, giving him, however, to understand what

was the cause of his deliverance—a germ for the further development of his

inner life ! Thy faith (in my divine power, ver. 15) hath delivered thee.

This faith had not yet the specific Messianic substance ; as yet, Jesus to

him was only a divine, miraculously powerful teacher. See ver. 13.

Vv. 20, 21. "What follows, and indeed as far as xviii. 30, still belongs to

these border villages, ver. 12. It is not till xviii. 31 that the further journey

is intimated, on which, at xviii. 35, follows the approach to Jericho. — To

consider the question of the Pharisees as a moching one (Theophylact,

Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others), is unfounded.

According to the analogy of other Pharisaic questions, and according to the

indirect manner of the answer of Jesus, an intention to tempt Him is rather

to be supposed. They wished to perplex Him, since He represented Himself

by words and (as just at this moment) by deeds as the Messiah, by the prob-

lem, When is the kingdom of Messiah coming?— heto, napaTTjpyaeuQ] /lerA

of accompanying circumstances (Bernhardy, p. 255) : binder observation, i.e.,

the coming of the Messiah's kingdom is not so conditioned that this coming

could be observed as a visible development, or that it could be said, in conse-

quence of such observation, that here or there is the kingdom. See what

follows. The coming is cnrapaTf/pr/rov—it develops itself unnoticed. This

statement, however, does not deny that the kingdom is a thing of thefuture

(Ewald ;
" as something which should first come in the future, as a won-

derful occurrence, and for which men must first be on the watch"), but only

that in its approach it will meet the eye. In the signification of watching and

waiting for, naparr/pT/aig would convey the idea of malice (insidiosa observatio,

"insidious observation," Polybius, xvi. 22. 8) ; but in the further descrip-

tive ov6i {not even) kpovatv k.t.I., is implied only the denial of the visibility of

the event which, developing itself (" gradatim ct successive," "gradually

and successively," Bengel), might be able to be observed (comp. napaTi/priaiq

Tuv aarpuv, Diod. Sic. i. 28). But if the advent of the kingdom happens in

such a manner that it cannot be subjected to human observation, it is there-

by at the same time asserted that neither can any limited point of time when

it shall come {ndre, ver. 20) be specified. The idea : with pomp (Beza,
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Grotius, Wetstein, comp. Kuinoel and others), conveys more than the

text, which, moreover, does not indicate any reference to heathenish

astrology or augury (Lange). — ov6e kpovaiv] Grotius aptly says :
" non erit

quod dicatur," "it will not be because it may be said." '— Idov yap] a lively

and emphatic repetition of the ISov at the beginning of the argument

urged against them. This, as well as the repetition of the subject, /}

/3affiA. r. Qeov, has in it something solemn. — kvrbq vnuv] the contrary of

ixrof, e^u : intra vos, in your circle, i7i the midst of you.'' So Euthymius Zi-

gabenus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel [R. V. marg.], and others,

including Kuinoel, Paulus, Schleiermacher, Fleck in Winer's Exeg. Stud. I.

p. 150 ff., Bornemann, Kaeuffer, de Cw^/f al. not. p. 51, de Wette, Ewald,

Bleek, Hofmann, Schriftbeio. II. 2, p. 146. Iji the midst of them the

Messianic kingdom was, so far as He, the Messiah, was and worked (comp.

xi. 20 ; Matt. xii. 28) among them {nEaogv/ncbv, John i. 26). For where He was

and worked, He, the legitimate King and Bearer of the kingdom, ordained

thereto of the Father (xxii. 29), there was the Messianic kingdom (which

was to be formally and completely established at the Parousia) in its temporal

development, like the seed, the grain of mustard seed, the leaven, etc.

Rightly, therefore, does Jesus argue {yap) from the evTog vfiuv eotlv that it

comes unnoticed, and not in an appearance to be observed, wherein He cer-

tainly evades the point of the Pharisaic question which referred to the

currently expected appearing of the kingdom (comp. ix. 27, xxi. 28) in so far

as the epxeodai, which He means refers to the development in time ; an

evasion, however, which was fully calculated to make them feel the impu-

dent prying spirit of the question they had started, and to bring near to the

questioners the highest practical necessity in respect of the coming of the

kingdom (the perception of the Messiah who was already in the midst of

them). If others* have explained evtoq vfiuv by in animis vestris, "in your

souls" (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, and

others, including Ch. F. Fritzsche in Rosenmiiller, Repert. II. p. 154 ff.,

Olshausen, Glockler, Schaubach in the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 169 ff.,

Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Schegg [Godet]), there is, it is true, no objection to be

raised on the score of grammar ;
* but it is decidedly opposed to this that viiuv

refers to the Pharisees, in whose hearts nothing certainly found a place less

than did the ethical kingdom of God, ° as well as the fact that the idea itself

—to wit, of the kingdom of God, as of an ethical condition in the internal

nature of the Ego (" a divine-human heart-phenomenon," Lange)—is modern,

not historico-biblical (not even contained in Rom. xiv. 17 ; 1 Cor. iv. 20
;

Col. i. 13).

1 On the more definite future after the < Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 45 B, Soph. p. 263 E,

more general present, see Dissen, ad Bern. Fol. iii. p. 401 D ; Ps. xxxviii. 4, cix. 22, clii.

de Cor. p. 368 f. 1 ; Ecclus. xix. 23 ; Matt, xxili. 26.

' Comp. Xen. Anab. i. 10. 3 : imoa-a ivro^ ' Quite opposed to the words of the pas-

avriav kcX xpvi^a-ra koX avdpuiwoi. iyivovTo ; Hell. sage is the evasion of Olshausen, that the

ii. 3. 19 ; Thnc. vii. 5. 3 ; Dem. 977. 7 ; Plat. expression only establishes the possibility of

Leg. vii. p. 789 A : evTo<; ri^v eavrwi' ixy\r€pu>v
;

the reception of the Pharisees into the king-

Aelian, Hist. ii. 5. 15. dom, inasmuch as the inwardness of its

• So also Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 1080, yet revelation is laid down as its genei'al crite-

blending with it the other explanation. rion.
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Ver. 22. The Pharisees have got their answer. Yet Jesus does not allo-w

the point of their question to be lost thereby, but turns now to His disciples

(probably after the departure of the Pharisees, as they do not appear again

in what follows, and as the discourses themselves bear an unreserved char-

acter, wholly different from ver. 20 f.), in order to give to them instructions

in reference to the question raised by the Pharisees, and that not on the

temporal development of the kingdom of the Messiah wherewith He had

despatched them, but on the actual solemn a2)j)earing of the Messiah in the

Parousia. " Calamities will arouse in them the longing after it, and false

Messiahs will appear, w^hom they are not to follow ;
for, like the lightning,

so immediately and universally will He reveal Himself in His glorious mani-

festation," vv. 22-24. See further on ver. 25. We have here the discourse

of the future from the source of the account of the journey. [See Note

CXXXV., p. 496.] This and the synoptic discourse on the same subject, xxi.

5 flf., Luke keeps separate. Comp. Weizsacker, pp. 82 f., 182, and see the

remark after ver. 37. — fiiav tuv r/uepuv tov vlov r. avdp. ISelv] i.e., to see the

appearance of a single day of the Messianic period (of the alhv iie7J.uv), in

order, to wit, to refresh yourselves by its blessedness. Comp. Grotius,

Olshausen, de Wette, Lange, Bleek. Your longing will be : Oh, for only

one Messianic day in this time of tribulation ! — a longing indeed not to be

realized, but a natural outbreak under the pressure of afflictions. — Usually,

yet not in harmony with ver. 26 :
" erit tempus, quo vel uno die meo con-

spectu, rnea consuetudine, q^ia jam perfruimini, frui cupiatis,''' " there will be

a time, when you will long to enjoy for even one day my presence, my com-

panionship, which you now fully enjoy," Kuinoel ; comp. Ewald. — kcI ovk

dipeade] because, to wit, the point of time of the Parousia is not yet come ; it

has its horas et moras.

Vv. 23, 24. [SeeNoteCXXXVL, p. 496 seq.] See on Matt. xxiv. 23-27. —
kpovaiv K.T.'X.] on the occasion of the appearance of false Messiahs. A local-

ity of fixed limits, moreover (comp. ver. 21), does not characterize the

solemn appearing of the kingdom. — i6ov . . . wJe] namely: is the Messiah!

— /z^ anew. /lltiiU Siu^.] a climax : Go not forth, nor follow after {sectamini),

to wit, those of whom this is asserted. — Ver. 24. The lightning which light-

ens [but see critical note] ; comp. similar expressions in Lobeck, Paral.

p. 503. — ha rr/r] Supply ,y'V«c :' flashing outfrom the one region tinder the heaven

(which expands under the heaven, vno with an accusative) lightens even to

the other (opposite one''). — ovtuc] in such a manner of appearance as mani-

fests itself in a moment and universally.

Ver. 25. What will yet first precede the Parousia, and (1) in respect of the

Messiah Himself : He must (comp. ix. 22, xxiv. 26) first suffer and be re-

jected, ver. 25 ; and (2) in respect of the profane world : it will continue

in security in its usual earthly doing and striving, until the crisis, universally

ruinous for it, shall suddenly break in as in the days of Noah and of Lot,

vv. 26-30. See further on ver. 31.

» See Ros, Elliv^. ed. Schaefer, pp. 5G0, " from the old world to the now," is not

562 ; Winer, p. .522 [E. T. .Wl]. there at all. Comp. Matt. xxiv. '.'7.

» What Lange reads into the passage,
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Vv. 26, 27. [See Note CXXXVL, p. 496 seq.] Comp. Matt. xxiv. 37 f. —
Kadug eyevETo /c.r.A.] to wit, that men carelessly and securely pursued their

accustomed striving till they were overtaken by the flood. — h rdiq rjiiipaiQ

T. vlov T. avdpunov] in the days in which the appearance of the Messiah will

come.— Ver. 27. yadiov, iirivov K.r.k.] a vividly graphic asyndeton.

—

kuI

yWev] not to be connected with axpi m vn^pag (Bleek). See Gen. vii. 4, 10.

Vv. 28-30. '0/zo/wf] does not belong to anavTag (Bornemann, who assumes

a Latinism : perdidit omnes pariter atque ut accidit), against which is to be

set the similarity of the twofold nal anulEcev diravTag, vv. 27 and 29. More-

over, we are not to conceive of earac again after 6/i. nai (Paulus, Bleek),

against which is ver. 30 ; but similiter quoque, sicuti accidit, etc. This

dfioiuq Kai is afterwards again taJcen ^q) by Kara to, avrd, ver. 30, and the iiaBiov

. . . anavrag that lies between the two is epexegetically annexed to the ug

eyevETo, as in vii. 11, viii. 40, and frequently ; so that f/aOiov . . . aTravrag is

not to be put in a parenthesis at all (Lachmann), but neither is any point

to be placed after airavrag (Tischendorf). — Ver. 29 f. '[ipe^e] scil. dcdg.

Comp. Matt. v. 45 ; Gen. xix. 24. In remembrance of the latter jiassage

the subject is presupposed as known, and hence the verb is not intransitive,

as at Rev. xi. 6 (Grotius).'

—

nvp k. Oe'iov] Comp. Hom. Od. xxii. 493 ; it is

not to be transformed into lightnings (Kuinoel) ; Jesus follows the repre-

sentation of Gen. xix. — a7To«:aX{)7rrera«] is revealed, 1 Pet. V. 4 ; 1 John ii.

28, iii. 2. Up to that time He is Jtidden with God in His glory. Col. iii.

3 f. ; 2 Thess. i. 7 ; 1 Cor. i. 7 ; 1 Pet. i. 7, iv. 13.

Vv. 31-33. [See Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.] At that day it is well to

abandon all earthly possession, wherefore I call to your remembrance the ex-

ample of Lot's wife. Even the temporal life must be abandoned by him who
wishes not to lose the life eternal, —bg sarai kirl tov 6ufi. /c.r.A.] indicates cer-

tainly the undelayed^/<7^i with abandonment of earthly possession, but not, as

at Matt. xxiv. 17, Mark xiii. 15, the flight in the destruction of Jerusalem,

of which here there is no mention, but the flightfor deliverance to the coming

Messiah at the catastrophe which immediately precedes His Parousia, Matt,

xxiv. 29-31. Then nothing of temporal possession should any more fetter

the interest. Hence de Wette is wrong in regarding (comp. Weiss) the ex-

pression as unsuitably occurring in this place. — koI t. ck. avTov\ see Bern-

hardy, p. 304. — Ver. 32. ri'ig ywatKog Awr.] whose fate was the consequence

of her looking back contrary to the injunction (Gen. xix. 26), which she

would not have done if she had given u^ all attachment to the perishing

possessions, and had only hastened to the divine deliverance. Comp. Wisd.

x. 7 f. —Ver. 33. [See Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.] Comp. ix. 24, and on

Matt. X. 39
;
Mark viii. 35. — i^riTriai) . . . anoMari] in the time of that final

catastrophe aTToZeCTEi . . . Liuoyoii. : in the decisional the P«ra?m«.

—

^uoyovelv,

to preserve alive, as Acts vii. 19, and in the LXX. See Biel and Schleusner.

Vv. 34, 35. But the decision at the Parousia, what a separation it will be

!

—a separation of those who are in the temporal life united in a perfectly

common position. This is symbolically represented in two examples.

' On the use of the word in classical Greek, see Lobeck, ad Fhryn. p. 291.
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Comp., moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 40 f. — ravry ry wkti.] whicli Bengal, in

opposition to the context, explains : in this 2>'>'esent night, is neither to be

interpreted in tempore illo calamitoso, "in that calamitous time" (Kuinoel,

Avho says that the night is imago miseriae, " a figure of misery;" Micah iii.

6 ; comp. Grotius and Bleek), nor to be pressed to the conclusion that the

Parousifc is definitely ordained to take place by night (de "Wette, who

finds the ground for this view in the comparison of the Messiah with a thief

in the night), in respect of which the following grinding at the mill as an

occupation of the day-time is held as left standing inappropriately from

Matthew, but the horror of the night belongs to the imagery of the concrete

representation.' [See Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.] At ver. 35, however, there

is again a departure from this feature, because a graphic touch of a different

kind is added to the idea. Day and hour, even the Son knoweth not. Matt,

xxiv. 36 ; comp. Acts i. 7. — IkI kXIvt/q fiiaf;] not in general: they shall be

led-fellows (Lange), but, according to the words and the concrete representa-

tion : they shall find themselves on one led. A warning against precipitate

separation of mingled domestic relations (Lange) is altogether foreign to

this passage.

Ver. 37. Iloij] not : quomodo (Kuinoel), against which ungrammatical ren-

dering even the following ottov ought to have guarded him ; but : where will

this separation occur ? As to what follows, see on Matt. xxiv. 28." [See

Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.]

Kemaek. —With regard to the discourses which are set forth here, vv. 22-37,

but in Matt. xxiv. at another time and in another connection, viz. in that of

the great discourse on the end of the world (comp. Luke xxi.), some have at-

tributed (Schleiermacher, p. 215 fE., 265 ff., Neander, Olshausen, Bleek),

others have denied (de Wette), wiginaUty to Luke. The latter view depends

upon the assertion of a want of connection, and partial inappropriateness of

the expressions in Luke, which assumption, however, is not justified by the

exposition. But the former cannot be allowed at the expense of Matthew

(see especially Schleiermacher, who supposes in Matthew a mingling of the

originally separate discourses [Weiss ed. Mey.], Luke xvii. 22 £E. and xxi.

5 fE.), since even in Matthew everything stands in strictly linked connection ;

but Luke xxi., in the same way as Matthew, places the Parousia in connec-

tion with the destruction of Jerusalem, xxi. 25 ff. (comp. Strauss, IT. p. 338).

Without doing injustice to the one or the other evangelist, originality is to

be conceded to both, so that Luke xvii. 22 ff. has preserved, in accordance

with his original source, a discourse spoken by Jesus, which, not preserved by

Matthew, and belonging to an earlier period than Matt. xxiv. and Luke xxi.,

has the characteristic feature that it remains entirely apart from connection with

the destruction of Jerusalem. That the substance of its contents was repeated by

Jesus Himself in the great discourse of Matt, xxiv., is, in respect of the similar-

ity of the material, intelligible enough, and this holds good especially of the

1 Itis not on account of tho example of the niKht-time sugRested that illustration,

twoinbed together that the ni^ht is named 'On <Ti>n<x, corpxe (of man or beast, the

(Ilofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 620 [Weiss latter here), see Duncan. Lex. Homer, ed.

cd. Mey.]), but conversely the idea of the Rest, p. 1069. Comp. xxiii. 53; Acts ix. 40.
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characteristic words—lightning, deluge, eagles. [See Note CXXXV., p. 496.]

But it cannot be decided how much in the execution and form is carried over

from the one discourse into the other by the mingling processes of reminis-

cence and tradition, the rather that in general we can ascribe to the dis-

courses in the synoptic Gospels on the end of the world originality only within

certain limits, i.e., originality modified by the reflection and expectation of the

church (see on Matt, xxiv., Remarks).

Notes bt American Editob,

CXXXI. Ver. 1 ff. The cmneciion.

Despite the objections of Weiss ed. Mey. (and here of Godet also), it seems

best to regard this as a continuation of the previous discourse. Vv. 15, 16 are

peculiar to Luke, and yet are in their proper position. That the sayings of

vv. 1-4 might be repeated is as little improbable as that several occasions

might arise when they were appropriate to the disciples. Weiss, however, says

that Luke, " after the interpolation (chap. xvi. 14-31), returns to his oldest

source, in which there accordingly followed the discourse about stumbling-blocks

now substantially preserved in Matt, xviii." In ver. 2 Weiss objects to the

reference to converted publicans and sinners (as his view of the position of

the discourse compels him to do), referring "these little ones" to the dis-

ciples.

CXXXII. Ver. 5. Kai eltvav oi arroGToTLOC k.t.Ti.

Weiss ed. Mey. regards this request of the Apostles as "composed" by

Luke, to lead over to the saying of Matt. xvii. 20, "that in the source probably

formed the conclusion of the story of the lunatic, which Luke has already

given in chap. ix. 28-43, together with the account of the transfiguration.

Thus, too, is explained the reference of the saying specially to the Apostles,

who on that account were not able to effect the cure (comp. Weiss, Matt.,

p. 405)." But there are differences in the saying as well as in the circum-

stances. Godet properly thinks these divergences fatal to the theory of a com-

mon written source.

CXXXIII. Ver. 6. vir^novGEV av vfiiv.

The R. V. renders: "it would have obeyed you," but the Am. Com.

substitute: " it would obey. " The former is not correct, either as conveying

the idea of the Greek aorist in the clause, or as a specimen of English. Meyer

does not really uphold it. The aorist, with av in the apodosis, does not neces-

sarily point to something antecedent {liave obeyed), but to a single, synchronous

occurrence : when ye would say, etc., this would at once happen—all this on

the supposition that you have faith. Whether they had any or not is not stated,

since the clause is purely hypothetical.

CXXXIV. Vv. 11-19. The Ten Lepers.

It is very difficult to decide what journey is referred to in ver. 11, and hence

to determine the time of this incident. The better supported reading 6ia/neaov

S. seems to settle the question of route. It can properly mean only : between,
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i.e., along the borders of Samaria and Galilee. See R. V., American text and

margin. But there is no indication that our Lord ever returned to Galilee

after the dejDarture referred to in chap. ix. 51 ; comp. Matt. xix. 1 ; Mark x. 1.

Meyer, it is true, places all the preceding incidents in Galilee, and regards this

as the resumption of the journej'. But since this involves a direct journey

to Jerusalem, he is forced to accept a disagreement with "Matthew and Mark,

who make Him journey through Peraea."

Robinson places this incident immediately after the rejection by the Samari-

tan village (chap. ix. 52-56) ; the intervening events, except those referred to

in one passage of considerable length, are placed in Peraea. Andrews, however,

places the healing of the ten lepers during the journey from Ephraim to Jeru-

salem, the raising of Lazarus having occurred after the discourse in vv. 1-10.

But this fails to account for the mention of Galilee. The language of the

verse is indefinite ; the omission of avTov, which Meyer does not notice, leaves

it uncertain what is the subject of nopevEa-^ai. The R. V. text has : "as they

were," the margin: "as he was." No historical notice in Luke's account

agrees so readily with a theory of transposed position. Samaria is mentioned

first, either for the reason that Meyer assigns, or to account for the presence of

the Samaritan leper (Weiss ed. Mey.).

CXXXV. Ver. 20 ff. The Eschaiologkal Discourse.

This discourse, as here recorded, must be connected with what precedes,

either with ver. 19, or, if vv. 11-19 be placed earlier, with ver. 10. Weiss ed.

Mey. thinks this discourse is from the oldest source, and that its main portions

are in Matt. xxiv. interwoven with those of another found in the same

source (namely, that reported in Luke xxi., 5 ff.). So Schleiermacher. But

Meyer's view (stated in his closing remark, p. 494 seq.) is preferable. Both

discourses are original ; the striking sayings common to them both were

repeated.

GXXXVI. Ver. 23 ff. The Views of Weiss.

Weiss ed. Mey. differs in the following places from Meyer : Ver. 23. He

finds here no hint of the appearance of false Messiahs, but thinks the discourse

in the oldest source referred to premature announcements of the Messiah. In

ver. 24 he refers yap to the universally visible appearance which renders the

matter of locality ("lo there, lo here") unnecessary. Properly rejecting the

article after aarpaixy, he renders aoTpdnovaa :
" when it lighteneth" (so R. V.).

He surmises that ver. 25 is modified from the oldest source, but, as it stood there,

formed the basis of Mark viii. 31, ix. 31, which is improbable. Vv. 26-30,

he thinks, stand in their original connection. Ver. 31 is explained by Weiss, not

as referring to " the flight for deliverance to the coming Messiah, " but as enjoining

the relinquishment of all earthly things in order to be prepared for His coming.

In his view the verse is added by Luke. Ver. 33 he regards as out of its

original connection (comp. Matt. x. 39). He accepts TVEpnzoujaaadai ;
comp. R. V.,

" shall seek to gain." The various readings seem, however, to attest the orig-

inality of the verse in this connection. In accordance with his view of the

composition of the discourse, he thinks that in the "source" ver. 34 joined di-

rectly on ver. 30. " In that night" he regards as not original, nor as an image

of horror, but chosen by Luke to indicate a closer companionship ,
" in one bed."
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Ver. 37. The first part of the verse Weiss holds to be one of Luke's " transi-

tion questions,
'

' but which, moreover, proves that Luke found what follows in

this place. The original discourse he therefore thinks closed with the reference

to the " eagles," which presents parabolically the main thought of the previous

sayings, that the judgment will overtake all the ungodly. Against this theory

of the discourse see Meyer's closing remark.

32
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CHAPTER XVIII.

Veb. 1. 6e ml] ELM X, min. Copt. codd. of It. Or. have 6e. So Lachm.
Tisch. ["W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V.]. But the kuI, which might be dispensed

with, was easily passed over ; it is wanting also in ver. 9 in not unimjDortant

authorities (bracketed by Lachm.). After Ttpoaevx- Lachm. and Tisch. have

avTovg. It is preponderatingly attested ; there would have been no reason for

its addition ; while in favor of its omission, the word being superfluous, it maj'

be noticed that npoGEvxsaOAl would the more readily be followed by «AI, that

in the doctrine of the parable the generality of the reference most readily pre-

sented itself. — [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, with K A B* D, have evKaKclv
;

Treg., R. V., kyKaKeiv (B ' L),' instead of the poorly-attested EKKaKelv, which Mej'er

retains. — Ver. 4. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with N A B D L, versions, read

fideTiEv, and, with X B L, ov6e uvdpunov instead of Kal uvQp. ovk.] — Ver. 5. vku-

TTidC^] Griesb. recommends vTTomd(p on insufficient attestation. It was altered

from misunderstanding, as also in the case of the variant vTroTne^y. Comp. on

1 Cor. ix. 27. — Ver. 7. iroiTJati'] TvoiTJaTj is so decisively attested that, with Lachm.
Tisch., it is to be adopted. The future was introduced by anticipation of ver.

8.— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B L, read avru, instead of npog avrov.]

— fxaKpoQvfiel (Lachm. Tisch.) is also attested quite decisively, instead of which

fiaKpoOvjiov (Elz.) was intended to assist the construction of the sentence.

—

Ver. 13. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V., with X B L, Copt., read 6 6k teI.}

— fif before r, cTTj-Qog is wanting in BDKLQXII X, min. Slav. Arm. Vulg.

It. Or. Antioch. Cj^r. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [So recent editors, E. V.]

But why should it have been added ? As being perfectly superfluous (comp.

xxiii. 48, xxii. 64), it was overlooked. — Ver. 14. Elz. has rj eKelvo^, which, on
decisive evidence, is to be condemned. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have ^ yap

tKelvog, following AEGHKMPQSUVXrAA, min. Syr. Goth. Bas. ms,

Theophyl. Grot, and Lachm. [Treg. text, W. and Hort, Weiss] have Trap' eKci-

vov, in accordance with B L X, min. Copt. Sahid. Or. Naz. (Vulg. : db Ulo). To
these is added also indirectly D, with /uu?.?.ov nap' £ke2vov tov ^apiaalov (comp.

Syr. Pers.p It. Cypr. Hilar. Ambr. Aug.). The reading of Lachm. is consequently

the oldest ; and since f/ yap enelvo^ is opposed to the sense, it is to be judged

that TAP came into the text instead of n.\P by a transcriber's error of ancient

date, and became blended with the gloss r/ sKelvn^. — Ver. 15. eneriuTjaap']

B D G L X, min. Lachm. Tisch. have iiveTi^uv ; the liecepta is from Matt. xix.

13. — [Ver. 16. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with X B L, Copt., read npocteKa-

XiaaTo avra 'Aiyuv. — Ver. 21. Ti.sch., recent editors, have icpvAaSa with X A B L,

while Treg., W. and Hort, E. V., omit the second aov in ver. 20, with A B D L,

Vulg.] — Ver. 22. ^uuhc] A D L M E A X, min. Fathers have Jof. So Lachm.

It is from the parallels, from which, moreover, came also h ovpavC), instead of

which is to be read, with Lachm. [Treg., Weiss, E. V.] and Tisch., following

B D, kv roZf ovpavolg (ALEX [Tisch. VIII.] read : kvo vpavoig). — [Tisch., re-

cent editors, E. V., with X B D L, 1, 33, 69, Copt., Sjtt., omit Tavra after d«o{i-
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aac Se. — Ver. 23. Tisch., recent editors, K. V., with X B L, read eyevr/dri.] —
Ver. 24. nepiV.vn. yevofi.'] is -wanting in B L K, min. Copt. ; deleted by Tisch.

[recent editors, R. V.]. But it was in accordance with the parallels more easily

passed over than added. — [Tisch., recent editors, read elaKopevovTai, with B L,

placing it at the close.] — Ver. 25. TpvfiaTitac] Lachm. and Tisch. have Tpf/fiaToc,

in accordance with B D N, 49. Rightly ; in accordance with Matthew and
Mark, there was introduced in some authorities Tpyrrrj/xaTOc (L E, min.), in

others TpvfiaXidg (A E F G, etc., Elz.). — Instead of pnipidog read, with Lachm.

and Tisch., lielovrjq, in accordance with B D L K, min. The former is from

the parallels. — e'lOE'XfiElv'] Lachm. has dieAdelv. It is more weakly attested, and
the reading is to be decided as at Matt. xix. 24. — Ver. 28. a((>?/K.a/isv nuvTa Kui]

Lachm. and Tisch. have tl^evrff tu Mia, in accordance with B D L X** min.

vss., and this Griesb. also recommended. The Recepta is from the parallels. —
[Ver. 2#. Tisch., W. and Hort, R. V., with N B L, Copt., have this order : yv-

va'iKa,^ d6e?\.<l>ovg, fj yovelq.'\ — Ver. 30. cncoldfiri] B D M, min. have 7A(iri. So Lachm.
The simple form is from the parallels, just as D, in particular, takes edv /ny Idlii)

from Mark x. 30. — [Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, with N B DL, Origen, have

iTTaiTC)v.'] — Ver. 39. cr^wTr^CTTy] The preponderatingly attested ff^y^cr?; is adopted

by Schulz, Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is from the parallels. In the New
Testament only Luke and Paul have the verb aiydv. — Ver. 41. liyuv before ri

is, with Tisch., to be deleted, in accordance with B D L X X, 57, as a familiar

addition, instead of which Or. has eIttuv.

Ver. 1. "What Jesus has hitherto said of His Parousla was of such

weighty and everlastingly decisive concern for His disciples, that it was

calculated to stimulate them to unremitting prayer, that they might become

partakers of the eKdinTiaig which the Parousia was to bring to them (ver. 7).

Hence (without the omission of any intervening dialogue, Schleiermachcr,

Olshausen) now follows the parable of the widow and the unjust judge,

peculiar to Luke, and its application (vv. 1-8). This parable is no addi-

tion inserted without a motive (Kostlin, Holtzmann), nor is it taken from

the Logia ; but it comes from the source of the account of the journey.

[See Note CXXXVII., p. 506.] Weizsacker alleges that it must have been

a later growth, annexedhj LuTce to his source of the narrative of the journey;

that the judge is the heathen magistracy ; the widow, the church bereaved

after the departure of Christ; her adversary, the hostile Judaism. Here

also (comp. on xv. 11, xvi. 1, 19) is a transferring of later relations to an

early period without sufficient reason. — npoq ] in reference to. — TravroTe] It is

not the continual disposition of prayer ("as the breath of the inner man,"

Olshausen) that is meant, but the constant actual prayer, in respect of

which, however, kclvtote is not to be pressed, but to be taken in a popularly

hyperbolical sense. Comp. ver. 7 ; 1 Thess. i. 17. — zKKaKzlv] to lecome dis-

couraged, not : in their vocation (Schleiermachcr), but, according to the con-

text : in their prayers. As to the form ekk., for which Lachm. has kyK.

(and Tischendorf ; ev/c.), which, although here preponderatingly attested,

is to be regarded as an improvement, see on 3 Cor. iv. 1. [But see criti-

cal note.]

Vv. 2, 3. Tbv debv . . . k. avdpun. k.t.A,] Similar characterizations from pro-
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fane writers may be seen in Wetstein. Bengel well says :
" Horum respec-

tuum altenitrum ccrte plerosque mortalium movere solet et injustitiam (ver.

6) judicum coliibere," " One or the other of these considerations is cer-

tainly wont to move the most of mortals and to check the injustice (ver. 6)

of judges." — h-pcKOfi.] atanding in awe of, Matt. xxi. 37 ; Luke xx. 13
;

2Thess. iii. 15 ; Heb. xii. 9. In the Greek writers more frequently used with

a genitive. The disposition implied hy ivrpsnofi. is respect and regard. — ijp-

jcro] Grotius aptly says : ventitahat, " kept coming."— See Kiihner, II. p. 76 f.

— (K3iK?]a6v fii a-a k.t.1.] revenge me (and deliver me by this my judicial

restitution) o/", etc'

Vv. 4, 5. 'EttI ;^p(5)'0!'] /br a time.''— diaye] as at xi. 8. — Iva fxi^K.r.T..] is ex-

plained : that she may not continually (elg rtAoq equal to dm teIov^, see Kyjjke

and Wetstein ; comp. 1>!7) '^^^ ,) ccme and plague me. See also Luther's

gloss. But that vTiU7TLaL,u {to strike any one^s eyeshlaclcand Hue, see Wetstein)

is to be taken in the general sense of harass, annoy, there is no proof, since it

is an error to adduce not merely 1 Cor. ix. 37, but also Aristoph. Pax 541,

where the Tr6?.Eig vKUTviaa/nevai are represented as smitten and wounded

persons, and hence the word is to be taken in the literal sense, to heat black

and Hue. But the assumjjtion of a Latinism, after the manner of oUundere

(Beza, Grotius), is arbitrary, and does not at all correspond with the special

idea of the Greek word. Accordingly there is nothing left us but to inter-

pret : that she may not at last come and beat my face black and blue. The

judge mockingly puts the case of the woman at length becoming desperate,

and actually laying hands on him and beating his face black and blue. [See

Note CXXXVIIL, p. 50G.] The Vulgate rightly has it : sugillet me. Comp.

also Bleek and Schegg. ^

Vv. 6, 7. near ichat the unrighteous judge (6 Kpirrjg rf/g aSiKiag, see on xvi. 8)

says ! But God, will lie not, etc. In this contrast lies the conclusion that

the £kiUktiitk , on which that worthless judge decided in respect of the perse-

veringly jirayiug widow who was so troublesome to him, is the more cer-

tainly to be expected from God in respect of the elect, who are so dear to

Ilim, and who so constantly cry to Him for the final decision. On ov [xi]

in a question, see Winer, pp. 449, 454 [E. T. 506, 511 f.]. — According

to the reading k. /laKpoOv/iel in' avrolq (see the critical remarks), the most

simple explanation is : but God, will He not fulfil the avenging of His

elect, and does lie tarry '^for their sakes? and is it His concern, in reference

to them, to delay His interposition, or postpone His aid ? ^ In respect

of the delay which nevertheless, according to lumian judgment, docs

occur, Grotius rightly observes : "illud ipsum tempus, quamvis longum

interdum ferentibus videatur, re vera exiguum est irao momentaneum,

' Pomp. Judp. xi. 3G : n-oi^crai eroi Kvpiov Gen. xlvi. 4, and elpewliere. reAot, without

e(c5iicT)(Tii' . . . an'o riiv v'iiav'Knniav. any preposition, niiK'it ii'^^o liave been used.

= lloni. 11. ii. S99 ; Plat. Protag. p. 344 B, * The expression ixaKpoOvixtl corresponds

riiaed. p. 8t C; Nagelsbacli, Amn. z. Jlim, to the idea of tlie ixSiK-nai^, wliich ineludes

ed. 3, p. 284. williin it tlie punislinu-nt of the enemies.

'On ek TcAos, at ifie end,fui(iUy, comp. 'See Ecclus. xxxii. 18. Comp. Maldona-

Ilerod. iii. 40, ix. 37; Xen. Oec. xvii. 10; tus, (irotius, Comeniann in the Stud. d.

Sopli. Phil. 407, and thereupon nermann ; Siichs. Geisil. 1842, p. 69 f., Bleek.
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Unde rh napavrina tjjq OXitpsug, dixit Paiilus, 2 Cor. iv. 17,'' "That very time,

however long it may seem meanwhile to those enduring, is in fact short, nay

momentary, hence Paul spoke of ' affliction, which is for the moment,' 2 Cor.

iv. 17." According toBengel and Ewald, kuI /uaKpodv/jel tn' ahr. is connected

hebraistically with tgiv (iouvruv : and over them He is forl)earing ; wherebj^

the delay of the EndLnrjaiq would be derived from the patience with which

God still allows to His elect further time for more perfect sanctification

(2 Pet. iii. 9). According to the construction, this would be harder, and

in its meaning less in correspondence with the subsequent kv T&xei.

The Recepta would have to be understood : will He not . . . fulfil, cden al-

though He delays in reference to them ? '— that is to say, with that hudiKTiaiq of

them ; Kairoi fiaKpodv/nuv Kal (pacvdfievoc avriKovarelv ruv Seofiivuv avrov vvKTog koi

V/iepac, " although long-suffering and seeming to be deaf to those praying to

Him night and day, " Theophylact, not, with Hassler (in the Tub. Zeitschrift,

1832) : since He is still 2>atient towards them, i. e., does not lose patience as

that judge did. For, apart from the incorrect view of the use of the Kal, the

thought itself is unsuited to the doctrinal narrative, since it was actually

through the judge's Zoss of patience (rather : his becoming annoyed) that the

eKSiKr/aig of the woman was brought about. Moreover, de "Wette is wrong in

remarking against the reading fiaKpodv/uel, and its meaning, that if the thought

that God delays were removed, the parable would have no meaning at all,

since fiaapod. corresponds to the ovk. i/del. knl xpovov, ver. 4. Therein is lost

sight of the fact that the example of the unrighteous judge teaches e con-

trario (see already Augustine, Serm. 36) the procedure of God. [See Note

CXXXIX.
,
p. 506. ] — The £K.6iKTj<7iq tuv IkIektuv consists in the deliverance

from their enemies who are punished at the Parousia, and in their own ex-

altation to the salvation of the Messiah's kingdom for which they are chosen.

Comp. xxi. 22. The idea of this gKSlKTjcig enters so essentially into the

texture of the New Testament eschatology, that in various forms it runs

through the entire New Testament, and hence it is not easily to be seen why
it should be regarded as standing apart from the views of our evangelist,

and should remind us of the fiery zeal of the apocalyptic writer (Kostlin,

Hilgenfeld). Comp. preceding passages in Luke (i. 51 ff., 71 ff.).

Ver. 8. An answer to the two parts of the preceding question : (1) notr/aec

. . . avTuv, and (2) h raxei- — This h raxet is the opposite of delay (jiaKpo-

dvfiEi, ver. 7) : quickly, without delay,'' declaring the speedy advent ^ of the

Parousia (ix. 27), at which shall follow the kK6iK7jaig. [See Note CXL.,

p. 506 seq.] — nXr/f 6 v'lbg k.t.?..] It is to be accentuated apa (so also Lachmann

* Lange is wrong in saying : although even pie, Ebrard does on Rev. i. l,p. 101. "There
over them He rules high-mindedly (and is only this to be said, that the final deliver-

therefore inscrutably). ance, hov? long soever it may appear to be
* Acts xii. 7, xxii. 18, xxv. 4 ; Rom. xvi. delayed as to its beginning, shall still be so

20 ; 1 Tim. iii. 14 ; Rev. i. 1, ii. 5, xxii. 6

;

internally and 'potentially hastened that it

Wisd. xviii. 14 ; Find. Nem. v. 35 ; Xen. Cyr. shall be made an xmexpectedly hasty ending
vt 1. 12. to the condition of tribulation that precedes

^ It is in vain to weary oneself and twist it." See, on the other hand, Diisterdieck.

about in the attempt to explain away this [See Note CXL., p. 500 seq.]

simple meaning of the words, as, for exam-
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and Tischendorf) ; comp. on Gal. ii. 17. In connection "witli the glad

promise, to wit, -which Jesus has just given in reference to the elect, there

fomes painfully into His consciousness the thought what a want of faith in

Him He would nevertheless meet with at His Parousia. This He expresses

in the sorrowful question : Nevertheless will the Son of man tchen He is come

Jiiid faith on the earth ? Theojihylact well says : kv axvi^art ipuTljaeuq to ana-

viov Tuv Tore ivpefir/aofievuv ttigtcjv viroatjfiaivuv, "indicating in the form of

a question the fewness of those who will then be found faithful." The

subject : 6 vIoq t. avdp. and kWuv is, with a sorrowful emphasis, placed before

the interrogative apa, on account of the contrast with what follows. See

Klotz, ad Devar. p. 183. The irioTig is the faith in Jesus the Messiah, which

many of His confessors not persevering unto the end will have given up, so

that they do not belong to the elect (Matt. xxiv. 5, 10 flf., 24), and He will

meet them as unbelievers.' [See Note CXL., p. 506 seq.] Hence there is no

reason for concluding from the passage before us (de Wette), that the put-

ting of the parable into its present shape probably belongs to a time when

the hope of the Parousia had begun somewhat to weaver (2 Pet. iii. 3 f.). —
ETvl. rf/Q yfjc] is correlative wuth the coming down /rem heaven, which is meant

by DiOuu.

Ver. 9. It is the more arbitrary to assume that the following doctrinal

narrative was originally delivered in another connection (Paulus, Olshausen,

de Wette ; comp. Kuinocl), that it rather affords a confirmation of the

probability (see on xvii. 22) that the Pharisees, after our Lord's rejoinder to

them, xvii. 20 f., were no longer present. The historical connection with

what precedes is not more closely to be indicated than is pointed out by the

characterization of the -iveg as roi»f newoid. k.t.1. These men, according to

ver. fl, must in some way or another have made manifest their disposition,

and thereby have given occasion to Jesus to deliver the following discourse

as far as ver. 14. Who are the people? Assuredly not Pharisees, since it is

actually a Pharisee that Jesus presents as a warning example. Possibly they

were conceited followers of Jesus (Schleiermacher, de Wette, Baumgarten-

Crusius), but more probably : Jews of a Pharisaic disposition, since Luke

does not here, as at ver. 1, designate the disciples expressly, and it was just

for Jews of this kind that not only the example of the Pharisee, but also that

of the^iiWim/?, was the most humiliating. — -pof] He spoke ^t> them. To

take it as at ver. 1 (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many other-s) is unsuitable, since

there are persons in this place, and the context suggests no occa.sion for de-

parting from the usual ad (piosdam (Vulgate). — nvac rovg TrennidoTag] desig-

nates the persons in the abstract indefinitely, but in the (juality in question

specific;ally.*— If lavr.] they put on themselves the confidence that they were

righteous. For others they did not entertain this confidence, but assumed

the contrary and despised them.

Vv. 11, 12. 2-ai?e/f] See on Matt. vi. 5. Jfe took his stand, a trait of

1 So many, as the Lord sees, shall be se- whether He shall find faith. Herein lies a

duced into unbelief (as to the ivea-rai^ aliov sorrowful hyperbole of expression.

jTovripos, comp. on Gal. i. 4), that in prief " See on Gal. i. 7, and Bornemann, Schol.

tliercal lie puts the question (jeiterally, p. 113 ; Bernliardy, p. 318,
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assurance, comp. xix. 8 ; Acts ii. 14. See, on the other hand, ver. 13 :

fiaKpl'&Ev ioTug. — rrpbg iavrov] does not belong to aTa-&eig, so that it would

mean (q)art (Syr., Beza, Grotius, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and

others), which would be kci?' iav-oi',^ as D actually reads ; but to rrpoarivxeTo

(Luther, Castalio, Bengel, Wetsteiu, and others, including Olshausen, de

Wette, Bleek ^) : by himself, to himself, apud animum suum, as at 2 Mace. xi.

13, and frequently in the classical writers : Myeiv irpbg iav-dv, to speak in

thought, and the like. Naturally he would not allow such a prayer to be

heard. The publican is otherwise, ver. 13. — on ovk eI/iI k.t.2..] irpdrepov yap

direv a ovk egtiv, koI t6t£ Karile^ev a kanv, "For he first tells what he is not,

and then recounts what he is," Theophylact. — ol IolkoI tuv av&p.] comp.

Rev. ix. 20 ; Kiihner, II. p. 122.^— a6iKoi] unjust in the more limited sense.

— wf oiiTOQ 6 TE?i6vr/g] contemptuously, this publican here !
'

' who skins and

scrapes every one, and clutches wherever he can," Luther, Predigt. — Ver. 12,

vrjaTEvu] of j^rivat^fasting, which was observed ticice in the week (tov aa[il3.,

Mark xvi. 9 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 2), on Thursday and Monday. See on Matt. vi.

16, ix. 14 ; Lightfoot, p. 806. — KTufxai] not possideo, "I possess" (Vulgate,

Castalio, Beza, and others), which would be KEKTrj/nai, but : what I acquire

for myself. He gives tithes of everything, what he gains in natural products,

everything without exception. The vainglorious navra baa has the empha-

sis ; his payment of tithes is beyond what the law required, as at Matt, xxiii.

23. Moreover, comp. Pirke Aboth, ii. 13 :
" Quando oras, noli in precibus

bona tua enumerare, sed fac preces misericordiarum et pro gratia irapetran-

da coram Deo," " Whenever thou prayest, be unwilling to enumerate in thy

prayers thy good deeds, but make prayers of wretchedness and for the ob-

taining of grace with God."

Vv. 13, 14. MaKpbOev] comp. xxiii. 49. The context gives as the mean-

ing neither : the forecourt of the Gentiles (the publican was a Jew),

nor : far from the sanctuary, but : far away from the Pharisee, of whom
hitherto our Lord has been speaking. Behind this bold, self-righteous man
the humble one in the diffidence of his consciousness of sin had remained

at a distance, not venturing to advance further. — ECTug\
'

' Nee aradeig, nee

in genua procumbens, ne spectetur orans," " Neither standing, nor bending

the knee, lest he should be observed while prayiag," Bengel.

—

ovSe roiig

ofdaTifiovg] not even his eyes, to say nothing of his whole head and his hands

(1 Tim. ii. 8; and see Grotius).^ — The beating of tlie h-east was the out-

ward sign of TOOttrm'/i^. See on viii. 52. If the Pharisee had only a proud

thanksgiving, the publican has only a humble petition.— fioc tu afiapr.] Ob-

serve the article. Bengel rightly says :
" de nemine alio homine cogitat,"

' Xen. Andb. v. 10. 11 ; Acts xxviii. 16- melior, ipse sibi solus esse videtur," "The
Jas. ii. 17 ; Zech. xii. 12. Pharisee makes two classes ; in the one he

2 From this construction it is plain that in places the whole human race ; the other,

B L X** min. Vulg. Copt. Arm. Slav. Or. the better one, he himself seems alone

Bas. Cypr. wpos iavr. stands after raina. [So to be," Bengel.

recent editors, R. V., while Tisch. improp- * Comp. Tacitus, Hist. iv. 72 : " Stabant
erly omits the phrase.] conscientia flagitii moestae fixis in terram

^ "Duas classes Pharisaeus facit ; in alte- oculis."

ramconjicittotum genus humanum, altera.
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"he thinks about no other man."— Ver. 14. Karif3)j k.t.X.] a lively picture

of the result, in which the emphasis rests on Tvap' knelvov, as is shown by the

following oTi TTof K.T.'k.— JfJiK.] in the Pauline sense : justified^ i.e., accepted

by God as righteous. The Epistle to the Romans is the most complete com-

mentary on the whole of this doctrinal history, without, however, it being

necessary to take the publican as the representative of heathenism (Schenkel).

