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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR.

' HE translation of the Commentary on the Gospels of
| Mark and Luke has heen 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 materials for a sixth edition had been carefully prepared by
Dr. Meyer before 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 he 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, 1ather than to reproduce the manipulation which it
has undevgone 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. 1), when speaking of the marked
advantage which Meyer’s work possessed in having undergone
successive revisions a¢ the hands of its author, as compared
with the rival work of de Wette, the revision of which passed
carly into other hands, I took occasion to remark on the
strange and, as it appeared to e, unwarrantable procedure of
Dr. Overbeck 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
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vi PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR.

Le charged with anything so unseemly as this; but he con-
trasts uufavourably 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 forming 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 nane ; but he is spoken of through-
out in the third person ; his arrangement is discarded; his
critical verdicts are recast to « 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 considerable 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 2 masterpiece of exegesis as
his Commentary—Dr. Weiss might well be chosen to carry
it out, for his investigations as to the relations of the Synoptic
Gospels, as well as his contributions to Biblical Theology, have
given him a foremost place among the critics and theologians
of the day. In his preface lie suggests some more or less
plausible grounds for the cowrse he has pursued, while indieat-
ing 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 nawme, 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—uith whatever else—at any rate the cntire 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
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of erudite research, philological, archuaeological, and biblico-
theological ; so laboriously collected and carefully grouped
snmary of all different views on every passage of import-
ance, drawn from the whole domain of the history of exegesis;
and lastly, so exemplary a model of sober and strictly
methodical 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 wonld
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 mnecessarily various, breaks up the
unity and consistency of the Commentary as stamped through-
out with the impress of its author ; and introduces a confusion,
which caunot but materially interfere with the pertinence
of the numerous references from one portion of the Comamen-
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 Commentary 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 Leen 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. xi.), 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.

Grascow CoLLEGE, February 1380,



THE AUTHORS PREFACE.

JIIE investigations as to the origin and mutual rela-
tions of the first three Gospels have again been
pursued of late years with much vigour. 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 {act, are not to be separated—irom the Synoptic
into the Johannine domain, in which very recently a valiant
Swiss has raised the flaming sword, as if for a war of exter-
mination, against the more popular® than strictly theological

1 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 professional
theology—always occupy, in presence of the latter, a dubious position. For
along with all the value of opportunc and clever popularizing, there necessarily
clings to them a certain incompletcness of proof and presentation, which may
provoke the adversary at times to unfairness in his claims and in his eriterion of
judgment. Itisindeed a material defect, when—as often—they deal with eritical
extravagances merely in the way of repelling, and leave untouched, or with a
dubious mincing word evade, the necessary concessions, which in various important
points are mot to be refused to a sound, judicious, and thorough criticism. In
this way there is no attempt to meet 2 justifiable requirement, and no clearness
even as regards insight into the status causae.

9



X AUTHOR'S PREFACE.

work of a highly meritorious Saxon theologian whose laurels
belong to another ficld of criticism [Tischendorf], we cannot
but lament much impetuosity and even bitterness, which are
the more apt to come into play when the contest is a con-
test of principles. Conflict in and by itself, indeed, over such
critical problems as belong to the execiting questions of the
present day in theology, is inevitable, and has its justification
in the end at which it aims,—the separating the dvoss of error
from the truth. But the sharpness of passion should not
interpose to banish the charitable 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. DBut as we cannot avail aught against the truth,
so we ought never to will anything that is not pure—free
{rom selfish or even indecorous zeal—jor 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 approaching final triwnph, that amony
the three Gospels (apart from the “ ILogia - collection” of
Matthew) Mark is the first. The unfair judgments,? that may
still be heard about him, will gradually be put to silence; just
like Augustine’s “ pedissequus Matthaei,” Griesbacl’s “ copyist
of Matthew and Luke ” will disappear from the arena of ancient
error. This view derives special confirmation from the critical
contributions—some of them entering very thoroughly into the
subject—that have appeared since the publication of the fourth
edition of this Commentary, or, in other words, since 1860,
when we survey their agaregate results. It will easily be

' The extravagance of criticism, whicl 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 convenient
aversion—already, alas ! so widely diffused—to criticism generally, as if it were
an affair of unbelicf, 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.

2 No one can pronounce a judgmont of rejection over Mark more decidedly
than has been done, with French frivolity, by Lichtlal (les Evangiles, 1863, 1.
p- 511L).
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seen that 1 have sought? to give due heed to them, as well as
generally to the latest literature relative to the sulject, 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 octave), 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 cditio scptima (1859), because after issuing it Tischendorf
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
course, diverging much from that of the editio septima. I am

1 Some minor works reached me too late for a consideration of their sugges-
tions : e.g. Hilgenleld, Markus zwischen Matth. und Luk., in his Zeitschi.
1866, p. 82 [I. ; Zahn, Papias von Hierapolis, in the Stud. u, Krit. 1866, .
649 ff. ; Stawars, ub. d. Ordnung Abia, in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1866, ).
201 {f. ; also Volkmar, Urspr. uns. Evangelien, Ziirich 1866, but chielly in refer-
ence to John. The Christologie des Neuen Testamentes of Beyschlag, Berlin 1866,
1 have, to my regret, only been able to take into consideration here and there
supplementarily, during the later progress of the printing. As I no longer had
any fitting opportunity to express in the Commentary my view as to Beyschlag's
development of the idea of the Son of man,—which ho regards as the Ideal man,
as the ideal of humanity,—I may lere be allowed, on account of the Christo-
logical importance of the subject, frankly to state that the deductions of the
author—lhowever attractive they 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. 1 cannot but think that the notion of the Jdeal man, as
well in Daniel as in the Cospels, is one brought to them and introduced, and not
the one there given. I find that the only Synoptic passage which appears to
favour this interpretation is Mark ii. 28. Dut 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 ; sccondly, even this conception does not attach to & vids =ov
&vfgarav in itself, but to the whole conception of the Messiak, 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 § viss 70 dsfpiwov, as, indeed, this expression in
itsclf 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 niust needs encounter, may be kept clear of
the passionate vehemence which it has already so largely expericnced.
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not quite free from hesitation 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 Lachmann, only to an
intermediate station, the actual reaching of which, cspecially
if it is to be the text of the sccond century, must withal in
numberless cases be uncertain,

In conclusion, may I be allowed, simply for those at a dis-
tance interested in my personal circumstances, to mention
that since last autumn I have retired from my position as a
member of the Royal Consistory.here. “ Dcus nobis hace otia
fecit,”—this T have (in another sense, indeed, than the Roman
poet meant it) to acknowledge with humble thanks to the ever-
lasting Love, which has in great long-suffering and grace upheld
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 considerations 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 deeply painful to
separate from the circle of the dear colleagues highly and
gratefully esteemed by me,—with 2ll 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 iy 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 blessing
in my position here. '

Let the future, which is to be developed out of the Dblood-
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 ITis
people—the unknown and yet well known, the sorrowful and
yet always rejoicing, the dying, and lehold they live !

DR. MEYER.
HaxNovER, 10th August 1866,



EXEGETICAL LITERATURE.

———

[For Commentaries embracing the whole New Testament, the Four
Gospels as such, or the three Synoptic Gospels (including the chief
Ilarmonies), see the list prefixed to the Commentary on the Gospel
of St. Matthew. The followirg 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 ; 1 marks the date of the author’s death; c.=c¢irca, an ap-
proximation to it.]

ALExANDER (Joseph Addison), D.D., 1 1860, Prof. Bibl. and Eccl. Hist.
at Princeton : The Gospel according to Mark explained.
8°, New York, 1858, al.
Auprosivs, T 397, Bishop of Milan: Expositio Evangelii secundum
Lucam. [Opera.]

Bace (Ferdinand Christian), T 1860, Prof. Theol. at Tiibingen : Das
Markusevangelium nach seinem Ursprung und Charakter.

8°, Tiibing. 1851.

BorNEyaxx (Friedrich August), 1 1848, Pastor at Kirchberg : Scholia

in Lucae Evangelium ad supplendos reliquorum interpretum

commentarios. . . . 8°, Lips. 1830.

CATENAE. Sece Corperivs, NICETAS, and PossiNts.
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CorpErivs [Corpier] (Balthasar), T 1630, Jesuit: Catena sexaginta
quinquePatrum Graecorum in 8.Lucam. . . . Latinitate donata

et annotationibus illustrata. . . . 2°, Antv. 1628.
Costa (Isaac Da), Pastor at Amsterdam: Beschouwing van het
Evangelie van Lucas. 8°, Amst. 1850-52.

LELsNer (Jakob), t 1750, Consistorialrath at Berlin: Commentarius
critico - philologicus in Evangelium Mareci . . . Edidit Ferd.
Stosch. 4°, Traj. ad Rhen. 1773.

TForp (James), M.A., Prebendary of Exeter: The Gospel of St. Mark
[and of St. Luke], illustrated from ancient and modern
authors. 8° Lond. 1849-51.

Frirzscue (Karl Friedrich August), T 1846, Prof. Theol. at Rostock :
Evangelium Marci recensuit et cum commentariis perpetuis
edidit D. Car. F. A. Fritzsche. 8°, Lips. 1830.

Goper (Frédéric), Prof. Theol. at Neuchdtel: Commentaire sur
I'Evangile de saint Luc. 2 tomes. 8°, Neuchitel, 1871.
[Translated from the second French edition by E. W, Shalders
and D. W, Cusin. 2 vols. 8° Edin. 1875.]

HeureL (Georg Friedrich), Theological Tutor at Wittenberg: Marci
Evangelium notis grammatico-historico-criticis illustratum.
8° Argent. 1716.
HiLgeNreLp (Adolf), Prof. Theol. at Jena: Das Markusevangelium
nach seiner Composition, seiner Stellung in der Evangelien-
Litteratur, seinem Ursprung und Charakter dargestellt.
8°, Leip. 1850.
IlorMany (Johann Christian Konrad von), t 1877, Prof. Theol. at
Erlangen : Die Heilige Schrift Neuen Testamentes zusam-
menhingend untersucht. Achter Theil. Das Evangelium
des Lukas, Cap. i.—xxii. 66. ...
8°, Nordlingen, 1878.

Jumws (Franciscus) [Fraxcors pu Jon], 1 1602, Prof. Theol. at
Leyden: Analytica expositio Evangelii Marci. [Opera.]

KrLosTERMANN (August), Prof. Theol. at Kiel : Das Markusevangelium
nach seinem Quellenwerthe fiir die evangelische Geschichte.
8° Gotting. 1867.

Micnersen (Jan Hendrik Adolf): Ilet Evangelie van Markus. 1
gedeclte, 8°, Amst. 1867.
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Morisox (James), D.D., Prof. Theol. to the Evangelical Union, Glas-
gow: A Commentary on the Gospel according to Mark.

8°, Lond. 1873.

Morus (Samuel Friedrich Nathan), 1 1792, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig:
Praelectiones in Evangelium Lucae. Ed. K. A, Donat,

8° Lip. 17935.

Niceras Serrariensis, c. 1150, Bishop of Heraclea: Catena veterum
Patrum in Lucae Evangelium, colligente Niceta. . .. [Maj,
Scrip. Vet, Coll. ix.]

Pare (Heinrich), + 1805 : Das Lucas-Evangelium umschrieben und
erliutert. 2 Theile. 8°, Bremen, 1777-81.

Pareus [WaenGLER] (David), T 1622, Prof. Theol. at Heidelberg:
Adversaria in S, Marcum, S. Lucam ... [Opera.]

PerrER (George), Min. at Bread, Sussex: A learned, pious, and prac-
tical commentary on the Gospel according to St. Mark. 2

vols. 2°, Lond. 1661.
Prscaror [FisscHER] (Johann), T 1626, Conrector at Herborn : Analysis
logica Evangelii secundum Lucam. 8°, Sigenae, 1596, al.

Possinus (Peter),  c. 1650, Jesuit at Rome: Catena Graecorum
Patrum in Marcum Graece et Latine. Interprete P. Possino.
2°, Romae, 1673.

Remmarp (Lorenz), 1 1752, Superintendent at Biittstadt: Observa-
tiones philologicae et exegeticae in Evangelium Mareci selectis-
simae, 4°, Lips. 1737.

ScuiLeierMACHER (Friedrich Daniel Ernst), 1 1834, Prof. Theol. at
Berlin : Ueber die Schriften des Lukas kritischer Versuch.

8° Berl. 1817.

[Translated with an introduction by Connop Thirlwall, D.D.

8°, Lond, 1825.]
ScuoLTEN (Johan Hendrik), Prof. Theol. at Leyden: Het oudste Evan-
gelie; critisch onderzoek naar de samenstelling, de onderlinge
verhouding, de historische waarde en den oorsprong der
Evangelien naar Mattheus en Marcus. 8°, Leid. 1868.

Het Paulinisch Evangelie; critisch onderzoek van het Evan-

gelie naar Lucas, en seine verhouding tot Marcus, Mattheus,

en die Handelingen. 8°, Leid. 1870.

Segasr (Carolus), 1 1803, Prof. Theol. at Utrecht: Observationes
philologicae et theologicae in Evangelii Lucae capita xi priora.

8°, Utrecht, 1766,
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Sterx (Karl Willielm), Pastor at Niemegk : Commentar zu dem Evan-
gelium des Lucas, nebst einem Anhange iiber den Brief au die
Laodicier. 8% Halle, 1830.

SteLLa [Esterea] (Diego), T 1578, Spanish monk: In Evangelium
secundum Lucam enarrationes. 2 voll.

2°, Compluti, 1578, al.

Trrus Bostrensts ? T ¢. 870 : Commentarius in Lucam. [Bibl. Max.
Patrum. iv.]
Trorrore (William), M.A. : Commentary on St. Luke's Gospel.
12°, Lond. 1849.

Vicror, Antiochenus, c. 400, Bishop of Antioch: Exegesis in Evan-
gelinm Marei. Ex codd. Mosq. edidit Chr. F. Matthaei.

8°, Mosquae, 1775.

Vixge (Ilendrik Egbert), ¥ 1862, Prof. Theol. at Utrecht: et

Nieuwe Testament met ophelderende en toepasslijke aanmer-

kingen. 8°, Utrecht, 1852-54.

WeEiss (Bernhard), Prof. Theol. at Berlin : Das Markusevangeliun

und seine synoptischen Parallelen erklirt. 8°, Berl. 1872.

Das Matthiiusevangelium und seine Lucas-Parallelen erkliirt.

8° Halle, 1876.

WiLLes (Bartus van), T 1844, Pastor at Niewland : Specimen herme-

neuticum de iis quae ab uno Marco sunt narrata aut
copiosius et explicatius ab eo exposita.

8°, Traj. ad Rhen. 1812.



THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

INTRODUCTION,
§ .—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 Mark (xil. 12, 25, xv. 37),
sometimes John only (xiil. 5, 13), sometimes only

Mark (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 Awrk, adopted probably on his passing into the

service of the apostles, became the prevailing one in Christian
intercourse. JMfary 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 birthplace of Mark. According to 1 Pet. v. 13, he was
converted by Peter (vios wov); he entered, however, into the
service of Barnabas and Paul, when they commenced their
missionary jowrneys (Acts xii. 25), but subsequently became
the occasion of a difference between them and of their separa-

1 The supposition that there were two different Marks (Grotius, Calovius, and

several others, including Schleiermacher in the Stud. w. Krit. 1832, p. 760)

is absolutely without any sufficient foundation. It is nevertheless again taken

up by Kienlen in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 423 fI., and in opposition to the
tradition of the church further made use of for ascribing the Gospel not to tho

Tetrine, but to the Pauline Mark, whom Papias had already confounded with
the former.

® Thence Hitzig (iib. Johannes Markus u. seine Schriften, Ziirich 1843) could
hold him to be the author of the Apocalypse, which, however, is decidedly
incorrect. See Liicke, Einl. in d. Offenb. p. 781.

MARK. A



2 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

tion from one another, when he accompanied Barnabas, whose
sister's son he was (see on Col. iv. 10), on his journey to
Cyprus (Acts xv. 36{f). It is probable that a want of
dauntless perseverance {(Acts xiii. 13, xv. 38) had withdrawn
from him Paul’s favour, without, however, hindering 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
nsual view, at Rouie (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 specified by the unanimous testimony of
the ancient church as having been that of ntcrpreter (épun-
vevrns; Papias, in Eus. iii. 39 ; Iren. iii. 1, iii. 10, 6 ; Tertull.
contr. Mure. iv. 5 ; Eusebius, Jeronte, ef al.) ; and there exists ab-
solutely no valid reason for doubting the statement, if only the
notion of épunrevrns be taken not as meaning that Dcter, being
himself insufficiently versed in Greek, caused what he delivered
in Aramaic to be reproduced in Greek by Mark (I{uinoel and
many others), or that Peter made use of him as Latin inter-
preter (Bleek), but rather as denoting the service of a sceretary,
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 in writing to others.
This view is plainly confirmed by Jerome, ad Heded. 11:
« Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum interpretem (in drawing up the
second Epistle to the Corvinthians) sicut ¢t beatus Petrus Morcum,
cugus cvanyclium Petro narrante et illo seribente compositum cst.
Denique et duae epistolac quae feruntur Petri, stilo inter sc et
charactere discrepant structuraque verborum, cx quo wmtclligimus,
pro necessitate rerum diversis cum usum interpretibus.”

The tradition, that Mark was with Peter in Rome, is not yet
attested, it is true, in the fragment of Papias, but is still very
aucient, as it is designated by Clem. Al Hypotyp. 6, in Eus.
vi. 14, as mapdSocw Tdv Cvéxabev mwpesPBurépwy. It is not,
however, free from the suspicion of having arisen out ot
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1 Pet. v. 13, where Babylon was taken as a designation of
Llome (Eus. ii. 15; Jerome, Vir. 4/l. 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 Alcxzandria,
and there—where, according to Eus. iii. 39, he is alleged to
lave founded the church'—to have died as bishop (Eus.ii. 16 ;
Epiph. Haer. 1i. 6 ; Jerome, Vir. dll. 8), and, according to later
tradition, in the character of a martyr (Niceph. ii. 43, Martyrol.
Lom., 25 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 liis Gospel under the special influence of Peter, whose
épunvedrns he was. This account is, according to Papias (see
on Matt., Introd. p. 41 ff.), to be understood as amounting more
precisely to this, that Mark made notes for himself after the
discourses of Peter which he heard, and subsequently em-
ployed 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 in-
creasing 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 Ta amouvnuovevpara Ilérpov (see
on John, Introd. p. 9 f. ; Ritschl in the theol. Jalrh. 1851,
p. 499 £.; Kostlin, Urspr. d. synopt. Evang. p. 368 f.; Weiss in

' That this occurred before the composition of the Epistle to the Romans,
Thiersch concludes (d. Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 104f.) from Rom. xv. 19ff.
Certainly it is in itself probable that even at that early date Christianity existed,
as in Rome, so also in Alexandria, where there was a very numerous body of
Jews. Still the expression in Rom. lec. is too indefinite as respects its geo-
graphical limits for any ome to be able to maintain that Egypt belongs to
the regions whereof Paul says that there is nothing more in them for him to do.

2Which, however, most of the later critics (comp. on Matt. p. 39), with-
out sufficient warrant either from the testimony of Papias, or from other testi-
monies, or from internal grounds, refer back to a lost primitive Mark, from which
our Mark first took its rise. 8o, too, Schenkel and Weizsicker, ib. d. Evang.

Gesch. 1864. Recently Weiss and Tischendorf have decidedly declared them.-
selves against the hypothesis of a primitive Mark [ Urmarkus].
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the Stud. uw. Krit. 1861, p. 677); and Tertull ¢. Mauce. iv. 5,
says: “ Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Petri adfirmatur,
cujus tnterpres Marcus” (comp. Iren. iii. 1: 7a vwo ITerpov
knpuoooueva éyypddws Huiv mwapadedwre, similarly Origen in
Eus. vi 25). Still, however, therc is no mention of any
special recognition of the book on the part of DPeter
Nothing can with any certainty be concluded from the frag-
mentary initial words of the Muratorian Canon (as has
especially been attempted by Volkmar on Credner’s Gesch. d.
Kanon, p. 3511); and Clement, Hypotyp. 6, in Eus. vi. 14,
expressly states that the publication of the Gospel, composed
atter the apostle’s discourses, experienced at the hands of the
latter neither a xwAUoar nor a wpotpéyracfac. But in the
course of tradition the apostolic confirmation also® does not fail
to appear, and even Eusebius himself, ii. 15, relates : yvovra 8¢
wpayfév pact Tov amoéoTONOY . . . KUpDGAL TE THY ypady els
évrevEw tais éxxinaiaws. Comp. Epiph. Hacr. i 6; Jerome,
Vir. dll. 8.

In the dependence—to which Papias testifies—of Mark on
Petrine discourses 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 com-
parison 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 confirmation, partly, in the
event of want of accord between Matthew and Luke, decision,
partly inducement for omissions, partly additions and modi-
fications. And thus the matter would have to be conceived
of, if the hypothesis of Griesbach (see Introd. to Matt. p. 33),
which is still in substance upheld by many (including Saunier,
Tritzsche, de Wette, Bleek, Baur, Delitzsch, Kostlin, Kahnis,

i Tho view which finds mention of the literary services of Mark even by
Paul, namely at 2 Cor. viii. 18 (Storr, Hitzig), is a pure fancy.

? Eusebius does not here quote Clement’s words, so that Clement would have
lere, compared with the previous passage, contradicted himself (Strauss, de

Wette, and others), but he is narrating in his own person. See Credner, Einl,
L. p. 113 ; Thiersch, Hist. Standp. p. 212£,
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and others), 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 Synoptics and is only to be placed after the
destruction of Jerusalem, our existing Gospel of Matthew
cannot have taken its present shape until affer Mark (see
Introd. to Matt. p. 39 f.); and prior to Mark, as far as concerns
the relation of the latter to Matthew, there can only have
existed the apostolic collection of Logia, which became also the
first foundation of our Matthew. 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. Holtzmann,
p- 385). But every kind of procedure in the way of epitome
and compilation (according to the hypothesis of Griesbacl,
there would only be left to Mark as his own peculiar portions,
iv. 26-29, vii. 32-37, viil. 22-26, xi. 1-14, xiii. 33-37,
xvi. 6-11) is absolutely incompatible with the creative
life-like freshness and picturesqueness of detail, with the
accurate designation of the localities and situations in his
description,” with his taking no account of all the preliminary
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. See especially, Ewald, Jaksd. I1. p. 203 f.;

) The best conjoint view of all that can be said on behalf of this hypothesis is
given by Bleek in his Beitrige, p. 72 ., and Einl. p. 243ff. The most forcible
refutation is found in Holtzmann, Synopt. Evang. p. 113 fl., 344 ff. Comyp.
Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 6521F., 680 1F.

2 Baur, Markusevang. p. 41, does Mark injustice, when he sees in his vivid-
ness of description merely the habit of seizing first of all on the most sensuously-
concrete conception. Kostlin and others speak of Mark's “ mannerism.” Weisse,
Evangelienfr. p. 73, rightly says : * in fact, nothing can be more dangerous to the
‘eriticism of tendency’ than any kind of acknowledgment, be it ever so limited,
of the independence of Mark.” Nevertheless, Eichthal (les Evangiles, Paris
1863) has found in the pictorial description of Mark a proof of subsequent
elaboration ; he is held to be the epitomizer of Matthew, whose Gospel ncver-
theless, as it now stands, is full of interpolations. And so Luke too is in many
ways interpolated. In this Eichthal goes to work with very uncritical licence,
and regards Mark as being much less interpolated, merely because he was from
the first looked on as of far less consequence (L. p. 267 {f.).
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Weiss in the Stud. w. Krit. 18G1, p. 67 {., 6406 f.; Holtz-
mann, p. 284f, 448 f DBesides, we do mnot find in Mark
the peculiar elements which Matthew and Luke (the latter
especially, 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 Jesus), those two diverge even the furthest
from one another, while they in the main go together where
AMark presents himself as the intervening link. Such an inter-
vening link between the two Mark could not be as a subse-
quent worker and compiler, but only as a previous worker
in the field, whose treatise—freshly moulded from the apos-
tolic fountainhead in simplicity, objectivity, homogeneous-
ness, and historical continuity—furnished a chief basis, first, in
the gradual formation of our Matthew, and then also for Luke.
It is simply inconceivable that Mark could have passed over,
in particular, the rich materials which Luke has peculiar to
himself (as is still the opinion of Kostlin, p. 334), merely
from the endeavour 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 com-
munications of Peter, and with this view admirably agrees
the characteristic discourse of the latter in Acts x. 36 ; in fact,
this discourse may be regarded as a programme of our Gospel.
Other special sources are not sufficiently recognisable,! apart
from the primitive evangelic tradition in general, under the
influence of which the companion of Paul, Barnabas, and Ieter
of necessity came, and from the collection of Logia of Matthew,
which, as the most ancient (see on Matthew, Introd. p. 12 1)
document intended for the natives of Palestine, could not
have remained unknown to Mark, the inhabitant of Jerusalem.
tightly have not only Weisse and Wilke, but also Lachmann,
Hitzig, Reuss, Ewald, Ritschl, Thiersch, Volkmar, Tobler,
Plitt, Holtzmann, Weiss, Schenkel, Weizsiicker, and others

1 According to Fritzsche and Bleek, Mark is alleged to have used not merely

Matthew and Luke, but even the Gospel of John. The state of the case is
directly the reverse.
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(see also Giider in Herzog's Encykl. IX. p. 47 f), maintained
the primitive evangelic character of Mark in relation to the
rest of our Gospels, and thus there is taken “a great step
towards finding our way in the labyrinth of Gospel-har-
mony ” (Thiersch, Kirehe im Apost. Zeitalt. p. 102), however
strongly Banr and his school (K&stlin, 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 Angustine
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 Delitzseh
(neuc wnters. b, d. Entsteh. w. Anl. d. kanon. Evang. 1., 1853),
in connection with his mistaken discovery (see on Matt.
Introd. p. 36) that the writing of the evangelic history, proceed-
ing 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-
Ttoman tradition as an intermediate step (see on the other
hand Baur, Markusevang. p. 119 ff.; Ritschl in the 2hcol.
Juhrb. 1851, p. 482 ff.; Weiss in the Stud. w. Krit. 1861,
p. 691 ff.; Holtzmann in his synopt. Ecang.).

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 Judaea (chap. x.).

REMARK 1.—Although Mark was chiefly dependent on the
communications of Peter, still the Petrine fendency is not to be
attributed to his Gospel (in opposition 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 Zheol. Jahrd. 1853, p. 56 ff.,
and Markuscvang. p. 133 ff.  Comp. on viil. 29; also Weiss
in the Stud. . Krit. 1861, p. 674 1.

1 Especially since 1850, then in his long controversy with Baur, and once
more in his Kanon u. Kritik d. N. T. 1863, and in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 287 L
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REMARK 2.—In making use of particular passages of Mark to
prove his independence or dependence on the other Synoptics,
the greatest caution is necessary, 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 kis favour is by another turned ageinst him, according
to the colouring 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 inference either for (Ritschl)
or against the dependence of Matthew on Mark; see Baur in
the theol. Johrb. 1853, p. 89{. Comp. on i 2f

§ 3.—PURPOSE, TIME, PLACE.

Like all the canonical Gospels, ours also has the destined
purpose of historically proving the Messialiship of Jesus: it
seeks to accomplish this especially by setting forth the deeds
of Jesus, but in doing so does not bear any special dogmatic
colour.! 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 mediating aim in the interest of the idea of catho-
licity, and consequently a neutral character accordant with that
tendency * (Schwegler, Baur, Kostlin, and others, with more
precise definitions various in kind), 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 Matthew, and
relatively (according to Clem. Al) even only after Luke. The
omission 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 for

1 Not even the character of artistic construction, which (according to Ililgen-
feld) is designed to turn on the contrast of light and shade, But the alternation
of light and shade is involved in the course of the Listory, not in tle artistic
premeditation of a literary plan.

2 According to Baur, even the name for this neutral and mediating Gospel is

significantly chosen: ‘‘ Mark,” the interprcter of Peter and the companion of
Paul.
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its origin, in which, among Gentile Christians, 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 drawn from the O. T. (excepting only
1. 2 f, see in loc.) and of Judaistic elements of doctrine (I{ostlin,
p. 314), as also from the comparison of many points of detail
with the parallel passages in Matthew (see Holtzmann, p.
3851f). Comp. on x, 12, vil. 1ff, xi. 17, and others,

With respect to the ime 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 Weizsicker concludes the
contrary from the parable iv. 26~29 (see 4n loc.). This is
more precisely defined by the statement of Irenaeus, iil. 1 (in
Eus. v. 8), that Mark published the Gospel after the death
(éEodov, not : departure, as Mill, Grabe, Aberle, and others will
have it?) of Peter and Paul. DBy 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 suspicion, as if it might have
flowed from 2 Pet. i. 15 (Eichhorn, Hug, Fritzsche), and were
too muech of a doctrinal nature (Weizsiicker), is unfounded.
See Creduner, I. p. 118.  The account of Clement, Hiypotyp. 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 inconsiderable difference in the definition of the time, yet
was so welcome to the interest felt in its apostolic autho-
rity, that Eusebius not merely added the confirmation of the

! The opinion of Volkmar (d. Relig. Jesu u. ihre erste Entwickelung, 1857,
and geschichtstreue Theol. 1858) —that the Gospel of Mark as an Epos isa Pauline
treatise with a set purpose in opposition to the Judaistic reaction, and has as
its presupposition the Judaistic 4 pocalypse, and that, having come into existence
under Titus, it became the foundation for the rest of the Gospels—is a critienl
extravagance. See in opposition to it, Hilgenfeld in the theol. Jakrb. 1857,
D. 3871, and in his Zeitschr. 1859, p. 2521, 1861, p. 190 ik, also in Kanon
w. Kritik, p. 175 fF.

* See Hilgeuleld in his Zeitschr, 1864, p. 224.
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treatise on the part of Teter (see § 2), but also transferred the
apostle’s sojourn at Rome in question to the very earliest time
possible, 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. £.1i. 14,15,17),
which incorrect determination of the date of our Gospel was
in consequence adopted by Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
and others.  Later critics, who place Mark in point of time
atter Matthew and Luke (Griesbach’s hypothesis), or at least
after Matthew (Hilgenfeld), do not malke 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 in 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 placc of composition is not known with certainty, but
the preponderant voice of ecclesiastical tradition (Clement,
Eusebins, Jerome, Epiphanius, and many others) names
Rome, which is not necessarily connected with the supposi-
tion that Mark wrote his Gospel while Peter was still alive,
and has no internal reasons against it, but still is not to
e 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 favour of the Roman origin (Gieseler,
Iwald, Hilgenfeld, Kistlin, Schwegler, Guerike, and several
others), and the evidence in its Dbehalf can only gain in
weight from the fact that even at a very early period Alex-
andria was assigned to Mark as a sphere of labour. It is
true that Chrysostom names Alcxandria as the place of com-
position, but to this the less value is to be attached that
no Alexandrian confirms it. Hence the combination of Lonie
and Alexandria by the assumption of a #wefold publica-
tion (Richard Simon, Lardner, Eichhorn) is unnecessary, and
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cannot be made good, not even by the statement of Jerome:
“ Assumpto itaque Evangelio, quod ipse confecerat, perrexit
Aegyptum.”

§ +—PRIMATRY LANGUAGE, ORIGINALITY, INTEGRITY.

Mark wrote in Greck, as the Fathers are unanimous
either in presupposing or in expressly testifying. It is true
that there occurs in the Peshito as a subscription, and in the
Philoxenian on the margin (comp. also Ebedjesu, in Assem.
Bivl. Or. 111, 1, p. 9), the remark that at Rome he preached
in the Roman tongue; and several manuscripts of the Greck
text (see Scholz, p. xxx.; Tisch. p. 325) distinctly affirm that
he wrote in Latin, but this entire statement is a hasty
inference from the supposition that Mark wrote at Rome and
for Romans. Nevertheless, to the Roman Catholics, in the
interest of the Vulgate, it could not hut be welcome, so that it
was defended by BDaronius (ad ann. 15, No. 39 f[.) and others.
Since the days of Richard Simon, however, it has Deen again
given up even among Catholic scholars. It was even given
out that the Latin autograph was preserved in Venice, but
that has long since been unmasked as a portion of the
Vulgate (see Dobrowsky, fragment. Pragense cv. St. Marci vulyo
autographt, Prag 1778; Michaelis, orient. Bibl. XIIL 108, Einl.
I p. 1073 ff).

The originality of our Gospel has found assailants only in
recent times, and that, indeed, on the ground of the account
of Papias, on which its originality was formerly dased. It
was thought to be discovered that what Papias says of the
Gospel of Mark does not suit our Gospel (see Schleiermacher
in the Stud. «. Krit. 1832, p. 758 ff.; Credner, Einl. I, p. 123),
and it was further inferred (see especially, Credner, lLc. and p.
205 1) that the Gospel in its present form could not be the

1 Subsequently Credner (sce his work, das neue Test. nach Zweck, Urspruny,
Inhalt, 1843, 11. p. 213 ff.) has declared in favour of the genuineness of our
Gospel, and bas looked upon the testimony of Papias as aflirming that the order
of events in the three Synoptics does not correspond to the reality. Dut even
this does not follow from the words of Papias rightly apprehended.
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work of Maik, but that another had worked up the notes
which Mark had made without regard to arrangement, and
thereby the edayyéhiovr xara Maprov had come into exist-
ence. In the further progress of criticism, the hypothesis was
developed of a pre-canonical or primitive-Mark [Urmarkus]
which had been an Evangelium Petri, a hypothesis variously
claborated in particular by Baur, Kostlin, and others.
According to Kdstlin, this primitive Gospel (which is held to
form the basis of Matthew also) was composed in Syria, and
formed, along with Matthew and Luke, a chief source for owr
canonical Mark, which is alleged to be a later product of the
idea of catholicity. DBut the assumption of an original
treatise that has been lost would ouly have a historical
point of support, in the event of the contents of the fragmeunt
of Papias—so far as it speaks of the treatise of Mark—not
really suiting our canonical Mark. DBut since, upon a correct
interpretation (see on Matt. Introd. p. 41 ff.), 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 origin-
ality 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, Markuscvang. p.
131 £, who alleges that Papias has combined things mnot
connected with each other, namely, the existence of the
Gospel of Mark, which, perhaps, had not been even known to
him, and the tradition of the discourses which Peter is alleged
to have delivered on his apostolic journeys), and to contradic-
tion 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 liave only thus blindly
repeated the story of Papias.

On the supposition of the originality of our Mark, the com-
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parison of Matthew and Lule, who made use of him, presents no
constraining reason for the vicw, that the Gospel, in the form
in which we possess it, has been preserved merely in a recen-
sion modified by various omissions, additions, and alterations
(Ewald, comp. Hitzig, Weisse, Holtzmann, Schenkel, Weizsicker,
also Reuss, Kostlin, and others), or, indeed, that that form, in
which his Gospel has been made use of in our Gospel of
Matthew, as well as by Luke, was preceded by one still earliev
(Ewald), especially as Mark has not always followed the most
original tradition, and in accordance with the peculiar charac-
ter of his book abstains from giving the longer discourses of
Jesus, with the special exception of the eschatological in chap.
xiil. ; 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 cemnturiou at Caper-
naum). 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, regarding this, the critical remarks
on chap. xvi.

1 On the hypothesis of the Gospel being prepared with a special purpose, this
discourse is regarded as having been omitted by Mark, because he did not wish
to bring into remembrance the continuing obligation of the law, Matt. v. 17.
Sec especially, Baur, Evang. p. 565. As if this would have been a suflicient

reason for the exclusion of the entire discourse! Just as little as the alleged
Ebionitic commencement of the discourse,
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Elayyéniov xara Mapxov.

B F & have merely zara Mdpzov. Others: =0 xurd Mdprev
diyov shayyiton, Others : éx rob x M. @yiov shayyerion. Cowmp. on
Matt. p. 45.

CHAPTER L

Ver. 2. The Reecpta has év 7o mpopirar, following A E T G**
HX MDYSUYVT min Iren. and other Fathers and vss.
Defended by Rinck on account of Matt. iii. 3; placed by
Lachm. in the margin. DBut Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tiscl.
have év (& =g, Lachm. Tisch.) ‘Hoaie (in Lachm. always with
the spiritus lenis) 74 spopirn. So B D L a 8, min. and many
vss. and Fathers. Rightly; the Eecepta was introduced because
the quotation is from #wo prophets. — After édiv ov Elz. has
tumposdiv eev, from Matthew and Luke. — Ver. 5. sdyres] which
in Elz. Scholz, and Fritzsche stands after :Bazrifovro, is rightly
placed by Griesb. Lachm. and Tisch. after ‘Iepocor. (B D L a
win. vss. Or. Eus.). If zai éBawr. =dires had been the original
arrangement and =dsres had been put back, it would, con-
formably to usage (=ése 3 'Towdaix), have been placed beforc of
‘Tepoger..  The Recepte is explained from the circumstance that
=dyres was omitied (so still in min. and Brix.), and that it was
then restored heside {3umrifovre, because in Matt. iii. 5 also
“Tsposiruna stands alonc. — Ver. 10. =] So also Scholz. DBut
Tritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have éz, which also Griesh. approved
of, following B D L A &, min. Goth. ; &=¢ is from Matt. 1ii. 16.
— Ver. 11. é& @] Laclhn. Tisch. have ¢ goi, following B D L P &,
min. vss. The latter is right; ¢ ¢ is from Matt. 1i. 17. —
Ver. 13. Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche have éxerafter 7v. It is wanting
in A B DLRSY min vss, Or.; it was, however, very easily
passed over as superfluous (K. min. omit &v = 2p.) between #v and
i, — Ver. 14 o%s Basirsiag] is not found in B L &, min. vss. Or.
It is regarded as suspicious by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and
Tisch. It is an addition in accordance with what follows,
Comp. Matt. iv. 25, — Ver. 16, m:pizarav 8:] Lachm. and Tisch.
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read xai sapdywy, which Griesb. also approved, following
B DL & min Vulg. It. al. The Recepta is from Matt. iv. 18,
from which place also came subsequently airod, instead of
which =suéves (Lachm.: w03 Siwéves) 3 with Tisch. to be read,
according to BB L M 8. — gu@iBar2.] Elz. has Bd>.)erag, contrary
to decisive evidence. From Matt. iv. 18. — Ver. 18. airav] is,
with Lachm. and Tisch., following B C L &, min. vss, to be
deleted as a familiar addition, as also in ver. 31 ads7; — Ver. 19.
¢z¢7dev] 1s 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 eiserddy (Tisch.) is
attested indeed by C L a &, min. Syr. Copt. Colb. Or. (twice),
which assign various positions to 2. (Tisch.: 8. <is 7. suwvaywyiy),
but might easily be produced by a clerical error on occasion of
the following eic, and it has the preponderance of the witnesses
against it.— Ver. 24. {a] is wanting in B D &* min. Syr.
Perss. Arr. Aeth. Copt. Vulg. It. Aug. Deleted by Lachm. 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 place.— Ver. 26. ¢ «iri] Lachm.:
gz «brod, without preponderating testimony. From Luke
iv. 35. — Ver. 27. Instead of «pis adreds, read with Lachm., in
accordance with decisive evidence, apis txvreds. Tisch., follow-
ing only B, has merely aireds.— i foms soiro; ois # diduygs 7
R R R z.f.)..] Lachm.: 77 éaziv zolro; 8ifayn xarvi' zas
zs  Just so Rinck and Tisch.,, who, however, connect &:6.
zamd zar :Zove. together. The authority of this reading depends
on B L AN min; it is to be preferred, since anifestly the
original 6rdayd xawi xas éEousiav was conformed to the question
in Luke, =iz 6 Adyos alrog, 871 nr, and thus arose =ig % diduss %
xeaivy avry, or.— Ver. 28. Instead of :£77.4¢ ¢, preponderating
attestation favowrs e/ E7nder (Lachm. Tisch.). — After <ioi:
Tisch. has savrayei! So B C L ®** min. codd. It. Copt.
Rightly so; the superfluous word, which might easily be
reaarded as inappropriate (N® min. omit s also), dropped
away.— Ver. 31. eddéiwg] after «vp. is wanting in B C L &, min.
Copt. Arm.; and D, Vulg. Cant. have it before agizsn.  Sus-
pected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. But it was easily amitted,
since Matt. viili, 15 and Luke iv. 39 have not this defining
word. — Ver. 38, Alter dywue, B C L N, 33, Copt. Aeth. Arm.
Arr. Tisch. have drrayoi. To be adopted {comp. Bornem. in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 127); being unnecessary and with-
out corresponding element in Luke iv. 43, it was very easily

1 In the text of the Synops, of Tisch, it is omitted by mistake,
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passed over; comp. on sairuyod, i 28.— Instead of ifenpdvia,
B C L, 33 have ¢E5ndoy, which Griesb. and Scholz have
approved, and Tisch. has adopted. Rightly; the explanation
of procession from the Fasher suggested the Johannine éagrvle,
whicl, moreover, A and min. actually read. — Ver. 39. iz cas
swaywyds] So also Griesb. Lachm, Tisch. on preponderant
attestation. The Recepla & sais owaywyaiz 1s an emenda-
tion.— Ver. 40. xai yowser@y wbrév] is wanting in B D G T,
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 ex-
pression would have been used. Tisch. has deleted «iriy, but
following only L %, min. vss.— Ver. 41. 6 ¢ ‘Inzds] B D N,
102, Cant. Verc. Corb. 2 have merely zai. So Lachm. and Tiscl.
But comp. Matt. viii 3; Luke v. 13. TFrom these passages
comes also the omission of eimévros wdrol, ver. 42, in B D L N,
win, vss, Lachm, Tisch, — Ver. 44. u#éé] deleted by Lachm.,
following A D L A ¥, min. vss. Viet. Theophyl. The omission
occwrred in conformity with Matt. viii. 4; Luke v. 14 —
Ver. 45. Llz. reads savrayider, But wdvroder is decisively attested.

Vv. 1-4. As our canonical Matthew has a superscription of
lis first section, so also has Mark. This, however, does not em-
brace merely ver. 1, but @s wéypamras . . . Tas 7pi{Bovs adrod
belongs also to the superseription, so that with ver. 4 the
section itself (which goes on to ver. S, according to Ewald to
ver. 15) begins. It is decisive in favour of this view, that
with it there is nothing either to be supplied or to be put in
parenthesis, and that it is in the highest degree appropriate
1ot only to the simplicity of the style, but also to the peculiar
historical standpoint of the author, secing that le places the
beginning of the Gospel, e the first annowncement of the
nessage of salvation as to the Messiah having appearecd—
leaving out of view all the preliminary history in wlhich this
announcement was already included —in strictness only at
the emergence of the Baptist ; but for ¢his, on account of the
special importance of (¢hds initial point (and see also the
remarks on vv. 21-28), he even, contvary to his custom, else-
where appends a prophetic utterance, in conformity with which
that a¢pys took place in such a way and not otherwise than is
related in ver. 4 ff.  Moreover, in accordance with this, since
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the history of that apyy i:self does not begin till ver. 4, the
want of a particle with éyévero, ver. 4, is quite in order.
Comp. Matt. i 2. If, with Fritzsche, Lachmann,' Hitzig,
Holtzmann, we construe: apy . . . éyévero Twdvvns Bamrifwy,
then s véypamrar x.vh becomes a parenthetical clause, in
which case the importance of the Scripture proof has not due
justice done to it, and the structure of the sentence becomes
too complicated and clumsy for the simplicity 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, Bengel, Paulus, de Wette, and others,
then ds vyéypamwrar becomes protasis of éyévero s\, but
thereby the citation, instead of being probative of the apyy
laid down by Mark, becomes a Scripture proof for tle
emergence of John <n dtsclf, and in that way loses its import-
ant Dbearing, seeing that this emergeuce in itself did not need
auy 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:
ww, the beginning . . . was, as o stands written (Theophylact,
Luthymius Zigabenus, Vatablus, Maldonatus, Jansen, Grotius,
and others), doubtless the want of the article with apy# is not
against this course (see Winer, p. 113 [E. T. 154]), nor yet
the want of a «qdp with éyévero—an asyndeton which would
rather conduce to the lively impressiveness of the representa-
tion (comp. Johu i. 6); but it may well be urged that the
supplying of 7 is unnceessary, and even injurious to the vivid
concrete representation.  Moreover, in the very fact that

! The conjecture of Lachmann (Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 84, and preefut. II.
p. vi.), that vv. 2, 3 are a later interpolation, is critically quite unwarranted.
According to Ewald and Weizsticker, p. 105, ver. 2 f. is not from the hand of
the first author, but is inserted by the second editor; in opposition to which,
nevertheless, it is to be remarked that similar Q. T. insertions, which might
proceed from a second hand, are not found clsewhere in our Gospel. According
to Holtzmann, ). 261, only the citation from Isaiah appeared in the primitive-
Mark, and the evangelist further added the familiar passage of Malachi. In
this way at all events,—as he allowed simply iv "Heziz to stand,—hc woull
have appropriated to Isaiah what belongs to Malachi; and the difficulty woull
remain unsolved, There is thercfore no call for the appeal to the primitive-
Mark.

MARK, B
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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) exhibited
the original type of the view which was taken of the Gospel
history,—a type which again, after the ferminus e quo had been
extended in Matthew and Luke so as to embrace the preliminary
histories, presents itself 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
Daptist.  Undoubtedly, traditions of the preliminary history
were also known to Mark ; in leaving them unnoticed he does
not reject them, but still he does not find in them—Iying as
they do back in the gloom prior to the great all-significant
epoch of the emergence of John—the apyy Tob ebayy.— Incod
XpioTod] See on Matt. i. 1. 'When the genitive with edayy. is
ot @ person, it is always genitive of the object, as evayy. Tis
Baoielas, ThHs cwtypias wrh (Matt. iv. 23; Eph. i 13,
vi. 15, al). If Oeob is associated therewith, it is the genitive
of the sulject (i. 15; Rom. i. 1, xv. 16, al), as is the case
also when uov stands with it (Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25; 1 Thess.
i 5,al). But if Xpiorod is associated therewith (Rom. i. 9,
xv. 19; 1 Cor. ix. 12, «l.), it may be either the genitive
suljects (auctoris) or the genitive objectz, a point which must
be determined entirely by the context. In this case it decides
(sce vv. 2-8) in favour of the latter. Taken as genitive
subjects (Ewald: “how Christ began to preach the gospel of
God "), Tob edayy. 'I. X. would have reference to ver. 14 f;
but in that case the non-originality of vv. 2, 3 is presupposed.
—viol 7. Oeof] not as in Matt. i. 1, becaunse Mark had
primarily in his view Gentile-Christian readers;! sce Introd.
§ 3. This designation of the Messiak is used in the believing
consciousness of the mctaphysical sonship of God (comp. on

! The absence of vioo . 815 in N, two min., and some Fathers (including Iren.
and Or.) has not so much critical importance as to warrant the deletion of these
words by Tischendorf (ed. maj. viil.). In his Synopsis, Tischendorf had still
rizhtly preserved them. The omission of them has just as little dogmatical
reason as the addition would have had. But dpyh b ¢bayy., as in itsclt a com-
plete iden, was taken together with the following &s yiyp. ; and thence all the
genitives, I X. 6. 5. 0., which could be dispensed with, were passed over the
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Matt. ii. 17), and that in the Pauline and Petrine sense (see
on Matt. p. 65£). The supernatural generation is by wvied .
©cob neither assumed (Hilgenfeld) nor excluded (Kostlin);
even vi. 3 proves mnothing.— év ‘Hoaia] The {following
quotation combines Mal. iii. 1 and Isa. x1. 3. In this case,
instead of all sorts of hypotheses (sece them in Fritzsche), we
must abide by the simple admission, that by « mistake of
memory (of which, indeed, Porphyry made a Dbitter use, see
Jerome, ad MMutt. iii. 3) Mark thought of the whole of the
words as to be found in Isaiah,—a wmistake which, considering
the aflinity of the contents of the two sayings, and the pre-
valence of their use and their interpretation, is all the niore
conceivable, as Isaiah was “ copiosior et notior” (Bengel). A
different judgment would have to be formed, if the passage of
Isaiah stood fiist (see Surenhusius, xarall. p. 45). Matt.
xxvii. 9 was a similar error of memory. According to
Hengstenberg, 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 sccundarius, as ex-
positor, A process of reflection is thus imputed to the evan-
gelist, in which, moreover, it would be sufficiently strange that
he should not have placed first the utterance of the auctor
primarius, which is held to be commented on by that of the
minor prophet.—As to the two passages 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 (Anger and others, in favour of Matthew ; Ritschl and
others, in favour of Mark); it can only be used as a ground of
confirmation, after a decision of this question has been other-
wise arrived at.  Just as little does the quotation form a proof
for a primitive-Mark, in which, according to Holtzmann and
more readily by reason of the homoeoteleuta. Sostill in Ir. int. and Epiph.
Others allowed at least 'Insot Xpocos to remain, or restored these words
Besides, viov r. ©tes is precisely so characteristie of Mark’s Gospel in contra-
distinction to that of Matthew, that it could scarcely proceed from a tramscriber,
as, in fact, the very oldest vss. (and indeed «ll vss.) have read it; for which

reason merely a sporadic diffusion is to bo assigned to the reading without wi:3
T, O1ov,
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others, it is alleged not to have held a place at all. — évyeévero]
uight be connected with Bantlwr (LErasmus, Beza, Grotius,
Kuinoel, and others), see Heindorf, «d Plat. Soph. p. 273 £;
Lobeck, ad A4j. 588 ; Kihner, II. p. 40. Dut the mention of
the emergence of the DBaptist is in keeping with the beginainy
of the history.! Hence: there appeared Joln, baptizing in the
desert.  Comp. Johm i 6; 1 John ii. 18; 2 Pet. ii. 1; Xen.
Anabd. i1l 4. 49, iv. 3. 29, al.  Comp. wapayiverar, Matt. iii. 1,
and on Phil. ii. 7.  As to the desert (the well-known desert),
see on Matt. iil. 1. — Bawriopa peravolas] ¢ baptisn involring
o obligation to repentance (sce on Matt. 1ii. 2), genitive of the
characteristic quality. — els dpeotwr apapr.] Comp. Luke iii. 3.
The aim of this haptism, in order that men, prepared for the
purpose by the weravora, 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. «. Krit. 1861, p. 61), but neither is it to
be taken in such a sense as that John's baptism itself secured
the forgiveness (Hofmann, Sehriftbew. 1. p. 606 ; Lwald).
This baptism could, through its reference to the Mediator of the
forgiveness who was approaching (John i, 29, 33, iii. 5; Acts
il. 38), give to those, who allowed themselves to be baptized
and thereby undertook the obligation to repentance, the certain
prospect of the dgears which was to be received only through
Clhrist—promising, but not imparting it. Matthew has not the
words, the passing over of which betrays an exercise of reflection
upon the difference between Johnw's and the Christian baptism.

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. — waca 7
"Tovd. w7 ).] 'Tovd. is an adjective (sece on John iil. 22), and
xopa is in contrast to the metropolis (see on John xi. 54 1),
the whole Judacan region, and the people of Jerusalem collectively.

! Ewald (comp. Hitzig) connects iyivire with xzpézewr, reading ¢ Laseifwv in
accordance with B L a & (comp. vi. 14), and omitting the subsequent xei with
3, min.  ““John the Baptist wag just preaching,” ete.  The critical witnesses for
these readings are not the same, and not sufliciently strong; there has cvidently
Ieen an alteration in accordunce with Matt. iii. 1. Tischendorf has rightly
reverted to the Recepta.
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In wédoa and wavres there is a popular Zyperbole, — Ver. 6.
Instead of éofiwv, we must write, with Tischendorf, &cfwpt
—Ver. 7. éoyerac] present: “ut Christum intelligas jam
fuisse in via,” Beza. — &ifras] belongs to the graphic cha-
racter oo Mark, whose delineation is here certainly more
original than that of Matthew. — év wvedu. dayio] The fire,
which Matthew (and Lulke also) has in the connection of his
more comprehensive narrative, is not yet mentioned here, and
thus there is wanting a characteristic point, which, nevertheless,
appears not to be original.  Comp. Jolm i. 33 (in opposition to
Iwald, Kostlin, Holtzmann, and others). It would not have
been “abrupt” (Holtzmann) even in Mark.

Vv. 9-11. Sce on Matt. iii. 13-17; Luke 3ii. 21 f. —els
Tov 'Topddvny] Conception of immersion. Not so elsewhere
in the N. T.—etfds] usual form in Mark; we must, with
Tischendorf, read it here also. It belongs to dvaB.: im-
mediatcly (after He was baptized) coming up. A hyperbaton
(Fritzsche refers edf. to elde) just as little occurs here as at
Matt. iii. 16.— €ide¢] Jesus, to whom also én’ adrov refers
(see on Matt. le). Mark Zarmondzes with Matthew (in
opposition to Strauss, Weisse, de Wette), who gives a further
development of the history of the baptism, but whose dvegy-
Onoav aitTd of olp. presents itself in Mark under a more
directly detinite form. In opposition to the context, Erasmus,
Beza, Heumann, Ebrard, and others hold that JoZn is the subject.
— axtbopévous, conveying a more vivid sensuous impression
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 transforins the
voice into the sense of God on Christ’s part; with which all
the chords of His life, even of His life of learing, had
sounded in unison, and the voice had communicated itself
sympathetically to John also. The dove which John saw is

' Sce on this poetical form, which oceurs also in the LXX. and Apoerypha,
Duncan, Lex., ed. Rost, p. 457; Winer, p. 79 [E. T. 105]; Buttmann, neut. Gr.
p. 51[E. T. 58). Also at xii. 40, Luke vii. 33 f., x. 7, xxii. 30, this form.
is to be read.
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held to have been the lhovering of a mysterious splendour,
namely, a now manifested adjustment of the life of Christ with
the ligher 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
dawued before His soul like a silver gleam from above, ete.
See, moreover, the Remark subjoined to Matt. iii. 17.

Vv. 12, 13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11; Luke iv. 1 ff —
€xBarned] He drives, wrges Him forth; more graphic than
the dwijyfy of Matthew and the #yero of Lulke iv. 1. The
sense ol force and urgency is implied also in Matt. ix. 38.
Observe the frequent use of the vividly realizing pracsens
listorieus. — And He was there (éxet, see the critical remarks)
an the desert (whither the Spirit had driven Him}, ie. in that
rcyion of the desert, during forty days, being tenpted by Salan,
—a manifest difference of Mark (comp. also Luke) {rom
Matthew, with whom it is uot till after forty days that the
temptations Degin. Evasive interpretations are to be found
in Krabbe, Ebrard, and others.— «ai v pera Tév Onpiwv)
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
(Virg, Aden. iii. 646, and see Wetstein 7n loc.); but how
remote would such a poctic representation be from the simple
narrative!  No, according to Mark, Jesus is to be conccived
as really surrounded by the wild beasts of the descrt.  1Ile is
threatened in a twofold manner; Satan tempts Him, and
the wild Dleasts encompass Him. The #ypical veference,
according to which Christ is held to appear as the renewer
of Paradise (Gen. i. 26 ; Usteri in the Stud. w. Krit. 1834, p.
789 ; Gfrorer, Olshausen, comp. Bengel, and also Bawr, Eeany.
pp- 540, 564 ; Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 1206 ; Schenkel, Holtz-
mann), is not indicated by anything in the text, and is foreign
to it. The desert and the forty days remind us of Moscs (Ex.
xxiv. 48, xxxiv. 28; Deut. ix. 9, 18), not of Adam.— ot
dyyenot] The article denotes the category. — 8umxovovy adrg]

1 So also von Engelhardt (de Jesu Christi tentatione, Dorp. 1858, p. §).
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Tlere is no occasion at all, from the connection in Mark, to
understand this of the ministering with food, as in Matthew ;
nor does the expression presuppose the representation of
Matthew (Weiss). On the contrary, we must 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 Christ's 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 Matthew and Luke) the wonderful element
3w pera TOr Onpiwy (which, according to Hilgenfeld, merely
serves to colour 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 relates the temptation, and which quite
corresponds ? to the still undeveloped swmmary beginning of
the tradition, is alleged by Baur to proceed from the circum-
stance 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 dpyn ToD
ebayy. earlier. Comp. Kistlin, p. 322,

Ver. 14 f. See on Matt. iv. 12, 17; Luke iv. 14 f. —eis 7.
Taxi\.] in order to be more secure than in the place wlere
John had laboured; according to Ewald: “ He might not
allow the work of the Baptist to fall to pieces.” DBut this
would not furnish a motive for His appearing precisely in
Gulilee. See Weizsiicker, p. 333. In Matthew also the
matter is conceived of as dvaywpnois. — knpiocwy] piescnt

! For the idea that x. of dyy. dmx, zdrs is only the closing sentence of an
originally longer narration (Weisse, Evangelienfr. p. 163) is fanciful. Only the
short, compact account is in harmony with all that surrounds it. Weisse sup-
poses that something has dropped out also alter ver. 5 or 6, and alter ver. 8.

2 How awkwardly Mark would here have epifomized, if Lie had worked as an
epitomizer{ Iow, in partieular, would he have left unnoticed the rich moral
contents of the narrative in Matthew and Luke! Schleicrmacher and de Wette
reproach him with doing so. Comp. also Bleek.
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participle with §ifev. See Dissen, ad Pind. Ol vii. 14, p. 81;
Bornemann, ad Xen. dneb. vil. 7. 17; Stallbaum, «d Plat.
Phacd. p. 116 C. — 76 edayy. Tot Ocotr] See on ver. 1.— 67¢]
recitative. — o ratpos| the period, namely, which was to last
until the setting up of the Messialt's kingdom, o xatpos odros,
x. 30. It is conceived of as a measure. See on Gal. iv. 4.—
mioTevETE €v TG ebayy.] Belicve on the gospdl.  As to maT.
with éy, see on Gal iii. 26 ; Epl. i 13; frequently in the
LXX. The olject of faith is conceived as that in which the
faith is fixed and based. Fritzsche takes év as instrumental :
“per evangelium ad fidem adducimini” This is to be
rejected, since the object of the faith would be wanting, and
since 70 edayy. is just the news dtsclf, which Jesus gave in
TETANPOTAL KT

Vv. 16-20. See on Matt. iv. 18—22 {Luke v. 1 fl). The
narative of Mark has the brevity and vividness of an
original.  Observe, however, Liow, according to all the evan-
gelists, Jesus begins His work not with working miracles, but
with teaching and collecting disciples.! This does not exclude
the assumption that miracles esseutially Lelonged to His daily
work, and were even from the very beginning associated
with His teaching, ver. 21 ff. — wapdywr (see the critical
vemarks), «s He passed along by the sca. This as well as
apdiBarh. év 1. Gavy. (casting around) is part of the peculiar

1 Comp. Weizsicker, p. 364.  But the teaching begins with the announcement
of the kingdom, which has as its presupposition the Messianic self-conscious-
ness (Weizsicker, p. 425).  Without reason Schenkel maintains, p. 370, that
Jesus could not at all have regarded Himself at the lLeginning of His work
as the Messiah.  He might do so, without sharing the political Messianic
hopes. See Schleicrmacher, L. J. p. 250 f. ; Kcim, Geschichel. Chr. p. 44 L.
But the view which makes the beginning of the teaching and miracle-working
cven precede the baptism (Schleiermacher) has absolutely no foundation in
the N. T., not even in the history of the marriage feast at Cana.  Nor yet con
it be maintained, with Keim (p. 84), that the conviction of bLeing the Messial
gained strength in Jesus gradually from Iis first emergenee up to the decisive-
ness, which first makes itself manifest at Matt. xi., where He announces the
present kingdom, no longer merely that which isapproacking., For the approach-
ing kingdom is throughout—only according to a relative conception of time—from
the beginning onward to Luke xxi. 31 to be taken in an eschatological relerence ;
and it presupposes, therefore, a Messianie self-certainty in the Son of man, who
with this announcement takes up the preaching of the Baptist.
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vividness of representation that Mark loves.— Ver. 19. rai
adrols] ¢t ipsos in nave, likawise in the ship. It does not
belong to xataprifovrtas (the wusual view, in which there is
assumed an impertfect comparison, which contemplates only
the fishers’ occupation generally, comp. on Matt. xv. 3), but
merely to év 76 whoip, so that katapt. x.7.x. then subjoins a
further circumstance. The former explanation in the sense
assicned to it would only be possible, if dugiBdAi., in
ver. 16, and xarapt. were included under ome more general
idea. — Ver., 20. peta 7. mobo7.] 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
(Paulus, Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleck, and others), in reference to
which de Wette charges Mark with taking away from their
resolution its nobleness.! It may, moreover, be <nfcrred, that
Zebedee carried on his business not altogether on a small
scale, and perhaps was not without means. Comp. xvi. 1;
Luke viii. 3; Joln xix. 27. Only no comparison with the
“ poverty of Peter” (Hilgenfeld) is to be imported.

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 coutained in Mark v. 1ff, 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. Terhaps up to this point he has
followed an old documentary writing of this character; and ii
this comprised also in its contents vv. 1-3, the introduction of
the Bible quotation in vv. 2, 3, contrary to the usual custou

? With greater truth, because more naturally, it might be said that that trait
places in so much stronger a light the resignation of those who were called, seeing
that they forsook a business so successfully prosecuted. Comp. Ewald, p. 192.
We may more surely alfirm that it is just a mere feature of the detailul
description peculiur to Mark,  Comp, Weiss, Le. p. 632
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of Mark elsewhere, is the more easily explained. And the
fact that now for the first time an independent 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 communicated of the doings and sayings of
Christ, and Mark had heard and recorded (fragment of Papias).

Ver. 21. elowopevovtas] Jesus and His four disciples.
According to Mark, they go «way from the lake to Capernaum,
not from Nuzareth (thus Vietor Antiochenus, Theophylact,
Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, following Luke), and ot
away from the mount (according to Matt. viil. 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 évea, which
the fragment of DPapias pronounced to be wanting in rafis
(see on Matt. Introd. p. 42 f). — ed@éws Tais oaBB.] i.c. imme-
diately on the next Sabbath, not: on the several Sabbaths
(Euthymius Zigabenus, Wolf, and many others), which is
forbidden by edbféws. oaBBata, as in ii. 23; Matt. xii. 1;
Luke iv. 6; Col ii. 16. — é8idacre] What, Mark does not say,
for he is more concerned with the powerful mpression, 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-discourse 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 £, where the notice of Mark
is reproduced unaltered, but placed after the sermon on the
Mount ; and Luke iv. 32, where the second part of the ob-
servation is geueralized 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 lere makes Cupcrnawm 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, Daur in the
theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 56 ff. — As to 7y 8ibuck. and ws éova.
éywy, see on Matt. vil. 28 £,
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Ver. 231, "Ev mvevp. dxafdpro] to be comnected closely
with dvfpomos: « man in the power of an unclean spirit.  Sce
on év Matthiae, p. 1141. Comp. v. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 2; DButt-
mann, acut. Gr. p. S4 [E. T. 96].  As to the demoniacs, sce
on Matt. iv. 24; and as to the miracles of Jesus in general,
sec on Matt. viil. 4. — avéxpake] he cricd aloud (see Winer,
dc verbor. cum pracpos. compos. usw, IIL p. 7), namely, the maun,
who, however, speaks in the person of the demon. Comp.
Matt. viii, 29, where also, as Lere, the demon mmediatcly
discerns the Messiah, — juas] me and those like to wme.
“ Communem inter se causam habent daemonia,” Dengel. —
amoréaair] by relegation to Hades, like Bacavicar in Matt. Lc.
— 0 dyios Tob Beod] the hallowed One of God (John x. 36) xat
éfoynr (sce Origen and Vietor Antiochenus in Possini Catena),
a characteristic designation of the Messich, which here pro-
ceeds from the consciousness of the unholy demoniac nature
(Luke iv. 84; Acts iv. 27; Rev. iil. 7; John vi. 69). Ina
lower sense priests and prophets were dyewoe Tob feod. Sec
Knapp, Opusc. I. p. 33£f The demon does not name Him
thus as xohaxevor adrév (Buthymius Zigabenus, and before
him Tertullian), but rather by way of giving to Mis #Afes
amohéoar Huas the impress of hopeless certainty.

Ver. 25f. Avro] 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 (gmrapdfar) him,
Comp. ix. 26 ; Luke ix. 42,

Ver. 27. ITpos éavrols] is equivalent to mpos dANijrovs
(Luke iv. 36). The reason why the reflexive is used, is the
conception of the contradistinction to others (they discussed
anony one another, not with Jesus and His disciples). See
Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20. TFritzsche explains: apud
antinum suum. But cvlyrelv stands opposed to this, desig-
nating as it does action in commion,ix. 10, xii. 28 ; Luke xx. 23,

1 To refer iuddn=, with Strauss, II. p. 21, following older expositors, merely to
the demon’s declaration of the Messiahship of Jesus, is, in view of the general
character of the word, arbitrary. It is the command of the victor in gemeral:
Be silent and go out! Strauss appeals to i. 34, ili. 12. DBut these prohibitions
refer to the time after the going out.
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xxiv. 13, el.; so also in the classics. — 7{ éate Tod70;] a natural
demand in astonishment at what had happened jor more precise
Gitformation as to the circumstances of the case.—In what follows
we must read: Sidayy xawn xat éfovaiav’ kai Tois wvelpact
Tots dxkabdprows . . . abr@! See the critical remarks, They
give vent by way of exclamation to what has thrown them
into such astonishment and is so incomprehensible to then,
and do so in the unperiodic mode of expression that is appro-
Iriate to excited feeling: « doctrine new in power ! and He
commands the wunelean spirits, etc.! They marvel at these
{wo marked points, as they lhave just perceived themn in Jesus.
Lachmann attaches xat éfovaiav to kal Tols wrevuage «.T.\.
But this is manifestly opposed to the connection, according to
which xa7’ éfovaiav looks back to the foregoing v yap 8iddo-
xwy avtovs ws éfovalay Eywv. This applies also in opposition
to Ewald, who reads 8:dayfi wawn: “ with new teaching He
powerfully commands even the devils.” A confused identifica-
tion of the teaching with the impression of the miraculous
action 1s here groundlessly discovered by Baur! and used as
a proof of dependence on Luke iv. 36. Even with the
Receptee 870 the two elements of the exclamation would be
very definitely correlative to the #wo clements of the ministry
of Jesus in the synagogue respectively.— kat' éfovaiav] defines
the reference of xawn : ncwin respect to power, which has never
yet occurred thus with the impress of higher authorization.
Ver. 28. Els 6Apv 7. wepiy. 7. T'ahi\.] not merely therefore
into Galilee itself, but also zuto the whole region that swrrounds
Galilee.  Comp. Luke 1ii. 3, viii. 37. This wide diffusion,
the expression of which is still further strengthened by mav-
Tayob (see the critical remarks), is not at variance with the
e0fvs (Kostlin finds in the word “a mistaken fashion of
exaggeration ”), which is to be esticated in accordance with
the lively popular mode of expressionm. Criticism becomes

1 Who helds that Mark has not been able to enter into Luke's mode of view,
Lut has kept to the 3dzxd of Jesus in the sense of Matthew, withiout himself
rightly understanding in what relation the xznx ddays stood to the ixirdoony
x.7.x.  Baur, Markusevany. p. 11 ; comp, theol. Jahro. 1853, p. 691 Sec, on
the other hand, Hilgenfeld, Eeang. p. 128,
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confused by the stress laid on such poiuts. — mwavrayot] with
the verb of motion, as is often the case among the Greeks:
cvery-whither.  Comp. on daAhayov, 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 incounsistency with John ii. 11 (in opposition to Strauss).

Vv. 29-39. In connection and narrative, Luke iv. 38—44
is parallel. DBut compare also Matt. viii. 14-17, which pro-
ceeds by way of abridgment.

Ver. 29 ff. See on Matt. viii. 14f—e£€)»90y769] Jesus,
Peter and Andrew. James and John are thereupon specially
named as accompanying. —- The short narrative is condeusell,
animated, graphic,! not subjected to elaboration, against which
view the mention of Andreiw, whom Matthew and Luke omit
as a secondary person, cannot well be urged. Comyp. Weiss,
p. 654.

Ver. 32 f. 'Ovrias . . . jjAeos] an exact specification of time
(comp. Matthew «nd Luke) for the purpose of indicating that
the close of the Sabbath had occurred. “ Judacos religio
tenebat, quominus ante exitum sabbati aegrotos snos afferrent,”
Wetstein, and, earlier, Victor Antiochenus. — 7pos airdy] pre-
supposes that before the evening He has returned again to
His own dwelling (ii. 1, 15). It is not Pcéer’s house that is
meant. — wdvras Tovs x.T.A] all whom they had—Here and
at ver. 34, as also at Matt. viii. 16, the naturally sick are
distinguished from the demoniacs; comp. iil. 15. —1%) ol
6An] comp. Matt. iii. 5. So also in the classical writers (Thuc.
vil. 82.1; Seph. 0. B.179); comp. Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias,
ed. 3, p. 103.

Ver. 34. moAhods . . . worhé] therefore not all, which, never-
theless, does not presuppose attempts that were without result.
It was already late, and in various cases, moreover, the coi-
ditions of healing might Le wanting. — #gee] as in xi. 10.

1 In this point of view the sickness is denoted by the words xacixturs wusica.
as severe enough not to allow the event to be treated as a simple soothing of the
over-excited nervous system (Schenkel). Mere psychological soothings of this
kind would simply stand in utter disproportion to the sensation produced by
Jesus as a worker of miracles.
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Imperfect, from the form d¢iw, with the augment on the
preposition ; see Winer, p. 74 [E. T. 97]. — XaXeiv . . . o7¢]
He allowed them not fo speak, enjoined on them silence,
beeause they knew Him. They would otherwise, had they
been allowed to spealk, have said that He was the Messiah.
Kuinoel, Bleek, and others erroneously take it as if the ex-
pression was Aéyew ... 67e. The two verbs (comp. on Johu
vili. 43 ; Rom. iil. 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 “fo say that” is never expressed by
Aaheiv, 61e. — As to the reason of the prohibition, see on
v. 43 and Matt. viii. 4.

Vv. 35-39. Luke iv. 42-44 1is less characteristic and
more generalized. — évvvyov Niav] when 1t was still very darl.
évvuyov is the accusative neuter of the definition of time, as
anuepov, atpiov, véov, etc. The word itself is often found
also in classical writers, but not this adverbial use of the
accusative neuter (3 Mace. v. 5 ; see, however, Grimm iz loc.).
Comp. évwvywrepov, Aesop, Fab. 79. The plural form &vwvya
(in Lachmann and Tischendorf, following B C D L «, min.)
is, however, decisively attested, although likewise without
sanction from Greek usage;' in Soph. 4j. 930, wdwuya is
adjective. — é£ijrfe] out of his house, ver. 29. Comp. ii. 1. —
ratebiwfav] only occurring here in the N. T., more significant
than the simple form, expressive of the following wup il
they reached Him; Thue. ii. 84. 3; Polyb. vi. 42. 1; Ecclus.
xxvit. 17; Ps. xxii, 18. — xai ol per’ av7od] Andrew, Johu,
and James, ver. 29. Under this expression is already implied
the conception of the historical prominent position of Deter.
But such an expression does not betray any special Petrine
tendency of the Gospel. — mdvres] puts Jesus in mind of the
multitude of yesterday, vv. 32, 34. — aAXayoi] with a verb
of direction, comp. ver. 28 and on Matt. ii. 22, The following
els Tas éyop. Kwpom., tinto the nearest (Herod. i. 134; Nen.
Anad. i. 8, iv. 9; Joseph. Antt. xi. 8. 6, and frequently; comp.
Acts xiii, 44, xxi. 26) villages, is a more precise delinition of
dMayob. Sce Bornemann, Sehol. in Lue. iv. 23, v. 35, and

! Hesychius has the adverb vixa, equivalent to rixrap.



CHAP. I. 50-45, 31

in the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 127 ; Fritzsche, ad Mure. p. 22.
— kwpormores] villages, only used here in the N. T., but see
the passages in Wetstein. — els TodTo yap éEfnGov] for that
(namely, to preach abroad also) s the object for which I have
left the house, ver. 35.  Schenkel invents heve quite o different
connection. In opposition to the context, others under-
stand éfqaBor of having come forth from the Father. So
Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, Lange,
aud others; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius. A harmonizing with
Luke iv. 43.