— The reading Trap' eKelrov (see the critical remarks) is in the sense of the

comparison (xiii. 2, 4 ; Bernhardy, p. 258 f.) : prae illo, in respect of

which the context decides whether what is declared is aj^plicable to the

other one in question, only in a lesser degree [Weiss ed. Mcy.] (as xiii. 2,

4), or not at all (as here ; comp. Xen. Mem. i. 4. 14), whether, there-

fore, the expressed preference is relative or absolute.^ Comp. Luther's

gloss :
" The former went home, not justified, but condemned." It is

similar at Matt. xxi. 31 ; John iii. 19 ; 1 Tim. i. 4. The reading : rj

yap iKslvoc, would have to be explained interrogatively, and that not in the

sense of the familiar interrogative form : fiyap, is it not true? (Klotz, ad
Demr. p. 594), but, with Bornemann (and Glockler) : ''or did theformer
one go justified to his honse .?" But how unsuitable in the connection (it is

otherwise at xx. 4), since '/.kyu vfilv leads one to expect, and actually sup-

plies, only a categorical statement ! And this use of yap after the interroga-

tive ?} is rationally conceivable, it is true, but no instance of it can be pro-

duced. The Itecepta y eKelvog, although critically objectionable, is founded

on the correct feeling that ?'/ in this place could only be the usual compara-

tive, but yap alongside of it would be meaningless.— on nag k.t.X.] as xiv.

11. [SeeNoteCXLL, p. 507.]

Vv. 15-17. See on Matt. xix. 13-15 ; Mark x. 13-16. The peculiar

source of which Luke has hitherto availed himself, which supplied the ma-
terial from ix. 51, now ends, or Luke leaves it, and becomes substantially

synoptic again, following Mark especially, although, while he does so, he

still has special passages of his own (see especially xix. 1-10). The/»Z«ce

arid time of what follows as far as ver. 31 are, according to Luke, still the

same as of what has preceded (from xvii. 11).— Kal ra (ip£(pt/] their children

also, so that not merely the people themselves came to Him. The word it-

self marks out the children more specially (^infants, ii. 12, 16) than natSia

in Matthew and Mark, the latter of whom Luke follows, although omitting

his conclusion, ver. 16, to which abbreviating treatment no special purpose

(in opposition to Hofmann, II. 2, p. 194) is to be imputed. — AnTTiTai] the

present tense, brings the situation before us.— Ver. 16. npoamTi. avra,} He di-

rected His call to the infants themselves (probably : come to me, little

ones !), and then sp)ol-e to those who carried i\icTa., etc.

Vv. 18-27. See on Matt. xix. 16-26; Mark x. 17-27.— dpjwv] perhaps

a ruler of the synagogue ; comp. Matt. ix. 18. Luke alone has this more
precise designation of the man from tradition, and herein diverges from

Matt. xix. 20.— In the answer of Jesus, ver. 19, Luke simply follows Mark,

abbreviating also at ver. 20. The Marcionite reading : 6 yap ayadbc clf ia-lv,

' See also van Ilengel, arl Rom. I. p. 138 f.
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6 debc 6 TTOT^p, is nothing but an old gloss (in opposition to Volkmar, Hilgen-

feld), not more Marcionite than the reading of the text, and this latter is no

anti-Marcionite alteration. Both forms of the expression are already found in

Justin, and our gospel of Luke is to be regarded (Zeller, Apostelg. p. 33 f.) as

his source for the form which agrees with the passage before us (c. Tryph. 101).

Comp. on Mark x. 17.— Ver. 22. eti. ev gol lei-n-ei.] does not presuppose the

truths but only the case of what is affirmed by the apx(^v. It does not,

moreover, assert the necessity of selling one's goods and distributing them

to the poor, in order to be perfect in general, but only for the person in

question, in accordance with his special circumstances, for the sake of

special trial. See on Matt. xix. 21. Hence there is not to be found,

with de Wette, in the words an application of the saying of Jesus that gives

any pretext for mistaken representations.

Vv. 28-30. See on Matt. xix. 27-29 ; Mark x. 28-30, the latter of whom
Luke follows with abridgment.— bg oh fir) /c.r./l.] Comp. Mark xiii. 2. In

respect of no one who has forsaken, etc., will it be the case that he does

not receive, etc. In the choice of oTroAa/??/ there is implied the idea of what
he receives being due. '

Vv. 31-34. See on Matt. xx. 17-19 ; Mark x. 32-34. Luke, it is true,

abridges Mark's narrative, yet he also expands it by the reference to the

fulfilment of Scripture, ver. &1, and by the observation in ver. 34. —
KapalajH)); /c.r.A.] A continuation of the journey, on which at ver. 35 flf. the

narrative then again lingers at Jericho.— roj vlCi r. avdp.'] belongs to to.

yeypafifi., next to which it stands : everything shall be completed, i.e., shall

come to its complete actual fulfilment (comp. xxii. 37), which is W7'itten iy

the prophets with reference to the Son ofman (with the destination for Him, in

order to become actual in Him).* The reading nepl tov vl. r. avdp. (D, Vulg.

al.) is an inaccurate gloss on the correct construction. Others ^ connect it

with TtleaB., and explain either : upon the Son of man, as Matt. xiii. 14 (so

the majority), or of Him (Bornemann, following Beza). But even apart

from the fact that the position of the words rather suggests the connection

given above, the unlimited ndvTa to. ysyp. is opposed to the latter, since the

prophets have written much, which was neither to be fulfilled upon nor oj

the Messiah. Besides, the following ver. 32 f. is opposed to Bornemann,

seeing it is not there said what the Messiah should do, but what He should

suffer. — Ver. 34. An emphatic prolixity, even more than at ix. 45. The
failure to understand has reference not to the meaning of the words, but to

the fact as the Messianic destiny.— d-' avruv] comp. ix. 45, x. 21, xix. 42,

frequently in the LXX.
Vv. 35-43. See on Matt. xx. 29-34 ; Mark x. 46-52. Luke, reproducing

Mark's narrative in an abridged form, adds nevertheless indeijendently the

important conclusion (ver. 43), and follows a variation of the tradition in

• Comp. xvi. 25, vl. 34, xxiii. 41 ; Dem. 78. comp. 3 Mace. vi. 41.

3 : av Ts Aa^r)T6, av t' aTroAoi^ijTe ; 162. 17 : ^ Castalio and many more, including Kui-

XaiJ.pa.veiv ixev oiiK elotv, airo\aiJ.pdvei.v Si crvve- noel, Bornemann, Schegg, comp. Buttmann,
povKevov. Nevt. Or. p. 154 [E. T. 178], who refers it to

^ On the dative of reference with Ypa^eiv, both Te\e<r9. and yeypafj-iJ..
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transposing the circumstance so as to make it precede the entry. [See Note
CXLII., p. 507.] But the purpose of annexing the history of Zacchaeus was

in no wise needed to occasion this dejiarture from Mark (in opposition to

Bleek and Holtzmann). — Ver. 36. t'i eh/ tovto] without dv (see the critical re-

marks), asks, quite specifically, what this shotild be (not : what this might pos-

sibly be).'— Ver. 43. The poetic alvo^ (see Buttmann, Lexil. II. y>. 112 ff.) ap-

pears only here and in Matt. xxi. 16 (a quotation from the LXX.) in the

New Testament ; more frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha,

Notes by Amebican Editoe.

CXXXVn. Vv. 1-8. The Importunaie Widow.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks this passage was taken from the same "source" as

what precedes, and it formed the conclusion of the entire discourse. He
therefore supposes Luke has given to the passage by means of ver. 1 a too

general reference. But Meyer's view is far more larobable.

CXXXVm. Ver. 5. Iva [ltj tiq Tk\oq /c.r./l.

The E. V. renders : " lest she wear me out (marg. Greek, bruise) by her

continual coming." But this fails to give the correct force of eJf rk7.o^ ; hence

the Am. Com. add the margin : "lest at last by her coming she wear me out."

This agrees with Meyer's interpretation.

CXXXIX. Ver. 7. /cat //a/cpoiJv^eZ err' avTolq.

This weU-attested reading presents considerable difficulty. The verb means

"to be slow to punish," and hence the objects ai'e not the elect, but those

whom He delays to punish. The avTolq, however, refers to the elect, and must

therefore be explained, with Meyer, "for their sakes," not "over them"

(R. v.). But Meyer regards it as a question : Is He slow to punish on their

behalf ? This requires a negative answer, whereas the delay to punish is as-

sumed, as Meyer admits, " according to human judgment, does occur." It may
be taken, with more propriety, as an affirmation : And His delay in punishing

is really on their behalf. Comp. Godet, who, as usual, clings to the reading

of the Rec. Weiss ed. Mey. rejects the teaching e conirario (Meyer), but says

that '
' the denial of a rml delay does not exclude an apparent one.

'

'

CXL, Ver. 8. h T&xei.

It is difficult to see on what consistent principle Meyer insists that here the

speedy advent of the Parousia is declared, when in commenting on the previous

verse he admits that the "delay" does occur, according to human judgment

;

comp. the view of Weiss in Note CXXXIX. That there has been delay needs

no proof ; that Luke's reports of our Lord's discourses indicate a considerable

I See Hermann, ad Ttger. p. 742. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Lack. p. 190 B ; Maetzner,

ad Antiph. p. 130.
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period is easy to prove. Moreov ., Meyer himself urges just such an indication

(See Note III., p. 226) as th only reason for dating the Gospel after the de-

struction of Jerusalem. V Luke had " edited" his matter in the way Weiss

assumes, he ought, in al^ consistency, to have avoided using h rdxei ; that is, if

he used it in the sens . Meyer and Weiss give it (see below). The phrase r^v

TviaTLv does not nc ^ssarily refer to " faith in Jesus as the Messiah." Godet

more properly explains :
" that special faith of which the widow's is an image."

The question m any case implies that the Lord's delay to return will be of

great length. If referred to " faith" which perseveres in prayer, it suggests

that the trials during this long delay will be such as to leave it doubtful

whether many will be importunate in prayer for His return.

CXLI. Ver. 14. The Close of this Division of Luke.

Weiss ed. Mey., in accordance with his view of the composition of the Gospel,

remarks :
" With this closes the great inserted portion of Luke. Passing over

the pericope about divorce which referred to legal regulations (Mark x. 1-10)

that had already become strange to his Gentile-Christian readers, and the con-

clusion of which (vv. 11, 12) was already presented (chap. xvi. 18), he now
diverts to Mark, who likewise here after chap. x. 1 seems to narrate a journey

toward Jerusalem." In view of the many peculiarities of Luke's narrative,

which Meyer frankly admits, it is difficult to believe that he followed Mark

even here. (See in general. Note I., p. 225.) The attempts to find a motive for

his variations from Mark are as unsatisfactory as they are various.

CXLH. Vv. 35-43. The Blind Ma7i at Jericho.

On the various accounts see llark, Note LXVI., p. 138. Luke's statement

seems to follow the general line of the journey, while Matthew and Mark give

the more exact relation to Jericho. Hence the theory of an excursion from the

city, during a brief stay there, remains the most probable explanation of the

variations.
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CHAPTER XIX.

Veb. 2. ovToc ^v] Lachm. has avrbc [riv]. B K IT, min. Arm. Vulg. Ver. For.

Vind. have only ai-Of. [So Treg., W. and Hort text, K. V.] Tisch. has tjv only,

following L K, min. Copt. Goth. only. [Weiss has ohroc without yv.] The
Becepta is to be maintained ; ovrog was in some aiathorities altered mechani-

cally into avrdr, in accordance M'ith the foregoing word ; in others, omitted

as being superfluous, on which assumption, sometimes also ^v, nay, even

Kai (D), dropped away also. — Ver. 4. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with

X B L, insert elr to before e/tnrpoaOev.l — avKOjiopkav] see the exegetical remarks.

— Instead of eKeivric Elz. has 6i' eKEivrig, in opposition to decisive evidence,

on the strength of which, also at ver. 7, wavTec is to be read instead of

anavTsg. — Ver. 5. ehlev aiirbv KCi] is wanting in B L X, min. vss. Tisch. [So

Treg., W. and Hort, E.V.] The transcriber passed at once from ElSev to ElTrn'. —
Ver. 13. fwf] A B D K L E X, min. Or. Lucif. have h u. Approved by Griesb.,

adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; euq is an interpretation. — Ver. 15. l6uKe\

Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.] have Se^ukei, in accordance with B D
L K, min. Cant. Verc. (Or. : EdsduKEi). An emendation. [Treg., W. and Hort,

E. v., with X B D L, Coj)t., Or., have ri SiEvrpayfiarEvaavTo, without tic. Tisch.

retains the reading of the Eec, Meyer and Weiss do not notice the variation.]

— Ver. 17. Ev] Lachm. and Tisch. have evje, following B D, min. Vulg. It. Or.

Lucif. The Becepta is from Matt. xxv. 23. — Ver. 20. sTEpoc] Lachm. and Tisch.

[recent editors, E.V.] have 6 tTEpoc, in accordance with B D L E N** min. A
mechanical repetition of the article, in accordance with vv. 16, 18. — [Ver. 22.

Eecent editors, E. V., with Tisch. (XB, others, Vulg., Copt.) omit SL]— Ver. 23.

TTtv] is wanting in aiithorities so decisive, that, with Matth. Lachm. Tisch., it

must be deleted. — The position of avTd immediately after «i' has, it is true, A
B L X in its favor (Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]), yet the old reading awTrpa^a

in A is against it, as it manifestly originated from the collocation of av and

Inpa^a. So in A, ANEIIPAEA is written as one word, although translated as

two words. The separation might easily be marked by avT6 placed between

them. — Ver. 26. Since yap is wanting in important authorities, while Vulg. It.

have auiem, it is to be regarded, Avith Tisch., as a connective addition, in

accordance with Matt. xxv. 29.

—

air' avTov] is bracketed by Lachm., deleted

by Tisch. It is wanting in B L J<, min. Lucif., and has slipped in mechani-

cally from Matt. xiii. 12, although there the construction is different. Comp.
Mark iv. 25. — Ver. 27. ekeivovc'] B K L M 5<, min. Didym. have tovtovc.

To be preferred, with Bornem. and Tisch. ; t«. is an amendment by way of

designating the absent. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with K B L, Copt.,

add avTovc, after KaTaacf)., and in ver. 29 omit the frequently interpolated avTov

after //a^T^rwi'.] —Ver. 31. avTu] is wanting in B D F L E X, min. vss. Or.

Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [So recent editors, E. V.] The

omission is occasioned by its absence in the parallels. — Ver. 34. Before 6 kv-

ptoQ Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V., K A B D L, Vulg., Copt., Syrr.] have
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oTi, certainly on preponderating evidence, but it is repeated from ver. 31. —
[Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with >< B D L, have avruv, but in ver. 36

Treg., W. and Hort, with A B, have iavruv.] — Ver. 37. -aawv'l Lachm. has rrdv-

Tu)v, following B D. But ndvTuv came in through the reading yivojiEvuv (instead

of 6vva.li.), which is still found in D. — Ver. 40. Lachm. and Tisch. have clu-

TVTjaovGiv, in accordance with A B L E, A X, min., to which also D adds confirma-

tion by aiyrjaovaiv. The Recepta is by way of an improvement. — [Tisch., W.
and Hort, Weiss, K. V., with X B L, Copt., omit avrolg.] — Instead of KeKfja^ovrai

B L K have Kpa^ovcav, which rare form Tisch. has rightly adopted. — Ver. 41. Elz.

Griesb. Scholz have ett airy. But k-pc' avrrjv is decisively attested. So Schulz,

Lachm. Tisch. —• Ver. 42. Kal cv Kal ye iv ry t}/i. aov ravTri] Lachm. has bracketed

/cat yE, and deleted aov ; the former is wanting in B D L K, 157, vss. Or. ; the

latter in A B D L X, min. vss. Or. Eus. Bas. Both are to be retained ; Kai ye

dropped out in consequence of the preceding koI gv, and then this drew after it

the omission of cov, which after the simple nal av (without aai ye) did not seem in

place. [W. and Hort, Weiss, E. V. text, have : h -. r//u. ravrij Kai av, omitting Kai

yf and aov, as also after eipjji'7]v. This order is better supported ; the Am. E. V.

marg. accepts aov in both instances.] — The second aov is, indeed, wanting in

B L X, 259, Or. Ir. (bracketed by Lachm.) ; but how easily might the word,

which, moreover, might be dispensed with, drop out between the syllables NHN
and NYN ! — Ver. 45. kv aiiru] is wanting in B C L X, min. Copt. Arm. Goth.

Ed. Or. In most of these authorities kuI dyopd^ovrag is also wanting. Tisch.

deletes both, and both are from the parallels, fi'om which D A, vss. have added

still more. — Ver. 46. Tisch. has kuI la-ai 6 oIk. fiov oIk. npoaevx-, following B L
E K (in which, however, k. earai is wanting by the first hand), min. Copt. Arm.

Or. Eightly ; the Recepta is from the parallels, from which, moreover, appears

in C** KATjO^aerac instead of karlv.

Vv. 1, 2. This history ' with the stamp of Luke's language is worked up

by him from tradition. [See Note CXLIII., p. 517.]

—

ovd/nari /caZot/^.] Comp.

i. 61. Classical writers would have said ovo/na Kal. (Herod, i. 173 ; Plat.

Crat. p, 483 B). — ZaKxaloq] — '2J, pure, Ezra ii. 9 ; Neh. vii. 14. Even

the name (among the Rabbins also, see Lightfoot, p. 870) shows him to be

a Jew. See on ver. 9 and Castalio in loc. The Clementines represent him

as a companion of Peter, and by him consecrated as bishop of Caesarea.'—
aiTof] after the name (as viii. 41), hi?, personal condition. — clpxlte/.uvtjq'] chief

publican or tax-collector, probably a steward of the Roman farmer of the taxes,

entrusted with supervision of the ordinary tax-collectors.^ The tribute in

Jericho may have had to do especially with the trade carried on there in the

production and export of lalsam (a trade which now no longer exists, see

Robinson Pal. II. p. 537). — Kal ov-oq r/v] a prolix simplicity of style. [But

see critical note.] Comp. ii. 37, vii. 12, xx. 28.

Vv. 3, 4. Ttq ka-i] i.e., which among those who were passing by is Jesus.

'•'• Faraa tloXxoo. xiultu noscere cupiebat," "He desired to know in person

1 Aocording to Eichthal, II. p. 291, a mis- Con-slit. Apost. vi. 8. 3, vii. 46. 1.

taken copy of the call of Matthew (Matt. » Comp. Salmasius, defoen. trapez. p. 245 f.;

ix.)

!

Burm. vectig. poincli Rom. p. 134.

* See Horn. ill. 63, Eecogn. iii. 65. Comp.
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Him known by report,^'' Grotius. — irpodpafiuv e/nrpoaOev] [See Note CXLIV.,

p. 517 seq.] Comp. Tob. xi. 2 ; Plat. Oorg. p. 497 A ; Xen. Cyrop. iv. 2. 23.

•

—

ovKOfj-opeav] The form fiopea occurs in Nicander as quoted by Athen. I.

p. 51, and cvKOfiopta, Geop. x. 3. 7 ; more frequently avKdfiopoq (Dioscor. i. 184;

Aq. Am. vii. 14; Suidas). The authorities, however, are very much divided

between cvKo/iopeav (so now Tischendorf also [recent editors], following

B L D K) and avKo/nupeav (Lachmann) ; Galen also has /xupia, de comp. med.

5 (in Wetstein on xvii. 6). As, nevertheless, the reading ovKOfiopaiav also

adds to the support of cvKo/iSp., although it is plainly a transcriber's error,

the Mecepta is. to be maintained. The word itself is = crvKdfiivog (see Dioscor.

i. 184) : Egyptian fig tree, xvii. 6. — ekelvik'] see on v. 9.

—

6upx£c-&ac\ to

pass through, through the city, ver. 1.

Vv. 5-7. Whether Jesus had any personal knowledge of Zacchaeus, is a

matter which could be decided only by circumstances unknown to us ; and

hence to bring in the higher knowledge of Jesus (Olshausen), as seeing him

nevertheless directly in his iimer nature, is in the case before us a course

without sufficient justification, although Strauss, I. p. 575 f., builds thereon

the view that the history is a variation of the theme of the intercourse with

the publicans. According to Paulus, some one named the man to him.

— cfjuepov] emphatically, comp. ver. 9. This day is the day so important to

thee, when I must abide in thy house (stay the night, John i. 39). del is

spoken from the consciousness of the divine appointment (ver. 10), "as if He
could not dispense with Zacchaeus, whom, nevertheless, everybody else

avoided as a great sinner" (Luther, Predigt.). — Ver. 7. The murmurers

(Sieyoyy., see on xv. 2) are Jews, who accompanied Jesus to the house

of Zacchaeus, situated (ver. 1) before the city on the way towards Jeru-

salem [but see Note CXLIH., p. 517], and here at the entrance, prob-

ably in the forecourt where the publican came to meet Jesus, saw how
joyously he receives Him. Comp. on ver. 11. — napa d/x. dvdpl] belongs to

KaTa?,v(yai.

Ver. 8. The supposition " Jesu cohortationes et monitiones tantam vim

habuisse in Zacchaei animum," " that the exhortations and admonitions of

Jesus had such effect on the mind of Zacchaeus, "etc. (Kuinool, comp. Grotius),

and that the murmuring and the vow did not occur till the morning of the

departure (Schleiermacher, Olshausen), has no foundation in the text, in

accordance with which it was rather the immediate p&)'sonal impression of

Jesus that seized and took possession of the wealthy chief publican in that

manner. His vow includes the consciousness of his unworthiness of the

great happiness that has befallen him through the entertainment of the

Messiah, and his determination, for the sake of this happiness, to make

abundant compensation for his former guilt. According to Paulus, the

publican wished to confute the charge napa dfiapT. avSpi, and said el rivdq ti

ecvKo^. K.T.l. in the conviction of his innocence. This is opposed to the

context, opposed to the preceding rd ijfiia. k.t.I., and opposed to ver. 10 ;

moreover, liis whole style of asserting his innocence would be an unbecom-

ing piece of parade. — ara-^eiq] he stood forth before Jesus,—a joyful confi-

dence. Comp. on xviii. 11. — viiiar)] The form ^jxiaea (Lachmann), which
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Attic writers approve, is a correction either from Tifiicr] or from Tjiiiaeia. ' As
to the substantival neuter, see Kilhner, § 479 b ; Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyrop.

viii. 3. 41. — el rcvog ti eavKotp.] Jflhavetaken anythingfrom anyone Tryfraud.''

The el is not to make the matter uncertain, as though he were conscious to

himself of no such extortion, but d . . . tl is the milder expression of self-

confession instead of b,TL. See Dissen, ad Bern, decor, p. 195. — Ttrpair'kovv^^

he professes himself ready for a measure of compensation, such as was
ordained for theft ^ Ex. xxi. 37 ; 1 Sam, xii. 3.^ In resjDectof breach of trust

and the like, it was ordained only that a fifth part above the value should

be restored (Lev. v, 21 ff. ; Num. v. 6 f.).

Vv. 9, 10. U-poq avr6v\ to him, T^pog, as vv. 5, 8 ; not : in reference to him

(Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette [Weiss ed. Mey.], and others), so

that Jesus spoke to the disciples or to the people (Paulus). He speaks to

Zacchaeus, but not in the second person (rw okw aov), because what He said

was to serve at the same time as a correction for those murmurers (ver. 7,

comp. on ver. 11), and consequently was to have a more general destina-

tion. Hence it is also at least unnecessary, with Ewald, to assume an

audible soliloquy of Jesus, and to read Trpbg avrdv (to himself) (comp. n-pof

eavTov, xviii. 11). — nadoriKal avrbg k.t.X.] in accordance with thefact that (i. 7
;

Acts ii. 21 ; in the New Testament used only by Luke) he also (as other

Jews, although he is despised as a sinner) is a son of Abraham,—as which

he belongs to the saving solicitude of the Messiah. Comp. xiii. 16. It la

not the worthiness (Grotius, Kuinoel, Bleek, and others), but the theocratic

claim that is meant. Cyprian, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and
others, including Schenkel, who regard Zacchaeus as a Gentile, are compelled

to take v'ldg 'Afip. in an ethical sense (" quamvis genere non sit, tamen fide

est, " '

' although he be not by race, yet he is by faith, " Maldonatus). But that

he was a Gentile is in itself (see also on ver. 2), and according to ver. 8,

not to be supposed, and is not implied in ver. 7. — Ver. 10. yap] justifies

what is said at ver. 9 : with full right do I say that this day is salvation

come to this house (the family of this house), etc., /or the Messiah has come

to seeh and to save that which is lost, i.e., those who have incurred eternal ruin.

The collective neuter used of persons, as in John xvii. 2 ; on the thought,

see 1 Tim. i. 15. — i]We\ emphatically placed first ; for Jesus declares the

purpose of His ai^fearance. — (r/TTjcjai] might be suggested by the idea of a

shepherd (xv. 4) ;
still the text contains no closer reference of that kind.

Hence it is rather a general expression of the seeking of the love that

is solicitoits for souls. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 14. Moreover, comp, on Matt,

xviii, 11.

1 Tischendorf, namely, has adopted to more probable that Luke wrote it, but it

^i^iVeia, in accordance with B L Q A X. [But was then changed into i]y.i<Tea, and finally

K B Q have rnxiaia, so W. and Hort.] Cer. into i7ju.to-T).

taiuly in the classical writers i^/xio-eta (scil. '^ The verb (iii. 14) is construed like airoo-re-

^oipa or /xepi's) is the substantival/e??w«in« of pelv Tti/d? n (Plut. Dem. iv.; Soph. Phil. 1267),

>)/iit<rvs, Thuc. vi. 62. 4 ; Plat. Leg. 12, p. 956 D, aTroAau'eii/ nrdt ti (Xen. Hier. vii. 9, Mem. i.

Ep. vii. p. 347 C ; Dem. 430. 8 ; Lucian, Herm. 6. 2 ; Plat. Crit. p. 54 A ; Arist. Nub. 1231)

;

48 ; while ra. i^fiiVeia occurs also at least in among the Greeks with n-apo, Lys. p. 177, 38.

Antonin. Lib. ii. p. 16 ; hence it is all the ' Comp. KeU, Arch. § 154. 3.
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Ver. 11. As to the relation of the following parable to Matt. xxv. 14-30,*

see on Matthew ; the form in Luke is not the original one ; see alsoWeiss in the

Jakrb.f. D. Tli. 1864, p. 128 ff. [See Note CXLV., p. 518.] — d/cot^wrwv Jeairwv

ravTa\ But iecause they heard this (ver. 8 If.), whereby their Messianic antic-

ipations could only be strengthened ; see what follows. Not the discijiles

(Grotius and others), but only those murmurers, ver. 7, could be the subject

—the single plural-subject which preceded. The scene is this—the people

in attendance have accompanied Jesus as far as the entrance into the house

(as far as into the forecourt), when they also observe how Zacchaeus joy-

ously welcomes Jesus, and they murmur ; whereon Zacchaeus speaks the

words, ver. 8, and Jesus the -rejoinder, vv. 9 and 10. — Both utterances

therefore are spoken while they are still at the entrance, so that the mur-

muring crowd also listens to what is said. The connection is neither dis-

closed first of all from the contents of the parable (Wcizsacker), nor is it

obscure (de Wette, Holtzmann), but it is darkened by the interpreters (see

also Schleiermacher). — npoa'&i'i^] adding to, still continuing— a Hebraism,

as at Gen. xxxviii. 5, Job xxix. 1, and elsewhere ;
Winer, p. 416 [E. T.

648]. In pure Greek the expression would run irpoa-Qelq irapaji. elizev. — elire

Trapa^.] Comp. xviii. 9.

—

eyyvc] 150 stadia, Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3.

—

on

7rapaxPVf^<^ /c.r.A.] vneXafiov, on dia tovto avecai vvv eJf 'lepovo., Iva (iaci7<.evai) kv

avT7j, " They supposed that on this account they approached Jerusalem, in

order that He might reign in it," Euthymius Zigabenus. — avacpaivec^ai] to

come to light. — The people think of the glorious setting up of the kingdom

believed in by them. This verse, moreover, does not exclude from the con-

nection of Luke the history of the entrance, ver 29 ff., which Marcion re-

jected. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Krit. Unters. p. 466.

Vv. 12, 13. Here is represented a man of noble descent, a nobleman, who

journeys into the far country to the governor, who possesses the supremacy,

in order to receive, as a vassal, from him regal power over those who have

been his fellow-citizens up to that time. [See Note CXLV., p. 518.] This

representation is borrowed from the circumstances of governors in Palestine

at that time, the kings of which, the Hcrods, received from Rome their

Pacilda ; especially the instance of Archelaus, in respect of the fruitless pro-

test raised against him by the Jews (Joseph. Antt. xvii. 11. 1), is sufficiently

similar, reasonably to derive the parabolic narrative, so far as that part of

it is concerned, from the remembrance of that transaction.'— e'lg x^P'^'"

f^aKpav] a contrast with the napaxpvjua, ver. 11, for Jesus must first go into

heaven to the Father, but not consequently removing the Parousia beyond

the duration of the lifetime of the generation (Baur, Zeller), since the reck-

oning at the return has to do with the same servants. — tavrC)] he wished

' In affinity with the contents of this par- opposition to Lechler, Aiiost. Zeit. p. 458)

able is tlie word which Christ, according to that it actually was a word of Christ's.

Clem. Tlomil. ii. 51, iii. 50, xviii. 20, and Apel- ' Possibly even the locality suggested to

les in Epiphan. Ilaer. 44. 2, is said to have Jesus the reference to Archelaus. For ia

spoken : yivta&f fidxijuot TpoTre^iTot, " Become Jericho stood the royal palace which Arche-

approved bankers." The wide publication laus had built with great magnificence,

of this saying in Christian antiquity (Clem. Joseph. Antt. xvii, 13. 1.

Alex., Origcn, etc.) makes it probable (in
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to receive tlie kingly dignity for Mmself, although till then there had been

another king. — Ver. 13. kavrov] ten slaves of his own, of whom therefore he

might rightly expect the care of his interest. Comp. on Matt. xxv. 14. —
SiKa fivdi] to wit, to each one.^ The Attic mina = 100 drachmas, i.e., accord-

ing to Wurm, de ponderum, etc., rationibus, p. 266, = from 32 thai. 16 grosch.

to 24 thai. 3 grosch. Vienna standard money [scil. = from $16.50 to $17.60].

The small sum astonishes us (even if we should understand thereby Hebrew

minae ; one H^D = 100 shekels, 1 Kings x. 17; 2 Chron. ix. 16). Compare,

on the other hand, the talents, Matt. xxv. But in Matt. I.e. the lord transfers

to his servants his whole property ; here, he has only devoted a definite sum of

money to the purpose of putting ten servants to the proof therewith, and the

smallness of this amount corresponds to what is so carefully emphasized in our

parable, viz. the relation of faithfulness in the least to its great recompense, ver.

17, which relation is less regarded in the parable in Matthew ; hence in his

Gospel (xxv. 21, 23) it is only said tirl bliya (not as in Luke xix. 17, hv kla-

xioTu) ; and the recompense of the individuals is stated indefinitely and in

similar terms. The device that the lord took most of his money xcith him on

thejourney (Kuinoel) explains nothing ; but the assumption of a mistake in the

translation (Michaelis), whereby out of minae is made j:)(9r^iV«s (^''JP), is sheer

invention.

—

irpay/iaT.] follow commercial pursuits.'^— h tj ep;^o//a«] during

which (to wit, during this your wpay/xarevec'&ai) I come, i.e., in the midst of

which I return. As to epx- in the sense of comiiig again, which the context

affords, see on John iv. 16.

Vv. 14, 15. The embassy sent forth after him (bniau avrov) goes to the

bestower of the kingdom ; hence roDrov ; "yasi^(Z^Vse loquuntur, " " they speak

scornfully,'''' Bengel. — ol iro?uTat avrov] his fellow-citizens, Plat. Protag. p. 315

C, and frequently ; Gen. xxiii. 11. — oh &eXo/liev /c.r.Z.J not instead of dslo/iev

TovTov ov [iaai?i. (Markland, ad Lys. I. p. 280 f. ; Bornemann), but definite

rejection: we will not that this man shall be Icing. ^— Ver. 15. In respect of

the form yvol (Lachmann, Tischendorf [recent editors]), see on Mark v. 43.

— T(f Ti] who gained anything, and what he gained? [But see critical note.]

See on Mark XV. 24.

—

dia-rvpayfiaT.] not :
" negotiando Zwcra^ws esse#," "gain-

ed by trading " (Castalio, so usually), but : had undertaken.'^

Vv. 16, 17. 'H iiva GOV K.T.?i.] " Modeste lucrum acceptum fert herili pecu-

niae, non industriae suae," " He modestly offers the gain as the receipts of

his lord's money, not of his own industry," Grotius, comparing 1 Cor. xv.

10.^— evys (see the critical remarks) : icell done! bravo! Comp. on Matt.

xxv. 21.

—

Since thou in the least hast become faithfil (actually, not : hast

been), be thou ruler over ten cities. Comp. xvi. 10.

> An essential variation from Matt. xxv. Philops. 36.

The equality of the pecuniary sum which is ^ On ^aa-iKeva-at, (Aor.), see Schaefer, App.

given to all shows that it was not the (very ad Bern. III. p. 457.

varied) charismatic endowment for office, * Comp. Dion. Hal. iii. 72. Passages where
but the office itself, that was meant to be StaTrpavju,. means perscrutari, " to investi-

typified, whose equal claims and duties, gate," are not in point here. Plat. Phaed.

however, were observed by the individuals p. 77 D, 95 E.

very differently and with very unequal ' on Trpoo-eip-yn'o-., has gained to it, comp.
result. Xen. Hdl. iii. 1. 28.

* Plut, 8uU. vii. 17, Cat, min, 54 ; Lucian,

33
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Ver. 21. As to this apology and its rejection, ver, 22 f., see on Matt.

XXV. 24 ff. — alpeig k.t.A.] a closer reference to tbe meaning of av^p. avarriphq

el, comp. ver. 22, hence no longer dependent on 6-<, thou takest up ichat thoti

hast not laid down. This is to be left in the generality of its proverbial form

as an expression of the unsparingness of the property of others, which, how-

ever, is here conceived of not as dishonest, but in stringent vindication of

legitimate claims. The servant pretends that he was afraid for the possible

case of the loss of the mina ; that the rigorous lord would indemnify himself

for it from his property. De Wette and Bleek are wrong in i-eading : thou

claimest lach what thou hast not entrusted,—opposed to which is the literal

meaning of aipEig and its correlation with i-&TjKaq. Moreover, ver. 23 is not in

harmony therewith. ' The austere character (avarr/pdg) consists in the regard-

lessness of the inhumanity, in respect of which is experienced the '

' summum
jus, summa injuria.'''' The epithet cK7.T]p6g in Matthew denotes the same

thing, but under a different figurative representation (in opposition to

Tittmann, Synon. p. 139).

Vv. 23, 24. The question comes in abruptly with Kai, laying bare the con-

tradiction between the clauses. See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 147. — knl

Tpdne^av (without an article, see the critical remarks), on a lanJcei'^s table.

The sign of interrogation is to be placed, with Lachmann and Tischendorf

[W. and Hort], after Tpdirei^av. Kal kyu (Lachmann, Tischendorf : Kdyu)

K.T.'k. is then the result which, in the event hinted at by dLo. -i k.t.2..,^ would

have followed. — Ver. 24. r. Trapecrr.] i.e., the satellites, i. 19. — -ag Sena fivaq]

tJie ten minae mentioned at ver. 16, therefore not those which he hadfrom the

beginning, but those which he has acquired for himself with the mina that

was entrusted to him.

Ver. 25 interrupts the discourse, since at ver. 26 the king (not Jesus) con-

tinues, as is proved by ver. 27 ; hence, wdth Lachmann and Ewald, ver. 25

is to be put in parentheses, but not, with Bleek, to be set aside as an inter-

polation. — Ver. 26 justifies (even without yap, see the critical remarks) the

direction contained in ver. 24 by a general principle ; but the parenthesis of

ver. 25 contains the reason loherefore the king added this justification.

Ver. 27. l\'ki]v\ Besides—breaking off. The further arrangement of the king

turns away now, that is to say, from the slaves just conferred with, and has

to do with those enemies, ver. 14, about whom the decision is still pending.

— TovTovc (see the critical remarks), although referring to those who were

absent, describes them as present in the idea of the speaker and the hearers.'

— Karaa<pd^.] Slay them ; the strong expression is chosen as shadowing forth

the completeness of the condemnation to everlasting death at the final

judgment.*

The doctrine of the parable, according to Luke's form of it, concerns, on

* Comp.rather the injunction in Josephus 'Wolf, ad Bern. Lept. p. 295; Heindorf,

c. Ap. 2: o ii'ri KaTe&TjKe ns, ovk avaiprjcreTai, ad Phocd. p. 60 ; Bomcmann, ScJiol. p. VX).

and the law of Solon in Diog. Laert. i. 3. 9 : * Comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 1. 23 ; Herod, viii.

a MT i^ov, /li; iviXxi. 127 ; Soph. 0. R. 730 ; Died. Sic. xii. 76 ;

» av, see Buttmann, neut. Or. p. 187 [E. T. 2 Mace. v. 12.

816].
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the one liand, the Jewish people that would not receive Jesus as the Messiah

(comp. John i. 11) ; and, on the other, the disciples who were to make ap-

plication of the official charge entrusted to them (the iiva which each had

equally received) zealously as far as possible in the interest of the Messiah

until His Parousia. The Messiah thus appears in a twofold relation : to His

perverse people and to His servants. The latter are to be called to account

at the Parousia, and according to the measure of the actual discharge of

official duty committed equally to all, will be exalted to a proportionally

high degree of participation in the Messianic dominion (comp. Rom. v. 17,

viii. 17 ; 1 Cor. iv. 8 ; 2 Tim. ii. 12). This happiness, however, will be so

far from falling to the lot of the indolent servant, who in any case is inex-

cusable, ' that he was rather to be deprived of the official position of service

which he had received, and consequently was to receive no kind of share in

the future glory of the kingdom, to which, nevertheless, he also had been

appointed. But theformer, the antagonistic Jews, are to be dealt with by

the returning Messiah with the heaviest punishments.

Ver. 28. The narrative is wanting in precision, since, according to ver, 5 f.,

this eiTopevETo did not take place till the next morning.— Ejunpoa&ev] He
went before (" praecedebat, " Vulg.), i.e., according to the context (ver. 29),

at tTie head of His disciples. Comp. Mark x. 32. Erasmus, Kyjike, Kuinocl,

Ewald, and others have : He wentforwards, He pursued His journey. This

would be the simple kwoptveTo (xiii. 33 and elsewhere) or sKop. etc to Eixnpoa-QEv.

Vv. 29-38, See on Matt. xxi. 1-9
; Mark xi. 1-10. Luke follows Mark,

yet not without something peculiar to himself towards the end. With
Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 794 f., Lachmann, and Tischendorf, we must cer-

tainly place the accent thus on the word ilaiuv, olive-grove, olivetum ; not as

though, if it were kT^aiuv [Rec, W. and Hort], the article would in itself he

necessary (after iTiai. bpoq would have to be repeated), but because Luke,

when he designates the mountain as the "Mount of Olives," constantly has

the article (ver. 37, xxii. 39) ; but besides, in Acts i. 12, where he likewise

adds Kalovfj.., he undoubtedly uses the form iTiaiuv as a name. Hence, at

Luke xxi. 37 also, klacuv is to be written. Comp. Joseph. Antt. vii. 9. 2 :

6ia Tov hlaiuvoq opovq.^— Ver. 31. bri] because, an answer to 6ia ri. — Ver. 33.

ol KvpLoi] the actual possessor and those belonging to him. — Ver. 35. eavruv]

they use their own upper garments for a riding cushion in their reverence and

love for the Lord. So iavruv serves for a vivid coloring of the narrative.

[But see critical note.] — Ver. 37. eyjl^ov-oq . . . npbg ry tcaTajS.] npog, not

of the movement whither (de Wette), but a pregnant union of the direction

(kyyi^.) with the where (when He approached at the declivity). See gener-

ally, Kiihner II. p. 316. In Homer npog is often found thus with the dative.

— f/p^avTo] for this was only the last station of the Messiah's entry. — tuv

/xa'&TfTuv] in the wider sense. — elSov] for all the Messianic mighty works

* Ver. 23 serves to mark this inexcusable- the church or the congregation to which the

ness in the concrete illustration. The text office might have been given back,

does not give any further verbal interpreta- ^ On tlie nominative, with a verb of nam-
tion of the banker's counter. Lange, L. J. II ing, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 517 ; Fritzsche,

1, p. 414, finds that by the rpdn-e^a is depicted I.e.; Bernhardy, p. 66.
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which they, as companions of Jesus, had seen. — Ver. 38. h bv6fi. «.] belongs

to epx^fi. , according to a frequent transposition. '— elp^v/j k. t. A. ] The thought

that '

' with God is salvation (which He is now purposing to communicate by
means of the Messiah), and He is praised (for it) in the height (by the angels,

comp. ii. 14)," is exjaressed in a hymnic form by the parallelism :
" Salva-

tion is in the heaven, and glory in the highest. " Luke gives the acclama-

tion, according to a tradition, which had avoided the Hebrew Hosanna.

Ver. 39 ff. Peculiar to Luke, and as far as ver. 44 taken from tradition. —
OTTO Tov bx^ov] from out of the multitude, among whom they found themselves.

— EniTift.Tjffo^'] rebuke (this crying). — (nunyaovaiv] (see the critical remarks) in-

dicative after mi', so that the meaning of av clings wholly to the condition-

ing particle, and does not affect the verb : if these become silent. See

Klotz, ad Devar. p. 474. —ol H-&oi /cpdf.] The sense is : this outbreak of

the divine praise is not to be restrained." See also the passages in Wet-

stein. — Ver. 41. kn' ai'TT/v] over it, comp. xxiii. 28. The direction of the

weeping to its object ; in the classical writers with a simple accusative, also

with kni Tivi (Rev. xviii. 11). Observe, further, the audible weeping of

Jesus at the view of Jerusalem, not the silent SaKpveiv as at the grave of

Lazarus, John xi. 35. [See Note CXLVL, p. 518.]— el iyvug k.t.X.] if only

thou hadst Tcnown arid, indeed, in this thy day, what belongs to thy salvation !

[Comp. critical note and rendering of R. V.] Pathetic aposiopesis, and

consequently an expression of the fruitlessness of the wish.'^ Euthymius Ziga-

benus aptly says : t'lud^aa yap ol KTiaiovreg inLKdirTeG-Qai rovg Tidyovg vnb Tijq tov

7rdi?ovf G(i>o6p6T7jTog, "for those wailing are wont to cut short their words

through the violence of their suffering." What served for the salvation of

Jerusalem was the reception of Jesus as the Messiah. — Kal cv] as my pa^rjrai.

— Kal ye] et quidem. See on Acts ii. 18. — h rfj rjp,. aov\ i.e., in this day given

to thee for thy deliverance.*— vvv rfc] as, however, now the circumstances

actually are, but thus; often thus since Homer after conditional clauses

(John viii. 40 ; 1 Cor. xii. 20). — tKpvjiT)} by divine decree ; see John xii.

37 ff. ; Rom. xi. 7 f . — Ver. 43. on ii^ovaiv /c.r.A.] bn does not introduce

what has been concealed (this is rather to, npbg nprjvrjv aov), but it brings a

prophetic confirmation of the vvv 6e k.t.A. that has just been said : for there

shall come (not tarry), etc. The certainty of this miserable future ^jt-mj^s

that what serves for thy salvation has become veiled from thine eyes. Fol-

lowing Lachmann, only a comma is to be placed before on. In what follows,

observe the solemn five-fold repetition of kuI in the affecting unperiodic dis-

course. The first takes the place of ore.*— ;t:dpaKoJ masculine : a palisaded

wall, Polyb. i. 29. 3, viii. 34. 3, x. 39. 1, xviii. 1. 1.' As a, fenmiine, it is

> See Bornemann, Schol. p. 121 f.; Kiih- ' Comp. on xxii. 42, and on John vi. 62;

ner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 2. 18. Comp. xxiii. Buttmann, Nevt. Gr. p. 339 [E. T. 396].

48. * Comp. TOV Kdip'ov T^? e7ri<r(to77^5 (TOV, ver.

* Comp. Ilab. ii. 11 ; Scrvius, ad Virg. Eel. 44 ; Ps. cxviii. 34.

v. 28 ; Cliasina, f. 16. 1 : "Ne dicas : qui.s tes- * xvii. 22, xxiii. 44 ; Rom. ii. 16 ; John iv.

tabitur contra me? Lajndes domufi e.ins ... 21 ; and see on Marie xv. 25.

teRtabiintiir contra eun\," " Do not say :
' On xipaKa pdWeiv, see Plut. Aem. P. 17.

Who shall testify against me? tlie .s/onex of Marcell. 18,

his house . . . will witness against liim-"
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limited by the grammarians to the signification of vine-prop, but see Lobeck,

ad Phryn. p. 61 f.

—

aoi] Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 14 : ralf TrdXeaiv kph/iara

wepilidX^ovTai. According to Herod, i. 163, and elsewhere, ae might also be

used. In the Jewish war the rampart was actually erected (hence Schenkel

considers this point as vaticinium ex eventu), burnt up by the Jews, and re-

placed by Titus with a wall. See Joseph, v. 6. 2, v. 12. 2 flf. — awt^ovm]

keep close, see on Phil. i. 23. — Ver. 44. kdaipiovai ae] they shall level thee (Polyb.

vi. 33. 6), i.e., mahe thee like to the ground.^ The following «. to, reuva a. h aoi

is added by a zeugma, so that now kSacpiCo) has the signification, frequent in

the LXX., to dash on the ground (Hos. xiv. 1 ; Nah. iii. 10 ; Ps. cxxxvii. 9).

The children of the city are its inhabitants, Matt, xxiii. 37 ;
Luke xiii. 34

;

Gal. iv. 25. The city is figtiratively regarded as a mother, hence to. rinva

are not to be understood (Kuinoel) of the actual children (infantes). — tov

Kaip. T. ETTiaK. aov] the time of the solicitude concerning thee, when God interested

Himself for thee by means of the offer of the Messianic salvation through

me.^ ETTiaKo-Kr] in itself is a vox media, and in the LXX. and Apocrypha

(Wisd. xiv. 11, xix. 15) is frequently also used when God concerns Himself

with any one in punishment. The word does not occur in the classical writ-

ers.

Vv. 45, 46. See on Matt. xxi. 12 f. ; Mark xi. 15-17. Luke proceeds by

brief extracts, and, moreover, gives the saying in Isa. Ivi. 7 not as Mark

gives it, but in the abbreviated form of Matthew. — yp^aTo] He began there-

with His Messianic ministry in the temple. Schleiermacher erroneously re-

gards vv. 45, 46 as the concluding formula of the narrative of the journey.

Vv. 47, 48. Kat 01 npuToi t. laov] The worldly aristocracy, yet with special

emphasis.

—

e^EKpe/uaTo k.t.X.] the people hung upon Him as they hearkened to

Him. "Populi assiduitas aditum hostibus obstruebat," "The constant

presence of the people hindered the approach of His enemies," Bengel.*

Notes by Ameeican Editoe.

CXLIII. Ver. 1. 6irjpx£To.

This imperfect, properly rendered: "was passing through" (R. V.), has not

been suflQciently regarded. It indicates that what is narrated afterward took

place while he was passing through. Hence it is not certain that Zacchaeus

lived outside the city on the way to Jerusalem (Meyer), but rather that our

Lord met him in the city (ver. 4) ; so Weiss ed. Mey. The use of this tense, in

connection with chap, xviii. 35, favors the view that Luke is giving in the two

passages the general direction of the journey. (See Note CXLII., p. 507.)

CXLIV. Ver. 4. Elq to E/nrpoa^Ev.

This reading is probably explained by Weiss ed. Mey. : "to that part of the

city lying before Him (not yet passed through by Him), which He hud yet to

pass through. The Rec. would be simply : he ran before."

' Comp. Amos ix. 14 ; also Ka.ra.<iK6.Tmi.v ei? 3 Mace. v. 42, and thereon Grimm.
e5a(|>os, Thuc. iv. 109. 1. Comp. iii. 68. 2. 3 On UKpiy^a-ixai with a genitive, comp.

"^ Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 12 ; Prov. xxix. 13; Job Phit. Mar. 12, and the passages in Wet.stein.

xxix. 4 ; Wisd. ii. 10, iii. 7 ; Ecclus. xviii. 19 ; With U, Gen. xliv. 30 ; Plat. Leg. v. p. 731 E.
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CXLV. Vv. 11-27. The Parable qf the Pounds.

Both Meyer and Weiss regard this as a recasting of the parable of the talents

(Matt. XXV.) ; the former, however, with Ewald and Bleek, suggesting the mix-

ing of two different parables. The dialogue and main incident in the two para-

bles are the same, but the Evangelists detail particularly the differing circum-

stances, present very diverse details, and clearly indicate distinct purposes and

lessons. Hence Weiss ed. Mey. is compelled to assert a deliberate variation

from Matthew on the part of Luke, who, as he thinks, used the same written

source. Accordingly this dilemma presents itself : either the parables are

different, or the Evangelists not only invented historical setting for our Lord's

teachings, but also, to suit their didactic purpose, modified decidedly what

they knew to be His teachings. Modern criticism has not as yet compelled us

to accept the latter alternative. But Weiss ed. Mey. insists that the principal

character (the nobleman) was not introduced by Jesus Himself—that His para-

bles never have such allegorizing features. Yet how naturally, as Meyer re-

marks, this distinct feature of the parable suggested itself in Jericho.

CXLVI. Vv. 42-44. Tlie Lamentation over Jerusalem.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks "this prophecy takes the place, in a measure, of that

contained in the symbolical action of Mark xi. 11-14, with which Mark xi. 19-26

naturally falls out." But he does not indicate whether he regards this passage,

which Godet aptly calls "one of the gems of our Gospel," as one of the many

inventions of Luke. Ver. 41 fixes the locality. Are we to regard this as

another of those transition verses by means of which this Evangelist, according

to Weiss, so often weaves in incidents that belong elsewhere ? A believing

Evangelist who could in literary interest " invent " such a scene would be a

moral monstrosity. It is significant that here, at least, such critical surmises

are repressed by the pathos of the simple narrative.
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CHAPTER XX.

Vee. 1. EKeivuv'] is wanting in the authorities of greatest importance. Con-

demned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for greater pre-

cision. — apxiEpek] AEGHKUVTA A, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl. have

lepel^. Eecommended by Griesb., adopted by Matth. and Tisch. The Recepia

[Treg., W. and Hort, K. V., with X B C D L, Vulg., Copt.] is from the parallels.

— Ver. 3. em] is wanting in B L K X, min. Syr. Copt. Colb. For. Tol. It stands

after 7.6y. in A K M U* min. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and

Tisch. It is from the parallels, from which also ovv is introduced after 6ia ti,

ver. 5. — [Ver. 9. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with N B C D L, Vulg., Copt.,

omit Tif.] — Ver. 10. [Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with K BD L, 33,

omit ev before iiaipo.'\ —• 6iJatv'] durtovatv is so strongly attested by A B L M Q X,

min., that it is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., and dc^aiv to be re-

garded as a grammatical emendation. — Ver. 13. IddvTso] is wanting in B C D L
Q K, min. vss. Ambr., and is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and

Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. The superfluous word was omitted on account

of the parallels ; there was no reason for its addition. — Ver. 14. tavTovQ\ Tisch.

has iriAylovq, following B D L R J<, min. vss. The Eecepta is from ver. 5 and
Mark xii. 7 ; comp. Matt. xxi. 38. From the parallels also comes devre, which,

in accordance with very important evidence, is deleted by Rinck, Lachm. and
Tisch. Luke nowhere has the word. — Ver. 19. With Lachm. and Tisch., on
preponderant evidence, read : ol ypafiii. Kal ol apxiep. — Ver. 20. elg t(5] B C D L
i< have uare, which, with Bornemann, Lachm. and Tisch., is to be adopted ; the

f!f TO, foreign to Luke, is an interpretation. — [Ver. 22. Tisch., recent editors,

R. v., with K A B L, 33, read yudg.] — Ver. 23. ti fie Treipd^ere] condemned by
Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Tisch., following B L X, min. Copt. Arm.
Rightly ; it is from Matt. xxii. 18, whence also in C inroKpiTal, too, is interpo-

lated. — Ver. 24. Instead of Sei^nTE Elz. has e-m^ei^aTe, in opposition to decisive

evidence ; it is from Matth. — After drjvdpcov Lachm. has in brackets ol 6e

edei^av, nal elirev. Not strongly enough attested by B L X, min. vss. to appear

otherwise than a gloss in accordance with the parallels. — [Tisch., W. and Hort,

Weiss, R. v., with X B L, Copt., read ol instead of dnoKpiSivTeg. In ver. 25 the

same mss. have Trpoc avTovq, and toLvvv anddoTe ; accepted by recent editors, the

latter by R. V.] — Ver. 27. avTiXeyovTEq'] B C D L X, min. vss. have MyovTeg.

Approved by Schulz and Fritzsche, ad Marc. XII. 8. [Accepted by Treg., W.
and Hort, R. V.] An emendation, according to the parallels. — Ver. 28. Instead

of the second cnroOdvy, B L P X** min. vss. (including Vulg. It.) Lachm. have

merely //. [So Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] An attempt at improvement sug-

gested by ignorance. — Vv. 30, 31. Much confusion among the authorities.

Lachm. has retained the Recepta, nevertheless he places before cjaavTug another

urravTug in brackets, and throws out the Kai which Elz. has after inTu, with

Griesb. and Scholz. I agi'ee with Tisch. in regarding as original the text of

B D L X, 157 : koI 6 devTepoQ Kal 6 TpWoq e'^ajiev avTrjV uaavTug dt- Kat ol inrd ov
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KariX. TEKva k. cnriO. [So recent editors, E. V.] Comp. Bornem. in the Stud. u.

Erit. 1843, p. 136 ; also Einck, Lucuhr. p. 333. To this text the gloss klajiEv

avTT/v was added to 6 dtvr. ; this occasioned the dropping out of these words in

their true.place, and there appeared : kqI 6 Sevrepot: ela/Sev avryv k. 6 rpirog k.t.I.

Thus still Copt. The deleting of llaHev avrrjv in this spurious place, without

restoring them again to the genuine one, occasioned the text of D : koIo dsvrspog

K. 6 rpirog (without eA. av-.). The Recepta has grown up out of circumstantial

glosses. Even the double uaavrug (A E H V T A, min. Goth. Syr., taken by
Matth. into the text) is a gloss ; it was thought to be necessary to complete the

simple IXaBev avTTjv. The nal, which Elz. has after ^Trra, is indeed defended by
Einck, but decisively condemned by the authorities. A connective addition

made from misunderstanding. — Ver. 32 is, as by Tisch., to be read : varepov koI

T] yvvr/ aneOavEv (Lachm. : var. airtB. k. i] y.). The Recepta is from Matth. — Ver.

33. The order of the words : t) ywrj ovv kv rrj dvaar. (B L), is, with Tisch., to be
preferred ; it was altered in accordance with the parallels. — [W. and Hort

,

E. v., with K D L, 1, 33, Copt., read karai instead of yiverai, and in ver. 34 Tisch.,

recent editors, E. V., with K B D L, Copt., Vulg., omit anoKpiSeig.] — Ver. 34.

iKyiiiiaKovTai] objectionable, since A K M P U F A, min. have iKyafii^ovTai, while

B L X, min. Or. Epiph. Nyss. have yajiiaKovrai. Bead the latter, with Lachm.
and Tisch. The Recepta and eKynfii^ovTuc are glosses to give greater precision.

Equally, however, at ver. 35 also is not to be read yaf^i^ovrai, with Matth. Lachm.
Tisch. [Treg., "W. and Hort, E. V.], in accordance with D L Q E A K, but

ya/iiaKovTui, in accordance with B. — [Ver. 36. Eecent editors (against Tisch.),

E. v., with A B D L, read ovSk before ydp. — Ver. 37. Tisch., Treg., W. and
Hort, E. v., with X B D L, omit t6v before Oedv the second and third time.]

— Ver. 40. di] B L X, min. Copt. Tisch. have yap. Eightly
;
yap was not un-

derstood. — [Ver. 42. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, B. V., with K B L, Copt.,

read avrbg yap instead of Kal avrd^.l

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27 ; Mark xi. 27-33. Luke follows Mark
•with some abbreviation, and with some material peculiar to himself, as also

in the further portions of this chapter. — h /im rCiv r^/xepuv] (without tKtivcjv,

see the critical remarks) is, as v. 17, viii. 22, an ajjproximate statement of

the date ; the days in question are meant, to wit, of the stay in Jerusalem.

Schlciermacher is arbitrary in seeing here the beginning of a special docu-

ment. — ETTtaTTjaav] came upon. The idea of suddenness and unexpectedness is

not of itself contained in the word, and needed to be expressed,' or at least

suggested by the context (comp. on ii. 9). — Ver. 2. ?/] introduces a more

definite idea of the point of the question. — Ver. 3. Kal fiTvart fioi] nai is the

simple and : I will ask you, and tell me (what I shall ask you). Then fol-

lows the question itself. — awe?.oy.] they reckoned, they considered. Only

here in the New Testament, frequently in the classical writers. — Ver. 6.

irdf 6 Aabg KaraM-d. /}/^nf] a later form of the tradition. The word is not

elsewhere retained.'' It denotes the stoning doicn.

Vv. 9-19. See on Matt. xxi. 33-40 ; Mark xii. 1-12. [Sec Note CXLVIL,
p. 524.]

—

ijp^aTo] after that desjiatch of the members of the Sanhedrin.

—

* As xxi. 34 ; Isocr. viii. 41 ; Pliilo Flacn. " Comp. KaraAnJoOi' in Josephus, xaToAnJo-

p. 981 C, ul. in Loesner. pol^tlv, Ex. xvii. 4.
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npbg T. Xaov] " muniendum contra interpellationem antistitum, " " to defend

himself against the questioning of the priests," Bengel. Otherwise in Matt,

and Mark, according to whom the discourse is addressed directly to the

members of the Sanhedrim, and these, according to Luke, are also present

(ver. 19). — Ver. 10. duaovaiv'l (see the critical remarks): see on 1 Cor. ix.

18 ; Eph. vi. 3. — aurw] to him, the possessor of the vineyard, by the ser-

vants. — Ver. 11. Kpoak-&eTo nefiipai] a Hebraism, Gen. iv. 2, and elsewhere.*

— Ver. 13. tcrwf] perchance. The corresponding German word (vielleicht) ex-

presses not mere conjecture, but, although in a still doubting form, his ex-

jjectation (" spem rationi congruentem," "a hope agreeing with reason,"

Bengel).^ Only here in the New Testament. — Ver. 14. 'i66vt£^ ^e avT6v\

with emphasis, corresponding to the previous tovtov ISSptec. — Ver. 16. eI-itov]

Persons from the people in ver. 9, who have comprehended, although dim-

ly, the foreshadowing of evil. — /j^ yEvoiTo] (see on Rom. iii. 4), to wit, that

the yeupyoi lay hands themselves on the son, kill him, and bring about the

anoMcei k.t.I. ! — Ver. 17. ovv'] what then, if your p) ytvoiro is to be allowed,

what then is this scriptural saying, etc. It is meaningless, there is nothing in

it. — Ver. 19. ical £(po(i.] aai, and yet ; comp. on Mark xii. 13. — eyvucav] the

people, to wit,^ whose understanding the passage of Scripture, ver. 17 f., ac-

companied by the heart-penetrating glance of Jesus (e/Li(3M^cg), has opened.

Vv. 20-26. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22 ; Mark xii. 13-17. — napaTtipijo.] having

watched, so that they had thus further lain in wait for Him after that hour,

ver. 19, in order to be able to entrap Him. — Eym-&ETov{\ people instigated, se-

cretly commissioned.*— kavrovq SiKuiovg eIvui] who feigned that they themselves

were strict observers of the law, who, therefore, by the pressure of their own

consciences (not instigated by other people), came with the following ques-

tion. These therefore are such "qui tum, quum maxime/aZZwn^, id agunt,

ut viri ioni videantur,^'' Cicero, Off. i. 13.

—

hnt'Xdli.^ The subject is the

members of the Sanhedrim. — avrov Idyov] in order to take hold of Him on a

word. avTov does not depend on loyov (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bleek), but on

ETzila^., and Idyov is the secondary object.* The Vulgate rightly has :

" eum in sermone."— ucte (see the critical remarks), as iv. 29 ; Matt. xxiv.

24. — ryapxyn. ry k^ova. r. rjy.] to the supremacy and (and especially) thepower

of the procurator. To comhine the two {^^ the supremacy and power of the

magistrate," Beza, de Wette, Bleek) is not indeed fo7'iidden by the repetition

of the article, but it is opposed by it, because this repetition would have no

motive. — Ver. 21. lafijiav. KpdauiT.'] art not bipartisan. See on Gal. ii. 6.

—

Ver. 22. (p6pov\ capitation and land-tribute, to be distinguished from rcAof,

the indirect tribute (the tax on merchandise).^ Luke uses the Chreek instead

iComp.onxix.il, and see Valckenaer, all to the hierarchs.

p. 253 f

.

•» Plat. Axioch. p. 368 E ; Dem. 1483. 1

;

= See Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 213 ; Borne- Polyb. xiii. 5. 1 ; Joseph. Antt. vi. 5. 2.

mann, Schd. p. 122 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. ^ gee Job xxx. 18. Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 12 :

p. 855. eTTiAa/ajSaveToi avrov tjjs itvos.

3 See on Mark xii. 12. The reference to « See Kypke, II. p. 183 f., and already
the scribes and chief priests involves us in Thomas Magister, p. 900, ed. Bern. Comp.
subtleties as in Grotius, Lange, L. J. III. Rom. xiii. 7.

p. 494, and others. Trpb^ avroi!? refers first of
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of the Roman word KJjvaov, found in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 2C. Observe

the careful depicting of the triumph of Jesus. Comp. ver. 39 f.

Vv. 27-40. See on Matt. xxii. 23-33 ; Mark xii. 18-27. —oJ avr^^yovrcf]

does not belong by an abnormal apposition to tuv ZaSSovKaiuv (thus usually, in-

cluding Winer, p. 471 [E. T. 532]), but to Ttveg. [See critical note. The read-

ing Myovreg favors the other view.] These riveg, namely, sofar as they were

TiVEQ Tuv I,a66ovK., are more precisely characterized by ol avTi7Iy. k.t.1. : People

•who there concerted together (participle with article, see Kiihner, II. p. 131).

— avacT. iiii dvai\ On //?/ and infinitive after avTLlty.^ comp. Xen. Anab. ii.

5. 29, and see in general Bernhardy, p. 3G4 ; Hartung, Partilcell. II. p. 168.

— Ver. 28. nai ovroq K.r.A.] and indeed shall have died icithout children. See

Matthiae, p. 1040. — Ver. 29. ow] for the subsequent procedure took place

in consequence of that law. — Ver. 30 f. According to the rectified text (see

the critical remarks) : And the second and the third toolc her ; in liTce manner,

moreover, also (as those three who had taken her and died childless) the seven

(collectively, comp. xvii. 17) left hehind no children, and died. Logically

ant-davov ought to precede, but the emphasis of oh KariX. rsuva has occasioned

the varepov irpdrspov. '— Ver. 34 f. ol viol tov a'luvog tovtov] Comp. on xvi. 8.

Yet here what is meant is not according to the ethical, but the physical

idea : the men of the pre-Messimiic periods of the woi'ld. — ol Je Kara^iu^. k.t.1.~\

hut they who (at the Parousia) shall he counted ivorthy (comp. 2 Thess. i. 5)

to become partakers of thefuture age (the Messianic period), and of the resur-

rectionfrom the dead. Herein is to be observed—(1) that here is likewise a

Trpdrepov varepov (comp. on ver. 31), for the resurrection discloses the participa-

tion in the aluv sKelvog ; but the context (see also TTjg avacraa. viol bvreg, ver.

36) shows that Jesus has in view only those icJio are to be raised, apart from

those who are still living here at the Parousia, comp. Rom. viii. 11
; (2) ac-

cording to the connection (Kara^^wi?., and see ver. 36), the resurrection here

meant is defined as the first, the avdaraGig ruv diKaiuv (see on xiv. 14). — The

genitives tov aluv. ek. and ryg avaar. are governed by tvxcIv.'^ Moreover, comp.

the Rabbinical dignusfuturo saeculo X3n nh)p HDU, in Schoettgen and Wet-

stein. — Ver. 36. With Lachmann, following A B D L P, we must write

ov6i ^ (Winer, p. 434 f. [E. T. 490] ; Buttmann, p. 315 [E. T. 368]) : for

-neither can they die any more. The immortality of those who have risen

again, even if it does not exclude the difference of sex absolutely (comp.

Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych, p. 459 •), still excludes marriage among them, since

propagation presupposes a mortal race ; hravda fiev yap knel ^dvarog, 6ia

' See Kiihner, II. p. G29 ; Bornemann, placed in a parenthesis, which, indeed,

Schol. p. 125. Lachmann does, althon^h it is nowise noti-

' Comp. Aesch. Prom. 239 : toiou'tou Tvxei»' fied, not even by the twofold cio-t, whereby
ovK lifiwtJijv; Winer, p. 537 [E. T. 609]. the two predicates are emphatically kept

• Comp. the critical remarks on xii. 26 apart,

[also critical note in this verse]. The lie- * Who nevertheless assumes without

cepta ouTc is to be regarded as a mechanical proof (p. 102) that Adam's body, before the

repetition from what has gone before. Bor- creation of the woman, was eTterinilly with-

nemann defends ovre by the supposition oiit fex, and that this also is the case with

that it corresponds with the following koi. the bodies of the risen.

But in that case iaoyy. yap etVi must be
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ToiiTo yd/xog, "for now since there is death, there is therefore marriage,"

Theophylact. — ladyy. . . . ovtec] gives the reason of the ovde a-rro^avelv en

dvvavrai ; their immortality depends upon their changed nature, which will

be—(1) equality with the angels ; and (2) sotiship of God. The former in re-

spect of their higher and no longer fleshly corporeality (in opposition to

Hofmann, Schriftlew. I. p. 316 f
.

; Delitzsch, and others ; comp. on Matt,

xxii. 30) ; the latter plainly not in the moral, but in the metaphysical

sense ; they, as risen again, have entered into the participation of divine life

and divine glory (comp. on Matt. v. 9, 45), in respect of which the freedom

from death is essential. See on vlot Qeov, so far as it is used in Matthew

and Luke (in Mark this designation does not occur) of the faithful only in

respect of their condition after the Parousia, the apt remarks of Kaeuffer in

the Sachs. Stud. 1843, p. 203 ff. But the expression cannot be borrowed

from the Old Testament designation of the angels as sons of God (so Wit-

tichen, Ideen Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 43), since the risen ones shall only be

angel-like, not angels. — Ver. 37. Observe the special selected word kixijvvaev,

which denotes the announcement of something concealed. ^— /cat M. ] i.e., even

Moses, to whom ye are nevertheless appealing for a proof of the contrary,

ver. 28. — ^g Tieyec Kvpiov k.t.A. ]
" narrando sc. quod Deus dixerat," "in

narrating, namely, what God had said," Grotius. — Ver. 38. navreg yap avrC)

^uaiv] for all (whose God He is) are living to Him. The emphasis lies on

-rravreq : no one is dead to Him. avrcj is the dative of reference : in respect

of Him, that is, in relation to Him who is their God, they are—even although

dead in relation to men

—

living. "^ This state of living actually has place in

the intermediate state of Paradise,^ where they, although dead in reference

to living men, continue to live to God, and therewith is established the

future resurrection as the necessary completion of this state of living. The
argumentation in Luke is accordingly, by the addition of ver. 38, not differ-

ent from that in Matthew and Mark, and it takes no inappropriate turn (de

Wette), whereby the thought must have suffered (Weizsacker), but is the

same grand application of the divine utterance as in Matthew and Mark (see

on Matthew), only enriched by that short explanatory clause aXXd l^uvruv,

which was introduced into the tradition,* certainly at a later date, but with-

* John xi. 57 ; Acts xxiii. 30 ; 1 Cor. x. ence to their future resurrection as living,

28 ; Thuc. iv. 89 ; Herod, i. 23 ; Soph. 0. R. as J. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, II. p. 397, makes
102 ; Plut. Tim. p. 27 B. out.

' 4 Mace. xvi. 25 : oi Sia rbv @eov a7roi*v>i- * The syllogism of the passage is correctly

vKovre^ iiaa-i ry @ew, ma-irep 'A^paaix, 'lo-aoK, and clearly expressed in substance by Beza :

»cai 'laKw^, /cat navre^ oi naTpLapxai, " those "Quorum Deus est Deus, illi vivunt, ver.

dying for the sake of God live to God, as 38 ; Abrahami, Isaaci et Jacobi Deus est

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and all the Deus, ver. 37 ; ergo illi vivunt, et quum non-
patriarchs," is so far parallel as in that dum revixerint corpore, necesse est, ut sue
place iixTi T<p 0e(p is likewise said of the tempore sint corporibus excitatis revic-

state of existence in relation to God in turi,"" Those of whom God is God, live,

Paradise. Moreover, 4 Mace. vii. 19 belongs ver. 38 ; God is the God of Abraham,
to this subject, as being a passage in har- Isaac and Jacob, ver. 37 ; therefore they
mony with the text before us. Comp. live, and since they have not yet been re-

Grimm thereupon, p. 332. vived in body, it is necessary that in due
' The iCxTLv subsists not merely in the time they shall be revived with animated

View of God, who considers them in refer- bodies." On the penetrating and fruitful
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out affecting the substance, except in the way of indicating the point of the

argument. The avTu, however, cannot without arbitrariness be taken, ac-

cording to Acts xvii. 28, as though it were h avrC) (Ewald : "all men, so

far as they have a true life, have it only in God "). — Ver. 40. >ap] (see the

critical remarks) gives an explanation as to ver. 39. The tables had been

turned ; a few praised Him, for any further hostile putting of questio?is, such

as might be expected instead of praise, was no more to be thought of. So

completely He stood as victor there again (comp. on ver. 26). With the

narrative of the greatest commandment, Mark xii. 28-34, of which Luke is

said to have retained only the beginning and the end (vv. 39, 40), the evan-

gelist has here nothing at all to do (in opposition to Holtzmann). [See

Note CXLVIII., p. 524 seq.] There is nothing of a reminiscence of Mark xii.

28 (Weiss) in ver. 39 ; there appears no sort of reason to attribute such pov-

erty to Luke.

Vv. 41-44. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46 ; Mark xii. 35-37. elrve 6e Trpof cvt.]

to the scribes, ver. 39 f
.

, and indeed (otherwise Matthew and Mark) imme-

diately after what is before related. Without reason, Grotius says : de illis,

" concerning them," as ver. 19.

Vv. 45-47. See on Matt, xxiii. 1, 6, 7, 14 ; Mark xii. 38-40 ; which

latter Luke closely follows after he has proceeded with considerable abbre-

viation in vv. 41^4.

Notes by Ameeican Editob.

CXLVII. Vv. 9-19. The Parable of the Wicked Husbandman.

" According to Weiss {Matt., p. 466) the parable was, in its original form and

connection with the oldest sotirce, really addressed to the people ; and this

could have been in Luke's mind, although he otherwise entirely foUows the

rich allegorizing representation in Mark, (see, however, ver. 18) ; " Weiss ed.

Mey. Ver. 18 is not found in Mark but in Matthew. Moreover, Luke omits

some details in ver. 9 found in both the other accoimts, and in vv. 11, 12

uses a Hebraism not occurring in them. Precisely such variations are most

conclusive against the theory of a common written source. Throughout the

entire chapter, despite its general agreement with the parallel narratives of

Mark, there are divergences which this theory can only account for by assum-

ing, on the part of the Evangelist, an unwarranted tampering with the statements

of his alleged documentary source.

CXLVIII. Vv. 40^7. The Conclusion of the Conflicts inihe Temple.

Luke omits the narrative of the greatest commandment (Mark xii. 28-34),

but scarcely because he mentioned it in chap. x. 25 fif. (W'eiss ed. Mey.), since

this identifies two distinct occurrences (see Mey. in loco). Ver. 40 seems rather

exegesis of Jesus which leaves untouched v. 17), see the apt remarks in WeizsScker,

the historical meaning, but is al)le to de- p. 359 f.

velop its ideal contents (comp. Matt.
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to refer to that conversation with the scribe, which Luke might well indicate

without deriving his information from Mark. On the question of our Lord

see Mark, Note LXXXI., p. 159, and comp. the admirable note of Godet, Luke,

pp. 439-4:42, Am. ed. Ver. 45 is peculiar to Luke. In view of the great resem-

blance between vv. 46, 47 and the parallel passages in Mark, it is difficult to

understand why Luke should vary here, if he had Mark before him. Nor are

there any indications of abbreviation (from Mark at least) in w. 41-44, as

Meyer intimates.
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CHAPTER XXL

Vee. 2. Kai] bracketed by Lachm. It is wanting inBKLMQXIIN, min.

Or. But AEGHSUVrAA, min. have it after riva. This is correct. From
ignorance objection was taken to this arrangement, and Kai was sometimes

placed before, and sometimes was struck out altogether. [Tisch. VIII., recent

editors, R. V., omit.] Ver. 3. ttXeIov'] Lachm. and Tisch. have ttAe/w, which

would have to be adopted if it were not too feebly attested by D Q X, min.

— Ver. 4. Tov Qsov] is wanting in B L X i<, min. Copt. Syr."^"- Syr.J"* Deleted

by Tisch. An exegetical addition. — Ver. 6. After Tiidu Lachm. and Tisch.

have o)(k, in accordance with B L X, min. Copt. [Tisch. VIII. omits, but W. and

Hort, K. v., insert.] Other authorities have it before TilOoc. D, codd. of It. have

ev Toix(t> wfe An addition from Matthew. — Ver. 8. ovv'] is to be deleted, with

Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L X X, min. vss. A connective

addition. — [Ver. 11. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B L, 33, Copt., read

Kai Kara rdwovg, and recent editors, with B, Vulg., have Xoifinl Kat h/noi, regard-

ing the Rec. as a conformation to Matthew. — Ver. 12. Tisch., recent editors,

R. v., with N B D L, read anayo^ivovQ ; and, with X B D, insert rag before

avvayuyag. — Ver. 13. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with K* B D, omit dc.]

— Ver. 14. The reading iv ralg Kapdiaig (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of elg rof k., is

decisively attested. — [So also ders (K A B* D L, 33), accepted by Tisch., recent

editors, R. V.] — Ver. 15. Elz. Matth. Scholzhave avTEiwdv ovSe avnaTr/vai. But

instead of oMt\ A K M R, min. Slav. Brix. Or. Cyr. Didym. Griesb. have y. Some-

times with ;/, sometimes with obSe, D L X, min. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Or.

have the two verbs in the reverse order. Hence Lachm. has avrtaryvai ovde civtei-

nelv, and Tisch. has uv-iaTfjvaL 7/ av-ecTrelv. [So recent editors (Treg. brackets

y avTEtTT.), R. v., on the preponderant evidence.] These variations are to be ex-

plained from the fact that (ivteikeIv, with ?'/ or oiids, on account of the similar be-

ginning of the following verb, was passed over. So according toD, Syr. Pers.P

Vulg. ms. codd. of It. Cypr. Aug. Rinck. When the passage was restored, the

verbs were placed in different order ; and instead of v after the previous ov, ovSe

was inserted. Accordingly, read with Griesbach : civtelweIv ij civtict. — Ver. 19.

Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have KTr/aaaflE. But A B, min. Syr.""-" Arr. Aeth.

Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Or. Macar. Marcion, according to TertuUian, have

KTTjGEaHE. [So recent editors, R. V.] Recommended by Griesb., approved by

Rinck, adopted by Lachm. The Recepta is an interpretation of the future taken

imperatively. — Ver. 22. Elz. has Trh/pcjftfjvai. But nh/a^f/vai is decisively

attested. —Ver. 23. 61] deleted by Lachm. and Ti.sch., following B D L, Arr.

It. Theophyl. An addition from the parallels. — After bpy?/ Elz. has ev, in

opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 24. ixpi] Lachm. Tisch. have axpic

(Tisch. axpi) ov, on decisive evidence. Luke alicays joins axpi to a genitive.

— Ver. 25. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with i< B D, Copt., read ianvTai instead

of Efyrni.} — h a-n-opia, yxofar/r] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have ev annpia 7},r"i'f, on

decisive evidence. The Recepta is an interpretation. — Ver. 33. napO.duai]
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Lachm. and Tisch. have Trape^.EvaovTai, in accordance with B D L K, min.

Eightly. See on Mark xiii. 31. — Ver. 35. Lachm. and Tisch. place yap after

tKelevcsETai, so that wf nayiq belongs to ver. 34. Thus B D L X, 157, Copt. It.

Math. Marcion, according to TertuU. I regard the Recepta as being right, as

the preceding clause contains a qualifying word {al(pvi6cog), but what follows in

ver. 35 needed a similar qualification (wf irayig). Through mistaking this, and

attracting ug nayig as a correlative of al^vid. to the preceding clause, yap has

been put out of its right place. pSut recent editors, E. Y., accept the position

e-Keiaelei'aETat y&p, which is even more strongly attested than the double com-

pound which Meyer accepts.] Instead of sTre^.EvaE-ac, however, read with Lachm.

and Tisch., in accordance with B D X, sTiEiaeXevaeTai. The doubly compounded

form disappeared throiigh error on the part of the transcribers, as frequently

happened. — Ver. 36. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with N B D, read 6e, in-

stead of ovv.l — /caraf.] Tisch. has Karurxvar/Te, following B L X x. min. Copt.

Aeth. Ar. p. Rightly ; the Recepta is a very old gloss in accordance with xx.

35, comp. 2 Thess. i. 5. — Tavra is deleted by Matth. and Tisch. But most of

the principal mss. (not K) and vss. have it. Nevertheless, it remains doubtful

whether it is to be read before (B D L X, Elz. Lachm.) or after TzavTa (AC* M).

If TvdvTa Tavra to, is original, the omission of the superfluous ravra is the more

easily explained. [Tisch. VIII. restores ravra, and with recent editors, R. V., re-

tains the better attested order: ravra iravra, which is found in Ki^ also.]—
After ver. 38 four cursives have the section concerning the woman taken in

adultery, John vii. 53-viii. 11.

Vv. 1-4. See on Mark xii. 41^4. — avafilttpag] previously, xx. 45 flF.,

Jesus spoke to His disciples surrounding Him ; now He lifts up His glance

from these to the people farther oflf, and sees, etc. He must therefore have

stood not far from the yaC.o^vlaK. — rovq (iaXkovraq . . . rvT.ovc^iovc] is con-

nected together : the rich men casting in. After -rrlovaiovg might also be

supplied bvrac (Bornemann), in which case, however, the meaning comus

out less appi'opriately, for they vs^ere not rich people only who were casting

in (comp. Mark. xii. 41). — Ver. 2. riva /cat xvp<^'^ (see the critical remarks)

:

nliquam, eamqve viduam egenam, "a certain one, and she a poor widow"
[but Kal is not well attested].' Kai is : and indeed. — Ver. 4. ovrot refers to

the mo)'e remote subject (Fortsch, Oiss. in Lys. p. 74 ; Winer, p. 142 [E. T.

157]). Jesus points to the persons in question. — elg ra dupa] to the gifts

(that were in the treasury), not : quae donarent (Beza), to which the article

is opposed.

Vv. 5-38. See on Matt. xxiv. , xxv. ; Mark xiii. In Luke a very free repro-

duction from the Logia and Mark. [See Note CXLIX., p. 534.] That this

discourse was spoken on the Mount of Olives (Matt. Mark), there is in him
no trace. Rather, according to him, it still belongs to the transactions in

the temple, which began xx. 1 (comp. ver, 37) ; hence, moreover, the

ava-&r]i^iara are found only in Luke.

Vv. 5, 6. Kal Tivuv ley. K.r.}i.'\ These expressions gave the occasion for

Jesus to utter the following discourse, and that, as is plain from the dis-

' Comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 58 D, and thereon Stallbaum.
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course itself, to His discij^les (the apostles also included), to whom, more-

over, the Tiveg belonged. — ava^r/iuacny On the many votive offerings of the

temple, partly also such as the two Herods had given, and even Ptolemy

Euergetes, see JoseiDh. Bell. vi. 5. 3 ; A7itt. xv. 11. 3, xvii. 6. 3 ; c. Apion.

I. 1064 ; Ottii Spicileg. p. 176 f., and generally, Ewald, Alterth. p. 81 ff.

The most splendid was the golden vine, presented by Herod the Great.

See Grotius. For the votive gifts of Jtdia, see in Philo, p. 1036 D. — ravra

a ^Eup.] Nominative absolute.''

Vv. 7-10. 'E7r?//3wr.] those tivfc. — ovv] since in consequence of this assur-

ance of thine that destruction shall occur ; when, therefore, shall it occur ?

— Ti TO ari/ieiov K.T.^.] not an incorrect departure from Matt. xxiv. 3 (de

Wette), but substantially as Mark xiii. 4, from whom Matthew differs by a

more precise statement of the point of the question. — Ver. 8. 6 Kaip6g] the

Messianic point of time—that of the setting up of the kingdom. — Ver. 9.

aKaTaaT.'\ tumults; see on 2 Cor. vi. 5. — Ver. 10. tote lleyev avro'ig] then,

after these preliminary warnings, entering upon the further description of

the impending judgment. Casaubon, following Beza, connects rore with

eyep'd. In that case the insertion of eXsyKv avrolg would be absolutely with-

out motive. The motive is found precisely in tots, which, however, notifies

simuly only a resting-point of the discourse, not "a much later point of

time," to which what follows would belong (Holtzmann, following Kostlin),

which variation as to time Luke might have put into the mouth of Jesus as

easily as at ver. 12.

Ver. 11. 'Att' ou/javoi) belongs not only to cri/iEla(B, Lachmann : an' ovpavov

ofi/i.), but also to <p6l3?fTpa, because in the connection the latter needs some

qualifying clause, peydla belongs to both. Moreover, comjD. with reference

to this detail which Luke has here, 4 Esdr. v. 4.^

Vv. 12, 13. npo de TovTuv tt.] otherwise in Matthew and Mark. But Luke

follows a later modification of the tradition moulded after the result.* [See

Note CL., p. 534.] In opposition to the words of the passage (for np6 means

nothing else than 'before^ previously), but with a harmonistic end in view,

Ebrard, Diss. adv. erron. nonnullor. opinion, etc., p. 34, says :
" persecutiones

non post ceteras demum calamitates, sed i7iter pritnas esse 2^erfe7'endas,'''' "the

persecutions are not precisely after other calamities, but among the chief ones

to le endured.''''— Ver. 13. e'lq fiaprvpiov] but it shall turn (comp. Phil. i. 19) to

yon Jhr a witness, i.e., not : elg D.eyxov ruv juy TTKjrevanvTuv, " for a proof to

those that believe not" (Euthymius Zigabenus), but it will have for you the re-

sult that ye iear witnessfor me. The context requires this by means of eve/cev

» Lachmann and Tischendorf, following xxiv. r. [See also critical note.]

A D X X, have the Hellenistic form iva^e- * In respect of this Baur, Evang. p. 477

fia<7i (see Lobeck, ad Pln-yn. p. 249, 445

;

(comp. his Martttsevang . p. 99 f.), thinks

Paralip. p. 391 ff., 417, 424). [Treg., W. and that Luke desires to claim what has been

Hort, R. v., retain ava&^^a<Ti.] previously said by Jesus " altogether spe-

* See on Matt. vii. 24; Bernhardy, p. G9; cially for his Apo.stle Paul." Comp. also

Buttmann, Nevt. Gr. p. 32.'jf. [E. T. 379 f.]. Kustlin. p. 158, and Holtzmann. But then

' On (^d/SrjTpa (terrific appearances), comp. it would have been an easy thing for him

Plat. Ax. p. 367 A ; Lucian, Philop. 9 ; Isa. to name more specially Pauline sufferings.

xix. 17. As to (cara tottous, see on Matt. Compare rather Matt. x. 17 f.
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Tov bvoji. jxov, ver. 12, and see ver. 14 f. The matter itself is regarded as

something ^re«< and honorable (tif /uaprvpiov 66 ^av, "for the glory of the

testimony," Theophylact). Comp. Acts v. 41. For the testimony itself,

see for example Acts iv. 11 f. The reference to inartyrdom (Baur, Hilgen-

feld, Holtzmann) is opposed to the context and brings in a later usus lo-

quendi.

Vv. 14, 15. Comp. xii. 11 f. ; Matt. x. 19 f. ; Mark xiii. 11 f. — kyu] stands

with great emphasis at the beginning, opposed to the Trpo/ie2.ET. anoloy. of

the disciples. Bengel well says : "Jesus loquitur pro statu exaltationis

suae," " Jesus speaks in the position of His exaltation."— ord/za] a concrete

representation of speech.^— avTeinElv] corresponds to cTd/xa, and avnar. to

ao^iav (comp. Acts vi. 10). — The promise was to be fulfilled by the Holy

Ghost as the Paraclete, John xiv. Comp. Acts vi. 10. But a reference to

the fate of Stejjhen (Holtzmann) is not sufficiently indicated.

Ver. 16. Ka/] Bengel rightly says :
" non modo ab alienis," "not only

by strangers." Comj)., besides, Mark xiii. 12 f.

Vv. 18, 19. Comp. 1 Sam. xiv. 45 ; 2 Sam. xiv. 11 ; 1 Kings i. 52
;

Acts xxvii, 34. But the meaning cannot be, " ye shall remain unharmed in

life and Ihni,'''' against which interpretation the preceding kqI davar. i^ v/xuv,

ver. 16, is decisive, since &avaT. cannot be taken, as by Volkmar, of mere

danger of death ; rather anSAriTac is to be taken in a Messianic sense. Comp.

the following KTriGea-&e rag i/^D^af vfJ-o)v. Hence : no hair of your head shall

be subject to the everlasting dn-w/lfm, i.e., you shall not coine iy the slightest

harm as to the Messianic salvation ; but rather, yer. 19 : through your endur-

ance (Matt. X. 22, xxiv. 13 ; Mark xiii. 13), in these persecutions, ye shall

gain your souls, whereby is denoted the acquisition of the Messianic salva-

tion ; the latter is regarded as the life, and the opposite as death.'' The

form of the expression d^pl^ ek t. KEcp. h.t.\. has therefore a ^ro?;er5iaZ character

(Matt. X. 30), and is not to be taken in such a manner as that God would

restore again every hair at the resurrection.^ The omission of the verse in

Marcion shows that at an early period there was already found therein a

contradiction to ver. 16, as Gfrorer, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and others still find

there. This apparent impropriety makes it the moi'e improbable that ver.

18 should be a later addition (Wilke, Baur, Hilgenfeld), perhaps from Acts

xvii. 34.

Vv. 20-22. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 15-18 ; Mark xiii. 14-16. What was to

happen nph tovtuv ttclvtuv, ver. 12, is now concluded. From this point the

discourse continues where it broke oflE at ver. 12. [See Note CLI., p. 534.]

— KVKlovfi.} rei^resenting the object as already conceived in the situation

and therein perceived (Bernhardy, p. 477 ; Kilhner, H. p. 357), heing sur-

rounded on all sides^— Ver. 21. ol h r. 'IodcJ,] refers to the Christians ; this

1 Comp. Soph. Oed. R. 671, Oecl. G. 685. ^ Wieseler, in the profound discussion in

A kindred idea, Ex. iv. 16 ; Isa. xv. 19. the Oott. Vierteljahrschr. S Jahrg. 2 Heft,
^ Comp. ix. 25, xvii. 3.3, also ^rj/uioOo-iJai. rr)v p 210, finds in the words kvkX. vtto a-TpaToir.

^vxv", Mark viii. 36. k.t.K. an explanation of the fiSi\vyixa t^s

' Zeller in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 336
;

eprjjuuicrews, Matt. xxiv. 15, which Luke gave
comp. his Apostelg. p. 18 f

.

for his Gentile-Christian readers. He there-

34
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follows from ver. 20. — avr^c] tas reference to Jerusalem, as subsequently

e'lg ai'Tf/v. Theophylact : turpayifidd ovv ru deiva a tore ttjv ttoXiv nepiaTtjaeTai

. , . /ly TvpoaSoKaTuaav, on tj ndliq reixr/pTjg ovca fvla^ei avTovg,
'

' He pictures

then tragically the terrible things which will then encompass the city . . .

let them not expect that the city when it is besieged will jDrotect them."—
kv Tolg ;^;w/jnif] not in the provinces (de Wette), but in the fields (xii. 16),

in contrast to the city into which one elaepxerai from the country. People

are not to do this, but to flee.'— Ver. 22. tov nTiTja'&^vai /c„r.A.] a statement of

the divine counsel : that all may hefulfilled icMch is written. Without this

day of vengeance, an essential portion of the jirophetic predictions, in which.

the desolation of the city and the country is in so many different ways an-

nounced as a judgment, must remain unfulfilled. The prophecy of Daniel

is, moreover, meant along with the others, but not exclusively. Comp.

already Euthymius Zigabenus.

Vv. 23, 24. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 19 ff. ; Mark xiii. 17 ff., to both of which

Luke is related sometimes by abridgment, sometimes by more precise state-

ments ex eventu. [But see Note CLI., p. 534.]

—

'Em rr/g yf/g] on the earth,

without special definition (comp. v. 24, xviii. 8, xxi. 25). The latter is

then introduced in the second member {tu 7.aC) tovtu) by Kai. (and esijecially)

;

but /i£>dA;? belongs to both.*^— ru 2.. r.] dependent on ecrai.— Ver. 24. aTd/iaTi

p.axaipag'] hy the mouth of the sword, Heb. xi. 34.^ The sword is poetically

(Hom. 11. XV. 389 ; Porson, ad Eurip. Or. 1279 ; Schaefer) represented as

a biting animal (by its sharpness ; hence pax- dicropog, two-edged). > The
subject of TrecT. and alxiJ-O''^- is : those who belong to this people.— aJj/^a/'i.wr.]