Ver. 39. Knploowr els tas cuvaywy. adtédv «.1.\.] There
is the conception of dircetion in els: aunouncing (the Gospel)
into their synagogucs. He is conceived of as coming before
the assembly in the synagogue and speaking to them. Comp.
the well-known modes of expression: és Tov Sijuov eimeiv, Thuc.
v. 45, els ™p oTpariav elmeiv, Xen. Anad. v. 6. 37; John
viii. 26, Tadta NMéyw els Tov xoopov. Comp. xiv. 10; Rom.
xvi. 26. The following els 6Aqv Tyv I'aldiaiav specifies the
geographical field, info which the knpiocew els Tas cvvaywy.
adt, cxtended.  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 Hilgen-
feld 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 favour of Mark’s originality.

Vv. 40—45. Comp. on Matt. viil. 2—4, where this history
follows immediately after the sermon on the Mount, and that
in a shorter, more comprehensive form in accordance with
Mark. In Luke (v. 12ff) the narrative of the draught of
fishes is previously inserted. — yovvmerév adrov] see on Matt.
xvil. 14— Ver. 41} omhayyviof.] subordinated to the
participle éxteivas; see Winer, p. 308 [E. T. 433]; Dissen,
ad Dem. de Cor. p. 249.— Ver. 42. dmiMlev am’ avTod]

11 the leper had come to Jesus when he was already substantially healed, as
Schenkel in spite of ver. 45 thinks probable, what charlatanry would the Lord
have been practising at ver. 41f.1 And yet, even according to Schenkel (p. 373),
Mark is assumed to have had the narrative from the mouth of Peter.
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so also Luke. DBut he has omitted the following «. éxabap.,
to which DMatthew has adhered. — Ver. 43. éuBpiuncau.
atrd| after He had been angry at him, wrathfully ad-
dressed him (comp. xiv. 5, and on Matt. ix. 30). We are to
conceive of a veliement begone now ! away hence ! With this
is connected also the forcible é€éBarer. Observe the peculiar
way in which Mark depiels 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 7n
a house (é£éBanev) is peculiar to Mark, who in the entire
narrative is very original and cannot be following the colour-
less narrative of Luke (Dleek). 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 (see Ewald 4n loc., and
Alterth. p. 180); but the impulse towards Jesns and His
aid caused the sick man to brealt through the barrier of the
law, whence, moreover, may be explained the hurried and
vehement deportment of Jesus.— Ver. 44. As to the prohibition,
see on Matt. viii. 4, and on Mark v. 43. — The prefixing of
ageavroy (thyself) is in keeping with the emotion, with which
the withdrawal of the person is required. — mepi 7ob xaflap.
cov] on account of thy cleansing, ic. in order to lecome
Levitically clean. — Ver. 45. Comp. Luke v. 15f. Mark has
peculiar matter. — éferfwrv] from the house. Comp. ver. 43.
— fipEaTo] ebyrouwy by 6 Nempos, obx NuéoyeTo ovyi Kaivrar
v evepyesiav, Euthymins Zigabenus. The beginning of this
breach of the imposed silence is made prominent. — 7ov Aoyor)
Luthymius Zigabenus: dv elpprer adrd o Xpioros, Snrady 70
0érw, kabuapichnte. Soalso Fritzsche. DBut Mark, in order
to be iutellicible, must have led men to this by a wmore
precise designation pointing back to it. It is fhe story,
i.e. the narrative of the occurrence (Luther appropriately has
the history), not: the motler (so usually; even de Wette and
Bleek), which Adyes 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 writers (sce Wolf, «d Dcm. Lept. p. 277) it never
absolutely means the matter in itself, but the point spolcu of,
the state of things that is wnder duscussion, or the like,
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As to the distinction between Aoyos and ¢rjun, see Bremi, «d
Isocr. Pancg. p. 32. — pyeére] no longer, as He could hitherto.
— 8Yvacbar] moral possibility, if, namely, He would not occa-
sion any tumult.—xai] not: and yet (Kuinoel, de Wette,
Bleek, and others), but the simple and. Instead of going
publicly into the city, He was outside in solitary places, and
people 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 the cily.

MARK. Y
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CHAPTER IL

VER. 1. The order eioidde murn (Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz)
would neced to be adopted on decisive evidence. But Tischen-
doxf has eloerddv adrw without the subsequent xaf, which Lachm.
brackets. Rightly; the attestation by B D L ¥, min. vss. is
sufficient ; the Recepte is an attempt to facilitate the construc-
tion by resolving it. — eig oixev] Lachm. Tisch. have #& oixw,
following B D L N, min. An interpretation.— Ver. 4. ¢’ o]
Lachm.: émov, according to B D L N. So now also Tisch.
Mechanical repetition from the foregoing. — Ver. 5. agéwrar]
B 28, 33 have dgievrar. So Lachm. and Tisch. here and at
ver. 9 (where also & has the same reading). DBut B has the
same form at Matt. ix. 2. An emendation.— Elz. Scholz,
Lachm, have ool i auaprias sov, the latter bracketing sw. But
BDGL A min. have oov ai épapries (Griesh. Iritzsche,
Tisch.). This reading is in Matt. ix. 2 exposed to the suspicion
of having been taken up from ver. 5, where the Fecepfe has
but very weak attestation, and from Matthew it passed easily
over into our passage. There is the same diversity of reading
also at ver. 9, but with the anthorities so divided that in ver.
5 and ver. 9 only the like reading is warranted. — Ver. 7. aanei
Braspnuias] Lachm., Tisch. read »ursi; Braspyuei, following
B DLy Vulg It. Rightly; the Leeepfe has smoothed the
expression in accordance with Luke. — Ver. 8. oirws] is deleted
by Lachm. upon too weak evidence.— adroi is adopted after
dirwz by Bengel, Matt, Griesb. Iiritzsche, Scholz on very coun-
siderable evidence (A C I 4, ete.). DBeing unnecessary and not
understood, it was passed over.— Ver. 9. fyepe] Elz. Rinck
have #yupar (1st aorist middle). The foimer is here quite
decisively attested, and, indeed, in all places #yzps is to be
written, the active form of which the transcribers did not
understand (sece on Matt. ix. 5), and converted it into the
middle forms éyepar and éyeipow (3 L 28 have here the latter
form). The middle form Zyeipests is in stated use only in the
plural (Matt. xxvi. 46; Mark xiv. 42; John xiv. 31), which
affurds no criterion for the singular. — After fyepe Elz. Lachw.
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Tisch. have zai, which C D L, min. vss. omit. An addition in
accordance with Matt., ix. 5; Luke v. 23. — Instead of oo =iv
zpe33. we must read, with Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., in accordance
with decisive testimony, siv zp. gov. — wupiwdra] Tiscll ed. 8:
bouye, but against such decisive weight of evidence, that
aepimdra is not to be regarded as derived from the parallel
passages, but Umzay: is to be referred to a gloss from ver. 11. —
Ver. 10. Elz. has émi 75 775 after dpiévar. So AEF G al. Dut
B has d&p. du. éxt 7. 9.; CD LM a &, al. min. vss. have iz =
7. @o. du. So Griesb. Iritzsche, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. ed. 8.
The latter is a reading conformed to Matthew and Luke. The
various readings have arisen through omission (Augustine) and
diversity in the restoration of ¢zi . 5. The Rccepta is to be
restored, as there was no reason, cithier in the passage itself or
from the parallel passages, for separating agitver and auaprio;
from oue another by the insertion of é=i . y.— Ver. 15. The
reading z. yhsrar zaraxsisdar (Tisch.) is based on B L w, and is
to be preterred; eyéero is from Matthew, and & g is ex-
planatory. — Ver. 16. =« of ypaup. . oi dape] Tisch.: =
vpampares viv dapisaiav, following B L a &, Lachm. in the
margin. Rightly; the Recepte arvose from the usnal expression.
But we are not, with Tisch. {following the same testimony), to
insert xai before idivres, as this zai owes its origin to the
erroneous connection of za? ypauu. with gxzonetd. — The simple
¢= (Tisclh.), instead of =i é=, is too feebly attested. — zai @ive ] is
wanting, no doubt, in B D 8, min. Cant. Verc. Ver. Corb. 2
(bracketed by Lachm.), but was omitted on account of Matt.
ix, 11, from which place, moreover, C L D N, min. vss.
Trathers have added 4 éidcdorunos buav. — Ver. 17. After cuaps.
Elz. has iz perdvoiar, which on decisive testimony is deleted as
an addition from Luke v. 32 by Guriesb. and the later editors.
— Ver. 18. Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. Iritzsche have rightly
adopted oi ®apronins instead of the Recepta oi 75v dupiowinws.  The
former has decisive testimony in its favour, the latter is from
Luke v. 33. —¢i #aw] Tisch.: o padnrai =5, following B C* L ¥,
33, Rightly ; the superfluous word was passed over.— Ver. 20,
Instead of the Receptar fusivars rais sumépass (which Fritzsche
maintains), sxeivy oy spépe is received by Griesb. Lachm. Scliolz,
Tisch. according to decisive evidence. The plural is from what
precedes. — Ver. 21. The Recepte is =ai obésis, against decisive
witnesses, which lave not zai. — éxi inariv zedwa] Lachm. and
Tiscl.: émi iudriov munasy, according to B C D L &, 33, Rightly;
it was altered in conforiuity with Matt. ix. 106, — afpss #d aripue
aldrol v zawiv vod wuiwsod] Many variations, A K A, min. Syr,
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D aipe &7 abrob w8 @ 50 zawv vob meh.; B LN (yet without
the first 7¢), min. Goth. : aipa v o &z’ alred (B: dp tevrd) =
zaw, w0 i (so Lachm. and Tisch.); 1), min. vss.: aiper oo .
o zentv axb voi wah, (s0 Rinck). The Recepta is to be rejected
no less than the reuding of D, etc. Doth are from Matthew.,
Of the two readings that still remain, that of A, cte. is to Dbe
preferred, because in that of Lachm. and Tisch. the collocation
of aipes #6 =n. likewise betrays its being shaped according to
Matthew. Ilence we read: aipss as' abrol 76 TAfpwpa =6 zawdv
rod mehaod, — Ver, 22. piecer] Lachm. g, following B C
D L &, 33, Vulg. codd. of It. So also Tisch. ed. 8. From
Luke v. 37, whence also subsequently has come & véos, which
Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. — xai ¢ olvoz ... Brgréer]
Tustead of this there is simply to be read, with Tisch., following
BLD, codd. of It.: xel & ohvog éeérdvras nai of doxof (B N leave
out of drre == only Brsrim). The Reeepte is from the
parallels. — Ver. 23. sapawop.] Lachm.: diascp., following B C D.
But comp. Luke vi. 1. — édov wereiv] Lachm.: édozoreiv, only after
I G H.—Ver. 24. &] is on decisive evidence condemned by
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. From ver. 23.—Ver. 25.
adris] after the first e/ is suspected by Griesb., bracketed Dby
Lachm,, deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. It is wanting indeed
in BCD L &, min, vss., but it was very easily mistaken in its
reference, and passed over as cumbrous and superfluous,
the more especially as it does not appear in the parallels. —
Ver. 26. é=i’ ABiddup 7o dpyuep.] is wanting in D, 271, Cant. Ver.
Veve. Vind. Corb. 2. Condemned, after Beza, by Gratz (newer
Versueh, d. Entst. d. dret crst. L. z. erkl. p. 196), and Wassen-
bergh in Valckenaer, Schol. I. p. 23. An omission on acccant
of the historical difficulty and the parallel passages. Only o5
before dpy. has decisive evidence against it, and is rightly deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch.

Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. ix. 1-8; Luke v. 17-26. At
the foundation of Loth lies the narrative of Mark, which they
follow, however, with freedom (Matthew more by way of
cpitome), while not only Matthew but Luke also falls short
of the vivid directness of Mark. — According to the reading
eloenfov (see the critical remarks), this participle must be
taken as anacoluthic in accordance with the conception of the
logical subject of the following: ¢ was heard that Ilc, ete.  Sce
Buttmaun, neut. Gr. p. 256 [E. T. 298].— &/ jjuepav] interjectis
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dichus, after the lapse of intervening days. See ou Gal. ii. 1.
— els olkov éaTe] just our: “ He is into the house.” The verb
of rest assumes the previous motion; xiii. 16; John i. 18
Herod. i. 21, «l.  Sce Buttmann, p. 286 [L T. 333].  Comp.
even eis Sopovs pévew, Soph. j. 80, aud Lobeck in loc.;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I 537. The house where Jesus dwelt is
meant (but not expressly designated, which would have
required the use of the article). — Ver. 2. pnxére] from the
conception of the increasing crowd. — pndé] not cven the space
at the door, to say nothing of the house. Idstlin, p. 339,
arbitrarily finds exaggeration here. — Tov Aéyov] ka7’
éboynw: the Gospel.  Comp. viil. 32; Luke i 2, al. —
Vv. 3, %. Here also Mark has the advantage of special
vividness. Jesus is to be conceived of as in the upper
chamber, dmepdor (where the Rabbius also frequently taught,
Lightfoot n Jvc.; Vitringa, Synag. p. 145 £). 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 tmep@ov—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 (IFaber, Jahn, Kdster,
Tmanan. p. 166), is at variance with the words (ameoTéyacav
T oTéyny, comp. Luke v. 19), and is not required by ver. 2,
where the crowd has filled the fore-court becawse the louse
itself, where Jesus is tarrying, is already occupied (see above
on undé, ver. 2); and a curious crowd is wont, if its closer
approach is already precluded, to persevere stedfastly in its
waiting, even at a distance, in the hope of some satisfaction.
Moreover, the fact of the unroofing i a proof that in the!
house roof and upper chamber were either not conuceted by

! Wpootyyivas, active (Aquila, 1 Sam. xxx. 7; Lucian, Amor. 53), hence the
reading of Tischendorl, =porersiyxas, following B L N, min. vss., is a corrcet
interpretation of the word, which only oceurs here in the N. T. This view is
more in keeping with the vivid description than the usual intransitive aecedere.
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door (comp. Joseph. Antt. xiv. 15. 12), or that the door was
too narrow for the passage of the sick man upon his Dbed
(Hug, Gutacht. IL p. 23); and it is contvary to the simple
words to conceive, with Lightfoot and Olshausen, only of a
widening of an alvcady cxisting doorway. DMark is not at
variance with Luke (Strauss), but both describe the samne pro-
ceeding ; and the transaction related by both bears in its very
peculiarity the stamp of truth, <n favour of which in the case
of Mark the testimony of Lcter is to be presumed, and agaiinst
which the assertion of the danger to those who were standing
below (Woolston, Strauss, Bruno Bauer) is of the less conse-
quence, as the lifting up of the pieces of roofing is conceiv-
able enough without the incwrring 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 strangeness has no intrinsic improbability. — As
to xpdBBatos, or kpdBatos, or kpdBarros (Lachmann and
Tischendorf), a couch-bed, a word rejected by the Atticists, see
Sturz, Dial, Mac. p. 175 f.; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 62 f —
adéwvrar k.7.N] See on Matt. ix. 2.— Ver. 6. Tov ypapuar.]
So correctly also Matthew., DBut Luke introduces already here
(too early, see in Mark ii. 16) the DPharisees as well. As to
Siahoyil. comp. on Matt. xvi. 7.— Ver. 7. According to the
reading Bhacdnuel (sce the critical remarks), this word
answers to the question, 1What spealeth this man thus? by
saying what He speaks. — ol7os oiimw] #his man in this
manner, an emphatic juxtaposition. The former is con-
temptuous (Matt. xiii. 54); the latter designates the special
and surprising manuer, which is immediately pointed out in
what follows. — Ver. 8. Qbserve the intentional bringing into
prominence of the immediate knowledge of the thoughts. —
avtor] is mot the unaccented #hey, but designates with év
éavrols, ipsi tn scinct 1psis, the element of sclf-origination, the
cogitaliones sua sponte conceplas.— As to vv. 9-12,! sec on

3 Respecting the Messianic designation—which presupposes Messianic consciots-
ness—coming from the mouth of Jesus : & vid; =05 &ufpdros, see on Matt. viii. 20,
and thoe critical exposition of the different views by Holtzmann in Hilgenicld's
Zeitsehr. 1865, p. 212 L., and Weizsiicker, p. 426 {t. Observe, however, that the
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Matt. ix. 5-8, 83.— ooi Aéyw] ool prefixed with emplasis,
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 dependence on Matt. ix, .
Why, then, not the converse ?— kai dpas x.7.\.] Thus the
assurance of the remission of sins, according to Schenkel, must
have stimulated the paralyzed clasticity of the ncrves! A
fancy substituted for the miracle. — odrws . . . elSouer] not
equivalent to TowodTo €8. (sec on Matt. ix. 33), but: so we
have never scen, i.e. @ sight in such a fashion we have never
met with, Comp. the frequent ds opdre. 1t is not even
requisite to supply 7¢ (Fritzsche), to say nothing of mentally
adding the manifestation of the Lingdom 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
las, nevertheless, retained at the end of the narrative the
highly appropriate quotation from Hos. vi. 6 (which Luke,
following Mark, has nof), as an original element from the
collection of Logia. — éEirfe] out of Capernaum. Comy.
ver. 1. — adhw] looks back to 1. 16.— Mark has peculiar to
himself the statements mapa 7. @dhacoav as far as 8{8acwer
avTovs, but it is arbitrary to refer them to his subjective con-
ception (de Wette, comp. Kostlin, p. 335).— Ver. 14.
wapayov) in passing along, namely, by the sea, by the place
where Levi sat. Comp. ver. 16.-— On Levi (t.c. Matthew)
and Alphacus, who is not to be identified with the father
of James,' see Introd. to Matthew, § 1. Hilgenfeld, in his

passage before us, where Jesus thus early and in the face of His enemies, belore
the people and before His disciples, and in the exercise of a divine plenary
power, characterizes Himself by this Danielic appellation, does not admit of the
set purpose of veiling that has been ascribed to His use of it (Ritsehl, Weissc,
Colani, Holtzmann, and others). For the disciple especially the cxpression,
confirmed as it is, morcover, by John from his own lively recollection (sec on
Joln i. 41), could not Lut be from the outset clear and wnambiguous, and the
confession of eter cannot be regarded as the gradually ripencd fruit of the
insight now for the first timne dawning. See on Matt. xvi. 13, 17, How correctly,
moreover, the people knew how to apprehend the Danielic designation of tlhe
Messialy, is clearly apparent from John xii. 34.

1 A confusion that actually arose in very carly times, which had as its conse-
quence the reading "Iéxwgov (instead of Asedv) in D, min., codd. in Cr. and Viet,
and codd. of It.
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Zeitschr. 1864, p. 301 f,, tries by arbitrary expedients to malke
out that Levi was not an apostle.— Ver. 15. év 75 olxia
adrod] is understood by the expositors of the house of Levi!
Comp. Vulg.: “in domo llius” In itself this is possible,
but even in itself improbable, since by adTév 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 previously of ZLcvi: srxodoifnoav adrs. Moreover,
the absolute xaXéoar (to invite), ver. 17, which Matthew aund
Mark have, while Luke adds els perdvorav, appears as a
thoughtful reference to the Zost, the wahelv on whose part
will transplant 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 indirectly evident from the progress

of the narrative (mapdywy . . . . frodoifnoav aird .
kataxeiofar w.TN.). — foav yap mwoAhoi x.7TX.] A statement

serving to elucidate the expression just used: woA\oi Tehdras
kM, and in such a way that foav is prefixed with em-
phasis: for there were many (Teh. x. apapt.); there was no
lack of a multitude of such people, and they followed after
Jesus.  Against the explanation of Iuinoel, Fritzsche, de
Wette, Bleek: aderant, it may be at once decisively urged that
such an illustrative statement would be unmeaning, and that
nrohovfngay may not be turned into a pluperfect. And
mentally to supply with foav, as Bleek does: af the calling of
Levi, is erroneous, because the narrative lies quite beyond this
point of time.— Ver. 16. The corrected reading (sce the
ceritical remarks) is to be explained: and Pharisaic seribes
when they saw, ete., satd to His disciples. To attach this .
ypapp. T. Papis. to the previous srorovd. (Tischendorf) is
munsuitable, because #oav yap worloi, taken by itself alone,
would be absolutely pleonastic, and because zxorovf., in
accordance with the context, can only mean the following of

'Yet Bleck and Holtzmann have agreed with my view, and also Kahnis,
Dogm. 1. p. 409 f.
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adherents. — Respecting (8évres T\, comp. on Matt. ix. 11.
Ilere the direct sceing (coming to Him) of the ypaupuar. is
meant, not: cum tnéclligerent (Grotius and others, de Wette).
— 7{ 87¢] quid cst, quod, so that there needs to be supplied
after 7(, not eéyover (Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 591), Lut
the simple éord. Comp. Luke ii. 49; Acts v. 4, 9.

Vv. 18-22. See on Matt. ix. 14-17. Comp. Luke v.
33-38.— kai 5oav . .. vnorevovres| considered by Kostlin,
P- 339, as meaningless and beside the question, is taken by
the expositors as an ““archaeological intimation” (de Wette,
comp. Iritzsche). There is nothing to indicate its being so
(how entirely different it is with vii. 3 f.!); we should at
least expect with vporedovres some such general addition as
woAAd (Matt. ix. 14). It is to be explained : And there were
the disciples of John, ete., engaged in fusting (just at that time).
This suggested their question. This view is followed also by
Bleck 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. — épyovrar x.7.N.] Both, naturally by means of repre-
sentatives from among them. The text does not yield any-
thing else; so we are neither to understaud the questioners
of ver. 16 (Ewald, Hilgenfeld), nor mentally to supply 7wés
(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, Remark). — o pabfprai Iwdvwov x.7.\.] Not
inappropriate, but more definite and more suited to their party-
interest than suets (in opposition to de Wette). — goi] might
be the dative (the disciples belonging to Thee), see Bernhardy,
p- 89 ; Kiihrper, IL. p. 249. But in accordance with the use
—frequent also in the N. T.—of the emphatic ads, it is to be
taken as its plural. Comp. Luke v. 33.— Ver. 19. 8gov
xpovov k.7.\.] superfluous in itself, but here suited to the solemn
answer. Comp. Bornemann, Schol. in Lue. p. xxxix. — pef’
éavrdv] tn the midst of themselves.— Ver. 20. év érelvy 75
nuépa] Not a negligence (de Wette) or dmpossibility of expression
(Fritzsche), but: Tore is the more general statement of time:
then, when, namely, the case of the taking away shall have
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occurred, and év éxelvy 75 Wuépa is the special definition of
time subordinate to the 7ote: on that day, éxeivos having
demonstrative forece and consequently a #rayic emphasis (on
that aére dics /). Comp. Bernhardy, p. 279. If the plural
were again used, the time previously designated Ly é\evo.
8¢ fuépar would be once more expressed on the whole and
i general, and that likewise with solemnity, but not the
definite particular day. Aptly, moreover, Bengel remarks:
“Dies unus auferendi sponsi, dies mulfi ejusdem ablati et
absentis.” The Lord from the beginning of IIis ministry had
made Himself familiar with the certainty of a violent death.
Comp. Joln ii. 19. — Ver. 21. e 8¢ uij) In the conlrary case,
cven after a negative clause, Buttmanu, ncut. Go. p. 336 [E. T.
392], and see on 2 Cor. xi. 16.—The correct reading: aipe:
am’ adrod To mhijpwpa TO kawdy Tob mwalatod (sce the critical
remarks), is to be explained : tic new paich of the old (garment)
breals away from 4t See on Matt. ix, 16 £ The Reeepia
signifies: his new patch (that which is put on by him) breals
away from the old garment. According to Ewald, aipel a¢’
éavtot ought to be read (following B, which, however, has the
a¢’ éavrod after 70 mhijpwpa), and this is to be interpreted :
“thus the new filling up of the old becomes of itself
stronger.” He compares the phrase ¢ Adyos aipel (ratio
cvinett, Polyb. vi. 5. 5; comp. also Herod. ii. 33; Plat. Crit.
p- 48 C, «l), the meaning of which (reason fcaches 1t) is,
however, here foreign to the subject. — Ver. 22. A combina-
tion fromn Matthew and Luke is here contained only in the
interpolated Reeepta. Sce the critical remarks.—As to the form
pricow instead of pryvuus, see Ruhnken, Zp. crit. L p. 20.
Vv. 23-28. See on Matt. xii. 1-8. Comp. Luke vi. 1-5,
who follows Mark in the order of events, which in Matthew is
diffevent. — wapamopedeafar] not: to walk on, ambulare (Vul-
gate, Luther, and many others, including de Wette), so that
mapd would refer indefinitely to other objects, but {o pass alony
by. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 39; Mark xi. 20, xv. 29. Jesus
passed through the corn-fields alongside of these, so that the
way that passed through the fields led Ilim on Dboth sides
along by them. Just so ix. 30, and Deut. ii. 4. — oop
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wotety w1 N] is wuswally explained as thouch it stood: odov
wotoluevor TINNew Tovs aTdyvas, to pluck the cars of corn as
they went.  Against the mode of expression, according to
which the main idea lies in the participial definition (sce
Hermann, ad 4j. 1113 ; Electr. 1305 ; Stallbavm, ed Plat.
Gorg. p- 136; Phil. p. 58), 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 [L. T.
443 f]), and here in particular the active mrowelv is opposed
to it, since odov woielv is always wviem sterncre, and odov
mowctaBar (as also wopeiav moielioBar) is tter facere. See Viger.
ed. Herm. p. 116 ; Kypke, I. p. 154 ; Krebs, p. 81; Winer,
p- 228 [E. T. 320] Comp. also oSomoweiv (Xen. Anab. v.
1. 14; Dem. 1274, 26, frequently in the LXX.) and o8ov
odorroteiv ; Kiihmer, ad Xen. Anabd. iv. 8. 8. The assumption
that Mark had missed this distinction is wholly without exe-
getical warrant, as is also the recourse to a Latinism (Irebs).
The only correct explanation is: they began to make ¢ way
(to open a path) by plucking the cars of corn; not, as Dret-
schneider and Iritzsche alter the meaning of the words:
“evellisse spicas et factum esse, ut projectis, quum iis essent
demta grana, spicis exprimerctur vie” 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 inter-
sects-——as overgrown with ears, so that they must of necessity,
in order to continue their journey, make a path, which they do
by plucking the cars of corn that stand in their way. Accord-
ing 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 < dtsclf is wllowablc—on
the Saubbath. According to Mark, however, who has not a word*

3 Mark has been blamed on this account. See Fritzsche, p. 69. Dut the very
evangelist, who kncw how to narrate so vividly, should by no means have been
charged with such an awkwardness as the omission of the essential feature of the
connection—which is just what the latest harmonizing avers. It ought to have
been candidly noted that in Marlk the object of the plucking of the cars is the 53y
=eisiv ; while in Matthew it is the eating on account of hunger. The oceasions ¢ff
the necessity, in which the disciples were placed, are dijerent: in the forner
case, the sdsmsiz ; in the latter, the hunger.
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of the disciples eating, their act consists in this, that by
the plucking of the ears of corn they open a way throwgh the
Jield; and the Pharisees, ver. 24, find fault that they do that,
which 4n dtself s already unallowable} on the Sabbath. The
justification of Jesus amounts then, ver. 25 ff, to the two
points : (1) that according to David’s precedent the proceeding
of the disciples, as enjoined by necessity, is by no means wun-
allovable ; and (2) that the SabbatZ males no difference in the
matter.—The origin of this difference itself is easily cxplained
from the fact, that Jesus adduces the history of the cating of
the shew-bread, by means of which also the eating of the ears
of corn came into the tradition of thisincident. Mark betrays
by his 08ov mroceiv abandoned by Matthew and Luke, and by the
less obvious connection of it with the eating of the shew-
bread, the original narrative, which perhaps proceeded from
Deter himself. — Tovs ordyvas] the article designates the cars
of corn that stood <n the way. — Ver. 24, They do not ask, as
in Matthew and Luke, why the disciples do what is unallow-
able on the Sabbath, but why they do on the Sabbath something
(already in itself) wnallowable. — Ver. 25. avrés] and He on
His part, teplying to them. He put a counter-question, —
67e ypeiav Eaxe] In this lies the analogy. The disciples also
were by the circumstances compelled to the course which they
took. The demonstrative force of this citation depends upon
a conclusion @ majort 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. émi "4Biudfap Tod dpyucp.]
tempore Abiatharis pontifieis maxim, i.c. under the pontificate

1 To this view Ioltzmann and Hllgenfeld have acceded, as also Ritschl,
altkath. K. p. 29 ; Schenkel, Charakterbild, p. 86 ; and as regards the sdov woiv
in itself, also Lange. The defence of the usnal explanation on the part of
Krummel in the allgem. K. Zeit. 1864, No. 74, leaves the linguistic difliculty
wlich stands in its way cntirely unsolved. 1le should least of all have sought
support from the reading of Lachmann (8smasis) ; for this also never means any-
thing clse than viam sternere, and even in the middle voice only nieans (o make
JSor oneself @ path. Weiss (Jakrb. f. Deutsche T'heol. 1865, p. 363) calls my
explanation ‘‘ somewhat odd ;™ this, however, can matter nothing, if ouly it is
linguistically correct, and the usual one linguistically erroncous,
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of Abiathar. Comp. Luke iii. 2; Matt. i. 11.  According to
1 Sam. xxi. 1 ff, indeed, the high priest at that time was not
Abiathar, but his father (1 Sam. xxii. 20; Joseplh. Antt. vi.
12, 6) Akdmelech. Mark has erroneously confounded these two,
which might the more easily occur from tlie remembrance of
David’s friendship with Abiathar (1 Sam. xxii. 20 ff.). See
Korb in Winer'’s Zrit. Journ. IV. p. 295 {f.; Paulus, Fritzsche,
de Wette, Bleck. The supposition that father and son both had
both names (Victor Antiochenus, Euthymius Zigabenus, Theo-
phylact, Beza, Jansen, Heumann, Kuinoel, and many others),
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
(comp. Thenius on 2 Sam. lc¢.; Bertheau judges otherwise,
d. Biicher der Chron. p. 181 £), the reference of our quotation
applies to no other passage than to 1 Sam. xxi.  Grotius
thought that the son had been the substitutc of the father. Re-
course has been had with equally i1l success to a different inter-
pretation of éwi; for, if it is assumed to be coram (Wetstein,
Scholz), 1 Sam. lc¢. stands historically opposed to it; but if
it is held to mean: <n the passage concerning Abiathar, ie.
there, where he is spoken of (xii. 26; Luke xx. 37), it is
opposed by the same bhistorical authority, and by the con-
sideration that the words do not stand immediately after
avéyvwre (in opposition to Michaelis and Saunier, Quellen d.
Mark. p. 58).— Ver. 27 f. kai é\ey. avrois] frequently used
for the introduction of a further important utterance of the
same subject who is speaking; Bengel: “ Sermonem iterum
exorsus.” Comp. iv. 9. As Jesus has hitherto refuted the
reproach conveyed in ¢ odx éfeae, ver. 24, He now also refutcs
the censure expressed by év Tols cafSBagw, ver. 24. Namely :
as the Sabbath has been made (brought into existence, 7.c.
ordained) for the salc of man, namely, as a means for his

sake of the Sabbath,' it follows thence: the Messiak hus to rule
! Comp. AMechilta in Ex. xxxi. 13: ** Vobis sabbatum traditum cst, et non vos

traditi estis sabbato.” According to Baur, ver. 27 belongs to *‘ the rational
explanations,” which dark is fond of prefixing by way of suggesting a motive
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cven over the Sabbath, so that thus the disciples, who as my
dlisciples have acted under my permission, cannot be affected by
any reproach in respect of the Sabbath. The inference dore
depends on the fact that the vios Tod dvfpdmov, 4.c. the Messial
(not with Grotius and ¥ritzsche to be taken as man in general),
is held cx concesso as the represcntative head of humanity.!
On the mode of inference in general, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 9;
2 Mace. v. 19. — «dpeos] emphatically at the beginning: is not
dependent, but ZLord? etc.; whereby, however, is expressed
not the prerogative of absolute abolition (see against this Matt.
v. 17 ff, and the idea of the mA\ijpwais of the law makes its
appearance even in Mark vii. 15 {f, 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 ¢dee of the Sabbath, wherein lies the
mh\jpwaes of the Sabbath-law.  Comp. Lechler in the Stud. o.
Krit. 1854, p. 811 ; Weizsiicker, p. 391. — «a(] also, along
with other portions of His xvptérys.

for what is historically presented. To the same class he would assign ix. 39, vii.
15 ff.  Weizsicker finds in the passage before us a later rellection.  This would
only be admissible, if the idea fucilitated the concluding inference, which is not
the case, and if Mark were not in this nuratlive generally so peculiar. The
connecting link of the argumentation preserved by him might more casily have
been omitted as something foreign, than have been added.

) For 1lim, as such, in the judgment to be formed of the obligatory force of
legal ordinances, the regulative standard is just the relation, in which man as a
moral end to himself stands to the law. Comp. Ritschl, altkathol. Kirche,
p- 29 (£

2 With this the freedom aof worship is given as well as assigned to ils neeessary
limit, but not generally ‘“ proclaimed” (Schenkel).
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CHAPTER IIL

VER. 2. Instead of muperfpow, Tead with Lachm. mapernpodiro,
following A C* D A, min. The middle lhere and at Luke vi. 7
(comp. also Acts ix. 24) was not attended to.— zaryyopisovar,
instead of zaryyoppowsy, is not sufficiently attested by C D
(Lachm.). — Ver. 3. Lachm. has =& =4y 5 eipee éx0vmi Enpé, follow-
ing B L 102, Verc. In favour of Znpav C also tells, which has =3
7. Enpav Ex. 5., and A 8, which have =@ = Enpav 5. ¥x.  So Tisch.
ed. 8. The Recepta vo eEnpupptmy fxcovri wiv 5eipe is from ver. 1.
—Ver. 5. At the end Elz. has iyms wg # dang.  This is indeed
defended by Matthiae, but in opposition to decisive evidence.
It is from Matt. xii. 15. — Ver. 7. The order of the words : usre
riv padyr. adrod dreydp. (Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the
Reeepta aveygdp. oo 7 pad. adr., has in its favour BC D L an,
min. vss., and is on this evidence to he adopted, the more espe-
cially as the Leecpte easily presented itself from the connection,
according to which the important element for the progress of
the narrative lies in dieydp. — Instead of =pis (Elz. Scholz),
Griesb. Fritzsche,Lachm, Tisch. have &/5, which is attested, indeed,
only by D H P, min. Theophyl,, but was explained by apés (in
some min. by 7upe) as a gloss. — Axoreddnoar] Axorotineey, in favour
of which D, min. also concur by #xsredies, is considerably attested,
partly with, and partly without «iry (which Lachm. brackets).
Approved by Griesh., adopted by Fritzsche and Lachm. The
plural flowed mechanically from the conception of the multi-
tude; «d=® is supplied, and is with Tisch. to be deleted. —
Ver. 8. ézobousres] Lachm. and Tisch. read dxoborrse, following
only B A R, min.— Ver. 11, Instead of éfedpes, mposémizrer, and
fzpule, Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. have the plurals, which also
Griesh. approved. The evidence preponderates in favour of the
latter, and the singulars are a grammatical but inappropriate
correction. — Ver. 15. dspamclen rig visous zai] is wanting in I3 C*
L aw, 102, Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition, in recollec-
tion of Matt. x. 1.— Ver. 16. Fritzsche has wpiros Sinwive belore
zai Exilgze, following only 13, 39, 124, 346. An addition from
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Matt. x. 2, with a view to supply a construction.! — Ver.18. ITere,
too (comp. on Matt. x. 4), must be read in conformity to deeisive
cvidence, with Lachm. and Tisch., not Kevaviem, but Kavevedis.
— Ver. 20. zgre] Read with Iritzsche and Lachm. uq6é, which is
sufficiently attested and necessary as respeets the sense. —
Ver. 27. The Recepten is: ob dvarar 03deiz.  So also Fritzsche and
Tisch., the latter having, in accordance with BB C () L A ¥, min.
vss., adopted aax’ previously (a connective addition). Dut eddeis
éovarar (Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm.) is the more to be retained,
since the mechanical repetition of the o édvaras was so readily
suggested from what precedes. — Ver. 28. The verbal order: iz
viols cow anlpdaawy ré epapripere (sanctioned by Griesb., adopted
by Lachm. and Tisch.), has, with A B C D L A ¥, min. vss,, the
balance of evidence in its favour, and is also to be accounted
genuine, as being the more unusual.—The aiticle before Br.usp.
is adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. on dect-
sive evidence ; it became absorbed through the preceding xei. —
éoes] Lachm. and Tisch. read éow, following B D E* G H a n*
8, min. The Recepta is a correction. — Ver. 29. Tilz. Fritzsche,
Scholz have xpisews (A C** I T G, ete. Syr.), instead of which
Griesb. approved éuwprjnaroc (B L A®; D has duepriac), and
this Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. xpiscws (al. rordiozwg) is a
gloss.—Ver. 31. The reading xai fpyovras (Lachm.) certainly has
preponderant evidence (D G &, Tisch, ed. 8, Lave xal #pysres),
but is a mechanical alteration, in which the retrospective refer-
ence of the ¢ov was not attended to.—The Recepte is oi ddergol
zai g wirgp adbrod. But B C D G L A&, min. vss. have 4 ugeqp
adro x. of adergol adrol (Griesh. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. ed. 8),
with which also the reading #pysrus is connected. Still the
Reeepta (and that with wdrod 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. — gavedvres] Lachm.
and Tisch. have zarodvree, following B C L &, min. (A : {rrovires).
Rightly ; the meaning of x«Xelvres was more precisely defined
by aveivres. — Ver., 32. The verbal order =spi edriv bxhos (Lachm.
Tisch.) is preponderantly attested, as also is xai Aéycvsw (Lachm.
Tisch.) instead of efmov 62 — The addition xei i adergei ow is
rightly adopted by Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch.
It certainly has important evidence againstit (BCG KL am y,

1 Fromn the same design, morcover, we may explain the placing of xai ixoinrev
Tovs swd:ixe at the beginning of the verse. So B C* a 8. Defended by Hitzig
and Ewald; adopted by Tiseh. In sueh awkwardly constructed passages
““correctio parit correctioncmn: alter enim alterum cupit antecellere ingenio”
(Matthiae, ed. min. ad k. L).
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Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Syr. utr.), and is rejected by Fritzsche ;
Lut the words were omitted, because neither in ver. 31 nor in
ver. 34 nor in the parallel passages are the sisters mentioned.
Had it been interpolated, the addition would have been found
already in ver. 31. — Ver. 33. Instead of #, Lachm. and Tisch.
ed. 8 have zai, following B C L V A K, min. vss. A meclanical
repetition from ver. 32; and comp. Matt.— Ver. 34. The verbal
ovder: sus wepi avr. zdziw (Lachm. Tiscl.), which i1s found in
B CL aw, min. Copt., arose from the fact, that the zdxigw,
which with meps3acd. was superfluous, was omitted (so still
in min. vss.), and then restored in the place that appeared
fitting. — Ver, 35. The omission of yap (Lachm. Tisch.) is
too weakly attested. On the other hand, e after adenps
is, with Lachm. and Tisch,, following A B D L A &, min.
vss., to be deleted.

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. xii. 9-14; comp. Luke vi. 6-11.
The brief, vividly and sharply graphic account of Mark is
in Matthew partly abridged, partly expanded. — mdAev] see
i 21.—els 7. owaywyj] at Ceperncwm. See il 15—
éEnpappévnr] “ non ex utero, sed morbo aut vulnere ; haec vis
pacticipii,” Dengel. More indefinitely Matthew (and Luke):
Enpdv.—mapernpovwro] of Lostile observing, spying (comp. Luke
vi. 7, @l ; Polyh. xvil 3. 2: évedpevew rai mwaparnpeiv), which,
however, is implied, not in the middle, but in the context. —
Ver. 3 If. &yepe els 7. péoov] arise (and step forth) into the
avidst.  Comp. Luke vi. 8. — ayafomoujaas ) xarowoiicar] to
act acell (Tob. xii. 13), or to act ill (Ecelus. xix. 25). Comp.
raXas oy, Matt. xii. 12 ; Ep. ad Diogn. 4: God does not
hinder kaXov T¢ oteiv 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 benefit (1 Mace. xi. 33),
oir to 1ajtict an injury (Erasmus, Bengel, Beza, de Wette, Bleek,
and others) ; for the former might be relatively negatived on
account of the Sabbath-laws, the observance of wlich, however,
could not be opposed to the idea of acting well (i.c. 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 cither explanation. The reading in D: 7¢ ayafov woiijoa,

MARK D
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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. — vy
a@aar] to rescuc @ soul, that it Le not transferred to Ilades,
but, on the contrary, the man may be preserved in life. Comp.
viil. 35, often also among Greek writers. This likewise could
not be denied, for “ periculum vitae pellit sabbatum,” Jome,
f. 84, 2. See the passages in Wetstein, ad Maith. xii. 10, —
amokTetvar] to be taken by itself, not to be connected with
Jruxqv. At the foundation of the question of Jesus lies the con-
clusion 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 negative answer would be
absurd. The adversaries feel this; but instead of confessing
it they are silent, because they are hardened. — avAAvmo?-
pevos] feeling compassion over, ete., Herod. ix. 94, vi. 39 ; Polyb.
vii. 3. 2; Aelian, V. H. vii. 3. Anger and compassion alter-
nated. The preposition 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 con-
cerned. Comp. Plato, Pol. v. p. 462 E. — dmexarestddn] with
double augment (Winer, p. 67 [I. T. 84]) is, in accordance
with Laclimann, to be read. Comp. on Matt. xii. 13. — Ver. 6.
elféws wrN] “crevit odium,” Bengel.  They tnstituted a
consuléation, in order that, ete. Comp. on Matt. xxii. 5.  That
the Hcerodians ave introduced into this place erroneously
from Matt. xxii. 16 (see 42 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 Pharisces into the hostile effort.
Hence the mention of them here is no mesningless addition
(Kostlin).

Vv. 7-12. Comp. Matt. xii. 15 £, Luke vi. 17-19, who with
their difference of historical arrangement malke Dbut brief use
of the description in Mark, which is more accurate and more
fresh and does not blend heterogencous elements (Hilgenfeld).
— eis] direction whither. — Ver. 8. 'Idovpaia] on the south-
eastern border of Palestine.—A point is uot to be placed, as
by Beza, Er. Schmid, and Fritzsche, after 'Iopdavov, but—as
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is required by the two distinct predicates based on the local
relations, gxolovfnaey and H\bov mpos adTov—1Ucfore kai dmo
7. Iovbaias. 1t is first of all stated, who followed Jesus from
Galilee, where He Himself was, to the sea, and then, from
xai amo 7. 'Tovd. onward, who came to Hiém from other regions.
Namely: and from Judaea, and from Jerusalem, and from
Idumace and Peruca (xat wépav Tob 'Iopd. ; observe that here
amwo is not repeated), and thosc (the Jews) about Tyrc and
Sidon, in great madtitudes (w\ijfos mord belongs to the whole
as a more precise definition of the subject), they came to Him.
— QObserve, morcover, the different position of 7Affos 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 of people itsclf.— émoled] imperfect, used of
the continaous doing. — Ver. 9. va] What He said to them is
conceived of as the design of the speaking (comp. on Matt.
iv. 3): in order that a vessel should be continually at His service.
— 8ua Tov 8yhov wx.7\] therefore not for the purpose of
crossing over; éueNhe yap éuBas els avTo pn €voyheiofae,
Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. iv. 1; Matt. xiii. 2. It is not
said, however, that He wished to fcach out of the vessel
(Kuinoel and others).— Ver. 10 {f. Information regarding this
pressing towards Him. — éfepdamevoer] not sanaverat (Castalio,
Kuinoel, Fritzsche), but He hcaled just at that time. The
boTe émumimTew adrd, so that they fell upon Him, depicts the
impetuous thronging unto Him of those seeking aid. “ Ad-
mirabilis patientia et benignitas Domini,” Bengel. wpocémimr.
avre in ver. 11 is different: they foll down before Him (v. 33,
vil. 25). — pdoTryas] plagues, v. 29, 34; Luke vil 21; Ps.
xxxv. 15; Eeelus. xI. 9; 2 Mace. vii. 37. In accordance
with the context: plagues of sickncss. — 7a mvedpara k1] 0
statement in conformity with the appearance; the sick people
identificd themselves with the demons. — &rav] with the
practerite wndicative: whencver they saw Him, e as soon as cecr
they got sight of Him. See Winer, p. 276 [E. T. 388). This
rarc and late linguistic phenomenon is to Dbe explained
to the effect, that the conception of the uncertain (av) has
become completely blended with 87e, and the whole emphasis



52 THE GOSPEL OF MART.

rests upon this whencrer. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 600, Tt
does not meau: if they cver saw Him. — Ver. 12. a] design
of the moA\a émeripa alrois (the demons). How colourless is
Matt. xii. 16!  According to Hilgenfeld, Mark has cwagger-
ated. As to the prohibition itself of their making Him
known as Messiah, comp. i. 43, and on Matt. viil. 4; Mark
v. 43.

Vv. 13-19. Cowp. Matt. x. 2-4; Luke vi. 12-16.— ¢
dpos] upon the mountain there. See on Matt. v. 1.— ods
#j0ehev abros] 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 tlie Twelve. To raise a
doubt of the actunal 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. éwoinoe] He made, that is, Ile ordained,
appotnted.  Comp. Acts il. 36; 1 Sam. xii. 6. On the clause
{va dav per’ adrod, comp. Acts i 21.— dmwoaTéAAy adTols]
namely, subsequently. See vi. 7. — «ai éyew] conjoined with
the wxmplooew as an aim of the sending forth, in which it
was contemplated that they were to preach and to have power,
ete. Comp. vi. 7. The simple, naive detail of the appointment
and destination of the Twelve bears the stamp of originality,
not of claboration after Matthew and Luke (Zeller in Hilgen-
feld’s Zeitschriftd, 1865, p. 306 {L).— Ver. 16 ff. Inexactly
enough Mark relates, instead of Simon’s appointment, only his
being named ; but he leaves his appointment to be thence under-
stood of itself, and then, as if he had narrated it in con-
nection with émoinae, continues by xai 'IdrwBov, which still
depends on émoinoe,—an awkwardness which is scarcely to be
attributed to a reflecting reviser—As to the arrangement—
uenerally according to rank, but in Mark and Acts i. 13 giving
Precedence to the three most intimate disciples—of the twelve

1 Observe the correctness of the expression fxen iwe. z = A, (in opposition to
de Wette).  For the destination of the apostles in fact was not: Lo teach and
to drive out the demons, but fo teack and in so doing to possess the power of
driving out demons, in order that they might apply this power on appro-

priate oceasion for the confirmation of their teaching, Comp. xvi. 20; 2 Cor.
xii, 12,
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names in three quaternions, see on Matt. x. 2; Ewald, p. 205 £.
— Mark narrates the naming of Peter as having taken place «¢
that time, which is not incompatible with Matt. xvi. 18 (sce
i loc.), although it is doubtless with John i. 43.— Ver. 17.
And He assigned to them names, (namely) Boancrges. The
plural éwopara (for which D reads &voma) depends on the
conception that the names bestowed on the fwo brothers are

. . 14 -
included in Boanerges. Boavepyés] ca o, v W3, The
»

Sheva, according to Aramaic pronunciation (see Lightfoot): oa.
N, in the Hebrew, ¢ woisy crowd, Ps. lv. 15 ; in the Syriac,

thunder ; comp. the Arabic (u=-,, tonuit! The historical

occasion, of this appellation is altogether mnknown. It las
been sought in the mighty clogucnce of the two (Victor Antio-
chenus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Wetstein,
Michaelis, and others, comp. Luther’s gloss); but it may be
objected to this 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 Jolmn at least, a thundcring eloquence
(as in Pericles; Cic. Orat. 29) is not to be supposed. Others
(Hewmann, Kuinoel, cowmp. also Gurlitt in the Stud. «. Krit.
1829, p. 715 {f)) have understood it to be a name of reproack,
and veferred it to Lulke ix. 54, so that the meaningless, destruc-
tive 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 ana-
logy of Petcr’s name, tliat 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 in Luke, Lc., there is
nothing at all said about thunder. Moveover, it is historically
demonstrable that the disciples weve of ¢mpetuous, ardent tem-
perament (ix. 38; Luke ix. 54; comp. Matt. xx. 20fi., and
Mark x. 35 ff), and it is therefore not arbitrary to conjecture
that some special exhibition of this peculiarity at the time
sugeested the name, of which, however, it is absolutely

1 Jerome's reading (in Dan. i., Isa. 1xii.): Benercem, is an emendation (DY,
thunder),



54 TIIE GOSPEL OF MARK.

unknown for what reason it did not become permancent, like the
name of Peter, and in fact is no further mentioned elsewlere,
although it was given by Jesus. — ©addator] see on Matt. x. 3.
As to 0 Kavavaios, see on Matt. x. 4.

Vv. 20, 21. Peculiar to Mk, but in unity of connection
with ver. 22 f. — kai épy. eis oixov] The choice of the disciples,
and what had to be said to them concerning it, was the im-
portant occasion for the preceding ascent of the mountain, ver.
13. Now they come back again to the house, namely, in
Capernawm, as in ii. 2, to which also the subsequent wdAew
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. 406.
Hilgenfeld finds in eis oixor even a misunderstanding of Matt.
xiii, 1.—The accusation é7¢ é€éorn, ver. 21, and that expressed
at ver, 22, 8¢ BeenfeBovh &yer, are analogous; and these accu-

oy

1 Before =i ¥pyovrar ¢ oixov would be the place where Mark, if he had desired
to take in the Sermon on the Mount, would have inserted it; and Ewald (as
also Tobler, die Evangelienfrage, 1858, p. 14) assumes that the Gospel in its
original form had actually contained that discourse, although abridged, in this
place,—which Weiss (Evangelienfrage, p. 154 1.) concedes, laying decided stress
on the abridgment on the ground of other abridged discourses in Mark. Never-
theless, the abrupt and unconnected mode of adding one account to anotlier, as
here by the =ai fpxsvras eis oixov, as well as the omission of longer discourses, are
peculiar to Mark and in keeping with the originality of his work ; further, it
would be quite impossible to sec why the discourse, if it had originally a place
here, should have been entirely removed, whether we may conceive for our-
selves its original contents and compass in the main according to Matthew or
according to Luke. Ewald’s view has, however, Leen followed by Holtzmann,
whom Weiss, in the Jalrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1864, 1. 63 [T, and Weizsticker, p.
46, with reason oppose, while Schenkel also regards the dropping out as probable,
although as unintentional.—1n respect of the absence from Mavk of the history
of the centurion at Capernaum (Matt. viii. 5 (.; Luke vii. 1 {I.), the non-inser-
tion of which Kgstlin is only able to conceive of as arising from the nentral
tendency of Mark, Ewald supposes that it originally stood in Mark likewise
before xai #pyovras ti; oixov, and that in Matthew and Luke it still has
the tinge of Mark's language, in which respect ixavéis and esxdaray are re-
ferred to (but comp. Batt. iii. 11, ix. 36; Luke ijii. 16, viii. 49). Weiss,
p. 161, finds the hypothesis of Lwald confirmed Ly the affinity of that
Listory with the narative of the Canaanitish woman, vii. 24 ff.  Holtz-
mann appropriates the rcasons of Ewald and Weiss ; they are insuflicient
of themselves, and fall with the alleged disappearance of the Sermon on the
Mount,
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sations are the significant clements in Mark,' with whom ver, 22
still lacks the special historical information 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 suflicient; hence it is not to be supposed that in the
primitive-Mark that cure of demoniacs given by Matthew and
Lulke 1must also have had a place (Holtzmaun). See, moreover,
Weiss, Le. p. 80 ff.  Mark, Lowever, does not represent the
mother and the brethren as “confederates of the Pharisces”
(Baur, Markuscvang. p. 23) ; their opinion o1 é€éary is an error
(not malicious), and their purpose is that of care for the security
of Jesus. — avrovs] He and His disciples. — un6€] not even, to
say nothing of being left otherwise undisturbed. Comp. ii. 2.
According to Strauss, indeed, this is a “ palpable exaggeration.”
— axovoavtes] that He was again set upon by the multi-
tude to such a degree, and was occupying Himself so exves-
sively with them (with the healing of their demoniacs, ver. 22,
and so on). — oi wap’ avTod] those on Iis side, ie. His own
people. Comp. Xen. Aned. vi. 6. 24; Cyrop. vi. 2. 1; Polyh.
xxiil, 1. 6; 1 Mace. ix. 44. See Dernhardy, p. 256. By
this, however, the disciples caunot here be meant, as they are
in the house with Jesus, ver. 20; but only, as is clearly
proved by vv. 31, 32, Ifis mother, His brethren, His sisters. —
eEfrbov] namely, not from a place in Capernawm {in opposi-
tion to ver. 20), but from the place where they were sojourning,
trom Nazareth. Comp. 1. 9, vi. 3. It is not to be objected
that the intelligence of the presence 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 repri-
mand of the scribes, vv. 23-30; for Mark does not say that
that é€irdov, and the comiug down of the scribes from Jeru-
salem, and the arrival of the mother, etc., happened on the same
duy whercon Jesus and the disciples had returned els oixov.
On the contrary, that intelligence arrived at Nazareth, where

11t is a hasty and unwarranted judgment that vv. 21, 22 appear in Mark as

quite ““ misplaced,” and fuod a mueh better place just before ver. 31 (so Weiss,
Evangelienfr. p. 162).
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His relatives were setting out, ete.; but from Jerusalem there
had already—when Jesus had retarned to Capernaum and was
there so devoting Himself beyond measure to the people—come
down scribes, and these said, ete. This scene, therefore, with
the scribes who had come down was before the arrival of the
relatives of Jesus had taken place. — wpatijoar adrov] to lay
hold upon Iim,to possess themselves of Iim. Comp. vi. 17, xii.
12, xiv. 1; Matt. xxvi. 4 ; Judg. xvi. 21 ; Tob. vi. 3 ; PolyD. viii.
20. 8, al. — é\eyov] namely, ol map’ adrob. After éEiNbov it is
arbitrary to supply, with others (including Ewald) : people said,
which Olshausen even refers to “the imalicious I’harisecs.”
So also Paulus, while Bengel thinks of mcssengers.  Let it be
observed that éxeyov, ver. 21, and é&xeyov, 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. — €Eéaty] He 4s out of Iis
aind, has become frantic; 2 Cor. v. 13 ; Arist. H. 4. vi. 22
étiorarar xai palverar, and see Wetstein. Comp. Xen. Mem,
1. 3. 12: 7ob Ppovetv éictnow. This strong meaning (erro-
neously rendered, however, by Luther: He will go out of his
mind) is_contestably required by the forcible xparijcas, as well
as by the subsequent still stronger analogous expression BeeAle-
Bovr &yer.  Hence it is not to be explained of a swoon or the
like, but is rightly rendered by the Vulgate: <n furorcm versus
¢est.  To the relatives of Jesus, at that time still (John vii. 3

unbelieving (according to Mark, even to Awry, which cer-
tainly does not agree with the preliminary history in Matthew
and Luke'), the extraordinary teaching and working of Jesus,
far transcending their sphere of vision, producing such a pro-
found excitement among all the people, and which they knew
not how to recouncile with Ilis domestic antecedents, were the

1 It ig entirely arbitrary for Theophylact, Deza, Maldonatus, Bisping, and
others to desire to exclude Mary from sharing in the judgment ém ifisra. No
better is the evasion in Olshausen, of @ moment of weakness and of struggling
faith., Similuly Lange finds here a moment of celipse in the life of Mary,
arising out of auxiety for her Son. If her Son had already been to ler the
Messiah, how should she not have found in Ilis marvellous working the very
confirmation of her faith in Ifim, and the begun [ullilment of the promises which
had once been so definitely made to ler!
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eccentric activity of the phrenzy which had taken possession
of Him.  Comp. Theophylact (who regards é€éorn as directly
equivalent to daiuova €yer), Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Maldonatus,
Jansen, and others, including Fritzsche, de Wette, Dleck
(according to whom they considered Him as “af the least an
enthusiast ”), Holtzmann, Weizsiicker, ¢t «l. The omission of
the surprising historical trait in Matthew and Luke betrays
a later sifting process.

Remarks—To get rid of this simple meaning of ver. 21,
placed beyond doubt by the clear words, e\pomtms have tried
very varied expedients. Thus Euthymius Zigabenus, who in
other respects is right in his explanation, arbitrarily suggests for
the é.eyov the subject snic gdovepoi, and adduces, even in his day,
two otlier but unsuitable explanations.! According to Schoett-
ven and Wolf, the disciples (oi 7ep adzst) heard that so many
people were outside, and went forth fo restrain the multitude,
and said: the people are frantic! According to Griesbach and
Vater, the disciples likewise went forth after having heard ¢hat
Jesus was teaching the people outside, and wished to bring Jesus
in, for people were saying: “ nimie cwm omatum virium conten-
tione debilitatum velut insanire!”  According to Grotius, the
relatives of Jesus also dwelt at Capernaum (which, moreover,
Ewald, Lange, Dleek, and others suppose, although Mark has
not at all any notice like Matt. iv. 13); they come out of their
Liouse, and wish to carry Jesus away from ke house, where He
was so greatly thronged, for the 7eport® had spread abroad ('=’7 <y
7ép) that He had famtcd (according to Ewald, Gesch. Cler. p. 35+4:
“had fallen into a phrenzy from exhaustion’ ). According to
Kuinoel, it is likewise obvious of itself that Jesus has Ieft
the house again and is teaching outside; while the mother and
the brethren who are at home also go forth, in order to biiuy
Jesus in to eat, and they say, with the view of pressing back
the people: maxime defatigatus est! Comp. Koster, Jmman.
p- 185, according to whom they wish to Zold Him on account
offamlncss So. again Linder in the Sind. w. Krit. 1862, p. 550.
According to Ebrard, § 70, notwithstanding the eis ofzov and the

11, $E7Abwv of oixeior abrol xpaviivas abriy, iva ph bwoxwphoy, tAsyor ydp Tivig,
iri lorn, nyoww awioTn dx' adriv Ja kiv Syrov. 2. iirbov. .. Tapufientiicas,
irtyov yap, 47 . . . Tapshdldn Tdv Tivoy ToU capaTes, dyav zowidoas,

? Even Schleiermacher (L. J. p. 190 £) presents the matter asif they had
learnt by rumour that He was in an unsettled condition, and that they thouglt
it better to defain Him (zpzrsi) in domestic life,
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=dd.e, Jesus is not in Capernaum, but af the house of @ Tost ; and
in spite of vv. 31, 32, o map wired ave the people in this lodyiny,'
who think, as they hear IIim so zealously teaching (2), that He
is ont of IIis mind, and go out to seize upon Him, but are at
once convinced of their error! According to Ammon, L. J. IL
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 {riends out of the throng, Le-
cause in their opinion He has fallen into a faint. Lange, L. J.
11. 2, p. 834, takes éEéorg rightly, but regards it as the presupposi-
tion of the popular judyment, into which the kinsfolk of Jesus had
with politic prudence entered, in order on this pretext to rescue
IIim from the momentary danger, because they believed that
IIe did not sufficieutly 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, befween the lines.
Schenkel also reads between the lines, that the relatives of Jesus
had been persuaded on the part of ITis enemies that He Himself
was a person possessed. It is aptly observed by Maldonatus :
“ Hunc locum difficiliorein pietas facit . . . ; pio quodam
studio nonnulli rejecta verborum proprietate alias, quae minus
a pietate abhorrere viderentur, interpretationes quaesiverunt.
Nescio an, dum pias quaererent, falsas invencrint.” According
to Kostlin, p. 342, Mark has, “after the manner of later prag-
matists,” taken the £xeyov §rs iEésry, which originally had the less
exceptionable 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, Bvang. p. 559.

Vv. 22-30. See on Matt. xii. 24-32, who narrates more
completely from the collection of Logia and historical tradi-
tion. Comp. Luke xi. 15-23, xii. 10. — And the scribes, ete.,
asserted a still worse charge. — Ver. 23. mpoorakesd p. adTois]
De Wette is of opinion, without warrant, that this could only
Lave taken place in the open atr, not in the house (ver. 20).
They were in the house along with, but further away from,
Jesus ; He calls them to IHim to speak with them. — oaravas
catavdv] not: one Satan ... the other, but: Satan ... him-
self ; sce on Matt. xii. 26. Comp. o caravds . .. ép’ éavrop,

1 Rahnis (Dogm. 1. p. 428 {.) also explains it of the Zosts and disciples (not of

the mother and the brethren).  Ie thinks that they wished to bring lim into
tlie house by saying that He was in the ccstatic state like the proplets.



CIIAP, IIL. 31—35. 59

ver. 26. The want of the article with the proper name
is mot opposed to this.— Ver. 24. Now, in order to make
good this mds 8lvarar (ic. ob Slwares wr\), there come,
linked on by the simple and (not wyap), two illustrative
analogues (év wapafBohais), after which at ver. 26, but like-
wise by the simple and, not by a particle of inference, is
added the point, quod crat demonstrandum. This symmetrical
progression by means of xal is rhctorical ; it has something
in it impressive, striking—a feature also presenting itself in
the discourse as it proceeds asyndetically in vv. 27 and 28. —
Ver. 28. The order of the words: wcvra ddef. Tols viots TOY
avfpdmwv Ta apapripara, places them so apart, as to lay a
great emphasis on mavra. See Dornemann and Herbst, ad
Xen. Mem. ii. 10. 2. The expression 7ols viols 7. dvfp., not
a singular reminiscence from DMatt. xii. 32 (Weiss), is rather
a trait of Mark, depicting human weakness. — alwviov duapt.]
namely, in respect of the guilf, “nunquam delendi,” Deza. —
Ver. 30. 87 éxeyov: (He spake thus) because they said. Comp.
Luke xi. 18. — wvedua dxdbapror] not again as at ver. 22:
BeerfeBovN Exet, because of the contrast with wvedua 7o
ayov.  The less is it to be said that Mark places on a par
the blasphemy against the person of Jesus (Matt. xii. 31 f.)
and that against the Holy Spiret (Kostlin, p. 318), or that
hie has “already given up” the former blasphemy (Hilgenfeld).
It is included, in fact, in ver. 28.

Vv. 31-35. See on Matt. xii. 46-50. Comp. Luke viii.
19-21. — épyovrar odv] odw points back, by way of resuming,
to ver. 21. See Kriiger, Cyrop. i. 5. 14; Klotz, ad Devar.
p- 718.  &pyovrar corresponds with éEfAov, ver. 21, where
Bengel pertinently observes:  Exitum sequetur 1o wenire,
ver. 31.” Ebrard resorts to harmonistic evasions, — oc
abehol] They are named at vi. 3. Of a “position of guar-
dianship towards the Lord” (Lange), which they had wished
to occupy, nothing is said either here or at John vii. 3, and
lLiere all the less that, in fact, the mother was present. — éfw]
outside, in front of the housc, ver. 20, Matt. xii, 47. — Ver, 32,
The mention of the sisters /iere for the first téme is an inaccuracy.
— Ver. 34. mweptBreyr. xixhe] Comp. vi. 6 ; Hom. O4. viil. 278 ;
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Herod. iv. 182; Plat. Phaed. 72 B, and the passages in Sturz,
Lez, Xen. I1, p. 803 f.—The expressive looking round was here
an entirely different thing from that of ver. 5. DBengel:
“ guavitate swnma.” How little did His actual mother and
His reputed brothers and sisters as yet comprehend Him awml
His higher ministry !
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CHAPTER IV.

VER. 1. oufz07] Lachm. and Tisch. read owdyeras, following D
CL A ¥, min. Rightly; the alteration was made from Matt.
Xiil. 2, paltly to owiydroey (so A, min.), partly to o'um/én —
Iustead of =o2.d¢, according to the same evidence, sieisrog is to
he adopted, with Tisch. —Ver. 3. =ob seeipes] Lachm, and Tisch.
have merely oeipas, following only B 8* 102. — Ver. 4. After
eeswvd Elz. has sof olpasod, in opposition to decisive evidence.
It is taken from Lulke viii. 5, — Ver. 5. Instead of ¢anro é¢ read,
with Lachm. and Tisch., xai é&rro, according to B C L M** a N,
min. vss, The Recepte is from Matt. xiii. 5. — Ver. 6. »riov 6:
avareiharrog] Lachm, and Tisch. read xe! ére diérenev 6 fhiog,
following B C D L A &, Copt. Vulg. Cant. Vind. Corb. 2, I1d.
The Recepte is from Matt. xiii. 6.— Ver. 8. &22.0] B C L &, min.
have the reading érrd (Fritzsche, Rinck, Tisch.). It is from
Matt., and was favoured by the tripartite division that follows.
— adfavorra] A B C D L AN, 238 have adfaviuser. Approved
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly, because
the nlransitive «dfdvew is the prevailing form in the N, T, —
Instead of the threefold repetition of &, Tisch. has ¢is three
times, following B C* L A, min. Yet B L have EI= once and
EN twice. The reading of Tisch. is to be regarded as original ;
the &, which is likewise strongly attested, was a gloss upon 1t, and
that reading then became easily taken and interpreted, in com-
parison with Matt. xiii. 8, as the numeral £ In ver. 20 also
the év is not to he written three times, but with all the unecials,
which have breathings and accents: &, as also Tisch. has it. —
Ver. 9. é #xw] Lachm. and Tisch. have &5 &, following B C* D
A N* The Feecpte is from Matt. xiii. 95 Luke viii. 8. — Ver. 10.
spurgoav] Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. have spdrav® on pre-
ponderant evidence (D has #szpurwr). To be adopted. If the

3 In ed. 8 Tisch., following C &, has the form #pdrovs, which probably is only
a transcriber’s error, as with still stronger evidence in its favour is the case
in Matt. xv. 23. The Ionic form of the verb in ew is entirely forcign to tho
N.T.
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imperfect had been introduced from Luke viii. 9, ¢x4p6rwy would
be more diflused. — =3y wapaBor.4v] Tisch. has rég wapaiords,
following B C L A §, vss. The singular is a correction; comy.
Luke.— Ver. 11. gavar] is wanting in A B C* X L &, min.
Copt. Corbh. 1. Suspected by Griesb,, deleted by Lachim. and
Tisch. An addition from Matt. xiii. 11 ; Luke viii. 10. With
Tischendorf the words are to be arranged thus: .. pver. 8¢5, =
Bue.— Ver. 12, 7& guapripare] is wanting in B C L &, min.
Copt. Arm. Cr. (twice); condemned by Griesb., bracketed by
Lachm,, deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. An addition, instead
of which is found also ré¢ sepasrépmare (in.). — Ver. 15. & Tl
zupd. adrin] C L A &, Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Colh.: &
abrolz (so Tisch.), and in favour of this I and min. testify by
the reading e/¢ edrots. The Recepte is explanatory after Matt.
xiii. 19, comp. Luke viii. 12, but at the same time its testimony
is in favour of & «ireiz, not of eis adrois. — Ver. 18. zal obroi
siow] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. read xai é2.x0i cion, following B C*
D L aw, Copt. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Colb. Vind. Germ. Corb.
Rightly; the ficeepla originated by mechanical process after
vv. 15, 16, comp. ver. 20. When this ofra came in, there
cmerged at once an incompatibility with the subsequent edroi
siow, therefore this latter was omitted (AC* EGHKMS U
V 1, min,, Copt. Syr. p. Goth. Slav. Drix. Theophyl. Matth.
and Fritzsche), while others removed the first oirei ciow (nin.
Arm.).— Ver. 19. rofrov after aigvog is rightly deleted by Griesb.,
Fritzsche, Lach. and Tisch. in conformity with very considerable
testimony. A current addition.— Ver. 20. obrer] Tiscl. has
ézeivar, following B C L A N; odror 1s a mechanical 101)etiti0n
and comp. Matt. and Luke.— Ver. 21. The order : preres & 2hy oz
is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., according to b C D
L AR, min. vss. — émiredy] 207 is attested by B C L a N, min,
(so also Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch.; recommmended, moreover,
by Griesh.). The compound word is more precise in delinition,
and came in here and at Luke viii. 16.— Ver. 22. The =~
(which Lachm. brackets) was easily omitted after éor as being
superfluous. — ¢ év x4] many variations, among which édv 7
has the strong attestation of A C K L, min. It is commended
by Griesb., and is to be adopted. The apparent absurdity of
the sense?! suggested partly the addition of é partly, in con-
formity with what follows, readings with #e, namely, ¢ e
(D, vss.) and éav pa e (so Lachm. Tisch., following B D »), &/
w# e (min.),— Ver. 24. After the second iun, Elz. Fritzsche,

! The reading é&v w4 is in no wise absurd (Fritzsche, de Wette), but it gives
the same logical analysis as x. 30, See in loc.
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Scholz have oz &xobovsw, which also Lachm. and Tisch. on
decisive evidence have deleted (it is a gloss), while Griesh.
strikes out the whole zai speored. budv 767 &x. (only in accordance
with D G, Codd. It.), and Fritzsche places these words after
gzobere (according to Arm.). The course followed by Griesb.
and Fritzsche must be rejected on account of the very weak-
ness of the evidence; the reading of Griesb. arose from the fact
that the eye of the transcriber passed from the first ipxiv directly
to the second. — Ver. 25. 8; yép v #n] Lachm. and Tisch. have
85 yap Exen following B C L A §, min, to which, moreover, D
E* T, al. are added with the reading 8¢ yép év éer.  According
to this, & alone is to be read; & was added probably in
recollection of Luke viii, 18, and then #ye was transmuted into
5. — Ver. 28, ydp is to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch.,,
following very important authoritiecs. A connective addition,
instead of which D has ér adr. — =24pn oirov] Lachm. and Tisch.
read =Aiprs oiroz, following B, to which D falls to be added with
the 1'eading alipns ¢ oivos. wnipnz airos 1s the original, which
it was thought necessary subsequently to help by a structural
emendation.— Ver. 30. «iw] B C L a &, min. Ver. have =ds,
which Griesb. has recommended, Fritzsche and Tisclh. have
adopted. i is from Luke xiil. 18. — & moie FupufBory wupa-
Barwuer abriv] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have & civ adriv sapaSors
éapev, following B C* L A N, min, Ver. Or. Rightly; =ei came
in as a gloss upon =, after the analogy of the preceding =3s;
and the more difficult dausr was explained by wepaBurwuer. —
Ver. 31. xézrov] Elz. Tritzsche, Tisch. read xéxzw, following B
D amnw  As after the second half of ver. 30 the accusative
(Guiesb. Scholz, Lachm.) more readily suggested itself (in
connection with d@uer or mepuBdrwuev), the dative is to be pre-
ferred as the more difficult reading, which was the more easily
supplanted by comparison of the different connections in Matt.
xiil. 31; Luke xiil. 19.— paxpirepog] Lachm, reads mrpirspov,
following B D L M A &, min. He adds, moreover, 3 according
to B L A&, omitting the subsequent éori, and encloses zav émi
=3¢ y%s, which is wanting in C, Ver,, in brackets. Tisch. also
has pinpirepov by, omitting éori. The Recepte is to be retained;
pizpizepov is a grammatical correction ' that has originated from
a comparison with Matt., and the added &, 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
pirpérep O3, dislodged the subsequent éo7/, whercupon, doubtless,

* peilwy, too, ver. 32, became changed in codd. into usier. S0 ACEL VN,
min. Tisch.



64 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

the connection was lost. — Ver. 34, = pad. adr3] Tisch. reads
r. ibiog pad., following B C L a8 Rightly ; the ZLecepte is the
usual expression.— Ver. 36. The reading =roix instead of
=hadpra (as Elz. Tritzsche, Scholz have it) is so decisively
attested, that but for that circuunstance the more rare =2.ocpic
would have to be defended. — Ver. 37. Instend of wird 7én
venileodar, Griesb, approved, and Lachm. and Tisch. read, #dy
veuileadas 56 wrofov, following B C D L a w** 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 ém
before = zp., Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. read év on decisive
evidence.— Ver. 40. obrw] is deleted by Lachm., following B D
L an, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It., and subsequently, instead of =&s
«Jz, he has, with Griesb., sb=w according to the same and other
authorities. DBut the Reeepiee is, with Tisch., to be maintained.
For in accordance with Matt. viii. 26 orw was very easily
dropped, while oisw just as easily crept in as a modifying
expression, which at the same time dislodged the 2.