According to Joseph. Bell. vi. 9. 2, ninety-seven thousand were taken

prisoners, and, for the most part, dragged to Egypt and into the provinces.

— 'lepovaak.'] when conquered and laid waste (ver. 20), in opposition to

Paulus, who finds merely the besetting of the city by a hostile force here ex-

pressed. — EcraL Tfarovp. vnb £-&v(jv] shall ie trodden underfoot of the Gentiles,

a contemptuous ill-treatment ; the holy city thus profaned is personified.*

— axpt. . . . k'&vuv] till the times of the Gentiles shall ie fulfilled, i.e., till the

time that the periods which are appointed to the Gentile nations for the

completion of divine judgments (not the period of grace for the Gentiles, as

Ebrard foists into the passage) shall have run out. ComjD. Rev. xi, 2. Such

by maintains his interpretation of the Christians to Pella (Yolkmar, Evang. Mar-

|35e\u7/xa of the Roman standards, and of cion's, p. 09).

the TojTos ayios, Matt. I.e., of the environs of ^ On the divine bpyri, which is punitively

Jerusalem. Certainly our passage corre- accomplished in such calamities, comp.

sponds to the /SSeAvY^a T^s eprjuuio-. in Mat- 1 Mace. i. C4, ii. 49 ; 2 Mace. v. 17 ; Dan.

thew and Mark. But Luke did not want to viii. 19.

ca;;;;ai?i the expression of Daniel, hut i/irfeat^ ' Thus frequently 3")n '3, Gen. xxxiv.

o/" it he stated something of sanore general 26; Deut. xiii. 16, and elsewhere. Comp.
character, and that from his later stand- Ecclus. xxviii. 18 ; Judith ii. S7 ; 1 Mace.
point, at which the time of the abomina- \. 28.

tion of desolation on the temple area must < Comp. 7roAe>ou cToixa, Ilom. 11. x. 8, xix.

needs appear to him a term too late for 313.

flight. We have here an alteratio7i of the ^ Comp. Isa. x. 6 ; 1 Mace. iii. 45 (see

OTigmaX ex eventu. [See Note CLI., p. 534.] Grimm, in toe), iv. GO; Rev. xi. 2 ; Philo,

1 But the expressions are too general for Jn Flacc. p. 974 C ; Soph. Ant. 741.

a reference directly to the flight of the
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times of the Gentiles are ended in the case in question by the Paroxisia (vv.

25 f., 27), which is to occur during the lifetime of the hearers (ver. 28)

[see Note CLII.
, p. 534] ; hence those Kcupoi are in no way to be regarded

as of longer duration, ' which Dorner, de orat. Gh. esclmtolog. p. 73, ought

not to have concluded from the plural, since it makes no difference with re-

spect to duration whether a period of time is regarded as unity, or according

to the plurality of its constituent parts. ^ In opposition to Schwegler, who
likewise finds betrayed in the passage a knowledge of a long duration, and

therein the late composition of the Gospel ; see Franck in the Stud. u. Krit.

1855, p. 347 f. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 643, erroneously dates the

beginning of the KaLpol e-&vuv not from the taking of Jerusalem, supposing,

on the contrary, the meaning to be : till the time, m ichich the world belongs

to the nations, shall be at an tnd, and the people of God shall receive the

dominion. In answer to this, it may be said, on the one hand, that the

thought of the dominion of the world (according to Dan. vii. 14, 27) is a pure

interpolation ; on the other, that the Kaipol i-Bvuv would be the Kcupoi, which

were fa7niliar to all from the jjrophecies, and which had already f/egun to run

their course, so that at the time of Jesus and long before they were regarded

as inprocess offulfilment. This is the reason for our having ol Kaipol with the

article (comp. xix. 44). ^ By a perverse appeal to history, it has been ex-

plained as having reference to the fall of heathenism under Constantino

(Clericus), and to the conversion* of the heathen-world (see in "Wolf ; also

Dorner, I.e. p. 68). Comj). Lange, who suggests withal the thought of the

Mohammedans.

Vv. 25, 26. There now follows what should come to pass at the end of

the said times of the Gentiles before the Parousia. Since Luke, writing in

the time in which such Kaipol eOvuv are still passing, has adopted these also

into the prophecy from the tradition expanded ex eventu, the Parousia in his

statement could not be immediately linked on to the destruction of Jerusa-

lem, as was the case in Mark xiii. 24, and still more definitely by means of

evdiuq in Matt. xxiv. 29. [See Note CLIII., p. 535.] In the midst between

these two catastrophes actually already came those KaipoL— avvoxv tdvuv k. t. Tl.
]

Distress (2 Cor. ii. 4) of nations in perplexity at the roaring of the seas and

waves. Luke alone has this fearful feature. The genitive yxovq^ (see the

critical remarks) indicates that to ichich the anopia refers.^ Groundlessly

Bornemann conjectures haneipia. The kuI " vocem angustiorem (adXoc, hreah-

ers) annectit latiori," " joins the more particular word {(ydlor, breahers) to the

wider one," Kypke.— Ver. 26. airoipvx. avdpun.] while men give u]} the ghost ^

1 " Non infertur hinc, templum cul- * Comp. Luther's ploss :
" till the hea-

tumque umbratilem instauratum irl," " It thens shall be converted to the faith, i.e.,

is not to be hence inferred that the temple till the end of the world."

and the shadowy worship was to be re- ^ From the nominative fixu) (not fixo^)

;

stored," Bengel. Comp. Calov. in loc, and hence not to be accented rixov^ [Tisch.],

our remark after Rom. xi. 27. but i7Xo5s [W. and Hurt].

^ See, for example, 3 Tim. iii. 1 comp. ° Comp. Herod, iv. 83 : tmv ^Kv^eiov rr^v

with iv. 3 ; 1 Tim. iv. 1 ; Ecclus. xxxix. 31 ;
iiropiyiv \ Herodian, iv. 14. 1 : eV . . .

anopia.

1 Mace. iv. 59 ; 2 Mace. xii. 30. tov npaKreov.

» Comp. on Kat.poi without the article, ^ Thuc. i. 134. 3 ; Bion, i. 9 ;
Alciphr. Bp.

Tob. xiv. 5 ; Acts iii. 20, 21. iii. 72 ; 4 Mace. xy. 15.
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for fear, etc. It might be taken, moreover, of meTe/aint7iess (Hom. Od. xxiv.

348), but the stronger exjiression corresponds more to the progressive col-

oring of the description. — ai yap ^vva/u. k.t.X.] not a clause limping after

(de Wette), but an energetic declaration coming in at the close as to the

cause of these phenomena. See, besides, on Matt. xxiv. 29.

Vv. 27, 38. Comp. on ver. 27 ; Matt. xxiv. 30 ; Mark. xiii. 26. — Kal

tote] and then ; after the previous occurrence of these ajj^ela. — apxofi. de

TovTuv'] hut when these begin ; these ap])earances, ver. 25 f . They are there-

fore not conceived of as of long continuance. — avaKv^haTs k.t.'a.] lift your-

selves iqy, raise yourselves (till then bowed down under afflictions, ver. 12 fE.,

comp. xii. 32) erect (hopefully).'— t] airolbTp. v/x.] which shall follow by
means of my Parousia. Comp. the kKdlKTjair tuv EKleKTuv, xviii. 7.

Vv. 29-33. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-35 ; Mark xiii. 28-31.— a(/)' kavruv]

"etiamsi nomo vos doceat," "even though no one teach you," Bengel.

Comp. xii. 57 ; John xviii. 34, xi. 51 ; 2 Cor. iii. 5. — yivucKere is indicative

in ver. 30, imjierative in ver. 31.

Vv. 34-36, peculiar to Luke. 'Eavrotg has the emphasis ; from the exter-

nal phenomena the attention of the hearers is directed to themselves. The

i'fiuv placed first contains a contrast with others who are in such a condition

as is here forbidden.^ — i3ap?/6c)cnv] even in the classical writers often used of

the psychical ojiprcssion that presses down the energy of the spiritual activ-

ity by means of wine, sorrow, etc.^ The Jigurative interpretation (Bleek) of

icant of moi'ol clrcumsjyection is arbitrary. Comp. xii. 45 ; Eph. v. 18. This

want is the consequence of the ftaprfi. , whereby it happens '

' that the heart

cannot turn itself to Christ's word, " Luther, Predigt. — fiepifiv. ^lUTCKalg]

with cares, "quae ad victum parandum vitaeque usum faciunt," "which
have to do with the preparation of sustenance and with the needs of life,"

Erasmus."*— ai<pvl6iog] as one who is unexpected (1 Thess. v. 3, often in Thucy-

dides) ; thus conceived adjectivally, not adverbially.^— f^' vfiaq EKiaTy]

sJiould come ujyon you, which, according to the context, is conceived of as

something sudden (comp. on ii. 9). The day is personified. — Ver. 35. ug

Tzayig yap k.t.1.] gives a reason for the warning kuI (ji?/ttote) a'Kpvidtoq k(j> v/idg

K.T.Ti. [See Note CLIV., p. 535.] All the more were they to guard against

this, as the Parousia will come upon all as a snare (Isa. xxiv. 17), thus unob-

served, and suddenly bringing destruction on them. This must arouse you to

hold yourselves in readiness for it, because otherwise ye also shall be over-

taken and hurried away by this universal sudden ruin. For the figure,

comp. Rom. xi. 9. It is a snare wliich is thrown over a wild beast. — etzei-

aEXevGETai] (see the critical remarks) it will come in upon all. In the doubly

' Comp. Dorville, ad Ctiarit. p. 177. thol. VI. p. 77. On the distinction between
"^ Comp. on these warnings the expression KponroAj), giddiness from yesterday's de-

quoted by Justin, c. Tr. 47, as a saying of bauch, and Met?i), see Valckenaer, Schd.

Christ: iv ols olv i/JLiat KaraAajSu, iv toutoi? ko-X p. 262.

Kpivi), " In whatever I shall find you, in * Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 3 ; Polyb. iv. 73. 8

:

.these will I also judge you." Similarly /Siturtical xp^ '»' I and see Lobeck, ad Phryn.

Clem. Alex., qvis dires sulv. 40, quotes it. \i. 355.

' Hom. Od. iii. 139 ; Theocr. xvii. 61; Plut. » See Kriiger, § 57. 5, A 4 ; Winer, p. 412

Aem. r. 34. See generally, Jacobs, ad An- [E. T. 465].
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compounded form (comp. 1 Mace. xvi. 16, often in tlie classical writers) eTri

denotes the direction, and elg the coming in from without (from heaven). —
Ka6r//iEvovg] not generally : who dwell, but : who sit (comp. Jer. xxv. 29),

expressing the comfortable, secure condition. Comp. on Matt. iv. 16. Theo-

phylact : h afiepifivia didyovreg Kai apyia,
'

' passing the time in carelessness and

idleness." — Ver. 36. h navrl Kaipci] belongs to Seofxevoi. Comp. xviii. 1, 7.

Others, as Luther and Bleek, connect it with ayp. — Iva] the purpose, and

therefore contents of the prayer. — mTiaxix^nTe] (see the critical remarks) have

thepower; be in the position. So mnax- with infinitive, Wisd. xvii. 5 ; Isa.

xxii. 4, and often in the later Greek writers. — £K(pvyelv K.r.A.] to escapefrom

all this, etc., i.e., in all the perilous circumstances whose occurrence I have

announced to you as preceding the Parousia (from ver. 8 onward), to deliver

your life, which is to be understood in the higher meaning of ver. 19. — /cat

aradf/vai k.t.1.] and to ie placed he/ore the Messiah. This will be done by the

angels who shall bring together the iKkenTovQ from the whole earth to the

Messiah appearing in glory. Matt. xxiv. 31 ; Mark xiii. 27. Nothing is said

here about standing in ih.e judgment (in opposition to Erasmus, Beza, Gro-

tius, Kuinoel, and many others).

Vv. 37, 38. The discourse, begun at xx. 1, with its varied scenes, is now
closed. There is even now a general historical communication upon those

last days of Jesus in Jerusalem, from which it is plain that according to

Luke He still continued to teach in the temple. There is a difference from

Matthew (comp. Mark xiii. 1), according to whom He is no longer in the

temple when He delivers His eschatological discourse, and does not again

set foot in it after xxiii. 39. [See Note CXLIX., p. 534.] — ilaiuv] Thus to

be accented in this place also. See on xix. 29. — i^epx6nEvog'] participle

present, because T]vliC,ETo (with e'lg, comp. Tob. xiv. 10) is conceived of in

the sense of the direction : going out (from the temple into the open air) He

went to His nightly abode on the Mount of Olives. — Ver. 38. updpi^e npoq avrdv]

rose up early to resort to Him, to hear Him in the temple. Thus rightly Lu-

ther (comp. Vulgate), Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and many others, including

Lange, Ewald, Bleek, and as early as Tertullian and Theophylact. Others,

including de Wette, have : there sought Him eagerly, following LXX. Ps.

Ixxviii. 34 ; Ecclus. iv. 12, vi. 36 (not Job. viii. 5). But the context, ac-

cording to ver. 37, justifies only the above explanation, which, moreover,

corresponds to the general classical usage of bpOpEvu (for which, according

to Moeris, bpdpi^o) is the Hellenistic form).'

' See Theocritus, x. 58 ; Eurip. Tro. 182 ;
Nacroip) ; Evang. Nicod. 15 (aipx'^picrav . . . ei?

Luc. Gall. 1. ; also the LXX. in Biel and rhv oIkov tiiKoSriixov). Comp. in general,

Schleusner, sub voce bp^piio) ; l Mace. iv. 52, Grimm on Wisd. vi. 14.

t1. 33, xi. 67 {ip^fitvav TO ;rp<iii «if to ttcSc'ov
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Notes by Amekican Editoe.

CXLIX. Vv. 5-38. Tlie Eschaiological Discourse.

On the relation of the accounts see Mark, Note LXXXII., p. 167. The re-

port of Luke bears many marks of originality ; hence even Meyer must speak

of "a very free reproduction from the Logia and Matthew." As to the view

that Luke represents this discourse as belonging to the transactions in the tem-

ple, Godet remarks :
" This opinion does not agree either with vv. 5 and 6, where

the temple buildings are contemplated by the interlocutors, which supposes

them to be at some distance from which they can view them as a whole, or, with

ver. 7, which conveys the notion of a j^rivate conversation between the disciples

and the Master." It may be asked : How could Luke have such an impression

and convey it by his narrative, if he had Mark before him? The latter is most

specific in his account of the circumstances. Weiss ed. Mey. divides Luke's

account very much as he does that of Mark, but connects w. 10-19 (in which

Luke's account shows great independence) with the first paragraph. Vv. 8-19 :

The foretokens ; w. 20-24 : The conquest of Jerusalem ; vv. 25-33 : the Parou-

sia ; vv. 34-38 : Hortatory conclusion.

The account of Liike applies most fully to the overthrow of Judaism and is

less full in regard to the coming of Christ. See chap. xvii. 20-37, where there

is much resemblance to the matter inserted by Matthew and Mark in this dis-

course. On some of the details comp. Mark, Notes LXXXIII.-LXXXVL, p. 168.

CL. Ver. 12. Upb 6e tovtuv k.t.2..

Weiss ed. Mey. does not regard this as " a later modification of the tradition

moulded f.fter the result," but due to the fact that the persecutions predicted

in Mark (xiii. 9-13) had already begun, and hence are placed "before." But the

accounts of Matthew and Mark do not contradict that of Luke. Godet's remark

applies here :
" Can we suppose our Evangelist, to whom Jesus is the object

of faith, allowing himself deliberately thus to piit words into His mouth after

his fancy ?" Nor need we take npo in any other than its natural sense in order

to reconcile the statements.

CLI. Ver. 20. "Orav 6e k.tX

Weiss ed. Mey. objects to the view that the discourse broken off at ver. 12 is

here resumed. He thinks the resximi^tion does not occur until ver. 25. As to

Meyer's view that Luke has altered the original ex eveniu, this is objected to by

Weiss ed. Mey. It rests upon an improper theory as to the date of the Gos-

pel and explains nothing. "If Jesus really predicted, as we have no doubt He

did, the taking of Jerusalem, the substitution of Luke's term for the synonym

of Daniel might have been made before the event as easily as after. " Godet,

Luke, p. 449, Am. ed.

CLII. Ver. 24. axpi ov k.t.2..

On the view that the Parausia was predicted as " to occur during the lifetime

of the hearers," see Mark, Notes LXXXII., LXXXIII., LXXXV., LXXXVL, p. 167

seq. On the use made of this phrase to prove that the Gospel was written after

the destruction of Jerusalem, see Note III., p. 226.
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CLIII. Vv. 25, 26. Luke's View of the Time of the Parousia.

The notion that Luke has adopted the times of the Gentiles "into the proph-

ecy from the tradition expanded ex eventu" involves a more serious difficulty

than that which it proposes to meet. "Weiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer's state-

ment in part, but ajiparently accepts the later moulding. Now, if Luke had be-

fore him, as both these writers hold, the Gospel of Mark, and if, as they hold

also, he believed in Jesus as a prophet and Kedeemer, they fairly imply that

Luke knowingly and deliberately altered a written report of our Lord's sayings

to suit his own afterthought respecting its correctness. This is a kind of falsifi-

cation which, under the circumstances, is worse than falsehood. It is easier

to believe that the other accounts admit of an interval (which has occurred)

than to believe that Luke writes history in this way.

OLIV. Ver. 35. «f Trayig.

The better attested reading (see critical note) compels us to join this phrase

with the preceding verse ; see K. V. Weiss ed. Mey. properly objects to Mey-

er's statement that the verb kneLaelevaeTac needs a modal qualification. Standing

alone it is more emphatic and gives the reason for watchfulness : "for it will

come," etc.
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CHAPTER XXII.

[Vek. 3. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B D L, Copt., have the simple

form KaTMvfiEvov. — Ver. 4. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with X A B L, etc.,

omit Toiq before arpaTTjyoig.l— Ver. 5. apyvpiov] A C K U X, min. Syr. Slav. Eus.

Theophyl. have ap-yvpia. See on Markxiv. 11. — Ver. 6. Kat efu/zdA.] is wanting

in Lachm., in opposition to decisive evidence. The omission occurred the

more readily that KAI EZ follows, and Matthew and Mark have nothing simi-

lar. — Ver. 10. ov] A K M P E, min. have ov lav. B C L X, Vulg. It. have

f(f rjv. So Lachm. and Tisch. As the Becepta, according to this, has prepon-

derating evidence against it, while or edv is grammatically erroneous {edv is

from Mark xiv. 14), we must read eif rjv, instead of which was jjlaced, in inexact

recollection of Markxiv. 14, oh (157 : otvov). — Ver. 12. dvayaiov (Elz. : dvcoyeov)

is decisively attested. Comp. on Mark xiv. 15.— [Ver. 13. Tisch., recent editors,

K. v., with fc< B C D L, read eIp?//£«.] — Ver. 14. dudsKa] is wanting in B D X,

157, vss., and is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It was written in the margin

in agreement with the parallels, and came into the text in some authorities

alongside of ciTrooT., in others instead of it (L X). Comp. also on ix. 1. — Ver.

16. ovK.ETi'] is wanting in A B C* ? H L J<, min. Copt. Sahid. Verc. Epiph.

Marcion. Rejected bySchulz, bracketed by Lachm. [Retained by Tisch., re-

jected by W. and Hort, "Weiss, R. V.] But how easily, being in itself si:per-

fluous, it came to be overlooked between un and ov ! If it had crept in from

Mark xiv. 25, it would rather have found its place at ver. 18. — k^ av-ov] avro

is read by Lachm., in accordance with [S] B C? L, min. Sj^r. Copt. Sahid. It.

Vulg. Epiph. [So Tisch. VIII., recent editors, R. V.] The JRecepta is to be

maintained. The accusative was introduced in accordance with ver. 15. Op-

posed to it, moreover, is the evidence of D, min. Cant., which have dn' avrov,

wherein the preposition was altered in conformity with ver. 18. — Ver. 17. A
D K M U, min. Lachm. have to norrip. The article forced itself in here from

the form used in the Lord's Supper (ver. 20).— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V.,with

B C L, Vulg., Copt., read eJf eavrolc, instead of eavmlc, and in ver. 18, with N

B D L, Copt., insert otto rov vvv after tt/gj. — Vv. 19, 20. D, with a few early

Latin mss., omit from -o vKt-p (ver. 19) to the close of ver. 20. W. and Hort

bracket, comp. R. V. marg.J — Ver. 20. uaavr. k. t. ttott/p.] Tisch. has k. t. nort/p.

uaav-., following B L K, Copt. Sahid. ; the Recepia is from 1 Cor. xi. 25. — Ver.

22. Kal] Tisch. has uti, following B D L S, 157, Copt. Sahid. Rightly ;
6-t

dropped out before OTI (see subsequently on /itv), as it is still wanting in Verc.

Cant. Or. ; and then Kai was interpolated as a connecting particle. — ph is,

with Tischendorf , to be placed after v'lor, following, B L T « ** (D has it before

6). The usual position before vide is from Matthew and Mark. — In what fol-

lows read, with Lachm. and Tisch., Kara to uptcphov Tzop. The arrangement

in the Tieceptn is in accordance with the parallels. — [Ver. 26. Tisch., recent

editors, R. V., with X B D L, read yivraBu, which is even more strongly at-

tested in vc-r. 42.]— Ver. 30. Elz. Scholz have Kadlcjr/aBE. But Matth. Lachm.
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Tisch. [K. v.] have, on preponderating evidence, Kaffiaecde [Tisch. VIII. has

Kad^aeade, W. and Hort text, with B* A, have Kad^ade]. This was changed, on ac-

count of the construction, into the subjunctive, as though dependent on iva. —
Ver. 32. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, Copt., omit elire 6s 6 Kvpio^.] —
£/c/le(V»;] Matth. Lachm. Tisch. have iKk'nzri, in accordance with B D K L M U X
N , min. ; it is accordingly to be preferred. The present offered itself more
readily to the transcribers. But aTTjpiaov instead of ar^pi^ov is decisively at-

tested (Lachm. Tisch.). — Ver. 34. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., have ov (instead

of ov fir/), with X B L.] — Trplv ?'/] B L T X, min.: tug. So Lachm. and Tisch.

[recent editors, R. V.]. D has £wf brov ; K M X, min. have eug ov. Moreover,

vss. (Syr. Vulg. It. al.) have donee, rrpiv (Q) and rrplv ?'/ (A E G H S U V T A A)

were written in the margin from Matthew and Mark. — I regard eug brov or eug ov

as genuine. See on xxi. 24. — anapv. /li) tUUvai /j.e'\ Lachm. Tisch. have ne aivapv.

elSevai, in accordance with B D L M Q T X X [so Treg., W. and Hort, E. V.,

but Tisch. VIII. has returned to a-apv. fiij elSevai /xe]. The p.^ was omitted as

superfluous, but //£ was pushed forwards in accordance with Mark xiv. 30 (see

thereupon the critical remarks). — Ver. 35. On decisive evidence (iaX'kavTiov is

to be written, and in ver. 36 : (iaXkavTiov. — [Ver. 36. Tisch., recent editors,

E. v., with X B D L, Copt., read 6k instead of oiv.] — Ver. 37. £7-/] is not

found, indeed, in ABDHLQX X, min. vss. (except Vulg.), but after bn its

omission occurred too easily to be rightly suspected, according to Griesbach
;

rejected, according to Schulz ; deleted, according to Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W.
and Hort, E. V., Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with X B D L, Copt., have to

instead of Td.'\ — Ver. 42. TvapEVEjKElv'] Lachm. has TcaptvEyKE [so Treg., TV. and

Hort], in accordance with B D, min. Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Syr.p Syr."" Or.

Dam. Tert. Ambr. ; Tisch. has TvapEvkynai, in accordance with K L M E IT X,

min. Both readings were meant to help out the construction in accordance

with Mark xiv. 36. Subsequently is to be written, with Einck and Tisch.,

r(WTo TO TvoTrjp. The order in the Recepta, to ttot. tovto, is from the parallels. —
Vv. 43 and 44 are bracketed by Lachm. [and by W. and Hort, see E. V. marg.].

They are wanting in A B E T, Sahid. and some cursives ; are marked with aster-

isks in E S V A n, min. ; in others with obelisks ; in the lectionaries adopt-

ed into the section Matt. xxvi. 2—xxvii. 2 ; and as early as Epiphanius, Hilary,

and Jerome their omission in mss. is observed. But they are already acknowl-

edged by Justin. Iren. Hippol. Epiphan., etc. See Tisch. The verses are

genuine. Their omission is the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents

appeared objectionable in respect of the divinity of Christ. See already Epiph.

Ancor. 31. According to Ewald, Luke wrote ver. 44 from the " Book of the

higher history " only in the margin, but ver. 43 was excluded by the compar-

ison with Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 47. 6t] has so important evidence against

it (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) that it seems to be a connective addition. —
Instead of aWovg Elz. has avTuv, in opposition to decisive evidence. A correc-

tion. — [Ver. 52. Treg., W. and Hort. with X B D L, have e^^Wute, which

Tisch. thinks is from the parallel passages.] —Ver. 55. d%j>dvTO)v] B L T X, Eus.

Tisch. have TTEpiaif-iavTuv ; the Becepta is a neglect of the compound verb, which

is elsewhere foreign to the New Testament. — avT(jv after cvyKud. is, with Lachm.

and Tisch. , to be deleted as a frequent addition. — kv pkacS] Tisch. has piaog,

following B L T, min. The former is an interpretation. — [Ver. 58. Tisch.,

recent editors, E. V. (X B L) read l^??.] — Ver, 61. After <j>o)V7jaai Tisch. has
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aijfispov, following BKLMTXnx, min. vss. The omission came from tJie

parallels. [W. and Hort, K. V., with X B L, have p?///arof, and, with Tisch.,

omit 6 before aleKTup, in ver. 60. The article is found only in min.]— Ver. 62.

After t'fw, 6 Efr/jof is to be maintained, against Griesb. and Tisch. [recent edi-

tors, R. v.], although it is wanting in important authorities. [X B D L, Copt., .

etc.] Being troublesome, and not occurring in the parallels, it was passed

over. —Ver. 63. Instead of avrdv, Elz. Matth. Scholz have tov 'Irjaovv.

The subject was written in the margin because another subject precedes.

— Ver. 64. ervnTov avrov to TrpdauTiov Kal^ is wanting in B K L M 11 K,

Copt. Vind. Corb. Ver. Colb. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Einck and

Tisch. It is an expansion by way of a gloss, which in D, vss. is not the

same, and which the omission of dspovreg, ver. 63, drew after it. The glossing

process began with the writing on the margin at the first avruv : avrov to npoau-

nov, as 1, 209, vss. still read instead of avrov ; then ervirrov was added in some

authorities before, in others after, because Stpovrsg was attracted to what pre-

ceded. — Ver. 66. [Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with X B D, Or., read a-rv^-

ynyov.] Elz. Lachm. have tavruv ; Matth. Scholz, Tisch.: avruv. [So recent

editors, R. V., with X B D L, Or.] The Becepta is to be retained in accordance

with A A, min.: it was not understood. — Ver. 68. Read, with Tisch., simply

lav (If (even Lachm. has deleted kuI) kpurrjau, ov //?) aTroKpidF/rs, in accordance with

B L T X, min. vss. Cyr. The addition /not y aTTo7cvcr)T£ is an imsuitablc expan-

sion. —
^ Ver. 69. After vlw is to be added, with Lachm. and Tisch., de, on de-

cisive evidence. — Ver. 71. The order of the words, ri en ex- f^cipT- XP^''-^'^> is to

be preferred, with Tisch., following B L T. The order in the Texius receptus,

r. L X- i-
l^-, is from the parallels.

Vv. 1, 2. With more detail and deflniteness Matt. xxvi. 1-5 and Mark
xiv. 1 f . (Luke follows Mark with abbreviation). — t-^o/3. j. tov la6v'\ the ad-

herents that Jesus found among the people (xxi. 38) made them afraid
;

hence they endeavored to discover ways and means to remove Him, i.e., fit-

Oothv, TTwf aveXovrec avruv ov KivSvvsixjovaiv, "a plan how they in killing Him
will incur no danger," Theojjhyl.

Vv. 3-6. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16 ; Mark xiv. 10 f. Luke passes over

the history of the anointing, having already related an earlier one (vii. 37).

— eio'^WE] The part played by the devil, who " sensus omnes occupat,"

"occupies all the senses" (Calvin), is conceived of as an actual intrusmi, as

natpx^^f^o-L is the w^ord constantly used to express the intrusion of demons

into bodies (viii. 80, 32 f., xi. 27). Comp. John xiii. 27 (in regard to John

xiii. 2, see on the passage). — 'laKap.^ See on Matt. x. 4. — bvra h rov ap. r.

i\ ] familiar to the reader (vi. 16), but a tragic addition. — Ver. 4. rolq [see

critical note] arparriyolQ] As 6 arparr/ydg is the chief of all the Levitical temple

guards (Acts iv. 1, v. 26 ; Joseph. Bell. vi. 5. 3), ri'3n "in B^^X, probably the

leaders of the several guards who were placed under Him are here meant

also, consequently the entire Levitical body of officers.'— Ver. 5. avvidevro]

The several moments in the incident, as these are accurately traced l)yLuke,

are : (1) Judas opens the correspondence, ver. 4
; (2) they arc pleased there-

' Coinp. xiAiapxot, 3 Esdr. 1. 9. Sec LiKlitfoot, \\ 879.
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at
; (3) they engage ' to give him money ; and tlie last step is, (4) Judas makes

his acknowledgment, promises,'^ and seeks henceforth a favorable ojjportu-

nity, etc. — Ver. 6. arep bx^ov] without attracting a crowd. The opposite is

(lera ox^ov, Acts xxiv. 18.* The word arep, frequently occurring in the

poets, occurs only here and at ver. 35 in the New Testament.*

Vv. 7-13. See on Matt. xxvi. 17-19 ; Mark xiv. 12-16. Luke names the

disciples, and makes Jesus take the initiative. [See Note CLV., p. 555.] The

latter is a quite immaterial difference ; the former is a more precise state-

ment of the later tradition, in respect of which a special tendency is as-

sumed (Baur supposes that the two are intended to represent the Judaism

of the older apostles). — yXde] there carne, there appeared the day. Comp.

v. 35, xxiii. 29 ; Acts ii. 20, and elsewhere. ^— r) rjp.^pa\ not tj eopry again, as

in ver. 1, because the latter denotes the whole festival, not the single day

of the feast (in opposition to Wieseler, Synopse, p. 397). — Ver. 11. kpe'iTE] a

future with the force of an imperative : and ye shall say. — ru olKoSeairdTij r^g

OIK.] See, on such pleonastic combinations, Bornemann in loc. ; Lobeck,

Paralip. p. 536 f. ; also Valckenaer, Sclwl. p. 264 f.

Vv. 14-18. On ver. 14 comp. Matt. xxvi. 20 ; Mark xiv. 17. " Describitur,

vv. 15-18, quaedam quasi i^rolusio s. coenae, coll. Matth. xxvi. 29," "There
is described (vv. 15-18) a prelude as it were to the holy supper, comp. Matt.

xxvi. 29," Bengel. — Ver. 15. ktnBvfiia'fKedvfirjaa] Ihave earnestly longed, Gen.

xxxi. 30. See Winer, p. 413 [E. T. 466]. This longing rested on the fact (see

ver. 16) that this Passover meal was actually His last, and as such was to be of

special importance and sacredness. Thus He could only earnestly wish that

His passion should not begin before the Passover ; hence : npb tov fis Tradelv.

— TovTo] pointing to : this, which is already there. — Ver. 16. ovKeri. /c.r.A.]

namely, after the present meal. — e^ avrov] of the Passover. — eug brov /c.r.A.]

till that it (the Passover) shall hefulfilled in the hingdom of Ood. The ration-

alistic interpretation :
" sed aliquando vos in coelo mecum gaudiis propriis

ac summis perfruemini, " '

' but you shall hereafter enjoy with me in heaven

more intimate and supreme joy" (Kuinoel), is purely arbitrary. Jesus means

actually a Passover (specifically such a one, not merely the Messianic feasts

in general, Matt. viii. 11 ; Luke xxii. 30, xiv. 15) in the Messiah's kingdom,

which should hold the same relation to the temporal Passover as that which

is perfect (absolute) holds to the incomplete. This corresponds to the idea

1 Herod. Ix. 53 ; ^en. Anab.'i. 9. 7, Hell. iii. means here : he came near ; and that at

5. 6 ; Herodian, v. 3. 33 ; Joseph. Antt. xiii. Matt. xxvi. 17, Mark xiv. 12, t-q Trpwrn »;m«P?

4. 7 ; 4 Mace. iv. 16. TStv a^vixoiv means : on the day before the

'efa);u.oA.,s/jo^jonf?i<,"bindshimseIf;" else- Passover. Moreover, Ewald {Oesch. Chr.

where only the simple form is used in this p. 459 f.) decides that, in so far as the words
sense, as Plat. Symp. p. 196 C ; Jer. xliv. of Lulie are concerned (not also of Matthew
25 ; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 3. and Mark), the day before the Passover

2 Comp. Hom. 11. v. 473 : (^iji ttov arep A.aai;' might be meant. But by kv
fj

eSei k.t.A., as

jtoXlv e^efiev. Well as by the further course of the narra-

* Comp. 2 Mace. xii. 15 ; rarely, moreover, tive, the day is definitely enough indicated

in the later Greek prose writers, as Plut. as the same as in Matthew and Mark. [On

Num. xiv. ; Dion. Hal. iii. 10. the apparent difference as to the date of the
" Paschke is in error when he says, in the Lord's Supper, see Mark, Note XCI., p. 184.]

Theol. quartalschr. 1851, p. 410 flf., that ^A,»e
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of the new world (of the aTTOKaraaraai^, TraliyyEveaia), and of the perfected

theocracy in the a'lcjv /xe/./uv. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 29. The impersonal view

(Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), according to which the meaning is said to

be : till the establishment of the kingdom shall be brought about, is an

evasion opposed to the context. Completely without foundation, moreover,

Schenkel says that the adoption of the Gentiles into the divine covenant is the

fulfilment of the Old Testament Passover.— Ver. 17 f. According to Luke,

Jesus, after He had sjDoken quite at the beginning of the meal the words,

vv. 15, 16, receives a cup handed to Plim {fie^aiievoq, not the same as lajiuv,

ver. 19), and after giving thanks hands it to the disciples that they might

share it (the wine in it) among themselves (observe the emphatic [elf iavTovq]

iavTolg), for He assures them that He should certainly not drink, etc. He
therefo?'e, according to Luke, declines to drink of the Passover wine, wherefore

also in ver. 18 the absolute ov jir/, but in ver. 16 the relative ovketi ov (ly, is

used. [See Note CLVL, p. 556.]

Remaek.—Although this refusal to drink the wine, which is not to be ex-

plained away, is in itself psj'chologically conceivable in so deeply moved and

painful a state of mind, yet it is improbable in consideration of the character-

istic element of the Passover. In respect of this, the drinking of the Passover

wine was certainly so essential, and, in the consciousness of the person cele-

brating the rite, so necessary, that the not drinking, and especially on the part

of the Host Himself, would have api^eared absolutely as contrary to the law,

irreligious, scandalous, an interruption which, on the jiart of Jesus, can hardly

be credible. Since then Mark and Matthew, moreover, have nothing at all

about a refusal of the wine, but rather do not bring in the assurance, ov ft?/ tt/w

K.T.I., until the conclusion of the meal, Mark xiv. 25, Matt. xxvi. 29 ; and since

Matthew uses the emphatic cm' apn, wherein is intimated that Jesus had just

drunk with them once more,—the narrative of Luke, w. 17, 18, is to be regard,

ed as not original, and it is to be assumed that Jesus indeed spoke, vv. 15, 16,

at the beginning of the meal (in opposition to Kiainoel and Paulus), but that

what is found in Matt. xxvi. 29 has been removed back by the tradition on ac-

count of the analogy of ver. 16, and placed after ver. 16, beside which ver. 17

easily appeared as a link, without the necessity of attributing to Luke the con-

struction of a piece of mosaic from a twofold source (as Holtzmann wishes to

do), especially as ver. 17 is not yet the cup of the Lord's Supper. [See Note

CLVL, p. 556.] According to Baur, Evang. p. 482 f., Luke must have been led

by 1 Cor. x., where, moreover, the noTrjpLov TTjq ev/Mjiag is emphatically placed

first, to distinguish two acts in the Lord's Supper (comp. also Ritschl, Evang.

Marcion's, p. 108), one with the leading idea of Koivuvia, and the other with that

of (ivanvTiaiq. He must have here represented the first by the helii of Matt,

xxvi. 29. He must thus probably still have expressly brought in the supposed

leading idea of Kowuvia, as Paul also has done in respect of the bread. In gen-

eral, the use made by Luke of the Pauline Epistles, which here even Hilgenfeld

(comp. Holtzmann, p. 237) considers as unmistakable, is quite incapable of

proof.

Vv. 19, 20. See on Matt xxvi. 26-28 ; Mark xiv. 22 f.
; 1 Cor. xi. 23 ff.

Luke agrees with Paul, not, however, repeating, in the case of the cup, the
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expression tovto koleIte k.t.1.^ which is not found at all in Matthew and

Mark. — to vnep v/lluv dcdoiiievov] which for- your advantage (to procure your

reconciliation and justification, and your Messianic salvation, comp. on

Matt. XX. 28) is given up. The entire context suggests the qualifying clause

elf davarov.^ — tovto TvoieiTe] to wit, the breaking of the bread after thanks-

giving, and the distribution and partaking of the same. '^ [See Note CLVII.,

p. 556.] — nc T7/V kfjifiv avajiv.'lfoT the remenibrance of me} See Winer, p. 138

[E. T. 153]. It is a mistake to say that this purpose of the Lord's Supper

must be appropriate only to the partaking of the real body and blood of

Christ (see Kahnis, Lelire v. Ahendm. p. 87). Rather in respect of such a

partaking that statement of purpose appears too disj^roportioned and weak,*

since it would already certify far more than the remembrance ; in opposition

to which the idea of the avafivi^aiq of that which the symbols represent, is in

keeping with thejymdolie character of the celebration.*— Ver. 20. uaavTug]

to wit, Xajiuv evxapLa-rjcaq h^uKsv avTo'cg. — to noT?^ptov] the cup before them.

— fiera TO decirv^Gai] "facto transitu ad majora et ultima," "the transition

being made to what was greater and final," Bengel. It was, to wit, the

fourth cup which made the conclusion of the whole meal. See on Matt,

xxvi. 27. —-TOVTO TO TTOTz/piov K.T.Ti.] thls CU2) Is tlie new covenant J>y means of my
Mood, i.e., it is the new covenant by the fact that it contains my blood, which

is shed for your salvation. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 25. In the wine which is

poured into the cup Jesus sees His (atoning, Rom. iii. 25, v. 3) blood, which

is on the point of being shed ; and because through this shedding of His

blood the new covenant is to be established, he explains the cup, by virtue

of its contents, as the new covenant

—

a .syvibolism natural to the deeply-

moved, solemn state of mind, to which no greater wrong can be done than

' Comp. Gal. i. 4; Rom. viii. 33; 1 Tim. ii. added in thought and read into the passage.

6;Tit. ii. 16. In respect of the expression, Kightly does Keim bring forward in the

Wetstein .justly compares Libanius, Orat. Jahrb.f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 94, that the

3.5, p. 705 : koX to o-ai/xa i/Trep rj/xuv inihuiKev, and significance of the last supper as a remem-

simihir passages. hrance cannot be maintained together with
" On TroieTi', occupying the place of more the orthodox interpretation of the words of

definite verl>'^, which the context suggests, institution. He aptly shows that the sym-
see Bornemann, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. bolical understanding of the words of insti-

iii. 8 2: Schoemann, ad Is. de Ap. her. 35. tution, "this is," etc., is the correct one,
3 To lay a contrasted emphasis on eMv and comes to the conclusion that theessen-

(nof. in remembrance of the deliverance from tial actual body was spiritually represented

E'jypt ; so I-indner, Abendm. p. 91 f., and by the word to faith, but was not bodily

Ilofmann, Schriftbetv. II. 3, p. 218) is mis- given in corporeal presence io every recip-

takcn, because not suggested in the con- ietd. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 26, and on 1

text. 8oe Riickert, Abendm. p. 200 f. Cor. xi. 24. How even Kahnis subsequently
* Kahnis siys : "Only when body and pave up the orthodox doctrine of the Lord's

blood are essentially pre.<'e>d, and es>^enti(dly Supper, see in his Dorjmut. I. p. 610 ff. But
livinq can the remembrance of the death how even to this day the Catholics make
which they have passed through and swal- out the continuity of the sacrifice of Jesus
lowed up in victory and life be made prom- by the priests, see in Dollinger, Christenth.

inent as a separate point, without giving vnd Kirche. p. 38, and Schegg.
ri^e to a feeble and bungling tautology." 5 pjat. Phaed. p. 74 A: Tr\v avafjLVTqa-i.v tlvai

But the point on which stress is laid in this fj.ev a^" o/xoi'wi'. Comp. Justin, Ap. 1. 66,

assertion. " which they h;)vo]inssed through where it is said of the cup : eU avdixi'ri<Ti.i' tou

and swallowed up in victory and life," does aifxaros airoO.

not in reality appear at all there, but is
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is perpetrated by the controversies about the est, which Luke has not at all

!

Paul, in 1 Cor. xi. 25, inserts hrlv after (hafJrjKrj, and consequently also, in

so far as the passage before us is concerned, forbids the affixing h rw alfiaTi

fiov to /} mivy diaQi/K7], as many of the older (not Luther ') and of the more

recent writers (not Kahnis, Osiander, Riickert, p. 232) do. So also even

Ebrard {d. Dogma vom heil. Abendm. I. p. 113), who, besides, lays an em-

phasis upon nov not belonging to it, at least according to the expression of

Luke, when he interprets the passage : "the 7ieio covenant made in my
blood, not in the sacrificial blood of the Old Testament."— i] Kaivf/ diad^Ky]

opposed to the old Mosaic covenant, whose condition was the fulfilling of

the law (in the new : faith). See on 1 Cor. xi. 25. — rb . . . iKxvv6fiEvov]

belongs, although in the nominative, to t€) alfiaTi fiov, as an epexegetical

clause. The abnormal use of the case is occasioned by the fact that, accord-

ing to ver. 19, the idea prevails : that the cup (in respect of its contents) is

the blood of the new covenant which is shed. Consequently to . . . e/cju-

vofievov is applied to tgj aifinri /lov because to aijia fiov has floated before the

mind of the speaker as the logical predicate, even although it did not become

the grammatical predicate. Thus the nominatival expression more emphat-

ically brings into prominence what is declared of the blood (to . . . eK^vv.)

than would be the case if it were joined on in the dative. Comp. Jas. iii.

8 (where fieaTy lov is joined to the logical subject jXucrcja, which, however,

is not the grammatical subject).'' According to Baur's view, rb . . . ekxvv6/i.

comes back to a very awkward transposition of the words from Matt. xxvi.

28. Comp. also Riickert, p. 208, and Bleek and Holtzmann. Erroneously

Euthymius Zigabenus, Calovius, Jansen, Michaelis, and others, including

Bornemann, read : ^^poculum, quod in vestram salutem effunditur,'''' "the cup,

which is poured out unto your salvation." What is this supposed to mean ?

Calovius answers :
" Dicitur effusum pro nobis propter sangiiinem, quem

Christus mediante poculo praebebat," "It is said to be poured out for you

on account of the Nood, which Christ was proffering by means of the cup."

A forcible dislocation which, moreover, occurs in other old dogmatical

writers, Chemnitz, Gerhard, and others. See Kahnis, Abendm. p. 103. This

reference to the cup appeared to give a support to the explanation of the

actual blood.

Remaek.—In the words of institution all four narrators varj' from one

another, although not essentially, which serves to prove that a mode of formu-

lating them had not yet taken any fixed shape. Luke agrees the most closely

with Paul, which is explained by his relation to him. The Paulino narrative,

however, attains great weight, indeed, through his fyb yap Trnpelaflov anb tov

Kvp'iov, 1 Cor. xi. 23 (see on the passage), and the ministry of the apostle makes

it conceivable how his formula might fix itself liturgically ; this, however, does

not prevent our recovering the most primitive form of the words of Jesus in

the simple narrative of Mark, which gradually underwent expansions. [See

' In his Gr. Bekenntn. ; " for the reason 14 ; Kiihner, § 677 ; Winer, pp. 471, 473 [E. T.

that Christ's blood is there.

"

ij33, .535 f . ]

.

' Rev. iii. 13, viii. 9; Mark xii. 40; John i.
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Note CLVIII., p. 556.] Wilke, Urevang. p. 142, is wrong in regarding ver. 20 in

Luke as a later addition. The first distribution of the cup, ver. 17, does not

indeed yet belong entirely to the Lord's Supper, and as yet has no symbolism.

According to Ewald (see his Jahrb. II. p. 194 f.), the agreement between Luke

and Paul is explained by the fact that both have in this particular used one

source (the oldest Gospel, probably composed by Philip the evangelist). But

in general there is no proof of Paul's having made use of a written Gospel ;

neither in particular is the passage in 1 Cor. xi. 23, iyu yap Trapi/ialSov anb rov

Kvpiov, in any way favorable to that supposition.

Vv. 21-23. Luke has this reference to the traitor (which, according to

Luke, diverges from all the rest, without any more precise statement) in a

wrong position, where it probably has been placed by way of transition to the

following dispute about precedence. [See Note CLIX., p. 556.] According to

Matt. xxvi. 21 fC., Mark xiv. 18 £E., it is to be placed at the beginning of the

meal, and that in such a manner that the departure of Judas ' ensued before the

institution of the Lord's Supper ; comp. on Matt. xxvi. 25, and see the re-

mark after John xiii. 38. — rrTiyv] notwithstanding, although my blood is shed

for you. Not a limitation of the virep v/iuv (Hofmann), but, without such a

reflection, a contrast to that love which is on the point of offering its own
life. In spite of this tt^Iz/v, which carries on the Lord's discourse, to place

the departure of the traitor, even according to Luke, before the Lord's Sup-

per, is only possible to the greatest harmonistic arbitrariness, in respect of

which, indeed, the statement that Luke does not relate according to the or-

der of time (Ebrard, p. 522 ; Lichtenstein, p. 401) is the most convenient

and ready resource. — y ;^;eip /c.r.A.] The hand of myletrayer, etc. It was still

on the table {kirl Tfjq rpaneCv?), after the eating of the bread, for the saTce ofpar-

talcing of the cup (ver. 20), and Jesus mentions the hand as the correlative of

the idea irapaSMvai. There is contained therein a tragic feature. — Ver. 22. ore

6 viof /lev (see the critical remarks) /c.r.A. discloses the objective ground of

this mournful experience, ver. 21—to wit, the divine aj)pointment of the

death of the Messiah, which none the less (jr^v oval /c.r.A.) leaves the person

concerned under the imputation (of the subjectively free action). — Ver. 23.

cv^rjTElv, to confer, disputare, and Trpoc kavrovg, among themselves, as Mark i.

27 . — TovTo] i.e. , the Trapa6i66vai,. With the emphasis of horror tovto is placed

before the governing verb. On npaaaetv of traitorous transactions, comp.

Thucyd. iv. 89. 8, 110. 2.

Vv. 24-30. Earlier fragments of discourses (Matt. xx. 25 f., xix. 28 ; comp.

Mark x. 42 flf.), for whose appropriateness in this place the occasion narrated

by Luke, kyf.veTo 6e /cat (j>i?i,ovEiKia kv avr., is neither psychologically probable,

nor is it, from an historical point of view, adequately accounted for. [See

Note CLIX., p. 556.] Many have considered ver. 24 flE. as giving occasion to

the footwashing (Paulus, Kuinoel, Sieffert, Lange, and others, including

Strauss), which, however, would have any probability only if Luke placed

I According to Schenkel, Jesus allowed against all external ecclesiastical discipline

Judas to take part in the Lord's Supper, (even against confession) I

wiiich (he thinks) is a convincing proof
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the contest about precedence at the "beginning of the meal. Nay, the already

past footwasliing, Avhich, according to John, is to be assumed, only makes
the situation of this contest about precedence in Luke still more improbable.

That, moreover, only the association of ideas between the questions of ver. 23

and ver. 24 caused Luke to insert here this contest about precedence (Strauss,

I. p. 723 f. ; Holtzmann) is the more unfounded that Luke has already at

ix. 46 related one dispute about precedence. Rather, he must have followed

a definite tradition, which certainly may have taken its rise from the idea

embodied in the story of the footwashing, and may have attracted here into

a wrong position what is historically earlier. — 6e kui] hut also, in addition

to that cv^^rjTElv. — doKi'i] is esteemed, Gal. ii. 6. Bengel well says :
" Quis sit

omnium suffragiis," " Who may be with the voice of all."— /^e/fwv] of higher

rank ; to regard h ry fiaaiTiela tuv ovpavuv as understood (Kuinoel and others)

is an arbitrary proceeding, according to Matt, xviii. 1. Comp. on ix. 46
;

Mark ix. 33. — Ver. 25. ruv itivuv] of the Gentiles. — ol e^ovmdC. avr.] These

are the magnates (IVIatt. xx. 25), rulers of the Gentiles after their kings. —
evepyirai, a title of honor : benefactors, i.e., of great merit in respect of the

state, possibly in respect of the government (Herod, viii. 85).* Similarly our

"Excellencies."— Ver. 26. ovx oirwf] It is sufficient to supply kcrk (others

take KOLE'iTt). See what follows. Ye are not to he thus, as that one should

let himself be distinguished in rank from the others. — 6 fieiCuv] not :
" qui

cupit maximus esse," Kuinoel, but : he that is greater among you, who really

is so, let him condescend so as to place himself on an equality with the

younger, and claim no more than he. 6 veurepog does not mean the less, and

does not refer to one in the circle of the twelve, but it means one icho is

younger than the others, and denotes a believing youth. It must be supposed

that such were present, performing the service. Comp. the parallel StaKovuv.

See also Acts v. 6, 10. — 6 T/yoviJ.Evog] he who rules, standing at the head."

This use, moreover, is so frequent among the Greek writers,^ and the desig-

nation is so general, that the expression does not need to be derived actually

from later times (Lipsius, de Clem. Mom. Ep. p. 29). — Ver. 27. To this con-

descending renunciation my example engages you. For although I stand to

you in the relation of the avaKci/ievog to the ScaKdvotg, yet I bear myself in the

midst of you no otherwise than as if I were your servant. The reference to

the footwashing, which has been here assumed (even by de Wette and Bleek),

could not be expected by Luke to be discovered by any reader. It is, more-

over, superfluous ; for the present repast might of itself give sufficient occa-

sion for the designation of the relation by means of avaneifi. and (haKoii., and

Jesus was in the highest sense of self-surrender actually the 6idKovoc of His

disciples, as this found its indelible expression just at this time in the dis-

tribution of the last supper. Comp. Matt. xx. 28. — h ixtau vnuv] more sig-

' Comp. titpyerifv aiToypa<t>rjvai, Ilerod. * Comp. Matt. 11. 6 ; Acts XV. 22 ; Heb.
viii. a'j ; Tiiuc. 1. 129. 3 ; Xen. Rep. Ath. Hi. xiii. 7, 17, 34 ; 3 Esdr. viii. 44 ; 1 Mace. ix. 30,

11 ; Lys. pio Polystr. 19. \l/-n4>iie<r»ai nvi. tvep- and elsewhere.
ytaUv, Dem. 475. 10 ; Wolf, Lept. p. 282

;

^ Dem. 6.54. 22 ; Soph. Phil. 386 ; Polyb. 1.

Meier, de proxenia, Hal. 184.3, p. 10, 15 : IJer- 15. 4, 31. 1, Hi. 4. 6; Herodian, vli. 1. 22; Ln-
mann, Staaiscdterth. § 116. 6. <;ian, Alex. 44; Died. Sic. 1. 72.
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nificant (in the midst of you) than h vfiiv ; He did not separate Himself from

them as one more distinguished than they. — Ver. 28. viielg 6e /c.r.A.] in order

now, after this humiliation of His discij^les' desire of precedence, to induce

them to seek their true exaltation, to wit, by means of the assurance of their

future dominion and honor in the Mngdom of the Messiah, He jiroceeds in

such a way as to contrast with His relation to them (eyu 6s kv fiiau v/iuv, ver.

27) their relation to Him (vfieig de . . . fier' e/nov), as the recompense of which

He then assures to them the Messianic glory : But ye ar'e they toho have co7i-

tinued tcith me in my temptatiojis, etc. Erasmus aptly paraphrases the TvsLpa-

auovQ : ''quibus pater coelestis voluit exploratam ac spectatam esse meam
obedientiam, " '

' with which the Heavenly Father willed that my obedience

should be established and proved." These were the many injuries, perse-

cutions, snares, perils of life, etc. (comp. Heb. ii. 18, iv. 15), for the bitter

experience of which neither Treipacuor nor ^la/nheiv are expressions too strong

(in opposition to de Wette) ; the former in respect of its relative idea being

not too strong, nor the latter, if we consider the contrast of the Messianic

anticipations of the time. — Ver. 29. myu] and I, on my part, as a recom-

pense for it. — 6iaTtdefiai] I ordain for you (herewith) dominion, as my Father

(in His counsel known to me) has ordained for me dominion—both in the king-

dom of the Messiah, fiaail. belongs to both verbs, not merely as a parenthesis,

so that Iva k.t.X. contains the object of Siarldefiai vfi. (Ewald, Bleek, and

others), since ver. 30 contains the idea of the avfj.(iaatA£vnv. — SiariO. is not said

of testamentary appointment, ' since the same meaning could not be retained

in the second member, but in general dispojio, Iordain for you.^ On the idea,

comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12. — Ver. 30. 'iva] purpose of this assignment of dominion.

— ETTi T. Tpan. ju.] at the table takes place the eating and drinking. Comp.
ver. 21. This is said not merely of the Messianic Passover (vv. 16, 18), but

of the Messianic table fellowship in general. Comp. xiii. 29 ; Matt. viii.

11. — According to the reading KaBheadE (see the critical remarks), the con-

struction of the Iva does not run on, but the saying is promissory : and ye

shall sit, etc., whereby this highest point comes forward more emphatically

than if the future were made dependent on 'iva (as is done by Buttmann,

JVeut. Or. p. 202 [E. T. 234]). — kirl dpdvuv] 666eKa is not added, as in Matt.

xix. 28, on account of Judas. Christ is the divine Lord-superior of the

ftaaiXeia till the consummation of all things (1 Cor. xv. 28), and gives to His

disciples a share therein.

Vv. 31-34. The conversation with Peter concerning his denial is found
in John also at the supper, while Matthew and Mark, on the other hand,

place it on the way to Gethsemane. But how possible it is that the momen-
tous word, which had already been spoken at the supper, was returned to

again on the journey by night ! so that in this way both narratives are cor-

rect in regard to the point of time. [See Note CLX., p. 556.] The words
addressed to Peter in ver. 31 f. are peculiar to Luke, and are so character-

istic in substance and in form, that they seem to be original, and not the

1 Er. Schmid, Alberti, Krebs ; see Plat. ' 2 Chron. vii. 18 ; Gen. xv. 18 ; 1 Mace. i.

Leg. ii. p. 922 B, E, 923 C ; Dem. 1067. 1 ; 11 ; Xen. Cyr. v. 2. 9, and elsewhere.
Joseph. Antt. xiii. 16. 1 ; Arist. Pol. ii. 9.

35
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offspring of tradition. Tlie words sine ('ie 6 Kvpioq (which, nevertheless, are

not found in B L T, Copt. Sahid., and arc hence suspicious [see critical

note], and deleted by Tischendorf), if they are genuine, separate what fol-

lows from what precedes as a special opening of a discourse the occasion of

which Luke does not state, and probably, moreover, could not, and hence

the question at issue cannot be decided.— lifxuv, I,ifiuv] urgently warning,

as X. 41 ; Acts ix. 4. — k^yr^aaro v/xag] Tie has demanded you (thee and thy

fellow-disciples) for himself, longed for you into his 2^oicer, sibi tendendos

postulavit ; namely, from Ood, as he once did in the case of Job (Job i.).'

The compound t^yr. refers to the contemi:)lated surj'ender out of God's power

and protection.^ Moreover, the meaning is not to be reduced to a mere
'

' imminent voMs tentationes, " " temptations are imminent for you " (Kuinoel),

but the actual will of the devil ( 6 yap Sia^oTing tvoAvq intKeLTo ^titeIv vfid^ EKJiaTiELV

TTj^ ifi7/q GTopyf/g Kal TrpoSorag anoSel^ai,
'

' for the devil greatly presses in seek-

ing to cast you out of my love and to prove you traitors," Theophylact),

which is known to Jesus, is by Him declared, and only the form of the

expression by means of k^yrrjaaro is, in allusion to the history of Job,

figurative, so that the meaning is : The devil wishes to have you in his

power, as he once ujoon a time asked to have Job in his power.— tov aiviaaai]

so far as the ancient Greek writers are concerned, the verb (nvid^u ' is

not to be found ; but according to Photius, p. 512, 22, Hesychius,

Suidas, and the Greek Fathers, * the meaning is without doubt : in order to

sift you {KoaKivEVELv) ; civiov yap wapd Tiat Ka2.£CTai to Trap' rjiilv k6cklvov, kv <1) 6

clrog rySe KaKEiae /iETa<pEp6/j.£vog TapdcaeTai, '
' for among some that is called

aiviov, which is with us a sieve, into which the wheat is transferred and there

shaken," Euthymius Zigabenus. The point of co7npariso7i is the rapdccEiv

which puts to the test. As the wheat in the sieve is shaken backwards and

forwards, and thus the refuse separates itself from the grains, and falls out
;

so Satan wishes to trouble you and toss you about (by vexations, terrors,

dangers, afflictions), in order to bring your faithfulness to me to decay. —
Ver. 32. kyu 6e\ spoken in the consciousness of the greater power which He
by His prayer has in opposition to the demand of Satan. " Ostenderat peri-

culum, ostendit remedium," "He has showm the peril. He shows the

remedy," Maldonatus. — wEpl aov] Comp. previously vp.ag ;
" totus sane hie

sermo Domini praesupponit, Petrum esse primum apostolorum, quo stante

aut cadente ceteri aut minus aut magis periclitarentur," "this entire dis-

course of the Lord truly presupposes, that Peter is first of the Apostles, by

whose standing or falling the others would be more or less put to the test,"

Bengel. Jesus here means a more special intercession than in John xvii. 15.

— 'iva fifj (KlEinri /c.r./l.] that thy faith in me cease not, that thou mayest not

be unfaithful, and fall away from me. Jesus knows this prayer is heard, in

' A similar allusion to the history of Job p. 345 B ; Polyb. iv. G6. 9, xxx. 8. C.

may be found in the Test. XII. Patr. ' Ignatius, Smyrn. Inter}x>l. 7, has awia.-

p. 729 : ia.v TO. Trveviiara tou BeXiap ei? naa-av (rdrivai, plainly in reference to the passage

TTOvripiav <>Aii//e<o5 e'faiTija'ui'Tot UMOS. Comp. bcforc US.

Con^f. Apost. vi. 5. 4. * See Suicer, Thes. 11. p. 901 f . ; van Ilen-

' Comp. Herod, i. 74 ; ov yap . . . i^tSiSov gel, Annot. p. 31 f.

Toiis 2icvi>as {'{aiTeocTi Kva^ipt'C ; Plat. MeneX.
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spite of the temporary unfaithfulness of the denial, the approaching occur-

rence of which He likewise knows. " Defecit inPetro ?} hepysia Trjg nicTeuc

ad tempus," " There was lacking in Peter ' the inworking of faith ' for the oc-

casion," Grotius. Therefore He goes on : and thou at a future tme (kuI av,

opposed to the kyu rff), when thou shalt he converted (without figure : resipueris,

(leravoTjaaq, Theophylact), strengthen thy h'cthren (thy fellow-disciples) ; be

their support, which maintains and strengthens them, when they become

wavering in their faith. Even here we have the dignity and duty of the

primate, which was not to cease through the momentary fall. For the idea

oi cTT]piC,ELv, see especially Acts xiv. 22.' According to Bede, Maldonatus,

Grotius, Bengel, van Hengel, Annot. p. 1 if. , Ewald, and others, kniaTp. is a

Hebraism (^^C?) : rursus, vicissim, so that the meaning would be : what I

have done to thee, do thou in turn to thy brethren. This is contrary to the

ustis loquendi of the New Testament (even Acts vii. 42, xv. 36). But it is

inconsistent with the context when Wetstein takes Ewiarp. actively: '' con-

vertens fratres tuos," ''converting thy brethren," since Jesus has the y«?Z of

Peter (ver. 34) in His view. — Ver. 33 f. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 32-35
;

Mark xiv. 20-31. The EntarpH'ac provoked the self-confidence of the apostle.

— fiETo. aoii] stands with passionate emphasis at the beginning ; ek izoXkfi^

ayaivTjg dpaavvEraL Koi vn-iaxvElrai to, riug avrcp a^vvara, '

' from much love he is

emboldened and promises what was meanwhile impossible for him," Theo-

phylact. — Uetpe] not Iilfxuv this time. The significant name in contra-

diction with the conduct. — fiij'] after anapv., as xx. 27.

Vv. 35-38. Peculiar to Luke, from tradition or from some other unknown
source. But the utterance itself is in respect of its contents so remarkably

significant, that we are bound to hold by its originality, and not to say that

it was introduced into this place for the sake of explaining the subsequent

stroke with the sword (Schleiermacher, Strauss, de Wctte), or the reason

why Judas is afterwards represented as appearing with armed men (Holtz-

mann). [SeeNote CLXI., p. 556 seq.] — KaiEiKEvavrolg] A paiise must be sup-

posed as occurring before what follows, the connection of the thought being :

not without reason have I uttered words so momentous (vv. 31-34), for now
your position, when I am no more with you, will be entirely different from

what it was formerly ; there comes for you the time of care for yourselves

and of contest !
— ore aiTEOTEiXa K.r./l.] ix. 3 ; comp. x. 4. — Ver. 36. ovv] in

consequence of this acknowledgment. [But see critical note.] — apdru] not :

"tollat, ut emat gladium," " let him take it that he may buy a sword" (Eras-

mus, Beza, and others), but : lethimtaTceitup^ in order to bear it. The repre-

sentation of the thought now refers to the time when ye can no more be uncon-

cerned about your maintenance, but must yourselves care for it in the world

which for you is inhospitable.— koI 6 fiij exuv] to wit, (iallavrcov koI nypav. The
contrast allows nothing else. [SeeNote CLXI., p. 556 seq.] Hence //aja^pav

is erroneously suggested as implied (Beza, Jansen, Paulus, Baumgarten-Cru-

sius, Lange, Ewald, Bleek, and others), and equally erroneously is the general

reference suggested : he who is without means (Kuinoel, Olshauseu, Schegg).

> On the form arripuTov, see Winer, p. 82 [E. T. 89].
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Jesus means to say, how far more necessary still than purse and scrip, nay, even

more necessary than the ujiper garment, should now be to them a sword, for de-

fence and protection against hostile attacks. But observe in this connection

(1) that He wishes for the purchase of the sword, not by those merely who have

no purse and knaj^sack, but, on the contrary, whilst He requires it of these, yea,

requires it with the sacrifice of the cloak, otherwise so needful, yet He regards

it as a self-evident duty on the part of those who have the means for the

purchase. The form of His utterance is a parallelism, in which the second

member supplements and throws a new light upon the first. (2) Neverthe-

less Jesus does not desire that His disci{)lcs should actually carry and use

the sword (Matt. xxvi. 52), but He speaks in such a manner as fig^tratively

to represent in what a hostile relation they should henceforth find the world

arrayed against them, and what resistance and struggle on their ])art would

now be necessary in their apostolic missionary journeys. That the discourse

is in reference to these is clearly proved by Pal7AvT. and mjpav, in opposition

to Olshausen, who perversely allegorizes the whole passage, so that (iallavT.

and niip. are taken to signify the means for the spiritual life, and fiax- the

sword of the Spirit, Ejjh. vi. 17 (comp. also Erasmus). — Ver. 37. A con-

firmation of the aXka vvv k..t.1. For since, moreover, that ("etiamnum hoc

extremum post tot alia," "yet this at last after so many others," Bengel)

must still be fulfilled on me which is written in Isa. liii. 12 ; so ye, as my
disciples, cannot expect for yourselves anything better than what I have

announced to you, ver. 36. The cogency of the proof follows from the pre-

supposition that the disciple is not above his master (Matt. x. 24 f. ; John.

XV. 20). On the 6ei of the divine counsel, comp. Matt. xxvi. 54 (Acts ii.

23), and observe how inconsistent therewith it is to regard the passion of

Jesus as a fortuitotis occurrence (lHoirciiinvL). — koL fi^ra av. iXoy.] Kai, and,

adopted together with the rest as a constituent part of the passage quoted.

The completion (the Messianic fulfilment, xviii. 81) of the prophecy began

with the arrest (ver. 52), and comprehended the whole subsequent treat-

ment until the death. — kuI yap ra Trspl ifiov ril. I;^fc<] for, moreover, that

tchich concerneth me has come to an end; i.e., for, moreover, with my destiny,

as with the destiny of him of whom Isaiah speaks, there is an end. 01)serve

that Jesus did not previously say toeIc ifie yeypa/ifievov k.t.X. or the like, Init to

yeyp. del relEafi. h Efioi, so that He does not ex^jZai?? the passage immediately of

Himself (Olshausen), but asserts that it must hefulfilled in Him, in respect of

which it is plain from Koi yap k.t.X. that He conceived of anotheriiR the suhjoct

of the first historical meaning of the passage (whom ? is another question,

comp. Acts viii. 34), of whom He was the antitype, so that in Him is found the

antitypal historical fulfilment of that which is predicted in reference to the

servant of God.' Most commentators (Euthymius Zigabenus, Luther, Beza,

Calvin, Bengel, and many others, including Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette,

Bleok) read : for, moreover, that irhich is written of me, like other prophecies,

is ahout to he accomplished, as though yeypanftrva formed part of the sentence,

» On TO. TTcpi tjxoO, see Kiihner, II. p. 110
; p. 392 C ; Dem.932. 4, and the examples from

on TcAo? ix'L, Mark iii. 26 ; Plat. Pol. iii. Xenophon in Sturz, IV. p. 275.
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as at xxiv. 44, or flowed from the context, as at xxiv. 27. Comp. Fritzsche,

ad Rom. II. p. 380. But what a nugatory argument ! and what is the mean-

ing of the Kai (which certainly most of them leave wholly unnoticed), since,

indeed, it is just the Messianic prophecies which constitute the main sub-

stance of prophecy, and do not come in merely by the way ?— Ver. 38. The

disciples, not understanding the utterance about the sword, imagined that

Christ required them to have swords actually ' ready for defence from im-

pending violence. Peter had one of the two swords (ver. 50). They may
have been worn on the last journey, or even on account of the risk of these

days they may have been first procured with a view to circumstances that

might occur. Biitcher''s knives (from the cutting up of the lamb, as supposed

by Euthymius Zigabenus, following Chrysostom) they could not be, accord-

ing to ver. 36, although the word, so early as the time of Homer (Doderlein,

OloHsar. I. p. 201 f.), but never in the New Testament, has this significa-

tion. — iKavdv EGTi] a gentle turning aside of further discussion, with a touch

of sorrowful irony : it is enough ! More than your two swords ye need not !

Comp. Castalio on the passage. The discii^les, carrying out this idea,

must have at once concluded that Jesus had still j^robably meant something

else than an actual purchase of swords, ver. 86.^ The significance of the an-

swer so conceived gives to this view the preference over the explanation of

others (Theophylact, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Bisping, Kuinoel) : enough of

this matter ! Compare the Rabbinical yT in Schoettgen, p. 314 ff. 01s-

hausen and de Wette combine the two, saying that Jesus sjjoke in a two-

fold sense ; comp. Bleek. Without sufficient reason, since the setting aside

of the subject is found also in our view.—Boniface viii. proves from the

passage before us the double sword of the pajial sovereignty, the spiritual

and iewporaZ jurisdiction !
^^ Protervum liidibrium,'''' " Wanton mockery "

(Calvin).

Vv. 39-46. See on Matt. xxvi. 36-46 ; Mark xiv. 32-42. The originality

is on the side of Matthew and Mark. Luke by condensing disturbs the

clearness of the single narrative, and mixes up with it legendary elements.

— Ver. 40. k-rrl tov tottov] at the pZace whither He wished to go,

—

had arrived

at the spot." — irpocfEvxeaOE, k.-.X.] which Matt. xxvi. 41 andMark xiv. 38 do

not insert till later. Luke abbreviates, but to the prejudice of the appro-

priateness of the narrative. He is not to be supposed capable of having

confounded the prayer of Jesus (Matt. xxvi. 86) with that of the disciples

(de Wette).— 41. avrog] He on His part, in contrast with the disciples.

—

aTreaTrdadr/] Avulsus est, Vulgate ; He was draion away from them, not invol-

untarily, but perchance in the ^irgency of His emotion, which forced Him to

be alone, so that He, as it were, was forcibly separated from His disciples,

1 Schleiermacher even has forced this mis- sake of the gospel, and to bear the cross
;

understanding (i. J. p. 417 f.) to a ground- for the devil cannot be fought against with
less combination ; namely, that Jesus steel, therefore there is need to venture all

wished the swords for the case of an unof- on that, and only to take the spiritual

Jicial assault. sword, the word of God."
^ Comp. Luther's gloss :

" It is of no more ' On yiVeo-tJat in the sense of come, see

avail to fight with the bodily sword, but Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Bias, ed. 3, p. 295.

henceforth it is of avail to suffer for the
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with whom He otherwise would have remained.' It might indeed also

mean simply : secessit (Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and many others) ; comp.

2 Mace. xii. 10, 17 ; Xen. Aiiai. ii. 3. 12 ; but the above view explains the

cJioice of the word, w'hich is not elsewhere used in the New Testament for

the frequent idea, " He withdrew Himself."— uael Wov jioXyv] a distance of

about a stone's throw^ therefore not so far that He could not be heard by the

disciples in the still night. '-^— Ver. 42. el povlei -rrapeveyKElv k.t.X.] if Thoti

art icilling to lear aside (Mark xiv. 3G) this cup from me. — The apodosia

{naptveyKE) is in the urgency of the mental excitement suppressed by the fol-

lowing thought (comjj. xix. 41). The momentary longing after deliverance

yields immediately to unconditional submission.^— dEAr/fia] not ^ovTi^ or

(iovXrjfia, which would not have been appropriate to fiov. Comp. on Matt. i.

19 ; Eph. i. 11. — Ver. 43. The apfearance of the angel^ understood by Luke
historically and externally (di^^// an' ovpavov), is by Olshausen (see, in answer

to him, Dettinger in the Till). Zeitschr. 1838, p. 46 f.) erroneously taken as

an internal phenomenon (but see i. 11, xxiv. 34 ; Acts ii. 3, vii. 2, 30, ix.

17, xvi. 9, xxvi. 16), and interpreted as signifying an "influx of spiritual

powers." But of the strengthening itself is not to be made a bodily invigora-

tion, as at Acts ix. 19 (Ilofmann, Schriftiew. I. p. 391 ; Schegg), but it is

to be left as an enhancement of spiritual powers,'* as, according to the just

narrated jirayerful disjoosition, the context suggests. His submission to the

Father's will, just expressed in the prayer, was the subjective condition of

this strengithening, and on this submission being manifested the strengthen-

ing was objectively effected by the angel. Thus the narrative of Luke
;

but the circumstance that neither Matthew (John does not give the narra-

tive of the agony at all) nor Mark relates this singular and remarkable

angelic strengthening, although the latter would have had the testimony of

Peter on his side, authorizes all the more the view of a legendary origination

of the narrative,^ the nearer the decisive resolve of Jesus (whether regarded

in itself, or as compared with the history of the temj^tation and such expres-

sions as John i. 52) ajiproached to such an increase of strength, which

decisive resolve, however, in the tradition took the shape of an external

fact perceived by the senses. [See Note CLXIL, p. 557.] Dettinger, I.e.;

Ebrard, p. 528 ; Olshausen, Schegg ; Lange also, L. J. II. 3, p. 1430, and

others, adduce insufficient grounds in favor of the historical view. The
older dogmatic devices to explain the manner in which this strengthening

came about, wherein orthodoxy comforted itself with the doctrine of the

KEvudig, may be seen in Calovius. — Ver. 44, Further particulars, Accord-

• Ancient scholium on Soph. Ai. 1003, p. 1G) says : Seikia tov •QivaTov Kara <l>v(n.v iv'

anoanav to ^lai'co? x'^P'i'*"' '" KfKoAArj/iei'a. 0pu>wiui' Kai fv\eTai Kal iviaxverai. iirrb ayye'Aou,

Comp. Acts xxi. 1, and tlic passages in " lie fears death aceordiiif? to the nature of

Kypkc, also PfluKk, ad Kur. Ilec. 225. men aiid prays, and is strengthened by an
' On the expression, comp. 11. xxiii. 529

;

angel."

Thuc. V. C5. 1 ; LXX. Gen. xxi. 16. On the » Gabler in Theolog. Journ. I. pp. 109 flf.,

accusative of measure, see Kiihner, § 556. 217 ff.; Schleiermacher, Strauss, ITase,

' See Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 600]; Buttmann, Theilo, Iloltzmann, comp. Bleek, Schenkel,

p. 339 [E. T. .390]. and others.

* Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Fritzschc,



CHAP. XXII., 47-53. 551

ing to Luke, the decisive resolve of Jesus : rb chv yevec'&u, was crowned with

the strengthening angelic appearance ; and thus decided and equipped for

resistance, He now endured (comp. Heb. v. 7 f., and thereupon Liinemann

and Delitzsch) the agony {ayuvia, Bern. 236. 19 ; Polyb. viii. 21. 3 ; 2 Mace,

iii. 14, XV. 19), which was now beginning, fervently praying (as before the

appearance), which agony increased even to the bloody sweat. Luke has

conceived the strengthening influence as increasing as the agony increased.

The stceat of Jesus (in the height of the agony) was like to droj^s of hloodfall-

ing down. This is referred by Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius,

Calixtus, Hammond, Michaelis, Valckenaer, and most of the later commen-

tators, including Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, merely to the size and

consistence of the drops of sweat. ' Thus in a naturalistic direction the point

of comparison found in alixaToq is robbed of its characteristic importance,

and Luke would have concluded his description, rising to a climax, with

nothing but this : and Jesus fell into the most violent sweat ! No ! alfiarog

only receives its due in being referred to the nature of the sweat, and this

nature is viewed as foreshadowing the coming bloodshedding. Hence also

the strongly descriptive word QpofiBoi is chosen ; for ^pofi/Soi is not simply a

drop {dTay/jv, aTd?My/ia), but a clot ofcoagulatedfuid (milk and the like), and

is often used especially of coagulated Uood.'^ Consequently that sweat of

Jesus was indeed no mass of blood (opposed to which is wcte/), but 2i profu-

sion of Moody sweat, which was mingled with portions of blood, and as it

flowed down appeared as clots of blood trickling down to the ground. ^ So

in substance most of the Fathers, Erasmus, Calvin, Calovius, "Wolf, Bengel,

and others, including Strauss, Ebrard, Schegg. As to the historical charac-

ter of the matter, it would come under the same judgment as that of the

angelic strengthening, were it independent of the analogies of sweat of

blood elsewhere occurring.*— Ver. 45. anh T?]g TivnT/g] by reason of the sorrow

in which they were. An attempt to explain the strange sleep which had

overmastered the whole band of disciples. Is it, however, sufficient ?

Hardly in this case, where in the chilly night of spring (John xviii. 18)

Jesus was so near, and was in a situation exciting the deepest interest and

the most intense participation in the sympathy of His disciples. In itself

there is justice in the observation that continuous deep grief relaxes into

sleep. ^ Calvin suggests Satanic temptation as the cause flrst of this sleep,

and then of the blow with the sword.

Vv. 47-53. See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56, Mark xiv, 43-53, in both of which

1 So also Dettinger, I.e., and Hug, Ghi- riation from the passage before us. For

tacM. II. p. 145. Comp. Lange, II. 3, iJpd/a/3os, even in the classical writers, is used

p. 1433. without at;u,aTos of a coagulated mass of

5 Aescli. Eum. 184 ; Ghoejih. 533, 545 ; Plat. blood. See Blomfield, I.e.

Crit. p. 120 A: ^pd;o^^ov ive^aXKov al>aTos : < Arlstotle, //. ^. iii. 19; Bartholinus, de

Dioscor. 13: dpo^pots oiiaaros. See Jacobs, Cruee, pp. 184 ff., 193 ff.; Gruner, de J. C.

ad Anthol. VII. p. 3r9 ; Blomfield, Gloss. nwrte vera, pp. 33 ff., 109 f.; Loenartz, de

Clioeph. 526. sudore sanguin., Bonn 1850.

3 Justin, c. Tr. 103, relates from the avo- ^ See examples in Prioaeus, ad Apulej.

(uLvrj/aovcvVao-i simply : oTi iSpws wcrei ^pon^oi il/etom. p. 660f., and Wetsteln,

KarexeiTo. Therein is found no essential va-
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the linking on of what follows by means of etl avrov la'A. is better suited to

the sense. Luke in this j^art uses in general less original sources. — 6 Zey^/z.

'loM.J icJio is called Judas. Comp. ver. 1 ; Matt. ii. 23, xxvi. 3, 14, xxvii.

33, and elsewhere. — f <f tuv dudeaa] as ver. 3. — npo7/px£To avrovg] See on

Mark vi. 83. — Ver. 48. (pilT/z^iaTi] placed first for emphasis ; <pi?iov aanaajiC)

kx'&poi) epyov rtjv npoSoaiav /uiyvveig ;
" with the salutation of a friend dost thou

join this betrayal, the deed of an enemy ? " Theophylact. That the kiss

was concerted with the enemies (Mark xiv. 44) Luke leaves to be gathered

only mediately from the words of Jesus. — Ver. 49.' el Trard^o/isv /c.t.A.]

whether we shall smite hy means of the sicord ? Comi^. xiii. 23 ; Acts i. 6, and

elsewhere. See on Matt. xii. 10 and on Luke xiii. 23. Grotius says rightly:
'

' Dubii inter id, quod natura dictabat, et saepe inculcata patientiae prae-

cepta dominum quid faciendum sit rogant. At Petrus non expectato Domini
responso ad vim vi arcendam accingitur," "Doubting between this which na-

ture dictated, and the precepts of patience so often inculcated, they ask the

Lord what should be done. But Peter, without awaiting the Lord's answer,

is prepared to hinder force by force." — Ver. 50. rb Se^iov] as also John
xviii. 10 has it. — Ver. 51. iare euq rovrov] is a prohibitory summons to the

disci^iles : sinite usque hue (Vulg.), which Augustine, de cons. ev. iii. 5, apt-

ly explains :

'
' 2)er')nittendi sunt hucusqtie jyrogredi,''' " they were to be permit-

ted to proceed thus far." Let them go so far as even to take me prisoner P
Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek [Weiss ed. Mey.],

and others have explained : cease (comp. Acts v. 38 ; Hom. II. xxi. 221,

al.) ! sofar ! (not farther ! comp. Lev. xxvi. 18 ; Job xxxviii. 11). To this

it stands opposed that herein is found no disapproval of the blow with the

sword, but only the prohibition to go any further ; and, moreover, this not

at all negatively expressed, as it would have most obviously occurred by

means of some such expression as nfj noppuTipu or the like. Others take the

words as an address to those who were taking Him prisoner, and thus tovtov

either as neuter and temporal :
'

' missumfacite me usque ad id tempus, quo vul-

nus illius hominis sanavero," "Zei me go vntil I shall have healed the wound
of this man," ^ or tovtov as neuter, indeed, but local : let me go thither where

the wounded man is (Paulus), or tovtov as masculine : let me go to this man
in order to heal hira (Stolz, Baumgarten-Crusius). Agaiust these views the

objection is that the context in the word arroKpi'&eig shows nothing else than

a reply to tlie disciples, as Jesus does not turn to His enemies till ver. 52. —
Kai d-ipd/i. K.r./l.] On account of (Kftellev, ver. 50, this is to be referred to the

flace and the remains of the ear that had heen cut off; and \daaTo avrdv to the heal-

ing of the icound (not : replacing of the ear). With desperate arbitrariness

Paulus says that He touched the wound in order to examine it, and told the

man what he must do to heal it ! Luke alone records the healing ; and it can

1 Vv. 49-51, as also already at vv. 35--3S, the Romish Church even before Marcion.

was objectionable to Marcion, and was " Comp. Luther, Maldonatus, and others

;

omitted in liis gospel. See Volkmar, p. 69 f. recently also Ilofmann, Schrifthew. IL 2,

llilKcnfcld decides otherwise in the Theol. p. 437, and Schegg.

Jdhrh. isr)3, p. 240 f., where he, indeed, lik(!- ' Uornemann, so also Hammond, Kypke,

wise concedes the genuineness, but suppos- de Wette, Lange, IL 3, p. 1461, III. p. 512.

es that the deletion may have happened in
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the less be cleared of the suspicion of being a legendary accretion, ' like vv. 43,

44, that even John, who narrates the blow with the sword so circumstan-

tially, says nothing about it. [See Note CLXIIL, p. 557.] — Ver. 52. npbg rovg

n-apayevofi. k.t.'A.] These chief priests, etc., were therefore, according to Luke,

associated with that dx?i.oc, ver. 47. Inappropriate in itself, and in opposi-

tion to the rest of the evangelists. An error on the part of tradition, prob-

ably through confusion with John xviii. 20 f. Comp. on Matt .'^xvi. 47,

55. Ebrard, p. 532, is in error when he says that Luke is speaking of those

wTio had just then newly approached. So also Lange. Opposed to this is the

a(9risi participle. — Ver. 53. oXa' avrr/ K.T.Ti-.] informs us of the reason that

they had not laid hands on Him sooner in spite of His daily association with

them : But this (the present hour) is your (that which is ordained for you

for the execution of your work, according to divine decree) Jioiir, and (this,

this jjower in which ye now are acting) the poicer of darhness, i.e., the power

which is given to darkness (in the ethical sense, the power opposed to the

divine aXr/T&tia, opposed to 0fl»f). Observe the great emphasis on the v/xuv by

being placed so near the beginning of the clause. The expression tov aKdrovg,

not r//f dfiapria^ (so Kuinoel and Olshausen explain it), not tov Siafidlov (so

Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, and

others), is chosen in reference to the actual night, which it was at this time
;

but it is not the actual darkness of night that is meant (" only the darkness

gives you courage and power to lay hold of me," de Wette [Weiss ed. Mey.],

comj). Neander, Bleek, and older commentators), for this quite common-

place thought would declare nothing on the destiny of that hour and power,

Vv. 54-62. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f., 69-75
; Mark xiv. 53 f., 66-72.

Jesus is led into the house of the high priest, in the court of which (vv. 61,

63), according to Luke, who follows a diverging tradition, He is kept and

subjected to mockery till daybreak (ver. 66), when the Sanhedrim comes

together. According to Matthew and Mark, the Sanhedrim assemble imme-

diately after the arrival of Jesus, and examine Him. The two narratives

cannot be reconciled, but the preference is to be given to Luke in so far as

he agrees with John. [See Note CLXIV., p. 557.] See below on tov apxiep.

Moreover, Luke is not self-contradictory (in opposition to Strauss), as the chief

priests and elders mentioned at ver. 52 are to be regarded only as individ-

uals, and probably as deputed by the Sanhedrim.

—

rov apxi£p-'\ As Luke

did not regard Caiaphas (the general opinion), but Annas, as the officiating

high priest (see on iii. 2 and Acts iv. 6), the latter is to be understood in

this place. Comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 39 ff., and Holtzmann. [But see Note

XXXIV., p. 302 seq.] Luke, indeed, thus falls into a new variation from

Matthew, but partially comes into harmony with John so far, that is, as the

latter likewise represents Jesus as brought at first to Annas, and so far also

as in Luke and in John the denials occur in the court of Annas. But of a

trial before Annas (John xviii. 19 flf.) Luke has nothing, yet it finds

its historical place naturally enough immediately after e'lg tov oIkov tgv

apxt-ep-, when the prisoner, as may be supposed, was announced. Wieseler

» Comp. Strauss, 11. p. 461 ; Baumgarten-Crusius, Holtzmann, and others.
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also, Sy7iopse, p. 405, comes to the result that Luke xxii. 54-65 belongs to

what occurred in the house of A?inas, but comes to it in another way.

Comp. on iii. 2. — Ver. 55. nepiatpdvTuv] (see the critical remarks) after they

had kindled around (Phalaris, Ep. p. 28), i.e., had set it in full l^laze. The
insertion of avTuv was not needful, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 17. — Ver.

56. (ntv\csaoa\ after she had looked keenly upon him, iv. 20, and very often in

the Acts of the Apostles. See Jacobs, acL Anthol. VI. p. 259. — Ver. 58.

£Tepoi\ A variation from Matthew and Mark. For Luke does not think of a

maid ; rather he distinguishes the interrogator here as masculine, by kTspuq

and av&punE, from the female questioner of ver. 56 f. ; hence Ebrard (comp.

Wetstein) is wrong in contenting himself with the indefinite sense, ^^ some-

lody else.^''— Ver. 59. d/lAof ti{\ several, according to Matthew and Mark.

As to the variations of the four Gospels in the account of the denials, see in

general on Matt. xxvi. 75, Remark. — Ver. 61. According to Luke, there-

fore, Jesus is still also in the court, and, down to ver. 66, is kept there in

custody (ver. 63). Certainly it is psychologically extremely improbable

that Peter should have perpetrated the denials in the presence of Jesus,

which, moreover, is contrary to the other Gospels. But a reconciliation of

them with Luke is impossible ; and, moreover, the assumption that Jesus

looked upon Peter as He was led from Annas to Caiaphas and jiassed close

by the disciple in the court (John xviii. 24, so Olshausen, Schweizer,

Ebrard), is inadmissible, as, according to John, it is already the second de-

nial that occurs about the same time as this leading away of Jesus, but ac-

cording to Luke, ver. 59, there is an interval of about an hour between the

second and third denial. [See Note CLXV., p. 557.]— helilei'e] What a

holy power is in this silent glance, according to the narrative of Luke !

Vv. 63-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 67 f. ; Mark xiv. 65. [See Note CLXVL,
p. 557 seq.] Luke follows an entirely different tradition—different in respect

of the time, the place, and the persons who were engaged in the mockery.

The same characteristic ill-treatment (smiting—demand for prophecy), the

original connection of which is in Matthew and iVIark (in opposition to

Schleiermacher), had arranged itself variously in tradition. Against the

supposition of many times repeated mockery must be reckoned the identity

and peculiarity of its essential element (in opposition to Ebrard and others).

— iipeiv and naUiv are distinguished as to scotirge (Jacobs, Del. Epigr. vi.

63) and to smite in general.

Vv. 66, 67. [See Note CLXVTL, p. 558.] According to Luke, the Sanhedrim

now first comes together after daybreak, and Jesus is led in for trial. Where

it assembled Luke does not say, and there is nothing therefore opposed to

our finding in this place the leading away from the court of Annas (see on

ver. 54) into the house of Caiaphas (John xviii. 24). The trial itself, as to

its matter, i« plainly the same which Matthew—although immediately after

the bringing in of Jesus—makes to be held in the house of Caiaphas. See

Matt. xxvi. 59 ff. Luke relates the matter and proceedings in a merely

summary and imperfect manner.

—

to npenjiv-epiov k.t.'/..'\ the elders of the

peojile, (the) chief priests, and scribes. These are the three constitutcnt ele-

ments of the Sanhedrim. Comp. ix. 22, xx. 1. On TpetrfivTipiov, denoting
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the elders as a corporation, comp. Acts xxii. 5. By the non-repetition of

the article the three parts are bound into a unity, in respect of which the

diflference of the gender and number is no difficulty/ especially in resjoect

of the collective nature of TrpEa(5vTipiov. See in general, Kriiger, § 58. 2. 1
;

Winer, p. 115 f. [E. T. 126 f.].

—

avyyayov] The subject is the assembled

members of the Sanhedrim who had caused Him to be brought up. ava in-

dicates a locality situated higher, as contrasted with the court of Annas, in

which locality the Sanhedrim were met. [But see critical note.]

—

elg to

avveSp. £avT(Jv] into their oicn cancessus, into their own council gathering, in

order now themselves to proceed further with Him.'' [See critical note.]—
Ver. 67. el av k.t.1.'\ may mean : If thou art the Messiah, tell us (Vulgate,

Luther, and most commentators), or : Tell us whether thou art t?ie Messiah

(Castalio, Bornemann, Ewald, and others), or : Is it the case that thou art

the Messiah? Tell us (Erasmus). The first is the simplest, and corresjjonds

to the purpose of framing the question so as to elicit an affirmative

answer.

Vv. 68, 69. Matthew and Mark have not the evasive answer, ver. 68 ; and

the explanation of Jesus : aird tov vvv k.t.1., does not come in there till after

the distinct affirmation. Their narrative has the advantage of internal prob-

ability. Luke has worked ujd the material more catechetically. — kav 6e koI

epwT.] lut in case I also (should not limit myself merely to the confession

that I am He, but also) should ash, should put before you questions which are

connected therewith, ye would certainly not answer (see the critical remarks).

— OTTO TOV vvv 6e\ " J.& hoc puucto, quum dimittere non vultis. Hoc ipsum

erat iter ad gloriam," " From this point, when you will not let me go. This

very thing was the way to glory," Bengel. On the jiosition of 6e, see Klotz,

ad Devar. p. 378 f. Moreover, see on Matt. xxvi. 64
;
yet Luke has avoided

the certainly original dtpea&e, and thus made the utterance less abrupt.

Vv. 70, 71. '0 vLog T. Qeov] This designation of the Messiah is suggested

by e/c Se^iuv . . . Oeov, in recollection of Ps. ex. ; for " colligebant ex prae-

dicato ver. 69," "they concluded from the statement of ver. 69," Bengel.

And their conclusion was right. — oti iyu slfiL] otl, argumentatively [so

R. V. marg. and Am. text], comp. John xviii. 37 ; iyu, with emphasis, cor-

responding to the av of vv. 67 and 70. — iiapTvpiaq] that He gives Himself

out to be the Messiah.

Notes by American Editob.

CLV. Ver. 8. ITerpov koX 'luavvqv.

It is altogether unnecessary to suppose these names are inserted from "later

tradition," and impossible to discover any "special tendency." As leaders

of the Apostles and the most confidential friends of Jesus, it was natural that

these two should be sent on this occasion (so Weiss ed. Mey.).