Vv. 1-9. See on Matt. xiii. 1-9. Comp. Luke viii. 4-8,
Matthew has here a group of parables from the collection of
Logia to the number of seven,—a later and richer selection
than Mark gives with his ¢/iree similitudes, the second of
which, however (vv. 26-29), Matthew las mnot, because it
probably was not embraced in the collection of Logia. See
on ver. 26 ff.  Matthew has worked by way of awmplification,
and not Mark by way of reducing and wealkening (Hilgenfeld).
— mwaw, see iil. T.—jpEato] For from xal cuvdyerar on-
ward is velated what happened after the commencement of 1lis
teaching. — Ver. 2. év 77 8bayxh adrod] in His doctrinal dis-
course.  Of the many (moxxa) Mark adduces some. — Ver. 7.
aguvémviEav] choled the germinating seed, compressing it.  Comp.
Theophylact, e. pl. vi. 11. 6: 8évdpa cuumviyéueva. — Ver. 8.
dvaBaivovra ral abdfavipcvor (see the critical remavks) is
predicate of xapmov, hence €8idov xapmov (and consequently
also wapmiv ovr édwxe, ver. T) is to be understood not of the
orains of corn, but of the corn-stalls ascending and growing
(shooting upward and continuing to grow). The produce of
the gredins is only mentioned in the sequel: xai Edepev
. In the classies also kapmds means generally that which
arows in the field (Hom. 7. i. 156 ; Xen. de zenat. v. 5; DPlat.
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Theact. p. 149 E, Crat. p. 410 C),as in the German Frucht,
Friichte.  Comp. wxapmodopei, ver. 28. — With the Reeepte év
Tpudrovta is to be taken as: one bore thivty (neuter: nothiung
to be supplied), 4. according to the conmnection: one grain,
which had been sown, bore thirty grains, another sixty, and
g0 on.  On the wsus loquendi, comp. Xen. Hell. vii. 4. 27: &
pépos éaBov "Apyetoi, &v 8¢ OnPaio, év 8¢ 'Aprddes, &v 8¢
Meaaijvior, Arist. Eth. Nic. vi. 1. 5; Eeclus. xxxii 23 f.
With the reading ecs Tpianovra (see the critical remarks) we
must render: it bore up to thirty, and up to sixty, ete. If
€v Tpuirvovta Dbe read, the meaning is: it bore in («f the rate
of) thirty, etc., so that the fruit-bearing was consummated in
thirty, and so on. Observe, further, how ver. 8 has changel
the primitive form of the Logia-collection still preserved in
Matthew, especially as to ¢he climax ot the fruitfulness, which
in Matthew is descending, in Mark ascending. — Ver. 9. xai
éleyev] “ pausa frequens, sermonibus gravissimis interposita,”
Bengel. Comp. ii. 27.

Vv. 10-20. See on Matt. xiii. 10-23. Comp. Luke viii,

9-15. — kataucvas] therefore, according to Mark, no longer
in the ship, ver. 1. — ot mepi avrov] they who besides and next

after the Twelve were the more confidential disciples of Jesus.
A more precise definition than in Matthew and Luke. Of the
Seveaty (Euthymius Zigabenus) Mark Las no mention. We
may add that Matthew could not have better made use of the
expression oi mept adtov ovv Tois dwdexa (Holtzmann, who
therefore pronounces it not to belong to the primitive-Mark),
nor could he nof usc ¢t «f all (Weiss in the Zeitschr. f. D. Theol.
1864, p. 86 £). He has only changed the detailed deserip-
tion of Mark into the usual expression, and Le goes to work
in general less accurately in delineating the situation. — 7as
mapaf3.] see ver. 2. — Ver. 11. 8édorac] of the spiritual giving
brought about by making them capable of Znowing; hence
yvvae (which here is spurious) in Matthew and Luke. — 7ois
€Ee] that is, to those who ave outside of our circle, fo the people.
The scnse of oi éfw is always determined by the contrast to
it. In the Epistles it is the non-Christians (1 Cor. v. 12 {.;
Coliv. 5; 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 7). We are the less
MARL. E



66 THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

entitled to discover here, with de Wette, an unsuitable Jorepor
mpotepov of expression, seeing that the expression in itself so
relative does not even in the Talmud denote always the soi-
Jews (Schoettgen, ad 1 Cor. v. 12 £.), but also those who do not
profess the doctrine of the bwian-—the oo ; see Lightfoot,
p- 609.—év mwapaB. Ta wdvra yivetar] év mwapaB. has the
emphasis : n paradles the whole is imparted to them, so that
there is not communicated to them in addition the abstract
doctrine itself. All that is delivered to them of the mystery
of the Messial’'s kingdom—that is, of the divine counsel con-
cerning it, which was first unveiled in the gospel—is conveyed
to them under o veil of parable, and not otherwise. On siverar,
comp. Herod. ix. 46: 5uiv of Aoyoe yeyovaot, Thueyd. v. 111, «l.
— Ver. 12. fva] not: dta i, as Wolf, Bengel, Rosenmiiller,
Kuinoel, and others would have it, but, as it always 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 Messiah's kingdom are made to them in
parables and not otherwise, infended not to attain to insight
into this mystery, and thereby to conversion and forgive-
ness. This idea of the divine Nemcsis is expressed under a
remembrance of Isa. vi. 9, 10, which prophetic passage ap-
pears 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. Daur, 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 divinum”
(Bengel), which has a paedagogic purpose.— Ver. 13. After
Jesus, vv. 11, 12, has expressed the sight of His disciples to
learn, not merely, like the unbelieving multitude, the parables
themselves, but also their meaning—the wvomjpior contained
in them —and has thus acknowledged their question in
ver. 10 as justificd, He addresses Himself now, with a new
commencement of His discourse (xai Aéyes adrois, comp. vv. 21,
24,26, 30, 35), to the purpose of answering that question, and
that with reference to the particular concrete parable, ver. 3 fi.
To this parable, which is conceived as having suggested the
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aeneral question of ver. 10 (hence 7. mapaBoriy Tadryy), He
confines Himself, and introduces the exposition to be given
with the words: Amnow wye not this parable, and how shall 1y
(in general) understand all parablcs?  These words are merely
intended to lead back in a lively manner, after the digression of
vv. 11, 12, to the point of the question at ver. 10, the »eply to
whicli then begins at ver. 14 with respect to that special parable.
A zeprocch is by some found in the words (stnee unto you it s
given, ete, ver. 11, 4¢ surpriscs mc, that ye know not, ete.). See
Fritzscle and de Wette, the latter accusing Mark of placing quite
inappropriately in the mouth of Jesus an wnscasonable reproach.
But Mark himself pronounces decisively against the entire
supposition of this connection by his xai Aéyet adTois, 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 ncw portion of discourse,
and instead of odx oiSare must have used perhaps xai Juels
ok oibate, or some similar link of connection with what pre-
cedes.  Moreover, ver. 13 is to be read as one question (comp.
Lachmann and Tischendorf), and in such a way that xai was
e.m A still depends on odx oidare (comp. Ewald); not, as
Tritzsche would have it, in such a way that xa¢ indicates the
consequence, and there would result the meaning : “ ¥Y¢ wnder-
stand not this parable, and arc ye to understand all parables 2”
Dut this would rather result in the meaning: Ye understand
not this parable ; how is it, consequently, possible that ye shall
understand «l/ parables? And this would be a strange and
unmeaning, because altogether self-evident consequence. Usu-
ally ver. 13 is divided into fwo guestions (so, too, de Wette),
and wdoas is taken as equivalent to: all the rest; bLut this is
done quite without warrant, since the idea of Aetwds would be
precisely the point in virtue of the contrast which is assumed.
— yvageale] future, because the disciples were not aware liow
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,”
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LEwald. — Ver. 15. Observe the difference between the local
émov and the temporal é7rav, in connection with which xai is
not adversative (Kuinoel, de Wette), but the stmple conjunctive
and: The following «wie thosc (who are sown) by the way-side :
then, when the teaching ds sown and they shall have heard,
cometh strasghtway Sutan, ete. — Ver. 16. owolws] in like
manncr, after an anclogous figurative reference, in symmctrical
further interprctation of the parable.  Translate : And the
Jollowing are @n lLike manner thosc who are sown on the stony
ground : (namely) those who, when they shall have heard the
word, tmmediately receive it with joy; and they have not root
an themselves, ete. It is more in keeping with the simplicity
and vividness of the discourse not to take the xai oix éyovas
along with ol. — Ver. 18 f. And there arce others, who are sown
amony the thorns; these ave they who, ete. If drovovres be read,
—which, however, would arise more easily from the similar
parallel of Matthew than éxovgarres (B C D L 4 i, Tisch.)
from the dissimilar one of Luke,—the course of events is set
forth from the outsct, whereas dxovoavres sets it forth from
the standpoint of the resnlt (they have heard, and, cte.). — 7a
Aourrd] besides riches : sensual pleasure, honour, ete. — elomop.]
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
elamop. is probably an erroncous explanation of the wopevo-
pevor in Luke. — Ver. 20. év (not év; sec the critical remarks
on ver. 8) Tpuwakovta kTN 18, it is true, so far out of keeping,
that by retaining the nwmbers the discourse falls Lack from
the interpretation into the figure; but the very repetition of
the striking closing words of the parable, in which only the
preposition is here accidentally changed, betokens the set pur-
pose of solemn emphasis.

Vv. 21-23. Comp. Luke viii. 16 f.  Meaning (comp. Matt.
v. 15, x. 26) : “the light, 7.c. the knowledge of the pvaripiov
735 Baagikelas, which ye receive from me, ye are not to with-
Livld from others, but to bring about its diffusion; for, as what
is concealed is not destined for concealment, but rather tfor
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Leecoming manifest, so also is the mystery of the MMessialr's
kingdom.”*  These sayings, however, as far as ver. 25, have
not their original place here, but belong to what (according to
Tapias) Mark wrote od Tafer. Holtzmann judges otherwise,
p- 81, in connection with his assumption of a primitive-Mark.
The collection of Logia is suflicient as a sonrce. Comp. Weiss
in the Juheb. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 88. — épyerac] Doth the
lamp then possibly come, cte. ¥ €pyesfas is used of inanimate
things which are browyht; very frequently also in classical
writers. — dmo Tov uodov] See on Matt. v. 15. — khivyr] a
talblc-couch. Comp. vii. 4. After #lvgy there is only a comma
to e placed: the question is onc as far as 7ef5. — According
to the reading éav uy davep. (see the critical remarks), the
rendeving is: nofhing is hidden, iof it shall not (in future) be
made manifest?  So surely and certainly does the davépwais
set in ! — @A\’ (va els pav. Exfy] The logical reference of dAN
is found in a presnant significance of améxpugor: nor has
there anything (after 098¢, 7¢ is again to be mentally supplied)
taken place as secvet, Z.c. what is meant to be seeret, but what
in such a case has come to pass, has the destination, etc.

Vv. 24, 25. Comp. Luke viii. 18.— Brémere] De heedful
as to what ye hear ; how important it is rightly to understand
what is delivered to you by me!— é&v & pérpp xTA] A
cround of encouragement to heedfulness. It is otherwise in
Matt. vii. 2. In our passage the vclation of heedfulness to

1 According to otlers, Jesus gives an allegorical exhortation to wirtue: ““ut
ucerna candelabro imponenda est, sic vos oportet, discipuli, non quidem vitam
umbratilem sine virtutis splendore agere; sed,” etc., Fritzsche, comp. Theo-
yhylact, Grotius, and others. But the kindled light would, in fact, be alrcady
the symbol of virtue, and Jesus would forbid the exercise of it in secrct!.
Morcover, this view is not required by ver. 20, since with ver. 21 a new portion
of the diseourse commences ; and our view is not forbidden by ver. 11 (comp.
ver. 34), since in ver. 11 Jesus is only speaking of the then unsusceptible mul-
titude, and, if pushed to consistent general application, these words spoken at
ver. 11 would quite annul the apostolic calling. History has refuted this general
application. Erasmus, Paraphr., aptly says: ** Nolite putare me, quod nune
seereto vobis committo, perpetuo celatum esse velle; . . . lux est per me in
vobis accensa, ut vestro ministerio diseutiat tenebras totius mundi.”

2 ¢ Id fit successive in loc saeculo, ct fiet plene, quum lux omnia illustralit,
1 Cor. iv. 5,” Bengel,
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the Lnowledye theicby to be attained is deseribed.  Tuthy-
mius Zigabenus well says: év & uérpe perpeite v mpo-
cgoxnv, év 16 avte perpnbicetar Vuiv % oS, TovTésTwy
éany elapépete Tpocoxny, TogaiTn TupacyelijceTar Uulv
Y& ais, Kal ob povov €y TG adTe péTpw, dAAa xai TAéov. —
Ver. 25. leason assigned for the foregoing xai mpooTe-
@joerar.  The application of the proverbial saying (cownp.
Matt. xiii. 12, xxv. 29) is: For if ye (through lheedfulness)
have become rich in knowledge, ye shall continually receive
still larger accession to this riches (that is just the mpoo-
Tebijoerar); but if ye (through heedlessness) are poor in
knowledge, ye shall also lose even your little kuowledge.
tuthymius Zigabenus erroneously refers Sofijoerar only to
the yvdois, and &yn to the wpocoysiv. So also Theophylact.
Vv. 26-29. Jesus now continues, as is proved by ver. 33 f.
(in opposition to Baur, Markuscvang. p. 28), His parabolic
discourses Zo the people; hence éneyev is here used without
adrols (vv. 21, 24), and vv. 10-25 are to be regarded as an
inserted episode (in opposition to de Wette, Einl. § 940, who
holds d7e 8¢ éyévero katapovas as absurd). — Mark alone has
the following parable, but in a form so thoughtful and so
characteristically different from Matt. xiii. 24 f, that it is with-
out sufficient ground regarded (by Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Késtlin)
as founded on, or remodelled® from, Matt. e, and therefore
as not originally belonging to this place,—a view with which
Weiss agrees, 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 Iilgenfeld’'s Zeitschr. 1863,
p- 209) has recourse to the mcutral character of Mark, in
accordance with which le is held to have removed the éxfpos
dvBpwmos (by which Paul is meant !). See, on the other hand,
Klopper in the Jukrd. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 141 1f, who, with
Weizsiicker, 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,

1 A ““ tame weakening,” in the opinion of Hilgenfeld, comyp. Strauss; ‘“‘of a
secondary nature,” in that of Weizsicker.
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must have been directly indicated, and is not even implicd
in Matt. xiti. (see ver. 37 ff.). Without foundation, Weizsiicker
(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 depicted wuder the
specific form of the Parousie, and there is nothing said of o
dclaying of it. — 7 Baciela 1. Ocod] The Messianic kingdon,
conceived of as preparing for its proximate appearance, and
then (ver. 29) appearing at its time. — 7ov omwopov] the seed
concerned.—Observe the aorist Bdaip, and then the prescats
which follow: Zas cast, and then sleeps and arises, ete. —
voxta k. juépav] With another form of conception the genitives
might also be used here. See on the distinction, Kiiliner, II.
p- 219. The prefixing of vuxkra is here occasioned by the
order of xafevdy rai éyelp. See, further, on Luke ii. 37.
Erasmus erroneously refers évyelp. to the sced, which is only
introduced as subject with Bhact. — pnrvvyrac] is catended,
in so far, namely, as the shoot of the seed comes forth and
mounts upwards (¢nerescat, Vulgate). Comp. LXX. Isa
xliv. 14, In the shoot the sced cxtends itself. — o5 ovk oidev
avros] @ way unknown to himself (the sower); he himself
kuows not how it comes about. See the sequel. — adroudiry]
of itself, without man’s assistauce! Comp. Hesiod, €py. 118
Herod. ii. 94, viil. 138 ; and Wetstein < loc. — elra 7Aspns
otros év 7. o1.] the nominative (see the critical remarks) with
startling vividuess brings before us the result as standing by
atself : then jfull (developed to full size) grain in the car!
See on this nominative standing forth in rhetorical relief from
the current construction, Bernhardy, p. 68 f — Ver 290.
wapad®] is usually explained ntransitively, in the sense:
shall have delivered 4tself over, namely, by its ripeness to the
liarvesting. Many transitive verbs are confessedly thus used
in an intransitive signification, in which case, however, it is
inappropriate to supply éavrdy (Kiihner, IL p. 9 f). So, in

! Hence there is no inconsistency with ver. 27 (Weiss). The germinative

power of the seed is conditioned by the immanent power of the earth, which
acts upon it.
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particular, compounds of &idovar (see Viger., ed. Herm. p. 132
Valckenaer, Diatr. p. 233 ; Jacobs, ad Philostr. p. 363 ; Kriiger,
§ 52. 2. 9); and sce in general, Bernhardy, p. 339 f.; Winer,
p- 225 [E. T. 315]. But of this use of wapadibovar there
is found no quite certain instance! (not even in 1 Pet. ii. 23,
see Hutler) ; morcover, the expression itself, ‘“the fruit has
offered itself,” would be foreign to the simplicity of the style,
and has a modern sound. Hence (comp. Kaeuffer, de &wijs
alov. not. p. 49) wapabded. is rather to Le explained as fo ellow,
in accordance with well-known usage (Herod. v. 67, vii. 18;
Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 34; Dolyb. iii. 12, 4): dut when the fruit
shall have allowed, e, when it is sulficiently ripe. Quite
similar is the expression: Tijs dpas wapadibovons, Polyb.
xxil 24. 9 when the scason permitécd.  DBleek assents to this
view. — amosTéAer 1o Spémavor] Comp. Joel iv. 13; Rev.
xiv. 15. — The teaching of the parable is: Just as « man, after
performing the sowing, leaves the gernination and growth, ctc.,
without further tntervention, to the carth’s own power, but at
the time of ripening veaps the harvest, so the Messiah leaves the
cthical results and the new developments of life, which His word
is jitted to produce tn the minds of mcen, to the moral sclf-activity
of the human heart, through which these vesults are worked
out in accordance with their destination (to Sieatoovvny —
this is the parabolic reference of the wAypns oivos), but will,
when the time for the establishinent of Hus Lingdom comes, cause
the Sukalovs to be gathered into it (by the angels, Matt. xxiv. 31 ;
these arve 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 former, not the latter. It is the one of the
two factors, and its separate treatment, keeping out of view
for the present the other, leaves the latter unafiected. Comp.
ver. 24. DBeugel aptly observes on adroudry, ver. 28: “non
excluditur agricultura et eoelestis pluvia solesque.” Moreover,
Jesus must still for the present leave the mode of bringing
about the Sikatoctvy (by means of His (Aacmijpior and faith

¥ In Josh. xi. 19 the reading varies much and is doubtful; in Plat. Phacdr.
D- 250 L, zapadovs is not necessarily reflexive.



CHAP. 1V. 30—31. %3

thereon) to the later development of His doctrine. Dut the
letting the matter take its course and folding the hands (Strauss)
are directly excluded by adroudrn, 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.
— 7as] how are we to bring the Messianic kingdom into
comparison 2 — 4 é tive alr. wapafBolyi Oduer (see the
eritical remarks): or in what parable ave we to place i, sct it
Jorth 2 The expression inclusive of others (we) is in keeping
with the delilerative form of discourse. The Acarers are formally
taken into the consultation. The deviation from the normal
order of the words places the principal emphasis on 7. —
@s xoxke aw.] @s is correlative to the mas of ver. 30: so as
1t s likened to a grain of mustard sced. — The following * is
not a parable in the stricter sense (not a history), bt a
comparison generally, the representation of the idea, borrowed
from the region of semse. Comp. iil. 23, vii. 17. See on
Matt. xiii. 3. — Observe the twofold éTav omapy, vv. 31, 32.
In the first the emphasis is on érav, in the second on omwapi.
“ Exacte definit tempus illud, quum granum desinit esse
parvum et incipit fieri magnum,” Bengel

Ver. 33 £ Cowp. Matt. xiii. 34.— From 7otavrats it
follows that Mark knew yet more parables that were spoken
at that time. — kafws )8vvavto akxovew] «s they were able
(in virtue of their capacity) to take ¢n the teaching. Not as
though they could have apprehended the inner doctrineal
contents of the parables (ver. 11), but they were capable of
apprehending the unarrative jform, the parabolic narrative <n
atself, in which the teaching was veiled, so that they were thus
qualified only in this form (xafds) to hear the doctrine.
Accordingly, dwxoveww here is neither: fo wnderstand, nor
equivalent to Bacrdfew, John xvi. 12 (Bengel, Kuinoel, and
others), but the simple fo hcar, to perecive. — odx érdAer] at

1 Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 348 fI.

? Fromn the collection of Logia, and in a shape more original than Matthew
and Lulke, who add the historical form. Mark would least of all have divested
it of this, if he had found it in existence. Comp. (in opposition to Holtzmann)
Weiss in the Jakrh. 5. D. Theol. 1864, p. 93.
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that ttme. Sce on Matt. xiil. 34. Baur indeed (see Markus-
ceang. p. 24 1) will not allow a limitation to the teaching ¢
that time, hut would draw the conclusion that Mark has per-
haps not even regarded the Sermon on the Mount, such as
Matthew has it, as being historical, and has given the fore-
going parables as a substitute for it. Dut Mark himself
certainly has doctrinal utterances of Jesus enough, which are
not parabolical.

Vv. 35—41. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27. Comp. Luke
viil, 22-25.— év érelvy TH Huépa) ver. 11.; a difference in
respect of time from Matt, viii. 18, Luke viil. 22 is alto-
gether indefinite. — @s 7y év T4 whoiw] to be taken together;
as He was in the ship (comp. ver. 1) without delay for further
preparation they take possession of Him. For examples of
this mode of expression, see I{ypke and Fritzsche. — wai dAha
0é] but other ships also (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182 ; Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. L p. 884) were in His train (uer’ adrod) during the
voyage ; a characteristic deseriptive trait in Mark. — Ver. 37.
On Aairayr dvépov, comp. Hom. . xvii. 57 ; Anthol. Anacr. §2.
On the accent of Aairayr, see Lipsius, gramm. Untersuch.
p. 36 £.— éméBatev] intransitive (comp. on ver. 29, Plat.
Phaedr. p. 248 A, and frequently) not transitive, so that the
stormy would be the subject (Vulgate, Luther, Zeger, Homberg,
and several others). The 71a 8¢ sxdpara, for this purpose
prefixed, indicates itself as the subject. — Ver. 38. And He
Himself was at the stern, laid down on the pillow that was there,
aslecp. It was a part of the vessel intended for the sailors
to sit or lie down, Poll. x. 40; more strictly, according to
Smith (Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, p. 296 1f), the
cushion of the rowers’ bench.— Ver. 39. qwma, mepiuwoo]
be silent ! be dumb ! asyndetic, and so much the more forcible
(Niigelsbach, Anm. 2 Ilas, ed. 3, p. 247, 359), Eur. Hee.
532. The sea is personificd ; hence the less are we to con-
jecture, with Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 230, that Jesus has
addressed the disciples (ye shall see that it will immediately
be still). — éxdmacer o dvepos] Herod. vii. 191.  Comp.
Mark vi. 51; Matt. xiv. 32, from which passage de Wette
arbitrarily derives the expression of Mark. — Ver. 40. wés]
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liow 15 ¢ possible, ete.?  They had already so often been tlhe
witnesses of His divine power,! under the protection of which
they necded not to tremble. — Ver. 41. époBj8noav] not ke
people (Grotius and others), which agrees with Matthiew but not
with the context, but the discipics, who were thrown (psycho-
logically) into fear at the quite extraordinary phenomenon,
and were not yet clear as to the divine cawsa efficicns in Jesus
(tis dpa olros, etc.). As to ¢oBetodar ¢oBov péyav, comp.
on Matt. ii. 10. On 7is dpa, in which the perplexity is not
expressed Dby the dpa, Lut is implied in the context (in
opposition to Hartung), and dpa means: igitur, rchus o
comparatis, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176,  Comp. Nigelsbach,
Anm. 2. Ilias, ed, 3, p. 10 f.

ReMARK.—The weakness of faith and of discernment on the
part of the disciples (ver. 40 f) appears in Mark most strongly
of the Synoptics (comp. vi. 52, vii. 18, viii. 17, 18, 33, ix. 6, 19, 32,
34, x. 24, 32, 35, xiv. 40). Ritsehl in the theol. Jahrd. 1851,
p- 517 if, has rightly availed himself of this point on belhalf of
Mark’s originality ; since a later softening—yet without set pur-
pose and naturally unbiassed, and hence not even consistent—
1s at any rate more probable than a subsequent aggravation of
this censure. The remarks of Baur in opposition (theol. Jalrd.
1853, p. 88 f.) are unimportant, and would amount te this, that
Mark, who is assumed withal to be neutral, would in this point
have even outstripped Luke. Comp. Holtzmann, p. 435 {.

11With this agrees neither the half-naturalizing view of Lange, L. J. 1I.
p- 314, that the immediate causes of the calm setting in lay in the atmosphere,
and that so far the threatening word of Jesus was prophetical (comy.
Schleiermacher) ; nor the complete breaking up of the miracle by Schenkel, who
makes the matter amount simply to this, that Jesus by virtue of His confidence in
God and foresight of His destination exercised a peaceful and soothing sway
among the disciples, although these were possessed of nautical knowledge and He
was not. Ecim, p. 123, adds, moreover, a prayer previous to the command of
Jesus, assuming that then God acted, and Jesus was only His interpreter.  Of all
this, however, there is nothing in the text. See rather ver. 41, which also
testifies agninst the resolution of the natural miracle suggested by Weizsicker.
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CHAPTER V.

ViR 1. Tadappiv] Here also, as in Matt. viil. 28, occur the
various readings Iepaazviv (B D 8* Vulg. Sax. Nyss,, so Lachm.
and Tisch.) and Tepyeomav (L A 8** min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm.
Or). The Beeepta 1s to be retained, according to A C E, ete,,
with Fritzsche and Scholz. See on Matt, — Ver. 2. éEsr.(dvrog
wdrei] is here more strongly attested (B C L AN, min. Ver.
Drix., to which D also with 2Zendévrav airiv falls to be added)
than in Matt. viii. 28. To be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch.;
¢Eentévrs adry (Elz.) is from the parallel passages. — edféws] which
Lachm. has deleted, is only wanting in B, Syr. Arm. Ver. Brix.
Vind. Colb. Corb. 2. The omission is explained from the
parallels, from which also has arisen the reading beiverosy
(L CD L an min, Lachm.).— Ver. 3. odre] BCDL aw 33
have o38¢.  So Fritzsche, Lachm, Tisch. ; and of necessity rightly.
— axdaeew] Lachm. and Tisch. have éxrbee, following B C L 33,
Colb.; the ZLeeepta is from what follows. — edéeis] Lachm. and
Tisch. have odxérs obéeis, following B C* D L A &, min. Vulg. It.
Arm. Looking to the peculiarity of this notice and the accumu-
lation of the negatives, we must recognise this as correct.—
Ver. 7. eize] Aéyee has preponderating evidence; approved by
Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch.; efz¢ is from
Luke viii. 28. Dnt Mark is fond of the historical present. In
ver. 9 also the simple Aéyer «irg (instead of asexpitn Aéywy in
Elz.) is rightly adopted by Griesb. on preponderant evidence. —
Ver. 9. Aeyzav] B¥ C D L A n* 69, Syr. Copt. It. Vulg. have
Aeyidy, and this Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. The Recepte
is from Luke.— Ver. 11. Instead of =pis =& tpes, Elz. has =pdg
=& bpy, in opposition to decisive evidence.— Ver. 12. After
adrév Blz. Matt. have =avres, which Lachm. brackets and Tisch.
deletes. It is wanting in B C D K L M a 8, min. vss,  After-
wards Elz. Matth. Scholz, Lachin. have oi dauiuovss, which
Griesb. rejected, and Fritzsche and Tisch. have deleted, follow-
ing B CL AN, min. Copt. Aeth. The Rcccpta movree of Owimoves
is to be maintained ; these words were omitted in accordance
with the parallels; but they are quite in keeping with Mark’s
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eraphic manner. — Ver. 13. Zeav 6¢] is on considerable evidence
to be deleted as supplu,d (Tisch.),— Ver. 14. Instead of da=syy.
Elz. has aiyy. But the former is decisively attested —
¢E72dov] has come in from Matt. and Luke instead of the genuine
280 (A B K L M UR*™ min. vss.), which Griesh. appmvcd
Lachm. aund Tisch. have adopted. —— Ver. 15. The omission of
the zei Lefore iuas. (Tisch.) proceeded from Luke.— Ver. i8.
fuddvrez] A B CD K LM A, min, Vulg. 1t. have suSeaivevro:.
Approved by Griesh,, adopted Dby Fritzsche, Lachm. and
Tisch. The Reeepte is from Luke viii. 37. — Ver. 1Y. Instead
of zai odx, Elz. has ¢ & 'Insols odx, against decisive evidence. —
aviayyeno] Lachn Tisch. have dadyyarer, following B C an
50, 258. A mechanical change in conformity to ver. 14
— Instead of =emuigxs, Elz. has imeiges, contrary to decisive
evidence. — Ver. 22, /o] before py. is wanting in B D L an
102, vss. (also Vulg. It). Suspected by Griesh., bracketed
by Lachm., deketed by Iritzsche and Tisch. From Luke
viil, 41, contuu) to the usage of Mark. — Ver. 23, sapsxdd«/]
A C LN, min have zapexzarsz  Recommended by Griesh, 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 #a ewdy zui Z46p has preponderant
attestation by BC D L A &, min. (adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.);
ézws (Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz) instead of ive may be suspected of
being an amendment of style, and the more current iosras
towed easily from Matt. ix. 18. — Ver. 25. mg] is wanting in
A B CL ayn min. Vulg. Ver. Vind. Colb. Corb. Condemned
by Griesb, deleted by Fritzsche and Lachm., and justly so;
the weight of evidence is too strong against it, to admit of the
omission of a word so indifferent for the sense being explained
fromn the parallels. — Ver. 26. Instead of «ir%s, Elz. Tisch. have
éavs¥e, against so preponderant evidence that it is manifestly
the result of a gloss, as also is the omission of =«g (D, min. Syr.
utr. Vulg. It.). — Iustead of avpi, Tisch. has r& =i, So B C*
AN 74, being superfluous, dropped out after the preceding
syllables. — Ver. 33. i «¥r7] é=" is wanting in I C D L &, min.
Syr. Copt. Verc. DBracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.
That AYTIH is not the nominative belonging to the followiny
verDh (as it is understood in Cant. Corb. Viud.) was noted in the
form of gloss, sometimes by iz, sometimes by & (F a).—
Ver. 36. eddéw] deleted by Tisch. following B D L A &, min. Syr.
Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. But regarded as super-
fluous, nay, as disturbing and 1ncompat1ble with the following
reading mupazolsasz, it became omitted the more easily in accord.
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ance with Tuke viii. 50. — ézslee:] B L A ® have zapuxsdsus.
So Tisch. and Ewald also. Rightly; although the attestation of
the vss. is wanting (only one Cod. of the It. has neglexit). The
difficulty of the not understood compound oceasioned the sub-
stitution for it of the current simple form.— Ver. 38. #psrera]
ADCDF an min. vss. have #pyoirar. So Lachm. and Tisch.
The plural might just as well have been introduced from what
precedes, as the singular from what follows and Matt. ix. 23.
But the preponderance of the witnesses is decisive in favour of
the plural. — After 6épuB0v Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have,
on preponderant evidence, added z«i, Being superfluous, it was
tlie more easily absorbed Dby the first syllable of zraisiras. —
Ver. 40. ¢ 6¢] Lachm. has adris &, on evidence considerable doubt-
less, but not decisive. From Luke viii. 54 — After sawidiov Elz.
and Scholz have diwxeinevor, which Lachm. has bracketed, Tiscl.
has deleted. Itis wantingin B D L A N, min. vss.  An addi-
tion by way of gloss, instead of which are also found xzeizevor,
nasaxeizever, and other readings.

Vv. 1-20. Sece on Matt. viii. 28-34.  Comp. Luke viii.
26-39. The narrative of the former follows a briefer 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. éfexfovTos alrod . . . amjyrnaer avTd)
The genitive absolute brings the point of time more strongly
into prominence than would be done by the dative under the
normal coustruction. See Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 307,
135 ; Pllugk, ad Eur. Med. 910 ; Winer, p. 186 [E. T. 259].
— dvBpomos év mvedpate ax. Sce on i 23.— Ver. 3. o0dé
aXdoer obwéTe ovdeis k... (see the critical remarks): not cven
with ¢ chain cowld theneeforth any one, ete.  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 (ovkére). On the accumulation of negatives, see Lobeck,
Paralip. p. 57 f. — Ver. 4. &ea 10 avtov x.1.\.] because he often
... was chained. See Matthaei, p. 1259. — wébac are fetlers,
but éidoets need not therefore be exactly manacles, as the ex-
positors 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 be put
wpon any part of the body whatever, he rent them asunder;
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Lut the fetéers in particular (which might consist of cords) he
iubbed to picces (cuvteTpipfar, to be accented with a circumflex).
—Ver. 5. He was continually in the tombs and in the movi-
tains, sereaming and cutting himself with stones.— Ver. 6. awo
pakpobev] as in Matt. xxv. 58. — Ver. 7. opxilw ge Tov Oeov]
not tnapproprielc in the mouth of the demoniac (de Wette,
Strauss), but in keeping with the address vié 7. @eol .
i, aud with the desperate condition, in which the wmvedua
axdBaprov sees himself to be. On oprilw as a Greek word
(Acts xix. 13; 1 Thess. v. 27), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 361.
— i) pe PBagavic.] is not—as in Matthew, where mpo ratpod
is associated with it—to e understood of the torment of
Hedes, but of tormenting yencrally, and that by the execution
of the éfenfe, ver. 8. The possessed man, identifying him-
gelf with his demon, dreads the pains, convulsions, ete. cf the
coing forth. Subsequently, at ver. 10, where he has surren-
dered himself to the inevitable going forth, his prayer is different.
Observe, moreover, how here the command of Jesus (ver. §) has
as its vesult in the sick man an immediate consciousness of
the necessity of the going forth, but not the immediate going
forth itself. — Ver. 8. éxeye wap] for he said, of course
lefore 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 suffever is conceived and represented as an agoregate—
combined into unity—of nunierous demoniacal individualities,
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 suggested to him the name : Legion
(the word is also used in Rabbinic Hebrew b, sce Buxtorf, Zez.
Talm. p. 1123 ; Lightfoot, p. 612),—a name which, known to
him from the Roman soldiery, corresponds to the paradoxical
state of his disordered imagination, and its explanation added
by the sick man himself (67¢ moANol éopev; otherwise in
Luke), is intended to move Jesus the more to compassion. —
Ver. 10. &w Tijs xwpas] According to Mark, the demons desire
not to be sent out of the Gadarene 7region, in which litherto
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they had pleasure ; according to Luke (comp. Matt. : 7po kaipod),
they wish not to be sent <nto the ucther world. A difterence of
tradition ; but the one that Luke followed is a remodelling in
accordance with the vesult (in opposition to DBawr), and was
not included oviginally also in the account of Mark (in oppo-
sition to Ewald, Juhtd. VIL p. 65). — Ver. 13, @s Sioyiieor]
without feav &€ (see the critical remarks) is in apposition to
7 dyény.  Only Mark gives this nunder, and that quite in his
way of mentioning particulars, According to Baur, Markuscvany.
- 43, it is a trait of his “ affectation of knowing details ;” ac-
cording to Wilke, an interpolation; according to DBleek, an
exaggerating later tradition. — Ver. 15. #\8or] the townsmen
and the possessors of the farms. Here is meant generally the
coming of the people to the place of the occurrence; subse-
qently, by «. épyovrar wpos 7. 'Ingoby, is meant the special
act of the coming fo Jesus. — wabpu.] He who was before so
fierce and tractable was sitting peacefully. So transformed
was his condition. — {paTiouévor] which in his unhealed
state would not have been the case. This Mark leaves to Le
presupposed (comp.  Hilgenfeld, Markusceany. p. 41); Luke
has expressly narvated it, viii. 27. It might be told in
cither way, without the latter of necessity betraying subscquent
claboration on the narrator's part (Wilke), or the former be-
traving an (dnczact) use of a precursor’s work (Fritzsche, de
Wette, and others, including Baur), as indeed the assumiption
that originally there stood in Mark, ver. 3, an addition as in
Luke viii. 27 (Ewald), is unnecessary. — The verh ipatifw is
not preserved except in this place and at Luke viil 35—
Tov éoxni. 7. Aey.] contrast, “ad emphasin miraculi,” Erasmus.
— Ver. 16. xai wepi 7. xoip.] still belongs to Supyro. —
Ver., 17. 7pEavro] The first impression, ver. 15, had been:
kai époBrfnoav, under which they do uot as yet interfere
with Jesus. But now, after hearing the particulars of the
case, ver. 16, they beyin, etc. According to Fritzsche, it is
indicated : “ Jesum sfatim se sivisse permoveri” In this the
correlation of xai édoBnfnoav and «ai ijpkavro is overlooked.
— Ver. 18. éuBaivovtos alrod] at the emharkation. — wape-
xdice w7N] entreaty of grateful love, to remain with his
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Lenefactor. Tear of the demons was hardly included as a motive
(w3 xwpis abrod TobTov elpovres wihw émimndicwow abrd,
Luthymius Zigabenus ; comp. Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact,
Grotius), since after the destruction of the swine the man is
cured of his fixed idea and is cw¢povdv. — Ver. 19. olk
doiker adrov] He permitted him not.  Whercfore? 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. — ¢ xvpios] God. — xai YAéncé o] 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 6oa,
but zeugmatically, so that now édoa is to be taken adverbially
(Kiihmer, IL p. 220). On éoos, guam insignis, comp. Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. 1L p. 377. — Ver. 20. #pEaro] a graphic delineation
from the starting-point. — dexamorer] Sce on Matt. iv. 25.
— émoinoev] aorist, like fnénae. On the other hand, in ver.
19, memoinke, which is conceived of from the point of time
of the speaker, at which the fact subsists completed and
continning in its effects. — 6 'Incods] o pév Xpiotos petpio-
$poviy ¢ martpi To Epyov avébnrerr 6 8¢ Oepamevleis edyvw-
povay 7o Xpiotd TodTo dverifler, Euthymius Zigabenus. —
The circumstance, moreover, that Jesus did not here forbid
the diffusion of the matter (see on v. 43 ; Matt. viii. 4), but
cnjoined it, may be explained from the locality (Peraca), 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 lkeeps to the order of events.—mapa Tyv Gar.] 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. 7] recitative. — 7o fvydrpiov
wov] Comp. Athen. xiii. p. 581 C; Long. i. 6; Plut. Ao
p- 179 E; Lucian, Zox. 22. This diminutive expression of
paternal tenderness is peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 25. 6
does not occur elsewhere in the N. T. — éaydrws &ye:] a late

MARK. F
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Greek phrase. See Wetstein and Kypke, also Loleck, a4
Phryn. p. 389.—va é\ov x7A] His excitement amidst
grief and hope speaks incoherently. We may understand
before @a: this I say, in order that, cte. This is still simpler
and more natural than the taking it émperatively, by supply-
ing wvolo or the like (see on xii. 19).

Vv. 25-34. See on Matt. ix. 20-22; Luke viil. 43-48.
— Ver. 26. Mark depicts with stronger lines than Luke, and
far more strongly than Matthew. — Ta mwap” avrod] what was
of her means.  How 1nanifold were the prescriptions of the
Jewish physicians for women suffering froin haemorrhage, and
what experiments they were wont to try upon them, may be
seen in Lightfoot, p. 614 f.— Ver. 27. dxoloaca] subordi-
nated as a prior point to the following éxfovea. Comp. on
i. 41. — The characteristic addition Tod xpacmédov 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. &\eye vydp)
without év éavrs (see the critical remarks) does not mean: for
she thought (Kuinoel, and many others), which, moreover, ax
used absolutely never does mean, not even in Gen, xxvi. 9,
but: jfor she suid. She actually said it, to others, or for and
to herself; a vivid representation. — Ver. 29. % mpy) 7. alu.
a?dr.] like D7 MWpH (Lev. xil. 7, xx. 18), not a euphemistic
designation of the parts themselves affected by the haemorrhage,
but designation of the seat of the issue of blood in them. —
T® cwpari) did Tod copaTos unréTL pawouévov Tols aTarayuols,
Euthymius Zigabenus. Still this by itself could not as yet
give the certainty of the reeovery.  Ilence rather: through the
feeling of the being strong and well, which suddenly passed
through her body. — udariyos] as at iil. 10.— Ver. 30. émeyvois)
stronger than the previous éyvw. — év éavrg] in His own con-
sciousness, therefore immediately, not in virtue of an externally
perceptible effect. — 7o éf adrob Svv. éEeNO.] the power gone
Jorth from Him. What feeling in Jesus was, according to
Mark’s representation, the mediun of His discerning this efilux
of power that had occurred, we are not informed. The tradi-
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tion, 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, IT. p. §9), the recognition of which on the part of
Jesus occurred af once, but yet not until after it had taken
place.  This is, with Weiss and others (in opposition to Holtz-
mann and Weizsiicker), to be conceded as a trait of later origin,
and not to be dealt with by artificial explanations at variance
with the words of the passage (in opposition to Ebrard and
Lange), or to be concealed by evasive expedients (Olshauseu,
Krabbe, and many others). It does not, however, affect the
simpler ¢enor of the history, which we read in Matthew. Calovius
made use of the passage against the Calvinists, “ vim dévinam
carni Christi derogantes.” — 7is pov spjrato TOV ip.] who has
touched me on the clothes? Jesus knew that by means of the
clothes-tonching power had gone out of Him, but not, o whon.
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 explain away
that ignorance. — Ver. 32. mepieBhémrero (deiv] namely, by any
resulting effect that might make manifest the reception of the
power. The feminine Tnv 7. woujoacav is said from the
standpoint of the already known fact. — Ver. 33. wagav v
@\ojfecav] the whole truth, so that she kept back nothing and
altered nothing, Comp. Plat. Apol p. 17 B, 20 D; Soph
Trach. 91; and see Kriiger on Thuc. vi. 87. 1. — eis elpnuyv]
DiSi?t), 1 Sam. & 17; 2 Sam, xv. 9; Luke vil. 50, al.: unto
bliss, unto future happiness. In €év elpryyp (Judg xviil. 6;
Luke ii. 29 ; Acts xvi. 36; Jas.ii. 16) the happy state is con-
ceived of as combined with the dmraye, as simultaneous. — {6
Yyo)s k] definitive eonfirmation of the recovery, which
Schenkel indeed refers merely to the woman’s “relizious ex-
citement of mind ” as its cause.

! According 1o Lange, for example, the conduct of Jesus only amounts to an
appearance ; ‘‘He let His eyes move as if (1) inquiringly over the crowd”
(wopuBrim. Beiv x.7.2.),
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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. — amo 7ob dpxiouvy.]
ToutéoTiv amo Tis olkelas Tod dpyiovv, Euthymius Ziga-
benus. — &r¢] since now there is no longer room for help. —
Ver. 36. According to the reading mapaxoveas, this (comp.
Matt. xviii. 17) is to be taken as the opposite of dmaxodew,
namely : immediately He left this speech unnoticed ; He did not
liced it for one moment, but let it remain as it was, and said,
ctc. In this way is set forth the decided certainty! He has
heard the announcement (ver. 35), but at once let it pass
unattended to. Ewald is incorrect in saying that He acted as
if he fad fuiled to hear it. That He did nof fail to hear it,
and, moreover, did not act as if He had, is in fact shown just
by the un ¢oBod «x.r.A. which he addresses to Jairus. The
Itala in the Cod. Pal. (e.in Tisch.) correctly has negleadt. — p3
¢doBob «.7.\.] 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) before the house ;
according to Luke viii. 51, in the house. — Ver. 38. GopuBov
xal khalovras k. ahal.] an uproar and (especially) people weep-
ing and weiling. The first xai attaches to the general term
GopuBov the special elements that belong to it, as in i. 5, and
frequently. dhardlw not merely used of the cry of conllict
and rejoicing, but also, although rarely, of the cry of anguish
and lamentation. See Plutarch, Luc. 28; Eur. El. 843.—
Ver. 39. eloenfwy] into the house. A later point of time
than at ver. 38. — Ver. 40. éxBalwv] irritated, commanding;
He ¢jected them. Among the wdvras, those who are named
immediately afterwards (mapahapB. «.7\.) are not included,
and so not the three disciples (in opposition to DBaur).—
Ver. 41. Taniba, codud] 2P Nlj‘_slg, puclla, surge. 1t is a feature
of Mark’s vivid concrete way of description to give significant
words i1 Hebrew, with their interpretation, iii. 18, vii. 12, 34,
xiv. 36. On the Aramaean ¥n*5v, sce Buxtorf, Lex. Teclim. P

1 Whieh, however, all the more precludes the thouglit of a mere apparent
death of the maiden (such as Schleiermacher and Schenkel assume),
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8'75. — 7o xopdoiov] nominative with the article in the impera-
tive address, Bernbardy, p. 67 ; Kihner, II. 153. — ooi Aéyw)
a free addition of Mark, “ ut sensum vocantis atque imperantis
exprimeret” (Jerome). — &yeipe] out of the sleep, ver. 39.
Ver. 42. sy yap érdv 8wdexa] not as giving a reason for the
word wopageov (Euthymius Zigabenus, Fritzsche), but in ex-
planation of the previous remark, that the maiden arose and
walked about; she was no longer a /ittle child. DBengel
appropriately observes: “rediit ad statum aetati congruentem.”
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. Sceoreihato]
He gave them urgently (woAA&) injunction, command. See
on Matt. xvi. 20. — avTols] those brought in at ver. 40. — fva]
the purpose of the &teorelh. moArd. Comp. Matt. xvi. 20;
Mark vii. 36, ix. 9. — yv@ '] Tod7o : namely, this course of the
matter. The prohibition itself, as only the three disciples and
the child’'s parents were present (ver. 40), has in it nothing
unsuitable, any more than at i 44, vil 36, viiL 26, When
Jesus heals publicly in presence of the multitude there is not
found even in Mark, except in the cases of the expulsion of
demons, 1. 34, iii. 12, any prohibition of the kind (ii. 11f,
iil. 5,v. 34,ix. 27, x. 52). Mark therefore ought not to have
been subjected to the imputation of a tendency to malke the
sensation produced by the healings of Jesus “ appear altogether
great and important” (Kostlin, p. 317 ; comp. Baur, Markus-
crang. p. 54) by His design of wishing to hinder it ; or of the
endeavour 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 owr
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

1 The subjunctive form gvei (like 307, ete.), which Lachmann and Tischendorf
have (comp. ix. 30; Luke xix. 15), has important codices in its favour (A BD L)
and against it (including R), but if is unknown to the N. T. elsewhere, and has

perhaps only crept in by error of the transcribers from the language of common
life.
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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 His part
He could to oppose the kindling of precipitate Messianic
fanaticism and popular commotion. Ile could not prevent
their want of suceess in individual cases (i. 45, vil. 36); but
it is just the frequent occurrence of those prohibitions that
gives so sure attestation of their historical character in general.
Comp. Ewald, Juhrd. I p. 1171f. It is quite as historical and
characteristic, that Jesus never forbade the propagation of Iis
teachings. With His Messiahship He was afraid of arousing
a premature sensation (viil. 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. — «ai
elme Sofivar w7 A] 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
Jrom her sickness.
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CHAPTER VI.

VER. 1. Instead of #rdey, we must read with Tisch., following
BCL AW, fpyerar. 7rev was introduced in accordance with
the preceding ¢ZZnder. — Ver 2. After «irg (instead of which
B CL a ¥, as before, read sodrw; so Tisch.) Elz has ér, which
Iritzsche defends. But the evidence on the other side so pre-
ponderates, that ¢ must be regarded as an inserted connective
addition, instead of which C* D K, min. give #« (and then
yivwvrar), while B L a & have changed yivovrar into yméuevan,
which is only another attempt to help the construction, althongh
it is adopted (with «i bhefore did upon too weak cvidence) by
Tisch. — Ver. 3. ¢ sézrwv] The reading 6 sod réxrooz vis (and then
merely zai Mapias), although adopted by Fritzsche, is much too
weakly attested, and is from Matt. xii. 35. — "Twe?] The form
Tws%rzes (Lachm, Tisch.) las in its favouwr B D L a4, min. vss.
Twszp (8, 121, Aetli. Vulg. codd. of the It) is here too weakly
attested, and is from Matt. xiii. 55.—Ver. 9. The Reecpte,
defended by Rinck, Fritzsche, is tvdbsasiar. Dut édlenale (so
Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive attestation; it was
altered on account of the construction. — Ver. 11. éoos v} Tisch.
has 8¢ &v émoz (and afterwards éé¥aras), following B L A &, min.
Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin). A peculiar and original reading,
which becane altered partly by the omission of rémos (C* ? min.),
partly by éeos, in accordance with the parallels.— After abroi;
Elz. Matth. Fritzsche, Scholz, have: éudv 2.éy0 iud, dvenrérspoy {ovas
Sodéwors 9 Lombppors dv uépe wpiscws, § off wéher éxeisy, wWhich is not
found in BC D L A 8, min. vss. An addition in accordance
with Matt. x. 15, — Ver. 12. éxspufar (Tisch.), instead of the
Recepta ixnpusaoy, 1s still more strongly attested than psravien
(Lachm. Tisch.). The former is to be adopted from B C D L
A 8 ; the latter has in its favour B D I, but easily originated
as the shorter form from the Recepla psravoiowss. — Ver. 14, £.c07]
Fritzsche, Lachm. have #asyev only, following B D, 6, 271, Cant.
Ver. Verc. Mart. Corb. Aug. Beda (D has éxéyoswr). An altera-
tion in accordance with ver. 15; comp. ver. 16. — éx vexp. 57ép0n)
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Lachm. Tisch. have #;7yspras éz vinp., following B D I A ¥, min.;
but A X, min. Theophyl. have éx vexp. dvéors.  The latter is right ;
é:iory became supplanted by means of the parallel passages and
ver. 16.— Ver. 15. 6¢ aflter the first &22.0 is wanting 1n Llz
Fritzsche, but is gnaranteed by decisive evidence. Decisive
evidence condemms the 4 read before ¢ in Elz. and Fritzsche.
— Ver. 16. «airés éorm, abris 7y.] B D L A, min. Vulg. Cant. Colb,
Corb. Germ. 1, 2, Mm. Or. have merely odros 4y. So Griesb.
Fritzsche, Scholz, Tisch. (Lachm. has bracketed éor. «iz). Cer-
tainly the Zlcecpta might bave arisen out of Matt. xiv. 2, DBut,
if merely o¢iro; 4y. were original, it would not 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 «wTO=
at once to «vTOS. Therefore the Fecepéa is to be maintained,
and to be regarded as made use of by Matthew. — éx vexpin] is,
in accordance with Tisch., to be deleted as an addition, since in
B L an, vss. it is altogether wanting ; in D it stands before 7. ;
and in C, Or. it is exchanged for a=b = wxp.— Ver, 17. The
article before guraxyn is deleted, in accordance with decisive
cvidence. — Ver. 19. #0exev] Lachm. has éZire, although only
following C* Cant. Ver. Verc. Vind. Colb. An interpretation.
— Ver. 21. éxies] BC D L A & min. have ézoioer.  So Lachm.
But the reading of Tisch. is to be preferred: #=éper; see the
exegetical remarks. — Ver. 22, aicz¢] B D L A ¥, min. have
abred. A wrong emendation. — zui épeois] B C* L A & have
#pessv.  So Laclin. and Tisch., the latter then, upon like attesta-
tion, having ¢ & Bue. ef=ev (Lachm., following A, has efas 6% 6 Bws.).
Rightly ; the Recepte is a mechauical continuation of the parti-
ciples, which was then followed by the omission of é: (Elz. has:
eimsv 6 Bus.). — Ver. 24 alrsoonai] wirqomumar 1s decisively attested;
commended by Griesb.,, and adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and
Tisch. — Ver. 30. =dvre xai] This x«i has evidence so consider-
able against it that it is condemned by Griesb. and deleted by
Tritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. DBut how easily might the quite
superfluous and even disturbing word come to be passed over!
— Ver. 33. After imdyorus Elz. has of &xres, in opposition to
decisive evidence; taken from Matt. and Luke,— After ixéy-
woow (for which Lachm., following B* D, rcads épvwoar) Elz,
Scholz have «bséy, which is not found in B D, min. Arm. Perss.
Vulg, It., while A X L M U AN, min, vss. have airds. So
Tisch. Dut «iriv and aireds are additions by way of gloss. —
éze7] Elz. Scholz have: éxef zai mpovddov abroic zai swirdor =phs
abeiv. Griesbh.: xai 7200y éxei. Tritzsche: ixsr zai 72.00v apis abriv,
Lachm. Tisch. : éxsi xa! mpofirlov adreds.  So, too, Riuck, Lucudr.
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crit. p. 298. The latter reading (B L n) is to be regarded as
the original one, and the variations are to be derived from the
fact that =posiirder was written instead of =poirdo. Thus arose
the corruption xai wpeaiindov adrols (so still L, min.). This cor-
ruption was then subjected to very various glosses, namely, xa?
aposirdov mpis adrobe (220, 225, AT, xai wpochrdor adroiz (A), xal
ovzindoy adrod (D, Ver.), xal owidpuuov wpis adriv (A), xai ousiMo
apbs wdriv (Elz.), al. ; which glosses partly supplanted the original
zai mpoiirdov adrods (D, min. vss.), partly appeared by its side
with or without restoration of the genuine zpozirdor. The read-
ing of Griesb. has far too little attestation, and leaves the origin
of the variations inexplicable. Ior the reading of Fritzsche
there is no attestation ; it is to be put on the footing of a con-
jecture.— Ver. 34. After ¢« Elz. and Scholz have ¢ “Inoois,
which in witnesses deserving of consideration is either wanting
or differently placed. An addition. —é7 abroiz] Lachm. and
Tisch. have é7 «irobs, following important witnesses; the
Reeepta is from Matt. xiv. 14 (where it is the original reading).
— Ver. 30, @prevs” = yap payworw obx ixoverr] B L a, min. Copt.
Cant. Vere. Corb. Vind. have merely s/ pdyworn, which Griesb.
approves and Tisch. reads. D has merely = pay:s, which
Fritzsche reads, adding, however, without any evidence: of
vep Exyovorv. Lachim. has [éprous] 77 [yep] ¢u7wcnv Lot Exovan].
The reading of Griesb. is to be preferred ; dprove was written in
the margin as a gloss, and adopted into the text. Thus arose
&provs, T @a’.ywarv (comp. R: Bpumure 1 @dywow, Vulg.: “ cibos,
quos manducent”). This was then filled up from vii.. 2, Matt,
xv. 32,1in the way in which the Recepta has it. The reading
of D (merely = paye) would be preferable, if it were better
attested. — Ver. 37. dduer] Lachm. has ddsousy, following A B (?)
L a 65, It. Vulgz. Comp. D &, min,, which have déowper. The
future is original; not being understood, it was changed into
oausy, and mechanically into dwewuev (Tisch.).— Ver. 38. xai
before 78ere is wanting in B D L 8, min. vss, and is an addition
which Griesb. has condemned, Lachm. has bracketed, and Tisch.
has deleted. — Ver. 39. dwzarives] Lachm. has dvaxiiéfves, not
sufficiently attested from Matt. xiv. 19. — Ver. 40. Instead of
évé, Lachm. and Tisch. have zard both times, in accordance with
B D, Copt. Rightly; avé is from Luke ix. 14.— Ver. 44.
Elz. has after &prous: woe, in opposition to decisive evidence. —
Ver. 45, dworbon] Lachm. and Tisch. have a=orie, following B
DL an1. The Receptais from Matt, xiv. 22, — Ver. 48, eider]
B D L AN, min. Vulg. It. Copt. have i6uév. So Lachm. and
Tisch., omitting the subsequent xa/ before @epi. Rightly ; the
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participle was changed into e76:v, hecanse the parenthelic nature
of the following 7w y&p . . . adrelz was not observed. — Ver.
51, zel é0abpalev] is wanting, it is true, in B L A N, min. Copt.
Vulg. Vind. Colb. Rd., and 1s condemned by Griesb., bracketed
by Lachm., cancelled by Tisch.; but after éisresro 1t was, as
the wealker expression, more easily passed over than added. —
Ver. 52. The order ad=av # #upé. is, with Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.,
to be preferred on far preponderating evidence. — Ver, 54
After edrév Lachm. lias bracketed of didpss =07 sémou ézeivon, which
A G A, min. vss. read; from Matt. xiv, 55. — Ver. 55. éze7] 1s
not found in B L a ¥, 102, Copt. Vulg. Vind. Brix. Colb.
Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Tassed over as superfluous. —
Ver. 56. #=roro] Lachm. reads #deavro, following B D L ay,
min. Matt. xiv. 36.

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. xiii. 54-58, who follows Mark with
slicht abbreviations and unessential changes. As respects the
question of position, soine advocates of the priority of Matthew
have attributed to Mark an unthinking mechanism (Saunier),
others a very artistic grouping (Hilgenfeld, who holds that
the insusceptibility of the people was lherc to be represented
as attaining its climax).— The narrative itself is mot to be
identified with that of Luke iv. 10 ff. See ou Matt. — éEinfer
éxcifer] from the house of Jairus. Matthew has an entirely
different listorical connection, based on a distinct tradition,
in which he may have furnished the more correct 7afis. —
fipkaro] for the first cmergence and its result are meant to be
narrated. — After elimination of &, the words from srofev
to adrd are to be taken together as an interrogative sentence,
and wxai OSuvdpers on to ivorrar forms again a separate
question of astonishment. — Svvduess TotadTar] presupposes
that they have leard of the miracles that Jesus had done
(in Capernaum and elsewhere); these they now bring into
association with His teaching. — 8ia 7@y xetp. adrod] that is,
by laying on of His hands, by taling hold of, touching, and the
like; ver. 5. Comp. Acts v. 12, xix. 11. — Ver. 3. o TésTwv)
According to the custom of the nation and of the Rabbins
(Lightfoot, p. 616; Schoettgen, IL. p. 898 ; Gfrorer in the
Tub. Zeitschr, 1838, p. 166 1), Jesus Himself had learned
o handicraft. Comp. Justin. ¢. Zvyph. 88, p. 316, where



CIIAD. VI, 1—6. 91

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 ; Ereang. (nfant. 38 ; and see generally,
Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr. I. p. 368 £.  The circumstance that Mark
lias not written o Tod TérToves viss, as in Matb. xiii. 55, i3
alleged by Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 135 (¢ Mark tolerates uot
the paternity of Joseph even in the mouth of the Naza-
renes”), Bawr, Marluscrangel. p. 138, and DBleek, to point
to the view of the divine procreation of Jesus. As though
Mark would not have had opportunity 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 Téeror (Holtzmann, Weizsiicker), but simply
bears the character of #ie reflection, that along with the
mother the juther also would have been mentioned. And
certainly it is singular, considering the completeness of the
specification of the members of the families, that Joseph is
not also designated. That he was already dead, is the usual
but not certain assumption (sec on John vi. 42). In any
case, however, lie has at an early date fallen into the back-
ground 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 sup-
posing that in the primitive-Mark the words ran: o6 TéxTwy,
6 vios 'Iwoi¢p (Holtzmann). — Iwo7] Matthew, by way of
correction, has ’Iward. See on Matt. xiil. 55. The brother
of James of Alphacus was called Joses. See on Matt. xxvii. 56 ;
Mark xv. 40. — Ver. 4. The generic wpodijmys is not to be

' Whether exactly ‘“with an ideal meaning,” so that they became symbols
under His hand, as Lange, L. J. II. p. 154, thinks, may be fitly le(t to the
fancy which is fond of inventing such things. No less fanciful is Lange’s
strange idea that the brothers of Jesus (in whom, however, he sees sons of his
brother Alphaeus adepted by Joseph) would hardly have allowed Him to work
much, because they saw in Him the glory of Israel! Comp., on the other hand,
iii. 21; John vii. 5.—We may add that, according to the opinion of Eanr,
Mark here, with his ¢ ziz7ws, ** stands quite on the boundary line between the
canonical and the apocryphal "' (Markuscvang. p. 47).
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misapplied (so Schenkel) to make good the opinion that Jesus
had not yet regarded Himself as the AMessich.— kai év Tois
ovyy. k1.\1] graphic fulness of detail; native town, kinsfolls,
house, proceeding from the wider to the narrower circle; not
a glance back at iii. 20 (Baur, p. 23).— Ver. 5. ob« %8dvaro]
neither means noluit (Verc. Vind. Brix. Germ. 2), nor is 58dv.
superflnous; but see on Matt. xiii. 58. Theophylact says
well: oby 87¢ adros dobevijs v, dAN 67u ékeivor dmiaTol foav.
— Ver. 6. & v dmiot. avrdwv] on account of their unbelief,
Aid is never thus used with favpdlew in the N. T. (not
even in John vii. 21) and in the LXX. Dut the unbelief is
conceived not as the olject, but as the causc of the wondering.
Comp. Ael. V. H. xii. 6, xiv. 36: adTtov favudlouer 8ia Ta
épya. 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. — xai wepijye x.7.\.] seeking in the country a better
field for His ministry. — «dxhp] as iii. 34, belonging to wepdijye.

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 liim, not without obliteration and generalizing of indi-
vidual traits. — 7jp€ate] He now began that sending forth, to
which they were destined in virtue of their calling ; its con-
tinuance was their whole future calling, from the standpoint
of which Mark wrote his #jpEato.— 8vo 8vo] binos, in pairs.
Ecclus. xxxvi. 25. A Hebraism; Winer, p. 223 [E T.
312). The Greek says xatd, dvd, eis &vo, or even ouwdio
(see Valckenaer, ad Herod. p. 311 ; Heindorf, ad Plat. Parm.
p- 239). Wiercfore in pairs 2 “ Ad plenam testimonii fidem,”
Grotius. Comp. Luke vil. 19, ix. 1.— Ver. 8. alpwow]
should take up, in order to carry it with them, 1 Mace. iv. 30.
— €l ) pdPBdov povov] The variation in Matthew and Luke

1The form evyywise, which, though erroncous, had been in use, is here
recommended by Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 22 [E. T. 25]; and it is so adequately
attested by B D** E F G, al. (in R* the words x. i. =. svyy. are wanting) that
it is, with Tischendorf, to be adopted. In Luke ii. 44 the attestation is much
weaker.  Mark bas not further used the word.
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betokens the introduction of exaggeration! but not a mis-
understanding of the clear words (Weiss). There is an
attempt at a mingling of interpretations at variance with the
words in Ebrard, p. 382; Lange, Z. J.IL 2, p. 712. It
ultimately comes to this, that el py p. p. is intended to mean:
at most a staff. Even Bleek has recourse to the unfounded
refinement, that the staff in Mark is meant only for suppoit,
not as a weapon of defence. — Ver. 9. aAN’ Umodedep. avdal.]
There is no difference from pnée vmodnuara, Matt. x. 10, not
even a correction of this expression (Bleek, comp. Holtzmann).
See on Matt. le. The meaning is, that they should be
satisfied with the simple light foot-covering of sandals, in
contrast with the proper calccus (bmodnpa xothov), which had
upper leather, and the use of which was derived from the
Phoenicians and Babylonians (Leyrer in Herzog’s Encykl. VII.
p. 729). Comp. Acts xil. 8. The construction is anacoluthic,
as though mapsjyyehev abrols mopevecfar had been previously
said. Then the discourse changes again, going over from the
obliqua into the dirccte (évbvanofe). See Kiihner, IL p. 598 1,
and ad Xen. Mem. i 4. 15, iii. 5. 14, iv. 4. 5. A lively non-
periodic mode of representing the matter; comp. Buttmann,
ncut. Gr. p. 330 [E. T. 384 £]. — Ver. 10. «ai é\ey. adr.] a new
portion of the directions given on that occasion. Comp. on
iv. 13. — éket] in this house: but éxetfev : from this témos (see
the critical remarks). — Ver. 11. els papripiov adrois] which
s to scrve them for a testimony, namely, of that which the
shaking off of the dust expresses, that they arc placed on o
Jooting of cquality with heathens. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. —
Ver. 12 {. iva] the aim of the éerpvEav. — fAespov éraip] 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 frequently applied medically in the case of external and
internal ailments. See Lightfoot, p. 304, 617 ; Schocttgen,
I p. 1033 ; Wetstein in loc. But the assumption that the
apostles had healed by the natural virtue of the ol (Paulus,
Weisse), is at variance with the coutext, which narrates their

1 Inverting the matter, Baur lolds that the ‘¢ reasoning " Mark had modified
the expression. Comp. Holtzmann and Hilgenfeld,
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miraculous action.  Nevertheless it is also wholly un-
warranted to regard the application of the oil in this case
merely as a symbol; ecither of the working of miracles for
the purpose of awakening faith (Beza, Fritzsche, comp. Weiz-
siicker), or of the bodily and spiritual refreshinent (Euthymius
Zigabenus), or of the divine compassion (Theophylact, Calvin),
or to find in it merely an arousing of the attention (Russwurim
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1830, p. 866), or, yet again, a later magi-
cal mingling of the supernatural and the natural (de Wette).
In opposition to the latter view the pertinent remark of
Luthymius Zigabenus holds good : elxos 8¢, rai TobTo wapd
Tob ruplov 8udayBivar Tovs dmwooTorovs. Comp. Jas. v. 14.
The anointing is rather, as is also the application of spittle
on the part of Jesus imself (vii, 33, viii. 28 ; John ix, C),
to be looked upon as a conductor of the supernaturel lealing
power, analogous to the laying on of hands in ver. 3, so that
the faith was the couse apprehendens, the miraculous power
the cause efficiens, and the oil was the amedians, therefore
without independent power of healing, and not even necessary,
where the way of immediate operation was, probably in accord-
ance 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
Lefore us has nothing to do with the wnctio extreme (in oppo-
sition 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 circtunstan-
tiality and want of polish in form.— o Baciiels] in the
wider sense dadiagpdpws ypopevos T dvopate (Theophylact) :
the prince (comp. the dpywv Baociheds of the Athenians, and
the like), a more popular but less accurate term than in
Matthew and Luke: o rerpipyns. Comp. Matt. ii. 22.—
davepoy yap éyév. 7. 8v. adrod] is not to e put in a paren-
thesis, since it does not interrupt the constrnction, but assigns
the reason for the 7jxovaew, after which the narrative proceeds
with xai éxeyer.—As olject to fjxovoer (generalized in Matthew
and Luke) we cannot, without arbitrarviness, think of aught
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but the contents of vv. 12, 13. Cowmp. axovoas, ver. 10.
Antipas heard that the disciples of Jesus preached and did
such miracles. Then comes the explanation assigning the
reason for this: for Ifis name became known, i.c. for it did not
remain a secret, that these itinerant teachers aud miracle-
workers were working as empowered by Jesus. Comp. also
Holtzmann, p. 83. According to Grotius, Griesbach, and
Paulus (also Rettig in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 797), the
ohject of sjxovoer is: To Svopa avTod, so that dav. &. éyév.
would be parenthetic. This is at variance with the simple
style of the evangelist. According to de Wette, Mark has
been led by the alleged parenthesis ¢avepov. .. avrod to forget
the object, so that merely something indefinite, perhaps Taira,
would have to be supplied. But what carelessness ! and still
the question remains, to what the Tabre applies. Ewald
(comp. Bengel) takes davepdv . . . mpodnTdr as a parenthesis,
which was intended to explain wh«t Herod heard, and holds
that in ver. 16 the #xovoer of ver. 14 is again taken up (that
instead of é\eyer in ver. 14 &reyov 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 difficulty). — o BamTi{wr] substantival (see on
Matt. ii. 20). Observe with what delicacy the set evan-
gelic expression ¢ Bamrioris is not put into the mouth of
Antipas; he speaks from a more extraneous standpoint.
Moreover, it is clear {from our passage that b¢fore the death
of John he can have had no knowledge of Jesus and His
working. — 8t Tobro] wporepov yap o "Iwdvyns ovdey anpeiov
émoimoey: dmo 8¢ Ths dvactdoews évopioey o ‘Hpwdns mpoc-
AaBeiy altov TAY oquelwy THy épyaciav, Theophylact. — ai
Suvapers) the powers wat’ éfoxiiy, d.c. the miraculous powers,
the efluence of which he saw now also in the working of the
disciples. — Ver. 15. The difference between these assertions
is that some gave Him out to be the Elias, and so to be the
prophet who was of an altogether special and distinguished
character and destination ; but others said: He ¥s a prophet
likc one of the prophets, ie. (comp. Juds. xvi. 7, 11), a usuc!,
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ordinary prophet, one out of the category of prophets in
general, not quite the exceptional and exalted prophet Elias.
Comp. Ewald, p. 258 f. The interpolation of % before @s
could only be occasioned by the expression not being under-
stood.! — Ver. 16. dxovaas] namely, these different judgments.
Mark now relates the more special occasion of the utterance of
Herod. — bv . . . "Iwavyny] a familiar form of attraction. See
Winer, p. 148 [E. T. 205]). — éys] has the stress of an
cvil conscience. Mockery (Weizsiicker) is, in accordance with
ver. 14 £, not to be thought of. — oJ7os] anaphorically with
emphasis (Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 19): this is he. —
avros] the emphatic He, precisely he, for designation of the
identity. Observe the urgent expression of certainty, which
the terror-stricken man gives to his conception : This one it is:
He is risen !

Vv. 17-29. See on Matt. xiv. 3-12. Mark narrates
more circumstantially > and with more peculiar originality ;
see especially ver. 20, the contents of which, indeed, are held
by Baur to rest on a deduction from Matt. xiv. 9. — ad7os]
is a commentary upon the éyw of ver. 16. Herod Aimself,
namely, etc. — év duhaxj] in a prison, without the article.
At ver, 28, on the other hand, with the article. Comp. 1 Mace.
ix. 53 ; Thuwe. iii. 34; Plut. Mor. p. 162 B; Plat. Ley. ix.
864 E: év Snpocip Seaud defels. — Vv. 19, 20. The Gérew
aldTov amoxTelvar 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 narra-
tive betrays a later shape of the tradition (in opposition to
Schneckenburger, erst. kan. Ev. p. 86 f); while with Matthew
Joseplius also, Antt. xviii. 5. 2, attributes to Herod the inteu-
tion of putting to death. Comp. Strauss, L. p. 396 f.  As to

évetxev (she gave close heed to him), see on Luke xi. 53.—

1 The Recepla §ri wpep. toriv, 5 &g % rav wpep. would havo to be explained :
e is a prophet, or (at least) like to one of the prophets.

2 Mcntioning even the name of Philip.  Josephus, dntt. xviil. 5. 4, namnes him
by the feumily name Herodes, which does not nccessitate the supposition of a
confusion as to the nane on the part of Mark (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 51). Only
we may not understand Philip the tetrarch, but a half-brother of his, bearing a
similar name,  Sce on Matt. xiv. 3.
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édoPeiro] he feured him; he was afraid that this holy man, if
lic suffered him to Le put to death, would bring misfortune
upon him. From this fear arose also the utterance contained
in vv. 14, 16 : “ Herodem non timuit Johannes,” Bengel. —
guvemijper] not: smagnt cum facichat (Erasmus, Grotius, Fritzsche,
de Wette), which the word does not mean, but ke guarded him
(Matt. ix. 17 ; Luke v. 38; Tob. iii. 15; 2 Mace. xii. 42;
Polyb. iv. 60. 10 ; Herodian, ii. 1. 11), 4. he did not abandon
him, but took care that no harm happened to him : “custodicbat
cum,” Vulg. Comp. Jansen, Hammond, Bengel, who pertinently
adds by way of explanation: “ contra Herodiadem ;” and also
Bleek. According to Ewald, it is: “ ke gave heed to Zim.” Com).
Teclus.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. —dxodoas] when he had heard Iim. Observe
afterwards the emplasis of 1éws (and yladly he heard him). —
moAAa émolec] namely, which he had heard from John. Very
characteristic is the reading: . jjmépee, which has the strongest
internal probability of being genuine, although only attested
Ly B Ly, Copt!—We ay add that all the imperfects apply
to the time of the vmpmisonment, and are not to be taken as
pluperfects (Grotius, Bolten). The #wxove took place when
Herod was actually present (as was now the case; see on
Matt. xiv. 10 £) 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 expressions of Mark point to a longer period of
imprisonment than Wieseler, p. 297, assumes. — Ver. 21. jjuépas
ebratpov] evkaipos, in reference to time, means nothing else
than «t the right time, hence : a rightly-timed, fitting, appro-
ariate day (Beza, Grotius, Jansen, Fritzsche, de Wette, Ewald,
Bleek, and many others). Comp. Heb. iv. 16; Ps. civ. 27 ;
2 Mace. xiv. 29 ; Soplh. O. €. 32; Herodian, i. 4. 7,1 9. 15,
v. 8. 16; and see Plat. D¢f. p. 413 C. Mark makes use of

! Comp. Buttmann in the Stud. «. Krit. 1860, p. 349. It is to be explained:
ke was perplexed about many things; what he heard from John was so heart-
searching and so closely touched him. Oun &7xopiiv =4 as equivalent to xzp 7a0;,
see Kriiger on T'huc. v. 40. 3 ; Heindorf, ad Plat. Crat. p. 409 D.