• Comp. Plato, Pol. vi. p. 501 D : tov ovto? phictyonic council, also of the Roman and
T6 <cal aArjt^etas epaaras ; Soph. Oed. C. 850 : the Carthaginian Senate (Polyb. xl. 6. 6, i.

jrarpi'Sa t€ ttji' (T'r\v Kal </)i'Aous. 11. 1, 31. 8).

' Comp. the use of uwiSpiov of the Am-
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CLYI. Ver. 14. Luke's Account of the Lord's Supper.

In view of the great divergence from Mark in order and details, Weiss ed,

Mey. regards Luke's account as derived from his peculiar " source," aside from

the Pauline tradition (1 Cor. xi. 24, 25). He does not agree with Meyer in re-

gard to the removal of what is contained in Matt. xxvi. 29 to an earlier place,

but thinks "this imi^robable feature only arose through the linking of Mark
xiv. 25 with the representation of his other source." But since the passage

does not assert, and by no means necessarily implies, that Jesus did not Him-

self partake of this Passover ciip (ver. 17) before the institution of the Supper,

the improbability of which Meyer and Weiss speak furnishes an argument, not

against Luke's accuracy, but against their gratuitous implication.

CLVII. Ver. 19. rovro ttoieIte.

Weiss ed. Mey., with over-refinement, infers from the absence of lajiere or

^dyere that tovto here cannot refer to the partaking of the bread, but only to

the breaking and distribution, probably to the repetition of the words of insti-

tution.

CLVin. Vv. 19, 20. Die Form of Lisiitutton.

It is impossible to reconcile Paul's statement with the theory that he made

use of a written Gospel ; there is no evidence that Liike cojiied his form from

1 Cor. From these points Godet argues in favor of the originality of the gen-

eral form given by Paial and Luke. See his Luke, p. 4G7, Am. ed.

CLIX. Vv. 21-30. The Order of Events.

Godet accepts the order of Luke, and places the incident narrated in vv. 21-

30 after the Supper. This, however, is not only contrary to the order of Matthew

and Mark, but unlikely for other reasons. The mention of the traitor (w.

21-23) is most naturally placed at the beginning of the institution, and the

"contention" (w. 24-30) can scarcely be placed after the washing of the dis-

ciples' feet, which preceded the announcement of the betrayal. Hence the

chronological order would be : vv. 24-30 (followed by John xiii. 2-20) ; vv.

21-23, vv. 19, 20. So Meyer, apparently. Weiss ed. Mey. regards w. 24-30 as

the strife about rank from the oldest source, which occuiTed in Galilee (chap,

ix. 46), transferred by Luke to this place. But this is very improbable. It is

difficult to account for the obvious displacement on any theory. That this

dispute might have occasioned the foot-washing is very probable, even though

Luke gives no hint of the latter.

CLX. Vv. 31-34. The Prediction of Peter's Denial.

It is quite probable, especially in view of John xiii. 36-38, that the denial of

Peter was twice predicted, both in the room and on the way to Gethsemane.

Weiss ed. Mey. thinks there is no ground for accepting a repetition, though

he does not make evident which position he deems more correct.

CLXI. Ver. 36. u in) t^wp k.t.1.

The E. V. renders this in accordance with Meyer's view, but in the margin

has: "Or, and he that hath no sword, l<;t him sell his cloak and buy one."
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This marginal rendering is based on the following improbable punctuation :

Exi^v^ TTu^./iadru to ifidriov avrnv Koi ayoprjad-u, fidxaipav (see Scrivener's Greek

Test., with variations of Eev. Vers., Cambridge, 1881). As regards the entire

paragraph, Weiss ed. Mey. thinks its basis is from the oldest source, but would

not exclude the suggestions of Schleiermacher and Holtzmann, which Meyer

rejects.

CLXII. Vv. 43, 44.

Meyer rightly accounts for the omission of vv. 43, 44 in some manuscripts as

"the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents appeared objectionable in

respect of the divinity of Christ." But this is an argument against his as-

sumption of the "legendary " character of a part of the contents. Tradition

does not invent incidents that show weakness in a hero (so Godet). Weiss ed.

Mey. apparently disapproves of this suggestion of Meyer, as well as of the

notion that in ver. 45 the sleep of the disciples is not sufficiently accounted

for.

CLXIII. Ver. 51. koI d^d/uEvog k.t.X.

Meyer regards the naturalistic explanation of Paulus as involving " desperate

arbitrariness," but relegates this incident to the region of legend, because

Luke alone records it. Yet the silence of John proves nothing against it; and

the act is in every respect a probable one, especially since the disciples were

left unassailed. The objection to the mention of " the chief priests " in ver.

52 is equally groundless. It is quite probable that some of them followed the

band that took Jesus.

CLXIV. Vv. 54-62. The Denial of Peter and the Trial.

Against Meyer's view of the discrepancy between Luke and the other Synop-

tists, which even Weiss ed. Mey. disapproves, see Mark, Note XCIII., p. 184 seq.,

and Godet, Luke, pp. 479-481, Am. ed. The assumption of Meyer in regard to

Luke's regarding Annas as officiating high-priest (see Note XXXIV., p. 302 seq.)

creates the variation from Matthew of which he speaks.

CLXV. Ver. 61. /cat aTpa(p£cg 6 Kvpiog k.t.X.

Weiss ed. Mey. finds no contradiction to John in the view that Jesus looked
upon Peter as He was led from Annas to Caiaphas, but sees no indication of it

here. He omits Meyer's remark about the impossibility of reconciling the
other accounts with that of Liike. The Evangelist does not say that Jesus
remained in the court, and the view that Annas and Caiaphas lived in the same
house, that Jesus was led through the court from a bearing before one to the
more formal examination before the other, accounts for all the statements
made by four independent witnesses. The variations of the Evangelists

here seem conclusive against every theory of interdependence.

CLXVI. Vv. 63-65. The Mockery of Jesu-o.

Probably this continued for some time, and hence the variation in position
found in the accounts. That it was repeated on distinct occasions is unlikely.

But the peculiar taunt (ver. 64, comp. Matthew and Mark) suggests that an
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examination preceded which gave the cue to the attendants. The identity of

the mockery therefore involves a repetition of the trial ; see Note CLXVII.

Weiss consistently opposes the notion that Luke represents the court of Annas
as the scene of w. 54-65.

CLXVII. Vv. 66-71. TJie Trial of Jesus.

Meyer identifies these verses with Matt. xxvi. 57-66 ; Mark xiv. 53-64. But

both of the latter indicate that the Sanhedrim reassembled in the morning

(Matt, xxvii. 1 ; Mark xv. 1), which is quite likely, since the night examination

was not strictly legal. Weiss ed. Mey. finds in Luke's account of the trial so

much that is his own as to suggest the use of his " peculiar source." See the

dialogue in vv. 68, 69, where Meyer thinks " Luke has worked up the mate-

rial more catechetically." The answer of ver. 68 (pecxiliar to Luke) seems

rather to suggest that the case had already been decided at the night session,

hence it was needless to say anything more. The correct reading in ver. 66

[cnTT/yayov, "was led away") disposes of Meyer's notion that Jesus was led up

to a higher locality (avr/j'ayov). His interpretation of kavruv is superfluous.

The word is obviously due to a transcriber's error. See critical note on

both points.
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CHAPTER XXIII.

Ver. 1. Elz. has yyayev. But 7/yayov is decisively attested. — Ver. 2. After

eOvog we find ijjiuv in the more important authorities. So Lachm. and Tisch.

As no reason occurred for adding it in the way of gloss, it has more probably

been passed over as superfluous. — [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X-B L,

Vulg. Syrr., insert aaiheioie Ih/ovra, and also in ver. 5 before apedfievoc, with the

same authorities, except the Vulg.] — Ver. 6. TahTialav'] is wanting in B L T N,

Copt. Tisch. Passed over as superfluous and troublesome. [Rejected as a gloss

by W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V.] — Ver. 8. ff Uavov] e^ luavuv xpovuv (B D L T K,

Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, E. V.]) and e^ Uavov xpovov (H M X, min. Vulg.

It. ) are expansions in the way of gloss. — ttoAXo. is wanting in B D K L M [T IT]

X, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition to make
the statement more precise, which some cursives have after avrov. — Ver. 11.

TTEpc/i. avTov] avrdv is wanting in B L T X, 52, Vulg. codd. of It. Bracketed by

Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A superfluous exegetical addition, instead of which

K S U r, min. have avru. — [Ver. 12. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with H B L,

Vulg., read 'Hpudtjq koX 6 11. J
— Ver. 15. avETrejurpa yap vjiag Trp. avrdv'] B K L

M n J<, min. vss. have aveTTE/uipev yap avrbv npbq rjnaQ (B : vfiag). An alteration

in accordance with ver. 11. [Tisch., "W. and Hort., R. V. (Eng. text, Amer.

marg.), follow H B, etc. ; Treg. text, Amer. Rev. text, retain Eec] There are

yet other attempts at improvement in the authorities. — After ver. 16 Elz.

Scholz have (ver. 17) avdyntjv 6e eI^ev aTvo7iVELv avroiq Kara lopryv Eva. This is

wanting in A B K L T H, Copt. Sahid. Verc, and does not occur in D, Aeth.

Syr.<=» till after ver. 19. There are many variations also in the details. An old

gloss. Condemned also by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. and [omitted by]

Tisch. [VIII.]. — Ver. 19. Instead of jiEJiTiTju. eIq t. (p. Tisch. Yl&s jUrjdElq kv Ty(fiv-

laKfi, in opposition to preponderating evidence ; and the aorist participle is not

appropriate grammatically (comp. Buttmann, Neut. Or. p. 265 [E. T. 309 f.]).

[Recent editors, R. V., accept the more difficult reading, with B L T.] — Ver.

20. oi'f] Lachm. and Tisch. have 6e, on decisive evidence. — [W. and Hort,

Weiss, R. v., with X B L, Copt., add avrolq, after 7rpoaE(j)6vTiaEv.'] — Ver. 21. Elz.

Scholz have aTavpucrov, Gravpuaov. But B D ^^, Or. Eus. Cyr. have ffravpov, arav-

pov, which Griesbach approved (as perispomenon), Lachm. and Tisch. adopted

(as paroxytone). The Eecepta is from Mark xv. 13 f . ; John xix. 6, 15. — Ver.

23. Kal Tuv apxiEp-l bracketed by Lachm., condemned also byRinck, deleted by

Tisch. It is wanting in B L N, 130, al. Copt. Sahid. Vulg. codd. of It. [Re-

jected by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] But for what purpose should it have

been added ? It would be far easier to overlook it as superfluously straggling

after airflN. — Ver. 24. 6 rf/] Lachm. and Tisch. have Kai, in accordance with

B L X, 157, It. The Recepia is from Mark xv. 15, whence also, and from Matt,

xxvii. 26, avTolg (ver. 25) came in, which Elz. reads after aTre/l. SL — [Tisch.,

recent editors, R. V., with X B D, omit t/'/v before cpvTuiK^v in ver. 25.] — Ver.

26. 'Zi/iuvog k.tX} Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have ^ifiuvd nva
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"Kvprjvalov spxa/uEvov, on important evidence indeed [KB C D L, 33] ; but the

parallels suggested the accusative. Elz. has tov before ei>x-, in opposition to

decisive evidence. — Ver. 27. al nai] Lachm. has merely a'l. Since the author-

ities again.st Kai are decisive (A B C* D L X, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg.

It. Theophyl.), it is to be deleted, and to be explained from at having been

written twice, or as an arbitrary addition, from the well-known usage in Luke.

In K aiKaiis wanting. —Ver. 29. [Tisch., recent editors, K. Y., with t? B C, in-

sert nt before «o//l/a(.]— eflf/^aanv'] B C* L N, min. It. have eHpsfav, to which,

moreover, C** D approach with e^tOpefav. Wpc'^}'. is to be adopted, with Lachm.

and Tisch. The Recepta is an interpretation. — [Ver. 33. Eecent editors, K. V.

(against Tisch.), read r/Wov, with i< B C L, Vulg.] — Ver. 34. 6 Se 'lijaovg . . . ttoiov-

(T/f] bracketed by Lachm. [W. and Hort, suspected hj Weiss, omitted R. V.

marg.] The words are wanting in B D* $<** 38, 435, Sahid. Cant. Ver. Verc.

Variations in details. An ancient omission, according to the parallels, which have

not this prayer. It bears, moreover, the stamp of originality in itself ; it is

also attested bj' Clem. IIo7n. xi. 20, and belongs to the peculiar features of the

history of the passion which Luke has retained. — K/j'/puv] Tisch. has K?J/povg,

following A X, min. Syr.J«''- Slav. Vulg. It. Aug. ; the singular [Eec, Treg. text,

W. and Hort, R. V.] is from the jiarallel and Ps. xxii. 19. •— Ver. 35. The Kai

after (5e is wanting in D X, min. Vulg. It. Eus. Lachm. Tisch. The subsequent

avv avToiq is wanting in B C D L Q X N, min. Sjt. Pers.P Ar.P Erp. Copt.

Aeth. Cant. Ver. Colb. Corb. Rd. Bracketed by Lachm, ; avv avroig is to be

deleted ; it was added in order, according to the parallels, to allow the mock-

ing by the people also to take place ; Kai, however, is to be maintained, jmrtly

on account of its preponderating attestation, partly because it suggested the

addition of crv avroig, but appeared inappropriate without this addition. — Ver.

36. Kai] after Tipooepx- is, on j^reponderating evidence, with Tisch. (Lachm. has

only bracketed it), to be deleted. A connective addition. — Ver. 38. yeypafijievj]]

Since B L K, Copt. Sahid. have not this at all, while A D Q have i-myeyp. (so

Lachm.), and C* X, min. have yeyp. after avrC), the word is, with Tisch., to be

deleted as an exegetical addition.

—

ypafi/uaaiv . . . 'E/Jp.] is wanting in B C*
L, Copt. Sahid. Syr.'=" Verc. Deleted by Tisch., by Lachm. only bracketed. It

is a very ancient addition from John xix. 20. — ovrdr tonv] is wanting in C,

Colb., and is found in others, sometimes with (D, 124, Cant. Corb.), sometimes

without tarlv (B L X, Verc), not until after 'Iov6a!uv ; hence there is a strong

suspicion of its being a supplement. Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]

have u fiaauevg r. 'Iov6. oirog, although Lachm. brackets ovrog. — Ver. 39. d ah

ei] Tisch. has ovxl av d, according to B C* L N, vss. ; the Eecepta is from ver.

37, whence also the ?.eyuv, which precedes these words, and which is wanting in

B L, has intruded. — [Ver. 40. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with i< B C L, Copt.,

have ETTiTtfiuv avTO) £(p/}.'] — Ver. 42. KvpcE"] is wanting in B C* D L M* K, min.

Copt. Sahid. Syr.J*' Cant. Verc. Or. (once). Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by

Tisch. An addition, which Q, Corb. Brix. Syr.'^" Hil. have before fivr/a6.^

[W. and Hort text, R. V. marg., with B L, Vulg., have E'lgri/v pao. a.] — Ver. 44.

r/v f5f] Lachm. Tisch. have kuI yv ijch/, in accordance with sufficient evidence.

Both the insertion of cU and the omission of 7,ih/ were occasioned by the par-

allels. — Ver. 45. kuI eokot. 6 //Awf] appeared unsuitable after ver. 44, and was

' still in connection with this deletion Ti.sch., following B C* L K* Copt. Sahid.:

of the Kvpie is to be read previously with koI iK^ytv 'Itjo-oO. [So recent editors, K. V.]
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therefore in C** ? 33 (not by Marcion, according to Epiphanius) omitted (which

omission Griesb. commended), while others put in its place, as a gloss on what

precedes, tov rfK!iov iK^u'KovToq (B) or zkTx.l'k. (C* L X, min. vss. Or. ; so Tisch.).

[W. and Hort, R. V., follow B, but Weiss agrees with Tisch., who, with recent

editors, R. V. (X B C L, 1, 33), reads eax'^yOi/ de, and in yer. 46 tovto 6e instead

of /cat ravra.] —Ver. 46. napadZ/aofiai'^ 7rapar/fe//a« (commended by Griesb., adopted

by Lachm. and Tisch.) is decisively attested. The Recepta is from LXX., Ps.

xxxi. 5. — [Ver. 47. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read kSo^a^ev, with K B D L.]

— Ver. 48. deupovvre^] Lachm. and Tisch. have deupyaavTeg, which is founded on

B C D L R X X, min. Colb. — A has omitted deup. r. y. The aorist is logically

necessary. — After tvttt. Elz. Scholz have iavruv, in opposition to A B C* D L K,

in spite of which authorities Lachm. has nevertheless retained it. A superflu-

ous addition, instead of which U X F have aiiruv. — Ver. 49. ahrov'] Lachm. and

Tisch. have avTu, which is suflficiently attested by A B L P, 33, 64, for avrov to

be traced to the inaccuracy of the transcribers. Before fiaKp. Lachm. Tisch.

[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] have uko, in accordance with B D L K. From the

parallels. — [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X B L, have the present par-

ticiple, avvaKoTiovdovam.^— Ver. 51. Elz. Scholz have bg /cat TrpoaedexsTO /cat avrog.

But B C D L X, 69, Copt. codd. of It. have merely 6f Trpoffedejero. So Lachm.

Tisch. From Matthew and Mark was written on the margin sometimes only

/cat, sometimes /cat avrSg, both of which readings are combined in the Recepta.

There are many other variations, which together make the Recepta so much the

more suspicious. — Ver. 53. Lachm. Tisch. have deleted the first avro, in ac-

cordance, indeed, with B C D L X, min. Vulg. It. (not Ver.) ; but being super-

fluous, and being regarded as awkwardly in the way, it was easily passed over.

[Rejected by recent editors, R. V.] — kdr/K. avro] Lachm. and Tisch. have eOrjK.

avrdv, in accordance with B C D N, Vulg. It. Copt. Rightly ; avro is a repeti-

tion from what precedes. — [Recent editors, R. V., with A B L, 1, have ovSelc ovttu,

while Tisch., with X C, has ov6evq ovSenu, the Rec. reversing the order. The
first is to be preferred.] — Ver. 54. KapaanEvfj] Lachm. Tisch. have irapaaKev^g,

in accordance with B C* L N, min. Vulg. codd. of It. Copt. Sahid. Since even

the evidence of D is not in favor of the Recepta (it has rrpd aa^liciTov), the author-

ities in favor of the genitive are all the stronger, especially as TrapaffKevy was

easily regarded by the transcribers as a name. Hence the genitive is to be pre-

ferred. — The Kai before ad/'3;3. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with

B C*L K, min. vss., to be retained. It slipt out in consequence of the omis-

sion of the entire clause /c. ad/?/?. kn£(p. (so still D, Colb.), and then was restored

without the superfluous /cat. — Ver. 55. Elz. Scholz have Se aal ywalKeg. Cer-

tainly erroneous, since the decisive authorities have sometimes left out /cat al-

together (so Tisch.), sometimes have instead of it al (so Lachm.). The latter is

right. From 6e: al arose the 6s Kai so frequent in Luke. But the article is

necessary, in accordance with ver. 49. — [Tisch,, W, and Hort, R. V., with i<

B L, place ahrCi after Fa/ltAaiaf.]

Vv. 1-3. Comp. on Matt, xxvii. 2, 11 ; Mark xv. 1, 2. Luke relates the

special charge, ver. 2, very precisely.' The preliminary investigation of

the case before the Sanhedrim, xxii. 66 If., had yielded the result, that

1 Marcion, as quoted by Epiph., has en- Xvovra Tb;/ vd/iioi' k. tous 7rpo<^>)Ta?, and after

riched the accusation with two points Paa-iK. e'vai ; <coi aTro(TTpi<f>OVTa ras ywalKas K.

more, namely, after to l^i-os ijiu.wi' ; xal Kara- to. riKya..

3G
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Jesus asserted that He was the Messiah. This they now apply in presence

of the political power to the jiolitical (anti-Raman) side. — yp^avro] Begin-

ning of the accusation scene. — d^acrr/jf^.] ]}erve)'ting, misleading.^— to idv.

yfi.] our nation, John xi. 50. — kuTlvovtu] mediately, to wit, by representing

Himself, etc' — Xpiarbv ^amTiia] a King-Messiah. [See Note CLXVIII.,

p. 569.] (iacilia is added in connection with the political turn which they gave

to the charge.

Vv. 4, 5. In the avowal itself Pilate finds the sign that nothing Uame-

worthy, etc.,—to him it is the expression of the fixed idea of a harmless

visionary. — eTrlaxvov] is not, as there is no object in connection with it, to

be taken actively (they strengthejied their denunciation) ; but, with the Vul-

gate, Luther, Beza, and many others : tTiey grew stronger, i.e., tJiey hecame

more emj)Tiatic, more energetic. Comp. Diod. v. 59 ; 1 Mace. vi. 6, and the

correlative Kariaxvov, ver. 23. Both kinds of usage are frequent in the

LXX.—ava<T£(«] Observe, on the one hand, the^wcs^;;?, denoting such a ^er-

sistent urgency ; and, on the other, the stronger and more direct expression

than ver. 2 (6ia<jTp£(p.) now used : Tie stirs up.^ [See Note CLXIX., p. 569.]

— ap^afi. K.T.?..] as Matt. xx. 8. [See critical note.]

Vv. 6, 7. Pilate was glad to seize the opportunity, when he heard the

name of Galilee (aKovGag TaW..), instead of defending the guiltless, to draw

himself out of the business at first, at least by a preliminary reference to the

judgment of Herod,* which might cause him possibly to be transported to

Galilee, and so he might be relieved of the transaction. Herod Antipas

was tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea. Comp. iii. 1. — aveTrefitpev] Tie sent Him
up,—as the word, moreover, is used among the Greeks of the sending of

delinquents to a higher judicature.' In the same manner avdyeiv ; comp.

on Acts xxv. 21 ; but at ver. 11 it is : he sent iach (Philem. 11).

Vv. 8, 9. The frivolous tetrarch, in an unkingly manner, on the assump-

tion that he had only either to accept or to reject Him, ^ immediately upon the

sight of Jesus begins to rejoice at the satisfaction of his curiosity. — ^v yap

QD.uv K.T.7..'] forfrom a long time Tie Tiad Veen desirous. — On if Uavov, comp.

the Greek neutral expressions : ek tzoIIov, zk tvIe'ictov, ?f bliyov, i^ eKeivov, and

the like ; ef havdv, 2 Mace. viii. 25.— qkoveiv] continually. — f/7,Tn^e /c.r.A.]

" ut oculos et animum re nova pasceret more aulae," Grotius. — ovSh aweKpi-

varo] is to be explained from the nature of the questions, and from Jesus

seeing through Herod's purpose. — avTog 6f\ But He on His part.

Vv. 10-12. Y.laT7jKEicav] tTiey stood there. They had brought Him to

Herod. —£6-(5vwf] with passionate energy.' —Ver. 11. Prudently enough

' Comp. Polyb. v. 41. 1 : a^laTaaOai (cai BcliDg, ad Diodor. I. p. 615.

iiaffTpe^eiv ; Ecclus. xi. 34. * Scarcely merely for the sake of learning

» Thus, according to the Recepta. Xdyovra. the opinion of Herod (Ewald), for this is not

Still the reading xal Aeyoi'Ta (B L T «, vss.) made self-evident by the simple av(KfiJ.xl,tv ;

Is, with Tischendorf [see critical note], to nor, moreover, for the sake of learning the

be preferred, in which the two points truth from Herod (Neander).

K<a\vovTa K.T.A. and XeyovTo. k.t.A. are put = Comp. Polyb. i. 7. 12, xxix. 11. 9.

forward independently. How easily the • Comp. Schleicrmacher, L. J. p. 436.

icAI might drop out after itSoi-Al

!

'Comp. 2 Mace. xii. 23 ; Acts xviii. 28,

» Mark xv. 11 ; Polyb. Fr. Hist. 66 ; Wes- often in the Greek writers.
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Herod does not enter into the charges,—frivolously enough he thinks that

justice will be done to the obstinate enthusiast as to a fool, not by means of

investigation and punishment, but by contemi^t and mockery. [See Note

CLXX., p. 569.] — avv rolg arpaTEvfiacjiv avTov] These twops are the tody of

satellites by whom He is surrounded. — ka-df/Ta Aa/zTrp.] a gorgeous robe, which

is not to be defined more strictly. A toga Candida (Polyb. x. 4. 8, x. 5. 1),

which Beza, Kuinoel, Lange, and others suppose, is less in accordance with

the situation, in which Jesus was to be caricatured, not as a candidate, but

as a hing. As such He was to apjDear again before Pilate sjilendidli/ clothed

(but whether actually in purple or not is not expressed in the word).' Ben-

gel, moreover, aptly remarks :

'

' Herodes videtur contemtim voluisse signi-

ficare, se nil metuere ab hoc rege," " Herod appears to have wished to signify

contemptuously, that he feared nothing from this king." — Ver. 12. ov-e{\

along with vwdpxeiv, for the sake of making the situation more strongly

prominent. "— wpbg eavrovg] not aXX?^?Lov^ this time, simply '
' ut varietur ora-

tio," "that the discourse may be varied," Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20.

The cause of the previous enmity is unknown
;
possibly, however, it had

originated from disputes about jurisdiction, since that consideration of

Herod's jurisdiction (of the fori originis), even although Herod prudently

made no further use of it, but sent back the accused, brought about the

reconciliation. According to Justin, c. Tr. 103, Pilate sent Jesus to Herod

tojylease him (xapil^o/ievoc)

.

Remaek.—The narrative of the sending to Herod (comp. Acts iv. 27) has the

stamp of originality, and might as an inieiiude, having no bearing on the

further course of the history, easily disappear from the connection of the

tradition, so that its preservation is only due to Luke's investigation
;

and even John, in his narrative of the trial before Pilate, leaves it en-

tirely out of consideration. He leaps over it after the words : iyu ovSe/muv

alriav evpiGKu, iv ahri^, xviii. 38 (not after ver. 40, Tholuck, Olshausen), and
hence makes Pilate immediately connect the words of ver. 39, which in the

narrative of Luke correspond to the words of ver. 16. But not as though

John had not known the intervening incident (de Wette ; a conclusion in it-

self wholly improbable, and going much too far ; such, for example, as might

be applied equally to the Lord's Supper, to the agony in the garden, etc.)
;

but, on the contrary, in accordance with the freedom of his peculiar composi-

tion, since all the evangelists did their work edeciically. Lightly Strauss, IL

p. 500, satisfied himself with the conjecti:re that the "anecdote" arose from

the endeavor to place Jesus before all possible judgment-seats in Jerusalem.

Baur, however (Evang. p. 489), derives the narrative from the endeavor to

have the innocence of Jesus attested as conspicuously as possible in the anti-

Judaic interest, to lay the guilt on Judaism, and to relieve Pilate as much as

possible from the burden (so also Schenkel, p. 405) ; comp. Eichthal's frivoloiis

judgment, ii. p. 308.

Vv. 13-16. Kal rove apxovr.] and in general the members of the Sanhedrim.

Comp. xxiv. 20. — Ver. 14. eyu] I, for my part, to which afterwards corre-

> Comp. Xen. Cyrop. ii. 4. 5. = ggg Djssen, ad Bern, de Cor. p. 358 f.
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spends alV ovdi: ''RpuSr/c. — huniov v/xuv] having examined Him in your pres-

ence, according to ver. 3 ; but there is a variation in John xviii. 33 f. —
ovdev . . . alTiov o)v k.t.A.] I have found nothing in this man which could he

charged upon him, of that which ye (ovdh uv = ov6kv tovtuv, a) complain of

against himJ— Ver. 15. oAA' ovSe 'UpuSrjg] scil. evptvK.r.l., nor has even Herod

(who yet knows the Jewish circumstances so accurately), etc' [See Note

CLXXI., p. 570.] — KOi i6ov K.T.I.'] Result of what was done in presence of

Herod, which now appears ; hence icrl nsTrpay/ievov, which does not mean :

has leen done by Him ; but : is done by Him. — Ver. 16. The chastisement

(what kind of chastisement is left indefinite) is here merely thrown out as a

satisfaction ; hence there is no essential variation from John xviii. 89, and

no confusion with John xix. 1-4. Comp. also on Matt, xxvii. 26. Bengel

rightly says : "Hie coepit nimimn concedere Pilatus," "Here Pilate begins

to concede too much ; " and thereby he had placed the attainment of his

purpose beyond his power. Ma/la/c6f 6k ng 6 n^Adrof koI ijKioTa vnep aXTjdeiag

kvcraTLKoq' kSe^oiKEi yap ryv GVKO<pavTiav
,
fiijnuQ 6iali2,T/-&y wf tov avrapr^v anoM-

cag, "But Pilate is somewhat cowardly and very little concerned about

truth ; for he had showed sycophancy, lest he should be accused of having

released the one they opposed, " Theophylact.

Vv. 18-23. A condensed account down to the final condemnation, ver.

24 f. — Alpe] e medio tolle,—a demand for His death. ^— bang] qidppe qui,

not equivalent to the simple qui, but : a man of such a kind that he, etc. —
riv (ie/iXr/fi.] not a paraphrase of the pluperfect, but denoting the condition.

[See Note CLXXH., p. 570.] —-Ver. 20. TrpocE(j)ui'//aE] made an address.

Comp. Acts xxi. 40. — Ver. 21. (jraipov] Imperative active, not middle;

p)aroxytone, not perispomenon. — Ver. 22. yap] as Matt, xxvii. 23. — Ver. 23.

ETreKeivTo] they pressed, they urged, instabant, Vulg. Comp. v. 1 ; 3 Mace. i.

22, often thus in the classical writers. — Karicxvov] they becamepredominant,

they prevailed. ^

Vv. 24, 25. 'EnEKpive] he pronounced the fnal sentence.^— ankTiVOE k.t.Ti.] a

tragic contrast. Comp. Acts iii. 14.

Vv. 26-32. Luke jiroceeds in a very abbreviating fashion, yet with inter-

calations of original matter, down to ver. 49. The observation ipxofi. an'

aypov belongs (as Ebrard at an earlier period also supposed, but now, on

Olshausen, cd. 4, p. 52, questions), as does ver. 56, to the synoptical traces

of the working day. See on Mark xv. 21. [Comp. Mark, Note XCVH.]
— The folhnving saying of Jesus to the women is preserved only by Luke,

extremely appropriate to the love and fervor at the threshold of death, and

certainly from an original tradition. — Ver. 27. «. ywaiKuv] of women also,

not ministering female friends, but other women ; and, indeed, according

to ver. 28, from the city, as the female sex is accustomed in general to be

' On aiTtot', guiUi/, punixhable, comp. vv. 4, ' Comp. Acts xxi. .36, xxii. 22; Dion Hal.

22; on icarrj-yop. Kara Tifot, very rare in tiio iv. 4, and elsewhere.

Greek writers, see Xen. I/ell. 1. 7. G : rCif re * Comp. Polyb. vi. .'il. 0, xx. 5. 6 ; Matt.

Karriyopovi'Toiv KaTa Toiv tTTpaTi)yiof. Wolf, xvi. 18.

ad Dem. Le])t.p.2n. 'Plat. Ler;. vi. p. 768A;Dem. 1477. 22,

' Comp. C. F. A. Frltzsche, in Frilzschior. and elsewhere ; 2 Mace. iv. 48 ; 3 Mace.
Opusc. p. 178. iv. 2.
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very sympatliizing and tender at executions ; iKdnr. , as viii. 52. — Ver. 28 f

.

The address is : that they were not to weep overSim (for He was on His way
to meet a glorious future) ; nevertheless over themselves they ought to weep,

etc., for (see ver. 29) over them was impending a terrible future (the de-

struction of Jerusalem). The contrast of emphasis lies upon in' kfie and k(j)'

laurag ; by the position of the one at the end and of the other at the begin-

ning, and the consequent juxtaposition as closely as possible of the two
expressions, the emphasis is strengthened. — fiaKapiai] The maternal heart,

in truth, feels, besides its own suffering, still more keenly the sufferings of

beloved children, Eur. Andr. 395.'— Ver. 30. The mountains and hills were

to—such is the wish of those who are in despair—not perchance hide them
from the calamitous catastrophe and place them in security (comp. Isa. ii.

19, 21), but, as the words themselves (comp. with Hos. x. 8 ; Rev. vi. 16)

indicate, the destructive landslip which covers them was to take them away
by sudden death from the intolerable evil. — dpfovraz] an outbreaMng of the

greatest anguish. The subject is the peoj^le in general (the Jews), not the

steriles, "barren" (Bengel). — Ver. 31. Reason on which this announcement

of evil was based, ver. 29 f. "If they thus treat the guiltless and the

righteous, what shall happen to the godless (to themselves) ? " ^ This last

saying of Jesus, vv. 28-31, is one great memorial more, at once of His self-

denial and of His sinless consciousness, as well as of His certain insight into

the counsel of the divine retribution, which now allows itself no longer to

be averted, but to be even once more announced with the pain of rejected

love, and not to be withheld. — Ver. 32. KCKovpyoi] defining more closely

the erepoi 6vo. Comp. ver. 33.'

Vv. 33, 34. Kpaviov] A Greek translation of Vo7.yo&a, a sTcull, so named
from Ms form. See on Matt, xxvii. 33, andEwald, Oesch. Ghr. -p. 485, who
discovers in the name Golgotha the hill named Oareb in Jer. xxxi. 39.—
Ver. 34. In a^sg avrolq Jesus refers to His enemies, who indeed were the sin-

ning subjects, not to the Roman soldiers (Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel, Ewald,

Wittichen, following older commentators, and as early as in Euthymius
Zigabenus), who discharged the office of executioners only involuntarily and
morally uninterested therein ; so that in their case there could be no allu-

sion either to imputation or to forgiveness. The mockery of the soldiers

(Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek also) is in respect of the crucifixion purely an in-

vention. But in respect of the crucifixion (ri iroiovai) is the prayer uttered

in which from the innermost heart of Jesus breathes the deepest love which
regards the crime in the mildest light, not indeed removing, but extenuat-

ing * the guilt, as a result of the want of knowledge of the nature of the

deed (for they were slaying the Messiah of the people, whom they, however,

had not recognized as such), and consequently the deed was capable of for-

1 On eOpeijiav (see the critical remarks), p. 469 [E. T. 530] ; Kriiger, Anab. i. 4. 2.

comp. Aesch. Cfioeph. 543 : naaehv . . . i/jiov * Comp. J. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 285

;

Opeirrripioy. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 453 f. Against the
* On the figure of the green (Ps. i. 5) and opinion of Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit.

the dry tree, comp. Ezek. xxi. 3 ; Sanhedr. 1860, p. 353, see Graf in the same, 1861,

f. 93. 1. p. 749 ff.

« See Bomemann, Schol. p. 147 f.; Winer,
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giveness. Even tMs jDrayer is a relic of the Crucified One, which Luke
alone has iireserved for us from a written or oral source. In Acts iii. 17,

vii. 60, its echo is heard. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8, and the same prayer of the

dying James in Eusebius, ii. 23.

—

dia/iepi^ofi.] at the division. — Kkijpovq

(see the critical remarks) : lots. Comp. on Mark xv. 24.

Vv. 35-38. According to the corrected text (see the critical remarks), it is

not in Luke the people that mock (comp., on the other hand, Matt, xxvii. 39 f.

;

Mark xv. 29 f.), for they rather stand there as spectators, but the members
of the Sanhedrim. 6e nai refers merely to the kKuvKTfjpi^eiv of the apxavrec.

To the standing by and looking on of the people (not further sympathizing)

is added, however, also mockery on the part of the members of the Sanhedrim.

On c^efWKT. comp. Ps. xxii. 8, and see on xvi. 14. — ovtoc] this fellow/ with

scornful contemj^t.— 6 rov Qeov tKleK-d^'] ix. 35. — Ver. 36 is not a misunder-

standing of Matt, xxvii. 48 (de Wette [so Weiss ed. Mey.]), but something

special which the other evangelists have not got. A mocking offer, not an
actual giving to drink ; for here the offer was not made by means of a

sponge, so that naturally Jesus could not accept the drink. The proceeding

was a grim joke ! — Ver. 38. kn avrCi] over Ilim on the cross. The supple-

mentary .statement of the title on the cross (see on Matt, xxvii. 37) explains

the fact that the soldiers scoffed at Him as the King of the Jews.

Vv. 39^3. E5f] A difference from Mark xv. 32 and from Matt, xxvii, 44

;

see on the passages. — ovxl (see the critical remarks) av el 6 Xp. is a jeering

question. Art thou not the Messiah?— Ver. 40. ovde ^ofiy cv] not : Dost not

even thou fern- (de Wette, Bleek, following the Vulg., Grotius, Lange, and

others, that would be owJi cv 0.)? but : Hast thou nofear ' at all on thy part

liefoi-e Ood, since thou art in the same condemnation (as this Jesus whom
thou revilest)? This similarity of position in suffering the judicial condem-
nation of the cross is the reason wherefore he ought at least to ie afraid be-

fore God, and not continue to practise blasphemous outrage. — Ver. 41.

oh6h aroKov] nothing unlawful ; see in general, Liincmann on 2 Thess. iii. 2.

The very general expression marks the innocence so much the more strongly.

— Ver. 42. Thinh on me (to raise me from the dead, and to receive me into

the Messiah's kingdom) when Thou shalt have coTue in Thy Mngly glory (as

Matt. xvi. 28). The promises of Jesus in regard to His Parousia must

have been known to the robber,—which might easily enough be the case in

Jerusalem,—and does not actually presupj)ose the instructions of Jesus
;
yet

he may also have heard Him liimself, and now have remembered what he

had heard. The extraordinary element of the agonizing situation in the

view of death had now as its result the extraordinary effect of firm faith in

those promises ; hence there is no sufficient reason on account of this faith,

in which he even excelled the ajjostles, to relegate the entire history into

the region of unhistorical legend^ (Strauss, II. p. 519 ; Zeller in his Jahrb.

1843, I. p. 78 ; Schenkel, Eichthal), in which has been found in the

' To say notliiriK, moreover, of penitent ly linked themselves thereto, see Thllo,

humility and rcsif,'nati()n. ad Evanrj. Infant. 23, p. 143.

^ For uixxTynhalfablex, which subsequent-
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different demeanor of the two robbers even the representation of the

different behavior of the Jews and Gentiles towards the preaching of

the crucified Christ (Schwegler, II. p. 50 f.). Others (Vulgate, Luther,

and many others, including Kuinoel and Ewald) have taken h in a preg-

nant sense as equal to elg [so B L, Vulg., W. and Hort, R. V. marg.],

which is erroneous, since Jesus Himself establishes His kingdom ; but to

conceive of the supramundane kingdom (Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius,

Bornemann) brings with it the supposition, which in Luke is out of

place, that the robber has heard the saying of Jesus at John xviii. 36.—
Ver. 43. difiepov] does not belong to Xtyu ooi (a view already quoted in Theo-

phylact, and rightly estimated by the phrase eK(3idCovTai to pfjfia), in respect

of which it would be idle and unmeaning (this also in opposition to "Weitzel

in the Stud. u. Erit. 1836, p. 957), but to what follows. The Lord knew
that His own death and the robber's would take place to-day. In the case

of the robber it was accelerated by means of breaking the legs. — On the

classical word Tvapadeiaoc, "park," see Poppo, ad Xen. Gyr. i. 3. 14. The

LXX. Gen. ii. 8 f. give this name to the dwelling-place of the first pair
;

the blessedness of this place, however, very naturally occasioned the naming,

in the later Jewish theology, of the jJortion of Hades in which the souls of the

righteous after death dicell till the resurrection, paradise.' In the answer of

Jesus there was probably not implied a divergence from the kind and man-

ner in which the petitioner conceived to himself the fulfilment of his peti-

tion (Schleiermacher), but it presented simply and without veil, as well as

in the most directly comforting form, the certainty of his petition being

granted, since if his soul came into paradise, participation in the resurrec-

tion of the just and in the kingdom of the Messiah could not fail him.

Hofmann, Schr'iftbew. II. 1, p. 488, rationalizes the idea of paradise. Where
the blessed communion of man with God is realized, there, he says, is para-

dise. This abstraction is surely erroneous, for this reason, that according

to it the risen souls must be in paradise, which is nowhere taught—they are

in Messiah's kingdom. By fief ifiov Jesus expresses definitely His descensus

ad inferos, ' in respect of which the fact that here circumstances required

the mention oi paradise only, and not of Gehenna, does not exclude what is

contained in 1 Pet. iii. 18 f., as though we had here "a passage contradict-

ing the analogy of doctrine" (de Wette).'

Vv. 44-46. See on Matt, xxvii. 45, 50 f. ; Mark xv. 33, 37 f. According

to Luke, the connection of events was as follows : It was already about the

sixth hour, when there is darkness over the whole earth till the ninch hour

(yet the sun is still visible),—then the sun also vanishes in darkness [oppos-

ed by the correct reading, see critical note]—the veil is rent—Jesus utters

His last cry, and dies. — /cat] as xix. 43 ; Mark xv. 25. [But see critical

note.] — TO nvevjud fiov] my spirit, comprehending the whole spiritual

1 Comp. also the Book of Enoch xxii. 9 f

.

'^ Konig, Lekre von d. Hollenf. p. 45 fif.;

Not to be confounded with the heavenly Glider, Lehre v. d. Erschein. Jesu Chr. unter

paradise, 2 Cor. xii. 4 ; Rev. ii. 7. See on d. Todten, p. .33 ff.

xvi. 23 ; Lightfcot and Wetstein on the pas- ' See, on the other hand, also West in the

sage. Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 252 ff.
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nature, contrasted with the dying body ; Acts vii. 59.'— Ver. 46. tJf jcfpdf

aov K.r.A.] from Ps. xxxi. C, which words Jesus makes His own, committing

His spirit wholly to tlie disposal of God ; and this perfect surrender to God,

whose control extends even to Hades (xvi. 22 ; Wisd. iii. 1 ; Acts ii. 27),

is not out of keeping with ver. 43. — This prayer is to be placed after the

TETele<jTai of John xix. 30, and corresponds to the irapiSuKev to nvev/ia of

John. Probably, however, the idea napt^uKev to nvevfia was only by the

more accurately explaining tradition moulded into the definite tcords, as

Luke has them. [See Note CLXXHL, p. 570.]

Vv, 47-49. See on Matt, xxvii. 54-56 ; Mark. xv. 39-41. to -yevd/xevov]

that which had happened, namely, how Jesus had uttered the last loud cry,

and had expired. Comp. Mark xv. 39, whom Luke follows. To refer it

still further back (even to include also what is narrated in ver. 44 f.) is for-

bidden by the kaxi(y^ri k.t.1., to which \6uv cannot also refer. The plural

exjiression, however, to. yevdfiEva, ver. 48, has a wider reference, since, in ac-

cordance with avfinapay. ItvI t. -QEupiav tuvt., it must include the entire proc-

ess of the crucifixion down to ver. 46. — uU^aas r. &e6v] i.e., practically, by

His confession, which redounded to the honor of God. Comp. John ix.

24. In this confession, however, SiKaiog (instead of the Son of God in Mark
and Matthew) is a product of later reflection. [See Note CLXXIV., p. 570.]

— enl Tijvdisupiav tqvt.] objectively : ad hoc spectaculum, as iJewp/a (occurring

only here in the New Testament) is often applied by Greek writers to plays,

public festivals, etc. — TvnTovTeg to, o--?)i9j;] grief (viii. 52, xviii. 13). Accord-

ing to Luke, the people did not, indeed, join in the mockery (ver. 35),

though they probably chimed in with the accusation and the demand for

His death (vv. 4, 5, 13, 18, 21, 23), and hence they jirove themselves the

molnle vulgus. The special circ^imstances had made them change their tune.

— Ver. 49. Travreg ol yvuaTnl avTu>] those, to wit, who were present in Jerusa-

lem. Luke alone has this statement, which, however, is so summary that

even by the expression an-b fiaKpo-dev it does not contradict the narrative of

John xix. 25.— ywaZh-ff] viii. 2 f . — opijnai -
] belonging to EiaTrjKticav.

Vv. 50-56. See on Matt, xxvii. 57-61
; Mark xv. 42-47. Luke follows

Mark with abbreviations, although with some peculiarities.

—

vnapx-'l be-

longing to ftovl. — (5/«awf] justiis, in the narrower meaning ; see the follow-

ing parenthesis. It is a special side of aya-&6g {excellent). — Ver. 51. ovk f/v

GvyK.] was not in agreement y^iih. their decision. Comp. on ver. 19.'— «. r^

Kpa^Ei] and to the practice, the evil act.'— avruv] tuv [iov7.evTuv, as is implied

in (iov7.EVTTji:, ver. 50, Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 146]. —Ver. 52. oWot;] recapitu-

lating, Kuhner, II. p. 330. — Ver. 53. la^evTC>\ hewn in stone (Deut. iv. 49),

therefore neither dug nor built, —ov ovk ?/v k.t.?..] Comp. xix. 30 ; a more

definite mode of expressing the Kaivu in Matthew. Comp. John xix. 41.''—
Ver. 54. And it was the prejmration day (the day of preparation for the Sab-

bath, TTp6caji(iaTov). Even here (comp. on Mark xv. 42) no trace of a festival

" Comp. in peneral, nahn, Theol. d. N. T. » See on Rom. viii. 13; Col. iii. 9. Comp.

I. p. 410. Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 17.

' As to (ruvKOTaTi9«fiai, (issenCior, see Locel- • In respect of the emphatically cumula-

la, ad Xen. Kji/i. p. i.'09. tlve negatives, see Winer, p. 44.3 [E. T. 499].
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day is to be found in the day of Jesus' death. Comp. vv. 26, 56. — Eire^u-

oKt] elsewhere of the breaking of the natwal day (of the day light ; see

Matt, xxviii. 1) ; but here of the legal daybreak, which began with sunset.

Not an inaccuracy of expression, in which only prevailed the idea of the he-

ginning of the day, but according to the Jewish mode of expression, which

still, moreover, gave to the legal beginning of the day, at the closing in of

night, the name of "^'X, on account of the lighting of the lamps, which the

natural evening made necessary. ' That this mode of designation specially

applied to the beginning of the Sabbath, on account of the Sabbath lights

(see Lightfoot, Zeger, Clarius, "Wetstein, Kuinoel, Bleek, and others), cannot

be proved. The imperfect means : it icould begin, was on the point of begin-

ning. See Bernhardy, p. 373. — Ver. 55. KaraKolovQ.^ following after, going

after from the place of the cross, ver. 49, to the place of the grave, ver. 53.

In the New Testament the word is found again only in Acts xvi. 17 ; comp.

Jer. xvii. 16 ; Polyb. vi. 43. 3 ; Long. iii. 15. The meaning : "as far as

down there into the grave," is an addition of Lange's ; in Kara is found the

idea of going after. — Ver. 56. fitv'] to which corresponds the 6e, xxiv. 1
;

hence at the end of the chapter only a comma is to be placed. — According

to Mark, they did not buy the spices till later. See on Mark xvi. 1. [See

Note CLXXV., p. 570.] In Luke there is no offence against the Jewish ob-

servance (Schenkel), which assuredly was well enough known to him, but

there is a trace of the working day in the tradition which he follows.'

Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 53 f., gives explanations which are only evasions,

but which are of the less importance, as in this place Luke, with his incon-

sequent notice, stands alone.

Notes by American Editor.

CLXVIII. Ver. 2. XpicTov [iaatkia.

Weiss, ed. Mey. prefers the rendering " Messiah, a king ;" comp. R. V. text.

The margin of the R. V., "an anointed king,' ' gives a very improbable inter-

pretation.

CLXIX. Ver. 5. Ka& o/l?/f r. 'lovdalaq.

In chap. iv. 44 the reading of the more ancient manuscripts indicates a min-

istry extending throughout all Judaea. Otherwise Luke does not refer to any

labors in Judaea proper. The statement here is an incidental confirmation of

John's narrative. It moreover suggests the wisdom of not assuming, as some

modern critics do, that the Evangelists narrated all they knew of Christ's

labors. Comp. Meyer's remark, p. 563.

CLXX. Ver. 11. Herod's Disposal of the Accusation.

Weiss ed. Mey. infers from ver. 15 that Herod "had at least declared to

Pilate that he had found no fault in Jesus, and thus appears to revenge him-

self for his disappointed hojies (ver. 8), or for the contempt he encountered in

the obstinate silence of Jesus (Godet)." But see next Note.

1 See the passages from the Rabbinical ^ Comp. on ver. 26 ; John xviii. 28, xiii.

writers in Lightfoot, p. 892 f. Comp. Ev. 29 ; Bleek, Beitr. p. 137.

mcod. 12.
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CLXXI. Ver. 15.

The reading of Tisch. (see critical note) is rendered in the E. V. "for he

sent Him back tons." Pilate thus infers from the sending back that Herod

deemed Jesus innocent. For this reason the reading is the less difficult one,

since nothing is said of Herod's examining the case. If it is accepted, it dis-

poses of the suggestion of Weiss (see Note CLXX.).

CLXXII. Ver. 19. nv . . . ftlri^dg h r, (^vl.

Meyer rejects the above well-supported reading as ungrammatical. But, as

Meyer indicates in the case of the other reading, the particii^le and the verb need

not be taken together periphrastically. The j^articiple simj^ly tells that he was

cast into prison to account for his being there (tjv). So Weiss ed. Mey. Butt-

mann's objection (see critical note) fails to recognize this view of the construc-

tion, which is strictly grammatical. The preposition iv has then a pregnant

force, since it suggests where he was as well as where he had been cast.

CLXXIII. Ver. 4G. eJf A'"'/"^f '^"^ k.t.I.

Weiss ed. Mey. takes a somewhat different view of the origin of this saying.

Its accuracy need not be doubted. It is as likely that John simply narrated as

fact what really was piat into words by our Lord, as that Luke followed a

" more accurately explaining tradition."

CLXXIV. Ver. 47. dUaioq />.

The accounts of Matthew and Mark are probably more accurate, but (ViKaioc

is scarcely "a product of later reflection " (Meyer), or a toning down because

the term "Son of God" seemed inappropriate in the mouth of a heathen

(Weiss ed. Mey.). In view of all that the centurion must have known of the

accusation against Jesus, the term used "implies something more " (Godet).

CLXXV. Ver. 56. /cat to /ih adlifiarov k.t.7..

The E. V. properly joins this clause with chap. xxiv. 1. Liake has, in the

previous clause, mentioned the buying of the spices ; but he often carries

out one source of thought and then begins anew with something which pre-

ceded. His account does not necessarily imply that the .spices were bought

before the Sabbath.
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CHAPTER XXiy.
.

Vee. 1. The reading (iaOiug (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Recepta ftadeog, is

so decisively attested by A B C D X, etc., that the adjective form (^adeog must

appear as the alteration of ignorant transcribers. — /cat riveg avv avralg] is want-

ing in B C* L X, 33, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not Brix.) Dionys. Alex. Eus. Aug.

Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A sujiplementary addi-

tion, in accordance with ver. 10, for which occasion seemed the rather to be

given that Luke neither mentions Salome (Mark xvi. 1) in this place nor at ver.

10. D has further expanded the addition. — Ver. 3. Instead of Kal eiaeWovcat

is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating evidence, elcEWovaai

6L The former is from Mark. — [W. and Hort bracket tov Kvp. 'l)/a., omitted in

D, Latt. ; so. R. V. marg.] — Ver. i. eadr/aecriv aarp.] Lachm. Tisch. [recent edi-

tors, R. v.] have kaBfjTt aoTpaivTovari, in accordance with B D X, Syr. al. Vulg.

It. Eus. But the accustomed singular expression easily forced itself in. — Ver. 5.

TO Tvpoaunov] to. rrpocuTva is attested by a preponderance of authorities. So Tisch.

It is the more to be preferred in proportion as the singular suggested itself

the more readily to the transcribers. — [Ver. 6. W. and Hort bracket ovk earcv

. . . vytpOi], omitted in D, Latt., R. V. marg. — Ver. 7. Tisch., Treg.,W. and Hort,

E. V. , with K* B C* L, place otl 6eI after avdpuirov. — Ver. 9. D, Latt. omit and

T. fivr/fi. (so R. V. marg.), bracketed by W. and Hort.] — Ver. 10. Elz. Lachm.
Tisch. have fjoav Si ; Griesb. : f/v 6e, on too feeble evidence. The words are

wanting altogether in A D F and a few vss. The connection has not been ap-

prehended, and for the restoration thereof, sometimes f^aav de has been omitted

(in order to connect it closely with what has preceded), sometimes a'i has been

intercalated afterwards (before e?iejov), sometimes both have been done. This

nl is, with Lachm. Tisch., on decisive evidence, to be deleted. — After the

second Mapia is to be inserted ?}, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating

evidence. — [Ver. 11. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, E. V., with K B D L, Vulg.

Copt., have r. p?/fiaTa ravra.'l — Ver. 12 is wanting in D, Syr.J^r Cant. Ver. Verc.

Ed. Eejected by SchulzandRinck. [Tisch. VIII.] Bracketedby Lachm. [Treg.,

W. and Hort ; doubted by Weiss, omitted in E. V. marg.] But even if the great

attestation is not in itself sufficient to justify a decision in favor of its genuine-

ness (comp. on vv. 36, 39, 51 f.), still an interpolator from John xx. 5 ff. woiald

have mentioned not only Peter, but also the aAAof /ladr/ryg (comp. ver. 24) ; and

the words bOovia, napaKVTTTeiv, and anyWe irpog eavr. (John, loc. cit.) might, in-

deed, have been suggested to Luke from a source emanating from a Johannine

tradition ; on the other hand, it is just the incompleteness of the notice, as

well as the want of agreement in the contents with ver. 24, that would furnish

a very obvious occasion for objection and for deletion. [It may be added that

in this chapter D has a niimber of omissions, see notes throughout, which in-

dicate that the scribe had a defective copy.] Keifieva is suspicioiis, as it is

wanting in B X, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr."^" Eus. ; in other authorities it is placed

after p6va. — [Ver. 17. Tisch., recent editors, E. V., with N A* B L, Copt., read
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KoX icTadriaav ff/ci'/?p<j-o(.] — Yer. 18. [Recent editors, R. V., -with X B L, read

bvduan, instead of (1> bvo/ju.] Elz. Lacbm. have h 'lepova. But decisive authori-

ties are in favor of 'UpuvG. simplj' (Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch.); £v is an exe-

getic insertion. The exceedingly weakly attested e'lg, which nevertheless Griesb.

has commended, proceeds from the last syllable of TrapoiKtl^. — Ver. 21. After

a?2d ye read, with Lachm. and Tisch., kuI (B D L X\which disappeared because it

could be dispensed with. — [Tisch., W. and Hort,Wei.ss, R. V., with NBL, Copt.,

omit ff/juEpov. —Ver. 22. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with X AB D L, read op-

dpivai. — Ver. 24. Treg.,W. and Hort, R. V.,with B D,Vulg., omit /cat, after kuOu^.

— Ver. 27. Tisch., recent editors, R.V., with X*^ BL, read diepiifjvevdEv.'] — Ver. 28.

jvpoceiToiElTo] A B D L X, min. have -npoae-oiijaa-o. Commended by Griesb., adopt-

ed by Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. A correction, in accordance with

the preceding and following aorists. — Ver. 29. After kek/ukev is to be adopted

r/6>f. It is found in B L i<, min. Arr. Copt. Syr. Slav. ms. Vulg. It., was easily

passed over by occasion of the following H llfispa, and perhaps if it had been

added, would rather have been annexed to the foregoing on Ttpog iarr. eut'i. —
Ver. 32. Kal wf] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely wf, in accordance with B D L
K 33, also codd. of It. Ambr. Aug. Or. (which, however, omit wf t^. f/ii.). Right-

ly ; Kai was inserted for the connection, and in several versions even supplanted

the wc —[Ver. 33. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B D, 33, have the simple

form yOpotofievovg. — Ver. 36. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with K B D L, omit

6 'h/aoi'f.'] — After t'lpr/vri v/ilv Lachm. has in bi'ackets ijw f'i/u, fiy (pojiE'iadE, fol-

lowing G P, min. vss. Ambr. Aug. An addition from John vi. 20. But, more-

over, the preceding k. Aey. avroig- Etp. vfi'iv, although it is wanting onljMn D and

codd. of It. (deleted by Tisch.), is extremely open to the suspicion of being

added from John xx. 19. [Retained by Treg., bracketed by W. and Hort.]

See also Lachm. in the Stud. u. Krii. 1830, p. 843. A reason for its omission,

if it had been original, would be hard to perceive. — Ver. 38. Instead of ev ralg

Kap6. B D, codd. of It. al. Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular ; the plural is an

amendment. — Ver. 39. ahruc eju e'i/hi] Several different aiTangements of the

words occur in the mss. and vss. Lachm. and Tisch. have iyd) eI/ji avr6g, in

accordance with B L i< 33. — Ver. 4U is wanting only in D, codd. of It. Syr."^"

but is deleted by Tisch. [bracketed by recent editors], and comes under the

same suspicion of being added from John (xx. 20) as the words k. My. ahr. Elp.

vfi., ver. 3C. — Ver. 42. kuI ajro iieIicc. nr/p suspected by Griesb., deleted by

Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with A B D L 11 N, Cant. Clem. Or. Eus. Epiph.

Ath. Cyr. An ancient omission on the part of a transcriber, probably only

occasioned by Kal . . . Kal. The peculiarity of the food betrays no interpola-

tion ; Kfil aprov or Kal aprnv (comp. John xxi. 9) would rather have been added.

[Treg. brackets the phrase ; W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. text, omit. — Ver. 44.

Tisch , recent editors, read Trpoq avrovg, with XB L, 33, Vulg., and add fiov after

Uyo,, with A B D L, 33.] — Ver. 46. Kal oiVuf ii^n] is wanting in B C* D L K,

Copt. Aeth. Arr. codd. of It. Fathers. Suspected by Griesbach and Rinck,

bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition in the way of gloss. —
Ver. 47. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg., with K B, Copt., read fif,

instead of Kal, before afEciv.] — ap^a/jEvov] The reading apiouEvoi in B C* L N
X K 33, Copt. Aeth. Tisch. is to help out the construction, in connection with

the omission of (U, ver. 48 (which Tisch., following B C* L K, has deleted).

[Recent editors have ap^afiEvm, W. and Hort marg., R. V. marg., joining with
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ver. 48 ; they also omit (Jt, and Tisch., W. and Hort, with B D, Aug., omit hre

in ver. 48 ; Treg. brackets, Weiss suspects it. — Ver. 49. Tisch., with X D L,

Vulg., reads Kayu, instead of kcu l6ov i}cj; with recent editors, J*"^ C B L, 33, substi-

tutes k^anoark7il(j for the simple verb ; and with recent editors, f< B C D L,

Coi)t. and Vulg., omits 'Itpovaaliju. — Ver. 50. Tisch.,recent editors, with i< B
C L, 33, omit efw and substitute ir-por for tJf.] —Ver. 51 f. The omission of Koi

avE<l>epeTo tlf r. ovpavov, and at the same time of npoGnwrioavTe^ ahrov in the same

set of authorities (D, Cant. Ver. Verc. Corb. Ed. Aug.), throws on both (the

former is wanting also in ><*) the grave suspicion (comp. on vv. 36, 39) of

being added for the sake of comi^leteness. [W. and Hort bracket both clauses,

E.. V. marg. omits.] — Ver. 53. In a few authorities aivovvreg aai is wanting

(which Griesb., in accordance with B C* L J<, Ar. p., regards as suspicious)

[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. , omit alvovvreg Kai. ] ; in others /cat evloyovvreq (which

Tisch., in accordance with D, codd. of It. Copt. Aug., has kept out). The
jRecepta is to be maintained, since alvelv r. Qe6v is especially frequent in Luke,

but neither alvovvTE^ nor EvloyovvTeq offered occasion for an addition by way of

gloss. But K. evX might easily drop out in consequence of the homoeoteleuton

in aluo vvT £ ^ and evXoy o v vt e ^.

Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt, xxviii. 1-8 ; Mark xvi. 1-8. — The question of

the special sources from vrhich Luke has taken the considerable portion that is

peculiar to him in the account of the resurrection (Griesbach : from the mouth
of the Joanna named by him alone, ver. 10), as well as in all that still follows

that account, cannot be decided ; but assuredly he did not as yet know the

conclusion of Mark as it now stands. — (ia^eug (see the critical remarks) :

the adverb ' of degree is immediately annexed to a substantive. See on

2 Cor. xi. 23. Hence : deej) in themorning^ i.e., in the first morning twilight."

— Ver. 2. evpov Se k.t.X.] agrees as little as Mark xvi. 4 with the narrative of

the rolling away of the stone in Matt, xxviii. 2. —Ver. 4. h rw ^lavop. avr.

Tvepl TovTov] while tliey were in great perplexity concerning this.^ In the New
Testament only in Luke. Still Lachmann and Tischendorf [recent editors,

R. v.] have the simple form anopela-Qai (13 C D L K), but this easily crept

in through neglect of the compound form. Aiso ix. 7, Acts ii. 12, the

reading ijnopslTo occurs. — kntaT.^ as ii. 9. — avdpeq] The angels (ver. 23) are

designated according to the form of the appearance w^liich they had in the

view of the women.* Comp. Acts i. 10 ; Mark xvi. 5. And their clothes

had a, flashing brightness (dorpaTrr.). — Ver. 5. tl I^t/teIte k.t.2..] indicating the

groundlessness of their search. — tov ^uvra] denotes Jesus not as Him wAo is

Himself the life (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, following John i. 4), nor

yet the conquering life (de Wetto), but, according to the context, quite

I ^afleius might, it is true, be also the geni- A, Tim. p. 49 B.

tive of the adjective (see generally, Lobeck, ^ Schleiermacher makes out of this, per-

ad Phrpii. p. 246 f,). Thus Bleek, Buttmann, sons conmiissioned by Joseph of Arimathaea.

and Schegg. Only no certain instance of By means of such, Joseph had had the body
such a genitive form occurs in the New of Jesus brought away from the grave, in

Testament. which it had been provisionally laid. See
' Comp. Plat. Crii. p. 43 A, Prot. p. 310 A. L. J. p. 4T1. At an earlier period Schleier-

The opposite is : 6 co-xaro? oprJpos, Theocr. macher made another shift, but not a bet-

xxiv. 63. ter. See Strauss in Ililgenfeld's Zeitschr.

' Comp. Plat. Fhaedr. p. 237 A, Soph. p. 217 1863, p. 386 £E.
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simjjly Him who h alive, and no veKpoq. Comp. ver. 23.

—

iieto. tuv vcKpuv]

the grave is in general conceived of as the place where the dead are, where
therefore, he who is sought, is sought amwi^ the dead. Ver. 6 f. wf ildl.] ix.

32, xviii. 32 f. -The reference to Galilee (Matthew and Mark) Luke could

not adopt ; see vv. 49, 50. — rbv vlbv tov av&p.] The designation of Himself

previously used by Jesus. After the resurrection He no longer calls Him-
self by this name. Comp. ver. 36. av&puK. apapr.^ heathens. Comp. xviii.

32 ; Gal. ii. 15. Otherwise Matt. xxvi. 45. — Ver. 8. It is psychologically

improbable that the remembrance occurred to them now for the first time

and at the prompting of the angel, if Jesus actually foretold His resurrection

in terms so definite. But see on Matt. xvi. 21.— Ver. 9. k. naai rolg Xoinolc]

who adhered to the company of the disciples as followers of Jesus. — Ver.

10 f. According to the corrected reading (sec the critical remarks), ^aav 6e

. . . 'laKuliov is a supplementary enumeration of the most eminent of the

women who brought the tidings ; after which by means of koI al lomal

K.T.I, the same bringing of the tidings is related also of their female com-

panions, and then by KaX E(pdv7iaav k.t.1. the narration is further continued.

There were, however (these women who returned and announced, etc.), Mary
Magdalene and Joanna and Mary the mother of James, moreover (kui), the rest

of the women with them told this to the apostles, and their words appeared to

them as a fuMe, and they Relieved them not. [See Note CLXXVI., p. 590.]

As to Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James, see on Matt, xxvii. 55 f.

;

as to Joanna, on Luke viii. 3. — h(pdvT]oav'\ the plural of the verb with the

neuter plural (see, in general, Winer, p. 456 [E. T. 514]) denotes here the

declarations of the several individual persons.^— "^-vpor] a foolish rumor, trick.'^

— Ver. 12. The disciples did not believe the women, hut Peter, hasty and im-

petuous as he was, desired to inform himself by his own sight about this en-

igmatical state of affairs. To take h^paiu:v as a pluperfect (Paulus) is on ac-

count of pMnei impossible ; a perverted system of harmonizing, in which even

Calvin led the way. Of the a?.?iog pa-&7]Tj]g of John xx. 3, Luke says nothing,

but, according to ver. 24, does not exclude him. The account is vague in

the connection of its several parts, ^ as even ver. 34 presupposes something

that is not related. — TrnpaKuip.] stoojnng down into the grave, John xx. 5, 11.

— p6va] so that thus the corjise was gone.^— npog mvr.] not : with Ilimself

' See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 3. 12. Peter.

2 Plat. Protag. p. 347 D, Hipp. maj. p. 304 * Tbat the grave was empty is so decid-

B : A>ipov9 xai <j)\vapiaf ; Xen. llist. iv. 8. 15 ; edly and clearly in tlic whole of the New
Arist. PhU. 23, and elsewhere; Soph. Testament (in opposition to Weizsiicl^cr,

Trarh. 4.35 : Aijpeii/ avh(>o<i oux"' <Tiu<t>povo<!. p. 572) the correlative of the resurrection

* Since vv. a4 and .'M presuppose what of Jesus (see also Hom. vi. 4 ; Col. ii. 12),

nevertheless is not previously narrated, it that it is not at all to the purpose when
Is certainly to be assumed that w. 1-12 and Keim (Geschichtl. Chr. p. 134) adds to the

ver. 13 flf. have been taken from two dis- expression of his belief in an appearance of

tinct sources, which Luke in his working Jesus in t.'lorified corporeality, " i/ maA'/'« no

up has not sufficiently compared togetiier. matter tvhelher tfw grave ica^ empty or twt."

There has not been wanting here, more- Keim, moreover, contends with force

over, the supposition of a tendency. Accord- against the visionary view of the rcsurrec-

ing to Baur ( Th<ol. .Tahrtj. 1853, p. 61), the tion. See against this kind of view, also

Bccnc at Knimaus is to put in the tjackground Gebliardt, T). Arifersteh. ChriM. 1864, p. 18 ff.;

the mauifustatiou which was made only to DUstcrdicck, ApcH. Beilr. L p. 8 flf.; Weiss
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(as Mark xiv. 4 ; Luke xviii. 11), so that it would belong to dav/ia^uv (Lu-

ther, Castalio, Grotius, Wolf, Scliegg, and others, following the Vulgate), in

which case, however, it would be superfluous, and its position before i^avfid-

^o)v would have no motive ; but it belongs to anyWe : to his home, i.e., wpbg

Ttjv iavTov 6iayuy//v, Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. John xx. 10. Examples

in Kypke, I. p. 337. — davfiaC,. to yeyovoq] avvrjKE yap, 5tl ov fiereTedri' t] yap av

fiera tuv oBov'luv fierETeOr}, Euthymius Zigabenus. ' Comp. John xx. 7 f

.

Vv. 13, 14. The journey to Emmaus, peculiar to Luke. Mark xvi. 12 is a

meagre intimation of the same history from another source. — ^aav rrop.] were

on the way. — ef avrtjv] in general : of the followers of Jesus, i/c tuv b2.uv

fiadr/Tuv, Euthymius Zigabenus. They did not belong to the twelve (see ver.

33) ; whether they were of the seventy (Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus, and

others) cannot be determined. In other respects they are perfectly un-

known. Luke, ver. 18, names only the one (KXedivag is the same as KXedwaTpoc,

distinct from the Hebrew name KAwTrdf, John xix. 25, or Alphaeus), and

that, indeed, accidentally, because he introduces him actually speaking.

In this way it is left in doubt whether he knew the name of the other or

not (Ambrose calls him Ammaon). From the fact of his not being named,

there is neither to be concluded a greater (Bornemann) nor a less (Kuinoel)

degree of knowledge regarding him ; and who he may have been is not at

all to be conjectured, although Nathanael (so Epiphanius), Bartholomew,

Peter, or another Simon (Origen, Cyril), nay, in spite of i. 2, LuJce himself

(in Theophylact, so also Lange, I. p. 252), and even, conjecturally (Holtz-

mann), the younger James, as having made the journey with his father Al-

phaeus (but in 1 Cor. xv. 7 the Lord's brother is meant)—have been guess-

ed.— 'E/i/iaowf] in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 6. 'Aju/iaovg, a village, also accord-

ing to Josephus 60 stadia (7|- geographical miles) in a north-western direc-

tion from Jerusalem—not to be confounded, as has often been done since

Eusebius and Jerome (Robinson, Pal. III. p. 281 f.), with the town of

Emmaus, 1 Mace. iii. 40, ix. 50, in the plain of Judaea, which since the

third century after Christ has been named Nicopolis, and is 176 stadia from

Jerusalem.'* Zschokke, I), neutest. Emmaus, 1865, following tradition, is

again in favor of the present village of Kubeibeh, and that on the ground of

in the 8tud. u. Krit. 18G6, p. 173 f.; Uhlhorn, tion of every mention of the resurrection

D. tnodernen Darstdl. d. Leb. Jem, 1866, throughout the whole New Testament, in

p. 115 ff. which reference, especially also the moral
1 Even this simple observation of Euthy- idea of o-i/i/rJaTrreo-iJai and cwtytipiadai.

mius Zigabenus is sufficient to show that Xpi^Ta; (Rom. vi. 4 ; Col. li. 12, iii. 1 ; Eph. ii.

every other cause by which the corpse may 6) is of importance.

have disappeared from the grave, apart ^ Hence we find, in some mss. (including

from His resurrection, is inconceivable. K) and vss., the reading e/carbv ef^KOfra,

Schenkel, indeed (in his Zeitschr. 1865, 5), which Tisch.synops. [not Tisch. VIH.] on
when he defines the resurrection as " the insufficient evidence prefers. Even Arnold
real mysterious self-revelation of the personal- expresses himself as not averse to identify-

ity of Christ emerging living and imperisha- ing it with Nicopolis. See, in general,

Me from death,'" uses for this purpose no Hitter's Palestine, XVI. pp. 512, 545 ; Arnold
grave, since he makes the personality of in Herzog's EncyM. III. p. 778 f

.
; Thrupp in

Christ emerge only from death, not from The Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology,

the grave. But the certainty that Christ 1860, p. 262 £f.

came forth from the grave is at the founda-
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the more recent measurement of the distance from Jerusalem. Others :

Culonieh ; others : Kurjat et Enah.—Ver. 14. k. avTOL] arid they, on their

part, said, in view of the appearance of Jesus to them, ver. 15 f.

—

nepl ndv-

Tuv Tuv avfifteliTjK. tovtuv] vv. 1-12. In their subsequent discourse with the

unknown one at ver. 18 ff. they are more prolix.'

Vv. 15, 16. Koi airof] Kai is the usual form after kyh'ETo (comp. ver. 4; see

on V. 12), and airof, lie Himself, of whom they were speaking.

—

kyyhaCi

probably overtaking them from behind. — eKparovvro k.t.X.] they were held so

so thut they knew Him not. Examples of Kpa-elcdai of organs of the body :

impediri, quominus vim et actionem siM jJi'opriam exserant, "to be hindered

from showing the power and action proper to them," see in Kypke. The
expression itself, which indicates a peculiar external influence, not to speak

of its tclic connection, as well as the correlative 6ir/voixftr/aav k.t.1. in ver.

31, should have prevented their failure to recognize Him from being attrib-

uted to an unfamiliar dress of Jesus, and to an alteration of His counte-

ance by the tortures of crucifixion ; or, on the other hand, to the disci])les'

own dejection (Paulus, Kuinoel, Lange, and others). The text represents

only a wonderful divine effect. The matter is otherwise represented in Mark
xvi. 12, where Jesus appears kv htpa fiop<py.

Vv. 17, 18. What are these discourses that ye in turn throio out to one another as

ye walk, and are of gloomy countenance? Instead of koi ovtec aKvdpunoi, the ad-

dress passes over into the finite verb, bringing out this characteristic

more emphatically, Matthiae, § 632 ; Kiihner, § 675. 4. After Kai we are not to

supply ri (Beza). The relative clause or^avTifia./l. Tip. a/1, corresponds to the

idea of avC,i]Tuv (disputare). [See Note CLXXVII., p. 590.] — cv fi6voQ napoi-

Ksig K.r.?..] Dost thou alone dwell as a stranger in Jerusalem, and hast not

learned, etc. ? In respect of this question of surprise, it is to be considered

—(1) that the destiny of Jesus is so entirely the only thought in the soul of

the two disciples, and appears to them now so absolutely as the only possible

subject of their conversation and their sadness, that f?-om their standpoint

they instantly conclude from the question of the unknown one that he

cannot at all know what has come to pass, since otherwise he would not

begin by asking of what they speak and why they look sad
; (2) that ^6vog

belongs to napoiKtlQ and Kai ovk iyvuq ; so that thus napoiKFtc 'lep. Kai ovk eyvug

(there is no comma to be placed before Kai), taken together, constitute the

ground of their question, whether it is he alone in whose experience this is the

case. Hence it is wrong to take Ka! in the place of a relative. Comp. John

vii. 4. [See Note CLXXVIII., p. 590. ]
— napoiKecD 'lepova. may either mean :

dwell as a stranger in Jerusalem (thus often in the LXX. ; usually with h,

but also with the accusative. Gen. xvii. 8 ; Ex. vi. 4), or : dtcell near, at

Jerusalem ;'^ thus 'lepova. would be in the dative. The former view is the

usual and the correct one (comp. Heb. xi. 9; Acts vii. 6, xiii. 17; 1 Pet. i. 17,

ii. 11), since the disciples might recognize the unknown, perchance, as a

foreign pilgrim to the feast (even from his dialect), but not as a dweller- in

' On ofiiXtlv = SiaXiytvSai, comp. XcD. tion, Bleek ; comp. Xen. De redit. i. 5 ; Isoor.

Anab. iv. 3. 2. Panegyr. 102; Thuc. iii. 93; Lucian, D. M.
' Grotius, Rosenmflller, and, with hesita- ii. 1.
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the vicinity of Jerusalem. Ungrammatically,^ Theophylact, also Zeger and

others, have taken napoiKelv as simply to dwell; and Castalio, Vatablus,

Clarius, and Kuinoel have taken it in the figm'ative sense of ^ivov elvai, and

hospitem esse : " de iis, qui quid agatur ignorant, art thou then alone so strange

to Jerusalem ?
"

Vv. 19-31. liola] scil. ovK eyvuv jevofiEva k.t.Tl. The qualitative word of in-

terrogation presupposes things of a special kind which must have happened

;

irpoanoiElTaL ayvoiav, Euthymius Zigabenus. — ol 6e drrov] Probably here also

Cleopas was the speaker, and the other added his own assent to what was

said. — Of kyevETo] not : who was (thus usually), but : who lecame, whereby

the idea se praestitit, se praebuit (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4), is ex-

pressed. — avfip Trpo(p.] an honorable expression, Bernhardy, p. 48. — Swardc

kv epj(f) K. Aoyw] * ev marks the sjihere wherein, etc. Comp. Acts xviii. 24, vii.

22 ; Judith xi. 8 ; Ecclus. xxi. 8. In the classical writers the mere dative

of the instrument is the usual form. ' In this place epyu is put first as con-

taining the first ground of acknowledgment of the Messianic dignity. Comp.

Acts i. 1 ; John x. 38 ; Acts x. 38. — ivavrlov k.t.X.] i.e., so that He repre-

sented Himself as such to God and the whole people. — Ver. 20. brrug te] et

quomodo, "and in what way," still depending on the ova iyvuq of ver. 18,

which is mentally supplied as governing ra irepl 'iTjaov k.t.2,. On elq npifia

davdrov, to the condemnation of death, comp. xxiii. 24. — Kal karavpuGav] for it

was their work that He was crucified by the governor. Comp. Acts. ii. 23.

— Ver. 21. 7/uElg ds ^Att/Co^ev] but we, on our part, were entertaining the hope

(observe the imperfect^, etc. This hope, demolished by the crucifixion, how
soon was it again inflamed ! Acts i. 6. — avT6q\ He, and no other

—

\vTpovcQai\

according to the politico-theocratic idea of the national Messiah. Comp.

Acts i. 6, and see Theophylact. — cMid ye] but indeed, although we cherished

this hope.*— «a/] (see tb^ critical remarks) : besides. — avv vrdoi. rovToig] avv

denotes the accompanying circumstance: with all this, i.e., with the having

undergone all this fate, namely, of being delivered up and crucified (ver.

20).^— TpLTrjv -a'v-rjv 7'iui:pav dyei o/'/^ispov] The subject is Jesus, who immedi-

ately before was the subject emphatically made prominent. « Tplrr/v TavTTjv

TjjiEpav is equivalent to ravTTjv rpir^v ovcav i}fj.epav, or raiirr/v, ?/ rpiTTf egtIv I'jjicpa.
'

Hence : But indeed, besides all this, He passes this present day as the third

since, etc. In this case, it is true, ariiiepov is superfluous, but it corresponds

' Not to be supported by passages such tides, a usage foreign to the older Greek

as Gen. xxiv. 37; Num. xx. 15; Ps. xv. 1, writers, see Bornemann, -ScAoZ. p. 160 ;Klotz,

cxx. 6, where the LXX. have translated ad Devar. pp. 15 f ., 25 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat.

2]if^ and pt^ by terms more specific than the Rep. I. p. 331 B.

original. s comp. Neh. v. 18 ; 3 Mace. 1. 23 ; and
^ Comp. Thuc. i. 139. 4, where Pericles Is see, generally, EUendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 763.

called \iyeiv T6 Kal npaaa-eiv &vvaTu)Ta.To<;. ' Comp. Beza, Kypke. aynv, of time : io

' See Bornemann, Schol. p. 159. See ex- spend ; as e.g. BeKarov ero? ayecv, to be in the

amples of both arrangements : cpyto k. K. tenth year, and the like, does not belong

and \6yu) K. e., in Lobeck, Paralip. p. 64 f.; merely to the later Greek. Sophocles, El.

Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3. G ; Pflugk, 258, has : sTreira Trota? ^^xepas Soxeis /«.' aynv :

ad Ear. Hec. 373. Mhat kind of days thinkest thou 1 am spend-
• See Hermann, (74 Eur. Ion. ISio, Praef. i?ig ^ Compare the passages in Kypke.

p. XX. ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 12. On '' See Kiihner, ad Xen, Anab. iv. 7. 5.

the immedia.te juxlajjosition of the two par- Comp. iii. 5. 9,

37
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to the painful excitement of the words. [Sec critical note
; the word is to

be omitted.] Comp. Mark xiv. 29. ayei has bc«u ungrammatically taken

as ivipersonal : agitur (Grotius, Bengel, RosenmuUer, Kuiuoel, de Wette,

Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Buttmann, Bleek, and others); while others

grasp at arbitrary modes of supplying the subject, as 6 xp^vog (Camera-

rius), 0£(5f (Ileinsius), 6 ifAioq (Er. Schmid, Ileumann). Bornemann regards

'lapaijXa^ the subject : "Is dies, quern Israel hodie celd>rat, tcrtius est, ex

quo," " This day, which Israel to-day ceMtrates, is the third, from which," etc.

But the context leads us neither to Israel nor to the mention of the cele-

bration of the festival.

Vv. 23, 23. Nevertheless on this frustration of our hopes the following

also has occurred, which has again aroused them, and still (ver. 24) has left

them till now uufuUilled.

—

k^ 7/uwv] from our company^ uq y/xetc KLaraiy

Euthymius Zigabenus. — dpdpiai] an Attic form, instead of which, however,

the later upOpivai ' is preponderatingly attested, and is, with Lachmann and

Tischendorf, to be preferred. [See critical note.] — kuI fi^ evp.] kuI . . . fjldov^

instead of carrying on the participial expression in conformity with yevfJ/icvat,

continues with greater emphasis in an independent sentence. — /cat bnTaaiav

K.r.A.] Kai : and moreover, besides the fact that they found not the body. —
01 Xiyovmv] indicative, the direct vision mingling in a lively manner with the

oratio ohliqua. '

Ver. 24. Ttvff] therefore not merely Peter, ver. 12. But did Luke con-

ceive these several persons as having gone togethei- ? Probably, according to

the analogy of ver. 22. Moreover, comp. on ver. 12.

—

ovtu KotJtjf k.t.A.]

namely, that the corpse was not in the grave. — avTov Se am ehhv] but Ilim,

Him who yet, according to that angelic assurance narrated by the women,

was to live, Ilim t1u:y saw not; a tragical conclusion !

Vv. 25, 26. Ai)r(5f] iZe wi ZKs ^)ar«, after the disciples had thus helplessly

expressed themselves. — avd^roi (Rom. i. 14 ; Gal. iii. 2 f.), withoxit intelli-

gence, refers to the understanding, and ftpaMg ry Kupfii^ to the whoU internal

living activity, in respect of which (dative) its dulness, i.e., its deficiency in

the proper susceptibility and fixedness of purpose, is reproved. oKhipoKapdia,

Mark xvi. 14, is stronger.^— tov niarsveiv] a genitive of nearer definition de-

pendent on (Jpadeig (see Winer, p. 290 [E. T. 324]) ; slow to helieving confi-

dence in.^— Trdff/r] not merely referring to a single thing. There was want-

ing to them the faith without except ion , otherwise they would have recognized

even the suffering and d^ath of the Messiah as prophesied, and have rightly

discerned them ; sari yap klcteveiv ml pepiKug Kal Ka'&dXov, "for these a be-

lieving both partial and entire," Theophylact. — Ver. 26. Must not the

Messiah, etc., namely, according to the prophetically announced divine de-

cree. Comp. ver. 44 fl.— ravra] with emphasis: this, which He, to wit,

' Seo Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 186 ; Lobcck, ad posito : ayxtVouv. Plat. Pkaedr. p. 239 A

;

Phrijn. p. 51. Ti'Mii. Laort. vli. 93 ; also 6f us, Plat. Jiep. vii.

» Benihardy, p. 299 ; Reisig, Conjecf. p. 220 f. p. 520 U.

' On PpaJus as <«/•(/(«, "slow," in the ^/»m<- * On Trto-Ttueti' ini with a dative, comp.

vol sense, comp. //. x. 226 ; Plat. Defln. p. 415 Matt, xxvil. 12 ; Rom. ix. Xi, x. 11 ; 1 Tim. 1.

E : Sv<TiJia0ia |3pa5uTr|9 iv /ia9i)(Tci. TllCophr. 16 ; 1 Pct. 11. 6.

Mor. not, 11 ; ij /SpoJwTTjj t^s "/(vxis- The op-
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had in fact suffered, and whicli causes you to be so cast down. — aal elaeM.

elg T. 66^av avrov] not as thought He had already by the resurrection in itself,

and before the ascension, attained to His 66^a (for His heavenly condition is

not until His glory after death, see ix. 26, xxi. 37 ; Phil. ii. 9 f
.

; 1 Pet. i.

21 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; John xx. 17, xvii. 5, and elsewhere), but out of the

foregoing eSei, del is here to be supplied : a7id must He not attain unto His

glory ? Wherefore, on the one hand, those sufferings needed first to pre-

cede ; and, on the other. He must be again alive. The definite elcsM. elg r.

66^. is not to be evaporated into the general ^^ attain His destination^''

(Schleiermacher) .

'

Ver. 27. Kal anb ndvTuv r. Trpo^.] ap^dfievog is to be conceived of succes-

sively : He hegan from Moses, and when He had finished with him, from all

the prophets, taking them one by one in succession, consequently making of

each one of them a new commencement of His diepu^vevaig. Thus the

reproach of a careless (Winer), inexact (Buttmann, Bleek), or defective (de

Wette) mode of expression (Acts iii. 24) becomes, to say the least, unneces-

sary. What special passages Jesus referred to, Luke unfortunately does not

tell us. Theophylact adduces many, and specially Jacob Capellus, from

Gen. iii. 15 down to 2 Chron. Comp. also Erasmus, Paraphr^ — ikepi^uj-

v£VEv\ He interpreted,^ to wit, by explanation according to their destination

referred to Him, i.e., having their fulfilment in Him. [The imperfect was

substituted as more suitable, see critical note.]— to. wepl avrov] scil. yeypa/i-

fiEva, implied in jpa<l>aic ; otherwise, xxii. 37.

Vv. 28, 29. ''^ax'>)l^o.'''K^^o Tvo'ppurepu !TopevEC-&aL uq dnXcjg avvochnropog, "He
was assuming to go further as simply a fellow-traveller," Euthymius Ziga-

benus. He desired to jirompt the invitation, which was a matter of decorum,

but knew that it would follow. Comp. Mark vi. 48. The imperfect KpooE-

koieIto {He feigned, gave Himself the air) and then the aorist napEfiidaavro :

a lively representation. — TTopsvEaT^ai] not : that He is constrained or wishes to

go farther, but we must conceive that for appearance' sake He actually

began to move forward. — Ver. 29. On Trapsj3ida. , they constrained, to wit,

by means of urgent entreaty. ^ They felt their holiest interests engaged to

this stranger (ver. 32). That these two disciples dtvelt in Emmaus is pos-

sible, but follows just as little from /ieIvov //ei?' ^/uuv (comp. rov /jelvai, cvv

avTolg) as from elctjWe. For to the latter expression is not to be supplied

etf TTjv o'lKiav avTuv, but from ver. 28 : etf t^v Ku/ir^v ; that invitation, how-
ever, does not of necessity mean : stay in our lodging, but may just as well

signify : stay in our company, pass the night with us in the house of our host.

Comp. John i. 39 f.

Ver. 30. Jesus proceeds not as a guest, but as the master of the house, ac-

cording to His accustomed manner in the circle of His disciples ; thus, it is

' As to supplying the verb In another general, Hengstenherg, Christol. III. 2,

tense, see Bornemann on xxiv. 27, ad Xen. p. )-:8 ff.

Apol. § 26 ; and, generally, Kruger, § 62. 4. 3 Acts ix. 36 ; 1 Cor. xii. 30 ; 2 Mace. i. 36
;

1 ; also Nagelsbach, Anm. z. llias, ed. 3, Polyb. iii. 22. 3.

p. 76. « Comp. Acts xvi. 15 ; Gen. xix. 3 ; also
* In respect of the prophecies bearing ii'ttYKafeix, xiv. 23 ; Matt. xiv. 22.

upon the sufferings of the Messiah, see, in
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true, tliat docs not appear hy tcJiich tliey recognize Him, but probably it is

the external situation, corresponding to the opening of their eyes that nov.'

follows, which enhances the certainty and the impression of the recognition.

Comp. ver. 35.

—

ev/idyriae] " Tres, qui simul comcdunt, tenentur ad gratias

indicendum," " Three who eat together are bound to give thanks," Berac.

f. 45, 1. It is the master of the house giving thanks before the meal. It

is quite arbitrary for most of the church Fathers (Augustine, Chrysostom,

Theophylact, and many others) and Catholics (so also Sepp, not Schcgg,

but Bisping) to decide that Jesus celebrated the Lord's Supper,^ from which

even the h ru Karaiiki-d. ought to have guarded them, since this in fact points

to the time before the proper beginning of the meal (as tlierj reclined). Comp.

on iii. 21.

Ver. 31. AvTuv (U dtrjvoix'&riaav o'l 6^i3aA/zo/] is the opposite of ol b(j>^aXfiol

ai'Tuv EKparovvTo, ver. 16. As the latter, so also the former, according to

Luke, is to be referred to extraordinary divine causation. [See Note

CLXXIX., p. 590.] This is opposed to the view (Paulus, Kuinoel, and

others) that the disciples, only by means of the accustomed breaking of

bread and giving of thanks by Jesus, wherein they had more attentively

considered Ilim and had seen His pierced hands, arrived at the recognition

of Him who until then had been unknown to them. Comp. on ver. 30. —
nvTuv] with lively emphasis placed first. What Jesus did is previously de-

scribed. — avoiyetv] (more strongly Siavoiyetv) rove b^-&a?./j.ovg, which is often

used of the healing of blind people,' describes in a picturesque manner the

endowing with a capacity, bodily or spiritual, of recognizing ichat before was

iinMotcn.^— cK^avroq eyhtro an' avr<jv'\ He passed away from them invisibly.*

Luke intends manifestly to narrate a sudden invisible withdrawal effected

through divine agency ; hence those do wrong to his intention and to the ex-

pression who, like Kuinoel, make out of it only a subito ab iis discessit, so

that this departure would not have been observed till it occurred (Schleier-

macher, L. J. p. 474). Beza well says that Luke has not said airoZf, but

ctt' avTcyv ;
" ne quis existimet pracsentem quidem Christum cum ipsis man-

sisse, sed corpore, quod cerni non posset," " lest some should suppose that

Christ indeed had remained with them, but in a body which could not be

perceived." The Ubiquists supported the doctrine of the invisible presence

of Christ's body by the passage before us. Comp. Calovius. — On the word

d^nvrof—which is very frequent in the poets, but only rarely used in prose,

and that of a late period, and, moreover, is not found in the LXX. and the

Apocrypha—instead of the classical prose word u<pavr/r, see Wesseling,

ad Diod. iv. 05.

» The Catholics make use of vv. 30 and 35 me part only is given ;
' since by tho naniiiiK

as a defence of their Eucharisda svb una of a part the rest is siffnified by the common

specie. " under one element." See the Confut. custom of speech,' " Apol. x. 7, p. 234.

Confess. .Artfj. II. 1. Even .VelancM/ion does ^ Matt. ix. 30, xx. 33; Jolm ix. 10, 14, 17,

not refuse to explain the passage before us x. 21, xi. 37.

of the Lord's .Siippt^r. disapprnvins, never- = (Jen. iii. 5, 7, xxi. 19; 2 Kings vi. 17, 20 ;

theless, of the cnn<rliision drawn from ii : comp. .Vets xxvi. 8.

vnani partem fanfum ilalam ess<> ; "quia « Comp. on vii'«a9at <1to ti>-09, to withdraw

l)arl.i3 appcllatione rcliciuum si^'iiiflcatiu- from any one, Xen. .Mem. i. 2. 25 ;
Bar. iii.

cuinniiini cunsuctudinc scrmonis," " t'l'it 21.
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Vv. 32, 33. Ovx'i- i) Kapdia i)^uv Kaiojihr] i)v h tj/j'iv ;] Was 7iot OUT heart on

fire within us ? The extraordinarily lively emotions are, as in all languages,

represented under the image of burning, of heat, of being inflamed, and the

like.' Hence the meaning : Was not our heart in an extraordinarily fei'vent

commotion ? Comp. Ps. xxxix. 4 ; Jer. xx. 9. Quite naturally the two

disciples abstain from explaining more fully the excitement of feeling that

they had experienced, because such an excitement, comprehending several

affections, rises into consciousness, as divided into its special elements, the

less in proportion as its experiences are deep, urgent, and marvellous. The

connection of the question with what precedes is :
" Vere Christus est, nam

non alia potuit esse causa, cur in via eo loquente tantopere animus noster

inflammaretur," Maldonatus.