MARK. G
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this predicate, having before his mind the purpose of Herodius,
ver. 19, which hitherto had not been able to find any
fitting point of time for its execution on account of the
tetrarcl’s relation to John! Grotius well says: “ opportuna
insidiatrici, quae vino, amore et adulatorum conspiratione
facile sperabat impelli posse nutantem mariti animum.” Others
(Hammond, Wolf, Paulus, Kuinoel) have explained it contrary
to linguistic usage as: dics festtvus (3ip o). At the most,
according to a later use of edxatpety (Phrynich. p. 125; comp.
below, ver. 31), fuépa ebratpos might mean : « day, on which one
has convendent time, t.e. a leisure day (comp. edxalpws éyerw,
to be at leisure, Polyb. v. 26. 10, al, edratpia, leisure), which,
however, in the connection would be inappropriate, and very
different from the idea of a dics festivus. — On peyioTaves,
amagnates, a word in current use from the Macedonian period,
see Kypke, 1. p. 167 ; Sturz, Diel. Mac. p. 182 ; Lobeck, ad
Ployn. p. 197. — xai 7ois wpwros 775 I'al] 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,” Bengel), weve
called in.— Ver. 22. adrijs 7is ‘Hpwd.] of Hcrodius herself.
The king was to be captivated with all the greater certainty
by Herodias’ own daughter ; another dancer would not have
made the same impression upon him. — Ver, 23. &ws juioovs
«.r.\.] in accordance with Esth. v. 3. See in general, Koster,
LErlaut. p.194. It is thus that the unprincipled man, carried
away by feeling, promises. The contracted form of the geni-
tive belongs to the later manner of writing. Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p- 347. The article was not requisite. Heindorf, ad Phacd.
p. 176.— Ver. 25. Observe the pertness of the wanton damsel.
As to 8o Da (x. 35: I will that thou shouldst, ete.), see on
Luke vi. 31. — Ver. 26. mepivmos] on account of what was
observed at ver. 20. — &iwa Tols pkovs k. 7. ovvavax.] empha-
tically put first, as the determining motive. — atmjy dferijoad]
cam repudiare. Examples of dfereiv, referred to persons (comp.

o

1 The appropriateness of the day is then stated in detail by &7« "Hpadns x. 7. A,
IIence I do not deem it fitting to write, with Lachmann (comp. bis Prolcyom.
p. xiii.), 3, =4
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Heliod. vii. 26 : els &provs dfetobpar), may be seen in Kypke,
L p. 167t The use of the word in gencral belongs to the
later Greek. Frequent in Polybius. — Ver. 27, omecovharwpa]
a watcher, 1.c. one of his body-guard. On them also devolved
the execution of capital punishment (Seneca, de <re, i. 16,
benef, 1L, 25, «l.; Wetstein in loc.). The Latin word (not
spicwlator, from their being armed with the spiculum, as Deza
and many others hold) is also adopted into the Hebrew mwbpzo.
See Lightfoot and Schoettgen, also Buxtorf, Lez. Talm. p.
1533. The spelling omexoviatopa (Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive
attestation,

Vv. 30-4.4. 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
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. — dmoo-
Tohoc] only used here in Mark, but “apta huic loco appel-
latio,” Bengel. — gvvdyovrar] returning from their mission,
ver. 7.— mavra] What? is told by the following rai . . .
kal: as well . .. as also.— Ver. 31. Duels alTol] vos 1psi
(Stallb. ad Plat. Phaed. p. 63 C; Kiihner, § 630, A 3), ye
for yourselres, ye for your own persons, without the attendance
of the people. Comp. on Rom. vii. 25. See the following
noav yap k.T\. — kai ovdé payeiv] Comp. ii. 2, iii. 20. — Ver.
33. And many saw them depart and perceived 1t, namely, what
was the object in this Uwdyew, whither the mdyovres wished
to go (vv. 31, 32), so that therecby the intention of remaining
alone was thwarted. moAMof is the subject of Loth verbs. —
weff] emphatically preficed.  They came partly round the
Iuke, partly from its sides, by land. — éwel] namely, to the
épnpos Tomwos, whither Jesus with the disciples directed His
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cowrse. — mponiNov adrovs] they anticipated them.  Comp.
Luke xxii, 47. Not so used among the Greeks, with whom,
nevertheless, ¢fdaveww Twd (Valck. ad Eur. Plocn. 982), and
even wpofletv Twa (Ael. N. 4. vii. 26; Oppian. Hel. iv. 431)
is analogously used. — Ver. 34, éfenfwr] not as in Matt.
xiv. 14, but from the ship, as is required by the previous
mpoihdov adrols. In ver. 32 there was uot as yet reported
the arrival at the retived place, but the direction of the course
thither. — #pfaro] His sympathy outweighed the intention,
under which He had repaired with the disciples to this place,
and He began to teach. — Ver. 35 ff. kai 1j8n dpas woA\. ryevop.]
and when much of the day-time had already passed (comp. sub-
sequently : xai 8n dpa woAhi), that is, when the day-time
was already far advanced, 7i)s dpas éyévero dyré, Dem. 541
pen. ITolds, according to very frequent usage, applied to zime.

Comp. Dion. Hal. ii. 54: éudyovro . . . dxpe moAMjs dpas;
Polyb. v. 8. 3; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 3.— Aéyovew] 1wore
exactly in Jolmn vi. 7. — &ypvap. Siaxos.] 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 con-
firmed. That the contents of the treasure-chest 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
consequently not quite one-third of a penny per man), specily
a sum as that whick would be required. 1t is otherwise at
John vi. 7.  Moreover, the answer of the disciples bears the
stamp of a certain irritated surprisc at the suggestion Sore
abrols k.T.\,—a giving, however, which was afterwards to be
realized, ver. 41.—With the reading Sdoouev, ver. 37 (sce
the critical remarks), the note of interrogation is to be placed,
with Lachmann, alter dprovs, so that xai is then the con-
sccutive; and so shall we, ete.  The rcading amedfovres on to
dayely together without interrogation (IEwald, Tischendorf),
is less in keeping with the whole very vivid colouring, which
in vv. 37-40 exhibits a very circumstantial graphic represen-
tation, but not a paraphrase (Weiss). — Ver. 39 f. cvpmogua
cvumocia) Accusatives: after the fashion of a meal, so that the
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whole were distributed into companies for the meal. The dist,i-
Lutive designation, as also wpacgiai wpacial (arcolatim, so that
they were arranged like beds in the garden), is a Hebraism,
as at ver. 7. The individual divisions consisted partly of «
hundred, partly of fifty (not 150, Heupel, Wetstein). —
xAwp®d] Mark depicts; it was spring (John vi. 4). — ed\o-
oynoe] refers to the prayer at a meal. It is otherwise in Luke.
See on Matt, xiv. 19.— Ver. 41. «ai 7. 8Vo ix0.] also the
two fishes, — éuépiae mwaot] namely, by mcans of the apostics,
as with the loaves. — Ver. 43. And they took wp of fragments
twelee full baskets, in which, however, kKhacudarwv is emphati-
cally prefized.  Yet probably Mark wrote whdoparta Swdexa
ropivwy mAnpduara (so Tischendort), which, indeed, is only
attested fully by B, and incompletely by L, 4, min. (which
read wogivous), as well as by n, which has shacudrov 8d8.
kopivwy mhmpouata, but was very easily subjected to gloss
and alteration from the five parallel passages. This reading
is to De explained: and they took up as fragments fillings of
tieclve baskets, i.c. they took up in fragments twelve baskets
full. — kai dmwo 7. ix0.] also of the fishes, that it might not
lLe thought that the kAeopata had been merely fragments of
bread.  Fritzsche without probability goes beyond the twelve
haskets, and imports the idea: “and further in addition
some remnants of the fishes,” so that 7/ 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. — Tovs dprous| These had been the principal food
(comp. ver. 52); to their number corresponded also that of
those who were satisfied.

Vv. 45-56. Comp. on Matt. xiv. 22-36. The latter
abridges indeed, but adds, probably from a tradition® not
known to Mark, the intervening scene xiv. 28-31. The con-
clusion has remained peculiar to Mark.— sjvdyxace xT\.]

1 According to Hilgenfeld, Mark purposely suppressed the incident under the
influence of a Petrine tendency, because Peter hal shown weakness of faith.
In this case he would have been inconsistent enough in narratives such as at
viii. 33.  Weizsicker rightly recognises in Matt. Lc. the later representation,
which, however, is merely a further embellishment not belonging to history.
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remaining behind «lone, He could the more easily withdraw
Himself unobserved from the people. — 70 wAotov] the ship,
in which they had come. — Bpfoaibav] The place on the
arestern coast, of the lake, in Galilce, is meant, Matt. xi. 21. See
ver. 53, viil. 22; John vi. 17.  In opposition to Wieseler and
Lange, who understand the castcrn Bethsaida, see on Matt.
xiv. 22, Remark. As to the relation of this statement to Luke
ix, 10, see in loc. — dmohves (sce the critical remarks) is to be
explained from the peculiarity of the Greek in introducing in
the direct mode of expression in oblique discourse, by which
means the representation gains in liveliness.  See Iithner, II.
p- 594 £, and ad Xen. Aned. i. 3. 14; Bernhardy, p. 389. —
dmoradp. adrols| after Ile had laken leave of them (of the
people), an expression of later Greek. See Lobeck, ad Lhryn.
p- 24; Wetstein 4n loc. — Ver. 45. A point is to be placed,
with Lachmann and Tischendorf, after @aidoans, and then a
colon after adrovs; but fv yap o dveu. évavt. avr. is a paren-
thesis, When He had seen them in distress (i8dw, see the
critical remarks), 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). —mepi TeTdpt. prrar.]
The difficulties suggested by the lateness of the time at which
they were still sailing, after having already oyrias revouévns
reached the middle of the lake (Strauss, B. Dauer), are quite
explained by the violence of the contrary wind.  Comp.
Ebrard, p. 392; Robinson, Pal III. p. 527, 572. — waper-
Oty adrovs]| The Vulgate rightly has: practerire cos (Hom. I1.
viil. 239 ; Plat. 4le. 1. 123 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
B, Med. 1137, 1275) join wapépyeabas, to come to any oue,
with the accusative ; morcover, after épyeTar mpos avrovs the
remark would be superfluous. It micht mean: Ie wished
to overtake them (antcvertere, see Hom. Od. viii. 230 ; Sturg,
Loz, Xen, IIL p. 453 ; Ameis and Niigelsbach on llom, 77, 1.



CIIAP. VI, 45-56. 103

32), but the primary and most usual meaning is quite ap-
propriate. — Ver. 51. éx mepiogod] is further strengthencd
by Mav: very much above all measure.  Comp. Nav éyav
(Meineke, Menand. p. 152), and similar expressions (Lobeck,
Paralip. p. 62), also Nav BéAtiora, Plat. Eryx. p. 393 E. —
év éavTots] in their own hearts, without giving vent to their
feelings in utterauces, as at iv. 14. — éfaduator] The imperfect
denotes (comp. Acts ii. 7) the continuance of the feeling after
the first amazement. — Ver. 52. «dp] for they attained not to
understanding i the matter of the loaves (on occasion of that
marvellous feeding with bread, ver. 41 ff.); otherwise they
would, by virtue of the insight acquired on occasion of that
work of Clrist, 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 paue ad mare concludere.” De Wette unjustly
describes it as “ an observation belonging to the craving for
nairacles ;” and Hilgenfeld arbitrarily, as “ a foil” to glorify
the confession of Peter. — v ryap «7.\] informs us of the
internal reason of their not attaining insight in the matter of
the loaves; their heart, 4.c. the seat of their internal vital
activity (Beck, Seelenlchre, p. 67 ; Delitzsch, Psych. p. 248 {f.),
was withal in a state of lhardening, wherein they were as to
mind and disposition obtuse and inaccessible to the higher
knowledge and its practically determining influence. Comp.
viil. 7. — Ver. 53. Swamepda.] points back to ver. 45. — emi
7. yiw Tevvne.] not: into the country, but unfo the country
of Gennesareth ; for the landing (wpocwpuict.) and disembark-
ing docs not jfollow till afterwards. — Ver. 55. mwepipapdvres]
in order to fetch the sick.— 7jp€ato] belongs to the descrip-
tion of the quick result. TImmediately they knew Him, they
ran round about and began, ete. — wepeéper] is not inappro-

! Mark therefore regarded the walking on the sea quite diflerently from Lange,
L. J. 1I. p. 287 f., for this latter finds the pith of the miracle in the complete
divine equanimity of the mind of Jesus, and in respect of that even says: ““the
dog falls into the water and swims, but the man falls into it and is drownedg,”
namcly, by lis alarm, instead of poising himself amidst the waves in the trium-
phant equanimity of his mind. This is an extravagance of naturalizing.
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priate (Fritzsche), which would only be the case, if it were
necessary to suppose that the tndividual sick man had been
carried «bout. DBut it is to be understood summarily of the
sick ; these were carried about—oune hither, another thither,
wherever Jesus was at the time (comp. ver. 56).— Hence
dmov jrovov, 8Tu éxel éoTe cannot mean: from «ll the places,
at which (Gmwov) they heard that He was there (in the region
of Gennesareth), but dofi émov and éxei, although we may not
blend them after the analogy of the Hebrew DY into the
simple u«bi (Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, and many others), must
denote the (changing, see ver. 56) abode of Jesus. They
brought the sick round about ¢o the places, at which they were
told that He was to be found there.  We 1may conceive that
the people before going forth with their sick first make inquiry
in the surrounding places, whether Jesus is there. Wlherever
on this inguiry they hear that He is present, thither they bring
the sick. -— Ver. 56. els xou. 3 méres] therelore not merely
limiting Himsclf to the small district of Geunuesareth, where
He had landed. The following év Tais dyopuis, however, is not
in keeping with dypos (country-places). A want of precision,
which has suggested the reading év Tals mharetats in D, Vulg.
It. The expression is zeugmatic. — xdv Tob kpacm. x.T..]
comp. v. 28.  As to the mode of expression, sec Acts v. 15
2 Cor. xi. 16. — Gooe &v Fjmrrovro] all whosoever, i the several
cases. Comp. above : 8mov av eloemopevero. Seec Hermann, de
port. v, p. 26 ff.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 145 ; Buttmann, ncut.
Gr.p. 186 f [E. T. 216). — éowforro] analogously to the case
of the woman with an issue of blood, v. 29, 30, yet not inde-
pendent of the knowledge and will of Jesus. And adrod
refers to Jesus, no matter whcre they touched Him.
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CHAPTER VIL

VER. 2. dprovz] Lachm. and Tisch. read rovs &provs, following
L DL a, min. Rightly; the article was passed over, because
it was regarded as superfluous. The reading é&prov (I'ritzsche)
has in its favour only &, min. and vss., and is from Matt. xv. 2. —
After dprove Elz. and Fritzsche have éuéu~bavro, which, however,
is absent from witiesses so important, that it must be regarded
as an addition; instead of it D has zuriyvwous — Ver. 5. émeire]
B D L ¥, min. Syr. Copt. Vulg. It. have xe/ (A has érare zai).
tecommended by Griesbh.,, and adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm.
aud Tisch. Rightly; #zere was written on the margin on
account of the constrnction, and then displaced the xei—
zovais] Elz. Schiolz have gvaros, in opposition to B D &, min.
vss. An interpretation. — Ver. 8. ydp]is wantingin BD L A N,
min. Copt. Arm. It. Goth. Lachm. Tisch. A connecting addi-
tion, — Baariguods . . . woefre is wanting in B L A &, min. Copt.
Arm.  There are many variations in detail. DBracketed Ly
Lachm. ¢d. min., deleted by Fritzsclie, and now also by Tisch.
Rtightly restored again by Lachm. ¢d. maj. For, if it were an
interpolation from vv. 4 and 13, there would be inserted, as at
ver. 4, worrpiwv zal Eeordv, and, as in ver. 13, not éri« ; moreover,
an interpolator would certainly not have forgotten the washing
of hands. The explanatory comment of Mark, vv. 3, 4, tells
precisely in favour of the genuineness, for the joint-mention of
the aorypiwv 2. Eeorav in that place has its reason in these words
of Jesus, ver. 8. And why should there have been an inter-
polation, since the reproach of the Pharisees did not at all con-
cern the pitchers and cups? This apparent inappropriateness
of the words, however, as well as in general their descriptive
character, strikingly contrasting with the conciseness of the
context, might have occasioned their omission, which was
furthered and rendered more widespread by the circumstance
that a church-lesson concluded with avpdmwr. — Ver. 12. xai]
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following B D &, min. Copt. Cant.
Ver. Verc. Corb. Vind. Colb. Omiitted as confusing, because the
apodosis was found here. — Ver. 14. =avra] B D L Ay, Syr
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p- (in the margin) Copt. Aeth. Sax. Vulg. It. have =2 Tle-
commended by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.
Rightly ; =dvra was written in the margin on account of the fol-
lowing sdvrsg, and the more easily supplanted the adan, because
the latter finds no definite reference in what has preceded. —
Instead of dxolere and owviere, Lachm, and Tisch. have dxodmers
and adere, following B D H L a. The Leeepta is from Matt.
xv. 10.—Ver. 15. The reading & éx 7o cvlpdimon xmopsuipera
(Lachm, Tisch.) has in its favowr B D L A, 33, Copt. Goth.
Acth. Pers. p. Vulg. It. The Fecepta v énmop. a5 abrol appears
to have originated from the copyist, in the case of the above
reading, passing over from the first éx to the second (szwop.).
Thus came the reading ré& éxmopeviuerve, which is still found in
min. Then, after the analogy of the preceding ¢/s adréy, in some
cases 4=’ avrod, in others ¢ adsod (nin. Fritzsche) was supplied.
— Ver. 16 is wanting in B L &, min. Copt. Suspected by Mill
and Fritzschie as an interpolation at the conclusion of the chureh-
lesson; deleted by Tisch. DBut the witnesses on behalf of the
owission, in the absence of internal reasons which might occa-
sion an interpolation (in accordance with iv, 23 ; comp., on the
other hand, Matt. xv. 11), are too weak.— Ver, 17, aepi +7s
zupeB3.] BD L a 8, min, 1t. Vulg. have riy zapaBonie. Approved
by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. The Reeepte
is a gloss. — Ver. 19. xadupiZv] ABETF GH LS X AN, min.
Or. Chrys. have sadapifw (D : xurapiZe). So Lachm. and Tisch.
Not a transcriber’s error, but correct (see the exegetical remarks),
and needlessly emended by the neuter. — Ver. 24, wedipia]
Lachin. and Tisch. have épe, following B D L a ¥, min. Or.
But pedipie does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., and was sup-
anted by the current épe (comp. Matt. xv. 22). — za/d Zidios]
is wanting in D L a 28, Cant. Ver. Vere. Corb. Vind. Or.  Sus-
pected by Griesh., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch., comp. Ewald.
Rightly; the fawiliarity of the collocation “Tyre and Sidon”
and Matt. xv. 21 have introduced the x«i Sidaves, which also
came in at ver. 31, and there supplanted the original reading
7inde &ie Sidaves (approved by Griesb, adopted by Iritzsche,
Lachm. Tisch,, in conformity with B D L a §, 33, Arr. Copt.
Acth, Syr. hier. Vulg. Sax. It.), and changed it into the Reeeptu
zai Sidiwos Fnfev. — Vev. 25, dxobowow yaép yuwi) Tisch. has anx
e905s dusbousa ywg, following B L A 8, 33, vss.  The witnesses
are very much divided (D: s 8¢ sodiws dg drodousa) ; hut the
reading of Tisch. is, considering this division, sufficiently attested,
and in keeping with the character of Mark; it is therelore to
be preferred. — Ver. 26. Instead of éz347y (Griesb. Scholz, Lachuu.
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Tisch.) Elz. has é34235. The evidence for the aorist is not
decisive, and the present is in keeping with Mark’s manner. —
Ver. 27. Instead of ¢ & IzeS: efzev Lachm. and Tisch. have »wi
¢r.eyev, following B L A W, 33, Copt. Cant. (D has z«i »éysr; Vulg.:
gur dizit). The Reecpte 1s an alteration arising from com-
parison of Aatt. xv, 26.— Ver. 28. éod7er] Lachm. and Tisch.
have ‘adiouan, following B D L a 8, min. The Eecepta is from
Matthew. — Ver. 30. Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted the
transposition: v woaidlov BeBrnuévoy (instead of =3y buyar. Pef3rs-
pivgy) dmi iy 2hiviy % ©b daimdv. Seanrudis, following B D L a N,
min. vss. (yet with variations in detail). The Recepta is to e
retained ; the above transposition is to be explained by the fact
that the transcriber passed over from the xwi after éEeaqrvdis
immediately to the ze in ver. 31.  Thus xai =3y fvyus. down to
xnivis was omitted, and afterwards restored at the wrong, but
apparently more suitable place. From the circumstance that
uy. .. . zAivms, and not b Sawév. iZeann., 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.
— Ver. 31. See on ver. 24. — As in iil. 7, so also here,
instead of =pés we must read, with Griesb. Iritzsche, Lachm.,
tollowing evidence of considerable weight, /s, — Ver. 32. After
zwpiv Lachm. and Tisch. have x«i, following B D A &, vss. A
counnecting addition. — Ver. 35. eddéws] is wanting in B D &, min.
vss. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the more frequent
in Mark, and the more appropriate it is in this place, the more
difficult it was of omission, and the easier of addition ; here also
in a different order.— Instead of Smpoidnouv Lachm. and Tisch.
have #viynoay, following B D a 8,1 (L has #wiginear). The
Recepte avose from the previous diwveiydner. — Ver. 36. abric] is
wanting in A B L X a &, min. Vulg. Lachm. Tisch. ; but super-
{luous as it is in itself, how easily it was absorbed by the fol-
lowing airofs |— Before wér2ov Lachni and Tisch. have adrdi,
following B D L A &, min. Copt. Goth. Syr. Arm. To be
adopted ; correlative to the adré;, but passed over, as not being
recognised in this reference and so regarded as superfluous.

Vv. 1-16. See on Matt. xv. 1-11. The occasion of the dis-
cussion, only hinted at in Matt. ver, 2, is expressly narrated by
Mark in vv. 1, 2, and with a detailed explanation of the 1matter,
vv. 3, 4. Throughout the section Matthew has abridgments,
transpositions, and alterations (in opposition to Hilgenfeld and
Weiss). — owvvdayovras] is simply: there come togcther, there
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assemble themselves (ii. 2, iv. 1, v. 21, vi. 30). The sugges-
tion of a procedure of the synagoyue (Lange), or of a formal
deputation (Weizsiicker), is purely gratuitous. — éxfovres]
applies to both; on the notice itself, comp. iii. 22. — With
the reading xai émepwrdaw, 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 with
é\fovTes, Tuns on easily and simply as far as dpTovs, where a
period is to be inserted. Then follows the explanatory remark,
vv. 3, 4, which does not interrupt the construction, and there-
fore is not, as usually, to be placed in a parenthesis. Dut
with «ai émepwTdow in ver. 5 a new sentence begins, which
continues the narrative. — ¢dovres] not in Jerusalem (Lange),
but on their present arrival, when this gave them a welcome
pretext for calling Jesus to account. — Tod7’ é€oTiv avimrots]
Mark explains for his Gentile readers (for whom also the
explanation that follows was regarded by him as necessary)
in what sense the xowals 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, Schol. in Luc. p. x1.  The avimros (Hom. II. vii.
266 ; Hesiod, Op. 725; Lucian. Rhet. prace. 14) stands in
contrast with the preseribed washing.  Theophylact well says:
avimrors xepolv Hobuov amepiépyws kai amhds. — Ver. 3.
mavres oi "Towd.] A more popular expression —mnot to be
strained — indicating the general diffusion of the Pharisaic
maxims among the people. — mrvyun] Vulg. : erebro (after which
Luther: manchmal) ; Gothic: wfle (often); Syr.: diligenter >—
translations of an ancient reading wuxve (as in N) or wvakvds
(heartily), which is not, with Schulz and Tischendorf (comp.
Ewald), to be regarded as original, but as an emendation
(comp. Luke v. 33), as indeed mrvyus itself cannot be made to
hear the meaning of wukvd (in opposition to Casaubon). The
only true explanation is the instrumental one; so that they

? Wilke holds the cntire passage, vv. 2-4, as well as xai . . . woui7s, ver. 13,
to be a later interpolation.

2 Some Codd. of the It. have pugillo, some primo, some momento, some crebro,
some subinde. Aeth. agrees with Syt.; and Copt. Syr. p. with Vulgate.
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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
(virwvrar) with the fist. Comp. Beza, Fritzsche. Similarly
Scaliger, Grotius, Calovius, and others, except that they repre-
sent the matter as if the text were mvyuyv ... Tals yepol.
The explanations : péypt Tob aykavos (Theophylact, Euthymius
Zigabenus), and: “up to the wrist” (Lightfoot, Bengel), corre-
spond neither with the case nor with the signification of the
word. Finally, had some peculiar »itual jform 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” (Paulus); comp. Drusius, Cameron, Schoett-
gen, Wetstein, Rosenmiiller), Mark would with the mere wuyuj
have expressed himself as unintelligibly as possible, and a
ritual reference so precise would certainly have needed an
explanatory remark for his Gentile readers. — Ver. 4. xat amo
avyopas] The addition in D, éav érfwos, is a correct interpre-
taticn : from market (when they come from the market) ey
cat not. A pregnant form of expression, which is frequent also
in classical writers. See Kypke and Loesner; Winer, G7. .
547 [E. T. T76]; Fritzsche n loc. In this case éav uy Bam-
7. 1s not to be understood of washing the hands (Lightfoot,
Wetstein), but of ¢mmersion, which the word in classic Greek
and in the N. T. everywhere denotes, ¢.c. in this case, according
to the context: to take @ bath. So also Luke xi. 38. Comp.
Ecclus. xxxi. 25; Judith xii. 7. Having come from market,
where they may have contracted pollution through contact
with the crowd, they eat not, without having first bathed. The
statement proceeds by way of climaz ; befure eating they
observe the washing of hands always, but the dathing, when
they come from market and wish to eat. Accordingly it is
obvious that the interpretation of Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen,
Lange, Bleek: “they eat not what lLas been bought from the
warket, without having washed 4¢,” is erroneous both in lin-
guistic usage (active immersion is always Bamrifer, not
Bawrilecbar) and in respect of the sense, to which the notion
of special strictness would have required to be mentally
supplicd. — Bamriopois] is likewise to be understood of the
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cleansing of things ceremonially impure, which might De
effected partly by dmmcrsion, partly (¢hwdv) by mere sprink-
ling; so that Bawtiop. applies by way of zcvgme to all the
four cases.— Dy the cups and jugs are meant vessels of wood,
for mention of the copper vessels (yahkiwy) follows, and carthen
vessels, when they were ceremonially defiled, were broken tnfo
picees (Lev. xv. 12).  See Keil, drchdol. 1. § 56 ; Saalschiitz,
Mos. Recht, I p. 26 9.— ehevdv] not couches in gencral (de Wette),
for the whole context refers to cating; but couches for meals,
triclinie (iv. 21; Luke viii. 16 ; Nen. Cyr. viii. 2. 6 ; Herod.
ix, 16), which were rendered unclean by persons affected with
haemorrhage, leprosy, and the like (Lightfoot, p. 620 f.). —
Ver. 5. With xai éwepwr. a new sentence begins. See above
on vv. 1, 2. — Ver. 6. Mark has not the counter-question
recorded in Matt. xv. 3, and he gives the two portions of
Clrist’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 xaXés prefixed to both por-
tions, indicates the form in Mark as the more original.  Cowm.
Weizsicker, p. 76. The order in Matthew betrays the set
purpose of placing the law before the prophets. The agree-
ment of the quotation from Isa. xxix. 13 with Matt. xv. § £
is wrongly adduced in opposition to this view (Hilgenfeld);
it is to be traced back to the collection of Logia, since it
helongs to the speech of Christ. — Ver. 8. adévres and «pa-
TeiTe (2 Thess. il. 15) are intentionally chosen as correlative.
— d\\a mapopota TowabTa wolhd] Such accumulations of
homocotclcuta were not avoided even by classical writers. See
Lobeck, Paraltp. p. 53 f.  7Towaira defines mapopoca as respects
the category of quality. — Ver. 9. xaids] Exccllently, nobly,—
ironical. 2 Cor. xi. 4; Soph. Ant. 735; Arvist. Av. 139;
Ael. V. H.i. 16. Not so in ver. 6. — {va] “ vere accusantur,
etsi hypocritae non putarent, hanc suam esse intentionem ”
(Bengel). — Ver. 11. xopBav] 12W = 8dpor, namely, to the
temple.!  See on Matt. xv. 5. — The construction is altogether

' The following is Luther’s gloss: ¢‘is, in brief, as much as to say: Dear

father, T would gladly give it to thee. But it is Korban ; I employ it better
by giving it to God than to thee, and it is of more service to thee also.”
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the same as that in Matt. e, so that after dgex. there is an
aposiopesis (ke 4s thus bound to this vow), and ver. 12 con-
tinues the reproving discourse of Jesus, setting forth what the
Phavisees do in pursuance of that maxim. — Ver. 12. od«xér.]
no more, after the point of the ocewrrence of the xopBav;
previously they had nothing to oppose to it.— Ver. 13. %
wapedor.] quam tradidistis.  The tradition, which they receive
from their predecessors, they have again transmitted to their
disciples. — xai wapépoia xTA] a repetition of solemn
rebuke (comp. ver. 8). — Ver. 14. wdAew (sce the ecritical
remarks) has no cxpress reference in the connection. DBut 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 back to Him again. Com.
xv. 13.— Ver. 15. There is no comma to be placed after
avBpamov. — ékeiva] emphasizing the contrast to that which is
elomopevopevoy. Observe, further, the circumstantiality of the
entire mode of expression in ver. 15, exhibiting the zmport-
ance of the teaching given.

Vv. 17-23. See on Matt. xv. 12-20; the conversation,
which is recorded in this latter vv. 12—14, is by him inserted
from the Logia here as in an appropriate place. — els oixov]
peculiar to Mark in this place: nto a house. Jesus is still
in the land of Gennesareth (vi. 53), where He is wandering
about. — émppaTer x.TA.] According to Matt. xv. 15, Peter
was the spokesman, the non-mention of whose name in the
passage before us is alleged by Hilgenfeld to betoken the
Petrinisn: of Mark, who prefers to divert the reproach upon
«all the disciples in general; but it in truth betokens the oldcr
representation of the scene. — Ver. 18. ofitw] siccine, accord-
ingly, since you must ask this question. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 5.
— xai vpets] like persons, who have not the benefit of my
auidance (ol éfw, iv. 11). — Ver. 19.! odx elomop. avrob eis 7.
xapd.] it culers not into his heart. — The word adedpwv does not

! The contents of ver. 19, very appropriate as they are for popular argument
in the way of naive sensuous representation, are unfairly criticised by Daur, Lrit.
Unters. p. 554, and Markusev. p. 55, as awkward and unsuitable ; and in this
view Kostlin, p. 826, agrees with him.
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occur among the Greeks, but d¢odos. — The reading xabaplov
(see the critical remarks) would have to be explained : which
(t.e. which ékmopetestar els Tov adedpdva) malkes purc the
whole of the food (that is eaten), inasmuch, namely, as thereby
every impurity passes away from it (by means of the excre-
ments). Thns xabapifor wonld be an appositional addition,
which contains the judgment upon the els Tor deedpdva
éxmopeverar. See Kiihner, IL p. 146 ; Winer, p. 549 [E. T.
778]; Fritzsche in loc. DBut the latter arbitvarily changes
xaflapifov into the meaning: “ puros esse declaret,” in so far,
namely, as all food, clean and unclean, would come digested
into the a¢gedpwy. With the reading xafapifwv we must
explain: which (the draunght) makes pure the whole of the food,
inasmuch as it is the place destined for the purpose of receiv-
ing the impurities therefrom (the excretions). Thus xafapiwy
refers to Tov dgedpdva, and is put not in the accusative, but in
the nominative, as though «ai o ddedpwr Séyerar or something
similar had been said previously, so that the agedpwy appears
as the logieal subject. Comp. the similar application of the
anacoluthic nominative participle among the Greeks (Richter,
de anacol. 1. p. 7; Bernhardy, p. 53; Kriiger, § 56. 9. 4),
according to which it is not necessary, as with Buttmann, ncut.
Gr. p. 68 [E. T. 78], to assume the abbreviation of a relative
clause. Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat. Phacd. p. 81 A.  More-
over, the connection of the course of the matter presented from
67 onward requires that xai eis . dpedpdva éxmop. should still
be dependent on 8rc (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 21 f.
Suahoyiopol of kakol] is specialized by all that follows, which
therefore is to be taken as the thoughts actually presenting
themselves, as the prave consilia realized. — The following
catalogue betrays later enrichment when compared with that
of Matthew, and there is not manifest any principium dividends
beyond the fact that (with the exception of acéiyeia, cxcess,
especially unchaste excess; see on Rom. xiii. 13; Gal v. 19)
matters approximately homogeneous are placed together. —
wovnplar] malignities, ill-wills, Rom. i. 29 ; Eph. iv. 31;
Col. iii. 8. — é¢pfaruos mornp.] an envious eye, as at DMatt.
xx. 15. — adpoavvn] wunreason, morally irrational conduct,
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Wisd. xii. 23.  Foolishness of moral practice. Comp. on Eph.
v. 17; DBeck, Seclenl. p. 63 (its opposite is cwdpoaivy), not
merely in loquendo, to which, moreover, dmepndavia (arro-
gance) is arbitrarily limited (in opposition to Luther's gloss;
Iritzschie also, aud de Wette, and many others). — Ver. 23.
As of all good, so also of all evil, the Leart is the inmost life-
seat. See Delitzsch, Psych. p. 250.

Vv. 24-30. Sce on Matt. xv. 21-29, who in vv. 23-25 has
added what is certainly original. ~— éxetfer] out of the land of
Gennesareth, vi. 53. — els Ta pebopia Tipov] inlto the reyions
bordering on Tyre (Xen. Cyr. 1. 4. 16; Thue. ii. 27. 2, iv. 56.
2,iv. 99; Herodian, v. 4. 11 ; Lucian, V. . 1i. 20). Itisnot,
withal, said even here (comp. Matt. xv. 21) that Jesus had now
left Galilee and betaken Himself into Gentile territory. IIe went
into the Galilean regions bordering 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, mervely, however, as a traveller, and without
any scjourn. The explanation of Erasmus and Kypke: into the
region between Tyre and Sidon, is set aside by the spuriousness
of xai i8dvos. — els oluiav] intoa house. Comp. ver. 17. It
was doubtless the Liouse of one who honoured Him. — ovééva
110eke yvévar] not : He wished to now no one (Fritzsche, Ewald),
but: He wished that no one should know . 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 le has no purpose of thereby explaining the sub-
sequent 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. — A8vrijfn] corresponds to the 7feXe :
Ie wished . . . and could not. — s adris] See Winer, p. 134
[E. T. 184]. On fvydrp., comp. v. 23. — Ver. 26. ‘EX\yvis]
@ Gentile woman, not a Jewess, Acts xvii. 12. — Syrophocnice
means Phocenicie (belonging to the province of Syria), as dis-
tinguished from the A:Bodoivives (Strabo, xvii. 3, p. §35) in
Libya. The (unusual) form Jvpodowikiaoa is, with Wetstein,
Griesbach, Scholz, and Lachmann, to be reccived on account

MARK. H
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of the preponderance of the witnesses in its favour, with which
are to be classed those which read Suvpacdowikicoa or Sipa
Powikieoa (so Tischendorf), which is explanatory (¢ Phocni-
cien Syrian), The Recepta Supooiviaaa (so also Fritzsche) is
an emendation, since Poivicoa was the fumiliar name for a
Phoenician woman (Xen. Hell. dil. 4. 1,1v. 3. 6; Herodian,v.3.2).
But the form Svpodowiniosa is not formed from Jvpodolve
(Lue. D. Conedl. 4),but from Powiry. The Xavavaia of Matthew
is substantially the same. See on Matt. xv. 22. — éxBaArg] (see
the critical remarks) present subjunctive, malkes the thought of
tlie woman present, and belongs to the vividness of the graphic
delineation ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 618.— Ver. 27. wpédTov]
certainly a modification in accordance with later tradition,
intended to convey the meaning: it is nof #ct competent for
Gentiles also to lay claim to my saving ministry ; the primary
claim, which must be satisfied before it comes to you, is that of
the Jews.! It is the idea of the "Tovdaie Te mpdTov kai " EXAguvt,
Rom. i. 16, which has already come in here, added not exactly
in a doctrinal sensc (Keim), but out of the consciousness of the
subsequent course of things and without set purpose—to say
nothing of an anti-Judaistic purpose in opposition to Matthew
(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. Iiwald finds in
that episode another genuine remnant from the primitive docu-
ment of Mark. Comp. also Holtzinann, p. 192. — Ver. 29.
dwa TobTov TOv Noyov Umarye] on account of this saying (which
sives evidence of so strong a confidence in me), go thy way.
In dmaye is implied the promise of compliance, hence it is
fittingly associated with & 7obrov 7. A.  Comp. Matt.
viii. 13; Mark v. 34 — Ver. 30. elpe x7.A] “ Vis verbi ¢n-
venit cadit potius super participium quam super nonien”

! According to Schenkel, indeed, Jesus was not at all in earnest with this

answer of harsh declinature, and this the woman perceived. But sec on Matt.,
and comyp. Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 61 f.
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(Bengel). — BefAnp. émi t. xhivyy] weary and exhausted, but
kewpévny €v elpyry, Euthymius Zigabenus, which the dewmon
did not previously permit.

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 tlc
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). — arahev
€EeMbwv] his reference to amijAev eis, ver. 24. — 8id 318dvos]
(see the critical remarks) : He turned Himself therefore from
the region of Tyre first in a northern direction, and went
through Sidon (we cannot tell what may lLiave been the more
immediate inducement to take this route) in order to return
thence to the lake. If we should take Zi8dvos not of the
city, but of the rcgion of Sidon (3Fidovia, Hom. Od. xiii. 285 ;
Ewald, Tange also and Lichtenstein), the analogy of Tpov
would be opposed to us, as indeed both names always
designate the citics themsclves.— dva péoov TéY oplwv T,
Adexamorews] He came (as he journeyed) through the midst
(Matt. xiii. 25; 1 Cor. vi. 5; Rev. vil. 17) of the regions
belonging to Decapolis, so that He thus from Sidon arrived at
the Sea of Galilee, not on this side, but on the farther side of
Jordan (comp. on Matt. iv. 23), and there the subsequent cure,
and then the feeding the multitude, viii. 1, occurred, viii. 10.
— Ver. 32. kogov poyihdhov] is erroneously interpreted :
a deaf man with a dificulty of witcrance (see Beza, Grotius,
Maldonatus, de Wette, Bleek, and many others). Although,
according to its composition and according to Aétius in Beck.
Aneed. p. 100, 22, poydhos means speaking with difficulty,
it correspouds in the LXX. to the D?{\‘, dumb. Sce Isaiall
xxxv. 6. Comp. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, Ex.
iv.11. Hence it is to be understood as: a deaf-mate (Vulgate,
Luther, Calovius, and many others, including Ewald), which is
also confirmed by dAdMous, ver. 37, and is not refuted by érdher
opfass, ver. 35. The reading poyyihdhov, speaking hollowly
(B¥* EF HL X I 4, Matthaei), is accordingly excluded of
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itself as inappropriate (comp. also ver. 35). — Ver. 33. The
question why Jesus took aside the sick man apart from the
people, cannot without arbitrariness be otherwise answered
than to the effect that He adopted this mcasure for the sake
of an entirely undisturbed rapport between Himself and the
siclt man, such as must have appeared to Him requisite, <n the
very case of this sick man, to the cflicacy of the spittle and
of the touch. Other explanations resorted to are purely
fanciful, such as : that Jesus wished to make no parade (Victor
Antiochenus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many
others); that in this region, which was not purcly Jewish, He
wished to avoid attracting dangerous attention (Lange); that
He did not wish to foster tlie superstition of the spectators
(Reinhard, Opuse. IL p. 140). De Wette conjectures that the
circumstance belongs to the clement of mystery, with which
Mark invests the healings. But it is just in respect of the
two cases of the application of spittle (here and at viii. 23)
that le relates the withdrawing from the crowd; an inclina-
tion to the mysterious would have betrayed itself also in the
presenting of thie 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 miraculous
power. Comp. on John ix. 6. It is not, however, to be supposed
that Jesus wished in any wise to »¢il the marvellous element
of the cures (Lauge, L. J. IL. 1, p. 282), which would amount
to untruthfulness, and would widely differ from the envelop-
ing of the truth in parable. — mrveas] 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

1 According to Baur, there is hetrayed in the narrative of the sredew, as alsoat
vi. 13, ‘“the more material notion of miracle in a later age.” But it cannot at
all be shown that the later age had a more material conception of the miracles
of Jesus.

2 As in viii. 23 IIe spits into the eyes of the Llind man. It is not therefore
to be conceived that Jesus spat on Ilis own fingers and so applied His spittle to
the tongue of the sick man (Lange, Bleck, and older commentators), for this
Mark would certainly in his graphic manner have said.
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fingers, and not the mode of the touching itself. — Ver. 34 t.
éorévate] Luthymiuns Zigabenus well says: émuaurouevos
7ols wdbear Tod dvBpwmwov (comp. Grotius and Fritzsche).
Certainly (see dvaB\. els 7. obpavor) it was a sigh of prayer (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 worlk difficult for Him ; or
with Hofmann (Sciriftbew. IL. 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.). — éppabdi] caubrl), imperative Ethpael. — Stavoly-

Oy7i] be opened, namely, in respect of the closed ears and the
hound tongue. See what follows.—ai dxoal] the ecars, as
often in classic use (Eur. Phocn. 1494 ; Luc. Philop. 1;
Herodian, iv. 5. 3; comp. 2 Macc. xv. 39). — éAdflp «71.\]
The tongue, with which one cannot speak, is conceived as
bound (comp. the classical groua Avew, yAdooas Avew, and
see Wetstein), therefore the expression does not justify the
supposition of any other cause of the dumbness Leside the
deafness. — dpfas] consequently, no longer venting itself in
inarticulate, irregular, stuttering sounds, as deaf-mutes
attempt to do, but rightly, quite regularly and normally. —
Ver. 30. adrois] fo those prescmt, to whom He now returned
with the man that was cured. — avros] and the subse-
quent avrol (see the critical remarks) correspond to one
another : He on His part . . . they on their part. — doov . . .
paAhov wepioaotepov] howcver mueh He enjoined (forbade)
them, still far morc 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 xnpiooew with still greater energy than
if He had not interdicted it to them. As to this prohibition
without result generally, comp. on v. 43. — uaAov'] along

1 Here in the sense of ““only all the more.” Sce Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. iii.
p. 397 A; Nigelsbach’s note on the 1liad, cd. 3, p. 227.
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with another comparative, strengthens the latter. See on
Phil. i. 23; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 719 f.; Stallbaum, ad
Phaed. p. 19 E; DPllugk, ad Heeub. 377.— Ver. 37. xalés
wdvra memoinee] Let memolnree be distinguished from the
subsequent wotef. The former relates to the miraculous cure
at that time, which has taken place aud is now accomplished
(perfect); and xai (cven) Tods rwdols motel kA is the
general judgment deduced from this concrete case. In this
Judgment, however, the generic plurals xwgovs, dAdlovs are
quite in their place, and do mnot prove (in opposition to
Kostlin, p. 8347) that a source of which Mark here availed
himself contained several cures of deaf and dumb people. —
T. @Aah. NaM.] the speechiess to speak.  On &hados, comp.
Plut. Mor. p. 438 B; Ps. xxxvii. 14, xxx. 22,
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CHAPTER .- VIIL

VER. 1. mepsirder] B D G L M N A &, min. Arr. Copt. Aeth.
Amn Goth. Vule. It. have adaw mor2ei. Recommended by
Griesh., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. DBut the former being an
dmal deyiu. i the N. T, might very easily have been changed
INto adrw morded, as a2 was used in Mark so frequently, and
in this place (it is otherwise at vii. 14) was so appropriate. —
Ver. 2. Instead of suépas, Elz. has 7uipas. A correction, in
opposition to decisive evidence, as is Matt. xv. 32. — puef] is,
according to B D, with Lachm., to be deleted as a supplementary
addition. It is from Matt. xv. 32. — Ver. 3. fxovorn] As A D &,
min. have Zzwow (50 Lachm.), and B L a Copt. have «isiv (so
Tiscly), #zovew is condemned by preponderant counter-evidence.
DBut as, moreover, almost all the versions deviate from the simple
¢iaiv, we must abide Ly the reading of Lachm. If e/oiv had been
glussed Ly a verh of coming, the practerite 7z, not elsewhere
found in the N. T, would hardly have been the word chosen for
that purpose. Mark has the verh #xew only in this place. —
Ver. 6. sapiyyare) B D L A & have aapayyirra.  So Lachm.
and Tisch. Rightly; the historical present was lost in the
connection with the praeterite. — Ver. 7. cidoyioas eime mupu-
e zal absd) Many variations.  Griesb. regards merely ebacy.
efze supalevus as genuine,  Lachm. has rarx edroy. sfrey aqupore-
07y nai abrd. Fritzsche: edroy. efme mapad. abrd. Tisch.: ebnoy.
abre mapidrze. 1t may De urged against Griesbach, that a
reading without any pronoun has not been preserved at all in
the Codd. In the midst of the confusion of readings that las
ariscu from the double pronoun, that one is to be retained
which has in its favour the relatively greatest agreement of the
most important uncials. And this is: ebroyfous aire (B C L
A ¥, min. Copt.) efzsy zai rabra cupurilives (BL a &** to which,
on account of the pronoun and its position, C also falls to be
added with: efrev' zai ruire supdlere). This cousensus is more
important than that which Lachin. 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 w* —
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Ver. 9. oi guydirsz] is wanting in B L A §, min. Copt.  Con-
demned by Guicsh., deleted by Tisch. It is {from vi. 44 —
Ver. 12. oru. émiyred] Schulz, Lachm. Tisch. read nref 74, in
accordance with B C D L a 8, min. vss. The Leecpte is from
Matt. xvi. 4. — Ver, 13. éu3¢c «¢2v] B C D L A 8, min, Copt.
Arm. have @drw 2u8dg. This is to be adopted, with Fritzsclhe,
Lachm. Tisch., as the better attested order. — eis 76 =7.070v] Lachm.
reads sis sroi, following A EF G M S V X, min.  Fritzsche
and Tisch. have entirely deleted it, following B C L a &, Corb.
Germ. 1, Tol.  The latter is right; éxBés had its notion com-
pleted. — Ver, 16, 2éymrec] is wanting in B D &, min, It
Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.; the former has subsequently,
with B, min. It., €yeer (comp. D: efyor). As well 2éyores as
the first person of the verh was introduced in qccuulance with
Matt. xvi. 7.— Ver. 17. =] is wanting in BC D L A &, min.
Copt. Vere. Lachm. and Tisch. As well the omission as the
addition might have been occasioned by the last syllables of
ewiere;, but more casily the addition, as the counection (0347'”)
S0 1e'1dlly suggested an #. — Ver, r)1 =ag ob] Lachm. has «ds
b, 10110“111<rA D M U X, min. Syr. utr. Perss. Goth. Vulg. It.
'lhcoplly] TlSCll has merely oi7w, following C K L A N, min.
The latter is to be regarded as the original. To this of;'-,Tw, =g
was added (Lachm.) from Matt. xvi. 11; and in accordance
with the same parallel, z&s oi=w passed into =ac b (B, Elz). —
Ver. 22, fpyerar] ipyovrar is rightly approved by Griesb., and
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. See on v. 38. — Ver. 24. dg
6ivipa] Lachm. and Tisch, read ém ws dhdpe ips, following
decisive evidence. The Reecpfe is an ablreviation to lelp
the construction, — Ver. 25, xa/ imoinoer adriv dreBrépar] Many
various readings; but not such as to warrant the total con-
demnation of the words (Griesb.), since they are only wanting
in a few vss. The most {ully attested is xai 8i¢82eey, and this
is adopted by Tisch., following B C* L A §, min. Copt. Aeth.
Koai oré82eder, not being understood, was variously glossed. —
61é87ebe| Lachin. Tisch., following B L &** min. (A, min. have
avéBremsy), read éi3remey, which is to be adopted, as the aorist
was easily introduced mechanically from what preceded.—
Justead of dmara (approved by Griesb., adopted by Tritzsche,
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), Xlz. has derevrae.  DBut the former is
cttested by B C D L M a &, min. vss., also Vulg. It. (ID has
mv‘.wa). éaavras is to be regarded as an emendation, on account
of rovs dvbpdmous, ver. 24— Ver. 26, undt es. .. adpn| very
many variations, arising out of the apparent nnpploplmtu)us
ol the meaning; but not sach as to Justify the striking out of
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the second half of the sentence (uyd: efmzs wavi & o zduy), with
Tisch. (B L &, min. Copt.). In this way it was sought to help
the matter by abbreviation. Others amnplified (Vulg. It) and
altered (D). — Ver. 28. éve] Lachm. Tisch. have é7r ¢, following
B C*L ¥, Copt. The Recepia is an alteration on account of the
construction. If é= &z had come in in accordance with Luke
ix. 19, avéiern would also be found in Codd. — Ver. 29. réye
airoi;] B C D* L a N, 53, Copt. Cant. Vere. Corb. Colb. have
éxrpira abrobs. Recommended by Griesb., approved by Schulz,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.; the Recepla is from Matt.
xvi. 15. — Ver. 31. ¢=¢] BC D G K L &, min. have iws. Re-
commended by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.;
&=¢ is from the parallel passages. — Ver. 34. Instead of dxorov-
¢ (which Griesb. Scholz, and Tisch. have adopted), Elz.
Fritzsche, Lachm. read #2.4e. Doth readings have weighty
attestation; but érten is from Matt. xvi. 24. — Ver. 35. Instead
of =, tavrod ~Juyv in the second half of the verse (Griesb. Scholz),
Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have 7. aisoi <., again following
A B C*L as From the preceding clause, and in keeping
with the parallel passages. — Ver. 36. &dpwmov] read, with Lachm.
and Tisch., following A C* D, min. Or.: riv dvpwmor. As well
the omission of the article as the reading dvlpwros (EF G 1T L
M X r AN wmin) is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. 5 «7] Tisch.
reads i ydp, following B L A 8, 28, Copt. Or.; 3 </ is from
DMatt. xvi. 26.

Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. xv. 32-39. — év éx. 7. Juép.] An
messential difference from Matthew, but still a difference. —
wapm. oxhov dvroes] when very many people were there.  The
presence of such a crowd is intelligible enough after the
miraculous cure that las just been related (in opposition to
Holtzmann, p. 85). On eivae, equivalent to wapeivar, comy.
xv. 40 ; John vii. 39 ; Dorvill. Charit. p. 600. On wdumoAuvs,
only found in this place in the N. T., see Wetstein. Comp.
Plato, Legy. vii. p. 819 A (wdumodus . . . xhos), Polit. p. 291 A;
Lucian, Herm. 61.— Ver. 2. In the nominative yuépas Tpeis,
Hilgenfeld finds an indication of dependence on Matt. xv. 32.
Why not the converse ? — Ver. 3. Twes yap x.7.\.] information
peculiar to Mark concerning the previous éxiuvé. év 74 68e,
but still belonging to the words of Jesus: hence fjraciw (Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. T44), have come; not: had come (Luther). —
Ver. 4. wofev] With surprise the disciples thus ask, as on the
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desert surface (ém épnuias) there is mo place whenee loaves
for their satisfaction 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: xai edhoyjoas avra elmev
kal tabra maparifévar (sec the critical remarks), we must
trauslate: and after He had Ulessed thean, He bade sct these also
before them—With the small fishes thus, according to Mark,
Jesus performs a special consceration (comp. on Matt. xiv. 19),
as to which, however, in edhoy. there is nothing to be found of
itself higher than in edyap. (Lange: “the pre-celebration of
the glorivus suecess”). The thanksgiving of Jesus wus a
prayer of praise (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 16). On edhoyely, with
accusative of the object, comp. Luke ix. 16, 1 Cor. x. 16,—
in the sense, namely, of uttering over the object a prayer of
praise (n393), blessing it. — Ver. 8. wepioo. thaow. émrra omwup.,
venatns {ft over tn picees scven baskets.  The definition of
meesure is added, according to the Greck usage, in the form
of an apposition ; Kithmer, 1L p. 117. — Ver. 10. darpavorta,
named nowhere else, was doubtless (comp. Matt. xv. 39) u
village or hamlet on the western side of the lake, in the neigh-
bourhood of Magdala (or else Magada; see on Matt. xv. 39).
Sce Robiuson, 1L p. 530 £, Ewald, indeed, Gesch. Chr, . 376
(comp. Lightfoot), conjectures that in Dalmanuthe we have the
Galilean pronunciation of the name of the town mady, where,
according to the Mishna, many Jews dwelt.  But comp. on
Matt. xv. 89. The present village Dcllemije (IRobinson, 111
p- 514, 530) lies too far to the south, immnicdiately above the
influx of the Hicromax, castward from the Jordan. — The
specification of @ betér-known place in Matthew betrays itself
as later; although Bawr thiuks, that by such variations Mark
probably only wished to give himself a semblance of being
independent.

Vv. 11-13. See on Matt. xvi. 1-4, who mnarrates more
fully out of the collection of Logia, and from the tradition adds
the Sadducees. — éEfrfor] namely, from their dwellings in the
district there. A trait of graphic circunstantiality. Lange
huports the idea: as spies out of an ambush. Dut it is not
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casy to see why ver. 11 shomnld fitly attach itself, not to
the history of the miraculous feeding (which could not but
serve to cuhance the sensation produced by dJesus), but to
vil, 37 (Iloltzinann). DBetween Dalmanutha and the place of
the feeding there lay in fact only the lake. — fjpfavro ouvl.
avre] How they made the beginning of disputing with Ilim,
is told by &mrotvres T \.: so that they asked, ete. — Ver. 12,
dvactevikas] after that He had heaved a sigh (comp. vii. 34),
namely, at the hardened unbelief of tliose men.! A pictur-
esque feature here peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 84, — (]
why—in painful certainty of the want of result, which would
be associated with the granting of their request. “Tota hujus
ovationis indoles intelligitur ex pronuntiatione,” Deza., — el
Sofyaerai] a thoroughly Hebraistic expression of asseveration
(ncver shall, ete), by the well - known suppression of the
apodosis. See Koster, Erlaut. p. 104 ff.; Winer, p. 444
[E. T. 627]. According to Mark, therefore (who has not the
significant saying as to the sign of Jonas adopted by Matthew
from the collection of Logia already at x. 39 ff,, and in this
case at Xvi. 4), a enueior is altogether refused to this genera-
tion of Pharisees.? For them—these hardened ones, for whom
the signs already given did not sufficc—mnone should be given;
the onueia, which Jesus gave everywhere, were in fact suffi-
cient even for their conversion, if they had only been willing
to attend to and profit by them. — waiw éuBds] without els
70 wAolov (see the critical remarks), which is, however, by
means of awahiv obvious from ver. 10. Comp. Xen. Cyrop.
v. 7. 7: dare éuBalvew, omorav Noros mvép, Dem. 29. 26,
and many other places in the classical writers. — els 76 mépav]
to the castern side of the lake (comp. ver. 10). Holtzmann is
wrong in saying that Jesus here passes over for the sccond
time to the western side; see on ver. 22,

Vv. 14-21. See on Matt. xvi. "5-11, whose narrative is

1 This is all that is shown by the following painful question. Lange
arbitrarily holds that Jesus sighed on account of the commencement of Ilis
separation from the dominant popular party; that there was, at the same time,
a forbearing reservation of His judieial power, and so forth.

2 By passing over the sign of Jonas, Mark has elfaced the point of the answer,
which Matthew and Luke have furnished.
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less concise and more explanatory. — émehafovTo] quite as
i Matt. xvi. 6, and therefore not: viderunt sc oblilos esse
(Iritzsche, Kuinoel). The disciples (ver. 15) form the subject,
as is evident of itself; for they ought to have taken care as to
the provision of bread, but forgot it. — € py éva x7TA] a
statement, which is quite in kecping with the peculiarity of
Mark, aund perhaps proceeds from Ieter (in opposition to
Hilgenfeld). — Ver. 15. opate is absolute; and dmo vijs & k.T.\.
helongs only to BAémere, the construction of which with dmo
(comp. xii. 33) is mot, with Tittmann, Synon. p. 114, and
Kuinoel, to be analysed: avertere ocilos, but: take heed on
account of, cte.  Comp. mpogéyew amo (Matt. xvi. 6); ¢oBos
amd 1dv moheplwy (Xen. Cyr. iil. 3. 53), al. — Tiis Louns oY
Papigaior] According to Matthew (see on xvi. 6), &duy is
a figwre for pernicious doctrine, and there appears no reason for
assuming any other reference here, such as to the mali mores,
the character (Bleek, Holtzmann), the mental tendency (Schenkel),
and the like. See on Matt. xvi. 6. Jesus warns against the
soul-perilling doelrines, which at that time proceeded as well
from the leaders of the Zicrarchy (the TPhariseces) as from
the political head (Herod Antipas). Herod was a frivolous,
voluptuous, unprincipled man (see Xwald, Gesck. Chr. p.
47 £); and the morally vile principles and maxims, given
forth DLy him, and propagated by the Jews who adhered to
him (the Ierodians, iii. 6; see on Matt. xxii. 16), are the
Gopn ‘Hpwdov. A wrong attempt at harmonizing will have it
that Herod is mentioned (Heupel) as aSadducce (which,however,
he never was; see on Matt. xiv. 2), because Matt. xvi. 6 has
rai Jaddovkaiwy. — Ver. 16. According to the correet reading
(see the eritical remarks): and they considered with one anothcr,
that they would have no bread.  With Tespect to the indicative
present éyovas, comp. on vi. 45, and Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor.
p. 203. — Vv. 19, 20. This dialogue form is charactevistic of
Mark’s vivid mode of representution. — moocwy amvpld. why-
popata xiaopdrtov] Sce on vi. 43. Observe here, also, as
well as in Matthew, the alternation of xodivovs and emvpidwy,
in accordance with vi. 43 and viii. 8. — Dy the fact that, after
those two miraculous feedings, they still could take thought
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one with another about want of bread, they show how much
they still lack discernment. The reproach of vv. 17, 18!
refers to this. DBut in odww ourlete, ver. 21 (see the critical
remarks), the olmw applies to the instruction that has just
been catechetically conveyed vv. 19, 20, and is therefore a
later o¥mww than that in ver. 17, standing related thereto by way
of climax.  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 DBeth-
saida situated on the western shore of the lake (vi. 45) that is
here meant (Theoplylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Heumann,
Heupel, Kostlin, Holtzmann ; comp. Bleek and several others),
but the north-castern Bethsaida, completed by the tetrarch
Philip (called also Julizs,in honour of the daughter of Augustus;
see Josephus, Bell. ii. 9. 1, iil. 3. 5; Ants. xviil. 2. 1, xviil.
4, 6; Plin. N. H. v. 15; Wieseler, chronol. Synopse, p. 273 1. ;
lobinson, Pal. I1I. p. 566 f.; Ritter, Erdk. XV. p. 280 ; Ewald,
Gesch. Chr. p. 46), from which Jesus goes forth and comes
northwards into the region of Caesarea-Ihilippi (ver. 27) ; see
ver, 13, The weakly-attested reading Bnfaviav (D, Cod. It.)
is an ancient alteration, from geographical ignorance of any
other Bethsaida than the western one. Ewald, indeed, follow-
ing Paulus, has again (Gesch. Chr. p. 378) preferred this
reading, because Bethsaida Julias was not a xwun, ver. 26 ;
but it was Philip who first raiscd 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 born blind. See ver. 24.— Ver. 23. é&jyayev]
see on vii. 33. — The spitting is to be apprehended as at
vii. 33. As in that place, so here also, Jesus leld it as
necessary to do more than had been prayed for. — Ver. 24,
avaPNéras] after le had looked wp (vi. 41, vii. 34). Erasmus
crroneously interprets it : fo becone sceing again (x. 51), which

1On the thought of ver. 18, comp., besides Isa, vi. 9f., Xen, Cyr, iii, 1.
27: & Cavpacidrars dvlpame, ob 3t yr obdt Spev qwvarxus, obdt dxsbwy pipvreas,
Dem. 797. 3: obrws ssov7es . o . wort 16 75 Tapopic; Eiﬁvra; &n a'f{;v xai axovoyras

B dxovtir,
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is only conveyed in kai dmokateoT. k.T.N. — According to the
reading 6me &5 8évdpa opd mepimaToivras (see the critical
remarks) : I see the men, for like trees I perecive persons wall:iiny
about, T observe people walking who look like trees (so un-
shapely and large). This was the first stage of sceing, when
the objects appcared in vague outline and cnlarged. More
harsh is Ewald’s construction, which takes &67¢ as the secitu-
tize, that indicates a new commencement of the discourse.—
We cannot decide wiy Jesus did not heal the blind man per-
fectly 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. IIoltzmann, p. 507 ;
Euthymius Zigabenus: drends 8¢ Tov Tuphov TodToy €fepd-
TEUTEY s ATEADS ToTevovta’ Sio Kal e"ﬂnpa')'ﬁ;aev atTov, €l Tt
Bémee, va pucpov dvaBhéras dmo Tijs pikpds Syrews mioTEVOY
TelewTepoy, kal (aff TehedTepor codos wydp éoTw LaTpés.
Comp. Victor Antiochenus and Theophylact. So usually.
According to Olshausen, a process too much accelerated would
have been Zuriful to the blind man. This is an arbitrary
limitation of the miraculous power of Jesus (see, on the other
hand, Strauss, IL. 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
Marl’s effort after vividness of representation.) A notion un-
warranted in itself, and contrary to the analogy of Mark’s other
narratives of miracles. — Ver. 25. kai 8:éBAeyrev (see the critical
remarks) : and he looked stedfastly (Plato, Phacd. p. 86 D ; comp.
on Matt. vii. 5), and was restored. This stedfast 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, which he experienced by means of this second

11In fact, Baur, Markusev. p. 58, thinks that thercby the writer was only
making a display of his physiological knowledge on the theory of vision. And
Hilgenfleld says, that Mark desired to set forth the gradual transition of tho
disciples from spiritual not-sceing to sceing primarily in the case of one
corporeally blind. Thus the procedure related by Mark would be inzented Ly
Mark !
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layiug on of hands, and which the restoration immecdiatcly
followed. — «al évéBhemev (see the critical remarks) Tyhavyds
amavra] Notice the dmperfuet, which defines the visnal activity
from this time continuing ; and how keen this was! He saw
ceerything from afar, so that he needed not to come close in
order to behold it clemly. éuB\émew, tntucri, see Xen. Mem.
iii. 11. 10, @l. In the classical writers used with 7ewi (Cyrop.
i 3. 2; Plat. Pol. x. p. 609 D), but also with 7wd (Anthol.
xi. 8). Tpravyds (far-shining) with éuBhémew denotes that
the objects at a distance shone clearly into his eyes. Comp.
Diod. Sic. i. 50: Tphavyéorepor opav, Suidas: Trhavyés,
woppwber ¢alvor. — Ver. 26. els olcov airod] He did not
dwell in Bethsaida, but was from elsewlere, and was brought
to Jesus at Bethsaida. See the sequel. — unde eis 7. xwuny
«7\] This pnéé is not wrong, as de Wette and Fritzsclie
judge, under the impression that it ought to be w7 only; but
it means: not cven: so now Winer also, p. 434 [E. T. 614].
The blind man had come with Jesus from the village; the
healing had taken place outside in fiont of the willage ; now
He sends himn away to his house; He desires that he shall
not remain in this region, and says: not cven tnfo the village
(although it is so near, and thou last just been in it) enter
thou. The second updé is: nor yet.—The second clause, undé
eiwns «.7.\., is no doubt rendered quite superfluous by the
first ; but Fritzsche pertinently remarks: “Jesu graviter inter-
dicentis cupiditatem et avdorem adumbrari . .. Non enim, qui
commoto animo loquuntur, verba appendere solent.” Grotius,
Calovius, Bengel, Lange, and various others take Twi év 7. kduy
to mean: to onc of the tnhabitants of the village (wWho may meet
thee outside). A makeshift occasioned by their own addition.
And why should not Mark have simply written Tew: éx Tijs
kopns ? As to the prohibition in general, comp. on v. 43.
Vv. 27-38. See on Matt. xvi. 13-27. Comp. Luke ix.
18-206. — é&inber] from Bethsaida (Julias), ver. 22.— eis
7. kopas Kaigap.] into the villages belonging to the region of
Caesarea. — Ver. 28. With the reading é7¢ els Tdv mpodyTdv
(see the critical remarks), eZ is to be supplied. Matthew was the
more careful to insert the name of Jeremicl from the collection
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of Logia, Lecause he wrote for Jews.— Ver. 29. Mark and Luke
omit what Matthew relates 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
(comp. Wetstein, Michaelis, and others), Mark has omitted it
on purpose : iva uy 8oy yapilouevos 76 Iérpy wr N Accord-
ing to B. Bauer, the narrative of Matthew has only originated
from the conscionsuess of the hierarchy. Both these views
are arbitrary, and the latter rests on quite a groundless pre-
supposition. As the remarkable saying of Jesus to Deter,
even if it had been omitted in the collection of Logia (1Ioltz-
mann), cannot have been unknown to Mark and cannot have
its place supplied by iii. 16, it must be assumed that he pur-
posely abstained from including it in this narrative, and that
probably from some sort of consideration, which appeared
to him necessary, for Gentile-Clristian readers 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 argument against the
Petrine derivation of our Gospel (in opposition to Baur, Markus-
cvang. p. 133 £), but it is doubtless irreconcilable with its
subserving a special Petrine ¢nterest, such as is strongly urged
by Hilgenfeld and Kostlin. Comp. Baur in the theol. Juhsd.
1853, p. 58 . And to invoke the conception of a mediating
Petrinism (see especially, Kdostlin, p. 366 f.), is to enter on a
field too vague and belonging to later times. Observe, more-
over, 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 beginuning. Comp.
on Matt. xv. 17.— Ver. 317 7dv wpeaf. x. Tdv dpy. «. TOV

1 Beza, however, justly asks: ¢“ Quis crediderit, vel ipsum Petrum vel Marcum
practeriturun fuisse illud 7w es Petrus, si ceclesino Christianae fundamentum
in his verbis situm esso existimassent ? "

2 The view that Jesus Himself now for the first time elearly foresaw IIis death
(Weizsiacker, p. 475 ; Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 45), conllicts, even apart from the
narrative of John, with ii. 20. Comp. on Matt. xvi. 21.  Morcover, we cannot
gt rid of the mention of the Parousia, Matt. x. 23, and the interpretation of
the sign of Jonah, Matt. xii. 39 {. (comp. on Luke xi. 30).
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vpapw.] 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.
— peta Tpels uép.] after the lapse of three days. Comp. Matt.
xxvil. 63. More definitely, but ex ceentu, Matt. and Luke
have: 7§ Tpitp juépa, with which uera 7p. u., according to
the popular way of expression, is not at variance. See IKrebs,
Obs. p. 97 f.— Ver. 32. xai mappmoia x.T\] a significant
feature introduced by Mark, with the view of suggesting a
still more definite motive for Peter's snbsequent conduct:
and openly (without reserve, frankly and freely) He spoke the
word (ver. 31). mappnoia stands opposed to speaking in mere
hints, obscurely, figuratively (John xi. 14, xvi. 25, 29).—
émvmip.] to make reproaches, namely, os eis Bavatov pimrrovt
éavrov éfov undév mabeiv, Theophylact. But “Petrus dum
wnerepat, tnerepationem meretur,” Bengel. Comp. émeriunae,
ver. 33.—Ver. 33. xai dav Tods pabnras adrod] when He
had turned Himself towards him and bekeld His disciples.
The latter clause gives more definitely the reason for the
stern outburst of the censure of Jesus; He could not dut
sct an cxample to the disciples, whom IHHe Dbeheld as wit-
nesses of the scene. Moreover, in émiorpadels there is a
different conception from that of orpadels, Matt. xvi. 23. —
Ver. 34. Jesus now makes a pause; for what Ile has to say
now is to be said fo all who follow Him. Hence IIe calls to
ITim the multitude that accompanies Him, etc. Mark alone
has clearly this trait, by which the &yMos is expressly brought
upon the scene also (Luke at ix, 23 relates after him, but with
less clearness). Comp. vii. 14. This is to be explained by the
originality of the Gospel, not by the mpos wdvras of Lukeix. 23
(which de Wette thinks Mark misunderstood). Comp. Hilgen-
feld, Markuscvang. p. 61. — 8a1is] quicunque, not at variance
with the sense (Fritzsche), but as appropriate as e 7. —
axorovf.] both times in the same sense of discipleship. See,
moreover, on Matt. x. 3S.— Ver. 35. See on Matt. x. 39. .
éavrod r.] expression of sclf-saerificc; His own soul He spares
not. — Ver. 37. 7{ ydp (see the critical remarks) gives the
reason for the negative sense of the previous question. —
MARK. 1
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Ver. 38. ydp] proves from the law of the retribution, which
Jesus will fully carry out, that no ransom can be given,
etec.  Whosocver shall have been ashamed to reccive me and my
doctrines—of Him the Messich shall also be ashamed (shall not
receive him for His kingdom, as being unworthy) «f the
Parousic ! As to émataywvf.,, comp. on Rom. i 16.—75
poryahide] see on Matt. xii. 39. This bringing into pro-
minence of the contrast with the Lord and His words, by
means of év 7 yeved . . . duapTwA®, is only given here in
the vivid delineation of Mark; and there is conveyed in it a
deterrent power, namely, from making conmnon cause with this
geved by the denial of Christ. The comparison of Matt. xii.
39, xvi. 4, is not, on aceount of the very dissimilarity of the
expressions, to be used either for or against the originality of
Mark, against which, according to Weiss, also oooe, ver. 35
{Matt. : eiprjoer, which Lulke also has), is supposed to tell.
Nevertheless, «. Tob elayyeriov, ver. 35, is an addition of
Iater tradition. — ¢ vios 7. avfpw.] Bengel aptly says: “ Nunc
non c¢go, sed filius homands, quae appellatio singularem cum
adventu glorioso visibili nexum habet.” Comp. xiv. 62. — And
as to this mighty decision, how soon shall it emerge! ix, 1.
What warning and encouragement in this promise !
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CHAPTER IX.

VER. 1. The arrangement: &ds 3y éorax., in Tisch., following B
D* and one codex of the It., is correct ; =&y dds éornz. is from the
parallels, — Ver. 3. éyévezo] Lachm. and Tisch, have éyévovro, follow-
ing a considerable amount of evidence. The singular is a
correction in recollection of Matt. xvii. 2. — ds yidv] 1s wanting
in BC L a1l,Sabid. Arm. Aeth. Cant. Condemned by Griesb.,,
deleted by Tisch. But had it been interpolated, it would not
have been s suuv (comp. Matt. xxviii. 3), but ag = @das, that
would have been supphed from Matt. xvii. 2, as Or. min.
actually have. — Before 2svzéiver, B C L A N, min, vss. Or. have
cirwz, which Tisch. has adopted. Rightly; as it was found to
be superfluous and cumbrous, it was omitted. — Ver. 6. Elz.
Tritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. have 2arfey. Dut a preponderance
of evidence favours »«xzes, which, with Mattl., is the more to
be prelerred, as the future seemed objectionable to copyists lack-
ing nice discernment; hence also in &, Or. the reading dasapidn
(according to ver. 5), whence again proceeded, as an emenda-
tion, a=oxpiy (Tisch., following B C* L a, min. Copt.). — Foav
vep #zpofor] is, with Lachm. and Tiscl., following B C D L
A N 33, Copt. Sahid. It. Chrys., to be changed into Zxp. 7.
syhoro.— Ver. 7. aad:] B C L a ¥, Syr. in the margin, Copt.
Arm. have éyévero. Recommended by Griesb. It is from Luke
ix. 35. — After vepings Elz. Lachm. have Aéyouee, in opposition
to very considerable witnesses (yet not to A D L a; the latter
has Aéywv). TFrom Matt. xvii. 5. — adrot duoders] Lachm. Tisch.
have &z. «ir. The Reeepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 8. ¢2ré]
B3 D, min. vss. have e 4, which Lachin. has adopted. From
Matt. xvii. 8. — Ver. 10. b éx venpiov dvaoripar] D, min, Syr. Perss.
Vulg. Jer. have érav éx v. dvassh.  So Fritzsche (retaining =) ;
already recommended by Griesb,, following Mill and Bengel
A gloss, for the sake of more accurate definition. — Ver. 11.
Before o ypupu. Tisch. has of ®aps. zai, only following L N,
Vaulg. codd. It. It would, with stronger attestation, require to
be adopted on account of Matt. xvii. 10. — Ver. 12. &worp. zes]
B CL aw, Syr. Perss. p. Copt. have {gn. Commended by Griesb.,
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adopted by Tisch. Rightly; the more prevalent expression
crept in from Matth.; #z» is only further found in the Zext. 7ec.
of Mark at xiv. 29. — awoxadiorg] on decisive evidence read, with
Lachm. Tisch., dwozadiordre. — Ver. 15, idaw air. éEelanSaiz] B C
DIL AN min vss, have idévres abr. Ecdupfrnoar. Rightly
approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Not
the plural, but the singular had its origin in correction. —
Ver. 16. Instead of é=znp. wdrovs Llz. Scholz have é=zp. coiz P~
peareir, which Lachin. has in the margin. But B D L A &, min.
Copt. Arm. Acth. Vulg. It. have adrols; reds ypupuares is plainly
an luterpretation in accordance with ver. 14 — Ver. 17, Ifollow-
ingBCDLaN,33, (Jopt Cant. Ver. Vere. read, with Lachm.
aud Tisch., zei é ../p/dn absd ¢ic ex, 7. iy — Ver, 18 After édévrag
Elz. Scholz have «irod; it is wanting in B C* D L a &, min.
Vulg. It. By Lachm. it is only bracketed, by Tisch. deleted.
A familiar addition. — Ver. 19. Instead of wireiz Elz. has «irg,
which Rinek, Lucubr. e¢rit. p. 300, defends. Dut wireiz has pre-
ponderant attestation, and was changed, as the Father lhas just
spoken, into the singular. — Ver. 20. ésrdpaZe:] B C L A N, 33
have swsomdpafer. So Lachm. Tisch. It is from Luke ix. 42,
The reading érdpeZer in D also tells in favour of the Reeepta. —
Ver. 21. éx swdiider (Lachm. Tisch.) is found in BC G I L aw,
min., and is, moreover, supported by D, Chrys., which have éx
waidis. The pleonastic ex was passed over.— Ver. 22. =ip]
Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz have ri «3p, following A EF G K M
V r, min. TFrom Matth. — ddvuses] Lachm. and Tisch. have
évn liere and at ver. 23, following BD I L A&, min. To be
'ulopted the usual form was substituted. — Ver. 23. was sTow]
is, with Tisch. (comp. Ewald), following B C* L a &, min. Copt.
Arm. Aeth. Air, to be deleted. An addition to the simple ¢/
bz, which was not understood. — Ver. 24. perd dunp.] is want-
ing in A* B C* L an, 28, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Rightly deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch. It is a gloss on #pdZus. — After mioreio
Elz. Fritzsche have xipe, in opposition to preponderant evidence.
—Ver. 20. xpdfav . . . mapa’;fav] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have
apdlus . . . omapdlas, following B C* D L 8, min. (A has xpdiu:

orapifwr); the neuter is a correction. —aurav] is, in accord-
ance w1th nenly the same wituesses and vss., to be deleted,
with Griesb. and Tisch. (Lachm. has blflcl\cted it). — o2 n00s)
Lachm, and Tisch. have sz moarods, following A B L a &, 33,
The article, in itself superfluous, was more easily owmitted than
added. — Ver. 27. abriv chg xs:po’;] Lachm. Tisch. have «%; Pl
aiwep, following B D L a §, min. Copt. Arm, Vulg. It. Viet. A
gloss (comp. 1. 31, v. 41, viii. 23; Matt. ix. 25; Luke viii. o4).
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— Ver, 28. The genitives eloerdivrog worot (Lachm. Tisch.) are
found in B C D L A &, min. ; they are, however, to be regarded
as an emendation (it is otherwise at ver. 2) on account of the
double aizér. — Ver. 29. The omission of z. vjersiw (Tisch.) is
sufticiently attested by B &* and one codex of the It., since
the addition from Matthew so very easily suggested itself. —
Ver. 30. sapsmopsdovro] Lachm. has izopedorro, following only B3*
D, Vere. Brix. Colb. The compound, not being understood, was
set aside. — Ver. 31. +3 pivy nuéipg] B C* D L a &, vss. have
psre Tpeiz fuipus ; approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and
Tisch. Trom viii. 31. If = cpiry #w. 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. — Ver. 33. 7zadev] Lachm. and Tisch. have 7xdoy,
following B D &, min. Syr. Pers. W, Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.).
Not sufticiently attested for adoption, since at any rate the
plural, after ver. 30, occurred more readily to the transeribers.
— Before disnoy. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have spis éavrots, which
Griesb. condemned, Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. It is
wanting in B C D L A §, vss, also in Vulg. It. (exe. Drix)),
while several cursives place it after dreroy., and it is to be
regarded as added for more precise definition.— Ver. 34. év =3
¢dg] is wauting in A D A, Goth. Cant. Ver. Vere. Brix. Vind.
Dracketed by Lachm,, deleted by Fritzsche. But,if it had been
added from ver. 33, it would appear before 8ieaéyd.  Understood of
itself, it was easily overlooked. — Ver. 38. dmexpitn 8] B L A N,
Syr. Copt. Tisch. have merely é¢5.  Rightly; comp. on ver. 12,
— The Reeepte, Lachm. Tisch. read: év =& dviw. cov.  Griesb.
Scholz have deleted &. The witnesses on both sides are strong.
The simple dative was more precisely defined partly, in aceord-
ance with the usual conception “in the name,” by &, partly, in
accordance with vv. 37, 89, by é=7 (so Fritzsche, although fol-
lowing only U, min.). — After dwipéve Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche,
Lachm. Tisch. have : 3¢ odz dzorouvder #p7. But this is wanting
in BCL aN, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Brix., while
D X, min. vss, including Vulg. It. (exe. Brix.), omit the follow-
ing érr odz dzoh. #pdv (50 Schulz, Fritzsche, Rinck). Accordingly
Griesb. regards both as an addition from Luke. DBut both are
to be retained. The former dropped out, 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, ped’ 525y would have been written instead of suiv;
but this only occurs in L. — ézwndsaner] B D L A ¥, min, have
énardomer,  So Rinck and Tisch. The aorist is from Luke, —
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Ver. 40. Elz. Iritzsche, Tisch. have both times #2%». Dut ADTE
F G H K MS Vr,min and most of the vss., including Vulg. and
It., read vuav; su@v is an emendation, as it is also in Luke 1x. 0.
— Ver. 41. Elz. has: é =3 éviu. pov.  Dut =3 and pov are wanting
in very considerable witnesses, which condemn, although not
unanimously, both readings as additions. — Before o} u#, i= is
to be adopted, following B C* D L a &, min,, with Fritzsche,
Lachm. and Tisch. — Lachm. and Tisch. read d=o7.¢ge, following
only B D E, min. — Ver. 42. After pizpis Fritzsche, Lachm,
have =edrawy, in accordance, doubtless, with A BC* D L N a y,
min. vss., including Vulg. It.; but from Matt. xviii. 6, whence also
has come the reading pzb7es évzés (Lachm. Tisch, following B C D
L a &, min. vss,, including Vulg. and It.). — Ver. 43. zenév goi i67:]
Lachm. and Tisch. rightly read : z«2.év é67iv 6z, following B C L
at, min. Vere. The Recepta is {rom Matt. xviil. 8; but to
derive thence the order sieerdsd eic 7. 7. (Fritzsche, Lachn.
Tisch.) is forbidden by its decisive attestation. — Ver. 45. 6u] o
is still more strongly atfested here than at ver. 43, and is likewise
to be adopted (with Scholz, Lachm. and Tiscl.). — #i5 =6 =3p =5
&oBesrov] 1s wanting in B C L A N, min. vss. Condemned by
Griesb., bracketed by Laclhm., 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 therc been an interpo-
lation, we should have expeected ez 74 =5p 7 wigiwoy, in accord-
ance with Matt. xviii. 8), but in ver. 45 they are to be struck
out as a mechanical repetition from ver. 43, — The words é7sw
6 ordAnE alrow o redewrd zai 75 adp o) 6fSinwras are only found in
all witnesses at ver. 48, whereas in vv. 44 and 46 they arc
wanting in B C a ¥, min. Copt. Arm. They are, with Tisch.,
to be deleted in vv. 44 and 46, They were written on the
margin from ver. 48.— Ver. 47. 765 wupic] falls, according to
B DL aw min. Arr. Copt. Arm. Slav. Cant. Vere, Colb. Corb,
with Lachm. and Tisch.,, to be struck out. From Matt.
xviii. 9,— Ver, 50. Instead of the third &res there is to he
adopted @r.a, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A* BD L a ¥,
1,28, 209. é&res is a mechanical repetition.

Ver. 1. See on Matt. xvi. 28.  Comp. Luke ix. 27. — eloi
Twés @de x.7.\.| see the critical remarks : there are some here
among the bystanders. — éxgivl.] having come ; otherwise con-
ceived of in Matthew : épyouevor. — év Suvdpuec] tn power ;

o

comp. Rom. i. 3.  When, morcover, in this place the coming
of the kingdoin is spoken of, it is the same nearness of the
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wrousia that is meant (comp. on Matt. vi. 10), as at Matt.
xvi. 28 (in opposition to Schwegler, I p. 467 ; Baur, Evang.
p- 561 ; Kostlin, p. 383); not the constituting of the church
(Bleck), nor the emergence of the idea of the kingdom of God
into historical realization (Weisse, Evangelicnfr. p. 232), the
triumph of the gospel (Schenkel), and the like. See viii. 38.
With interpretations of this nature the specification of time
elol Twes .7 A —pointing as it does to the term of the existing
generation—is not at all in keeping.

Vv. 21-13. 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 (in opposition to
Schenkel and Weizsiicker) than Mark, and altogether more
so than Luke ix. 28-36f — 7ov 'Idr. «. 'Iwdvv.] The one
article embraces the pair of brothers.— Ver. 3. éyévovro]
plural (see the critical remarks), indicates the different articles
of clothing, which became white (a vivid delineation), see
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. I 2. 33. — ola yragevs x7.1] 7c. of
such nature (they became) as that a fuller on earth is not able
to furnish such a whiteness (oUTws Aevkdvar, sce the critical
remarks). émi Tis y7s is added with reference to the keaven/y
nature of that lustre. Bengel well says, moreover: “ yuov
natura, Nevkavar arte” — Ver. 6.° 7({ Na\ijoe] what lLe shall
say (future, see the critical remarks), not inappropriate
(Fritzschie) ; but #de: has reference to the point of time, when
Peter was just desiring to begin the utterance of what is said
at ver 5; and 7/ Aaljoer expresses the unknown more
strongly and more vividly than the deliberative 7¢ AaMijoy

! A definite specification of time, similar to pz¢#” nuésar ¥€ in this case, is only
found again in Mark at xiv. 1, and there, too, of a very important turning-point
of the history.

#In this remark (by wuy of excuse) about Peter Hilgenfeld finds Petrinism ;
and Baur, a dependence of the writer on Luke ix. 33.  As to the latter, the con-
verse is the case. The former springs from the endeavour to discover fendency
everywhere, even when, as here, it is the most innocent explanatory remark,
in which indeed Bauvr only sees (Markusev. p. 68) the character of incomplete-
ness in the writer’s combination of the other two Gospels. In opposition to
such unfairness, however, Holtzmann, p. 88 f. 194, goes too far in his defence of
Mark, inasmuch as he does not even acknowledge the excusing character of the
o6 yép #3ss z.9.4., which even Dleck, Weiss, and Hilgonfeld havc recognised,
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(what he should say). — éxdoBor yap éryévovto (sce the critical
remarks) : for they became full of terior (Heb. xii. 21 ; Deut.
ix. 19 ; Plut. Fud. 6; Avist. Physioyn. G), namely, by reason
of the appearances, vv. 3, 4.— Ver. 7. xai éyévero] and there
becane (there arose, camle into manifestation) a clond.  Comp.
Luke ix. 34.— Ver. 8. dud of « sudden, having looked
arvound, they saw, ete.  éEamwa occurs only here in the N. T,
frequently in the LXX, but elsewhere is rare and late. —
ovééva] applics to the persons who had appeared ; hence aA\é
is: but, on the contrary, not equivalent to e p7 (Beza, and
many others), which Matthew has. — The fear of the disciples
is presented by Matt. xvil. 6 with more of psychological
accuracy as only sudscquent 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 confu-
sion, as Mark presents it, but that of a still fresh ingenuous
joy at the ravishing spectacle; mor yet does it bear the
impress of drowsiness, as Luke designates it, whose expression,
according to Baur's opinion (see Markuscvany. p. 69), Mark
has only wished to meodify ; comp. Baur’s very unfavourable
judgment on the narrative of Mark in general in the theol.
Jahrd, 1853, p. 821 In Luke the later tradition Dbetrays
itself ; see on Luke ix. 28 ff, and Holtzmann, p. 224 £, DBat
all three narratives in this particular, as also in their other
features, stand opposed to the boldness of Schenkel, who (fol-
lowing Weisse) reduces the whole matter to this, that Jesus
had by His instructive teaching made the two representa-
tives of the old covenant appcar to the three confidential
disciples on the mountain <n e 2ight light, in the light of
His own Messianic destinetion; while, on the other hand,
Weizsiicker abides by a vision as the culmination of a deeper
process of faith. And assuredly a visionary element was
combined with the marvellous event. Sce on Matt. xvii, 12,
temark. — Ver. 10. 7or Adyor] what Jesus had just said to
them, ver. 9, not the occurrence of the glorification (DBeza);
sec the following question. — éxpdarnoav] kept the saying fust ;
did not let it go out of their consideration, “ non neglectim
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habuerunt” (Dengel).  Comp. Test. XII. patr. p. 683 : év Yruys
gov ui kpatioys Solov, Ecclus. xxi. 14: wdcav yvdow ob
kpatioe. Comyp. Bar. iv. 1; Cant. iil. 4: éxparnoa aiTov
xai otk a¢ijxa avror. To explain it in harmony with the
¢oiynoay in Luke ix. 36, we must neither attach to the
wpately in itself the meaning: to kecp concealed (on behalf
of which Theodotion, Dan. v. 12, and the Scholiast desch.
Choépl. 78, have wrongly been appealed to), nor bring out
that meaning by the addition to it of wpos éavrovs (Vulg. :
continuerunt apud sc; comp. Erasmus, Luther, Deza, Lach-
maun, Ewald, and many others, including even Euthymius
Zigalbenus ; see, on the other hand, ver. 16, i. 27; Luke
xxil. 23; Acts ix. 29 ; comp. Schulz); but simply explain it
with Fritzsche, comp. Bretschuneider : they held fast to the pro-
hilition of Jesus, that is, they were silent on the matter.
But this entire explanation does not agree with mpos éavrovs
cufyrobvres kTN, Wherein is contained the accompanying
more precise definition of the xpatelv Tov Aoyov. — arpos
éavtovs prefixed with emphasis: among themsclres discussing,
not questioning Jesus tliereupon. To Him they have another
question, ver. 11. Comp. on i. 27. —7{ éoTe 10 ér vekp.
avaor.] relates not to the resurrection of the dead in general
(which was familiar as a conception, and expected in fact as
a Messianic work), but to the rising just mentioned by Jesus,
namely, that the Messiah would rise from the dead, whicly, 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. 67¢ Méyovaw w.m\.] whercfore say, ete.; that, indeed, is
not in keeping with thy prohibition ! It is, with Lachmann,
to be written : &, T¢ (“ quod est Sua i, stmillimum <l notis-
simo et interrogative,” Praefat. p. xliil); and the <ndirect
character of the question (Thueyd. i 90. 4) lies in the thought
that governs it: I would fain Fknow, or the like. See Stall-
baum, ad Plat. Ewth. p. 271 A; Liicke on John viii. 25,
p. 311 f ; Buttmann, necut. Gr. p. 218 [E. T. 253]. Comp.
ver. 28, and Homer, Il x. 142. 8, 71 8y xpetw Tooov ixe,
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Darnab. 7, and Dressel i loc. Ewald likewise appropriately
takes o7¢ as the recifadivum, so that the question would be
veiled in an affirmative clause (but at ver. 28 : wherefore).
Comp. Dleek. Still the bashful expression, which according to
our view the guestion has, appears more in keeping with the
circumstances. — Ver. 12. "H\ius . . . wdvra] a concession of
the correctness of the doctrinal proposition (comp. on Matt.
xvii. 11), the theoretical form of which (hence the present) is
retained.!  DBengel appropriately says: “ Praesens indefinituin
uti Matt. ii. 4.” — What follows is, with Ileinsius and
Lachmann, to be punctuated thus: xai wds eéypamrar émi
70y vioy 700 avBpomov ; va mwoha wdaly k. éEovd. : and
how stands it written . as to the Son of man? He is to
suffer many things, and be set «t nought. The truth of
that proposition of Elias as the theocratic restorer, who is
destined to precede the Messiah, has side by side with
it the Scriptural testitnony of the suffering of the Messial.
rai is the simple aad, linking what stands written of
the Messiah to what was said of Elias. Mark ought, after
beginning the construction of the discourse with uéy, to
have followed it up by 8¢; but he passes over in an ana-
coluthic fashion from the form of contrast with which he
began into the subjunctive. See Niigelsbach on the Iliad,
Exc. i p. 173; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 257 ; Klotz, ad Devar.
P- 659. The answer follows in fva ..., and that conceived
under the form of the design of the yéypamrar émi 1. viov k.T.\.
The cutire xat wos . . . éEouvd. is uswally regarded as a question,
containing an objection against the prevailing way in which
that doctrine regarding Elias was understood : But how docs it
agree with this, that it 4s written of the Messial that He s to
suffer many things? The solution would then be given in
ver. 13: “Verum enim verc mihi credite, Elias venit, non est
talis apparitio expectanda, qualem expectant Judaei, jam venit
Llias, Johannes Dbaptista . . . et eum tractarunt, etc., neque
erco mihi meliora sunt speranda,” Kuinoel. Comp. Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, and many others,

1 The conjecture of Hitzig in the Ziiricher Monatsschr. 1856, p. 64 : droxabir-
savas, i3 quite as unnecessary as it is grammatically clumsy.
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including de Wette.  In substance so also Hofwann, T eissay.
wind Eifall. 11 p. 80 £, In opposition to this entire view, it
may be decisively urged that it would need an adversatice
particle instead of raf, and that, in ver. 13, instead of é7
xai "H\ias éxjAvbe, the expression would have run: om xai
énjavler "Hias. Fritzsche, following the reading! xafws too
weakly attested (instead of kai wds), says: “ Quod Judaici
doctores perhibent, venturum esse Eliam, non minus certum
est, quam ¢ V. T. oraculis illud, fore ut ego Messias multa
exantlem.” But Fritzsche himself does not fail to see the
want of internal connection herein, and hence he conjectures
as to vv. 12, 13: 'H\ias uév éxbwv mpdTtov, dmwoxabiord
TdvTa’ dANG Aéyw Duiv, 67t kal émoincay alTd Saa §0éAnaa,
kabws yéyparrar émi Tov viov Tob avlpémov, va ToNNG K.
Ewald also, with whom Holtzmann agrees, comes ultimately
to a conjecture that in Mark, ver. 13, there is wanting before
xabos yéyparrar the clanse of Matt. xvii, 12: ofi7ws xai o
vios Tob avfpdmov wéNkes mdoyew Im avrdv. He supposes
the discowrse to have proceeded thus: “What s swid in
Malachi iil. of Elias—that, coming before the Messial, he shall
restore all things—retains, doubtless, its truth; but also whaé the
Holy Seripture says about a suffering of the Messiah (as tn Isa.
lisi. 7 £.) must be fulfilied; if, thus, both arc to be true, the Elius
who s to preeede the historieal Messiah must in fuct have come
already, and have been mistaken and set at nought by men, just
v the same way as, according to the Holy Seripture, this destiny
awaits the Messich Humself” [In this view it is at the same
time asswmed that the clause, ver. 12, kai wds yéypamras k.T.\.
is omitted in Matthew.] According to Mark, however, as his
narrative lies before us,’ the discourse of Jesus rather contains
a syllogism with a suppressed conclusion,—in such a way, namely,
that the mejor proposition is conveyed in ver. 12, and the minor

! Which Linder also follows in the Stud. w. Krit. 1862, p. 558, arbitrarily
enough supplying a fiet.

® Which does not exhibit a distinction between Scripture and fulfilment, as
Weizsiicker judges, but the kermony of the two. Weizsicker is also mistaken
in his extending the question from =x&¢ to iZewd, Accordingly it is assumed to

liave the meaning, that the Messial’s suffering, according to the prevailing view,
is not treated of.
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in ver. 13: “the doctrire of the prior advent and the prior
work of Elias is correct, and of the Messiak it is written that
He has to endure much suffering and setting at nought
(ver. 12). But I say unto you, that Elias also (before the
Messiah) has come, and they have done to him everything
that they have pleased, according to the Seripture (ver. 13).”
The suppressed conclusion is: “consequently there is now
impending over the Messial the Seriptural destiny of suffering,
since the fate of the LKlias is already fulfilled.” The suppression
of this sad closing inference, to which Matthew, ver. 12, gives
cxpression, is dictated by tender forbearance towards the dis-
ciples, whom, after so transporting a vision, the Lord will
not now introduce any further into the gloomy future.  This
is assuredly an original feature, in which Mark has the
advantage over the narrative of Matthew, who in this history
has, on the whole, the more original account.! — éfovderwts]
The form éfovdernffy (Lachmann), as being that which is less
prevalent in the LXX., is to be preferred. On the later Greek
character of the word in general (only used here in the N. T.
—not in 2 Cor. x. 10), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 182. The
signification may be either: to be estcemed as nothing (con-
temnatur, Vulgate, and most expositors), as Ps. xv. 4, liii. 6;
1 Mace. iii. 14; Eecclus. xxxiv. 22; or: o be annihilaled, as
Ds. xliv. 6 (5), 1x. 14, exix. 117; Judith xiii. 17 ; Ecclus.
xlvii. 7. The latter is liere most in harmony with the con-
text after wora wafj. — Ver. 13. dA\Ad] is the continuative
Jam wero, atgui, which introduces a new thought in contrast
with the previous one. If the continuation of the discourse
were formed purely syllogistically (consequently without Aéyw
vuiy, 6ti), the classical language would have chosen diha
wijv (Becker, Anecd. I1. p. 839). — xai "H\las] Elias also, not
merely the Messiah. That the latter had come, was to the
disciples undoubted ; but as to the advent of the Elias they
had scruples. The sccond xai thercfore is and. De Wette

! Holtzmann thinks that in the question and answer Mark lays the stress
wpon the resurrection of the dead, while Malthew emphasizes the appearance of
Elias. But in Mark too the disciples ask no question whatever about the
rising from the dead, but only have their difliculties about it among themselves.
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wrongly considers the two uses of «at as corresponding, ¢t . . .
¢l ; in that case xai éagA. 'HMias must have been read. —
xkafws wyéypamrar ém’ adrov] has reference to the immediately
preceding kai émoujaav k.T.\., not to "HNlas éAj\., as Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, Robert Stephens, Heinsius, Clericus, Homberg,
Wolf, Bengel, and many others ambiguously connect it. But
in these words Jesus does not mcan what is written of the
unworthy treatment of the prophets tn gencral (Kuinoel), against
which may be urged the definite éx’ adrov, but what the
Scripture relates of the fute of Elias (1 Kings xix.) as type of
the fate of John.  Comp. Grotius, Wetstein, Fritzsche. See
also Iengstenberg, Christol. 111. 2, p. 89. The reference to a
lost writing (a conjecture of Dleek) is very unnecessary.

Vv. 14-29. See on Matt. xvii. 14-21. Comp. Luke ix.
37-43. The narrative of Mark is more original, characteristic,
fresher, and, for the most part, more detailed than the other
two. — oufnt.] according to vv. 16-18, on occasion of the
circumstance that the disciples had not been able to perform
the cure, and so concerning their power of miracles which was
now so doubtful. — éfebauB.] they were wvery mueh amazed
(Orph. Arg. 1217 ; Ecclus. xxx. 9 ; Polyb. xx. 10. 9: éxfapBo.
yeyovoTes ; in the N. T., used by Mark ounly). But at what?
Luthymius Zigabenus leaves the open choice between two ex-
planations : either at the approach of Jesus so exactly oppor-
tune, or at the brightness of His countenance (xal yap elxos
{pékeafal Tiwa ydpw éx Tis peTapopddcews, comp. Bengel,
de Wette, Bisping). DBut the latfer must have been cxpressed ;
moreover, this cause of astonishment would rather have been
followed by a remaining at a distance than a mpogTpéyew and
aomalew. Hence (comp. also Bleek) the first explanation of
Euthiymius Zigabenus {comp. Theophylact and Victor Antioch-
enus) Is, in accordance with the connection, to be preferred.
It was the amazement of juyously startled surprise, that, whilst
the disciples, 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 Him-
self came to their aid. According to Fritzsche, there is denote:l
generally : “quanta fucrit Jesw . .. et admivatio in plcbe et
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veneratio”  Much too general and aloof from the context.
According to Lange, what is meant is, “ the starting back of a
multitude, that had become somewhat profencly disposed, at
the sudden emergence of a manifestation of punishment.” Dut
Mark has nothing of these psychological presuppositions, and
wpooTpéyortes T\ is not in keeping therewith. Aeccording
to Baur, Mavkuscr. p. 70, Mark has ouly attributed to the
people the impression, “with which Ze himself accompanied
the Lord, as He descended from the mount of transfiguration.”
With sach modes of dealing all exegesis is at an end. —
Ver. 16. émnpwr. alrols] This adrols cannot without arbi-
trariness 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 cvlyreiv, so
that there avlnrodvras alse applies jointly to the éyAor wori.
So also Dleek; comp. Ewald. The usual reference to the
ypappatess is consequently to be rejected (although Fritzsche
adopts this, and Lange, who, however, assumes a sympathetic
participation of the people); and so, too, is the reference to the
disciples and scribes (Griesbach, Paulus, Kuinoel), or merely to
the disciples (Mill, Bengel). From the above reference it is
plain at the same time that in what follows there must be
written, not wpés avrovs (so wsually ; hence also the readings
wpos éavrals, A 8%, and év vuly, D, Vulg), but mpos adrovs
(with Bengel, Fritzsche, Lachmann, Tischendorf), since adrovs,
like avrols in ver. 14, applies to the disciples. — Ver. 17. The
Jather, included among this 6yAes, begins to speak <n fhe
aatural tipulse of the paternal heart, not as if no other would
have wventured to do so (Kuthymiuns Zigabenus, Dengel,
de Wette). He is designated, in apt delineation of what
occurred, as els éx 7. SyAov, siuce it is by hLis utterauce that
he first shows himnself as father.— mwpos a€] that is, thither,
where T might presume Thy presence, because Thy disciples
were there. — dhalov] 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 i loc.-—
Ver. 18. xai émwov dv &7.\.] and whercver he has taken hold

! To whose siczéZorzs adrév Jesus replies with IIis question,
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of him. The possession (ver.17) is not conceived as constant,
but as such that the demon leaves the sick man (cpileptic) at
times, and then again returns into him (Matt. xii. 44), and
lays hold of him, ete. Hence ver. 353 : unxére eloéfns eis
avrov. The éyovra of ver. 17 is not opposed to this (de Wette),
for the son Zad the demon—even although at intervals the
latter left him—so long as the unwére eloénfns was not yet
realized. — prjoaec] he tears him, which convulsive effect is not
more precisely to be defined (Euthymius Zigabenus and mnany
others: waraBdA\e: els vip). See on the word, Rulnken, ¢p.
erit. I p. 26 ; Duncan, Lex., ed. Rost, p. 1016,  Comp. pdo-
cew (of the gladiators); Salmasius, ad Ach. Tat. p. 657 ; and
Jacobs, p. 821. — a¢pifec] change of the subject; Winer, p.
556 [E.T. 787]. The permanent effect of these paroxysms
is: Enpaiveras, becomes withered, wasted away. Cowmp. iii, 1.
See generally the description of the morbus comitialis in Celsus,
ITL 23.—elmov ... Wa] I told it . . . that they.— Ver. 19,
abrois] the disciples, ver. 18, See, moreover, on Matt. xvii. 17.
— Ver. 20. 8awv adrov 7)) when the demoniac (not: the
demon, Dleek) had looked upon Jesus, the demon tore him
(the patient). On the anacoluthic use of the nominative
participle, see Matthiae, ad Eurip. Phoen. 283 ; DBernhardy,
p. 479; Winer, p. 501 [E. T. 711]. Cemp. also Niigels-
hach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 385 f.—émi 7. ofjs] belongs to
wecwy (comp, xiv. 35; Xen. Cyr. iv. 5. 54). — Vv, 21-24.
It is only the specially graphic Mark that has this dialogue.
— Ver. 21. @s] Particle of time: how long ago is it, when
this fell upon him ? — Ver. 22. kai els wip] cven tnto fire. In
John xv. 6 also the article is not necessary (in opposition to
Fritzsche), although critically attested. — el 7¢ dvwy] Euthy-
mius Zigabenus rightly says: épds, wds ok elye mwicTw Gdi-
oraxtov. Ience the answer of Jesus at ver. 23 ; hence also
the utterance of the father at ver. 24, who felt his faith not
to be sufficiently strong. On the form 8wy instead of Stvacac,
see Lobeck, «d Phryn. p. 359. — sjuiv] the father of the fumily
speaks. — Ver. 23. After deletion of miorefoar (see the critical
remarks), 70 el dvwp is to be regarded (Winer, p. 163, 506
[E. T. 225, 718]) as nominative absolutc: The“ if thou canst”
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... “Everything is possible to him that belicveth,” ie. as far
as concerns thy just expressed “if thow canst,” the matter
depends on the faith ; the belicver is able to attain ceerything.
The article embracing the e/ Sdvp substantivally (Kiilner,
§ 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, Tischendorf, Ewald take
70 €& 8Uvy interrogatively, and wdvra 8Vv. T. mioT. as answering
it: “ Tune dubitans si pofes aiebas? Nihil non in ejus, qui
confidat, gratiam fieri potest,” Griesbach. Comp. Ewald:
Askest thow that @ if thow canst? ete. Dut the assumption of
¢« question is not indicated by the non-interrogative address of
the father (whence we should have expected 7¢ 70 e 8vwy, or
the like), and so we are not warranted in mentally supplying
an aiebas or askest thow? Comp. Bornemann in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1843, p. 122,  'With the Recepta mioreloar or 6wy the
explanation is: ¢f thow canst belicre (I will help thee); cvery-
thing 1s possible, ete., in which interpretation, however, the 7o
is without warrant disregarded, as if it were of no significance
(but ecomp. Matt. xix. 18; Luke xxii. 37), and taken only
“as a sign of quotation of the direct discourse” (de Wette).
So also Linder in the Stud. ». Krit. 1862, p. 559. Lach-
mann' places no point at all after mioredoar, and we might
accordingly explain it thus: 4f thow art @n a position to belicre
that ceerything 1s possible to him that belicveth (so in my second
edition). DBut even thus the 7o causes dilliculty, and the
thought and the expression would be too diffuse, not in keeping
with the coucise representation of Mark, especially in so im-
passioned a connection. Lange takes it thus: “ the if thow canst
means: canst dclicve” How enigmatically would Jesus have
so spoken ! Bleek takes e interrogativcly. But neither the
deliberative character of this question (see on Matt. xii. 10)
nor the 76 would be appropriate.  Bengel’s interpretation also

1 Who nevertheless, Praef. I1I. p. vii., conjectures IMIXTQZAL: ‘‘ Istud si
potes,” in quo dubitatio est, facito ut certum et confirmatum des, ut fiat ** potes.”
Ingenious, but very artificial ; and mwzoiv only occurs in the N. T. at 2 Tim.
iii. 14,
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is impossible: “ Hoe, st potes credere, res est; hoe agitur.”
But he well observes on the state of the case: “ Omnipotentiae
divinae se fides hominis quasi organon accommodat ad recipien-
dum, vel ctinm ad agendum.”  Ivitzsche has conjectured either :
elmev avTe: el Suvacas ; wioTeve mavTa duvaTa K. TN, Or: €imey
avTte 7 éaTi 70 € SUvacar; mioTeve mdvta k7)., and Borne-
mann, le. p. 123 : elmer adtd 70 wdvra dvvata TH WioT. —
Ver. 24. Boibec pov T3 dmiaria)] help me wunbelicving ; refuse
me not Thy help, notwithstanding my unbelief.  Calovius,
Bengel,! and many others render: assist sy unbelicf, strengthen
my weak faith, which, however, is at variance with the con-
textual meaning of Bojfer (ver. 22).  Moreover, the answer
of the father, who has just said mioTevw, bLut immediately
afterwards, in consideration of the greainess of the issue made
to depend on his faith, designates this faith in respect of its
degree as amoTia, is quite in keeping with the alternation of
vehemently excited feeling.  Vietor Antiochenus rightly says:
dudpopds éoTw 1) mloTis ) uév eloaywyky, 1 8¢ Tenela— The
substantive T) amierig brings more strongly into promineuce
the condition than would have been done by an adjective.  See
Winer, p. 211 [E. T. 296].  And the prefixed pov represents
at the same time the mihe of interest (v. 30; Rom. xi. 14,
and frequently Stallbaww, ad DPlat. Phacd. p. 117 A) : render
Jor me to my wunbelicf Thy help. — Ver. 25. 87e émovvrpéyer
dxAos] that people were thercupon running together.  He wished
to avoid still greater publicity. — éye] cinphatically, in contrast
to the disciples. — unxéTe] no more, as hitherto. See on ver. 18.
— Ver. 26. xpatus . .. omapdfas| wpifas: crying out, not
speaking.  The mascwelinics belong to the constructio xara
ovveaw; Mark las conceived to himself the wvedua as a
person (as Salpov), and has used the attributive participles
aceordingly, not therefore by mistake (Fritzsche, de Wette).
Comp. Xen. Cyr. vil. 3. 8: ¢ed, & ayaly rai waTi Yuyd, oixn
8 amohiwov juds; sce in general, Matthiae, p. 975 ; Dorne-
manu iu the Sichs. Stud. 1846, p. 40. — Tovs worrots] the
multitude. The entive deseription is true and lifelike, and
does not aim, as Hilgenfeld thinks, at attaining a very great
1 Who, however, also admits our view.
MARK. K
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miracle. — Ver. 28 f. els oikov] as vii. 17.— 8] is to be
written &,7¢, and, as at ver. 11, to be explained as whercfore.
— tobto T. qévos| this kind of demons—a view of the
words which Ewald also, in his Gesch. Chr. p. 385 (not i
his Evang. p. 78, 277), rvecognises “in the present Mark,” but
not in Matthew. — év o0dev{] by nothing, by no means. That
prayer («x. vpoT. is not genuine) is meant as a means of Mncreas-
ing faith (Matt. xvii. 20), Mark does not sey indeed, but it
follows from ver. 19 ; lence it is not to be concluded that the
utterance contains in his case the sense of « reproach that the
disciples had not prayed (and fasted) enough (de Wette).

Vv. 30-32. Comp. Matt. xvii. 22 f, who abridges, and
Luke ix. 43-45. — éxeifler] out of the region of Caesarea
Philippi, viil. 27.— mapemopevovro] they journcyed along
through Qalilee, 1.c. 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 by-ways (Lange) is not implied in the
verb. — xal odx #iferev, {va tis yrd (Lachmann, Tischendorf
read ypoi; see on v. 43): similar to vii. 24. DBut here
(fva) the contents of the wish is conceived as its design.
The 7reason why Jesus wished to journey unknown is given by
édidacke ryap w.TA., ver. 31, for which deeply grave instruction
He desired to be entirely undisturbed with His disciples.
This é8iacke was the continuance of the #jpfaro Siédokew
of viii. 31; lience there is no reason for understanding in the
passage hefove us not the Twelve, but the scattered adherents
in Galilee (Lange). Moreover, adtovs in ver. 33 is decisive
against this, Comp. ver. 35.— wapadSorai] the near and
certain future realized as present. — xal dwoxravfeis] has in
it something solemn. Comp. Pllugk, «d Lur. Hee 25.—
Ver. 32, The instructions of Jesus were so opposed to their
Messianic expectations, that they not only did not comprehend
them, but they, moreover, shrauk from any more precise dis-
closure concerning the inconceivable gloomy fate belore them.

Vv. 33-37. See on Matt. xviii. 1-5. Comp. Luke ix.
46-48. Only Matt. xvii. 24 {f. has the history of the
stater.  Of subordinate tmportance, perhaps also belonging to
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a more lncal tradition, it seems to have remained unknown to
Mark, with which view & §A0. els Kaw. in ver. 33 is not
at variance (in opposition to de Wette). — 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 collection of Logia, but has, on the other
hand, withdrawn from the conclusion in ver. 5 its complete-
ness, as it appears in Mark ver. 37 (Matthew has the thought
already at x. 40). —év 7) 085] Sce ver. 30.— éovwmwr)
from being conscience - struck. — mpos @AM} emphatically
prefixed : with one another, so that they onc against the other
claimed the higher place. It was not the general question
Tis pellov n abstracto, but the conercte question of per-
sonal jealousy in their own circle of diseiples. — 7is peilwv)
This bricf, certainly primitive, interrogation is in Matthew
more precisely defined Ly év 1§ Baocih. 7. 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 simply : who is of higher rank, although it
is self-evident that they had also included in their view their
position in the kingdom of heaven. — ka@icas épwv. Tovs
dwbexa] by way of solemn preparation. — If « man desires to
be of the first vank, he must, etc. This éoras expresses the
sesult (comp. on Matt. xx. 26 f),—the state of things that will
arise in consequence of that wish,—and thereby defines the
right Oénew mpdr. elvar.— 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. — évayrahia.] after
he had cmbraced <t Comp. x. 16.  An original trait, which is
only found in Markk. The verb occurs only in Mark, but is
frequent in the classical writers—Ver. 37. olx . . . dAAd] not
non tam . . . quae, but with conscious rhetorical emphasis
the éué Seyerar is absolutcly negatived (comp. Matt. x. 20),
which is intended to denote in the strongest degree the ¢mport-
ance of the reception of such a child (a child-like unassuming
believer, sce on Matt. xviii. 5) to fraternal loving fellowship.
See Winer, p. 439 ff [E. T. 623 {{]; Klotz, ad Devar. p. Y £,
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Vv. 38-40. Comp. Luke ix. 49, 50 (not in IMatthew),
The connection of thought lies in émi T@ éwop. pov...TH
évop. oov; the disciples had done the opposite of the éyeafac
in the case of one, who had witered the name of Jesus.  Comp.
Schleiermacher, Zuk. p. 153 f.; Fritzsche, Olshausen, Ebrard,
p. 447 £ So John came to his question. Bengel well says:
“ dubitationem hane videtur in pectore aliquamdin gessisse, dum
opportune eam promeret.” But Strauss, I. p. 642, and de Wette
(comp. also Bleek), attribute this connection of thought werely
to the reporter (Luke, whom Mark follows), who, on the ground
of the émi 7¢ ovop. wov, has inserted just here the traditional
fragment. 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. —7td dvép. cov.] by
means of Thy name, Dy the utterance of it. Comp. DMatt.
vil. 22; Acts iii. 6, xix. 13. The exorcist in our passage was
not an impostor, but a believer; vet 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
usurpation outside of it. — ds odx axoA. 7juiv, and then again
61t obx axoh. fuiv] John brings this point wcry wwrgently
forward as the motive of the disciples’ procedure (it is no
“intolerabilis loquacitas,” of which Tritzsche accuses the
textus receplus). — éxovopcy (sce the critical remarks): the
imperfect, following the aorist, makes us diwell on the main
point of the narrative. See Kiilner, 1L p. 74 — Ver. 39 f.
Application : Of such o man, who, even without belonging to
our circle, has nevertheless attained to such an encrgetic faith
in me as to do a miracle on the basis of my nawme, there is no
reason to apprehend any speedy change into reviling enmity
amainst me.  Mis cxpericnec will retain him for us, even
although he has not come to his authorization, as yc have,
in the way of immediate fellowship with nie. It is obvious,
moreover, from this passage how powerfully the word and
work of Jesus had awakened in individuals even beyoud the
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cirele of ITis constant followers a higher power, which cven
performed 1iiracles; thus sparks, from which flamed forth the
power of a higher life, had fallen and kindled beyond the civele
of disciples, and Jesus desires to see the results unchecked.
Some lave 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. (Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 1401 ;
this is more than exaggerated ingenuity ; itis the invention of
a criticism, the results of which are its own presuppositions.
— The construction is regular, and Svwijoerar designates the
cthical possibility. — rayd] soon (Matt. v. 23, al.; Ecclus. vi.
18, xIviii. 20 ; Plato, Cone. p. 184 A; Tim. p. 73 A; Xen.
Cyr. i. 1. 1), not: lightly, which might be signified by raya,
Rom. v. 7; Philem. 15.

Ver. 41. See on Matt. x. 42. There is nothing opposed to
the assumption that Jesus uttered such a saying here also,
and geuevally on several occasions.— qdp 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 o5 odx éoTe kal Vudv, Umép Judv €rTw. “ For
ve are such important persons as the Messial'’s disciples in the
world, that lie who shows to you the sinallest service of love,”
ete. — év dvopaTe 8¢ x.7.A] so that this rendering of service
las dts impelling reason in the name, in the characteristic
designation, that ye are Messialt’s disciples, .c. for the sake
of the mame. Comp. Winer, p. 346 f. [E. T. 484]. On
etval Twos, addictum esse alicui, see Bremi, ad Dem. Phil. 111
p. 125, 56 ; Secidler, ad Eur. El. 1098 ; Ast, Lex. Plut. T.
p- 621,

Vv. 42-48. See on Matt. xviil. 6-9. Comp. Luke xvii.
1-4. Jesus now reverts to the demeanour towards the lowly
modest believers, as whose lively type the little child was
still standing before Him (ver. 36), and administers the

1 See also his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 317 f., where likewise quite untenable grounds
are adduced for the above opinion. In the answer of Jesus, Eichthal sees cven
a specimen of good but not moral tactics, and lolds that the narrative is an
interpolution. .
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warning that none should give offence to such child-like ones
(ver. 42). To comply 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 address is
often iistaken, and even de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. 111,
Kostlin, Baur) thought that Mark had allowed himself to be
drawn out of the connection by Luke. The source from
which Mark draws is the collection of Logia. — xalov . . .
paidor] namely, than that he should have accomplished such
a seduction. — mwepixertar and BéBAnTar bring vividly before
us the state of the case, in which he 4s 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, according
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 &mov o grwAnE T, ver. 48, comes in
and affectingly winds up the representation, — Ver. 48. A
figurative designation of the extremely painful and endless
punishments 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 opposition to
Aucustine, de civit. xxi. 9) the two together are incompatible,
and, moreover, that ¢\, ver. 49, the counterpart of wvpd, is to
be understood figuratively.

Ver. 49. Without any parallel; but the very fact of its
enigmatical peculiarity ! tells in favour of its originality (in
opposition to de Wette, Weiss, and many others). Sce on the
passage, Schott, Opusc. II. p. 5 ff., and Dissert. 1819 ; Groh-
mann in the bl Stud. Sichs. Geistl. 1844, p. 91 ff.; Biihr in

1 Baur judges very harshly on the subject (Markusev. p. 79), holding that
Mark in this independent conclusion, ver. 49f., gives only a new proof how
little he could accomplish from his own resources, inasmuch as the thought only
externally annexed is obscure, awkward, and without unity of conception. By
Hilgenfeld the discourse is alleged to be a mitigation of the harsh saying as to

cutting off the hand and the foot, and so to confirm the later position of Muark
after Matthew. According to Weiss, vv. 49, 50 are ““ an artificial claboration
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the Stud. w. Krit. 1849, p. 673 ; Lindemann in the Mecklend.
Zeitschr. 1864, p. 299 ff.  In order to its correct interpreta-
tion the following points must be kept closely in view: (1)
The logical connection (ydp) is argumentative, and that in
such a way that ydp is related to the 7ip in ver. 48 (because
to this the wvp: must correspond), not to the entire thought,
ver. 43 ff.  (2) IIas cannot be cvery disciple (Lindemann), nor
yet can it be cvery one in general, but it must, in accordance
with the context, be limited to those who are designated in
the 48th verse by edrdv (comp. Luke vi. 40), because after-
wards with wédoe fuaie another class is distinguished from
that meant by mas, and something opposed to what is predi-
cated of the latter is affirmed of it. (3) ITwp{ and aXi are
contrasts; like the latter, so also the former can only be
explained <ustrumentally (not therefore: jfor the fire, as
Daumgarten-Crusius and Linder in the Stud. w. Krit. 1854,
p- 315, will have it), and the former cam, according to the
context, apply to nothing else than to the fire of Zell, not to
the fire of trial (1 Cor. iii. 13), as Theophylact and others
(including Kostlin, p. 326 £) would take it, nor yet to the
sanctifying fire of the divinc word (Lindemann). (4) Ka{ may
not be taken as: just as (o5, xafws), to whicl, following the
majority, Lindemann also ultimately comes, but which xal
never expresses ; but rather: and, joining on to those who are
meant by wras and its predicate othcers 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 establish-
ment of the kingdom. Hence, also, (6) it is beyond doubt
that mdoa Gvala cannot apply to actual sacrifices, but must
denote men, who in an allegorical sense may be called sacrifices.
(7) The meaning of d\igfioerar may not be apprehended as
deviating from the meaning (presupposed by Jesus as well

of Matt. v. 13. DBut how specifically different are the two utterances! And
what would there have been to elaborate in the plain saying of Matt. v. 132 and
to claborate in such e way ? According to Weizsiicker, ver. 49 f, is only added
here *‘ on account of the assonance as respects the figure.” This would amount
1o mere mechanical work. IHoltzmann, however, justly maintains the inde-
pendent conception of the (primitive-) Mark.
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known) which the application of salt in sacrifices had (see
Lev. ii. 13, where meat-ollerings are spoken of; comp. in
respect of the animal offerings, zek. xliii. 24 ; Joseph. Antt,
iii. 9. 1; and see in generval, Lund. Jid. Heiligth., ed. Woll,
p- 648 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 37; Bihr, Symbol. d. Mos. Cult.
IL p. 324; and Stud. w. Keit. Le. p. 6735 ff.; Knobel on Lev.
P- 369 £). It was, namely, salt of the covenant (M3 nw) of
God (comp. also Num. xviii, 19; 2 Chron. xiii. 5), ze it
represented symbolically the covenant with Jehovah as
regarded its imperishableness,—represented that the sacrifice
was offered in accordance therewith, and for the rencwing
thereof. Comp. Pressel in Herzog’s Encyll. XIIIL p. 343 f. —
Consequently we must translate and explain : “ With warrant
I speak of their fire (ver. 48); for cvery onc of those who come
into Gehenna will be salted therein with fire, i.c. 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 argumentwm ¢ contrario for my assertion
concerning the fire, ver. 48) cuvery saerifice, i.c. every pious
man unseduced, who, as such, resembles a (pure) sacrifice
(comp. Rom. xil. 1), shall be selied with salt, v.c. he shall at his
entrance into the Messianic kingdom (comp. eloerfety els T.
Conjy, 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 effccted by its
becoming salted.” Accordingly, it isin brief: for in cvery one
of them the ever-during validity of the divine covenant shall be
represented by means of fire, and in cvery pious person resembling
a sacrifice this shall be accomplished by the communieation of
higher wisdom. 1t is to be observed, further: (1) that the
figure of the salt of the covenant refers, in the case of those
condemmned to Gcehenna, to the threatening aspect of the
divine covenant, in the case of the pious, to its aspect
of promise; (2) that Jesus does not accideutally set forth
the pious as a sacrifice, but is induced to do so by the
fact He has just been speanking of ethical self-sacrifice by
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cutting off the hand, the foot, ete. And the conception of
sacrifice, under which He regards the pious, suggests to 1lim
as a designation of its destined counterpart the sacrilicial
expression aiifeabar. (3) Analogous to the twofold distinetion
of daiifecfar in the passage before us, although different in
the figurative conception, is the Bamrifew mupl and mvedpar:
yiw, 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 tollowing :—(1) Euthymius Ziga-
benus: was moTos wupl Tiis wpos Beov wioTews, 1) Tijs TPOS
Tov wAnaiov dydmns dhabijoetal, fyovr Ty aymedova (cor-
ruption) Tis kakias dmwoBalel . . . masa Bvaia mvevpaTiky),
eite 8" ebyiis, elte 8¢ énenpoaivns, eiTe Tpomov Erepo yivouév,
7@ d\ate Tijs mwoTews 1) THS ayamns ahclioeral, eiTovy
axodiwar opedher.  (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,
aamely, that throvgl the gospel, as through a fire and salt, the
old man becomes erucificd, scared, and well salted ; for owr body
s the truc sacrifice, Rom. xii.” He is followed by Spanheim,
Calovius, L. Cappel, and others: a similar view is given by
Beza, and in substance again by Lindemann! (3) Grotius:
“ Omuino aliqua desumtio homini debetur, aut per modum
saliturae (extirpation of the desires), aut per modum incendil
(in hell); haec impiorum est, illa piorum ;” the godless are
likened to the whole burnt-offerings, the pious to the mincha.
He is followed by Hammond, comp. Clericus and Schleusner.
(4) Lightfoot : “ Nam unusquisque eorwm ipso igne salietur,
ita ut inconsumtibilis fiat et in aeternum duret torquendus,
prout sal tuetur a corruptione: ... at is, qui vero Deo vic-
tima, condietur sale gratiae ad incorruptionem gloriae.” Wolf
and Michaelis follow this view; comp. also Jablonsky, Opusc.
II. p. 458 £ (5) Rosemmiiller (comp. Storr, Opusc. IL
p- 210 ff): “Quivis enim horum hominum perpetuo igni
cruciabitur; . . . sed quivis homo Deo consecratus sale

1 ¢¢ As every sacrifice is salted by salt, i.e. by the word of God is made 2 holy
oflering, so also every disciple is to be salted by fire [of the divine word].”
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verae sapientiaec praeparari debet ad aeternam felicitatem.”
(6) Kuinoel (taking mdp, with Flacius and others, as a figura-
tive designation of sufferings): “ Quilibet sectatorum meoruni
calamitatibus (these are held to be the pains that arise by
suppression of the desires) veluti saliri, praeparari debet, quo
cousequatur salutem, sicuti omnes oblationes sale condiri, prac-
parari debent, quo sint oblationes Deo acceptae.” (7) Schott :
“ Quivis tlorum hominum (qui supplicio Gecnnae sunt obnoxii)
nunc demwm  hoc igne sale (quod ipsis in wvite terrestri
versantibus dofuit) dmbuctur, te. nmunc demum poenis vitae
futnrae discet vesipiscere. _llio sensw Ui salicntur, quam
victimac Deo sacrac, de quibus loco tllo seriptum legitur ; victime
quaceis sule est conspergenda.  His enim similes sunt homines
in hac vita terrestri animis suis sapieutiae divinae sale imbu-
endis prospicientes.” (8) According to Fritzsche, ydp assigns
the reason of the exhortation to suffer rather the loss of
menibers of their body than to let themselves be seduced, and
the meaning is (in the main as according to Kuinoel, comp.
Vatablus): “ Quippe omnes (in general) aerumuis ad vitae
aeternae felicitatem praeparabuntur, sicut omnes victimae e
Mosis decreto sale sunt ad immolationem praeparandae.” So
in substance also Bleek. (9) Olshausen: “ On account of the
general sinfulness of the race every one must be salted with
fire, whether by entering voluntarily upon self-denial and
earnest cleansing fromn 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 Lange.
(10) According to de Wette, wupt ahifeafar is nearly (?) tanta-
mount to “the reeeiving by purification the holy seasoning and
consecration (of purity and wisdom),” and rxai is comparative.
(11) Grohmann takes the first clause in substance as does
Olshausen, and the second thus: “as every sacrifice shall be
made savoury 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,

3 According to Olshansen, we are to find here an authentic explanation as to
the significance of the sacrifices, and of the ritual of their salting.
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quickened, and pervaded by a higher, fresh spivilual power.”
(12) Bihr: “ As according to the law there must in no sacri-
fice be wanting the symbol of the covenant of sanctification
that conscerates 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 nature, is
rather the very thing which preserves and maintains unto
true and eternal life.”  (13) According to Ewald, the meaning
is that every one who yields to seductive impulses, because
lie allows the salt—wherewith from the beginning God has
seasened man’s spirit—to become 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. 1i. 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 savourless. (14) By Hilgenleld the fire is alleged to
be even that of internal desire, through which (this is held to
mean: by overcoming the desire !) one is said to be salted, <.c.
led to Chlristian wisdom; thereby one is to offer a sacrifice
of which the salt is Christian discernment. — This great
diversity of interpretation is a proof of the obscurity of the
utterance, whicli probably was spoken by Jesus in an explana-
tory connection which has not been preserved.—The second
clause of the verse has been held by Gersdorf, p. 876 £, on
linguistic grounds that are wholly untenable, to be spurious ;
and, as it is wanting also in B L 4 &, min. and some vss. (on
account of the twice occurring aiia@ro. by transcriber’s error),
it is declared also by Schulz to be a gloss.

Ver. 50. Ka)ov. .. dpricere] a maxim of experience
drawn from common life, in which 16 &\as is to be taken
literally. Then follows with éyete w.TA. the application, in
which the spiritual meaning of the salt (wisdom, see on
ver. 49, and Buxtorf, Lax. Talm. p. 1208) emerges. The
connection with awhat precedes is: In order to experience in
yourselves on the establishment of the kingdom the truth:
maca Quaia a\i ahicbroerat, ye must—secing 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
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true wisdom! and withal be peeecful 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 I, had started, and to which He now again at
the close points back. This contest about precedence had
heen foolish (opposed to the dias) and wnpeuccful. — éav 8¢ 7o
dhas dvarov k.t )] Comp. on Matt. v. 13. — av7o apricere]
wherewith shall ye restore it 2 so that it shall again be pro-
vided with saline efficacy (comp. on Col. iv. 6). — éyere]
emphatically placed first : keep, prescrve, which is not done, if
the analogue of the dvatov qivegBa: sets in with you. — év
éavtois] in yoursclves, correlative to the subsequent év aANs}-
oes (reciprocally).  Comp. Dengel : “ prius officium respectu
nostri, alterwmn erga alios.” — éxa (see the critical remarks)
from ¢ axs. See Lobeck, Puralip. p. 93. — xai elpyv. év dAN.]
The annexing of this exhortation was also suggested by the
conception of the salt, since the salt was symbol of @ covenant.
Hence the course of thought: And—-whereof ye arve likewise
reminded by the symbolic significance of salt—Ilive in peace
one with another.

1 Comp. Ignat. ad Magnes, 10 ; ériofuze iv zivw (Xpo74), va ph diadlesy 7 b
P
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CHAPTER X.

VER. 1. &g #e3] is wanting in C** D) G a, min. Syr. Pers. Acth.
Goth. Yulg. It.  On the other hand, B C* L &, Copt. have z«.
So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. This #«/ was, in some cases,
deleted in accordance with Matt. xix. 1; in others, more pre-
cisely defined by the description contained in i wot. — Ver. 4.
With Lachm, and Tisch. the order iirpeer Mwissg, {ollowing
B CDL A, min, is to be preferred. — Ver. 6. ¢ ©:6z is w 'mtm(r:
mBCLay, bopt Colb. Corb, DBracketed by Lachm., deleted
by Tisch. An addition by way of gloss, which '11)pe'ued neces-
savy here, althongh not at Matt. xix. 4.— Ver. 7. =pis = gua]
Lachm. bas 3 ywvauzi, following A C L N A, min. codd. It. Jer.

From Matthew. Tiscl. has now again deleted =, poozod. spiz =

yuv. adred, nevertheless only following B &, Goth. It lies under a
strong suspicion ot being an addition from Matthew. — Ver. 10.

¢ic ¥4y oiziuv] So also Lachm. and Tiscli., following BD L a ¥,

min. Cant. Ver. The Recepta & o5 oizig (I‘nt?sche, Scholz) is
an emeundation. — abred wepi ved adroi] On decisive evidence we
must read, with Fritzsche, Lachm., and Tisch., merely =:pi rodrov.
The first adred 1s a current addition to o padsrai; by rod abeod
(D =6l adrol 2éyov) zebrov was glossed for the purpose of more
precise delinition. — Ver. 12. Tischendorf’s reading : zui iav adrs
amoricase v dvopa wbris yausop (B C LN and a, which, how-
ever, has zai before yuw.), is a stylistic emendation. — yuundy
arxg] Lachm. Tisch. have yausoy éanre, following B C* D L
AN, min. A mechanical repetition from ver. 11 (whence A has
even g2.24 instead of éxrov f). — Ver, 14, Before x4 Elz. Fritzsche,
Lachm. have zai, which is wanting in witnesses deserving con-
sideration, and is added from the parallels. — Ver. 16. Instead of
zinéyer Lachn. (as also Scholz) has edaéye. But B C A N, min.

Viet. have zarevrdyes (L N @ zerpan). 1t is to be adopted, with
Tisch. ; this compound, which does not elsewhere occur in the
N.T., was unfamiliar to the transcribers. Its position defore sisis
(omitting the last «ird) is attested by BCLA & min. Copt. Syr.

- ms. Vict. (Fritzsche, Tisch.). But it was pll.(,lSC]) the threefold
edrd that gave occasion to crror and correction. — Ver. 19, The
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arrangement u7 ¢ov., wd porsz. (Lachm. Tisch.), is found in BC a
}** min, Copt. Ar. Colb.; but it is from Matt. xix. 18. — Ver.
21. The article before =rwyoiz is wanting in witnesses of such
preponderating character (condemned l)) Griesh., deleted by
Iritzsche, L'u,llm) that it appears (as also in Matt, xix. ‘)1) as
an addition. — dpag Tiv oravpér] 1s wanting in B C D A ¥, 406,
Copt. Vulg. It. Clem. Hilar. Aug. Ambr. “Other witnesses Liave
it before &:5p0. Dracketed by Lachm. Dut how easily the
words were passed over, as the parallels have nothing of the
kind '— Ver, 24, roig serolicas émi roiz pin.] 1s hot found in
B A ¥, Copt. ms. Deleted by Tisch. DBut 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 mesuliras, etc, as quite excluded.— Ver. 25. 6r:.0eiv]
The eiosr.0:%, commended by Griesb.,, adopted by Tisch., has
indeed considerable attestation, but it is from Matt. ix. 24,
and ir: this case the significant cha.nrre of the verbs in Mark was
not observed. — Ver. 38. 7yu7\ou€7;6a/m] Laclim. and Tisch. have
#xor.oulizapey, Tollowing B C D. A mechanical similarity of for-
mation with &.gw’musv occurring also in some witnesses in
Matthew and Luke. -—Ver 29. Only BAN(G adrg s I) Copt.
have the simple ¢p» ¢ 'Ino. (Tisch.) instead of amozp. & "L elmey,
but they are correct. Comp. on ix. 12, 38, — j susipa § prripe]
The reverse order is found in B CA 106, Copt. Goth. Colb. Drix.
Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be preferred. 7 saripe 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
% ywaiza has also been omitted (B D A &, min. Copt. Arm.
Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch.).— After »«i the second &vexey is
added by Griesb. and Tisch.,, following preponderating evidence.
The omission is explained from vih. 35.— Ver. 30. wrrépas]
Lachm. has urrépe, following A C D, Verss.; the plural was
objectionable. — Ver. 31. The article before the sccond foyares
is indeed deleted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.; but {following
Matt. xix. 30 it dropped out so easily, and, moreover, it is
found still in such important testimonies, that it must be
restored. — Ver. 32, xzai azerowd.] B C* L A 8, 1, Copt. have oi
& dzorovl.  This is rightly followed by Lwald, and is now
adopted by Tisch. The o 8 not being understood was seb
aside by z«i Dut the attestation is to be the more regarded
as suflicient, that D K, min. Vere. Ver. Chrys. are not to be
reckoned in favour of the Reccpla, because they allogether
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omit =z dzen. £2¢3., of which omission the homoioteleuton was
manifestly the cause.— Ver. 53. The article before ypauu,
(Elz.) is, with Scholz and Tisch. (in opposition to Griesb. Matth.
Fritzsche, and Lachm.), to be maintained. The testimony in
favour of its omission is not preponderating, and comp. Matt,
xx. 18.—Ver. 34. The order éumrisouen adr. x pasriy. ais,
(Lachm. Tisch. Rinck) is found in B C L A ¥, min. vss.,including
Vule. and codd. It.  But the fuzaif. and éuwris. were considered
as belonging together. Comp. Luke xviii. 33.—Elz. has 3
rpivn ruépe ; so also Fritzsche, Scholz. But B C D L A N, vss.
have peere wpeiz suéipas.  Approved by Griesb. Schulz, adopted
by Lachm. Tisch. The Recepte is to be maintained. Sec on
ix. 31l.— Ver. 35. After airse. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have e,
following A B C L A 8** min. vss. To he adopted. It was
casily passed over as being superfluous. D K have it defore
the verb. An incorrect restoration. 8* has entirely omitted
¢ tav down to 8tz sud. — Ver. 30. mupoas ps iuiv] Lachw. Tisch.
have merjow Uud, which was also approved by Griesh. An
alteration in remembrance of passages such as x. 51, xiv. 12,
Matt. xx. 32, in which also the bare subjuuctive was some-
times completed by e wofow. — Ver, 38. Instead of xei (in
Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche) read, with Rinek, Lachm. and Tisch,, 4,
which Griesb. also approved, following B C* D L A #, min.
Copt. Arm. Ar. Vulg. It. Or.; zei came from ver. 39.—In
ver. 40 also 4 is to be adopted on almost the same cevidence
(with Rinck, Lachm., and Tisch.) ; z«f is from Matt, xx. 23. —
After sdwyn. Elz. has e, which is deleted on decisive evidence.
— Ver. 42, Read 2/ sposxar. adreds ¢ 'Ixoede, with Lachm. and
Tiscl., following B C D L A &, 406, Syr. Copt. codd. It. The
Lecepta is from Matt. xx. 25.— Ver. 43. Instead of the first
foras, Lachm. and Tisch. have éeriv, which Schulz also approved,
in accordance with B C* D L A ¥, Vula. It. The future came
in from DMatt., and on account of what follows,— Ver. 44,
iniv yeréedus] Lachm. has # bui sives, following important evidence,
but it is trom Matt, xx. 27. — Ver. 46. After rvpr.éz read with
Tisch. =posaizzs, omitting the subsequent wposwsrar. So B L A
Copt.  Comp. N, rupric zei mpeswizns. The Recepte is from Luke
xviil. 35— Ver. 47, ¢ vids] Lachm. has vi¢, following BC L A §,
min. Irom Luke. Comp. ver. 48. — Ver. 49. airiv pavndiiar]
B C LAY min Copt. have puwdoare adréiv. So Fritzsche and
Tisch. And rightly; the accusative with the infinitive was
introduced through the fact of éxérsvezy heing written instead of
sf=ev, after Luke xviii. 40 (so still Ev, 48, Tt. Vulg.), and remained,
alter efz:» was restored, the more casily because Lulke has it also.
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—¥yape] See on ii. 9.—Ver. 50. évasrds] Lachin. and Tisch.
have aiusyédoue, according to B I LA &, min. vss. (including
Vulg. It.)) Or. The Reeepta is a * seriptorum jejunitas” that
mistakes the peculiavity of Mark (Tisch.).— Ver. 51. The form
feBBovyi (Elz. faB3ei) has decisive evidence.— Ver. 52. Instead
of «5 'Inees (Elz,, Scholz, Rinck), A B CD L A N have air®
(Tisch.), which attestation is decisive.

Vv. 1-9. See on Matt. xix. 1-8. — wdreifer] points hack
to ix. 33.— kai mépav 7o 'Iopdavov] see the critical remarks.
He came to the borders of Judaca, and that (see Fritzsche,
Quacst. Luc. p. 9 ff.; Hartwng, ZPavtilell. 1. p. 143) on the
Jurther side of Jordan, “ipsa Samaria ad dextram relicta”
(Beza). At Jericho e came again to this side, ver. 40.
See, morcover, on Matt. xix. 1. — xai ovpwop. «TN.] «nd
there gather together to Him again crowds of people.  mwaku,
for previously, at ix. 30 ff., I{e had withdrawn Himself from
the people. — Ver. 2. Mark has not the properly teampting
element in the question, but it is found in Matt.: xata
wdoay alriav (sec on Matt. xix. 3). That this elcment was
not also preserved in ¢i¢ tradition which Mark here follows,
may very naturally be explained from the 7reply of Jesus,
which ran wnconditionally (even according to Matt. vv. 4-6).
Mark thercfore has not the origiinal form ol the question
(Bleck, Weiss, Holtzmann, Schenkel, ITarless, Zhescheid. p.
50), nor does he make the question be put more capliously
(Fritzsche), nor has he made use of Matthew incorrectly, or
with alterations consonant to his own reflection (Saunier,
Daur), becanse the Jewish points of dispute as to divorce were
to him indifferent (Kostlin); but he follows a defective tradi-
tion, which in this particular is completed and corrected in
Matthew. De Wette’s conjecture is arbitrary, that Mark
presupposes that the Pharisees had already heard of the view
of Jesus on divorece, and wished to induce Him to a renciced
declaration on the sulject. The perilous clement of the
question does not turn on the divorce of Herod (Iiwald, Lange).
See on Matthew. — Ver. 3. llere also the tradition, which
Mark follows, deviates from Matthew, who represenis that
the commandment of Moses is brought into question not by
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Jesus, but by the Pharisees, and that as an objection against
the answer of Jesus. DBut 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 évrols}—on
the right estimation of which depended the point at issue—
from the mouth of the questioners themselves, in order there-
upon to attach to it what follows.— Ver. 4. émérpeyre] em-
phatically prefixed (see the critical remarks): Moses permitted,
in saying which their éfeorw, ver. 2, is present to their
minds. See, moreover, on Matt. v. 31. They prudently rvefrain
from saying évereihato.— Ver. 5. 7. évtohpy Taitr] the
commandment of the putting forth a writing of divorce-
ment. — Ver. 6. The subject (as o Oeds is not genuine) is
to be taken out of wxrigews (o wrioTys). See Kiihmer, IL
p- 36, 4. — Ver. 7. Christ makes Adam’s words at Gen.
it. 44 His own. It 1s otherwise, but less directly and

concisely, given in Matthew. — &vexer TovToU] because God
created men as male and female—in order to correspond
with this arrangement of the Creator.— The futures indi-

cate what ¢/ heppen in cases of marrying according to God's
ordinance.

Vv. 10-12. See on Matt, xix. 9. The two evangelists
differ {from one another liere in respect of the place, of the
persons to whom Jesus is speaking, and partially of the con-
tents of what He says.  Certainly Matthew has furnished
the originul shape ol the matter, since what Mark makes Jesus
say ouly 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 conmmunication to the disciples, Matt. xix. 10-12,
which as such is just as appropriate as it is original, is indeed
“the crown of the whole ” (Ewald). — els v oixiav] having
come into the house (in which at that time they were lodging).
The same brevity of expression occurs at xiii. 9. — wdhew of
pabyrai] again the diseiples, as previously the Pharisees. —
mepl ToUTov] (see the critical remarks): wupon fhis subject. —
Ver., 11, én adrmjy] in re¢fercnce to her, the woman that is put

MARK. L
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away.! —ark has not the wpy émi moprelg (Matt), which
makes no essential difference, as this ground of divorce is
obvious of itself as such. Sec on Matt. v. 32, Comp. also
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I1. 2, p. 410.— Ver. 12. xai éav yuvy
amodvoy w.tA] Matthew has uite a different saying.  The
narrative of Mark is certainly not original (in opposition to
Schenkel), but puts into the mouth of Jesus what was the
custom among the Grecks and Romeans, namely, that the wife
also might be the divorcing party, and very often actually
was so (see on 1 Cor, vii. 13, and Wetstein 4n loc. ; also Danz
in Meuschen, V. 70 cx Ta/m. il p. 680 {f.), which was not
competent to the Jewish wife (Deut. xxiv. 1; Josephus,
<Antt. xv. 7.10), for the instances of irkal (1 Sam. xxv. 41),
of Herodias (Matt. xiv. 1 1), and of Swlome (Josephus, Anté.
xv. 7. 10) ave abnormal in respect of their rank; and the
cases in which, according to the Rabbins, the wife 1might re-
quire that the hushand should give her a writing of divorcement
(see Saalschiitz, Jus. B. p. 806 f.) do not belong to the question
liere, where the wife lierself is the party who puts away. The
Pproposition in the passage before us is derived from an Hellenie
amplification of the tradition? which, however, in Matthew
is again excluded. Comp. Harless, p. 25f According to
Kuinoel (comp. Lange), Jesus purposed to give to the apostles,
as future teachers of the Gentiles, the instruction requisite for
judging in such a case. But He must have said as much, as
the guestion had reference to the Jewish relation of divorce.
— povyatar] the subject is the womun (comp. v. 11), not the
a@Xos.  Moreover, Grotins appropriately savs: “ Mulier ergo,
cuni domina sui non sit . . . omnino adulterium committit,
non interpretatione aligua aut per consequentiam, sed dircete.
Ideo non debuit hic addi én’ adror.”

1 Observe that Jesus here of necessity presupposes the acknowledgment of
the principle of monogamy. Theophylact and nany others, including Lange,
Ewald, and Bleek, have crroneounsly refurred abeiv to the second wife.  Erasmus
appropriately says: ‘“in injuriam illius,”  Comp. Calvin and Bengel: ““in
illam.” It is only thus that its emphatic bearing is brought out ; the marnying
of the second wife makes him an adulterer towards the first.

* According to Baur, from a refection of Mark on the winal rights of the two
sexes,
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Tv. 13-16. See on Matt. xix. 18-15, who gives the narra-
tive only by way of extract. Comp. Luke xviii. 15-17. —
dvrerar] From the mere fouch 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. 8o too Luke. It is other-
wise in Matthew, in whose account, iustead of the fouch, there
is already introduced here the more definite laying on of hands,
which was performed by Jesus at ver. 16. — Ver. 14, syavdx-
myoe] “ propter impedimentum amori suo a discipulis oblatum ”
(Bengel). — Ver. 15 is also adopted by Luke xviil. 17, but
not by the abbreviating Matthew.  TFhosocver shall not have
veeelved the Lingdom of the Messial as a child, 1.e. in the moral
condition, which resembles the innocence of childhood (comp.
Matt. xviil. 3); Theophylact appropriately says: Tov éyovtwp
éE dorioews T drakiav, v Ta Tadla Eyovow dmd Picews.
— In 8éEnpTac the kingdow (which the coming Messiah estab-
lishes) is conceived as coming (ix. 1; Matt. vi. 10; Luke xvii,
20,«l). It is erroneous to explain the Baci\. 7. Ocod as the
preaching of the kingdom (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigahenus,
Kuinoel, and many others). — Ver. 16. évaykal.] as at ix. 36,
— xatnuiéy.] only oceurs in this place in the New Testament;
it is stronger than the simple form, Plut. 4mator. 4 ; Tob.
xi. 1, 17. It expresses here the carncstness of His interest.
ITow anwuch more did Christ do than was asked of Him !