—

uq dLrjvoiyev k.t.1.^ without /cat (seethe crit-

ical remarks) adds the special to the general asyndetically , in which form

that which is urgent and impressive of the recollection expresses itself. —
Ver. 33. avTij ry upa] Certainly after such an experience the meal of which

they had intended to partake was immediately given up. They had now
no more irresistible necessity than that of communicating with their fellow-

disciples in Jerusalem, and "jam non timent iter nocturnum, quod antea

dissuaserant ignoto comiti, ver. 29," " now they do not dread the night jour-

ney, from which they had previously dissuaded their unknown companion,

ver. 29," Bengel.

Vv. 34, 35. Aeyovrag] belongs to rovg evSsKa Kal roiif ciiv avTolg, who in a

body met them as they arrived with the cry : riykp-&7} 6 Kvpiog k.t.X. On the

discrepancy with Mark xvi. 13, see on the passage.— ijyep^j] and cj0i?7/ are

placed first with triumphant emphasis, as contrasted with what is narrated

at vv. 11, 12. The appearance to Peter, which Luke has not related further

(but see 1 Cor. xv. 5), took place in the interval, after what is contained in

ver. 12. " Apparitiones utrimque factae, quibus se invicem confirmabant

illi, quibus obtigerant, " '

' The appearances took place to both parties, and

those to whom they had happened mutually confirmed each other with

them," Bengel. — "LifiuvL] at that time the name which was still the general

favorite in the circle of the disciples. According to Lange's fancy, the

apostle after his fall laid aside his name of Peter, as a priest his consecrated

robe, and an officer his sword. Jesus Himself named him, indeed, before

and after his fall, almost exclusively Simon."^ In Luke xxii. 34, Uerpe has a

special significance. — Moreover, ver. 34 ought to have forbidden the as-

sumption that Luke distinguishes the two disciples who went to Emmaus
above the apostles (Hilgenfeld).— Ver. 35. kuI ahrol] and they on their part,

as contrasted with those who were assembled.— h ry Kkaaec] not : in the

breaking, but at the time of the breaking. See on ver. 31. [But see Note

CLXXIX., p. 590.]

Vv. 36, 37. Aiirof laT7i kv peau ahruv] He Himself stood in the midst of them.

These words point to the fact that Luke, who already at ver. 31 has related

also a sudden disappearance and vanishing of Jesus, conceived of a marvel-

lous, instantaneous appearance of the Risen One in the circle of His discipiles,

* Wetsteln and Kypke in loc. ; Musgrave, ^ Matt. xvii. 25 ; Mark xiv. 37 ; Luke xxii,

ad Soph. Aj. 473. 31 ; John xxi. 15.]
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and tliis is confirmed by the narrative in John xx. 19 of the appearance of

Jesus within closed doors. The subsequently (ver. 37) related impression

upon those who were assembled is, moreover, easily explained from this

fact, although they had just before sjioken as specified at ver. 34. — tv fiiau]

"id significantius quam i?i medium,'''' Bengel.

—

elprivrj hn'iv'] Peace to you!

The usual Jewish greeting 0^/ ^"^'^^ x- 5. — Ver. 37. nvEviia] a departed

spirit, which, having come from Hades, appeared as an umbra in an appar-

ent body ; the same that Matthew, xiv. 26, calls tpavraaiia.

Ver. 38. Wlierefore arise thoughts in your heart? i.e., wherefore hare ye

not immediately and without any consideration (see on Phil. ii. 14) recognized

me as theperson lam?
Ver. 39. In the Jirst half of the verse Jesus desires to remove from His

disciples their consternation, and that by means of their being required to

convince themselves thut it is He Ilimself (no other) ; in the second half He
desires to op]iose the notion of a ivvevfia, and that in such a way that they

should be persuaded that it is He bodily. The two parts of ver. 39 corre-

spond, that is to say, to the two parts of ver. 38. — Tag x^'P^C H-ov k. t. Tzodag

//.] These, pointed to as a proof that it is He Himself, must afford this proof

by the traces of the crucifixion, namely, by the wounds of the nails in the

hands and feet (as to the nailing of the feet, see on Matt, xxvii. 35). Comp.

John XX. 20.' According to Paulus and de Wette, Jesus pointed to His

hands and feet as the uncovered parts, in order to oppose the notion of a

sjjirit. In this way avrhq kyu would have to be understood of the reality,

not of the identity of His appearance. But the hands and the feet were seen

even without special pointing to them ; the latter presupjioses a character-

istic to be recognized by closer inspection. Even this characteristic, how-

ever, could not prove the reality (since it might appear as well in a (pavraofia

or el6u?Mv), but probably the identity though apart from the reality, for

which latter the conviction was to be added by means of touch. — hri] is in

both cases : that. [See Note CLXXX., p. 591.]

'

Vv. 41-43. 'Er(] in the sense of still; see Schneider, ad Plat. Rep.

p. 449 C. — anb Tf/q ;t«P"c] '^^^ acwunt of the (jiresently experienced by them,

comp. xxii. 45 ; Acts xii. 14 ; Matt. xiii. 44) joy. That a great and happy

surprise keeps back and delays the full conviction of the truth of the happy

event itself, is a matter of psychological experience.'— elivev avToiq' i^ere

K.r.A.] TTpbc nXeiova Triartv Kal ^efiatOTtpav an66ei^iv rov fxi/ doKelv (j>aafi., " For

greater faith and firmer demonstration of not being an apparition," Euthy-

mius Zigabeuus. — kuI unh iieliaa. KTipiov] and {some) of a bee's honeT/comh

(favus). fieliaaiov is added as a distinction from any other kind of honey.

The word, however, does not elsewhere occur, but fiiltaca'iog (Nicander, Th.

' Without reason Schleicrmacher says of tlie same thinj:, and it is only opposed to

these wounds :
" they imty have been two or the (true) view of the resurrection that the

/oi/r " (p. 447). He has indeed taken up a disciples took internal iur external xihenom-

position of great indifference about the ena. See especially p. 471.

question whether Jesus was actually or ^ On aipKo. k. baria ovk tx«t, comp. Horn,

only apparently dead (in respect of which Ot/. xi. 219.

he sophistically misuses Acts ii. 27) ; but still ' Liv. xxxix. 49 : llx sibimel {/wi prae nee

a merely apparent death does not come to opinato gavdio credentes.
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611) ; 1 Sam. xiv. 27 : Kripiov tov nkliroq. On Siddvai and, comp. xx. 10. —
Ver. 43. I^ayev] in respect of which what had already gone before (vv. 39,

40) must keep at a distance the idea of a merely apparent eating, such as is

attributed to angels, Tob. xii. 19 (comp. Gen. xviii, 8, xix. 3). Comp.

Acts x. 41.

Ver. 44. Wlttev de avro'tg] after the eating ; a continuation of the same

scene. According to the simple narrative, it is altogether unwarrantable to

place an interval between these two passages.' [See Note CLXXXI.,

p. 591.] No impartial reader could do this, and how easy would it have

been for Luke to give a hint to that effect ! — ovtoi ol Idyoi /c.r.A.] these

(namely, that I—as ye have now convinced yourselves—after my sufferings

and death have actually arisen) are the words (in their realization, namely)

which I spoke to you while I was yet with you, to wit, that all things must be

fulfilled, etc. (the substance of the Uyoi.). [See Note CLXXXII., p. 591.]

Jesus assuredly often actually said this to them, according to the substance

generally.'— eti o)v gvv v/u.] for by death He was separated from them, and

the earlier association with them was not, moreover, now again after the

resurrection restored.^ — £v raJ vo/xg) M. k. npotp. k. TpaXfiolq] certainly contains

in itself that which is essential of the Jewish tripartite division of the

Canon into laio ("T^/Tl), prophets (Q'S'^^), and Hagiographa (D'Dir\3). Under

the law was reckoned merely the Pentateuch ; under the prophets, Joshua,

Judges, 1st and 2d Samuel, 1st and 2d Kings (D^yilJ'X-! D'X'3:)), and the

prophets properly so called, except Daniel (D'yiiriN D'K'3^); under the

Hagiographa, all the rest of the canonical Scriptures, including Daniel,

Esther, Ezra and Nehemiah (the two reckoned together as one book), and

Chronicles.'* Yet, according to the use of npo^riT. and -ipalji. elsewhere

' But to say, with Ebrard, p. 596, that the time for that purpose than for the instruc-

passage vv. 44-49 depicts in general the tions of ver. 27. Rightly, Hofmann, Schrift-

whole of the teaching communicated to the disci- bew. II. 2, p. 5, declares himself opposed to

pies by Christ after His resurrection, is just separations of that kind ; nevertheless, he

as marvellous a despairing clutch of har- afterwards comes back to a similar arbi-

monistics. So also older harmonists, and trary interpolation of the forty days in w.
even Grotius. Wieseler, in the Chronol. 45-49. If the place for the forty days has

Synopse, p. 423 f., like Bengel and others, first been found here, there is indeed suffi-

places between ver. 43 and ver. 44 theforty cient room to place the direction of ver.

days, after the lapse of which ver. 44 ff. is 49, Ka^iaare ev rij noXei, k.t.X., first after the

spoken on the day of the ascension. But return of the disciples from Galilee, as

his proof depends on the p7'esupposition that Lange does; but Luke does not, since he
in the Gospel and in Acts i. Luke must here absolutely excludes a withdrawal on
needs follow the same tradition in respect their part to Galilee. Ewald rightly recog-

of the time of the ascension. The separa- nizes ( Gesch. des Apost. Zeltalt. p. 93) that

tion of ver. 44 from what precedes ought Luke limits all appearances of the Risen One
not only to have been prevented by the use to the resurrection Sunday. So also, im-

of the U (comp. on ver. 50), but also by the partially, Bleek, Holtzmann.
use of the oCrot, referring as it does to what ''Comp. xviii. 31 f., xxii. 37; Matt. xxvi.

goes before. Lange, L. J. II. 3, p. 1679, 56, and elsewhere.

represents ver. 45, beginning with rdre St^- ' Grotius well says :
" nam tunc tantum

voifei/ K.T.K., as denoting the forty days' /car" oi/coconiai' illis aderat," "for now He
ministry of Jesus begun on that evening; was only present with them /car' oiicoi'Ofiiai'."

for he maintains that the unfolding of the * See Bava Bathra f. xiv. 2 ; Lightfoot,

knowledge did not occur in a moment. But p. 900.

why not ? At least there needed no longer
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(comp. XX. 42) from the mouth of Jesus, it is not to be assumed that He by
these two designations intended to express that definite literary historical

extent of the D'N'3J, and the whole of the Ilagiographa. He means the

prophets j^rojier who have prophesied of Him (ver. 25), from whom He cer-

tainly, moreover, did not think Daniel excluded (Mutt. xxiv. 15) ; and by

o/'o/l/i., the actual Psalms in the accustomed sense as that portion of the Script-

ure in which, besides the law and the prophets, the Messianic prophecy is

chiefly deposited. Moreover, observe the non-repetition of the article before

7rpo0. and ijiaTifi., whereby the three portions appear in their connection as

constituting one whole of prophecy.

Vv. 46, 47. Kal ovTuc £c5ei being deleted (see the critical remarks), the

passage reads : for thus it is icritten that the Messiah should suffer and rise

again, etc., and that there should ie announced, etc. By means of bn Jesus

adds the circumstance in the way of motive, on account of which He opened

their vovg, etc. [see Note CLXXXH., p. 591] ; ovtu, however, has its refer-

ence in these instructions just given : in the manner, in such a way as I have

just introduced you into the imderstanding of the Scripture. What follows,

being conceived under the form of doctrinal ijositions ("the Messiah suffers,"

etc.) as far as the end of ver. 47, is then the Messianic summary of Old

Testament prophecy. — knl rCi bv6fj.. aiiTov] on thefoundation of His name—on

the confession of this name, to wit, by which the whole evangelic agency is

supported—depends the announcement of repentance and forgiveness, as far

as concerns their specific purpose and their characteristic nature. Comp.

Acts. iii. 16, iv. 17 f., v. 28, 40. — ap^afxevov] for which Erasmus and Mark-

land conjectured ap^afievuv, ' is the impersonal accusative neuter : incipiendo,

"beginning" (Herodotus, iii. 91, and thereon Schweighauser), i.e., so that it

(the office of the Kijpvx-^ijvaL) hegins, i. e.,from Jerusalem (Ast, Lex. Plat. I.

p. 288)."

—

anb 'Jepova.] as the metropolis of the whole theocracy. Comp.

Isa. ii. 3, xl. 9, and elsewhere ; Acts i. 8 ; Eom. xv. 19. — elg navTara i-dvri]

among all nations. Matt, xxviii. 19.

Ver. 48. 'Effre] indicative. — tovtuv'] is arbitrarily referred only to the suf-

ferings and the resurrection (so also Kuinoel <and de Wette). It must be-

long to all the three points previously mentioned. Hence :
" But it is your

business to testify that according to the prophecies of Scripture the Messiah

actually suffered, and is risen again, and repentance and forgiveness are an-

nounced on the ground of His name," etc. Of the former two points the

apostles were eye-witnesses ; of the last, they were themselves the first exec-

utors, and could therefore in their office testify of their experience that ac-

cording to the prophecies of Scripture is announced, etc.

Ver. 49. Encouragement to this calling of bearing witness by assurance

of the sending of the Spirit, and they were not to leave Jerusalem until after

they had received this mission. Comp. Aetsi. 4. They were therefore soon

to receive it, and not before their reception of it to enter upon their calling.

* As B actually reads. Other attempts at p. 591.]

Improvement : ap^atj-ev-qv, ap^ajxevos. Ill re- ' See Winer, p. 550 [E. T. 624] ; Borne-

spect of ap^a^cfoi, followed by Ewald, see mann, Schol. in loc. Comp. Buttmann,

thecritical remarks. [See Note CLXXXIU., Neutest. Or. p. 321 [E. T. 374 f.].
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— eyu] it is T tcho send. Tlie present of the near and certain future. More-

over, this assurance has as its presupposition the approaching ascension.

Comp. John vii. 39, xvi. 7, 13-15 ; Acts ii. 33. — «ai?i(Tare k.t.2,.] In respect

of the difference of the evangelical traditions about the place of sojourn of

the risen Lord and His disciples, see on Matt, xxviii. 10. On Ka^il^eiv, to

remain, to abide in peace, comp. Acts xviii. 11. — Jesus characterizes the gifts

of the Holy Ghost by the expression rf/v kirayyEXiav tov naTp6^ /lov (Acts i. 4),

sofar as Godpromised the lestowal thereof hy j>rophetic prediction. ' The pour-

ing out of the Spirit is the realization of the promise of the Father. — 'iug ov

ev6var/a^e Svva/Lciv tf iiipovg] till ye have leen endued with (definitely ;
hence

without av) power from on high {vim coelitus suppeditatam, '

' power sup-

plied from heaven"), to wit (comp. Acts i. 8), hy the Holy Spirit. The power

is distinct from the Spirit Himself, i. 35. The metaphoric use of hSvea^ai

and other verbs of clothing, to denote spiritual relations into which man is

translated or translates himself,^ is not a Hebraism, but is also frequently

found in the classical writers.*— k^ vrpov^] comp. Eph. iv. 8.

Ver. 50. 'Ef^yaye /c.r./.] namely, from Jerusalem (vv. 33, 49), and that

after the scene just related (vv. 36-49). Observe in respect of this—(1) that

this e^?/y. K.T.X. does not agree with Acts x. 40, 41, because Jesus had openly

showed Himself. (2) The immediate linking on by Se, and therein the absence

of any other specification of time, excludes (compare also the similar circum-

stance in Mark xvi. 19, 20) decisively the forty days, and makes the ascen-

sion appear as if it had occurred on the day of the resurrection.'* The usual

naive assiimption is nothing else than an arbitrary attempt at harmonizing

:

ov t6t£ aW kv Ti) TeaaapaKOGTf) rjficpa fieTa ryv avdaraaiV to. yap iv tu jiecl) Tvapk-

Spa/Ltev 6 Evayyeliarnq, " not then but on the fortieth day after the resurrection
;

for the evangelists passed over what intervened," Euthymius Zigabenus.'

Luke himself could neither wish to leave the reader to guess this, nor could

the reader guess it. [See Note CLXXXIV., p. 591 seq.] That Luke also in

other places goes on with 6e without any definite connection (in discourses :

xvi. 1, xvii. 1, xviii. 1, xx. 41; in events: xx. 27, 41, 45, xxi. 1; de Wette,

comp. Ebrard) in such an extension as this (according to de Wette, he forgot

in ver. 50 to specify the late date), is an entirely erroneous supposition. There

remains nothing else than the exegetic result—that a txnofold tradition had

grown up—to wit—(1) that Jesus, ev&ii on the day of the resurrection, ascended

into heaven (Mark xvi., Luke in the Gospel) ; and (2) that after His resur-

' The discrepancy, apparent indeed, ' Comp. also Rom. xiii. 14 ; Gal. iii. 27 ;

though too much insisted on by Strauss, II. Eph. iv. 24 ; Col. iii. 13.

p. G4.5 flf., between the passage before us ' See Kypke, I. p. 345. Comp. 1 Mace. i.

and John xx. 22 f. is perfectly explained 28 ; Ecclus. xxvii. 8 ; Test. XII. Fair. p. 587.

when it is observed that in this passage /?ie So the Latin indnere, Liv. iii. 33 ;
Quint, i.

communication of the Spirit Kar' e'fox'ji', 1, and elsewhere ; and the Hebrew JZ'^ />

which was the substance of the jnvphetic Judg. vi. 34 ; 1 Chron. xii. 18.

promise, is meant, and that this which was * Comp. Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 77 f.

;

to follow at Penteco.'tt does not exclude an Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 463.

earlier and preliminary communication. » Comp. Theophylact, Kuinoel, Ebrard,

Joel iii. 1,2; Isa. xliv. 1 ff. ; Ezek. xxxvi. and many others, including Gebhardt,

27, xxxix. 29. Comp. Acts ii. 16 ff.; and on Auferst. Chr. p. 51 f.

Eph- i. 13 ; Gal. Iii. 14.
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rection He abode still for a series of days (according to tlie Acts of tlie

Apostles, forty days) upon the earth (Matthew, John). Luke in the Gospel

followed theformer tradition, but in the Acts the latter. Hence we may in-

fer in regard to the latter account, either that he did not learn it until after

the compiling of his Gospel, or, which is more probable, that he adopted it

as the correct account. As to the variation in the traditions regarding the

locality of the appearances of the risen Lord, see on Matt, xxviii. 10. — tfw]

with verbs compounded with ck.'— eug elg B^i^.] as far as to Bethany, not

necessarily into the village itself, but (comp. Matt. xxi. 1) as far as to

the part of the Mount of Olives where it enters into Bethany. [See critical

note, and Note CLXXXV., p. 592.] Comp. Acts i. 12. — knapag r. A.'f'/J«c] the

gesture of blessing. Lev. ix. 22.

Ver. 51. 'Ev tu Evloy.'] therefore still during the blessing,—not immedi-

ately after, but actually engaged in the discourse and attitude of blessing on

parting from them. According to the usual reading : Sdcrr?/ air' avruv k.

ave(j)qj. ug r. ovpav., He separated Himself from them, and (more specific

statement of this separation) was talcen up into heaven. The passive voice

does not require us to assume that there were any agents to carry Him up (ac-

cording to de Wette, probably angels or a cloiid). l^ho, imperfect i?, pictorial.

Luke thinks of the ascension as a visihle incident, which he has more fully

represented at Acts i. According to Paulus, indeed, n. av£(pf:p. elg r. ovp. is

held to be only an inference ! Moreover, if the words k. avecpgp. eJf r. ovp. are

not genuine (see the critical remarks), then the ascension is certainly meant

even by the mere Sua-r) an' avruv ; but here it is not yet definitely indicated,

which indication, together with the detailed description, Luke reserves for

the beginning of his second book,—till then, that 6lecti] an' avriJv was suf-

ficient,—the matter of fact of which was already incidentally mentioned at

ix. 51, and was elsewhere fa7niliar.^

Kemaek. [See Note CLXXXVI., p. 592 seq.] — On the subject of the ascension^

the following considerations are to be noted :— (1) Considered in general, it is

incontestably established as an actualfact by means of the testimony of the New
Testament.'' For, besides that in the passage before us it is historically

narrated (comp. with Acts i. and Mark svi.), it is also expressly predicted by

' See Lobeck, ad Aj. p. 3.34, ad Phryn. His divinity, chooses to be essentially pres-

p. 10 ; Bomemann, Schol. p. 166. ent, there lie will also be according to His

" On Jieo-TT), secegsit, comp. Horn. 11. xii. 86, human corporeality." No ; according to the

xvi. 470 ; Valckenaer, Schol. in loc. New Testament view, it must mean : lie

» Heaven is not herein to be taken in the there effectuates this His presence by the Holy

sense of the omnipresence of the courts of Sjyirit in whom He commnnicates Himself.

God, as the old Lutheran orthodoxy, in the See, especially, John xiv.-xvi.; Kom. viii.

interest of the doctrine of Christ's ubiquity, 9, 10. A becoming bodily present is a mar-

would have it (thus also Thomasius, Christi vellous exception, as in the c&se of Paul's

Pers. u. Werk, 11. p. 282 ff.), or of the unex- conversion, see on Acts ix. 3. Calvin, Inst.

tended ground of life which bears the entire IT. 16, rightly designates the being of Christ

expanse of space (Schocberlcn, Gnindl. d. in heaven as a corporalis absentia, " bodily

Heils, p. 67), but locally, of the dwelling-placo absence," from the earth.

of the glory of God ; see on Matt. vi. 9 ; Mark * Against the denial of the capability of

xvi. 18 ; Acts iii. 21. Erroneously, likewise historical testimony to prove the actuality

In the sense of ubiquity, says Gess, Pers. of miracles in general, see, especially,

CTir. p. 265 :
" Where Jesus, according to Rothe, zur Dor/mat. p. 8-1 ff.
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Jesns Himself, John xx. 17 (comp. as early as the suggestion in vi. 62) ; it is

expressly mentioned by the apostles as having happened '
; and it forms—and

that, too, as a bodily exaltation into heaven to the throne of the glory of God—
the necessary historical presupposition of the whole preaching of the Parousia

(which is a real and bodily return) as of the resuscitation of the dead and trans-

formation of the living (which changes have their necessary condition in the

glorified body of Him who is to accomplish them, viz. Christ, 1 Cor. xv. 5 ff.,

8, 16, 22, 23 ; Phil. iii. 20, 21, and elsewhere). (2) But the idea of a visibly, yea,

sensibly glorious event must the rather be considered as an addition of subse-

quent tradition which grew up as a reflection of the idea of the Parousia, Acts

i. 11, since only Luke, and that certainly merely in the Acts (Mark not at all,

xvi. 18), expressly relates an event of thai kind; but the first and fourth evan-

gelists, although John had been an eye-witness, are wholly silent on the sub-

ject (including John vi. 62), which they hardly either morally could have been

or historically would have ventured to be, since such a highest and final exter-

nal glorification would have incontrovertibly made good, even from a literary

point of view, the forcible impression which that event would have necessarily

produced upon the faithful, and would have just as naturally and incontrovert-

ibly put forward this most splendid Messianic a///iElovas the worthiest and most

glorious copestone—the return to heaven corresponding to the heavenly origin.

The reasons by which it has been sought to explain and justify their silence

'

are nothing more than forced, feeble, and even psychologically untenable eva-

sions. [See Note CLXXXVII., p. 593.] Comp. Strauss, II. p. 657 f. (3) The

body of the risen Lord was not yet in the state of glorification (it has flesh and

bones, still bears the scars of the wounds, is touched, breathes, eats, speaks,

walks, etc., in opposition to Theophylact, Augustine,^ Krabbe, Ewald, Thom-
asius, Keim, and the old dogmatic writers) ; but, moreover, no longer of the

same constitution as before the resurrection (Schleiermacher), but, as Origen

already perceived, in a condition standing midway between * mundane cor-

poreality and supramundane glorification—and immortal (Rom. vi. 9, 10).

Although, on account of the want of any analogy within our experience, such

a condition of necessity does not admit of a more exact representation, yet still

it explains in general the sort of estrangement between the risen Lord and His

disciples,—the partial doubt of the latter as to His identity. His not being

hindered by the crucifixion wounds. His marvellous appearance and disappear-

ance, and the like ; moreover, by the consideration that Jesus rose again in a

changed bodily constitution, the physiological scruples which have been raised

against His rising from not merely apparent death are removed. The actual

glorification whereby His body became the cu/ia TrvEv/LiariKdv (1 Cor. xv. 45-47),

» Acts il. 32, 33, iii. 21 ; 1 Pet. iii. 22 ; Col. cealed from the eyes of the disciples rather

iii. 1 ff.; Eph. ii. 6, iv. 10. Comp. Acts vii. thanthat it was lacking," Augustine, Z>eci?;.

56 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; Heb. ix. 24. Dei, xxii. 9.

^ Seee.g'., iuBlatt's jJ/ag-az. VIII. p. 67; Ols- * Comp. Martensen's Dogmat. § 172;

hausen ; Krabbe, p. 532 f.; Hug, Gutacht. Schmid, Bibl. Theol. I. p. 118 ; Hasse, Leben

n. p. 254 ff.; Ebrard, p. 602; Lange, II. d. verMiirt. Erlos. p. 113, who, however,

p. 1762 ff. mingling truth and error, represents the
5 " Claritas in Christi corpore, cum resur- resurrection body of Christ already as <TSiixa

rexit, ab oculis dlscipulorum potius abscon- Trvf^vft-aTiKov ("a confluence of spirit and
dita fuisse, quam defuisse credenda est," body," p. 123). More accurately, Taute,
" It is to be believed that the splendor of the BeligionsphilosopM^, 1852, II. 1, p. 340 S.

body of Christ, after He had risen, was con-
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the aufia ttjq do^ijg avrov (Phil. iii. 21), first began in the moment of the ascen-

sion, when His body was transformed into the spiritual body, as they who are

still living at the time of the Parousia shall be transformed (1 Cor. xv. 51, 52),

still with this difference, that the body of the latter up to that moment is still

mortal (1 Cor. xv. 53), whereas the body of Christ, even from the time of the

resurrection, was immortal ; hence also an appeal to the marvellous healing

power of Jesus, which was powerfully exercised on Himself (Hase, L. J. § 118),

is here insufficient and inapplicable. The perfecting of this glorification of the

body of Christ is not to be regarded as a matter to be perceived by the senses,

since in general a glorified bodily organ does not fall into the category of things

perceptible by human sense. The same is the case with the taking up of the

glorified Christ into heaven, which, according to the analogy of Luke xxiv. 31,

is perhaps conceivable in the form of a vanishincj. (4) Of the two traditions

which had grown iip in regard to the time of the ascension (see on ver. 50), in

any case the one bearing that after His resurrection Jesus still abode on earth

for a series of days, is decided!}' to be preferred to the other, that even as early

as the day of resurrection He also ascended. And this preference is to be given

on the preponderating authority of John, with which is associated also Paul, by
his account of the appearances of the I'isen Lord, 1 Cor. xv. 5-7, ' and the notices

of Acts X. 41, xiii. 31.^ Still there must remain a doubt therein whether the

definite specification of forty days does not owe its origin to tradition, which
fixed the approximate time (comp. Acts xiii. 31) at this sacred number. The
remarkable testimony of Barnabas, Ep. 15 (ayo/iev rr/v 7'//uepai> Ttjv by^dt/v e'lg ev(j)po-

Gvvrjv^ £v y Kal 6 'Jz/onvg avearr] e/c vEKpuv Kal (j>av£pu6elg avefir/ elg rovg ovpavovg),^ in

no way agrees with the forty days.'* (5) If the appearances of the risen Lord
are transferred as products of the imaginative faculty into the sribjedive region

(Strauss, Holsten, and others), or if, in spite of the unanimous attestation of

the third day as being that on which they first began, thej^ are viewed as spirit-

ual visions of the glorified One in the deepest excitement of aspiration and
prayer (Ewald, Oesch. d. Apost. Zeitalt. p. 68 ff.) ; then, on the one hand, instead

of the resurrection, in the sense of the New Testament, as an historical start-

ing-point, there remains only the personal continuance of the exalted One

' Althougli at 1 Cor. xv. It is not possible into the heavens."]
definitely to recojarnize whether all the ap- • It may be supposed, with Weisse, that
pearances, which are specified before ver. the ascension was hero placed on the I'esur-

8, occurred before or after the ascension. 7'ection Sunday, or, with Ebrard, Lange, and
Very little to the point, moreover, does many others, that it was generally placed
Strauss ( Chrutus des Glmtbens, p. 172) lay on a Sunday. In respect of the latter sup-
stress on the fact that Paul knows nothing position, indeed, the number forty Las
of ''touching and eating proofs.'' These, been given up, and it has been taken as a
indeed, did not at all belong to the purpose round number and increased to forty-two.
and connection of his representation, as But if, witii Dressel, Pair. Ap. p. 30, a pohit
little as in the Acts at the narrative of the be put after vfKpdv, and what follows be
corwersum oi ViinX " broiled fish and honey- taken as an independent clause, this is a
cowft " could find a place. very unfortunate evasion, by means of

" But to seek to make out an agreement which icai 4>avtpu>6e\<: k.t.K. Is withdrawn
between the narrative of Luke about the from all connection, and is placed in the
appearances of the risen Lord with that air. Not better is Gobhardt's notion,

of Paul (see e.g. Iloltzmann) can in no way Auferst. Chr. p. 52, that Barnabas, in men-
be successful. tioning also the ascension, did not intend
'[" VV(! celeliratc with joy the eighth day, to make specification, of date at all for it.

on which Jesus both rose from the dead [See Note CLXXXVm., p. 593.]

and having manifested Himself ascended
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(Schenkel) ; and, on the other hand, the ascension does not appear as an ob-

jective fact, but just as nothing more than the end of that powerful excite-

ment, and this must carry with it the conclusion that from him to whom He
in such wise appeared, the glorified One vanished again tranquilly into His

everlasting glorification with God (Ewald, I.e.
i?. 95 ff.). Every spiritualizing

of those appearances into internal exijeriences, " into glorifications of the image

of His character in the hearts of His faithful people " (Schenkel), and the like,

miist convert a strange, widespread fanaticism into the fruitful mother of the

mighty apostolic work, and into the foundation of the ecclesiastical edifice,

but must regard the Gosj^el narratives on the matter as products and repre-

sentations of self-deceptions, or as a kind of ghost stories,—a view which the

narratives of the Apostle John in reference thereto most decisively forbid.

Comp. on Matt., Kemark after xxviii. 10. This, withal, is opposed to the gen-

eralization of the concrete appearances into continued influences of the Lord,

who still lived, and of His Spirit (Weizsacker), in which for the ascension, as

such, there is left nothing historical. Weisse's view, moreover, is absolutely

irreconcilable with the New Testament naiTatives, identifying as it does the as-

cension with the resurrection, so that, according to apostolic view, the fact was
no going forth of the body from the grave, but the taking up of the soul (with

a spiritual corporeality) out of Hades into heaven, whence the exalted One
announced Himself in visions.' To make out of the ascension absolutely the

actual death which Jesus, being awakened from apparent death, soon after

died (Paulus), could only be attained at the height of naturalistic outrage on
the New Testament, but is not avoided also by Schleiermacher in his wavering

expressions. The mythical construction out of Old Testament recollections

(Strauss), and the directly hostile crumbling and destruction of the Gospel

narratives (Bruno Bauer), amount to subjective assumptions contradictory of

history ; whilst, on the other hand, the revival of the Socinian opinion of a

repeated ascension ^ depended on erroneous interpretations of single passages

(especially John xx. 17). Finally, the abandoning of all attempts historically

to ascertain the fact (de Wette on ver. 53) does justice neither to the accounts

and intimations of the New Testament itself, nor to the demands which
science must make on the ground of those intimations.

Ver. 52. Kal avroi'] and they on their part, after the Lord was separated

from them (and was taken up into heaven). To the ave<j>epeTo elg r. ovp. cor-

responds in this place the equally suspicious npoaKw. avrov (see the critical

remarks on ver. 51 f.), which is referred to Him who was exalted to heav-

enly dominion. — /ieto. xapa(: fj^ejdX.] at this final blessed perfecting of their

Lord Himself (John xiv. 28), and at the blessing which they had just re-

i See also Weisse, Evangelienfrage, p. 272 are so related to one another as special

ff. ; Gebhardt, Aiiferst Chr. p. 72. epoch-making appearances of the Lord
' Kinkel in the Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 597 before the brethren after His death. With

ff. Comp. moreover, Taute, Religlomphil- such extravagant imaginations of histori-

osophie, II. 1, p. 380 ff., according to whom cal details of faith is the philosophy of Her-
the resurrection of Christ is said to have bart, even against its will, driven forth far

been His first descent out of the intelligible beyond the characteristic limits which by-

region of the existence of all things, but Ilerbart himself are clearly and definitely

the ascension Ills last resurrection appear- laid down,
ance, so that resurrection and ascension
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ceived from Him. "Praeludia Pentecostes," "The prelude of Pentecost,"

Bengel. *
' Corpus suum iutulit coelo, majestatem suam uon abstulit mundo,

"

" He carried His body into lieaven, He did not carry away His majesty from

eartli," Augustine.

Ver. 53. Kal f/aav 6ia iravrbg hv rCi tepw] Kara rovg Kaipovq St/Xovoti tuv cvva^euVj

ore elvai h avTu k^Tjv, " namely, at the seasons of assembly, when it was allow-

able to be in it," Euthymius Zigabenus. The popular expression Sia navrdg

is not to be pressed (comp. ii. 37), hence it does not exclude the coming

together in another locality (Acts i. 13, ii. 14) (in opposition to Strauss).'

Moreover, after the pouring forth of the Spirit, they continued as pious

Israelites daily in the temple, Acts ii. 46, iii. 1. [On the correct form of

the verse, see critical note.]

Notes by American Editor.

CLXXVI. Ver. 10. yaav de . . . kuI al kocnai k.t.A.

The correct reading, as Meyer indicates, divides the women into two parties.

This serves to confirm the theory that they were in two parties when they

came to the sepulchre, and that the Evangelists speak of two visits, besides

the separate appearance to Mary Magdalene ; see Inter. Eev. Com. Luke,

p. 352.

CLXXVII. Ver. 17. /cat iaTa-&7jaav CKv&puirol.

The above reading, which Meyer does not notice, is abundantly attested (see

critical note), and, as the more difficult one, is to be accepted. The question

breaks off at neimraTovvre^, and the abrupt statement : "And thej' stood still,

looking sad " (R. V.), corresponds with the sudden halt as they walked.

CLXXVIII. Ver. 18. ah fiovoq -KapoiKdq k.t.I.

The view of Meyer would be best expressed thus in English : " Art thou the

only one sojourning in Jerusalem and not knowing," etc. The R. V. text is

indefinite, and the margin is not so good an interpretation as that of Meyer.

The A. V. is obviously inexact.

CLXXIX. Vv. 31-35. The Recognition at Emmaus.

Weiss ed. Mey. projierly lays more stress than Meyer upon the external aids

to recognition on the part of the disciples, without denying the " divine causa-

tion." The invitation to remain was not, he thinks, merely a matter of deco-

rum, but was called forth by oiir Lord, that it might be a token of their desire

for further intercourse. There must have been many things to aid the recog-

nition when once their eyes were opened. Weiss admits a sudden remarkable

disappearance, but finds no evidence of a " withdrawal effected through divine

agency." Yet it must have been sTipernatural, probably through Christ's own
agency. Weiss, with good reason, renders : kv rij kMuh, "in the breaking,"

since the recognition took place during this act and was in some proper sense

causally connected with it.

' Comp. Lcchlcr, Ajwst. u. Xachapost. Zeitalt. p. 281.
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CLXXX. Ver. 39. on Twevfia k.t.I.

Weiss ed. Mey. renders ort in this clause "because" (so R. V. "for").

Meyer's view is forced.

CLXXXI. Vv. 44-49. Time of these Sayings.

That Luke in his Gosi^el follows a tradition which placed the Ascension on

the day of the Eesurrection (Meyer) seems altogether improbable (see Note

CLXXXIV., below). But there is an obvious difficulty in determining where the

interval of forty days (Acts i. 3) should be inserted. Ver. 44 seems to be directly

connected with ver. 43 (on the day of the Resurrection), and ver. 49 is not only

directly connected with the Ascension, but forbids a departure from Jerusalem.

Nor is there in vv. 45-48 any indication of a change of scene, though tote in

ver. 45 may refer to a period of instruction following the discourse on the even-

ing of the Resurrection day. Certainly Acts i. 3 asserts a course of instruction.

We may regard w. 45-49 as a summary of this teaching, or insert the forty days

between vv. 44, 45. Either seems to involve less exegetical difficulty than the

separation of vv. 43, 44 or vv. 49, 50. Any view, even that which, according

to Meyer, is "a despairing clutch of harmonistics," seems more credible than

one which implies that Luke attempted to write the history of our Lord with-

out knowing that He did not ascend to heaven on the day of the Eesurrection.

CLXXXll. Ver. 44. ovtoi ol Tioyot k.t.X.

Weiss ed. Mey. suggests that this phrase " can point forward to the follow-

ing expositions of Scripture (ver. 45) : When I said to joxi that the Scripture

must be fulfilled, I meant as follows." In ver. 46 he properly takes oti as reci-

tative (so R. v.), not as introducing a motive (Meyer). •

CLXXXIII. Vv. 47, 48. ap^d/nEvoi anb 'lepovaaTJjfi. vfieiq hoTe k.t.2,.

The correct text is difficult to determine ; the better attested readings are

given above,though ioTs is wanting in B and D. The harsh anacoluthon in ap^afie-

voL leads some to join that clause with ver. 48 (so R. V. marg.), but if koTE is

wanting this is impossible. If ap^dfiEvoi is joined with what precedes, the nom.
inative refers to the persons who should preach (namely, vfiElg), indicated in the

next clause.

CLXXXIV. Ver. 50. The Time of the Ascension.

Weiss ed. Mey. fails to see why ver. 50 '
' does not agree with Acts x. 40,

41," and omits Meyer's statement under (I). Meyer's assumption, that Luke
here follows a tradition which placed the Ascension on the day of the Resurrec-

tion, he regards as less credible than the usual view indicated by Euthymiua

Zigabenus. Luke, reserving the particulars of the Ascension for his second

treatise, connects a hint of it with what precedes, without any definite specifi-

cation of time (as he frequently does).

But Meyer's view is altogether improbable. 1. Luke was with Paul shortly

after the latter wrote First Corinthians (Acts xx. 6). 2. In that Epistle the

Apostle shows his knowledge of an interval between the Resurrection and the

Ascension (1 Cor. xv. 5-7). 3. It is psychologically impossible that Paul did

not inform Luke on this point (comp. Acts xiii. 31). 4. If Luke investigated
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bis subject he must have discovered the facts before he wrote the Gospel and

not afterwards. 5. Luke frequently passes on with one topic, irrespective of

direct chronological sequence, and then resumes ; comp. i. 80 ; iii. 18-20,

which speaks of John's imprisonment, while ver. 21 reverts to the b.aptism of

Jesus ; iv. 44, which is a very marked instance, if the reading 'lovdala^ be ac-

cepted ; xxii. 18, 19, where the expression of desire suggests the account of the

institution, other topics being reserved for subsequent narration (vv. 21-30) ; see

the list of passages where (U is used without definite connection (p. 585). Even
in the fialler account of the Ascension (Acts i. 4-11) Luke writes as if it occurred

in Jerusalem itself ; only in ver. 12 does he locate it on "the Mount called

Olivet."

It may be added that the late date assigned to the Gospel by Meyer makes

his theory even more improbable. See also Meyer, Ads, p. 37, American

edition.

CLXXXV. Ver. 50. eug irpuc 'Br/^uviav.

The correct reading (see critical note) is properly paraphrased in the E. V.,

"until they were over against Bethany." The apparent divergence from Acts

i. 12 is thus removed. But Meyer is less strict than usual when he allows the

same sense to the Rec. reading (dg).

CLXXXVI. Ver. 51. The Ascension.

Weiss ed. Mey. has discarded nearly one half of Meyer's extended "Remark"
on the Ascension. He retains the parts numbered (1) and (5) respectively (the

former asserting the fact of the Ascension, the latter objecting to the " svibjec-

tive" theories of the occurrence) ; but for the intervening matter (in which

Meyer hints that the account in Acts i. 11 is an addition of later tradition, that

the body of the Lord was not yet glorified, that the period of " forty days" is

also due to tradition), Weiss substitutes his own remarks (here given entire)

:

" The representation which is made of this fact [namely, the Ascension] will

indeed vary according to the concei^tion one has of the resurrection of Jesus

and of the appearances of the Risen One. According to the biblical view the

Resurrection is a proceeding from the grave in a glorified body, such as is alone

qualified for the heavenly life. From this it follows that Jesus from His res-

urrection onward has entered into the glory of the heavenly life (Luke xxiv.

26, 44), and that too in a glorified body. His appearances to the disciples, so far

as they bore a character appealing to the senses, were atifiaa (John xx. 30) tckui/-

[)ia (Acts i. 3), through which Jesus must asstire them, who had known Him in

earthly life, of the identity of His person and the corporeality {i.e., the reality)

of His resurrection ; in fact, He aj^pears to be no longer bound by the conditions

of this earthly life (Luke xxiv. 31, 3G, 51) and cannot be seen in His glorified

body as such. These ajipearances, which still belong essentially to the close of

His earthly labors, may be reckoned as still a part of the earthly life of Jesus,

as He Himself (John xx. 17) represents Himself as still in the act of returning

home ; as a matter of fact they are appearances of the Christ who has already

entered upon the full divine glory and authority (comp. Matt, xxviii. 18), on

which account they are also in no way distinguished bj' Paul from that which

occurred to him (1 Cor. xv. 5-8), although the latter, as affecting one who had

not known Jesus in the flesh, could assume another form. Certainly those ap-

pearances must have had a definite close, at which Jesus said to His disciples
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that He would no longer appear to them, that His earthly labors had pn end
;

since otherwise the discontinuance of further ajjpearances must have remained

unintelligible to them and have shaken their faith in His resurrection and ex-

altation. Whether at that last separation He, through a sensible sign, as nar-

rated in Acts i. 9, gave His disciples the assurance that He would henceforth be

permanently removed into the heavenly life, and whether the time of these

appearances continued precisely forty days (Acts i. 3), depends on the question

of the historical character of that narrative, which has nothing to do with the

question of the reality of the Ascension, i.e., of the exaltation into heaven of

Him who had risen in a glorified body."

Meyer's view, according to Weiss, seeks to unite antitheses which exclude

each other, and "is opposed to the biblical representation of the Resurrection,

namely, the transformation (1 Cor. xv. 52 S..), with which this glorification is

already of itself included." Comp., against Meyer, the very candid article of

Dr. T. D. Woolsey, Bibliotheca Sacra, Oct. 1882 ("The End of Luke's Gospel

and the Beginning of the Acts" ).

CLXXXVII. The Silence of Matthew and John.

On the assumed difference between the Gospels in regard to the Ascension,

growing out of the silence of Matthew and John, comp. Godet, luke, pp.

514-517, Am. ed.

CLXXXVIII. The Testimony of the Epistle to Barnabas.

The passage Meyer cites may either mean that the Ascension took place on

the first day of the week, or more probably it joins the Eesurrection and As-

cension as one fact, the glorification beginning with the rising from the dead.

This accords with the view of Weiss (see Note CLXXXVI., p. 592), who
however, omits as irrelevant the citation and Meyer's argument connected with

it. It is worth noticing here that Barnabas was with Paul at Antioch in Pi-

sidia, when the latter, according to Acts xiii. 31, asserted publiclj' that Jesus
'

' was seen for many days of them that came up with Him from Galilee to Je-

rusalem, who are now His witnesses unto the people." It is therefore improb-

able that Barnabas (if, as is by no means likely, he wrote the Epistle bearing

his name) could have placed the actual Ascension on the day of the Eesurrec-

tion. Moreover, the statement of Paul on that occasion seems to oppose di-

rectly Meyer's theory respecting a twofold tradition.
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238 seq.

Prophecy, fulfilled, 295, 309 seq., 583
seq., 591.

Providence of God, The, 418.
Prudence, worldly, 460 seq., 481.
Punishment for unfaithfulness, 421
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Soldiers coming to the Baptist, 296.

Stewardship on earth, 460 seq., 481
seq.

Talent, value of a, 513.

Temptation of Christ, The, 306 seq.

Theophilus, 221 seq.

Tiberius Csesar, 292.

Transfiguration of Christ, The, 369
seq.

Tribute paying, 521.

W.

Watchfulness commended, 419 seq.;

enjoined, 533.
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