Vv. 17~27. See on Matt. xix. 16—26. Comp. Luke
xviil, 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 £, and in several little pecu-
liar traits, the narrative of Mark is more concrete and more
direct. — els 08ov] out of the house, ver. 10, in order to
prosecute His journey, ver. 32. — qovumer.] not inappropriate
(de Wette), but, in connection with wpocdpauwy, 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 latter also the predicate dayafos is
attributed to God only. But in Matthew it has beconie neces-
eary to give to it, in the relation to the question, a turn which
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betrays more a later moulding under reflection? than tle
simple and direct primitive form, which we still find in Mark
and Luke. — 7i pe Aéyers ayalév; oddeis x.t.\] Ingeniously
and clearly Jesus makes use of the address 8ibaoxale dyalé,
in order to direct the questioner 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 fo furn aside from Himsclf
and to ascribe {0 God only the predicate dyafos, which had
becn used by the young man in the customary meaning of
holding one in esteem (execllent tcacher, Plat. Men. p. 93 C;
comp. the familiar Attic & ayabé or & *yadé; and sce Dorvill.
ad Charit. p. 642), 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, belongs to none save
One,—that is, God.” Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche in Fritzschior.
Opusc. p. 78 ff. This declaration, however, is no evidence agaiust
the sinlessncss of Jesus; rather it is the true expression of the
necessary moral distance, which the human consciousness—
even the sinless consciousness, as being human-—recoguises
between itself and the absolute perfection of God?> For the
human sinlessness is of necessity relative, and even in the
case of Jesus was conditioned by the divine-human develop-
ment that was subject to growth (Luke ii. 52; Heb. v. §;
Luke iv. 13, xxii. 28; comp. Ullmamn in the Stud. . Krit.
1842, p. 700); the absolute being-good, that excludes all
having become and becoming so, pertains only to Ged, who is
“ verae bonitatis canon et archetypus ” (Beza). Even the man
Jesus had to wrestle until He attained the victory and peace

1 This primitive form is alleged, indeed, by Hilgenfeld (in the theol. Jaloh.
1857, p. 414 {I. ; comp. in his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 364 [.) to have been no longer
preserved even in Mark and Luke. He finds it rather in the form of the words
which has been preserved in Justin, ¢. Tryph. 101, oud among the Marcosians
(similarly in Marcion): =i ue Aly. ayadsv; ois icciv dyalis, ¢ wacip yov, & v Toi;
odpavois 3 and holds these words to have been altered, in onder to deprive them of
their probative force in favour of the Gnostic distinction between the perfect
God and the imperfeet Creator of the worll. DBut tho Gnostic exegesis might
find this probative force just as suitably in our form of the text (in behalf of
whieh Justin, Apoloy. i. 16, testilies), il it laid stress, in the ¢ 5 9:45, on Lthe
reference to the supreme God, the Father of Christ.  See also on Luke xviii. 19,

2 Comp. Dorner, Jesu siindlose Vollkommenh. p. 14.
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of the cross! This is overlooked from dogmatic misunder-
standing in the often attempted (see as early as Augustine,
e. Marim, 1ii. 23 ; Ambros. de fide, 11. 1) and variously-turned
makeshift (sec Theophylact, Erasmus, DBengel, Olshausen,
Tbrard ; comp. also Lange, IL. 2, p. 11006 £), that Jesus rejected
that predicate only from the standpoint of the questioner (if
thou regardest me as only a human teacher, then thou art
wrong in calling me good, ctc.). Wimmer (in the Stud. w«.
Krit. 1845, p. 115 ff) thinks that the young man had Deen
ambitious, had said di8doxake dyalé as captatio bencvolentiae,
and presupposed the existence of ambition also in Jesus; that,
therefore, Jesus wished to point his attention by the 7¢ pe
Méyets ayafov to his fault, and by the ovdeis dyafos x.TA. to
bring to Lis knowledge the unique condition of all being-good,
in the seuse: “Nobody is to be called good, if the only God
be not called good, <.c. if He be not assumed and posited as
the only condition of all goodness.” In this explanation the
Jremisses are imported, and the interpretation itself is ¢ncorrect
since with oldeis x.7T.\., AéyeTar cannot be supplied, but only
éori, as it so frequently is in general propositions (Kiihner, IT.
p- 40), and since oleis € w7 means nothing else than nemo
nisi, 4.c. according to the sense, no one cxecpt (Klotz, ad Devar.
p. 524).— Ver. 19. The certainly original position of the
u1 povevo. is to be regarded as having at that time become
traditional. Comp. Weizsicker, p. 356. — u) dmooTep.] is not
a renewed expression of the scwventh commandment (Heupel,
Fritzsche), against which may be urged its position, as well as
the unsuitableness of adducing it twice; neither is it an ex-
pression of the feath commandment, as far as the coveting
applies to the plundering another of his property (Bengel,
Wetstein, Olshausen, de Wette), against which may be urged
the meaning of the word, which, moreover, does not permit ns
to think of a comprehension of all the previous commands (Beza,
Lange); but it applies to Deut. xxiv. 14 (odx dmwogTeproes
pueaov mwévyros, where the Roman edition has odx amadikijoets
i 7.), to which also Mal iii. 3, Ecclus. iv. 1, refer. Comp.
also LXX. Ex. xxi. 10. Jesus, however, quotes the originally
1 Comp. Keim, geschichil. Chr. p. 89 {I., and, moreover, at p. 108 1L,
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special command according to its moial wnicersalily: thow shalt
not wilhhold.  According to Kuinoel, He is thinking of Lev.
xix. 13 (ovx dduerjoers k.m.\), with which, however, the charac-
teristic amwoarepioys is not in accordance. Least of all can it
be taken together with Tiua r.r.)., so that it would be the jro-
Libitory aspect of the commanding riua 7. (so Hofiann,
Schriftbew. 11, 2, p. 391), against which may be decisively urged
the similarity of form to the preceding éndependent commands,
as well as the hallowed and just as independent Tipa g7\ more-
over, Mark must have written u7 dmwoctep. Tipnv Tov watépa
k.1, in order to be understood. In Datthew this command
does not appear; while, on the other hiand, he has the ayam-
oews Tov TAnoiov kT, which is wanting in Mark and Luke.
These are various forms of the tradition. Dut since ayamijoes
1A (which also occurred in the Gospel of the Hebrews) is
most appropriate and characteristic, and the wuy dwocTe-
prioys is so peculiar that it could hardly have been added us
an appendix to the tradition, Ewald’s conjecture (Jakrd. I
p- 132) that the original nunber of these commandments was
scven is mot improbable. That which did not occur in the
Decalogue was wore easily omitted than (in opposition Lo
Weizsiicker) added. — Ver. 20. 8:8dorake] not ayadé again.
— Ver. 21. gydmyoev adrov] means nothing else than: Ife
loved Nim, felt a love of esteem (dilcctio) for him, conceived an
affection, for lhim, which impression He derived from the
éuPBrémew adré. 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 meritu.n
de congruo is altogether foreign to the passage. Grotius appro-
priately remarks: “amat Christus non virtutes tantwn, sed ¢t
semina virtutum, suo tamen gradu.” The explanation: dlandis
cum compellavit verbis (Casaubon, Wolf, Grotius, Wetstein, Kui-
nocl, Vater, Fritzsche, and others), is fourded wmerely on the
passage in Homer, Od. xxiii. 214, where, nevertheless, it is to
e explained likewise as fo love.! — év gou DaTepet] see on John

1 Penelope in this passage says to her husband: be not angry that I loved thee

not thus (&' aydwnee) as soon as I saw thee,—namely, thus as I do now, when
1 have embraced thee, ete., v. 207 f,
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ii. 2. Yet, instead of oot according to B C M D &, min, oe
1s, with Tischendorf, to be read. Comp. I’s. xxiit. 1. The coc
ocewrred more readily (eomp. Luke) to the transcribers. — dpas
7. gravp.] Matt. xvi. 24; Mark vili. 34 It completes the
weighty demand of that which he still lacks for the attainment
of salvation; which demand, however, 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.
— Ver. 22, orvyvacas] having become sullen, out of humoui.
Except in the Schol. «lesch. Pers. 470, and Matt. xvi. 3, the verb
only occurs again in the LXX. at Ezek, xxvii. 35, xxviii. 19,
xxxil. 10. — v yap éxov] for he was in posscssion of much
wealth, — Ver. 23. On the significant and solemu wepiBAémew,
comp. 1il. 5, 34; Luke vi. 10. Comp. also éuBAédas, vv. 21,
27. — of Ta ¥pripata éxovres| The article 7a 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 utterauce of Jesus is touched with emotion
(Téxva) and milder (Tovs memoifoTas «.7.\.), but then, at ver. 25,
again declaring the state of the case with decision and with
enhanced energy,—an alternation of feeling, which is to be
acknowledged (in opposition to Fritzsche), and which involves
so mucl of what is peculiar and psychologically true, that even
in Tols mwemoiforas w1 X, there is not to be found a siodifica-
7ion by tradition interpreting the matter in an anti-Ebionitic
sense, or a mitigation found to be necessary in a subscquent
age (Baur, Kostlin, p. 329, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann).  These
words, which are intended to disclose the moral ground of the
case as it stands, belong, in fact, essentially to the scene pre-
served by Mark in its original form. — Ver. 25. 8ia Tijs Tpuua.
k.7 N] throwgh the eyc of the necdle.  The two articles are generic;
see Bernhardy, p. 315. Observe also the vivid change: ¢o go
through . . . to entcr into.— Ver. 26. kai] at the begiuning 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 con-
futetur.”  Kithner, ad Xen. 3em. 1. 3. 10 ; Hartung, Partilcll.
I p.146f Comp. John ix. 36, xiv. 22..
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Vv. 28-31. See on Matt. xix. 25-30 ; Luke xviii. 28-30.
Matthew is in part more complete (ver. 28 cowming certainly
under this description), in part abridging (ver. 29), but, even
with this abridgment, more original. See on Matt. xix. 29.
— djpfaro] “spe ex verbis salvatoris concepta,” Bengel. —
The question in Matthew, 7 dpa éoTar 3ju., is obvious of
itself, even although unexpressed (not omitted by Mark in the
Petrine interest, as IHilgenfeld thinks), and Jesus understood
it. — Ver. 29 f. The logical link of the two clauses is: No
one has forsaken, etc., of he shall not have (at some time)
recetved, t.e. if the latter event does not occur, the foermer has
not taken place; the hundredfold compensation is so certain,
that its nou - occurrence would presuppose the not having
forsaken. The association of thought in iv. 22 (not in Matt.
xxvi. 42) is altogether similar. Tustead of the 3, there is in-
troduced in the second half of the elause xai; which is: «nd
respectively.  The priveiple 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, Dbrothers, ete.; and (2) to receive in the
coming period (“jam in adventu est,” Bengel), after the
Parousia, the everlasting life of the Messiah’s kingdom. — The
plurals, which express the number a hundred, plainly show
that the promised compensation in the xacpos odros is not to
be understood literally, but gencrally, of very abundant com-
pensation.  Nevertheless, the delicate feeling of Jesus has not
said «quvaikas 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 7ealized, in
respect of the xaepos oiiros, by the reciprocal manifestations
of love! and by the wealth in spiritual possessions, 2 Cor.
vi. 8-10; by which passage is illustrated, at the same time,
in a noble example, the pera Swwyudy (comp. Matt. v. 10 If,

! Comp. Luther's gloss: ‘“ Ile who believeth must suffer persecution, and
stake everything upon his faith. Nevertheless he has enough; whithersoever
he comes, he finds father, mother, lLrethren, possessions more than cver he
could forsake.” Sce, ¢.g., on paripas, Rom. xvi. 13 ; on zixve, 1 Cor. iv. 14 fI;

on &d:agods, all the Epistles of the New Testament and the Aets of the Apostles
(also ii. 44),
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X. 23, xiil. 21, xxiit. 34). The latter does not mean: aflcr
persccutions (Heinsius conjectured pera Suwypdr, as also a few
min, read), but: inter persccutiones (in the midst of persecu-
tions, where one “omnium auxilio destitui videtur,” Jansen),
designating the accompanying circumstances (Bernbardy, p.
253), the shadow of which makes promincnt 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—amany that are first shall be last, and
they that are last shall in many cases be 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 doctrine 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 ebullition of greediness for
reward in the question of the disciples, ver. 28 (for the dis-
ciples, doubtless, belonged to the mpdroc). 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. — fjoay 8¢ év 7§ 686] The occurrence with the
rich young man had happened, while they went out els odov,
ver. 17 ; now they were on the way (dvaBaivovtes is not to be
taken with soar). Jesus moves on before “ more intrepidi
ducis” (Grotius), and the disciples were amazed ; but they who
Sollowed were afraid! for the foreboding of a serious and
urave future had taken hold of them, and they beheld Him
thus incessantly going, and themselves being led, to meet it !
See vv. 24-26, the pera Swwoyu., ver. 30, and the declara-
tion, ver. 31. Comp. John xi. 7—16. — mdAw] refers neither
to xi. 31 (de Wette), where there is nothing said of any
wapatapBavewy, nor to ix. 33 (Fritzsche), where the épovnoe

1 According to the reading of 3t dxox. i@oBosvro ; see the critical remarks. The
matter, namely, is to be conceived in this way, that the majority of the disciples
stayed behind on the way in perplexity, but those among them who followed
Jesus as He went {orward did so only feasyully.  As to this use of oi 3%, sce on
Matt. xxviii. 17.
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7005 S8wbera, which happened <a the louse, is withal some-
thing entirely different; but to—what is just related—the
partial seporalion 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 remainerdl
hehind on the way amazed; Ile now made a pause, and
took again to Himself all the Twelve (hence in this place
there is put not mercly avrovs, but Tovs 8wdexa). — HjpfaTo]
so that He Lroke the previous silence. — Ver. 34. The Gentiles
are the subject of éumaif. as far as amoxt. (comp. Matthew).
Instead of amoxtevoiow Matthew has the definite, but cer-
tainly later, crucifiyying.

Vv. 35-45. See on Matt. xx. 20-28. Luke has not this
scene. — As to the variation from Matt. xx. 20 ., where the
peculiar putting forward of the mother is (in opposition to
Ioltzmann, Weizsiicker, and others) to be regarded as the
Listorically correct form, see on Matthew. — @éhouev, fva] as
at vi. 25 ; John xvil, 24 ; and comp. on Luke vi. 35. — Ver. 37.
cv ) Boky aov] not: when thow hast attained to Thy glory (de
Wette), but: an Thy glory, which will surround us then, when
we sit so near to Thee. — Ver. 38. %] or, in other words, —-
The presents wiveo and Bamrifopar picture the maiter as beiny
realized.  The cup and baptism of Jesus represent mariyrdon.
In the case of the figure of baptism, however (which 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
siwilitude lies in the Leing submerged, not in the purification
(forgiveness of sins), as the IFathers have apprehended the
baptism of Llood (see Suicer, I p. 627), which is not appropriate
to Jesus.  Comp. the classical use of xaradvew and Bamtifew,
fo plunge (fmmergere) into suflerings, sorrows, and the like
(Xen. Cyrop. vi. 1. 37 ; Wesseling, ad Diod. 1. p. 433). On
the coustruction, comp. Ael. Il 1. iil. 42: o wopdupiwy
Noletar To TOV TepiaTepdv AovTpov, «l. See in general,
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 520.— Ver. 40. 3] or clsc on the left,
not put inappropriately (Fritzsche); the disciples had desired
both places of honour, and therefore Jesus now says that aoune
depends on Him, whether the sitting be on the right hand or
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else on the Ieft. — @A\’ ols 9roipacrad] Matthew has added
the correctly explanatory amplilication: Jmwd Tod 7aTpos pov.
— Ver, 41. sjpEavro] Jesus, namely, at once appeased their
indignation. — Ver. 42. of 8oxodrres dpyew] peculiar to Mark
and original, denoting the essential basis of the Gentile rule,
—the hoving the repute of rulers,— mot equivalent to of
dpyovres (Gataker, Raphel, Homberg, Kypke, LRosenmiiller,
and many more), but: “qui censentur iniperare, 7.c. quos gentes
halient et agnoscuut, quorum imperio pareant” (Beza, con.
Casaubon and Grotius). Comp. Gal. ii. 9; Winer, p. 540
[E. T. 766]; Moller, ncue Ansickten, p. 158 ff., who, how-
ever, as Fritzsche also, explains: who <magine themsclees to
sule, which in itsell (as Tdv éfviw refers to the Gentiles,
whose rulers were no shadow-kings) and in respect of the
context (which requires the general idea of 7ulers) is un-
suitable.  Compare, moreover, the close echo of the passage
hefore us in Luke xxii. 25 from tradition, — Ver. 43,
The reading éordv is as little inappropriate (in opposition to
Tritzsche) as Matt. xx. 26. — Ver. 45, «ai ydp] for coen. 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 (comp. on Matt. viii. 28), doubled the
persons.  Only Mark has the name of the blind nan, which is
not interpolated (Wilke), and certainly is from trustworthy
tradition. — Baptiuaios] The patronymic “20 13, as was often
the case (comp. Bapfolouaios, Bapioovs, BapsaBas), had
become altogether a proper name, so that Mark even ex-
pressly prefixes to it ¢ wvios Tepaiov, which, however, may
be accounted for by the fact of Timaeus being well Lnowa,
possibly as having become a Chiistien of note. — Tudhos
wpocairns| (see the critical rewmarks): e« blind begyrr. —
Ver. 47, “ Magna fides, quod caecus filium Davidis appellat,
quem el Nazaraeum praedicabat populus,” Bengel. — Ver. 49.
Odpaet, €yetpe, dwvet oe] a hasty asyndefon. Comp. Nigels-
bach, Aam. z Ilius, ed. 3, p. 80.— Ver. 50. amoBair. To
ipdr.] depicts the joyous eagerness, with which also the
dramndyoas is in keeping (see the critical remarks). Comp.
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Tom. 77. ii. 183 : B 8¢ béew, dmwo 8¢ yhaivav BdXe, Acts
iil. 8; Dem. 403, 5. — Ver. 51. paBBouvri] 2137, usually:
domine mi. Sce Buxtorf! Lex. Talm. p. 2179. Yet the
yod, as in *37, 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
interpretation 6ddakare in John xx. 16. The form »1d is,
we may add, more respectful than 31, Comp. Drusius.
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CHAPTER XI.

Vee. 1. Lachm. and Tisch. read (instead of iz Brig. x. Bsd.)
nierely zwi ez Brdavizyv; but the evidence is not sullicient (D,
Vulg. codd. 1t. Or. (twice) Jer) to entitle us to derive the
Recepta from Luke xix. 29. An old clerical error, occasioned
Ly the similar beginnings of the two local names; and zai was
inserted to counnect them. C N have sis Bydp. = ¢/ Bgd. If
this were the original form, the omission would occur still more
easily, — The form “leposirune is to be adopted, with Fritzsche,
Lachm. and Tisch,, following B C D L a N, min. Sahid. Or.
"Ispovourip (oes not occur elsewhere in Mark, and only in
Matthew at xxiii. 37 (see 4n loc.); in Luke 1t is the usual form.
— ameoridna] Lachm. reads awiorenie, in opposition to decisive
evidence. It is from the parallels. — Ver. 2. oi6eic] Lachm. has
odosic obmw; Fritzsche: oldizw obéeiz.  The latter is much too
weakly attested. The former has considerable attestation, but
with a diflerent position of the odzw (Tisch. oid. dvdp. cbrw),
instead of which A has s@zore (from Luke). The Receple is to
be defended; the idea expressed in adhue was very variously
1)1'0113‘111; in. — 2doavses avriv (27027?75] BCL awy, COpt. Sahid.
Vulg. It. Or. have 2bours adriv zai gipsre.  Approved by Griesb.,
adopted by Tisch. (Lachm. has Adowse air. x. dydyere). Rightly;
the Keecptee is from Luke xix. 30 ; comp. Matt. xxi. 2, whence
also originated the reading of Lachin. — Ver. 3. éwoorizre] Elz
Fritzsche have azeorersl, in opposition to decisive evidence.
Comp. on Matt. xxi. 3. — =dan, which B C* D L a &, min.
Verc. Colb. Or. (twice) read, although it is adopted by Tisch,, is
an addition from misunderstanding; the rcader probably being
misled by &, and taking the words as being still a portion of
what was to be said by the disciples.— Ver. 4. The article
before =&rev (Elz) is, in accordance with decisive evidence,
deleted. — Ver. 6. Instead of efmer (so also Lachm. and Tisch.)
Elz. Scholz have évereir.are.  But efzer is so weightily attested hy
B C L aw, min. Or. Copt. Aeth, Sahid. Arm. Or. that &vercizaro
appears a gloss. D lhas eipizer, which likewise tells in favour
of ¢z, and is only a change into the pluperfect. — Ver. 7.
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fvaye] B L oA 8% Or have gépwer; approved hy Griesh,
adopted by Tisch.  The Zerepte is from the parallel passages. —
¢xiSaro] B C D L AN win Vulg, Cant. Ver. Corb. Vind. Or.
have imBarrwer.  Adopted Ly Griesh. Iritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.
The Recepte was derived trom the reading Zyoyor. —éx abrd]
B CDL awN mn have ¢ airgy, which Guriesb. approved,
Fritzsehe, Lachm. Tisel. adopted. The Feeepla 1s a mechanieal
repetition of the previous adrg. — Ver. 8. shdpar] B C L A W,
Syr. p. (in the margin) Or. Sahid. have gyedy, which Fritzsche
aud Tisch, have rightly adopted.  With Tisch,, however,
instead of the whole passage #xomroy . . . ¢dov we must read briefly
and simply: zébewsees dx wav dypaw. The Lecepfe 1s an expansion
from Matthew, whence also came 7.éyovzez in ver. 9. This is want-
ingin B C L a N, min Copt. Sahid. Colb. Corb. Or, is regarded
as suspicious by Griesb, and Lachm., and is deleted by Tisch. —
Ver. 10. After Busocic Elz. has év ééuwar zupion, ag':linst: pre-
pouderating evidence.  An awkward repetition from ver. 9. —
Ver, 11. aai eis 5. iepév] =zai is wanting in B C L M a N, min.
Syr. A Copt. Perss. Arm. Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tiseh.; in-
serted by way of conuection. — Ver. 13. To pazpides, with Griesh,,
Fritzsche, Lachm, Scholz, Tisch., there is to Lie added a=é, upon
preponderating evidence. Comp. v. 6. — Ver. 14 The arrange-
nent eis «. al..éz o, as well as uydeiz (lnstead of ¢iéeiz in Elz), is
decisively attested. — Ver. 17. 2éyow abreiz] B C L A R, min.
Copt. have zai @y avroiz. So Tisch. The Rerepla is from
Llll(e.—éﬂotﬁaara] B L A, Or. have atmoidzure.  Adopted by
Tisch. The aorist, in itself more {amiliar, came {rom Luke.
Comp. on Matt. xxi. 13.— Ver. 18. The arrangement oi
apyepels x. of ypopw. is decisively attested (Iritzsche, Lachm.
Tiseln), as is also the subjunctive ase?éowsry (Iritzsche, Laclm.
Tisch.) instead of dwerisnay. — Ver. 19. ir<] B C K L A N, min,
have érav.  Wrongly adopted by Tisch.  Comyp. his LProlcy.
p- lvii.  Unsuitable (otherwise at iii. 11), and to be regarded
as an ancient clerical error.— iZezopeiera] A B K M A, min.
vss. have éfemopsioro.  So Fritzsclhe, Lachm. Dut how natural
it was here to bring in the same number, as in the case of
sapazep., ver. 20!— Ver, 20. The ovder spw! swpamop. 1s nOL
necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), but suggested itself most
naturally after ver. 19, on which account, however, zapazop.
apwi (B C DL aN, min. Ver. Cant) is precisely to be pre-
ferred, with Lachm. and Tisch.— Ver 23. ydp] is wanting in
B D U N, min. vss. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A con-
nective addition. — 2éy] Lachm. and Tisch. have »ansi; fol-
Iowing B L N A ¥, min.; the more familiar 22y, slipped in
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involuntarily. — ¢ i 7] is wanting in B C D L A, min.
Copt. Vulg. It., Deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch., condemnedl
also by Griesh. A confusing gloss, following the foregoing &z o
gmp— Ver. 24 4] Is wanting in B C D L A 8, min.  An
addition from Matt. xxi. 22, — speseuyziusu] B C D L A R,
Cant. Verc. Colb. Corh. Cypr. have spea:bysads zei.  So Lachu.
and Tisch. The participle is an emendation, because it was
tliought necessary (comp. Matt. xxi. 22) to make sew dependent
on wirziods, — raxBasre] B C L A N, Copt. have 7.¢3:7e.  Com-
mended by Guriesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ;
the aorist was not understood, and was changed partly into the
Dresent, partly into the future (D). — Ver. 25. ¢rizyre] A C D
1I L M, min. have erjzers. S0 Lachi. and Tisch. The Lleceptin
is an emendation introduced from ignorvance. — Ver. 206.1] is
wanting in B L S A &, min. Copt. Arm. codd. It. Sus-
peeted by Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch. DBut the evidence in
favour ol omission is the less sullicient for its condemmnation,
that the words do not closely agree with Matt. vi. 15, from
which place they are said to have come in, but present
deviations whiclh are in no wise to be attributed to the
mechanical transeribers. The omission is explained from the
homoeoteleuton of vv. 25 and 26. But what M., min. {urther
add after ver. 26 is an interpolation from Matt. vii. 7, 8. —
Ver. 28, Instead of zai =i read, with Tisch., % =iz, which 1s con-
siderably attested and is supplanted by zai =7z in Matthew. —
Ver. 29. zay4] Tisch. has deleted this, in accordance with B C ?
.35 and Lachm,, following A I, min. Arm. Germ. 2, Gotl, has
placed it dcfore su@z It has come in from the parallels. — Ver.
50, Before 'Tad:s. liere, as in Matt. xxi. 25, =6 1s to be adopted,
with Lritzsche, Lachm. Tisch, in accordance with important
testimony. It was passed over as superfluous ; in Luke it is too-
weakly attested. — Ver. 31. &.oyilevre] BC D G K L DM A n**
min. read: didoyiZosro, Which Griesb. has commended, Schulz
has approved, Irtzsche, Lachm. have adopted. With this
preponderance of evidence it is the less to be derived from
AMatt. xxi. 25, in proportion to the facility with which the
syllable AT might be lost in the two last letters of the pre-
ceding KAL  N* has the manifest clerical error =peszreyiZoirs,
which, however, does not presuppose the simple form. —
o] is wanting in A C* L M X A, min, vss. Deleted by
I'mtzsche, Lachm. It is from the parallels. — Elz and Fritzsche
have afterwards at ver. 32: dzx” éav ¢izazsn.  But idv has against
it decisive evidence, and is an additiun easily misunderstood.

! Ver. 26 is wanting in all the original cditions of Luther's trauslation.
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— &= ovrwz] Tisch. has $rwg §r4, following B C L &** min. The
Liccepta is a transposition for the sake of facility.

Vv. 1-11. See on DMatt. xxi. 1-11. Comp. Luke xix.
29-44. DMark narrates with greater freshness and particulavity
than Matthew, who partly abridges, but partly also already
comments (vv. 4, 5) and completes (ver. 10 f). — els Bnf.
x. BnB.] a more precise local definition to eis ‘Iepoo.: when
they come into the meighbourhood of Jerusalem, (namely) info
the neighbourhood of Bethphaye and Bethany, which places
are sitnated on the Mount of Olizes. Comp. the double efs,
ver. 11. — Ver, 2. els 7y «ounr x.7.\.] Bethphage, which was
first named as the neavest to them., See also Matt. xxi. 1f,
where Bethany as explanatory is omitted. — waXov] withont
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.
—é¢’ ov ovdeis x.mx.] This notice, which in Matthew is
uot 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;
Wetstein in loc.). Comp. Strauss, IT. p. 276 £ — On  ¢épere
(see the critical remarks), comp. Gen. xlvii. 16: ¢épere Ta
wriyy vpdv, Hom. Od iii. 117. Therefore it is not unsuit-
able (Fritzsche) ; even the chunge of the tenses Noate . . .
¢épere) has nothing objectionable in it.  See Kiihmer, I1. p. 80.
— Ver. 3. 7¢] wherefore; to this corresponds the subsequent
ote, because. — xal eb@éws rTN] this Jesus says; it is not
the diseiples who are to say it (Origen; comp. the critical
remarks), wherely a paltry trait would bhe introduced into
the commission. — @8e, 2ither, Plato, Prof. p. 328 D; Soph.
Trach. 496; 0. T. 7; K. 1149. Not yet so used in
Homer. — Ver. 4. edpov . . . dpdodov] a description charac-
teristic of Mark; 7o dupodov and 7 @ugodos (comp. audodiov
in Lucian, Rhet. prace. 24, 25) is not simply fhe way, but the

-

wwy that Terds vound (winding way).  Jer. xvil. 27, xlvil

1 By no means obvious of itself, morcover, in the case of the ass’s colt in the
narrative of Matthew, since it was already large enough for riding,—in opposi-
tion to Lange and others.
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27 Aristot. de part. ani. IIL 2, p. 663, 36 (codd, see
Labeck, Paralip. p. 248), and the examples in Wetstein, also
Koenig and Schaefer, ad Gregor. Cor. p. 505. — Ver. 5. 7(
wotetre x.7.A] Comp. Acts xxi. 13.—Ver. 8. On the only
correct form oT¢Bds, not aroiBds, see Fritzsche. The meaning
is: litter, dmwd pdBdwy Kkal xYAwpdv xopTwy oTpdoLs Kai PUM-
Awy, Hesychius. Very frequent in the classical writers.
Litter (branches and leaves) was cut from the fields that were
near (dyp@dv, see the critical remarks). — Ver. 10. 7 épyouévn
Bacneia Tob watp. ju. 4] e the coming Lingdom of the
Messiah. Its approaching manifestation, on the eve of occurriug
with the entry of the Messiah, was seen in the riding of Jesus
into Jerusalem. And it is called the kingdom 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 (Schoettgen, Hor. IL. p. 10 £.).
Mark did not avoid mention of the “ Son of David” (in oppo-
sition to Hilgenfeld; comp. x. 47, xil. 35), but Matthew
added it; in both cases without special aim. The personal
expression, however (comp. Luke : Bacirevs, which Weizsiicker
regards as the most original), easily came into the tradition. —
Ver. 11. els ‘Iepoa. els 70 iepov] After the rejection of
xal (see the critical remarks) the second els is to be under-
stood as @ more precise specification, similar to that in wver. 1.
— dYrlas 78y obons Tis dpas] as the hour was alrcady latc.
ovrias is here an adjective. Taken as a substantive, Tijs
&pas (evening of the day-time) would not be applicable to it ;
cxpressions with 6yré (as Dem. 541, ult. dyré Tijs dpas éydyvero,
Xen. Hcll. ii. 1. 14, al.) are different. On the adjective dyreos,
see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 51. It was already the time of
day, which in the classical writers is called éyria Setdn (Tlerod.
viii. 6; Thue. viii. 26; Polyb. vii. 16. 4; Ruhnken, 7m.
P- 75). According to Matthew and Luke, it was immediately
after His entry, and not on the next day (Mark, vv. 12, 15 ft)
that Jesus purified the temple. A real difference; Matthew
hias not only narrated the cleansing of the temple as occurring
at once along with the entry, but assumed it so (in opposi-
tion to Lbrard, Lange, and many others); Mark, however, is
MARK. M
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original ; the day’s work is completed with the Messianic entry
itself, and only a visit to the temple and the significant 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 Banr (Markusevang. p. 89), who sees in the
narrative of Mark only the later work of sober reflection
adjusting the course of events; and in opposition to Hilgenfeld,
who accuses Mark of an essential impropriety. — mepeBherap.
wdvta is a preparatory significant statement in view of the
measure of cleansing purposed on the morrow. The look
around was itself deeply serious, sorrowful, judicial (comp.
iii. 5, 34), not as though He Himself had now for the first
time beleld the temple and thus had never previously come
to the feast (Schenkel).

Vv. 12-14. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 18-20, whose more com-
pressed narrative represents a later form taken by the tradition.
— el dpa) whether under these circumstances (see Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 178 £)—namely, since the tree had leaves, which
in fact in the case of fig-trees come after the fruits. Comp.
on Matt. xxi. 19. — o¥ vydp 7w katpos cvxwv] not inappropriate
(Kostlin), but rightly giving information whence it happeued
that Jesus found nothing but leaves only.! If it had been
the tiwne for figs (Juie, when the Bocedre ripens, comp. Matt.
xxiv. 32) 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 od yap 7w xap. avx. the
fruitlessness of the tree would appear quite natural, and
therefore not be justified as an occasion for cursing it (comp.
de Wette, Strauss, Schenkel ; according to Bruno Bauer, Mark
made the remark on account of Hos. ix. 10)—are quite irrele-
vant; for (1) Figs that have hung through the winier were

1 Not as to the point, that only a symbolical demonstration was here in
question (Weizsicker, p. 92). - Nobody could have gathered this from these words.
without some more precise indication, since the symbolical nature of the event,
is wlolly indcpendent of them.
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not at all associated with a tree’s being in leaf, but might
also be found on trees without leaves; the lenfy tree pro-
mised summer figs, but had none,! Lecause in the month Nisan
it was not the time for figs, so that thus the presence of
foliage which, in spite of the carliness 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 frudt; the od yap 7w «. o.
would only make it appear as blameless if it had had no leaves ;
Lience 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. Sucl
explanations, however, deserve no refutation; e¢g. that of
Hammond, Clericus, Homberg, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, L. J.
II. 1, p. 321: for it was not a good fig-year (see, on the other
hand, Strauss, II. p. 220 f); that of Abresch, Lect. Awrist. p.
16, and Triller, ad Thom. M. p. 490 : for it was not a place
suitable for figs; the nterrogative view of Majus, Obss. 1. p.
7: “nonne enim tempus erat ficuum ?;” that of Heinsius
and Knatchbull : “ubi cnim fuit, tempus crat ficuuwm ™ (so that
o0 would have to be read) ; the notion of Mill, that Jesus only
Jeigned as if He were seeking figs, in order merely to do a
miracle (Victor Antiochenus and Euthymius Zigabenus had
already taken even His hunger as simulated ; compare recently
again Hofmann, p. 374); the view of Kuinoel (comp. Dahme
in Henke’s Magaz. 1. 2, p. 252): for it was not yet (o0 = obmw)
Jig-harvest ; compare also Banmgarten-Crusius.  Fritzsche has
the correct view, although he reproaches Mark with having
subjoined the notice “ non elegantissime,” whereas it very cor-
rectly states why Jesus, notwithstanding the leaves of the tree,
found no fruits. Toup (Emendatt. in Suid. IL p. 218 f.), Titt-
mann (Opuse. p. 509),and Wassenbergh (in Valckenaer, Schol. 1.

¥ No {ruit indeel, even that had hung through the winter ; but this Jesus had

not sougyht, since the presence of leaves had induced Him to expect fruit—namely,
fruit before the time (comp. Tobler, Denkdl. aus Jerus. p. 101 iL.).
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p- 18) have even declared themselves against the genuineness
of the words in spite of all the critical evidence! DBornemann
(in opposition to Wassenbergh) in the Schol. in Lue. p. xlix. f,,
and in the Stud. w. K»it. 1843, p. 131 ff,, comes back again
essentially to the interpretation of Hammond, and explains :
“for it was not favourable weather for figs.” But xaipés could
only acquire the meaning of “favourable weather” by more
precise definition ¢n the context, as in the passage quoted by
Bornemann, Eur. Hee. 587, by fedfey, and hence this inter-
pretation is not even favoured by the reading o yap katpis odre
v avkoy (B C* L 4 &, Copt. Syr.; so Tischendorf), for the
time was not fig-time, which reading casily originated from an
o katpos written on the margin by way of supplement, whence
also is to Dbe derived the reading of Lachmann (following D,
Or.): oUwy. 7w o kaipos o. De Wette finds the words “ absolutely
tncomprehenstble”*  Comp. also Baur, Markusev. p. 90, accord-
ing 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. amoxpifeis]
Appropriately Bengel adds: “arbori fructum neganti” —
¢aryor] According to Mark (it is otherwise in Matt. xxi. 19)
the cursing is expressed in the form of a wish, as impreea-
tion, Acts viil. 20. — «ai fjrovoy ol pab. alrol] a preparation
for ver. 20.

Vv. 15-19. See on Matt. xxi. 12—-17. Comp. Luke
xix. 45-48. Matthew deals with this partly by abbreviating,
partly also by adding what is peculiar and certainly original
(vv. 14-106). — fpfato éxBdrrew] Dbut afterwards: xaré-
oTpeyre, so that thus the latter occurred after the beginning
and before the ending of the expulsion. — Ver. 16. {ra] The
object of the permission is conceived as its purpose. The form
fue, as i. 34.— Swevéyry owebos Owa Tob iepod] In the
estimation also of the Rabbins it was accounted a desecration
of the temple, if anybody carried the implements of common
life (oxebos, household furniture, pots, and the like) through

! Nay, they cven compelled Bleck to the conjecture that the event had occurred
at another time of year, possibly in the previous year at the Feast of Tabernacles
(John vii.),
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the temple-enclosure, 8ia Tod iepol (not vaod), in order to save
himself a circuit; they extended this even to the synagogues.
See Lightfoot, p. 632f.; Wetstein <n loc. Olshausen is
mistaken in explaining Siadépew as fo ecarry to and fro ; and
Kuinoel and Olshausen, following Beza and Grotius, arbitrarily
limit oxedos to implements used for the purpose of gain. —
Ver. 17. ébi6acwxe] on what subject ? What follows leaves
no doubt as to the principal theme of this teaching. — wdoe
Tols éBveaw] Dativus commods: (destined) for all nations,—
which has reference in Isa. lvi. 7 to the fact that even the
strangers dwelling among the Israclites were to return with
them to the Holy Land (Ezra ii. 43 ff., vii. 7 ; Neh. iii. 26,
xi. 21), where they were to present their offerings in the
temple (according to the Israelitish comamand, Lev. xvii. 8 ff,
xxil, 19 ff. ; Num. xv. 14 ff). Only Mark (not Matthew and
Luke) has taken up the waoe Tols &fveow from Isaiah, which
probably lLas its reason not only in more careful quotation
(Fritzsche, de Wette, IToltzmann, Bleek), but, inasmuch as it
is an honourable mention of the Gentiles, in the Gentile-
Christian interest, without, however, thereby indicating that
Jesus had desired to announce the ncw spiritual temple of His
chureh (Schenkel), which 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. dmoléowow] (see the
critical remarks) : how they were to destroy Him, deliberative.
The future of the Recepta (how they should destroy Him) would
designate the realization as indubitable (the question only still
remaining as to the kind and manner of the destruction).
See Kiihner, I1. p. 489 f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 225 C.
—-épofodvro wap adrov] The reason why they sought to
destroy Him. — émi 75 &:8ayd, avrot] which He, namely, had
just set forth, ver. 17, after the cleansing of the temple.
Baur arbitrarily suggests that Mark has dexterously inwoven
the 8tbdorew from Luke. — 87e oyré éyéveto] on that day,
ver. 12; hence not é7av (see the critical remarks).

Vv. 20-24. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 20-22. DBut according
to Matthew the tree withered away forthwith after the cursing,
so that the following conversation immediately attached itself
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thereto. A later form moulded in accordance with the imme-
diate result in other miracles. If Mark had separated the
miracle into two acts in order to give to it the more import-
ance (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 lias nothing to do with the view that
the entire history is only a legendary formation from Luke
xiii. (in opposition to Schenkel).— apamopevépevor mpwi)
Fritzsche is wrong in rejecting this order, because  mpwi is
opposed to the preceding oyé” 1In fact wapamop. is the
leading idea (and passing by in the morning), pointing out the
modal definition to the following eior xTN.— Ver. 22
mioTw Oeol] confidence in God ; genitive of the object. Comp.
Acts iii. 16; Rom. iii. 22; Gal ii. 20, iii. 22; Eph. iii. §;
Dem. 300, 10 ; Eur. Med. 414, — Ver. 24. &ia Tov70o] because
the confidence has so great effect.-— 67¢ éxdBere] (see the
critical remarks) : The practerdte is not “ sneptum ™ (Fritzsche),
but the having reccived, which one believes has its ground n
the counsel of God.  Comp. xiil. 20, The real de fucto bestowal
is future (éo7ar Juiv).

Vv. 25, 26. Comp. Matt. vi. 141f. To the exhortation to
confidence in prayer, according to Mark, Jesus links on another
principal requisite of being heard—namely, the necessity of
forgiving in order to obtain forgiveness. And how appro-
priate 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 unadjusted insertion (Hil-
genfeld). — oijrere] Comp. on éordres, Matt. vi. 5. The
indication is not incorrect, but &v has its relation merely to
the particle 67e, and does mnot affect the verb; see on iii. 11.
— Ver. 26, Observe the antithesis, in which ovx (uot uz, as

! Which, however, is not, with Weiss in the Jakrd, f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 63,
to be supported by the argnment that Mark has nowhere clse the expression : 4
marhp  iv vois abp. For Mark has no place at all, in which this designation would
have been applicable instead of another that he bas used.
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in Matthew) is closely associated with a¢iere and constitutes
with it one idea (Hermann, ad Vig. p. 831 ; Winer, p. 423 £.
[E. T. 597 £]; Duttmann, neut. Gr. p. 297 [E. T. 346]).

Vv. 27-33. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27. Comp. Luke
xx. 1-8. DMatthew abridges little, but yet remains not so
directly vivid. — wepimraTorvros] According to Mlatthew and
Luke Jesus faught, which, however, is not excluded by Mark’s
statement. — Ver. 28. Tadra] the cleansing of the temple,
comp. oun Matt. xxi. 23. — va TadTa moujs] not a paraphrase
of the infinitive, but: @ order that thow mayest do these things,
purpose of Ty éfovoiay T. Ewrev.— Ver. 29. émepwTicw]
not : post interrogabo (Fritzsche), but, as always in the N. T.:
to inquire of, so that émwi expresses the direction. Comp.
Plat. Soph.p. 249 E: Swcaiws dv émepwTnlelpey dmep adrol
Tote HpwTdpev (be mquired of, as we ourselves asked ques-
tions). — Ver. 31. odv]thercfore, since it comes from heaven, —
Ver. 32. aA\' elmoper €€ avfpomwr] Here is to be placed a
note of interrogation (Complutensian, Lachmann, Tischendorf) ;
but are we to say : of men? a question of doubtful reflection !
Rinck, Zucubr. erit. p. 306, aptly remarks on what follows:
“Respondet Marcus suo nomine, idque elegantissime fecisse
videtur, quoniam haud facile quisquam sibi ipse aperte
timorem adscribere consuevit” Comp. Buttmann, ncut. Gr.
p- 330 [E. T. 385). — elyov 7ov Iwdvvqy évres, o1¢ mpod.
9] (see the critical remarks): they rcally perceived (per-
gpectum habebant, see Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. p. 873) that John (in
Lis lifetime) was « prophet. ‘Iwdvvmy . . . 67 is to be taken
according to the well-known attraction ; see Winer, p. 551
[E T. 781]; Buttmann, p. 322 [E. T. 376]
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COHAPTER XIIL

VER. 1. 7¢7:0] B G L AN, min. Syr. Vulg. It. have raren, So
Lachm. and Tisch. The testimony of the codd. in favour of
Aéyen remains doubtless strong enough, nevertheless rehew is to
be preferred, because there immediately follows what Jesus
said, and therefore the change into Aiyev was readily suggested.
Comp. iii. 23. — Ver. 3. oi 8¢] Lachm. Tisch. have x«i, following
BDL an min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Vere. Vind. It is from
Matt. xxi. 25.— Ver. 4. MdoBorse.] is wanting in B D L aw,
min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Almost all the above witnesses
have afterwards instead of éwésr. fripww.: #riunswr. Ifritzsche,
Lachm. Tisch. have followed the former omission and this
reading, and rightly ; adeSor. is o gloss on éxepunr. from Matt.
xxi. 35, and éafor. Aripwuévor is a reading conformed to the con-
clusion of ver. 3. — Ver. 5. xai &2xov] Elz. Scholz have xai
«d2y dAA., in opposition to preponderating evidence; sdam is a
mechanical repetition from ver. 4. — Instead of ois is to be
written ols both times, following B L A &, min. with Fritzsche,
Lachm. Tisch. — The Aeolic form dmoxréiwores is on decisive
evidence to be adopted, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Comp.
the critical remarks on Matt. x. 28. — Ver. 6. The arrangement
#va Exev vidv is Tequired by decisive evidence (Fritzsche, Lachm.,
comp. Tisch.), of which, however, B C** L a ®8, 33 have 5w
instead of ixwv (so Tisch. rightly, as #xwv is an emendation of
the construction). Almost the same witnesses omit the od:
after #; it is, with Tisch., to be deleted as a connective addi-
tion, as, moreover, «irsi after dyus. is a decidedly condemmed
mechanical addition. — Ver. 8. Such preponderating evidence is
in favour of the superfluous abriv after é£i8ua., that it is to be
adopted with Lachm. and Tisch.— Ver. 14. i 5] BC D L a ,
33, Copt. codd. of the It. have xai. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Irom
Luke xx. 21, whence also many variations with ézgpdrav have
come into our passage. — Ver. 17. The arrangement ré¢ Kaisepos
&7id. Kaiswpr (Tisch.) 1s to be preferred, in accordance with B C
L ax, 28, Syr. Copt. The placing of g=édore first (Elz. Lachm.)
is {from the parallels. — ‘duduusey] Lachm. has &eduefon
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Tut among the codd. whicli read the imperfect (D D T a nj,
B~ have ifsdabipaler (D* has éfedavpaloro). This éZeduipalos
(Tisch.) is to be preferred. The simple forin and the aorist are
from the parallels.— Ver. 18. éznpuirnoey] Lachm. Tisch. have
émppuiray, following B C D L A N, 33; the aorist is from the
parallels. — Ver. 19. =4y ywaiza wlroi] adred is wanting in.I3 C
L an, min. Copt., and is from Matthew. — Ver. 20. After izrd
Elz. Fritzsche have oby, against decisive evidence; it is from
Luke xx. 29; instead of which some other witnesses have 6
(from Matthew). — Ver. 21. zai o0t adris deiixs] B C L a ¥, 33,
Copt. have un zararszdv. Approved by Bornemann in the Stud.
u. Krit. 1843, p. 133, adopted by Tisch. Dut if the Reeeple had
originated from what precedes and follows, it would have run
simply zal obx agixs; the xul obdé wirés does mot look like the
result of a gloss, and might even become offensive on account
of its emphasis. —Ver. 22. #4280 «irqv] is wanting in B D,
min. Colb,, also C L a &, min. Copt., which, moreover, omit »«/
before oiz. Fritzsche has deleted #raSor «ir., Lachm. has merely
bracketed it; Tisch. has struck out, besides #2.«B. air, the zai
also before oiz. Rightly; the short reading: xui oi ixre odz
&gFnav oxéipua, was completed in conformity with ver. 21.—
¢oydrn) Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have Zesaroy, certainly on con-
siderable attestation; but it is an emendation (comp. Matthew
and Luke: toreper), on account of the difference of the genders
(4o feminine, =dvr. masculine), — The order zai 7 yuwi &=id. is,
with Fritzsche, Lachm., Tisch.,, to be adopted. The Recepta is from
the parallels.— Ver. 23. After & 3 Elz. Lachm. Scholz have oiy,
which important witnesses omit, others place after Ziwor. From
the parallels. — éruy dvaorsior] is wanting in BC D L a 8, min,
vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. It is to be
maintained, 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 &vusrdss and dvasrier, occa-
sioned the omission. — Ver. 25. yepiszovrar] A F H, min. have
Gryepiczarar, B C G L U A N, min. have yupilovrar.  Con-
sequently the testimonies in favour of the HKecepta are left so
weak (even D falls away, having yuuiZoven), and yapifosar has
so much the preponderance, that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm.
Tiseh., to be adopted. Comp. on Matt. xxii. 30.— Before &
Elz. has oi. The weight of the evidence is divided. DBut since
this o after dyye.01 was more easily dropped out than
brought in (by being written twice over), and is wanting also
in Matthew, it is to Le maintained. — Ver. 26. Instead of =5
Bérov Elz. has rfi¢ Bdrow, in opposition to decisive evidence. —
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Decisive evidence condemns in ver. 27 the article before o,
and then ©:; before Zuvrwv; just as also bueds odv before sord
araviele is, following B C L a n, Copt., to be struck out, with
Tisch., as being an addition to these short pithy words.— Ver. 28.
eibwg] Iritzsclie, Lachm. Tisch. have /d<v (Fritzsche: zai iduy).
So, with or without zai (which is a connective interpolation), in
C D L &* min. vss, including Syr. Arm. Vulg. It. Aug. But
these witnesses are not preponderating, and eidws might easily
seem unsuitable and give way to the more usual idav; comp.
ver, 34. — The order amexpify abroisz has been preferred by Schulz,
Tritzsche, and Tisch, (following Gersd. p. 526), in accordance
with B C L a &, min. Copt. Theophylact. DBut it was just the
customary placing of the pronoun after the verb that occasioned
the inversion of the words, in which the énfention with which
adreiz was prefixed was not observed. It is otherwise at xiv. 40.
— Instead of wdvrwv Elz. has waosiy, contrary to decisive evidence.
— Ver. 29. The Recepta is éri mpurn wasin riv évroagy.  VCTy many
variations. Griesb. and Tritzsche have 87 apdry adirwy évrons,
following A, min. Scholz reads érr @p. wdirwr v dvronay, follow-
ing EF G H S, min, Lachm. has én ap. advray [Hrorg forn).
-Tisch. has ¢r1 spary éorw, following B L a N, 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
¢oriv was partly dropped. — Ver. 30. abrn wpdrn évrorg] is want-
ing in BEL a®, Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition in
accorcdance with Matthew, with variations in details, following
vv. 28, 29.— Ver. 31. Instead of xai édsvr. read, with Tisch,,
merely dcvr. — Elz. Griesb. Scholz have iuoie airn; Fritzsche,
Lachm. have éu. «dry; Tisch. merely airs. The last is attested
by B L at, Copt, and is to be preferred, since éusie very
readily suggested itself to Dbe written on the margin from
Matthew. — Ver. 32. After e {ors Elz. has ©¢s; a supplement in
opposition to preponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. xai 5 éane tijs
V] is wanting in B L a 8, min. Copt. Vere. Marcell. in Eus,
Condemned by Ilinck, bracketed by Laclhm., deleted by Tisch.
But if it were an addition, it would have been inserted after
xapdiag (comp. ver. 30). On the other hand, the arrangement
dilferent from ver. 30 might easily draw after it the omission.
—The article before dumav (in Elz.) is decisively condemned. —
Ver. 36. yap] is wanting in B L A &, min. Copt. Vere., while D,
Arm. read xai abrig, and Colb, Corb. have autcm. Lachm. has
Iracketed ydp, and Tisclh. has deleted it. The latter is right.
The connection was variously supplied.— Ver. 37. olv] is want-
ingin BD L a & min, copt. Syr. p. codd. It. Hil. DBracketed
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by Lachm,, deleted by Tisch.  An addition from the parallels. —
Ver. 43. «izev] instead of the Eeeepta Aéysr (which Scholz, Rinck,
Tisch. defend), is decisively attested, as also is #B«xe (Lachm.)
instead of the Reccpta Bi824ze. In place of Burir. (Elz.),
Barrévr. 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 collec-
tion of Logia (vv. 28-32), and he enriches the application of
the parable before us in an equally original manner; 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). — 7jp€ato] after that dismissal of
the chief priests, ete. — ad7ois] therefore not as Luke has it :
7pos Tov Aaov, to which also Matthew is opposed. — év mapa-
BoXais] parabolically. The plural expression is generic ; comp.
iii. 22, iv. 2. Hence it is not surprising (Hilgenfeld). Comp.
also John xvi. 24, — Ver. 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 compendiously Matthew sums up the contents
of vv. 4, 5.! — rdxeivov] The conception of maltreatment lies
at the foundation of the comparative also, just as at ver. 5,
Comp. on Matt. xv. 3. — éxedparaiwaav] they beat him on the
head. The word is not further preserved in this signification
(Vulg.: <n capite vulnerarunt), but only in the meaning: fo
gather wp as regards the main substance, to sct forth summarily
(Thue. iii. 67. 5, viii. 53. 1; Herod. iil. 159 ; Ecelus. xxxv. 8);
but this is wholly inappropriate in this place, since it is not,
with Wakefield, Stlv. ¢rit. IL. p. 76 £, to be changed into the
meaning : “ they made short work with him.”* We have here a

1 All the less ought the several 3ou2a to be specifically defined ; as, for instance,
according to Victor Antiochenus, by the first servant is held to be meant Elias
and the contemporary prophets ; by the second, fsaiak, Hosea, and Amos; by
the third, Ezekiel and Daniel. That the expression in vv. 2-4 is in the singular,
notwithstanding the plurelity of prophets, cannot in a figurative discourse be
surprising, and cannot justify the conjecture that here another parable—of the
three years of Christ’'s ministry—has been interwoven (Weizsicker).

? This explanation is set aside by «iriv, which, moreover, is opposed to the
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veritable solecisin; Mark confounded xedalaiow with redpakifo,
perhaps after the analogy of yrafow and yuiow (Lobeck, «d
Phryn. p. 95). — gripnoav (see the critical remarks): they dis-
honowred him, treated him disgraccfully, the general statement
after the special éwepaX. The word is poetical, especially
epic (Hom. 7.1 11,ix. 111; Od. xvi. 274, al.; Pind. Pyth. ix.
138; Soph. 4y. 1108 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 251), as also
in this sense the later form dmipow, of frequent use in the
LXX. (Eur. Hel. 462, al.), which in the prose writers is used
in the sense of inflicting dishonour by depriving of the rights
of citizenship (also in Xen. A¢h. i. 14, where amipoloe is to
be read).— Ver. 5. «. moAlovs dAhovs] Here we have to
supply : they maltreated—the dominant idea in what is pre-
viously narrated (comp. &dxelvoy, vv. 4, 5, where this concep-
tion lay at the root of the xac), and to which the subsequent
elements 8épovTes and amowxTevvovtes are subordinated. Comp.
Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 252 [E. T. 293]. 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 supplied from the context in the case
of participles and other instances. See Bornemann, ad Aen.
Sympos. iv. 53 ; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 770; Nigelsbach,
Anm. z Ilias, ed. 3, p. 179.— Ver. 6. The &re éva elyev viov
ay. (see the critical remarks), which is peculiar to the graphic
Mark, has in it something touching, to which the bringing
of éve into prominence by the unusual position assigned to
it contributes. Then, in vivid connection therewith stands
the contrast of vv. 7, 8; aud the trait of the parable con-
tained in ver. 7 f certainly does not owe its introduction
to Mark (Weiss).— Ver. 8. Not a Aystcron proteron (Grotius,
Hewmaunn, de Wette), a mistake, which is with the greatest
injustice imputed to the vividly graphic Masrk ; but a different
representation from that of Matthew and Luke: they Lilled
Jim, and threw him (the slain) out of the vineyard. In the
latter there is the tragic element of outrage even against the

view of Theophylact: sovsrireoay xai ixopdpuoay ~hv vBpyv. The middle is used
in Greek with an accusative of the person (rwé), but in the semnso: brigly tv
describe any one.  Sce Plat, Pol. ix. p. 576 B.
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corpse, which is not, however, intended to be applied by way
of special interpretation to Jesus.— Ver. 9. éxevoerar x.7.\.]
not an answer of the Pharisces (Vatablus, ICuinoel, following
Matt. xxi. 41); but Jesus Hemself is represented by Mark as
replying to His own question.! — Ver. 10. o08¢] What Jesus
has set before them in the way of parable concerning the
rejection of the Messiah and His divine justification, s also
prophesied i the Seripture, Ps. exviii. 22 ; hence He continues :
have ye mot also rcad this Seripturc, cte.?  On qpadsj, that
which is drawn up in writing, used of indevidual passages of
Seripture, comp. Luke iv. 21; John xix. 37; Acts i. 16,
vill. 35.—Ver. 12. kai époB. 7. 8xyM\.] xai conuects adver-
sative clauses without changing its signification, Hartung,
Partiell. T p. 147 £.; Winer, p. 388 [E. T. 545] Itisan
emphatic «nd in the sense of: and yet. Especially frequent
in John. — The words éyvwoav yap . . . elme, which are not
to be put in a parenthesis, are regarded as illogically placed
(see Beza, Heupel, Fritzsche, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and others),
and are leld to have their proper place after kparjoar DBut
wrongly. Only let éyvwoar be referred not, with these inter-
preters, to the chief priests, scribes, and elders, but to the
dxhos, which was witness of the transaction in the temple-
court. If the people had not observed that Jesus was speak-
ing the parable in reference to (wpos) them (the chief priests,
etc, as the yewpyots), 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 the fulfilment of the parable, and
would have interested themselves on His behalf. The chief
priests, etc., were cunning enough to avoid this association,
and left Him and went their way. In this manner also Lulke
xx. 19 is to be understood ; he follows Mark.

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22. Comp. Luke
xx. 20-26. Mark is more concise and vivid than Matthew.
—- dmosTéAhova:] the chief priests, scribes, and elders (xi. 27),

!That the opponentsthemselves are compelled to pronounce judgment (Matthew),
appears an original trait. But the form of their answer in Matthew (xaxois
razxss %, A.) betrays, as compared with Mark, a later artificial manipulation.
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whereas Matthew inaccurately refers this new and grave tempta-
tion to the Pharisees as its authors.— fva adT. dypeve. Noyw)]
in order that they (these messengers) might ensnare Him by
means of an utterance, i.c. by means of a question, which they
were to address to Him. See ver. 14. Comp. xi. 29. The
hunting term dypevo is frequently even in the classical
writers transferred to smen, who are got into the lunter’s
power as a prey. See Valckenaer, ad Herod. vii. 162 ; Jacobs,
ad Anthol. VIL. p. 193. In a good sense also, as in Xen.
Mem. dil. 11. 7 : 76 mheloTov dov dypevpa ¢pidovs Onpice.
— Ver. 14. én’ dApbeias] equivalent to dAnfds, Luke iv. 25,
xx. 21, xxii. 59, iv. 27, x. 34. See Wetstein 7n loc.; Schaefer,
Melct. p. 83; Fritzsche, Quacst. Luc. p. 137 f. — ddpuev, 1
un 8] The previous question was theoretical and general,
this is practical and definite. — Ver. 15. e/6ds] as knowing
hearts (John ii. 25). Comp. Matt. xii. 25; Luke vi. 8, xi. 17.
— 7. Umoxpiow] “Discere cupientium praeferebant speciem,
cum animus calumniam strueret,” Grotius.— Ver. 17. Ob-
serve the more striking order of the words in Mark : what s
Cacsar’s, pay to Cacsar, etc. — éfeBavpalor] see the critical
remarks. The aorist would merely narrate historically ; the
imperffect depicts, and is therefore not inappropriate (in opposition
to Fritzsche) ; sce Kithner, IL. p. 73, and ad Xen. Anab. vii. 1.
13. Comp. v. 20, vi. 6. The compound éxBavu. strengthens
the notion; Eecclus, 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, wlho narrates more
briefly and smoothly, Comp. Luke xx. 27-40. — émnpoTwr]
Imperfeet, as at ver. 17.— Ver. 19. é7¢ is recitative, and
wa is the imperative to be explained by the wolo that lies at
the root of the expression (see on 2 Cor. viil. 7 ; Eph. v. 33).
Comp. on &7e before the imperative, Plat. Crit. p. 50 C: lows
av elmowev (the laws), 67¢ . . . py Baduale Ta Aeyoueva. — The
1 Hitzig, Joh. Mark. p. 219 (., places the Pericope of the adulteress, John
vii. 531, after ver. 17, whercin Holtzmann, p. 92 Y., comparing it with Luke
xxi. 87f., so far follows him as to assume that it had stood in the primitive-
Mark, and had been omitted Ly all the three Synoptists. Hilgenfeld (in his

Zeitschr. 1863, p. 817) continues to attribute it to John. It probably belonged
criginally to one of the sources of Luke that are unknown to us.
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émiyauBpevoe, which Matthew has here, is a later annexation
to the original text of the law. Anger, Diss. II. p. 32, takes
another view (in favour of Matthew). — Ver. 20. émrd]
emphatically prefixed, and introduced in a vivid way with-
out obv.— Ver. 21. xai o0dé¢ adros] and also not he. — kal
0 Tpitos w@gavT.] namely, he took her and died without
children ; comp. what has gone before.— Ver. 23. érav
avacTdot] when they shall have risen, not an epexegesis of
év Tff dvacTdoe : but the discourse goes from the general to
the particular, so that ¢he scven brothers and the woman is the
subject of dvacTdoi.— Ver. 24. 8ia Toiro] does not point
back to what has gone before (“ipse sermo vester prodit
errorem vestrum,” Bengel), which must have been expressed,
but forward to the participle which follows: do ye not err
on this account, becausc ye do not understand ? See Maetzner,
ad Antipk. p. 219 ; Bornemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843,
p- 137 f.; Winer, p. 146 f. [E. T. 201 f.].— Ver. 25. érav

.. avacTdow)] generally, not as at ver. 23.— yauifovrai]
The form yaupioxw (Arist. Pol. vil. 14. 4) is not indeed to be
read here (see the critical remarks), but neither is it, with
Fritzsclie, altogether to be banished out of the N. T. Itis
Leyond doubt genuine in Luke xx. 34 f — Ver. 26. o7
évyelpovral] that they, namely, etc.; this is the conclusion to
be proved—the doctrinal position denied by the interrogators.
— émi Tob Bdrov] belongs to what has preceded (in opposi-
tion to Beza) as a more precise specification of év 7 BB\ M. :
at the (well-known) ¢horn-bush, .. there, where it is spoken
of, Ex. iii. 6. See on quotations of a similar kind, Jablonsky,
Bibl. Hebr. praef. § 37 ; Fritzsche, ad Rom. xi. 2. Polybius,
Theophrastus, and others have Bd7os as masculine. It usually
occurs as feminine (Luke xx. 37; Deut. xxxiii. 16), but at
Ex. iti. 2-4, likewise as masculine.— Ver. 27. According
to the amended text (see the critical remarks): He s 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 amplification in vv. 32-34. — The parti-
ciples ate to be so apportioned, that dxoleas is subordinated
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to the mpogerfwv, and eidws belongs to émppodTnper as its
determining motive. — e/3a)s] not inappropriate (Fritzsche, de
Wette) ; but the seribe Lncw from his listening how aptly Jesus
had answered them (adTois, cmphatically placed before amenp.);
and therefore he hoped that He would also give to him an
apt reply. — wavrov] ncuter. Compare Xen. Mem. iv. 7. 70 :
o 8 #Mos . .. wavtov hapmpotaTos &y, Thucyd. vii. 52. 2.
See Winer, p. 160 [E. T. 222]; Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 549.
— Vv. 29, 30. Deut. vi. 4, 5. This principle of morality,
which binds all duties into unity (see J. Miiller, ». d. Sinde,
I. p. 140 £), was named pre-eminently AN™p, or also from the
initial word ym¥, and it was the custom to utter the words
daily, morning and evening. See Vitringa, Synag. ii. 3. 15;
Buxtorf, Synag. 9.—loxves] LXX. OSvvdpews. It is the
moral strength, which makes itself known in the overcoming
of hindrances and in energetic activity. Comp. Beck, bibl.
Scelend. p. 1121, and on LEph. i 19. DMatthew has not this
point, but Luke has at x. 273 —Ver. 32. After d:ddoxare
there is only to be placed a comma, so that én’ ainfelas
(comp. on ver. 14) is a more precise definition of xaids. —
87 els éori] that IIc is one. The subject is obvious of itself
from what precedes. As in the former passage of Scripture,
ver. 29, so also lere the mention of the unity of God is the
premiss for the duty that follows; hence it is not an impro-
bable trait (Kostlin, p. 351), which Mark has introduced here
in the striving after completeness and with reference to the
Gentile world. — Ver. 33. ouvégews] a similar notion instead
of a repetition of diavoias, ver. 30. It is the moral intelli-
gence which comprehends and understands the relation in
question. Its opposite is dodwveros (Rom. i 21, 31), Dem.
1394, 4: aperis amdans dpyn % ovvesis. Comp. on Col.
i. 9. — oroxavT.] “ Nobilissima species sacrificiorum,” Dengel.
wavtey Tdv applies inclusively to fuvowwv. Kriiger, § 58.
3. 2, —Ver. 34. dwv adrov, 67¢] Attraction, as at xi. 32 and
frequently. — vovwvexds] inlelligently, only here in the N. T.

! The variations of the words in Matthew, Mark, and Luke represent different
forms of the Greek tradition as remembered, which arose independently of the
LXX. (for no cvangelist has 3dvzpuss, which is in the LXX.).
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Polybius associates it with ¢poviuws (i. 83. 3) and =pay-
patwieads (. 13. 1, v. 88. 2).  On the character of the word
as Greek, instead of which the Attics say vovveyortws (its
opposite : adpovws, Isocr. v. 7), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 599.
— ov paxpar x.7.N.] The (future) kingdom of the Messial is
conceived as the common goal. Those who are fitted for the
mewmbership of this kingdom are aiear to this goal ; those wlo
are unfitted are »cmofe 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 lim this testinony, because in the frankly and eagerly
avowed agreement of lhis religious-moral judgment with the
answer of Jesus there was already implied a germ of faith
promising much. — kai obdeis ovréri x.T.\.] not inappropriate
(de Wette, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Dleek); but it was just this
peculiar victory of Jesus—that now the result of the ques-
tioning was even agreement with Him-—which took from all
the further courage, ctc.

ReMARK—The difference, arising from Matthew’s bringing
forward the scribe as seapdZwv (and how naturally in the bear-
ing of the matter this point of view suggested itself!), is not to
be set aside, as, for instance, by Ibrard, 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,” ete. The variation is to be
explained by the fact, that the design of the questioner was
from the very first differently couceived 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
temptation (Weiss), or had been induced by Luke xx. 39 to adopt
amilder view (Baur). Nor has Matthew remodelled the narrative
(Weiss); but he has followed #Zat tradition which Lest fitted into
his context. The wholly peculiar position of the matter in Mark
tells in favour of the correctness and originality of his narrative.

1 He follows the method of reconciliation proposed by Theophylact: #pasor
piv adriv wp wepdldnra uricar tira dQtAnfivra &ws THs dmoxpiviws Tob Kporod rel
vovvsyas awoxpbivre ivawsdives. Comp. Grotius and others, including already
Victor Antiochenus and the anonymeous writer in Possini Cot. ; Lange, again,
in substance takes the same view, while Bleek simply acknowledges the varia-
tion, and Hilgenfeld represents Mark as importing his own theology into the
conversation.

MARK, N
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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
problem before the assendled Pharisces, and then relates that
they were thercby brought to silence, so that they put no
further yuestions to Him ; whereas Mark relates that tic con-
versation as to the most important commandmment had had this
result, and thereafter Jesus had thrown out before the people,
while He was teaching (vv. 37, 35), the question respecting
the Son of David, — amoxpifeis] The following question to
the people is a reply—publicly exposing the theological help-
lessness of the seribes—to the silence, to which they had just
seen themselves reduced by the very fact that one of their
munber had even given his entire approval to Jesus. The
seribes are still present. But it is not to themselves that
Jesus puts His question ; He utters it before the people, but in
express r¢ference to the ypapgparets.  They may thevefore give
_information also before the people, if they can. If they cannot,
they stand there the more completely vanquished 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 wofev vios avrod éoTw the pause of this
silence and this confusion. So peculiar is this whole position
of the matter in Mark, that it appears to be (in opposition to
Hilgenfeld and Baur) original. — was] Zow then ? “ Quomodo
consistere potest, quod dicunt,” Grotius.—The twofold emphatic
adros dav. places the declaration of David Limsclf in contrast
to the point held Ly the scribes.— xai mofev] breaking in
with surprise. Comp. Luke i. 43. mofev is the causal unde:
whenee eomes 1t that' Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 269 D.; Dem.
241,17 ; Wolf, ad Lept. p. 238. — 6 mohds oxA.] the multitude

' In opposition to the whole N. T., the question is, according to Schenkel
(comp. Strauss), intended to exhibit the Davidic descent of the Messiah as a
phantom. This descent in fact formus of necessity the presupposition of the
words xal xifev x.7.A., the concessum on the part of Jesus Himself. And it is
the postulate of the whole of the N. T. Christology, from Matt. i. 1 to Rev.
xxii. 16. Comp., moreover, the appropriate remarks of Beyschlag, Christol.
d. N. T p. 61f. But the pre-cxistence of Jesus, which certainly must have



CHAP. XII. 38-40. 1935

of people, which was present. — 5jxover avrod §6éws] a triumph
over those put to silence.

Vv. 38-40. Comp. on Matt. xxiii. 1, 6, 7 (14). Mark
gives ouly a short fragment (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 collec-
tion of Logia. — B\émere dmo] as viil. 15. — 7av ferovrov]
quippe qui volunt, desire, e lay clatm to as a privilege.
“ Velle saepe rem per se indifferentem malam facit,” Bengel.
— év gToais] te. in long stately robes, as aToMd], even without
more precise definition, is frequently used (1 Mace. vi. 16;
Luke xv. 22; Marc. Anton. i. 7). Grotius well remarks that
the oTo\s is “ gravitatis index.” — kai domaopols] governed
by fenovrov. Sec Winer, p. 509 [E. T. 722]. — Ver. 40.
ol rareaBiovtes x.7\.] is usnally not separated from what
precedes, so that the nominative would come in instead of the
genitive, bringing into more independent and emphatic pro-
minence the description of their character. See Bernhardy,
p- 68 f.; Buttmann, neut. Gram. p. 69 [E. T. 79]. DBut it is
more suited to the vehement eniotion of the discourse (with
which also the asyndetic form of ver. 40 is in keeping), along
with Grotius, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald (doubt-
fully also Winer, p. 165 [E. T. 228]), to begin with of
xatecBiovtes a new sentence, which runs on to xpiua: the
devourers of widows houses . . . these shall (in the Messianic
judgment) rcecive a greater condemnation ! — xai] is the simple
copula: thosc devouring widows' houscs and (and withal) by
way of pretence utlering long prayers (in order to conceal under
them their pitiless greed). — Tav ynpav] Vmrecipyovro vyap
Tas dmpogTaTeUToUs fuvaikas s Onflev mpooTdTar alTdw
éoopevor, Theophylact. — xat mpodpdoer parpa mpocevy.)
wpocyiuate evhaBelas xal Umokpiger amaTdyTes ToUs ddehes-
tépovs, Theophylact. — mepioaorepor «pipal 8o & pdov
TETUNYTAL TAph TG Nad kai Tyv Ty els BAdSnr éArovoy,

been in His consciousness when He asked the question, is not expressed (in
some such way as in John viii. 58), nor is the recognition of it claimed for
the Pezalmist by tv wveopari.  The latter mercly asserts that David, as a prophet,
designated his Son as his Lord,
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Too0lTE pa\\ov katadicacbicovtar Swwatol vyap Suvatds
étagfroovrar, Victor Antioclienus.

Vv. 41-44. Comp. Luke xxi. 1-4. It is surprising that
this highly characteristic and original episode, which according
to Tichthal, indeed, is an interpolation and repeated by Lulke,
has not bLeen adopted in Matthew. But after the great re-
buking discourse and its solemn close, the little isolated
picture seems not to have found a place. — 700 yalodvra-
xiov] comp. Josephus, Antt. xix. 6. 1, where Agrippa hangs
a golden chain dmép 76 yafopvrdriov. According to the
Rabbins it consisted of thirteen trumpet-shaped brazen chests
(nAeiY)), and was in the fore-court of the women. It was
destined for the reception of pious contributions for the temple,
as well as of the temple-tribute. See, generally, Lightfoot,
Hor. p. 539 f.; Reland, Antt. i. 8. 14. The treasure-
chambers (yalodvrdria) 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. — yaXxév] not money in general (Grotius, Fritzsche,
and others), but copper moncy, which most of the people gave.
See Beza. — &Bairov] imperfect, as at vv. 17, 18. The
reading &Barov (Fritzsche) is too weakly attested, and is not
necessary. — Ver. 42 {. pia] in contrast with the woAhol
mhovaios: one single poor widow. A Nemwroy, so called from
its smallness (Xen. Cy». i. 4. 11: 76 hemrotaTov Tob yahxob
vopiouatos), was 4th of an as in copper. See on Matt.
v. 26. It is the same definition in the Talmud, that two
Moy make a buap; see Lightfoot, p. 638 £.—On the fact
that it is not “a quadrans” but Aewra 8o, that is mentioned,
Bengel has aptly remarked: “quorum unum vidua retinere
potuerat.” The Rabbinical ordinance: “Non ponat homo
Aerrov in cistam eleemosynarum ” (Dave bathre £ 10, 2), has
no bearing here (in opposition to Schoettgen), for here we
Lave not to do with alms. — mpooxaresdap.] “de re magua,”
Bengel. — mhetoy mavTwv] is said according to the scale of
means ; all the rest still kept back much for themselves, the
widow nothing (see what follows),—a sacrifice which Jesus
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cstimates in its moral greatness; Tav éavrils wpoalpecw
émedeifaTo edmopwrépav Tijs Suvapews, Theophylact. — The
present participle BaAlovTwy (see the critical remarks) is not
inappropriate (Fritzsche), but designates those who were throwing,
whose BdAhew was present, when the widow éBaie. — Ver. 44.
éx Tis VaTepio. avTi)s] (not avris) is the antithesis of éx Tod
wepoa. avT. in ver. 43, Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 14 ; Phil. iv. 12.
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 designation. On
Bios, victus, that whercby onc lives, comp. Luke viii. 43, xv. 12,
30 ; Hesiod, Op. 230; Xen. Mem. iii. 11. 6 ; Soph. Pkil. 919,
1266 ; Dem. 869, 25 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 486 D; and Stallbaum
in loc.
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CHAPTER XIIL

VER. 2. dmoxpideic] is, with Tiscl., to be deleted, as at xi. 33,
following B L &, min. vss.— Ver. 2. gé¢ is adopted before 2idog
by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm., in accordance doubtless
withBD G LU AN, 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.— Ver. 4. «i=é] B D LN,
min, have sixév. So Fritzsche, Laclun. Tisch. This raver form
is to be adopted in accordance with so considerable testimony ;
sizi is from Matthew. — With Tiscl, following B L ¥, we must
write rabre svrer. wdvre ; different attempts to rectify the order
produced the variations. — Ver. 8. Before the second #sovrer we
must, with Tisch., delete xai, in accordance with B L w**, — xa;
cupuywi] Suspected by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and
Tisch., in accordance with B D L &, Copt. Aeth. Erp. Vulg.
It. Viet. DBut wherefore and whence was it to have leen
introduced ? On the other hand, it was very easily lost in the
following apyui.— Ver. 9. goywi] B D KX L U AN, min. vss.
Vulg. It. also have dpys, which is commended by Griesh.,
adopted Dby Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.; from Matt.
xxiv. 8§, —Ver. 11. Instead of dywsn Elz has aydywem, in
opposition to decisive evidence. — u5: pmersrdre] is wanting in
D D L« min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Erp. Vulg. It. Vigil. Con-
demned by Griesh., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.
But the Homoioteleuton the more easily occasioned the
omission of the words, since they follow dmmediately after «i
rargenre.  Luke xxi. 14, moreover, testifies in favour of their
genuineness. — Ver. 14, After épnuuo:ms Llz. Scholz, Fritzsche
(Lachm. in Dbrackets) have: = pnfev imd Aawirh cod =pogire,
which words are not found in B D L &, Copt. Arm. It. Vulg
Sax. Aug. They are from Matthew. —éorwz] Lachm. has
toryzis, following D 28; Tisch. has ierqxére, following B L &,
Fritzsche : io7is, according to AR G H V A, min. Under these
circumstances the Reeepfe has prepondlerant evidence against
it; it is from Matt. xxiv. 15, Of the other readings ésrgxéz is to
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Le adopted, because B L & also testily in its favour by tsraxica;’
while ieri; likewise betrays its origin from Matthew (var.; see the
critical remarks on Matt. xxiv. 15). — Ver. 16. &] is wanting in
B DL AN min. Lachm. Tisch. DBut how easily it dropt out
after dypON! the more easily, because &v stood also in ver. 15.
— Ver. 18. 4 guys @] is wanting in B D L a 8* min. Arm.
Vulg. It., and in other witnesses is represented by raisz. Con-
demmed by Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Iritzsche, Lachm.
Tisch. Rightly so; it is from Matt. xxiv. 20, from which place
also codd. and vss. have after yepavs added: pzé: oaBBdryw, or
w6: oeB3dro, or % eaB3drou, and the like. — Ver. 19. 7¢] Lachm,
Tisch. have #y, following Il C* L 8, 28. A correction. The
omission of 7z fzr. ¢ @iz in D 27, Arm. codd. It. is explained
by the superfluousness of the words.— Ver. 21. The omission
ot 4, whicl Griesb., following Alill, commended, aud Fritzsche
and Tisch. have carried out, is too weakly attested. In itself it
might as well have been added from Matthew as owmitted in
accordance with Lulke. — Instead of misrebers Ilz. Lhus mioreborre,
in opposition to preponderant evidence; it is from Matt. xxiv,
25, — Ver. 22, Although only on the evidence of D, min.
codd. It., Lewdiypioror zai is to be deleted, and zofaover is to be
written instead of édeover.  Moreover (with Tisch.), zai is to be
omitted before ooz éx2.. (B D N). The Reeepte is a filling up
from Matthew, — Ver. 23. s3] is wanting in B L 28, Copt.
Acth. Verc. Dracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An
addition from Matthew. — Ver. 25. ro3 elparsd fomres] A B CN,
min. vss. have €oovras éx w0 odpaiod. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tiscl.
Instead of ézeizr. B C D LN, min. codd. It. have =izrovrec (50
Fritzsche, Lachw. Tisch.). Thus the most important codices
are against the Lecepta (D has oi sz 7o odpuved foovrms mimrovrsg),
in place of which the best attested of these readings are to be
adopted. Internal grounds are wanting; but if it had been
altered from Matthew, ¢=¢ would have been found instead of ¢z
— Ver. 27, airoi] after ayyér. is wanting in B D L, Copt. Cant.
Vere. Vind. Corb. Dracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.; it
1s from Matthew. — Ver, 28. The verbal order #ds & =2.ddos
wbris (Iritzsche, Lachm.) has preponderating evidence, but it
1s 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. — ymiiezers] A B** D L A, min. have yndorerar, which is
approved by Schulz and adopted by Fritzsche aud Tisch. The

! The masculine was introduced by the reference, frequent in the Fathers, to
the statue (=ov &sdpdvre) of the conqueror.
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Teceepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 31. Tnsteald of sup.cdmera,
Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have zapercioovres. The plural (B D K U
I' ¥) is to be maintained here and at Luke xxi. 353 ; the remem-
brance of the well-known saying from Matth. suggested mapscs-
esra 10 the singular. Moreover, it tells in favour of the plurdd,
that 13 L 8, min. (Tisch.) have zapereisoras again afterwards
instead of swpirdwss, although this is a mechanical repetition, —
Ver. 32. Instead of 4 Elz. has zai, in opposition to decisive
evidence. — Ver. 33. nei mposcyeate] Is wanting in B D 122,
Cant. Verc. Colb. Tolet. Decleted by Lachm. Rightly; an
addition that easily occurred (comp. Matt. xxvi. 41 and the
parallels). — Ver. 34. xzei is to be deleted before izdorw (with
Lachm. and Tisch.), in conformity with B C* I} L ¥, min. codd.
It. — Ver. 37. Between « in Elz. Scholz, and & which Griesb.
lias approved, and Fritzsche, Lachm. have adopted, the evidence
is very much divided. But & is an unnecessary emendation,
although it is now preferred by Tisch. (I} C¥, ete)). D), codd.
I1t. have éyd 8¢ A Ju. ypny.

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxiv. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxi. 5-11,
Mark has preserved the introduction in its original historical
form. But Matthew has the discourse atsclf, although more
artistically elaborated, in its greatest completeness from the
collection of Logia and with some use of Mark ; and that down
to the conswmmation of the last judgment.! — 7oramol Aifot]
quales lapides ! gxodoutjfn o vaos éx Nibwv pév Nevkdv Te rai
xapTepdy, To péyebos éxdoTwy wepl wévte ral elxooi THY@Y
emi pijros, Skt 8¢ tros, eDpos 8¢ mepl Sdera, Joseph. Anit.
xv. 11. 3. See Ottii Spiciley. p. 175. TWho uttered the
exclamation ?  (Was it Peter ? or Andrew ?) Probably Mark
himself did not know. — On the moramos belonging to later
usage, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 56 f.; Fritzsche, p. 554 f. —
Ver. 2. &s o uy xaral.] for od wz in the relative clause,
see Wincer, p. 450 [E. T. 635 f] The conception here is:
there shall certainly be no stone left upon the other, which

1 Weizsiicker, p. 125, conjectures [rom DBarnabas 4 (x), where a saying of
Enoch is quoted about the shortening (cvvrirenxer) of the days of the final offence
(comp. ver. 20 ; Matt. xxiv. 22), that the properly apocalyptie clements of the
discourse as to the future are of Jewish origin, from an Apocalypse of Enoch ;
but the conjecture rests on much too bold and hasty an inference, hazarded
as it is on a single thought, which Jesus Himself might very fuirly share with
the Jewish consciousness in general.
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(in the further course of the destruction) would be scecure
from Leing thrown down. Comp. Luke xviii. 30. — Ver. 3.
As previously, Mark here also relates more vividly («atévavr
Tob {epod) and more accurately (ITérpos x.1.X\.) than Matthew.
According to de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. 132; Strauss,
Baur), Mark is induced to the latter statement by the xat’
{8lav of Matthew—a specimen of the great injustice which is
done to Mark as an alleged compiler.— elmwor] Thus, and
not elmwov, is this imperative (which is also current among
the Attic writers; see Lobeck, ad Phiyn. p. 348) to be
accented in the N. T. See Winer, p. 49 [E. T. 58] — 7o
anueiov] scil. €orav: what will be the fore-token (which
appears), when all this destruction is to enter on its fulfitment ?
— Tabra cuwteh. wavra] (see the critical remarks) applies
not to the buildings of the temple (Fritzsche, who takes
ovvrerelolar as sl eascindi, comp. Beza), but, just like
TavTa, to the destruction announced at ver. 2. To explain it
of “the whole world” (as Tadra is well known to e so used
by the philosoplers, Bernhardy, p. 280) or of “all things of
the Parousia” (Lange), is a forced course at variance with
the context, occasioned by Matt. xxiv. 3! (in opposition to
Grotius, Bengel).  Moreover, the state of the case is lere
climactic ; hence, while previously there stood merely raira,
now mavra is added; previously: éorar, now cuvrereicfar (be
consummated). — Ver. 5. Jesus now begins His detailed ex-
Planation as to the matter (fpfaro). — Ver. 7. 1o Té\os] the
end of the tribulation (see ver, 9), not the end of the world
(so even Dorner, Lange, Bleek), which only sets in after the
end of the tribulation. See on Matt. xxiv. 6. — Ver. 8. xai
éoovtas . . . kai écovTar] solemnly. — kal Tapayai] Famines
and (therewith connected) disturbances, not exactly recolts
(Giriesbach), which the context does not suggest, but more
general.  Plat. Legy. ix. p. 861 A: rapayn 7e rai afvudwvia.
Theact. p. 168 A: 7ap. xai amopla, Ale. ii. p. 146, 15: Tap,

! Nevertheless, between the passage before us and Matt. Lec. there is no
essential diversity, since the disciples conceived of the desiruction of Jerusalem
as immediately preceding the Parousia, Sce on Matt. xxiv. 3, Comp. also
Dorner, de orat. Chr. eschatologica, p. 45,
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te rai avopla, 2 Macc. xiii. 16. Comp. rdpayos, Acts
xil. 18, xix. 23.

Vv. 9-13. Sec 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. — dpyal] pre-
fixed with emphasis: beginnings of sorrows (comp. 7o Téhos,
ver. 7) are these. — BM\émere 8¢ w.T.\.] but look ye (ye on your
part, in the midst of these sorrows that surround you) to your-
selees, how your own conduet must be.  Comp. on Brém. éavr,
2 John 8; Gal. vi. 1. — owvédpea] judicial assemblics, as Matt.
X. 17.—«kai eis ovvaywy.] attaches itself, as els ovvédpia
precedes, most naturally fo 2his (Luther, Castalio, Erasmus,
Beza, Calovius, Elz.,, Lachmann), so that with daprjoeafe begins
a further step of the description. The more usual connection
with Saproesle, preferred also Ly Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 287
[E. T. 333] and Bleek, is inadmissible, because els cannot be
taken in the pregnant meaning (iustead of év; for the element
of “ motion towards” is not implied in dapsja.), and beeause the
explanation (see my first edition): wye shall be brought under
Uows of scourges into synagogucs (comp. Bengel, Lange), is not
accordant with fact, since the scourging took place 4n the syna-
cogues ; see on Matt. x. 17 ; Acts xxii. 19. That 8apsje. comes
in asyndetically, is in keeping with the emotional character of
the discourse. — eis papTip. abrois] <.c. in order that a testi-
mony may be given to them, the rulers and kings, namely,
recarding me (comp. previously évexer éuod), regarding my
person and my work (not: “intrepidi, quo causam menmn
defendatis, animi,” Fritzsche)—which, no doubt, involves their
inexcusableness i the event of their unbelief; but it is
arbitrary to explain the dative here just as if it were ecs
xaTyyopiav k. Eneyyov avrdy (Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophy-
Lict, and many others). Comp. on Matt. x. 18. — Ver. 10.
And this your vocation fraught with sullering will not soon
pass away ; wnong all uations (wavra has the emphasis)
must first (Lefore the end of the sorrows appears, comp. dpyai
wdivwy, ver. 9), ete.  These words are necither disturbing nor
inappropriate (as Kostlin judges, p. 352, comp. Schenkel and
Weiss) ; they substantially agree with Matt. xxiv. 14, and do
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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. Tois éfveaww, Matt. x. 18 (Weiss). — Ver. 11.
pererare the proper word jor the studying of discourses. See
Wetstein. The opposite of extemporizing. Comp. Dem. 1129,
9: penerdv Ty damoloyiav Imép éavradv.— Sofj] has the
emphasis. — o0 yap éate Vueis] 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, how-
ever (comp. mapadidovres, ver. 11), neither the relationship of
Drother nor of child, ete., will protect my confessors. — Ver, 13.
Umopeivas] according to the context herc: in the confession
of my name. See above, Sia To dvoud pov. See, morcover,
on Matt. xxiv. 13. The 7éhos is that of the &dlvww, ver. 9,
not that “of the theocratic period of the world’s history”
(Schenkel).

Vv. 14-23. Sec on Matt. xxiv. 15-26. Comp. Luke xxi.
20-24, who, however, has freely elements that arc peculiar.
— 8mov ov 8et] thoughtful, but more indefinite designation of
the sacred temple-arco 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 1o BOéN. 7.
épnu.) to Dan. ix. 27, betrays a later manipulation. — Ver. 16.
0 els Tov aypiv &v] ke who is (has gone) into the ficld. See ou
it. 1. — Ver. 18. Mark has, with a view to his Gentile-Chris-
tian readers, passed over the undé cafBBare, which was in the
collection of Logia, in Matt. xxiv. 20. — Ver. 19. égovras
.. Onidres] “ Tempori adscribitur res, quae in tewmpore fit ;
una et continua erit calamitas,” Wetstein. — ofa o0 eyéyove
xmA.] Comp. Plato, Rep. vi. p. 492 E : ofire yap yiyveras, obre
yéyovev, obT’ olv uy yénrar — Toavrn] after oia. See
Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 14 ; Kithoer, 11. p. 527. — «ricews 7s
éxtia. 0 Ocos] Comp. ver. 20 : Sca Tovs éxhexTols obs éfehéaro,
Herod, il 147 : évrords Te, Tas . . . éveTérhero, Philostr.
V. Ap. iv. 13. 150 : Tijs ppuidos Hjy éummeas. The mode of
expression has for its object “ gravius eandem notionem bis
iterari,” Lobeck, Parelip. p. 522. A coutrast with the Jewish
state as a human «7iows {Lange) is fanciful.  «7igws, that
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which s ereated, sce on Rom. viii. 19. — dwomiav.] 1 Tim.
vi. 10. — Ver. 23. In Matthew at this point the saying about
the lightning and the carcase, which certainly belongs origin-
ally to this place, is added (vv. 27, 28).

Vv. 24-27. See on Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Comp. Luke
xxi. 25-28.-— aAX’] breaking off and leading over to a new
subject. Hartung, Partikell. I1. p. 34 f. — év éxelvars 7. Huép.
peta 1. OAi. ée.] Thus in Mark also the Parousia is predicted
as setting in tmmediately after the destruction of Jerusalem,
since it is still to follow in thosc days' (comp. vv. 19, 20).
The edféws of Matthew is not thereby avoided (de Wette,
Bleek, and others), but this edféws is only a still more express
and more direct definition, which tradition has given to the
saying. To refer év ér. 7. ju. to the times of the church
that are still continuing, is an exegetical impossibility. Even
Baur and Hilgenfeld are in error in lholding that Mark has
conceived of the DParousia as af lcast not following so tmme-
diately close upon the destruction. — Ver. 25. of dorépes
ToU ovpavod x.T.N.] the stars of heaven shall be, ete., which is
more simple (comp. Rev. vi. 13) than that which is like-
wise linguistically correct: the stars shall from heaven, ete.
(Honi. Od. xiv. 31, Il. xi. 179; Soph. 4j. 1156 ; Aesch.
il. 34; Gal. v. 4; 2 Pet. iil. 17). — éoovrar éemwimr.] more
graphiic and vividly realizing than the simple resodvrar
(Matt.). —— Ver. 26. Mark has not the order of scquenee of the
event, as Matthew depicts it; he relates summarily. —
Ver. 27. am’ dxpov vijs €ws drpov odpavod| From the out-
most border of the carth (conceived as a flat surface) shall
the émouvdyew begin, and be carried through even to the
opposite end, where the outmost border of the heaven (xatd
T ¢awopevor of the horizon) sets limit to the earth. The
expression 1is more poetical than in Matthew ; it is the

11t is, in fact, to impute great thoughtlessness and stupidity to Mark, if
people can believe, with Baur, Markusev. p. 101, that Mark did not write till
after Matthew and Luke, and yet did not allow himself to be deterred by all
that had intervened betwcen the composition of Matthew’s Gospel and his
own, from speaking of the mearness of the Parousia in the same expressions

as Matthew used. This course must certainly be followed, if the composition of
Mark (comp. also Kostlin, p. 383) is brought down to so late a date.
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more arbitrary to think (with Bleek) in the case of xijs of
those still living, and in that of odp. of those who sleep in
bliss.

Vv. 28-32. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-36. Comp. Luke xxi
29-33. — alrijs] prefixed with emphasis (see the ecritical
remarks) as the subject that serves for the comparison: When
of €t the branch shall have already become tender, so that thus
ifs development has already so far advanced. The singular
o #\ados, the shoot, belongs to the conercte representation. —
70 Bépos] is an image of the Messianic period also in the Zest.
XII Patr. p. 725.— Ver. 30. 5 yevea atrn] .. the prescut
generation, which qevea with avrg means throughout in the
N. T., Matt..xi. 16, xii. 41, 42, 45, xxiii. 36 ; Mark viil. 12,
13; Luke vii. 31, xi. 29, 30, 31, 32, 50, 51. Comp. Heb.
ili. 10 (Lachmann). Nevertheless, and although Jesus has
just (ver. 29) presupposed of the disciples in general, that
they would live ¢o sece the Parousia—an assumption which,
moreover, underlies the exhortations of ver. 33 fi.—altliough,
too, the context does not present the slightest trace of a
reference to the Jewish people, there has been an endeavour
very recently to uphold this reference ; see espectally Dorner,
p. 75 fi. The word never means people) but may in the
signification race, progenics, receive possibly by virtue of the
connection the approximate scusc of people, which, however,
is uot the case liere. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 34. —
ovdé o vios] 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 unknown® to Him-
self, to Him the Son of Gud (see subsequently o marsp),—

' The signification ‘“people™ is rightly not given either by Spitzner on Homer,
Il. Exc. ix. 2, or in Stephani Thes., cd. Hase, II. p. 559 f.; in the latter there
are specified—(1) genus, progenies ; (2) generatio, genitura ; (3) aetas, seculun.
Comp. Becker, Anecd. p. 231, 11; also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 353.

2 Matthew has not 63 ¢ vié; ; according to Kostlin, Holtzmann, and others, lic
is held to have omitted it on account of its dogmatic difficulty. DBut this is to
carry back the scruples of later prepossession into the apostolic age. Zeller (in
ilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1865, p. 308 fF.) finds in the words, because they attribute
to Christ a nature cxalted above the angels, an indication that our Mark was

not written until the first half of the second century; but his view is founded on
erroneous assumptions with respect to the origin of the Epistles to the Colossians,
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a confession of non-omniscience, which cannot surprise us
(comp. Acts i. 7) when we consider the hwman 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 de-
vices to evade it, as when Athanasius and other Fathers
(in Suicer, Thes. I1. p. 163 £.) gave it as their judgment that
Jesus meant the not-knowing of His ZAwman nature only
(Gregor, Epist. viii. 42 : “4n natura quidem humanitatis novit
diem et horam, non ex natura humanitatis novit”); while
Angustine, de Genest ¢. Manich. 22, de Trinit. i. 12, and others
were of opinion that e did not know it for His disciples, in
so far as He had not been commissioned by God to reveal it
unto them. See in later times, especially Wetstein. Similarly
Victor Antiochenus also and Theophylact suggest that He
desired, as a wise Tcacher, to keep it concealed from the
disciples, although He was aware of it. Lange, L. J. 1L 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 reflecting on that day. So, in his view, it was likewise
with the angels in heaven. The Lutheran orthodoxy asserts
that xa7a xrijew He was omniscient, but that xara ypijow He
had not everything <n promptu! See Calovius. Ambrosius,
de fide, v. 8, cut the knot, and declared that oddé ¢ vies was
an interpolation of the Arians. Nevertheless it is contained
amplicite also iu the e un o wamyp povos 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 de-
tails in Mark, whose dependence not on our Matthew (Baur,
Mavkuscy. p. 102, comp. his nent. Theol. p. 102), but on the

Ephesians, and Philippians, and of the fourth Gospel. Moreover, Paul places
Christ above the angels in other passages (Rom. viii. 38; 2 Thess. i. 7), and
even as carly as in the history of the temptation they minister to Him. Zeller
believes that he gathers the like conclusion in respect of the date of the com-
position of our Gospel (and of that of Luke also), but under analogous incorrect
combinations, from the fact that Mark (and Luke) attaches so studious import-
ance to the narratives of the expulsion of demons.
I See, on the other hand, Thomasius, Chr, Pers. u. Werk. IL. p. 156 f.
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apostle’s collection of Logia, may be recognised in this more
precise explanation.

Vv. 33-37. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 42, 44 ff, xxv. 14 Dy
way of au energetic conclusion Mark has here a passage,
which has been formed by the ageregation of several different
portions—Dbelonging to this commection, and most completely
preserved in Matthew from the collection of Login—on the
part of tradition or of the evangelist himself into a well-
adjusted, compact, and imposing unity. — Ver. 34. @s] an
anantapodoton, as at Matt. xxv. 14, See in loc. With @s the
plan of the discourse was, after ver. 34, to subjoin: so do I
also bid you : wateh ! Instead of this, after tva ypryyops, with
an abandonment of the plan of sentence introduced by s, there
follows at once, with striking and vivid effect, the exhortation
itself : ryprryopeire, which now, just because the as is forgotten,
is linked on by ofw. — dmwodnpos] is not equivalent to amody-
pov (Mate. xxv. 14), but: who has taken a journcy. DIind.
Pyth. iv, 8; Plut. Mor. p. 299 E. At the same time évetei-
AaTo is not to be taken as a pluperfect, but: “as a traveller,
when he had left his house, after having given to his slaves the
authorily and to cach one his work, gave to the doorkecper also
command, i order that he should wateh.” In this we have to
observe: (1) the évereiharo took place after the amddnuos had
cone out of his house; (2) xai Sods x.T\, in which xai is
«lso, is subordinate to the adgeis k7., because prior o the
leaving of the house; (3) dvfpomos amidnu.] forms one notion :
« man finding himself on a jowrney, a traveller ; comp. dvfpw-
wos o8érns, Hom. Il. xvi. 263; Od. xiii. 123 ; dvfp. éumopos,
Matt. xiii. 45, «l.; (4) the éfovaia, the authovity concerned in
the case, is according to the context the control over the
houselhiold. This He gave ¢ all in common ; and, moreover, to
ceery one in particular the special business which he had to
exccute. TIritzsche is wrong in making the participles deeis

. kai Sovs dependent on dwodyuos : “ homo, qui relicta domo
sua et commissa servis procuratione assignatoque suo cuique
penso peregre abfuit.” Agaiust this may be urged, partly
that d¢eis 7. oik. avrod would be a quite superfluous definition
to amédnuos, partly that Sods wrA would need to stand
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bejore dgeis k1, because the man first made the arrange-
ment and thea left the house. — Ver. 35. ypnyopeite ofv] the
apostles thus are here compared withe the doorkecper. — As
to the four watches of the night, see on Matt. xiv. 24, They
belong to the pictorial cffect of the parable; the night-season
is in keeping with the figurative vypnyopeite, without exactly
expressing “a dark and sad time” (Lange). Singulaily 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 one thought is not at variance with the use
of the plural & (see the critical remarks). See Kihner, ad
Xen, Anabd. iil. 5. 5. — waod] to all who confess me.
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CHAPTER XIV.

VER. 2. 8] BC* D L &, vss. have ydp.  So Lachm. and Tisch.
The Recepta is from Matt. xxvi, 5. — Ver. 3. z«/ before sup. is,
with Tisch., following B L &, Copt., to be deleted. A connec-
tive addition. — =3 ¢2.¢3.] Fritzsche, Lachm. read rév ardf., which
isattested by ADEFHKS UV X 1, min, Tisch,, following
B CL a&** has v ¢»df., and this is to be preferred. The
iznorance of the transcribers brought in =¢ and sév. — zard] is
wanting in B C L A &, min. Deleted by Lachm, and Tisch.
A supplement, instead of which D has é=i. — Ver. 4. zai Aéyorrec]
15 with Tiscl., in accordance with B C* L &, Copt., to be deleted.
It is a gloss after Matthew, instead of which D reads x«i #asyos.
— Ver. 5. ¢ wipor] is wanting in Elz, but is decisively attested.
The omission is explained from Matt. xxvi. 9 (where roiro alone
is genuine). The preponderance of evidence forbids the sup-
position that it is an interpolation from John xii. 5. D, min.
have it before =oivo, and in N roro is wanting. — Ver. 6. Instead
of # ¢uci Elz. has /s éué, in opposition to decisive evidence. It
is from Matthew. — Ver. 8. «irq] is only wanting, indeed, iu
B L &, min. Copt. Syr. utr. (bracketed by Lachm.), but is rightly
deleted by Tisch. It is anaddition, which is not found till after
szoiroey in &, Comp. Matt. xxvi. 12, — Ver. 9. After duav very
considerable evidence supports &, 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. — rolre] Is wanting in B D L &, min. Cant.
Vere. Vind. Corb. Bracketed by Laclim., deleted by Tisch. It
i3 from DMatt. xxvi. 13. — Ver. 14, After xurdrvue Griesb.
Fritzsche, Lachm. (in brackets) Tisch. read wmou, following B C
D L a w, min. Sax. Vulg. It. (not all the codices). As wuov has
this strong attestation and yet is superfluous, and as it does
not oceur at Luke xxii. 11, it is to be held as genuine. — Ver, 13.
The form dviyany (Elz. : aviyeor) is decisively attested. — Before
izs7is to be read with Tisch. z«#, in accordance with B C D L
N, 346, vss. It dropped out in accordance with Luke xxii. 12.
—Ver. 19, zwi driwg pim dyw] is wanting in B C L P ay,
miu. vss., including Syr., utr. Vulg.  After the example of earlier
MARK. )
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editors, suspected by Griesb., rejected by Schulz, struck out by
Fritzsche and Tisch. DBut the omission might just as easily
have been brought about by means of the preceding ui#m éyu as
by reason of the startling and even offensive superfluousness 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. — After AdSBere, ver. 22, Elz. has
pdyere, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matthew.
— Ver. 23. The article before corzpiov (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. 7 7%s] This 6 is, as in Matt. xxvi. 28, to be deleted
on considerable evidence with Tisch. (Lachm. has bracketed
it),— xands] is wanting in B C D L &, Copt. Cant. Deleted
by Tisch., and rightly, as also at Matt. xxvi. 28.— ¢} BC D
L A N, min.: v=ép. So Lachm. and Tisch. Iepiis from Matthew,
from whom also codd. and vss. have added eis dpeonw cuaupr.—
Ver. 27. & éuol & 75 warl sebrp] So Elz. and the editors,
cxcept Fritzsche and Tisch, read after sxavdur, Yet Mill and
Griesb. condemned the words. They are decisively to be rejected
as an addition from Matt. xxvi. 31, as they are wholly wanting
in preponderant witnesses, while others merely omit é éues, and
others still é 7% vwari ravrn. Lachm. has the latter in brackets.
— dinanopmiofioeras is an emendation (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 31),
instead of which, with Lachm. and Tisch., dixexopmisdigorrau is to
be read, and that with Tisch., after mpéSure (B C D L &, min.). —
Ver. 29. xal ¢i] Fritzsche, Tisch. read &/ x«s Either is appro-
priate, and with the evidence divided no decision can be arrived
at, even if &/ xe7 was introduced in Matthew. — Ver. 30. o0 after
¢=s is wanting in Elz, in opposition to decisive evidence.,— iv
#7 war! rabry] B C D L 8, min, Lachm. Tisch. have sabry
e wxri.  Rightly; if this order of words were from Matt.
xxvi. 34, the & also would not be left out in it. — In what
follows rpi¢ me ém. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be written.
The received order is from Matthew. — Ver. 31. éx mepiogol]
B C DN, min, have éxmepiocis.  So Lachm. and Tisch, Rightly ;
the unusual word was partly exchanged for the simple aepioss;
(L, min.), partly glossed by éx mepioool.— éheys] Lachm. and
Tisch. have érdxres, following B D L8, The Recepta is a correc-
tion. Comp. on xi. 23. — w&rrev] is wanting in B C D L ¥, vss,,
including Vulg., It. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A gloss on :x
aepiosot; hence min. have it also before these words (comp. vii. 36),
and this course Fritzsche has followed. — Ver. 35. As at Matt.
xxvi, 39, so here also spossAddy is strongly attested, but it is to be
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rejected. — Ver, 36, 73 worip. &7’ fuo’ 70;7.'0] D, ITil.: 2570 = o
a7 bty K M: s i romnmn; ABCG LU X AN min.
Or. vss,, including Vulg.: 7. @ roiro &= éuod. In this variety ot
readings the last is so preponderantly attested that it is, with
Tritzsche, Lachm. Tisch,, to be adopted. — Ver. 40. imoorpidec]
Lachm. has =dxwv én8dy, following B L &, Copt. Pers. w. Ar. p.
(D and cod. It. have merely é2.0wv). =daw éAduyis the more to be
preferred, seeing that Mark is fond of the word =dxm, and that he
nowhere has the word imosrpigw. Dut transcribers referred and
joined the =aiw to ebp. abrods xwfdedd., in accordance with which
sndaw then became glossed and supplanted by imesrpib. Accord-
ingly the subsequent adrn, which by Elz. Scholz, Tisch. is read
alter airodg, and is not found in B D L N, min. vss,, is, with
Lachm.,, to be deleted. — Instead of xzarxBupvvipeor, Elz. Scholz
have BsBapnuéver, in opposition to preponderant evidence. It is
from Matthew. — Ver. 41. Ilz. Scholz, Tisch. have b xosmiv.
But the article has come in from Matthew, in opposition to
considerable evidence. — Ver. 43. After 'Toldag Fritzsche has
Iozapiwrrg, Lachm, and Tisch. ¢ 'Texzap. ; and this addition, some-
times with, sometimes without the article, is found in witnesses
of weight (but not in B ). Rightly; the omission is explained
from the parallels. — dv] after % 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. — =o2.05] is wanting in B L &, min. vss. Condemned by
Rinck, bracketed by Lachin,, deleted by Tisch. From Matthew.
— Ver. 45. Lachm. only reads p«B33i once, following B C* D L
M AN, min. vss,, including Vulg, codd. It. But this reading is
from Matt. xxvi. 49, wheuce also y«ip: has intruded into codd. and
vss. — Ver, 40, 7 adriv . yipus adrav] Many various readings,
of which Lachm. has . ¥ Efpas ¢’ abr.; Tisch.: = XEipas alrg,
The latter is attested by B D L 8** min. vss,, and is to be pre-
ferred as the less usual (see on Acts xii. 1, the exegetical
remarks), which was altered in accordance with Matt. xxvi, 50.
— Ver. 47. 7] has, it is truc, 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, — Instead of
wriov read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following B D &, 1, drdpiov.
The former is from Matthew.— Ver. 48, The form éErdur

(Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested. — Ver. 51. «7;
i3 veaw’o’z.] Lachm. Tisch. read »eewviox. 7I8, following B C L,
Copt. Syr. It. Vulg. (D: veaviox. 8¢ iz, without z«i). The Reeepta
is to be maintained; seasioro; iz is the most prevalent mode of
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expression. — Instead of #xorodfes, read, in accordance with B C
L &, ouvmzonobder (so Lachm. and Tisch.). The current simple
form has crept in also at v. 37.— o/ vewvioxo] is wanting in
B C* DL aw, Syr. Arr. Pers. Copt. It. Vulg. Theoplhylact.
Rightly condemned by Griesb. (but see his Coman. crit. p. 179)
and Rinck, deleted Ly Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. It came in by
means of the gloss iv veavisxoy, which was written in the margin
beside abriv, as Slav. still renders siv vswvicnov instead of absiv o/
veavioxor. The v veaviorov written in the margin was easily
changed into ¢ seaviozos, since the absence of a fitting subject
for zparojor might be felt. — Ver. 52. &= adrav] bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tisch., has considerable testimony against
it; yet, as being quite superfluous, it was more easily passecd
over than added. — Ver. 53, «irg after swipy. is wanting in
DL aR Vulg. It. Or. Deleted by Tisch. An omission from
misunderstanding. — Ver. 65. {8x«Arer] Lachm. and Tisch. have
#2280 on decisive evidence. #raBov not being understood, was
variously altered. — Ver. G7. "In0b #s0«] B C L & have 7ode 7od
Tre03. So Lachm. and Tisch. D A, min. vss., including Vulg. and
codd. It., have o3 'Ize. before rob Naf. The latter is in accord-
ance with the usual mode of expression, and with Matt. xxvi. 6Y).
700w 7ol 'Incod is to Dbe adopted; this ol 'Ineet following was
omitted (so still in min., Fritzsche), and was then variously
restored. — Ver. 68. oix . . . o06¢] Lachm. has obre . . . obre, follow-
ing B D L Eus. So now Tisch. also; and rightly. See
Matthew. — =/ o0 Aéysg] Lachm. and Tisch. have oo #i Aéyes,
following B C L a®, min. Rightly; o0 was omitted (so still
in D, Vulg. It.), and then was restored at the place that first pre-
sented itself after =i, — zai dréxrwp épdvgoe] 1s wanting, indeed,
in B L &, Copt. Colb, (bracketed by Lachm.); but the omission is
manifestly caused by comparison with Matthew. — Ver. 70. za?
# Aaria oov spacala] So Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, after Taanm. . Dut
the words are wanting in B C D L&, min. Copt. Sahid. Vulg.
codd. It. Eus. Aug. Condemned by Griesh,, deleted by Lachm,
and Tisch. An interpolation from Matt. xxvi. 73, 1in accordance
with the very old reading in that place (D, codd. It.), éuordZer.
If the words were genuine, they would hardly have been passed
over, containing, as they do, so familiar and noteworthy a par-
ticular of the history ; the appeal to the homoeoleleuton is not
sufficient. — Ver. 71. Instead of suvdew (comp. Matthew), duvbias
is sufficiently vouched for by B E H L 8 U V X 1, min. —
Ver. 72, ebbiws after z«f is wauting in Elz., but it is attested by
B D G L~ (which, with L, has not éx é:v7.), min. Syr. Arr. Aeth.
Arm. Vulg. codd. It. Eus, and adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche,
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Scholz, Lachim. XNevertheless 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 im-
portant evidence for its omission (including A C), it is, with
Tisclh., to be struck out. — Instead of 73 prua 8, the Reeepta has
o3 fAunares of, N opposition to decisive witnesses, among which,
however, A B C L a 8, min. Copt. Sahid. read 7 e ¢s. Lachm.
and Tisch. have the latter; and with this preponderant attesta-
tion, it is to be regarded as original (followed also by Luke
xxii. 61).

Vv. 1, 2. See on Matt. xxvi. 2-5. Comp. Luke xxil. 1, 2.
Iucluding this short introduction of simple historical tenor
(in which Luke follows him), Mark is, in the entire narrative
of the passion, generally more original, fresh, and free from
Iater additions and amplifications of tradition than Matthew
(comp. Weiss, 1861, p. 52 ff.), although the latter again is
the more original in various details. — 76 wdoya k. Ta dfvua]
the Pussover and the unleavencd (mysen), 2e. the feast of the
Passover and (which it likewise is) of the unleavened. Comp.
3 Esdr. 1. 19: #ydyogav ... 70 wdoya kal THY éopTHYV TOV
afopwv. On rta dlvpa as a designation of the feast, comp.
3 Esdr. i. 10: éyovres Ta afvpa xatd tas ¢uhds. — €leyov
vap] This ydp (see the critical remarks) informs us of the
rcason of the é{jrour wds 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 mo tumult might occur. Victor Antiochenus remarks :
v pév éopty Umepbéabar Bollovrar ol guyywpobvro 8¢,
émedy THv mwpodnreiay €8et mAnpoiobar THv év Th vopuks
Siatvmaae, &y 5§ To maoya édleTo, iyl TPATY TecTapesraLde-
rdry nuépa: év TobTe yap TG pqvi kai év TavTy TH Huépa TO
aAyfwoy wdoya e Gurhvar. A view right in itself; not,
however, according to the Eynoptic, but according to the Johan-
nine account of the day of the death of Jesus. — éorac] shall
be, certainty of what was otherwise to be expected. Hartung,
Lartikell. 11, p. 140,

Vv. 8-9.! See on Matt. xxvi. 6-13. Comp. John xii, 1-8,

! Tloltzmang, p. 95, attributes to this episode the significant purpose of intro-
dacing the atlitade of the betrayer, whose psychological crisis had now set in,
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who also has the peculiar expression mreoTekis, either directly
from Mark, or from the form of tradition from which Mark
also adopted it. Luke has at vii. 36 ff. a history of an
anointing, but a different one. — pdpov vdpdov] On the costli-
ness of this, see Pliny, H. N xili. 2. — meoTisis] See on
this word, Fritzsche 2n loc, and in the Hall. Lit. Z. 1840,
p- 179 ff.; Liicke on John xii. 3; Winer, p. 89 [E. T. 121];
Wiclielhaus, Zeidensgesch. p. 74 f.; Stephani Thes., ed. Hase, V1.
p- 1117. wreoTekos, in demonstrable usage, means nothing else
than (1) convincing, persuading (Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 10 : mioTixew-
Tépous . . . Aoyous, Plato, Gorg. p. 455 A: o pitwp éome .. .
maTikos povov), thus being equivalent to weworixas ; (2) faith-
Jul, trustworthy (Artemidorus, Oncir. il 32, p. 121: oqupy
TOTIKT Kal olkoupds, comp. mioTirds, Plut. Pel. 8; Scymn. ord.
descr. 42), thus equivalent to mearos.  The latter signification
is here to be maintained: nard, on which one can rely, ie.
unadulterated genudne nard, as Iusebius, Demonstr. cv. 9, calls
the gospel the edppooivy Tob mioTikod Tijs Kawis Siabikys
xpapaTos (where the contextual reference to the drinking lies
not in meoTicod, but in xpduatos). The opposite is “ pscudo-
nardus” (Plin, A, N. xii. 12, 26), with which the genuine
nard was often adulterated (comp. also Dioscor. mat. med.
i 6 f). This is the explanation already given by Theoplhylact,
Euthymins Zigabenus (both of whom, however, add that a
special Zind of nard may also be intended), and most of the
older and more recent commentators {Licke is not decided).
But Fritzsche (following Casaubon, Beza, Lrasnms Schmid,
Maldonatus, and others of the older expositors quoted by Wolf,
who deduce it from wivw) derives it from mmiore, aud
explains it as nardus potabilis.  Certainly anointing oils, and
especially oil of spikenard, were drunk mingled with wine
(Athen. xv. p. 689 ; Lucian, Nigrin. 31 ; Juvenal, Set. vi. 303 ;
Hirtius, de bell. Hisp. 33. 5; Plin. H. N. xiv. 19. 5; and see
in general, Hermann, Privatalterth. § 26. 8, 9); but the actual

in making advances to meet the Sanhedrim. Dut this could only be the case,
if Mark and Matthew had n#amed Judas as the murmurer. Now Mark has
Tuis in general, and Matthew designates of gafarai as the mwrmuorers,  Joln is
the first to name Judas.
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wsus logrendi stands decidedly opposed to this view, for accord-
ing to it mearos doubtless (Aesch. Prom. 478 ; Lobeck, Technol.
p. 131) has the signification of drinkable, but not mioTekos,
even apart from the facts that the confcat does not point
to this quality, and that it is asserted not of the ointment,
but of the nard (the plant). The usus loquendi, moreover, is
decisive against all other explanations, such as that of the
Vulgate (comp. Castalio, Hammond, Grotius, Wetstein, Rosen-
miiller) : spicati ;! and that of Scaliger: pounded nard (equi-
valent to miaTikis), from wricow, although this etymology in
itself would be possible (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 31). Others
have derived mriaTexijs from the proper name of some unknown
place (Pistic nard), as did Augustine ; but this was a cutting
of the knot.? — molvrehods] belongs to pdpov, not to vdapdov,
which has its epithet already, and see ver. 5. Comp. Matt.
xxvi. 7. — owrpifraca) neither: she rubbed it and poured,
etc. (IKypke), nor: she shook the vessel (Knatchbull, Hammond,
Wakefield, Silv. erit. V. p. 57), but: she broke it (Ecclus.
xxi. 14 ; Bar vi. 17; Dem. 845, 18 ; Xen, ¢f al), namely,
the narrow (Plin. H. V. ix. 35) neck of the vessel, for she
had destined the enfire contents for Jesus, nothing to be
reserved. — v aAdfB.] d\dBagTpos occurs in all the three
genders, and the codices vary accordingly. See the critical
remarks. — abrob Tis xepaliis] (see the critical remarks) on
him wupon the head, without the preposition usual in other
cases (Plato, Rep. iii. p. 397 E), xatd before Tijs xedalils
(Plato, Leg. vii. p. 814 D; Herod. iv. 62). — Ver. 4. Bu¢
there were some, who grumbled to onc another (uttered grumblings
to one another). pos éavr., as at xi. 31, x. 26,al. What they

! Mark having retained the Latin word, but having given to it another form.
See also Estius, Annot. p. 892.—Several codd. of the It., too, have the trans-
lation spicati ; others : pistici, Vere. : optimi.

% 8till the possibility of its being the adjective of a local name may not be
called in question. In fact, the Scholiast, Aesch. Pers. 1, expressly says: =#d:
wiv Mypodov migmde rareiras . o, wodes bors Oepoov Tioaapa xanovpiva, fiv cvyxideas 6
wonTas Mizre {pn. Lobeck, Pathol. p. 282, remarks on this: ‘“ Somnium hoc est,
sel nititur observatione licentiae popularis, qua nomina peregrina varie et
multipliciter interpolantur.” On the taking of it as a local designation depends

the translation pistici, which the Vulgate also, along with codd. of It., has in
John xii. 3, altheugh in the present passage it gives spicati.
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murmured, is contained in what follows, without xai Aéyovres.
Conp. the use of Bavpdfew, mirabundum quacrere, in Sturz,
Lez. Xen. 11 p. 5111 — Ver. 5. éveBpip. avry] they were
angry at her.  Comp. i 43. — Ver. 7. xai drav 0érnre x.7.A]
certainly an amplifying addition of tradition, found neither in
Matthew nor in John.— Ver. 8. What she was able (to do)
she has done ; the greatest work of love which was possible to her,
she has done. Comp. Xen, Mem. ii. 1. 30: Sa 70 pundév
éxewv, 8 v moufjs. — mwpoéhaPBe xk.7T.N] Beforchand she hoth
anointed my body on behalf of embalming (in order thereby to
embalm it). A classical writer would have said mporaBoica
éutpioe (Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 3; Thue. iii. 3; Dem. 44, 3, al.).
Passages with the <mfinitive from Josephus may be seen in
Kypke, 1. 192. We may add that the expression in Mark
already betrays the caplenatory tradition. — Ver, 9. els 6Aov
7. koopov] as in i. 39. The relation to 8mov is as at Matt.
xxvi. 13.

Vv. 10, 11. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16. Comp. Luke
xxil. 3-6. — els Tdv Sblewa] has a tragic stress.

Vv. 12-16. See en 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 simple
mpos Tov Seiva, 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 character (comp. xi. 2f.), have originated
through the circumstance, that the two disciples met the
servant of the &efva, to whom Jesus sent them, in the street
with a pitcher of water. Assuredly original, however, is the
sending of only fwo disciples in Mark, whom thercupon Luke
xxil, 8 names.— bre 7. wdoya €Qvov] on which day they
Lilled the paschal lamb (Ex. xii. 21 ; Deut. xvi. 2; 3 Esdr,
i. 1, vii. 12), which occurred on the 14th Nisan in the after-
noon.! See on Matt. xxvi. 17.— Ver. 13. &vfpwmos] The

! Neither here nor clsewhere have the Synoptics expressed themsclves
ambiguously as to the day of the Last Supper,  Sce Hilgenfeld in his Zritschr,
1863, p. 96 (L. (in oppositivn te Alerle in the theol. Quartalsclr, 1V, p. 548 1IL).
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connection (sce 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. — xepduiov 8atos]
an earthen vessel with water.  Comp. dAdBactpov uipov,
ver. 3. “The water pitcher reminds one of the beginning of
a meal, for which the hands are washed,” Ewald. — Ver. 14.
To katdivpd pov] the lodying destined for me, in which (6mov)
I, etec. The word xatdah., lodying, quarters, is bad Greek,
Thom. M. p. 501. But see Pollux, i. 73, and Eustathius,
ad Od. iv. 146, 33, Rom.— Ver. 15. adros] He himsclf, the
master of the liouse. On the form avdyawr instead of
dvéryatov {Xen. Anad. v. 4. 29), which is preserved in the old
lexicograplers, see Fritzsche < loc.; DButtmann, newt. G
p- 12 [E. T. 13} In signification it is equivalent to dmepdov,
1Y, wpper chamber, used as a place of prayer and of assembling
together. Comp. on ii. 3, and sce on Acts i. 13.——The
attributes which follow are thus to be distributed: he will
show you « large wpper chamber spread, i.c. laid with carpets,
in readincss. — éropao. Huiv] arrange for us, make prepara-
tion for us. Comp. Luke ix. 52.

Vv. 17-25. See on Matt. xxvi 20-29. Comp. Luke
xxil. 14-23. — pera Tdv dwdexa] Those two are to be cou-
ceived as having returned after the preparation. — Ver. 18 f.
0 éofiwv per’ éuod] not said for the purpose of making known
the fact, but the expression of deeply painful emotion. — eis
xafeis] man by man. See on this expression of late Greek,
wherein the preposition is adverbial, Wetstein in loc. ; Winer,
p- 223 [E. T. 312} ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 27 [E. T. 30]. —
xal dANos] an inaccuracy of expression, as though there had
been previously said not els xafeis, but merely efs. Mk in
particular might be led into this inaccuracy by his graphic
mauner. — Ver. 20. o éufBamt.] not at this moment, and so
not a definite designation of the traitor (as Bleek will have it),
for after ver. 19 it is certain that the eating was not imme-
diately proceeded with (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 23) ; Dbut neither
is it generally: “ qui mecum wveser consucvit,” Beza ; Lut, like
0 éa@iwy per’ épod, ver. 18, referring generally to this meal, and
withal more precisely indicating the traitor to this extent, that
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lie was one of those who reclined nearest to Jesus, and who ate
with Him out of the 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 with apparent ingenuousness to receive the
morsel. A harmeonistic play of fancy, whereof nothing appears
in the text.— Ver. 24. elmev] namely, while they drank, not
before the drinking. A deviation from Matthew and Luke,
but not inappropriate, as Jesus gives the explanation not
afterwards (in opposition to de Wette), but at the ¢ime of the
drinking! (éori). A very immaterial difference, to be ex-
plained not from Mark’s mere love for alteration (de Wette),
but from a diversity of the tradition, in respect to whicl,
however, the greater simplicity and independence on the form
of the ccclesiastical observance, which mark the narrative in
Mark, tell in favour of its originality (in opposition to Baur). —
7o alpd pov Tis Stabikns] my covenant-blood, as Matt. xxvi. 28,
The definition, “ the ncw covenant,” came in later ; as also “ for
the forgivencss of sins” is a more precise specification from a
further stage of development’ Comp, on Matt. xxvi. 28.
And the direction, “ Do this in remembrance of me,” is first
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. «ai €]
cren if.  On the difference between this and e xal (which
lLiere occurs as a various reading), see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519 f.
—dA)'] in the apodosis of a connecting sentence, at certe ;
see Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 341 f.; Klotz, p. 93. — Ver. 30.
o] has the emphasis of the contrast with ¢A)\’ odw éyw. —
arjuepov TavTy Th vurti] (see the critical remarks) impassioned
climax: fo-day, in this night. As to mpiv 4}, see on Matt. i. 18.
— 845] 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), il the

¥ Comp. also Riickert, dbeadm. p. 72.

2 But observe how the idea of reconciliation is already in the case of Mark
implied in the simple S7ip woardy. Even Baur (ncut. Theol. p. 102) acknow-
ledges this, but thinks that these very words contain o later modification of the
narrative.
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characteristic &/s was there from the first. — Ver. 31. éxre-
piooas éndled] (see the critical remarks) : but ke was speakiing
caccedingly much.  Observe the difference between this éxake
and the subsequent é\eyov (comp. on i. 34); the latter is the
simple, definite saying; the former, with érmepioads, is in
keeping with the passionate mnature of Pcter not even yet
silenced by ver. 30. The word éxmepioo. is not preserved
elsewhere. — dmaprijoopar] o¥ pui, with the future (see Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. I1. p. 410 1I)), denotes the right sure expectation.
Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 35.

Vv. 32-42. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 36-46. Comp. Luke
xxil, 40-46.— Ver. 33. éxfapBeicbac] 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 language. Comp.
xvi. 5, 6. DMatthew, with more psychological suitableness, has
relafar. — €ws OavaTov] See on Matt. xxvi. 38, and comp.
Ecclus. xxxvii. 2; Clem. 1 Cor. 4: &ijros émolncer "Iwond
péxpe Bavarov Swybivae, Test. XL Putr. p. 520. — mwapéndy
dm’ avrod] Comp. Test. NI Putr. p. 527 : nifaro. .. va
mapé\fy am’ éuob 4 dpyn wvplov.— 7 dpa] the hour kat’
ékoxrw, hora fatalis. Tt passes over from the man, when the
latter is spared from undergoing its destiny.— Ver. 36.
'ABBa] N2y, so spoke Jesus in prayer to His Father. This
mode of address assumed among the Greek-speaking Christians
the nature of a proper name, and the fervour of the feeling of
childship added, moreover, the appellative address o mwaTijp,—a
juxtaposition, which gradually became so Aallowed by wusage
that here Mark even places it in the very mouth of Jesus,
which is an involuntary Hysteron proteron. The usual view,
that 0 watjp is an addition by way of interpreting, is quite
out of place in the fervent address of prayer. See on Rom.
viii. 15. Against the objections of Fritzsche, sce on Gal.
iv. 6. — mapéveyke] carry away past. Hahn was wrong,
Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 209 £, in deducing from the passage (and
from Luke xxii. 24) that Jesus had been tempted Ly Ilis
gapf.  Every temptation came to Him from without. But
in this place He gives utterance only to His purely human
feeling, and that with unconditional subordination to God,
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wherehy there is exhibited even in that very feeling Ilis
w1y yrévar dpaptiav, which is incompatible with incitements
to sin from Iis own odpf. — @A\’ ov] The following interro-
gative 7¢ shows how the utterance cmotionally broken off is
Lere to be completed. Hence somewhat in this way: but
there comes not tnto question, not: @AX ov yevéobw. — Ver. 41.
kaleere Aovwov x.7.N] as at Matt. xxvi. 45, painful irony :
sleep on o, and take your rest! Hardly has Jesus thus
spoken when He sees Judas approach with his band (vv. 42,
43). Then His mood of painful irony breaks off, aud with
urgent carnestness He now goes on in hasty, unconnected
exclamations : there is enough (of sleep)! the hour is come!
see, the Son of man s delivered into the hunds of sinners ! arise,
let us go (to meet this decisive cvisis) ! sce, my betrayer s «t
hand ! 1t is only this view of dméye:, according to which it
refers to the sleep of the disciples, that corresponds to the
immediate connection with what goes before (vafevdete x.7.\.)
and. follows ; and how natural is the change of mood, occa-
sioned by the approaching betrayers ! All the more original
is the representation. Comp. Erasmus, Bengel (“suas jam
peractas habet sopor vices; nunc alia res est”), Kuinoel,
Lwald, Bleek. Ilence it is not: there is enough of walching
(Harnmond, Fritzsche). The usus loquends of dwéyer, sufficit
(Vulgate), depends on the passages, which certainly are only
few and late, but certain, (pseudo-) Anacreon, xxviii. 33;
Cyrill. in Hagyg. il. 9, even although the gloss of Hesychius :
améyet, amoxpn, ékapret, is critically very uncertain.! Others
interpret at variance with linguistic usage: abest, sc. anxictas
mee (see Heumann, Thiess), or the betrayer (Bornemamn in the
Stud. 2. Krit. 1843, p. 103 f.); améyew, in [act, does not mean

1 See Buttmann in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p. 506. e would leave &miyy
without any idea to complete it, and that in the sense: it is accomplished, it
is the time of fulfilment, the end is come, just as Grotius, ad Matf. xxvi. 43
(peractum est), and as the codex Drixiensis has, «dest finis, while D and min.
add to awixu: = vides. The view deserves consideration. Still the usual it
is enough is more in keeping with the empivical use, as it is preserved in the
two passages of Anacrcon and Cyril ; morcover, it gives rise to a doubt in the
matier, that Jesus should have spoken a word equivalent to the wexiazeras o1
Johu xix. 20 cven now, when the consummation was only just beginning.
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the Leing removed in sclf, but denotes the distence (Xen.
Anadb, iv. 3. 5; Polyb. i. 19. 5; 2 Macc. xi. 5, xii. 29).
Lange also is linguistically wrong in rendering: “ ¢t s «ll over
with ¢ it will do mo longer. The comparison of oddiv
dméyet, nothing stands in the way,—in which, in fact, améye
is not intransitive, Lut active,—is altogether irrelevant.

Vv. 43-52. See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56. Comyp. Luke
xxil. 47-53. The brief, vivid, terse narrative, especially as
rezards the blow of the sword and the young man that flesl
(which are alleged Ly Wilke to be interpolated), testifies to its
originality. — Sedwke] without augment. See Winer, p. 67 f.
[E. T. 84 f] — otoanuov] « concerted signal, belongs to the
later Greek. See Wetstein and Kypke, Sturz, Dial. Al p. 196.
— dopards] sccurcly, so that He cannot escape. Comp. Acts
xvi, 23. — Ver. 45. paBBi, paBBi] The betrayer himself is
under excitement.— Ver. 49. @A}’ fva xr\.] sc.: ds émi
Apomyy éEinfate k., ver. 48. Comp. John ix. 3, i 8,
xili. 18. — Ver. 50. It would have been more exact to name
the subject (the disciples). — Ver. 51 f. avvnrorotfer adr ] (see
the critical remarks) : %c followed Him along with, was included
among those who accompanied Jesus in the garden. — owdova]
a garment like a shirt, made of cotton cloth or of linen (see
Dast, ep. ¢rit. p. 180), in which people slept. “ Atque ita hic
juvenis lecto exsilierat,” Grotius,— émwi yvuvod] not to be
supplemented by e@pares, but a neuter substantive. Comp.
Ta yvuvd, the naledness, and see in general Kiihner, IT. p. 118.
—1If oi veaviokor were genuine, it would not have to be
explained as the soldicrs (Casaubon, Grotius, de Wette), since
the context makes no mention of such, but generally : the
young people, who were to be found in the dyAos, ver. +3. —
Who the young man was, is not to be defined more precisely
than as: an adhevent of Jesus,' but not one of the Twelve. The
latter point follows not from ver. 50 (for this young mnan also,
in fact, had fled), but from the designation eis Tes veaviox. in
itself, as well as from the fact that he already had on the
nizht-dress, and therefore had not been in the company at the

! Not possibly Saul (the subsequent Apostle Paul), who had run afier Ilim
from curiosity, as Ewald, Gesch. der apost. Zeit, p. 339, conjectures,
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table. There was no justification, thercfore, for guessing at
John (Ambrose, Chrysostom, Gregory, Moral. xiv. 23), while
others have even concluded from the one garment that it was
James the Just, the brother of the Lord (Epiphanius, Haer.
Ixxxvii. 13, as also in Theophylact). 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 neighbouring farm (Grotius), or Aurk himself (Olshausen,
Bisping). The latter is assumed also by Lange, who calls
him a “ premature Joseph of Arimathea;” aud likewise by
Lichtenstein, who, by a series of combinations, identilies the
evangelist with a son of the master of the house wlere the
Passover took place. Casaubon aptly remarks: “ quis fuerit
hic juvenis quaerere curiosum est et vanum, quando inveniri
70 {nTovpevor non potest.” Probably Mark himself did not
know his name, — It must be left undetermined, too, whence
(possibly from Peter 7} he learned this little episode,' which
was probubly passed over by Matthew and Luke only on
account of its unimportance. — yupwrés] “ pudorem vicit timor
in magno periculo,” Bengel,

Vv. 53, 54. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f Comp. Luke xxii.
54 f.— 7pos 7. dpyeep.] i.c. Caiaphas, not Annas, as appears
from Matthew, — ovvépyorrar abdr@] is usually explained:
they come together to Him (the high priest), in which case the
dative is either taken as that of the direction (Fritzsche), or
is made to depend upon ouvv: with him, ie. at his house, they
assemble. DBut always in the N. T. (Luke xxiii. 55; Acts
i. 21, 1ix. 39, el.), even in John xi. 33, cvrépyeobfal Tivs means :
to comc with any one, une cum aliguo venire (comp. Winer, p.
193 [E. T. 269]); and ad7d, in accordance with the following
nrohovlnoer adrg, is most naturally to be referred to Jesus.
Hence: and there came with Him all the chief priests? z.c. at
the same time, as Jesus is led in, there come also all the

1 According to Baur, only a piquant addition of Mark ; according to Ililgen-
feld, it is connected with Mark’s conception of a more extended circle of
disciples (ii. 14 2).

2 WWhither ? is clearly shown from the context, namely, to the pxuepeds.  This
in opposition to Wieseler, Synops. p. 406.
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chief 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 zivid representation of Mark. — mpds o pids] at the
Jire-light, Luke =xxii. 56. See Raphel, Polyb. p. 151 ; Sturz,
Lez. Xen. IV.p. 519 £, According to Baur, indeed, this is an
expression unsuitably borrowed from Luke.

Vv. 55-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 59-68. — Ver. 56. «ai
loar kT\] and the testimonics were not alike! (consonant,
agreeing). At least fico witnesses had to agree together; Deut.
xvii. 6, xix. 15; Lightfoot, p. 658 ; Michaelis, 3os. R. § 299;
Saalschiitz, p. 604. The xal is the simple: and. Many
testified falsely and dissimilarly, — Ver. 58. 7ueis] we, on our
part: the éyw also which follows has corresponding ewphasis.
— xetpomolnTo . . . dANov dxetpomroinTov] peculiar to Mark,
but certainly (comp. on xv. 29) a later form of the tradition
resulting from reflection (at variance with John’s own inter-
pretation) 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. — dyetporr.] is an appositional more precise defini-
tion to &Ahov. See van Hengel, Annotat. p. 55 f. Comp. on
Luke xxiii. 32.— Ver. 59. 008¢ olrws] and not cven thus
(when they gave tfiis statement) was their testimony con-
sonant. 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 presence of the other. Comp. Michaelis, Alos. E.
§ 299, p. 97. Others, like Erasmus, Grotius, Calovius, in
opposition to linguistic usage and to the context (see ver. 56),
hold that {gos is here and at ver. 56: suficicns. — Ver. 60.
Two questions, as at Matt. xxvi. 62. If we assume only one,

11t is not to Le accented ’re;, as in Homer, but fros, as with the Attic and

later writers. See Fritzsche in loc.; Bentley, ad Menandr. jraym., p. 533, ed.
Meinek. ; Brunek, ad Arist. Plut. 1113 ; Lipsius, grammat. Unters. p, 24,
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like the Vulgate, and take 7¢ for 6,7¢: answerest thow nothing
10 that, which, etc. (Bornemann in the Stud. w. Korit. 1843, ).
120f.; Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald, Bleek, and various
others), it is true that the construction dmoxpiveafal T¢ is not
opposed to it (see on Matthew), but the address is less expres-
sive of the anxicty and urgency that are here natural to the
questioner. Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 217 [E. T. 251], harshly
suagests that “hearing” should lLe supplied before 8,71e.—
YVer. 61. Well known parallelismus antitheticus, with emphasis.
Inversely at Acts xviii. 9.— o edhoynros] wat éfoxrjw, TN37,
God. Uscd absolutely thus only here in the N. T. The Swnctus
Uenedictus of the Rabbins is well known (Schoettgen, ad Lone.
ix. 5). The expression makes us fecl the blasplenty, which would
be involved in the affirmation. DBut it is this aflirmation which
the high priest wishes (hence the form of Lis question: Zlowr
«rt the Messiah ?), and Jesus gives it, but with what a majestic
addition in this deep humiliation ! — Ver. 62. The a7’ dp7e in
Matt. xxvi. 64, which is wanting in Mark, and which requires
for what follows the figurative meaning, is characteristic and
certainly original.  On pera 7. vepe.,, comp. Dan. vii. 13 (B));
Lev. i 7. That fiyurative meaning is, moreover, required in
AMark by éx 8eiov xabip. 7. Sup., although Keim finds in this
intorpretation “arbitrariness without measure.” Luke only,
xxil. 69, while abbreviating and altering the saying, presents
the literal meaning. — Ver. 63. 7ovs yeTdras] a more accurate
statement, in accordance with the custom of rending the gar-
ments, than the general Ta {ud7ea in Matt. xxvi. 65; sec in
loc. Teople of rank wore #wo under-garments (Winer, Eealw.) ;
hence Tods yur. — Ver. 64. katécpiway w1 \.] they condemied
Him, to be guilly of death! On xataxp. with an infinitive,

1 This was the result, which was already from the outset a settled point with
1lic court, and to the bringing about of which the judicial procedure had merely
to lend the form of legality. The defence of the procedure in Saalschiitz, Mos. I,
1. 623 T, only amounts to a pitiful semblance of right. Against the fact as it
stood, that Jesus claimed to be the Messiah, they had no law ; this claim, there-
fore, was Dbrought into the sphere of the spirituel tribunal under the title of
blasphemy, and before the Roman tribunal under that of high treason. And
into the question as to the ground and truth of the elaim—although in the
confession of Jesus there was implied the cacegtio veritutis—they prudently did
not enter at all,
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comp. Herod. vi. 85, ix. 95 ; Xew. Ificr. vil. 10. — Ver. 65.
fpEavro] when the “guilty!” had been uttered. A vivid
representation of the sequel. — Tiwés] comp. previously of &é&
wavtes, hence: some of the Sanhedrists.  The servants, i.c.
the servants of the court, follow afterwards. — mpodrrevaor]
usually : who struck thee, according to the amplifying narr-
tives of Matthew and Luke; Mark, however, does not say this,
but generally : prophesy ! which as Messiah thou must be able
todo! They wish to bring Him to prophesy Ly the xoagibew !
The narrative of Mark, regarded as an abbreviation (Holtzmann),
would be a singularity without motive. Matthew and Luke
followed another tradition. The veiling of the face must,
according to Mark, be considered merely as socking mummery.
— And after some of the Sanhedrists had thus mocked and
maltreated Him, the servants veceived Him with strokes of the
7od.  To them He was Jelivered for custody until further
orders. This is the meaning according to the reading éxaSov
(sce the eritical remarks). On the explanation of the reading
éBarrov, they struel: Him, see Bornemanu in the Stud. w. Kyif.
1843, p. 138.  As to pamiopaow, see on Matt. xxvi. 67
The detive denotes the form, the accompanying circrunstances,
with which on the part of the servants the énaBov took place.
Dernhardy, p. 100 f.  Comyp. the Latin aecipere aliquem ver-
bertbus (Cic. Tusc. 11. 14. 34).

Vv. 66-72. See Matt. xxvi. 69-75. Comp. Luke xxii.
56-62. — katw] below, in contrast to the Luildings that were
situated higher, which surrounded the court-yard (see on Matt.
xxvi. 3).— Ver. 68. olre oiba, olre émiorapac] (see the
critical remarks) I wcither know nor do I wnderstand. Thus
the two verbs that are negatived are far more closely connected
(conceived under onc commou leading idea) than by odx . . .
ovdé.  See Klotz, «d Devar. p. 706 £ On the manner of the
denial in the passage before us, comp. Test. XIT. puatr. p. 715 :
otk 0ida © Aéyes. The doubling of the expression denotes
carnestness ;. Bornemann, Sehol. in Luk. p. xxxi. f.— mpo-
aviiov| Somewlat otherwise in Matt. xxvi. 71. See in loc.
— Kat a\. €] and a cock crew ; peculiar to Mark in accord-
ance with xiv. 30. — Ver. 69. 7 wa:d{oxn] consequently the

MARK. P
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same ; a difference from Matt, xxvi. 71. Tt is still otherwise
in Luke xxii. 58. — waiw] would, if it bLelonged to iSodica
adrov (as taken usually), stand before these words, since it
would have logical emphasis in reference to {Sodoa, ver. 67.
Comp. subsequently mdhw rpreito. Ience it is, with Erasmus,
Luther, Grotius, and Fritzsche, to be attached to #jpfu7o, on
which account, moreover, C L 4 & have placed it only after
5pE. So Tischendorf. ~ Still the word on the whole is critically
suspicious, although it is quite wanting only in 13 M, vss.: the
addition of it was natural enough, even although the Aéyew
lere is not addressed again to Peter. — #jpfaro] graphic. —
Ver. 70. npveito] Tempus adumbrativim (as so olten in
Mark). The second mahew introduces a renciced address, and
this, indeed, ensued on the part of those who were standing
by. Heuce it is not: mwakw Eneyov of map., but: wakw oc
map. E\eyov. — kai yap Ialik. €] for thow art also « Gulilean ;
7.c. 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. — émiBarwr]
not: cocpit flere (Vulg. It. Goth. Copt. Syr. Euthymius Ziga-
benus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Heinsius, Loesner, Michaelis,
Kuinoel, and others), as D actually has %pfaro rraiew,
which certainly also those versions have read; expressed with
émiBaihew, it must have run éméBake xhalew, and this would
only mean: he threw himself on, set himself to, the weep-
ing (comp. Erasmus and Vatablus: “prorupit in fletum ;” see
also Bengel); nor yet: cum sc foras projecisset (Beza, Raphel,
Vater, and vavious others), since émiBaiwy might doubtless
mean : when he had rushed away, but not: when he had
rushed out,—an alteration of the meaning which Matt. xxvi. 73,
Luke xxii. 62, by no means warrant;' nor yet: weste capiti
injecte. flevit (Theophylact, Salmasius, de foen. Trap. p. 272;
Calovius, L. Bos, Wolf, Elsner, Krehs, Fischer, Rosemniiller,

YLange : ‘“ he rushed out thereupon,” namely, on the cock crowing as the
awakening cry of Christ. ‘‘First a rushing out as if he had an external
purpose, then a painful absorption into himself and weeping. . . . Outside he
found that the cry went inward and upward, and now he paused, and wept.”
A characteristic piece of fancy,
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Paulus, Fritzsche, and otlers'), which presupposes a supple-
ment not warranted in the context and without precedent in
connection with ém¢BdA\ew, and would, moreover, require the
middle voice; neither, and that for the same reason, is it:
after he had cast his cyes upon Jesus (Hammond, Palairet) ;
nor: addens, ie. practerca (Grotius), which is at variance with
linguistic usage, or repetitis wviewbus flevit (Clericus, Heupel,
Miinthe, Bleek), which would presuppose a weeping as having
already previously occurred (Theophrastus, Char. 8 ; Diodorus
Siculus, p. 345 B). Ewald is linguistically correct in render-
ing: Dreaking in with the tears of deep repentance upon the
sound of the cock arousing him. See Polyb. i. 80. 1, xxiii.
1. 8; Stephani T%es., ed. Hase, ITL. p. 1526 ; Schweighiinser,
Lexe. Polyb. p. 24+ £ Thus we should have to conceive of a
loud weeping, answering, as it were, to the cock-crowing.
From a linguistic point of view Casaubon is already correct
(karavoijoas); then Wetstein, Kypke, Glockler, de Wette, Borne-
mann (in the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 139), Buttmann, neut. Gr.
p. 127 [E. T. 145]: when he had «ttended thercto, namely, to
this prjua of Jesus, when he had directed his reflection to it.
See the examples for this undoubted use of émiBarhew with
and without 7év vodv or Ty Swdvacav, in Wetstein, p. 632 f.;
Kypke, I p. 196 f. The latter mode of taking it (allowed
also by Beza) appears more in accordance with the context,
because aveurijofn ..\ precedes, so that émyBaldy corre-
sponds to the dvepvrjofn as the further mental action that
linked itself thereto, and now had as its result the weeping.
Deter remembers the word, »¢flects thereupon, weeps !

1 So also Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 562 f., iappropriately com-
paring #wtppéaren, and appealing to 2 Kings viii. 15 (where the word, however,
does not at all stand absolutely) and to Lev. xiii. 45 (where the middle voice
is used).
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THE GOSPEL OF MARK.

CHAPTER XV.

VER. 1. é5 o @pwi] B C D L & 46, Or. Lachm. Tisch. have
merely spwi. But why should ¢=i #6 have been added ? The
omission is easily explained from the fact that the transcribers
had the simple conception mane (Vulg.; comp. Matt. xxvii. 1).
— Instead of =wge. Tisch. has trouds., following only C L &,
without min. vss. and Fatlers. DBut it is worthy of con-
sideration, as =ofs. might easily come from iin. 6.— Ver. 4
zaraunpr.] B C D 8, Copt. Aeth. It. Vulg. have zasryopoiow. So
Lachm. and Tisch.; the Feecpte is from Matt. xxvii. 13, —
Ver. 7. svorasicorin] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have sradiaariy,
following B C D K ¥, min. Sahid. But how easily the syllable
=T dropped away before =T, even although no scruple might
be felt at the unusual svsres.! =T 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. dwaBosoas] Lachm.

isch. have avufBdg, following B D &* Copt. Sahid. Goth. Vulg.
It. Approved also by Schulz and Rinck. The dwfSd: was not
understood, and, in accordance with what follows (vv. 13, 14),
it was awkwardly changed into the avaBoseus, which was as yet
in this place premature. — Ver. 12, 4y 2.¢7¢r<] Lachm. has deleted
this, on too slight evidence. If it had been added, it would
have taken the form rov Aeyéuevor from Matt. xxvii. 22, Dut
=v is to be adopted lefore Busi. (with IFritzsche, Laclm.
Tisch.), according to A B C a &, min,, to which also D may be
added as reading & Sasn.  Out of the swerving from é& to i
is explained the omission of 8v 2éysre, which happened the more
easily after ver. 9.— Ver. 14. The reading =epissiis (Lachm.),
instead of the Recepta mspisaoripws, is so decisively attested that
it may uot be devived from Matt. xxvii. 23. Somewhat more
weakly, but still so considerably, is fxzpelov (Lachm.) in the
sequel attested (A D G K M, min.; A: #zpafav), that this also
is to Le adopted, and &xpalav is to be regarded as a repeti-
tion from ver, 13.— Ver. 17. é&éioven] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.
have vdidboxovary, which Griesh. also recommended, and Schulz
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approved, following B C D F A N, min. Rightly; the familiar
verb supplanted the uuusual one.— Ver. 18. The Recepte
Bamnst 1s to be maintained; ¢ Baareds (Griesh. Scholz) is
from Matthew and Jolm, The evidence is divided. — Ver. 20.
oravpuowary] Lacho. and Tisch. have eravpuosvon, following A C
D LT a, min (B has not got e sravp, abr. at all),  With this
preponderant attestation, and as the subjunctive so easily
intruded itself, the future is to be adopted. — Ver. 22. Before
Tony. Fritzsche and Tisch. have ré, following B C** F L. A,
min, Lightly ; the article, superfluous in itself, was left out
in accordance with Matthew, — Ver. 23. «#v] 1s with Tisch,
following B C* L a N, Copt. Arm., to be struck out as being an
addition from Matt. xxvii. 34. — Ver. 24. Instead of dreuepifoveas
Elz. has desuépifov, in opposition to all the uncials. — Ver. 28. The
whole of this verse is wanting in A B C D X &, min. Cant. Sahid.
Condemned by Griesb., Schulz, and Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch.
It is an ancient, but in the case of Mark a foreign, interpola-
tion from a recollection of Luke xxii. 37 ‘comp. John xix. 24).
— Ver. 29, & rpigiv %, oized.] Lachm. and Tisch. have ofz. =p. 2.
As well the omission of & as the putting of eix. first, is suffi-
ciently well attested to make the Eecepta appear as an alteration
in accordance with Matt. xxvii. 40. — Ver. 30. za! zard3«]
Lachm. Tisch. have z«reBds, following B D L A &, Copt. Vulg.
codd, It. The Xceepte is a resolution of the participle;
comp. P, min. : xai zard¢fSnd (in accordance with Matthew). —
Ver. 33. zai yevon. (Lachm. and Tisch.) 1s to be adopted instead
of wevou. &2 on preponderating evidence; but in ver. 34 the Recepta
v dpa 7% svdry 1, following A C E G, ete, to be maintained. —
Lachm. Tisch. read =3 #vary dpe, which suggested itself in accord-
ance with Matt. xxvii. 46. — Ver. 34. The words érw/ x.7.A. are
very variously written in codd. and vss. The Recepte rapui
1s in any case rejected by the evidence; between the forms
raua (Lachm.), aexd (Tisch.), and aewé (Fritzsche), in the equal
division of the ecvidence, there is no coming to a decision, —
Ver. 36. #¢] has important but not preponderating evidence
against it ; it is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. But if it had
been added, »ai «tpid. would have been written (Matt. xxvii. 48),
which, however, is only found in a few cursives. On the other
hand, previously instead of ¢z, = is to be read with Tisch., and
the lollowing =«i to be deleted with Laclun., The ecepte is
moulded after Matthew. — Ver. 39. xpdfas] is wanting only in
B L ¥, Copt. Ar. (deleted by Tisch.), and easily became objec-
tionable. — The arrangement ofrog ¢ dvdpwe. in Lachm. and Tisch.
is attested by B D L A&, min. The Recepta is from Luke
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xxiil. 47. — Ver. 41. i z«/] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely «i.
So also Rinck. DBut the collocation of the two almost similar
syllables was the occasion of the dropping away partly of «i
(A CL A, min. vss.), partly of xe/ (B &, min, vss.).— Ver. 12,
The reading =pic o¢BBaxsev in Lachm. (instead of wpesdBBaror) is
nothing but a clerical error. — Ver. 43. %a8sv] Decisive evidence
gives :addv. So Matthaei, Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., approved
also by Griesh. éndwv . .. ronp. elsinde was resolved into #dsy
... zei 7 & This xai before rorp. oceurs still in min, Syr. utr.
Vulg. Enthym. — Ver. 44. sdre/] Lachm. has #6s, in accordance
with B3 D, Syr. hier. Arm. Copt. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. A
repetition of the previous #én. — Ver. 45. sopa] BD L X: arduc.
So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; s@pa appeared more worthy.
— Ver. 46. zai before zader. is wanting in B D L &, Copt.
Lachm. Tisch. A councctive addition. — xarétgxer] B C** D
L &, min, have #zer.  So Iritzsche, Lachm. But lhow easily
the syllable zar dropped out after x«/, especially since Matthew
and Luke also only have the simple form !— Ver. 47. =ipcrar]
In accordance with decisive evidence read, with Lachm. and
Tisch., rétaras.

Ver. 1. See on Matt. xxvii. 1, 2. Comp. Luke xxiii. 1. —
éml 70 wpwi] on the morning (xiil. 35), t.c. during the carly
morning, so that éw{ expresses the duration stretching itself
out. Dernhardy, p. 252. Comp. Acts iii. 1, iv. 5. As to ovufB.
7rot., comp. on iii. 6. They made a consultation. According
to the more signiticant reading érotudo. (see the critical
remarks), they arranged such an one, they sct it on fool.
On what subject ? the sequel informs us, namely, on the
delivering over to the Procurator. — kai 6Xov 10 cwrédp.] and
indeed the whole Sunledrim.  Mark has already observed, xiv. 53
(mavres), that the assembly was a full one, and with manifest
design brings it into prominence once more.  “ Synedrium
septuaginta nnius seniorum non necesse est, ut sedeant omnes

. cul vero necesse est, ut congregentur omnes, congregeniur
omanes,” Maimonides, Sunliedr. 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 dis-
cussion with Herod ; Mark abides simply and plainly by the
main matter in hand ; nor has he in the sequel the dream of
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Pilate’s wile, or the latter's washing of his hands.  Doubts,
lhowever, 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.
] Sve ver. 2. — Ver. 5. odxére] At ver. 2 he had still
answered.

Vv. 6-14. See on Matt. xxvii. 15-23. Comp. Luke
xxiil. 13-23.— Ver. 6. dméiver] “ Imperfectum ubi soleiv
notat, non nisi de re ad certum tempus restricta dicitur,”
Hermaun, ad Viger. p. 746. — 6vmep] quem quidem (Klotz,
ad Devar. p. T24), the very onc whom they, etc. — Ver, 7.
peta TOv ovoTagiact.] with his fellow-insurgents. ovorac:-
acTis occurs again only in Josephus, dztt. xiv. 2. 1. In the
classical writers it is oveTacwTys (Herod. v. 70. 124 ; Strabo,
xiv. p. 708). — év 75} ovdoe] in the insurreetion wn question,
just indicated by oveTaciast. It is hardly assumed by
Mark as well known; to us it is entirely unknown! But
DBengel well remarks: “crimen Pilato suspectissimum.” —
Ver. 8. What Matthew represents as brought about by Pilate,
Mark makes to appear as if it were suggested by the people
themselves. An unessential variation. — avafBas] having gonr
up before the palace of Pilate (see the critical remarks). —
aiteiofar, kabws] so to demand, as, to institute a demand
accordingly, as, 1i.e. according to the real meaning : to demand
that, wlich. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 427 ; Schaef. 0. C.
1124 — Ver. 9. 7ov Bascinéa 7. 'Iovd] not inappropriate
(IL6stlin), but said in bitterness against the chief priests, etc.,
as John xviii. 39. — Ver. 10. éylvware] he perceived ; Matthew
has 78, but Mark represents the matter as @ originated. —
Ver. 11. fva pdihov] aim of the dvéoetoar (comp. Buttmann,
aeut. G, p. 204 [E. T. 236)), in order that Le (Pilate) rather,
etc., in order that this result might be Dhrought about. —
Ver. 13. maAew] supposes a responsive cry already given
after ver. 11 on the iustigation of the chief priests. An
inexaet simplicity of narration.

Vv. 15-20. See on Matt. xxvii. 26-31. Comp. Luke

1If it was not the rising on account of the aqueduct (comp. on Luke xiii. 1),
as Ewald supposes.
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xxiii. 24, 25.— 70 ixkavov wouvjoar] sulisfucere, to do what
was enough, to content then. See examples from Diog.
Laert., Appian, and so forth, in Wetstein and Kypke. Comy.
AapBdvew To irxavov, Acts xvil. 9.— Ver. 16. Matthew has :
els 70 mpartapiov ; the vividly descriptive Mark has: éocw
Tijs aU\is, 6 €oTe wparTwpeov, Titto the interior of the court, which
s the practoriwin, for they did not bring Him into the house
and call the cohorts together thither, but into the inner cowurt
swrrounded by the buildings (#he court-yard) which formed
the area of the praetorium, so that, when people went from
without into this court through the portal (mvAwv, comp. on
Matt. xxvi. 71) they found themselves in the practorium.
Accordingly adnsj is not in this place to be translated palace
(see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but court, as always in the N. T.
Comp. xiv. 66, 54. — On the & attracted by the predicative
snbstantive, comp. Winer, p. 150 [E. T. 206]. — mopdpipar]
w purple robe. Matthew specifies the robe more definitely
(xhapida), and the colour differently (koxxivny), following
another tradition. — Ver. 18. vjpfavro] after that investiture ;
a new act.

Ver. 21. See on Matt. xxvii. 32, Comp. Luke xxiii. 26.
— a oTavpdoovaw] See the critical remarks. On the
Juture after {a, see Winer, p. 257 f. [E. T. 560 f.]. — Only
Mark designates Simon by his sens.  Whether Alcrander be
identieal with the person named at Acts xix. 33, or with the
one at 1 Tim. 1. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 17, or with neither of these
two, is just as mmch a matter of uncertainty, as is the
possible identity of Rufus with the person mentioned at
Rom. xvi. 13. Mark takes for granted that both of them were
known, heuce they doubtless were Christians of mark; comy.
x. 46.  DBut Low frequent were these names, and how many
of the Christians that were «f that time well known we know
nothing of ! As to ayyap., see on Matt. v. 41. The notice
épyopevoy am’ aypod, which Luke also, following Mark, gives
(but not Matthew), is one of the traces which are left in
the Symoptical narratives that the day of the crucifixion was
not the first day of the feast (see on John xviii. 28). Comp.
Bleck, Beitr. p. 137 ; Ebrard, p. 513. It is not, indecd,
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specified Zow far Simon had come from the country (comp.
xvi. 12) to the city, but there is no lemitation added having
reference to the circumstances of thie 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 1), certainly suggests to us such a work-day.
The ayyapevovres 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 Sabbath-breaker who
happened to come up.

Vv. 22-27. See on Matt. xxvii. 33-38. Comp. Luke
xxiii. 338 £, who lere narrates snmmarily, 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 I'ohyoba témov] Toy. corresponds to the subsequent
xpaviov, and is therefore to be regarded as a genitive. Accord-
ing to Mark, the place was called the “ pluce of Golgothe,”
which name (8) interpreted is equivalent to “ place of « skull.”
— Ver., 23. éd{dowv] they offered. This is implied in the
{mperfeet.  See Bernhardy, p. 373.—éopvpriop.] See, on
this custom of giving to criminals wine mingled with myrrh
or similar bitter and strong ingredients for the purpose of
blunting their sense of feeling, Wetstein in loc. ; Dougtacus,
Anal. II. p. 42.— Ver. 24. én’ adra] according to Ps.
xxii. 19 : wpor them (the clothes were lying there), as Acts
1. 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 indicated by it
(sec Duncan, Lexz., ed. Rost, p. 633), is a question that must
be left open.— 7is 7¢ dpn] .c. who should veecive anything,
and what he was to receive.  See, on this blending of two
interrogative clauses, Bernbardy, p. 444 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph.
II. p. 824 ; Winer, p. 553 [E. T. 783].— Ver. 25. This
specification of time (comp. ver. 33), which is not, with Baur
and Hilgenfeld, 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



234 TIIE GOSPEL OF MARK.

sixth hour, Jesus still stood before Pilate, and as to the attempts
at reconciliation made in respect thereof, sce on John. — xal
€or. air] éor. is not to be translated as a pluperfect
(Iritzsche), but : and it was the third hour, and they crucified
Him, Le. when they erucificd Him ;' as also in classical writers
after the specification of the time the fact is often linked on
by the simple xai. See Thuc. i. 50, iii. 108 ; Xen. Anad.
ii. 1.7, vii. 4. 12. Comp. on Luke xix. 43. Stallbawm,
ad Plat. Symp. p. 220 C.

Vv. 29-41. See on Matt. xxvii. 39-56. Comp. Luke
xxill, 35-49. — ovd] the Latin zak ! an exclamation of (here
ironical) amazement. Dio Cass. Ixiii. 20 ; Arrian, Epict. iii.
23. 24 ; Wetstein in loc. — 6 wataldwy x.TX] gives us a
glimpse of the original aflirmation of the witnesses, as it is
preserved in Matt. xxvi. 61 (not in Mark xiv. 58). — Ver. 31.
7pos AAMA., tnber se tnvicem, belongs to éumall — Ver. 32.
Let the Messial the King of Israel come dowu now, etc.,—a
bitter mockery ! The o Xpworés applies to the confession
before the supreme council, xiv. 61 f, and ¢ Baci\. 7. ' Iop.
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 double address at the head of what
follows is more in keeping with the malicious triumph. —
moTevo.| namely, that He is the Messiah, the King of Israel.
xal of cwvesTtavp.] 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 ff,, and that
the scene related by Luke belongs to a later tradition, in
which had Deen preserved miore special traits of the great

! Buthymius Zigabenus here gives a warning illustration of forced harmenizing :
Fv 3%, @mow, dpa Tpira, iwe dndovirs #pface wdoxuy Uwi TEv sTpETILTGY
=05 Mirdrov. Eira 7o it%s dvayvworior xad’ tavrs’ rai toradpwoay abroy, iv ix7Ta
32radh Spa. So also Luther in his gloss, and Fr. Schmid ; comp. Calovius :
‘“ liora tertia inde a traditione Pilato facte.” With more shrewdness Grotius sug-
wests : ¢“ jam audita erat tuba horae tertiae, quod dici solebat donec caneret tubu
horae sextae.” In the main even at this day Roman Catholics (sce Friedlich
and Bisping) similarly still make out of the third hour the second quaricr of the
day (9 to 12 o’clock).
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event of the erucifixion, but with which the historical character
of the excecdingly characteristic scene is not lost. See on
Luke, Ze. — Ver. 34.! éxo?] the Syriac form for O (Matthew),
which latter appears to have been what Jesus uttered, as is to
Le inferred from the scoff: 'HAiav ¢wwel. — Ver. 36. Aéywr]
a difference from Matt. xxvii. 49, whose account is more
original (in opposition to Holtzmann), because to remove the
aspect of fiiendliness must appear more in keeping with
the leter development. In consequence of this difference,
moreover, ddere is to Le understood quite otherwise than
dpes in DMatthew, namely, allow i, what T am doing, lct
e have my way,—which has reference to the seoffing concep-
tion, as though the proffered draught would preserve the lite
till Elius should come. The view that in ver. 35 f. friends
of Jesus are meant who misunderstood His cry of ée?, and
one of whom had wished still to cheer Iim as regards the
possible coming of Elias (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 490),1s in itself
improbable evcn on account of the well-known cry of the
Dsalm, as indeed the d¢ete, Swper w7, comp. ver. 30,
sounds only like malicious mockery. — Ver. 37. éfémwvevoe]
Ilc breathed out, .. He dicd. It is often used in this meaning
absolutely in the Greek writers (Soph. 4. 1025; Plut.
Awvist. 20). — Ver. 539. According to Mark, the centurion con-
cluded from the fact of Jesus dying after having cried out
in such a manner, ie. with so loud « woice (ver. 37), that He
was a lero. The extraordinary power (odTw SesmoTikdds
éEémvevae, Theophylact, comp. Victor Antiochenus: per’ éfov-
olas dméfave) which the Crucified One manifested in His
very departing, made on the Gentile this impression—in
which lis judgment was naturally guided by the circumstance
that he had heard (Matt. xxvii. 40) of the charge brought
against Jesus, that He claimed to be Son of God. According
to others (as Michaelis, Kuinoel, de Wette), the uncapectedly

! Mark has only this one of the sayings of Jesus on the cross, and Schenket
regards only this onc as absolutely undoubted,—in which opinion he does
great injustice specially to John. Schleicrmacher, L. J. p. 451, takes offeace at
this very saying, and ouly finds it conceivable as a refervence to the whole twenty-
second Psalm.
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speedy dying of Jesus, who had just before emitted a vigorous
cry, made that impression upon the Gentile, who saw in it «
Javour of the gods. But in order to express this, there would
have been necessary under the eircumstances before éEémrv. an
accompanying definition, such as 356y or e00éws. Daur, Marlkuscr.
p- 108 £, 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, througli which Jesus had been the Son of
(+od,—therefore after a Gnostic manner. Comp. also Hilgen-
feld and Kostlin. Wrongly ; because opposed to the doctrine
of the entire N. T. regarding Christ the bora 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
centwrion’s judgment, betrays the later manipulators (Zeller in
Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1865, p. 385 {f,, gives a contrary opinion),
to whom Mark in this place seemed obscure or unsatisfactory.
— #v] in Hislife. — Ver. 40. %oav] aderant; comp. viii. 1. —
— «xai Map.] among others also Mary. — Tob uixpod] cannot
according to the meaning of the word be without arbitrari-
ness explained as: the younger, although the James designated is
the so-called Younger, but as: the little (of stature, comp. Luke
xix. 3). Hom. Il v. 801: Tubels Tor uixpos uév énv Séuas,
Xen. Cyr. viii. 4. 20.  An appeal is wrongly made to Jude.
vi. 15, where in fact pecpos is not the youngest, but the least,
that is, the weakest in warlike aptitude. — Mark does not
name Salome, but he dndicates her. According to John xix.
235, she was the sister of the mother of Jesus. Comp. also
Twald, Qesch. Char. 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, lc. p. 324), there appears to be no
sufficient ground (comp. the Remark after ver. 47); on the
contrary, Mark and Matthew would have here expressed them-
selves in a way very liable to be misunderstood; comp. on
Matthew, — Ver. 41. af xai «.7T)] as they were now in the
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company around Jesus, so also they were, while Ile was in
Galilee, in His train.  af applies, we may add, to the three
who were named. DBeside these there were among the
women present yet many otkers, who had gone up with Him
to Jerusalem.

Vv, 42-47. See on Matt. xxvil. 57-61. Comp. Luke
xxiil. 50-56. — émel as fav as wposaBB. gives the reason why
Joseph, when the even had come, etc. With the commence-
ment of the Sabbath (on Friday after sunset) the business of
the taking away, etc., would not have been allowable.! Hence
the words are #nof to be put in parenthesis. Mark has not
émel elsewhere, and it is noteworthy that John also, xix. 81,
has it here precisely at the mention of the wapackevs, and in
his Gospel the word only occurs elsewhere in xiii. 29. Cer-
tainly this is no accidental agreement ; perhaps it arose through
a common primitive evangelic document, which Johu, however,
worked up differently. — & éoe mwpoodBB.] which—namely,
the expression mapagrevi)—is as much as Sabbath-cve, the day
before the Sabbath. On mpoceBB., 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 applied. — o dmwé ’Apipaf.] The article
designates the well-known man, See Kithner, ad Xen. Anad.
iil. 1. 5, iv. 6. 20. — edoynuwv Bovievr.] is usually explained:
a counsellor of rank. See on the later use of edaysju., in con-
trast with the plcbcians, Wetstein in loc.; Phryn. p. 333 and
Lobeck vhereupon; Acts xiil. 50, xvii. 12. Dut, as the
characteristic of rank is already involved in Bouvievis, there
is the less reason to depart fromi the old classical meaning of
the word. Hence: a scomly, stately counsellor, so that the
nobleness (the oeuvorns) of his external appearance and deport-
ment is brought into prominence. — That by Bovievris is

! Here, therefore, is no trace that that Friday itself was already a festal day,
although it was really so according to the narrative otherwise of the Synoptics—
also a remnant of the original (Johannine) conception of the day of the death
of Jesus. Comp. on ver. 21. Bleek, Beitr. p. 1151T.
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meant a member of the Sanhedrim,! may be rightly concluded
from TLuke xxiii. 51. This is in opposition to Krasinus,
Casaubon, Hammond, Michaelis, and many others, who con-
ceive of him as a member of a councel at Arimathea. — rxai
avros] on his purt also, like other adherents of Jesus. Comp.
Jolm xix. 38. — mpoadeyop.] comp. Luke ii. 25, 38; Acts
xxiii. 21, xxiv. 15. — 7w Baoih. Tob Oeod] the kingdom of
the Messiah, whose near manifestation —that subject-matter of
fervent expectation for the devout ones of Israel—dJesus had
announced. The idea of the kingdom is not Petrine (Lange),
but one belonging to primitive Christianity generally. — To\-
proas] kaving emboldencd himself, absolutely ; see Maetzner,
ad Antiph. p. 173.  Comp. Rom. x. 20.— Ver. 44. & 767
7éBvnie] he wondered if He were already dead (perfect ; on the
other hand, afterwards the historic aorist: had dicd). It is
plain that Pilate had had experience, how slowly those who
were crucified were accustomed to die. e after favpalo
denotes that the matter is not as yet assumed to be beyond a
doubt. See Boissonade, ad Philostr. Her. p. 424 ; Kiithner, II.
p- 480 f.; Frotscher, Hier. i. 6 ; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195.
— méhae] the opposite of dpre.  Whether He had died (not
just only now, but) «lready carlicr. He wished, namely, to
Le sure that he was giving away the body as actually dead.
See on mahat, dudum, as a relative antithesis to the present
time, Wolf, ad Plat. Symp. p. 20; Stallbaum, ad Apol. Socr.
- 18 B.— Ver. 45. édwprjcato] he bestowed as a gift, without
therefore requiring money for it. Iustances of the opposite
(as Cic. Verr. v. 46 ; Justin, ix. 4. 6) may be scen in Wetstein.
— Ver. 46. xabaipeiv] the proper word for the taking away
from the cross, Latin: detrahere, rcfigere.  Comp. ver. 36.
See Raphel, Polyb. p. 157 ; Kypke and Loesner in loc. — Aehar.
éx mérpas] hown out of @ rock. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 60. The
same fact is expressed in Mark according to the conception

1 The participation of Nicodemus in the action (John xix. 39) formns one of the
special facts which John alone offers us from his recollection. But the attempt
to identily Joseph with Nicodemus (Krenkel in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 18635, .
438 {I.) can only be made, if the fourth Gospei be regarded as non-apostolic, and
even then not without great arbitrariness,
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Srom whenee; and in Matthew, according to the conception
wherein,  Of the fact that the grave belonged to Joseph,
Alark gives no hint, neither do Luke and John; see on Matt.
xxvii. 60, — mod Téfetras] The perfect (see the critical remarks)
indicates that the women, after the burial had taken place,
went thither and beheld where He has been laid, where He lies.
The present would indicate that they looked on af the burial.

TEMARK.—In ver. 47, instead of "Iwe% Lachmann and Tischen-
dorf have adopted # “Twdiirog, following B A (L has merely "Tuei-
roz) N** as they also at ver. 40 have ’Iwsrog, following B D L
A ®** (in which case, however, B prefixes #). This is simply
a CGireek form of the Hebrew name (comp. the critical remarks on
vi. 3), and probably, on the strength of this counsiderable attesta-
tion, original, as also is the article », which is foundin ABCG a
8 Another reading is 5 'lwssp, which occurs in A, 258, Vulg.
Gat. Prag. Rd., and is preferred by Wieseler, chronol. Synapse, p.
427 f., who here understands the danghter or wife of the counsellor
Joscph of Arimathes, and so quite a different Mary from the Mary
of James. But (1) this reading has the very great preponderance
of evidence opposed to it; (2) it is easily explained whence it
originated, namely, out of the correct reading of Matt. xiii. 55
(Tuesp, see in loc.), 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 Joscs to that of Joscph the brother of Jesus, Matt.
xiil., 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 counscllor just previously mentioned, Mark
would have written not merely dM. 5 "lwsip, but M. # r05 Twshp.,
and would, moreover, assuming only some accuracy on his patt,
have ¢ndicated 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 itseltf 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
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abide by the Muric Jusis at the passage before us. Mark,
in the passage where he mentions her for the first time, ver.
40, names her completely according to her fwo sons (cowmp.
Matt. xxvii. 56), and then—Dbecause she was wont to be desic-
nated both as Marie Jacobi (comp. Luke xxiv. 10) and as Mazrir
Josis—at ver. 47 in the latter, and at xvi. 1 in the former
manner, both of which differing modes ol designation (ver. 47,
xvi. 1) cither occurred so accidentally and involuntarily, ov

perhaps were occasioned by different sources of which Mark
made use,
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CHAPTER XVL

Ve 2. =%z wiz] Laclun, has még <5, following B 1. From
John xx. 1, as is also =% mé rav in L AN, Eus. Tisch. — Ver. 8.
After sZn0. Elz. has raxd, in opposition to decisive evidence,
from Matt. xxviil, 8 —Ver. 9. a¢ #:] Lachm. has zap %,
following C D L 33. Rightly; &g is from Luke viii. 2.—
Ver. 14, After ¢yzyepn. A C* X A, min. Syr. p. Ar. p. Erp. Arm.
have éxz vexpiy, which Laclhm. has adopted. A mechanical
addition. — Vv, 17, 18. The omission of zanaiz, as well as the
addition of za/i & iz yepaiv before igeg, is too feebly attested.
The latter is an cxegetical addition, which, when adopted,
absorbed the preceding zawaiz. — Instead of Bard~s Elz. has
Jra-ba, I opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 19. After
zipeez read, with Lachm. and Tisch., ’Iyeez, which is found in
C* K L A, min. most of the vss. and Ir.  As an addition in the
way of gloss, there would be absolutely no motive for it. On
the other hand, possibly on occasion of the abbreviation K=,
1=, it dropped out the more easily, as the expression ¢ xipios
"I6055 15 infrequent in the Gospels.

The entive section from vv. 9-20 is a non-genuine con-
clusion of the Gospel, not composed by Mark. The external
grounds for this view are: (1) The section is wanting in B,
Arw. mss. Ar. vat. and in cod. 3 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, Seript. vet. nov.
coll. I. p. G1 £), declares that oyediv ¢v dmucr oiz avrrypdgus the
Gospel closes with égoBsdvzo ydp. Comp. qu. 3, p. 72, where he
names the manuscripts which contain the section only rwe siv
avmiypégav.  The same authority in Vietor Ant. ed. Matth, II.
. 208, states that Mark has not related any appearance of
the risen Lord that occurred to the disciples. (3) Jerome,
aod Hedib, qu. 35 Gregor. Nyss. orat. 2 dc vesurr. Chr. 5 Vict.
Ant. ed. Matth. IT. p. 120; Sever. Ant. in Montfaue. Bibl. Cousl.
- 74, and the Scholia in several codd. in Scholz and Tisch,
attest that the passage was wanting in very many manuseripis

MARK. Q
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(Jerome: “omnibus Graeciae libris paene”). (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 resemblance of Justin,
Apol. I. 45 with ver. 20!); and Eusebius has his Canons ouly
as far as ver. 8, as, indeed, also in codd. A U and many min.
the numbers really reach only thus far? while certainly iu
CE 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 con-
text, 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
sufficiently explained from Ruseb. ad Marin. qu. 1, p. 62 (&2.7.6:
0% Tig 000" braolv Tolmay GleTeh v Gmwoely Ev v Thy dayyshiwy ypugy,
gepomivay, Gimhiy shai gnor Tiv Qvdyvaor, Wi ral & ivépug w2100,
fnarépay TE mapadsurioy bTdpys, TG wh w81I0y cadTyy Sxcivys, ¥ incivg
ralrys, wapt Toiy wi6Tel; xei sihaBion dyxpiveadur).  See Credner,
Einl. I p. 107.  And when Euthymius Zigabenus, II. p. 183,
designates those who condewnn the section as swic wiv Sayyris,
not, however, himself contradicting tiiem, 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,
hut the critical point of view of the condemnation. More-
over, this external evidence against the genuineness finds in
the section itself an daternal confirmation, since with ver, 9
there suddenly sets 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 ebliwg, no =arm, etc,—and what a brevity, devoid of

1 Namely : wdvra 8 7@ wapnyyerpive sois wepi wov. Mirpov ovvropws ilayyuias”
et 3% qubre xal abris o 'Incovs dwo dvaToAds xai dxpi dvriws ilawierude 3 abrov
=0 itpov xal EQlaprov wnpuyua THE alwviov cwenpias. Alter that L goes on: forny
3 xai rabra Qitpira pivd T iQoBeivre yip® dvacrds 3t x.T. A

2 Vy. 15-18 occur in the Evang. Nicod. 14, in Thile, p. 618; Tischen-
dorf, p. 242 f. They might therefore have already appeared in the Acts of
Tilate, which composition, as is well known, is worked up in the Gospel of
Nicodemus. Ritschl, in the theol. Jahrh. 1851, p. 527, would infer this from
Tertullian, Apol. 21.  But scarcely with warrant, for Tertullian, lLc., where
iliere is contained an excerpt from the Acts of Pilate, is founded upon the
tradition in the Adcts of the Apostles, foreign to the Synoptics, regarding the
Jorty days.
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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 theol. Jahsb. 1843, p. 450);
it does not, moreover, presuppose what has been previously
related (see especially ver. 9: ap 7z 253537 iave daiw., and the
want of auy account of the meeting in Galilee that was
promised at ver. 7), and has even apocryphal disficurements
(ver. 18: &pesg . . . Bra~ba). — If, in accordance with all this, the
section before us is decidedly to be declared spurious, it is at
the same time evident that the Gospel is without any con-
clusion : for the announcement of ver. 7, and the last words
ézeBatvro ydp themselves, decisively show that Mark did not
intend to conclude his treatise with these words. DBut whether
Mark: himsclf left the Gospel unfinished, or whether the con-
clusion has been lost, canuot be ascertained, and all conjectures
on this subject are arbitrary. In the latter case the lost
concluding 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 contained 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 disciples. Just as little with reference to the
apoeryphal fragment! itself, vv. 9-20,—which already in very
carly times (although not by Mark himself, in opposition to
Aichaelis, Hug, Guericke, bvard, and others) was incorporated
with the Gospel as a conclusion (even Syr. has it; and Iren.
Huer. iil. 10. G quotes ver. 19, and Hippol. vv. 17, 18),—is there
anything more definite to be established than that it was com-
posed 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 apurs
a33drwy, ver. 9 (in opposition to Credner), might be used by one
who lad been a Jew and had become conversant with Hellenic
Jife. — Adgainst the genuineness the following have declared
themselves: Michaelis (Awferstehungsyeseh. p. 179 ff. ; Einl.
p- 1059 £), Thies, Bolten, Griesbach, Gratz, Bertholdt, Rosen-
miiller, Sclhiulthess in Tzschirner's Anal. IT1. 3; Schulz, Fritzsche,
Schott ([sag. p. 941, contrary to his Opaese. I1. p. 129 L), Paulus
(creget. Handd.), Credner, Wieseler (Commentat. num. loci Mare.
xvi 9-20 ¢t Joh. xxi. genuint sind, ete., Gott, 1839), Neuvdecker,

} That it is a fragment, which originally stood in connection with matter pre-
ceding, is plain from the faet that in ver. 9 the subject, ¢ 'Insobs, is not named.
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Tischendorf, Ritsch], Ewald, Tteuss, Anger, Zeller, Hitzig (who,
Lowever, regards Luke as the author), Schenkel, Weiss, Holtz-
mann, Keim, and various others, including Hofmann (Sehrift-
bew. I1. 2, p. 4).  In favour of the genuineness: Richard Simon
(hast. erit. p. 114 [), Mill, Wolf, Bengel, Matthaei, Ltichhorn,
Storr, IXuinoel, Hug, Feilmoser, Vater, Saunier, Sclolz, Rinck
(Lucubr. erit. p. 311 (1)), de Wette, Schwarz, Guericke, Olshausen,
Ebrard, Lange, Bleek, Bisping, Schleiermacher also, and various
others.! Lachmann, too, has adopted tlie section, as according
to his eritical principles it was necessary to do, since it is found
in most of the uncials (only I3 & have it not), Vulg. It. Syr,, etc.
We may add that lie did not regard it as genuine (see Stud. w.
Xt 1830, p. 843),

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxviii, 1-8. Comp. Luke xxiv.
1-11. — biayevop. Tob gafBB.] ic. on Sutwrday efter sunsct.
See ver. 2. A (difference from Luke xxiii. 56, which is
ncither to be got rid of, with Ebrard and Lange, by a dis-
tortion of the clear narrative of Luke; mnor, with Deza, Er.
Schmid, Grotius, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others, by taking
gryopacav as a pluperfect.  Tor examples of Siayiveocfar used
of the lupse of an wntervening thae (Dem. 541, 10, 833. 14
Acts xxv. 13, xxvil. 9), sece Raphel, Polyb. p. 157 ; Wetstein
in loc. — They bought aromatic herls (apopara, Xen. Anabd. 1.
5. 1; Polyd. xiii. 9. 5) to mingle them with ointinent, and so
to anoint the dead Lody therewith (dAedr.). This is no cou-
tradiction of John xix. 40. See on Matt. xxvii. 59. —
Ver 2 f mpoi] with the geadtive.  Comp. Herod. ix. 101,
and see generally, Kriiger, § 47. 10. 4. — 7is was eaBB.] on
the Svanday.  See on Matt. xxviil. 1. — avateidavt. Tob )Aiov]
after sunrise ; not: when the sun rose (Ebrard, Hug, following
Grotius, Ileupel, Wolf, lMcumann, Paulus, and others), or:
wws «bout to rise (so Krebs, itzig), or: had begun to vise
(Lange), which would be avatéAlovros, as is actually the

1 Kostlin, p. 378 1L, ascribes the section to the alleged second manipulator
of the Gospel.  Lange conjectures (see his L. J. 1. p. 166) that an incomplete
work of Mark reachied the Christian public earlier than that which was sub-
sequently eomnpleted.  According to Hilgenfeld, the section is not without a
genunine groundwork, but the primitive form can no longer be ascertained ; the

evangelist appears ‘“ to have become nunfaithful to his chief guide Matthew, in
order to finish well by means of an older representation.”



CIIAP, XVI, 1-8. 245°

reading of D. A difference from John xx. 1, and also from
Luke xxiv. 1; nor will it suit well even with the mpwi
strencthened by Xéav; we must conceive it so, that the
sun had only just appeaved above the horizon. — mpos
éavtots] in communication with each other. Dut of a Roman
wateh they know nothing. — éx 7ijs  @dpas] The stoue
was rolled ufo the entrance of the tomb, and so closed
the tomb, Johm xx. 1.— Ver. 4. 7w qap péyas opodpa]
Wassenbergh in Valckenaer, Schol. I1 p. 35, would trauspose
this back to ver. 3 after pwvpuelov, as has actually Dleen
done in D.- Most expositors (including Fritzsche, de Wette,
Bleck) proceed thus as respects the meaning ; holding that yap
brings in the reason for ver. 3. An avbitrary view; it refers
to what immediately precedes.  After they had looked up
(their look was previously cast down) they beheld (“contempla-
bantur cum animi intentione,” see Tittmaun, Synon. p. 120 £.)
that the stone 1was rolled away ; for (specification oi the reason
how it happened that this perception could not escape them
after their looking up, but the fact of its having bLeen rolled
away must of necessity mect their eyes) it was very great.
Let us conceive to ourselves the very larce stone [ying
close by the door of the tomd. Its rolling away, lhowever,
had not occwrred while they were beside it, as i Matthew,
Tt previously; so also Luke xxiv. 2, 23; Jolm xx. 1.
As to ododpa at the end, eomp. on Matt. ii. 10.— Ver. 5.
veavicxkov] Mark and Luke (who, liowever, differ in the
aumber : davlpes 80o) relate the augelic appearance as it
presenfed itself (kata To Pawdpevov); Matthew (who, how-
ever, places it not in the tomb, but upon the stone), as that
which it actually was (dyyeros xupiov). On the form of «
young mean assumed by the angel, comp. 2 Mace. iii. 26;
Joseph. Antt. v. 8. 2 f, and Gen. xix. 5 . —év 7. 8e£] on
the right hand in the tomb from the entrance, therefore to
the lelt hand of the place where the body would lie.—
Ver. 6. Simple asyndcte in the lively eagerness of the dis-
course. — Ver. 7. dAN'] breaking off, lefore the summouns
which suddenly intervened, Kiihner, II. p. 439; Eilendt,
Lez. Soph. 1. p. 78 f.— xai 16 ITérpe] to His disciples and
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(among these especially) fo Pefer. 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 primus inter pares
(“ dux apostolici coetus,” Grotius; comp. also Mark ix. 2,
xiv. 33), not by the denial of Deter, to whom the announce-
ment is held to have given the assurance of forgiveness
(Theophylact, IEuthymius Zigabenus, Victor Antiochenus,
Calovius, IHeumaun, IXuinocel, Lange, and others), which is
assumed with all the greater arbitrariness without any indica-
tion in the text, seeing that possilly Peter might have con-
cluded just the contrary. — &7¢] recitative, so that duds and
vuiv apply to the disriples as in Matthew. — xafws elmev
vutv] xiv. 28, Tt relates to the wiole of what preeedes:
Tpodryet vpds KT and éxel adT. 8. The latter was {ndircetly
contained in xiv. 28.—The circumstance that here prepueration
s made jfor a narrative of a meeting together in Galilee, but
no such account subsequently follows, is an argument justly
brought to bear against the genuineness of ver. 9 fi. That
the women did not execute the angel’s charge (ver. 8), docs
not alter the course of the matter as it had been indicated by
the angel; and to explain that incousistency by the fact that
the ascension does not well agree with the Galilean mecting,
is inadmissible, because Mark, according to our passage and
xiv. 28, must of necessity have assumed such a meeting,'
consequently there was nothing to hinder him from represent-
ing Jesus as journeying to Galilee, and then again returning
to Judaea for the ascension (in opposition to de Wette). —
Ver. 8. 8€] explicative, hence also yap has found its way
into codd. and vss. (Lachmann, Tischendorl). — oddevi oddév

11t is characteristic of Schenkel that he assumes the Gospel to have really
closed with ver. 8, and that it is ““mere unproved conjecture” (p. 319) that
the conclusion is lost. Suel a supposition doubtless lay in his interest as
opposed to the bodily resurvection ; but even ver. 7 and xiv. 28 ought to have
made him too prudent not to see (p. 333) in the absence of any appearances of the
risen Lord in Mark the weightiest evidence in favour of tlie early composition
«f his Gospel, whereas he comes to the unhistorical conclusion that Peter did
1ot touch on these appearances in his discourses. See Aets x. 40 [, and pre-
viously ii. 32, iii. 15.
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eimov] The suggestion that we should, with Grotius, ITeupel,
Kuinoel, and many more, mentally supply: on the way, is
devised for the sake of Luke xxiv. 9; rather is it implicd,
that from fear and amazement they left the bidding of the
angel at ver. 7 unlulfilled. It is otherwise in Matt. xxvii. 8.
That subsequently they fold the commission given to them by
the angel, is self-evident ; but they did not cuccute it. — eiye 8¢
atvras «A] Hom. 7L vi. 137; Herod. iv. 15; Soph. LPhil.
681 ; also in the LXX.

Vv. 9, 10. Now hegins the apocryphal [ragment of some
other evangelical treatise (doubtless written very mueh in the
way of epitome), which has been added as a conclusion of our
Gospel.  Inm it, first of all, the appearance related at John
xx. 14-18 is given in a meagre abstract, in which the rewarlk,
which in Mark’s connection was here wholly inappropriate (at
the most its place would have been xv. 40), map s éxBefN.
émta dawp., is to be explained by the fact, that this casting out
of demons was related in the writing to which the portion
had originally belonged (comp. Luke viii. 2). — mpwi wpary
aaf3f.] is joined by Deza, Castalio, Heupel, Wolf, Rosemmiiller,
Paulus, Fritzsche, de Wette, Ewald, and others with avactas
&, but by Severus of Antioch, Gregory of Nyssa, Theophyluct,
Luthymius Zigabenus, Victor, Grotius, Mill, Bengel, Kuinocl,
Schulthess, and others, with épavy. We canuot decide the
point, since we do mnot know the connection with what
went before, in which the fragment originally occurred. If it
were an integral part of owr Gospel, it would have to be
cornected with épavy, since ver. 2 already presupposes tle
time of the reswrrection having taken place, and now in the
progress of the narrative the question was not about this
specification of time, hut about the fact that Jesus on the
very same moruing made His first appearance. — As well wpory
as the singular oaBBarov (comp. Luke xviii. 12) is surprising
atter ver. 2. Yet it is to be conceded that even Mark himself
might so vary the expressions. — mwap’ %s] (see the critical
remarks): wway from whom (French: de ches). See Matthiae,
P- 1378, The expression with éxBariew is not elsewhere found
in the N. T. — Ver. 11). Toreign to Mark is here—(1) éxeivy,
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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 xdxeivos in ver. 11, but not at ver 13, as
also éreivars in ver. 13 aund éwelver at ver. 20 are emphatie.
(2) mopevbdeioa, which word Mark, often as he had occasion
for it, never uses, while in this short section it occurs thivee
times (vv. 12, 135). DMoreover, (3) the circamlocution Tois
peT avTod yevopévous, instead of Tols wabnrais adrod (the latter
does not occur at all in the section), is foreign to the Gospels.
The pabyral in the more catended sense are meant, the apostles
and the rest of the companions of Jesus; the apostles alone
are designated at ver. 14 by o &dexa, as at Luke xxiv. 9,
33; Acts il. 14. — wevbodor «. xhaiovar] who were mourniny
and aweeping.  Comp. 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 fedgfac apart {from this section does not occur in
Mark, forms, considering the frequency of the use of the word
elsewhere, one of the signs of a strange hand. By éfeafly is
not merely indicated that He had been secn, but that He had
been gazed wpon. Comp. ver. 14, and see Tittmann, Synoi.
p- 120 f — amoTety does not occur in Mark except here
and at ver. 16, but is altogether ol 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 (év
érépa popdy), and presenting a variation (o8¢ éxelvors émi-
grevaav) which betrays as its source' not Luke himself, but
a divergent tradition. — pera radra] (after what was nareated
in vv. 9-11) does not oceur at all in Mark, often as he maght
have writlen it: it is an expression forcign to him. How lony
after, does not appear. According to Luke, it was still on
the same day. — é€ adrdv] Tdv per avTol yevouévwy, ver. 10.

1 De Wette wrongly thinks (following Storr, Kuinoel, and others) here and
repeatedly, that an interpolator would not have allowed himself to extract so
Jreely. Our author, in fact, wrote not as an interpolator of Mark (how un-
skilfully otherwise must he have gone to work !), but independently of Mark,

for the purpose of completing whose Gospel, however, this ftagment was sub-
sequently used.
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— mepuraToiow] cuntibus, not while they stood or sat or lay,
but as they walled.  More precise information is thien given
in mwopevopévors eis aypov : while they went into the country. —
épavepolin] ver. 14; John xxi. 1, He became visible to thew,
was brought to view. The expression does not directly point
to a “ ghostlike ” appearance (in opposition to de Wette), since
it does mnot of itself, although it dves by év érépa popds,
point to a supernatural element in the bodily mode of
appearance of the risen Lord. This év érépa popds is not to
he referred to other elothing and to an alleged disfigurement
of the face by the sufferings borne on the cross (comyp.
Grotius, Heumann, Bolten, Paulus, I{uinoel, and others), but
to the bodily form, that was different from what His previous
form had been,—which the tradition here followed assumned in
order to explain the circumstance that the disciples, Luke
xxiv. 16, did not recognise Jesus who walked and spoke
with them. — Ver. 13, xaxeivoc] these also, as Mary had done,
ver. 10. — 7ois Motmois] to the others syevouévors wer’ adrob,
vv. 10, 12. — o08¢ éxelvors émior.} not cven 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 following appearance (in opposition to Schulthess,
Fritzsche, de Wette). It is boundless arbitrariness of har-
nonizing to assnme, as do Augustine, de consens. czang. iii. 25,
Theophylact, and others, including Kuinoel, that under Aéyov-
Tas in Luke xxiv. 34, and also under the unbelievers in the
passage hefore us, we are to think only of some, and those dif-
Jerent at the two places; while Calvin makes the distribution
in such a manuer, that they had doubted «¢ first, but had aftcr-
wards believed ! Bengel gives it conversely. According to
Lange, too, they had been believing, 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. "Porepor] not found elsewhere in Mark, docs not
mean : «f last (Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Schulthess, and many
others), although, according to our text, this appearance was the
last (comp. Matt. xxi. 37), but: afterwcards, subscquently (Matt,
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iv. 2, xxi. 29; Johu xiii. 36), which certainly is a very indefinite
specification. — The narrative of this appearance confuses very
different clements with one another. It is manifestly (sce ver.
15) the appearance which according to Matt. xxviii. 16
took place on the mountain in Galilee ; but avarxeipévors (us
they reclined at tuble) introduces an altogether different scenery
and locality, and perhaps arosc from a confusion with the
incident contained ! in Luke xxiv. 42 f, or Acts i. 4 (according
to the view of gwvvahefouevos as conveseens); while also the
reproaching of the nubelief is liere 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 appear-
ance on the mountain, Matt. xxviil. 17 (of 8¢ édioTacav),
furnished a certain basis. — ab7ots Tots évdexa] ipsis wndecim.
Observe the ascending gradation in the three appeavances—
(1) to Mary; (2) to two of His earlier companions; (3) Zo the
cleven themselees.  Of other appearances wn the civele of the
eleven our author knows nothing; to him ks was the only
one. See ver. 19. — o7i] equivalent to els éxeivo o7¢, Luke
xvi. 8; John ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51, xvi. 9; 2 Cor. i. 18§, xi. 10.

Ver. 15. Continuation of the same act of speaking. — arday
Th xtiged] to the whole ercation, ie. to all creatuies, by whiel
expression, however, in this place, as in Col. 1. 23, all e
are designated, as those who are created xat’ éfoyijv, as the
Rabbiuic mv3n is also used (see Lightfoot, p. 673, and Wet-
stein 1n loc.). Not merely the Gentdes (who are ealled by
the Rablins contemptuously rmwan, see Lightfoot, le) are
meant, as Lightfoot, Hammond, Knatchbull, and others would
have it. This would De in accovdance neither with ver. 16 f,,
where the discourse is of «ll believers without distinction,
nor with éwijpvEav ravrayov, ver. 20, wherein is included the
entire missionary activity, not merely the preaching to the
Gentiles. Comp. on wdvra ta €yy, Matt. xxviil. 19.  Nor yet
is there a pointing in 7§ «7ices at the glorification of the wholr
of nature (Lange, comp. Dengel) by means of the gospel (comp.

1 Beza, Calovius, and oihers wrongly explain svaxzp. as: una sedeatibus,
Comyp. xiv. 18, '
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Tlom. viii.}, whicl is wholly foreign to the conception, as plainly
appears from what follows (o...¢ 8). As in Col Lc., so here
also the designation of the universal scope of the apostolic desti-
nation by mwden 757 «71ices has in it something of solemnity.

Ver. 16. He who shall have become belicving (see on Rom.
xili. 11), and have been baptized, shall attain the Messianie
salvation (on the establishment of the kingdom). The necessily
of baptism—of baptisin, namely, regarded as a necessary divinely
ordained consequent of the having become believing, without,
however (as Calvin has observed), being regarded as dimidic
salutis causa—is here (comp. John iii. 5) expressed for all nce
converts, but not for the children of Christians (see on 1 Cor.
vii. 14). — ¢ 8¢ amwornaas] That in the case of such baptisin
hiad not occurred, is obvious of itself; refusal of faith neces-
sarily excluded Dbaptism, since such persons despised the
salvation offered in the preaching of faith. In the case ol
a baptism ewithout faith, therclore, the necessary subjective
causa salutis would be wanting.

Ver. 17. Zqpeta] mavvellous significant appearances for
the divine confirmation of their faith. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 22.
— Tots moTevoovat] those who have become Dbelivring, generi-
cally. The limitation to the feachers, especially the apostles
and seventy disciples (I{uinoel), is erroneous. See ver. 16.
The onpeta adduced indeed actually occurred with the
Uelicvers as such, not merely with the teachers. See 1 Cor.
xii. Yet in reference to the serpents and deadly drinks, see
on ver, 18.  Morcover, Jesus does not niean that cvery one
of these signs shall come to pass in the case of cvery one, but
in one case this, in another that ome. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 4.
— mapaxoN.] shall follow them that Dbelieve, shall accon-
puny them, after they have become believers. The word,
except in Luke i. 3, is foreign to all the four evaugelists, but
comp. 1 Tim. iv. 6; 2 Tim. iil. 10. — zadra] which folloiw.
See Kuriiger, Xen. daed. il 2. 2; Kiihner, ad Anad. ii. 5. 10.
— év 1% ovopati pov] in my name, which they confess, shall
the ground be, that they, ete. It refers to «!l the particulars
which follow. — éaep. éxBaX.] Comp. ix. 3S. — qyAwoo. Aah.
kawais] to speak with acw languages.  The ecstatic glossolalia
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(see on 1 Cor. xii. 10), which first appeared at the event of
Pentecost, and then, moreover, in Acts x. 46 and xix. 6,
and is especially known from the Corinthian churel, had been
converted by the tradition with reference to the Pentecostal
occurrence into a speaking in lenguwages different from the
mother-tongue (see on Acts ii. 4). And such is the speaking
in ncw languages mentioned in the passage before us, in
such languages, that is, as they could not previously speak,
which were new and strange fo the speakers. Hereby the
writer betrays that he is writing in the sub-opostolic period,
since he, like Luke in reference to the Pentecostal miracle,
imports into the first age of the church a conception of the
glossolerlia intensified by legend ; nay, hie makes the phenomenon
thereby conceived as a speaking in strange languages to be
even a common possession of Dbelievers, while Luke limits it
solely to the unique eveut of Pentecost. We must accordingly
understand the yAwoo, AaXeiv kawais of our text, not in the
seuse of the speaking with tongues, 1 Cor. xii.—-xiv,, but in the
sense of the mueh more wonderful speaking of languages, Acts
ii, as it certainly is in keeping with the two strange par-
ticulars that immediately follow. Hence every rationalizing
attempt to explain away the concrete designation derived,
witliout 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 geueralities, sucl as
the newness of the utterance of the Christian spirit (ITilgen-
feld), or the new formation of the spirit-world by the new
word of the Spirit (Lange), the ecstatic speaking on religious
subjects (Bleck), or others. Against such expedients, comp.
Keim i Herzog, Encyll. XVIIL p. 687 ff. The eccstatic
phenomena of Montanism and of the Irvingites present no
analogy with the passage before us, hecause our passage has to
do with languages, not with tongues. Euthymius Zigabenus:
yhooaas Eévais, StalékTors arhoebvéauy.

Ver. 18. "Od¢ets apodae] They shall Lift wp scrpents (take
them into the hand and lift them up). Such a thing is not
known from the history of the apostolic times (what took
place with the adder on the hand of Paul in Acts xxviii. 2 {f.
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is different); it would, moreover, be too much like juggling
for a onuelor of believers, and betrays quite the character
of apocryphal legend, for which, perhaps, a trvaditional dis-
tortion of the fact recorded in Acts xxviil 2 f. furnished a
basis, whilst the serpent-charming so widely diffused in the
Last (Llsner, Obss. p. 168 ; Wetstein <n loc.; Winer, Realw.)
by analogy supplied matevial enough. The promise in Luke
x. 19 is specifically distinct. Others have adopted for aipew
the meaning of faking out of the way (Johu xvil &; Matt.
xxiv. 39; Acts xxi. 36), and have understood it either of the
ditving «way, baishing (Luther, Heumann, Panlus), or of the
destroying of the serpents (Euthiymius 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
sufliciently marvellons. The meaning: “fo plant serpents s
signs of victory with Nealing effcet)” in which actual serpents
would have to be thought of, but according to their symbolical
significance, has a place only in the fancy of Lauge excited
by John iii. 14, not in the text. The singular thought must
at least have been indicated by the addition of the esseuntially
necessary word opueta (Isa. v. 26, xi. 12), as the classical
writers express raistng « signal by aipewv onpeiov (comp.
Thue. 1. 49. 1, and Kriiger thereon). — v favdo. ¢ wiwow
x7.)] Likewise an apocryphal appendage, not frem the direct
contemplation of the life of believers in the apostolic age.
The practice of condemning to the cup of poison gave material
for it. DBut it is not to be supposed that the legend of thc
harmless poison-draught of Jo/n (comp. also the story of Justis
LDarsabas related 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
(except in Abdias, kist. apost. v. 20, and the Acte Joh. in
Tischendorl, p. 266 {f,, not mentioned till Augustine) ; it rather
appears to have formed itself on occasion of Matt. xx. 23
tfrom our passage, or to have developed itself' out of the same

' Lange knows how to rationalize this szusiov also. 1In his view, there is
symbolically expressed ‘‘the subjective restoration of liie to invulnerability.”
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conception whence our expression arose, as did other similar
traditions (see Fabricius in Ald. p. 576). On OBavdciuov,
which only occurs here in the N. T, equivalent to favarndspov
(Jas. iil. §), see Wetstein, and Stallbawm, ad Plet. Zep. p.
610 C.-— rkards €Eovaw] the sick! Cowp. Acts xxviil. S f.

Vv, 19, 20. The ZLord Jesus thercfore (see the critical
remarks). oy annexes what now emerged as the final
result of that last mecting of Jesus with the eleven, and that
as well in reference to the Lord (ver. 19) as in reference also
to the disciples (ver. 20); lLience mév ... &  Accordingly,
the transition hy means of uév oy is not incongruous
(Fritzsche), but logically corvect. Dut the capression pév odw,
as “well as o «dpios 'Inoobs, is entirely foreign to Mark,
frequently as he had occasion to use both, and therefore is
one of the marks of another author.— wera 70 Aalijoar
avTols] cannot be referred without harmonistic violence to
anything else than the discourses just wittered, vv. 14-18
(Theophylact well says: Tadra 8¢ Aalijoas), not to the
collective discourvses of the forty days (Augustine, Euthymius
Zigabenus, Maldonatus, Bengel, Kuinoel, Lange, and others);
and with this in substance agrees Ebrard, p. 597, who, like
Girotius and others, finds in vv. 15-18 the account of all that
Jesus had said in His several appearances after His resurrec-
tion. 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 heaven (dwelsiddn, see Acts x. 16,
i 2, xi. 22; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; Luke ix. 51), it is not withal to
be gathered from this wery compendious account, that the

Christ is held to declare that the poison-cup would not harm Ilis people,
primarily in the symbolical sense, just as it did not harm Socrates in his
soul ; but also in the typical sense: that the life of believers would be ever
more and more strengthened to the overcoming of all hurtful influences, and
would in many cases, even in the literal sense, miraculously overcome them.
This is to put into, and take out of the passage, exactly what pleases sub-
Jectivity.

1 Not the believers wlio heal (Lange: ‘“ they on their part shall enjoy perfect
health”).  This perverted meaning would need at least to have been suggested
by the usc of xzi aé7ei (and they on their part).
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writer makes Jesus pass from the room where they were at
meal to lheaven (Strauss, B. Bauer), any more than from
éxetvor 8¢ éEenfdvtes it is to be held that the apostles
immediately after the ascension departed into all the world.
The representation of vv. 19, 20 is so evidently limited only
to the outlines of the subsequent history, that between the
peta To Aaijoar avrois and the dvehijpfy there is at least, as
may he understood of itself, sufficient space for a going forth
of Jesus with the diseiples (comp. Luke xxiv. 50), even
although the forty days do not belong to the evangelical
tradition, but first appear in the Acts of the Apostles. How
the writer conceived of the ascension, whether as visible or
invisible, his words do not show, and it must remain quite
a question undetermined. — kai éxdfioev éx Sekidv T. Oeoil]
reported, it is true, not as an object of sense-perception (in
opposition to Schulthess), but as a conscquence, that had sct in, of
the dvenijpfn ; not, however, to be explained away as a mercly
symbolical expression (so, for example, Euthymius Zigabenus :
T0 wév rxabioar Sy\ol avamavow kai damolavow Tis Oelas
Baocihelas 16 ¢ éx Sekidv Tob Oeob oixelwaiw xal opoTipiay
wpos Tov watépa, Kuinoel: “cum Deo regnat et summa
felicitate perfruitur ”), but to be left as a local fuct, as actual
vccupation of a seat on the divine throne (comp. on Matt.
vi. 9; see on Epl. i. 20), from which hereafter He will descend
to judgment. Comp. Ch. I%. Fritzsche, nove opusc. p. 209 {f.
— 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 con-
clusion in keeping with the commission given by Jesus in
ver. 15. He does this by means of a brigf summary of the
upostolic ministry, by which the injunction of Jesus, ver. 15,
had been fulfilled, whereas all unlolding of its special details lay
heyond the limits of the evangelic, and belonged to the region
ot the «postolic, history ; hence even the effusion of the Spirit is
not narrated here. — éxefvor] the évdexa, ver. 11. — &8&] prepared
for by wév, ver. 19.— é€enfovTes] namely, forth from the
place, in which at the time of the ascension they sojourned.
Comp. wopevfévres, ver. 15 ; Jerusalem is meant. — warraxod]
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By way of popular hyperbole; heuce not to be used as a
proof in favour 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. — 7ob xvpiov] nor God (Grotius,
and also Tritzsche, comparing 1 Cor. iii. 9; Ileb. ii. 4),
but Christ, as in ver. 19. The onpueta 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-
sideving the prevalence of the thought and the dissimilarity
of the words, arbitrarily assnmed. — &id 7&v  émarorovd.
onpelwy] by the signs that followed (the Noyos). The ertide
denotes the sigus spoken of, which are promised at vv. 17, 18,
and indeed promised as accompanying those /o had becone
Lelievers; hence it is exroneous to think, as the expositors do,
of the wmiracles performed by the apostles.  The confirmation of
the apostolic preaching was found in the fact that <n fhe cuse
of those who had become belicvers by wmeans of that preaching
the onueia promised at vv. 17, 18 occurred. — émarorovd. is
foreign 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 passages 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). Similarly ver. 19, comp. with Luke
xxiv. 50 f, Acts 1. 9 1, shows us in what an uncertain and
varied wanner tradition had possessed itself oi the fact of the
ascension, indubitable as in itsell it is, and Dbased on the
unanimous teaching of the apostles.
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THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

INTRODUCTION.

§ 1.—ON THE LIFE OF LUKE,

BXCEPTING 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 confines
himself, Huer. iii. 14. 1,—nothing is historically certain con-
cerning him.  According to Eusebius, H. F. iii. 4, Jerome,
Theophylact, 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,
Thievsch), but is destitute of all proof, and probably
originated from a confusion of the name with ZLucius, Acts
xiit. 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 ZLulkas may be
abbreviated from ZLZucanus (some codd. of the Itala lhave
“secundum Lucanum ” in the superscription and in sub-
scriptions), or from ZLucilius (see Grotius, and Sturz, Dial.
Mue. p. 135), but not from Zucius! Comp. Lekebusch,
Composit. d. Apostelgesch. p. 390. Moreover, in the Constit?.
ap. vi. 18. 5, Luke is expressly distinguished from Lucius:

! How freely the Greeks dealt in different forms of the same name, may be
seen generally in Lobeek, Patholog. p. 504 {T.—The notion of Lange (L. J.
p- 153, 168), that Luke is the person named AAristion in the fragment of Papias,
quoted by Eusebius, iii. 39 (dpersdav = lucere!), is a preposterous fancy.

259
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Whether he was a Jew by Lirth or a Gentile, is decided by
Col. iv. 11, 14, where Luke is distinguished from those
whom Paul calls of dvres éx mepiropsis! 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 from his accurate
acquaintance with Jewish relations (in opposition to Kuinoel,
Riehm, de fontibus Act. Ap. p. 17 f, Guericke, Bleck). As to
his civil calling he was o physician (Col. iv. 14) ; and the very
late account (Nicephorus, H. E. ii. 43) that he had leen at
the same time « painter, is an unhistorical legend. When and
how he became a Christian is unknown. Tradition, although
only from the tine of Epiphanius (Heer. 1i. 12; also the pseudo-
Origenes, de recta in Deum fide, in Orig. Opp., ed. de la Rue,
I p. 806; Hippolytus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Nicephorus Callistus, and others), places him among the
Secventy disciples! whereas Luke 1. 1 f. furnishes his own
testimony that he was not an eye-witness. Comp. Estius,
Annot. p. 902 £ The origin of this legend is expluined from
the {act that only Luke has the account about the Seventy (in
opposition to Hug, who finds in this circunstance a confirma-
tion 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 joueney at Troas, where
he, perhaps, had dwelt till then (Acts xvi. 10), We find
him thereafter with the apostle in Macedonia (Acts xvi. 11 {f),
as well as on the third missionary journey at Troas, Miletus,

1 This passage tclls against everything with which Tiele in the Stud. . Krit.
1858, p. 753 fI. has atteinpted to make good that Luke was a Jew by birth. His
reasons are based especially on the Hebraisms occurring in Luke, but lose their
importance partly in view of ihe like character which, it is to be assumed,
marked the writings made use of as sources, partly in view of the Jewish-Grecl
nature of the evangclic language current in the chureh, to which Luke had
lecome habituated. The passage in the Colossians, morcover, has its meaning
wrongly turned by Ticle, as is also done by Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 99,
who starts from the postulate, which is utterly incapable of proof, that all the
N. T. writings aro of Israclitish origin. Ses on Col. iv. 11, 14.

2 According to some mentioned by Theophylact, he is alleged to have been
onc of the two disciples going to Emmaus, which Lange, L. J. I. p. 252, con-
siders probable. See on xxiv. 13,
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cte. (Acts xx. S—xxi. 18). In the imprisonment at Caesarea he
was also with him (\cts xxiv. 23 ; Col. iv. 14; Philem. 24),
and then accompanied him to Rome, Acts xxvii. 1-xxviii. 16
(comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 11). At this point the historical
information concerning him ceases; beyond, there is only
uncertain and diversified tradition (see Credner, 1. p. 126 f),
which, since the time of Gregory of Nazianzus, 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 TIIE 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 information. 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 written
evangelic compositions which already existed in great numbers,
with ecritical investigation on his own part, aiming at com-
Pleteness and correct arrangement. Those earlier compositions,
too, had been drawn from apostolic tradition, but did not suffice
for his special object; for which reason, however, to think merely
of Jewish-Clristian writings and their relation to Paulinism is
unwarranted. One of his principal documentary sources was—
although this has been called in question for very insufficient
reasons (Weizsiicker, p. 17; see on vi. 14 f)—the Gospel of
Mark. Assuming this, as in view of the priority of Mark among
the three Synoptics it must of necessity 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,
Dlitt, Schenkel, Weizsiicker, and others). At any rate he has
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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
collcction of Logia was already worked up into the Gospel of
Matthew; and as the Gospel invested with this authority, it
is a prior: to be presumed, could hardly remain unknown
and unheeded Ly Luke in lhis researches, but, on the con-
trary, his having regard to it in those passages, where Luke
agrees with Matthew in opposition to Mark, presents itself
without arbitrariness as the simplest hypothesis;' our first
Gospel also is doubtless to be reckoned among the sources of
Luke, but yet with the limitation, that for him Mark, who
represented more the primitive Gospel and was less Judaizing,
was of far greater importance, and that generally in lis
relation to Matthew he went to work with a eritical inde-
pendence,” which presupposes that he did not measure the
share of the apostle in the first Gospel according to the later
view (comp. Kahnis, Dogma. 1. p. 411), but on the contrary

11f a use of our Matthew by Luke is quite rejected, recourse must be had to
the hypothesis (see especially, Weiss in the Jahrb, f. Deutsch. Theol. 1865,
p- 319 (L) that the apostolic collection of Logie already contained very much
historical matter, and thereby already presented the type of the later Gospels.
DBut in this way we again encounter the unknown quantity of a written primitive
Gospel, while we come into collision with the testimony of Papias. And yet this
primitive collection of historical matter in connection with the royiz is held to
have excluded not only the history of the birth and childhood, bLut also the
history of the Passion from Matt. xxvi. 6-12 onward ; which latter exclusion,
if once we impute te the a0y /z an historical framework and woof in the measure
thought of, is hardly conccivable in view of the importance of the history of
the Passion and Resurrection. I am afraid that by following Weiss, instead of
the svyypapn awv royiwy, which Papias elaims for Matthew, we get already an
historieal éZ4yneis—cven if only dealing aggregatcly—oddly breaking ofl, more-
over, with the history of the Tussion ; instead of the unknown primitive-Mark,
an unknown primitive-Matthew.

2 As decisive against the supposition that Luke knew our Matthew, ii. 39 is
cited (sce especially, Weiss and Holtzmann), and the gencalogy of Jesus, so lar
as it goes by way of Nathan,—ii. 30 being lield to show that the preliminary
history of Matthew did not lie within the Lorizon of Luke. Certainly it did not
lie within it ; for he has critically eliminated it, and given another, which lay in
his horizon. And the fact that he gave a gencalogical table not according to the
royal line of descent, in which, nevertheless, Christ remained just as well the
Son of David, is likewise entircly accordant with the critical task of the later
work ; for gencalogies according to the royal line were certainly the most
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liad no hesitation? in preferring other sources (as in the
preliminary history). And other sources were available for
him, partly oral in the apostolic tradition which le sought
completely to investigate, partly written in the Gospel
literature which had already become copious. Such written
sources may in general be sufficiently recognised; 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 {ar as to assume them to be only Jewish-
Christian, especially from the south of Palestine (Kostlin,
comp. Holtzmann, p. 166). The arrangement which places
Mark only after Luke involves us, when we inquire after the
sources of the latter, in the greatest difficulty and arbitrariness,
since Luke caunot possibly be merely a free elaboration of
Matthew (Baur), and even the taking in of tradition and of
written sources withont Mark (de Wette, IXahnis, Bleek, and
others) is in no wise sufficient. The placing of Mark as inter-
mediate between Matthew and Luke, stedfastly contended for
Ly Hilgenfeld in particular, would, if it were in other respects
allowable, not raise np 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. awiss. 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 apostolic
outhority was a matter of importance to the ancient church in
the interest of the canon; and the connection of Luke with
Laul very naturally offered itself. Hence even Irenaeus, Haei,

ancient.  Only people should be in earnest in attriluting to him the eritical
procedure, which he himself, i. 3, allirms of his work, also in relation to the
Gospel of DMatthew. Schenkel in particular (p. 345) lightly pronounces
judgment over the criticism of the third Gospel.

1 We nmay 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 especially from the gap between ix.
17 and 18 compared with Matt. xiv, 22-xvi, 12,
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iil. 1, quoted by Eusebius, v. 8, states: Aovkas 8¢ o dxorovfos
Iavhov 10 U7 éxelvov wmpuvaaiuevor edayyéhiov év BifBAiw
kaTéfeto (comp. iii. 14. 1 £); and already Origen, Eusebius,
and Jerome find our Gospel of Luke designated in the expres-
sion of Paul 76 edayyéhiov pov. See the further testimonies
in Credner, I. p. 146 ff. As regards this ecclesiastical tradi-
tion, 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 unmistakeably
apparent, but also in part as respects the historical matter,'
since certainly Paul must, in accordance 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 which he drew (and he wrote,
in fact, long after 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
fragments in Tertullian, Epiphanius, Jerome, the pseudo-Origen,
and others.

REMARK 1.—The view, acutely elaborated by Schleiermacher,
that the whole Gospel is a stringing together of written docu-
ments (krit. Versueh diber d. Schriften d. Lauk. 1. Berl. 1837), is
refuted at once by i. 3, and by the peculiar literary character of
Luke, which is ohservable throughout. Sce H. Planck, Obss. de
Lucae evang. analysi critica a Schicierm. propos., Gott. 1819 ;
Toediger, Symbolac ad N. T. cvangelia potiss. pertin., Hal. 1827.
And this literary peculiarity is the same which is also prominent
throughout the Acts of the Apostles. See, besides the proofs
advanced by Credner and others, especially Lekebusch, Composit.
d. Apostelgeseh. p. 37 1t ; Zeller, Apostelyesch. p. 414 ff.

ReEMARK 2.—The investigation recently pursued, after the
earlier precedents of Semler, Loftler, and others, especially by

I In reference to this, Thiersch, K. im apost. Zritalt. p. 158, 177, is Dbold
enough arbitrarily to assume that Panl had procured for Luke written records in
accordance with 2 Tim. iv. 13,
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TRitschl (formerly), Baur, and Schwegler,! in opposition to Haln
(d. Evang. Marcions in s. urspr. (”cstalt Konigsb. 1823), to prove
that the Gospel of Marcion was the pr initive. Lacke, has reverted
—and that indeed partially by means of these critics them-
selves, following the example of Hilgenlfeld, kréit. Untcrs. 18350,
p- 389 ff.—more and more to the view that has commonly pre-
vailed since Tertullian’s time, that Marcion abbreviated and
altered Luke. Most thoroughly has this been the case with
Volkmar (theol. Jakrd. 1850, p. 110 ff,, and in his treatise, das
Eeangel. Marcions, 1. Bevis. d. neweren Unters., Leip. 1852), with
whom Kostlin, Urspr. w. Composit. d. synopt. Ev. 1853, p. 302 ff.,
essentially agrees. Comp. Hilgenfeld in the ¢hcol. Johrb. 1853,
p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apostcigesch. 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 Titbingen 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. Tor the Gospel of Marcion itself,—
which has been ¢x auctoritate veler. monum, descr. by Halhn,—
see Thilo, Cod. Apocr. 1, p. 401 ff.

§ 3.—O0CCASION AND OBJECT, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION.

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 Chris-
tianity (ver. 1), was occasioncd by the relation, not more pre-

1 Ritschl, d. Evang. Marcions u. d. kanon. Ev. d. Luk., e. krit. Unters., Tiib.
1846 ; Baur, krit. Unters. ih. d. kanon. Evangelien, Tib. 1847, p. 393 fI. ;
Schwegler, nachapost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 261 ff. See, on the other hand, Harting:
quaestionery de Marcione Lucani evang. adulteratore, ete., novo examini submisit,
Utrecht 1849.—Ritschl has subsequently, in the theol. Jahrb, 1851, p. 528f.,
confessed : “‘The hypothesis propounded by me, that Marcion did not alter
the Gospel of Luke, but that his Gospel is a step towards the canomical
Luke, I regard as refuted by Volkmar and Hilgenfeld. Any one who considers
the onesided exaggeration with which Hahn has delended the customary view,
will know how to excuse my being led by him to an opposite onesidedness.”
According to Baur, Markusevangel. 1851, p. 191 {f., Marcion had before him
at least an older text of Luke, in many respects diflerent from the canonical one.
Certainly the text of Luke which was before Marcion may have had individual
readings mere original than our witnesses exhibit ; and it is in general, so far as
we can distinguish it, to be regarded as tantamount to a very ancient manu-
script.  But still Volkmar and Hilgenlfeld often overestimate its readings.
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cisely known to us, in which the author stood to a certain
Theophilus, for whom he made ¢ his aim to Lring about by
this presentation of the history a knowledge of the trust-
worthiness of the Christiau instruction that he had received.
Sec vv. 1-4. TUnhappily, as to this Theophilus, who, how-
ever, assuredly is no merely fictitious personage (Epiphanius,
Hewmann, and the Saxon Anonymus), nothing is known to us
with certainty ; for all the various statements as to his rank,
native country, ete. (see Credner, Einl. I. p. 144 f), are
destitute of proof, not excepting even the supposition which
is found as early as Eutychius (dnnal. Alcz., ed. Selden et
Pocock, I. p. 334), that he was an Jtalian, or, more precisely,
a Roman' (Hug, Eichhorn, and many others, including Ewald
and Holtzmann). It is, although likewise not certain, accord-
ing to Acts xxiii. 26, xxiv. 3, xxvi 25, probable, that the
address kpatioTe points to a man of rank (comp. Otto in Ep.
ad Diogn., ed. 2, p. 53 f); and from the Pauline doctrinal
character of the historical work, considering that it was to
gerve 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 wery point whether he was a Jewish or a
Gentile Christian cannot be determined, although, lookiug to
the Pauline author and character of the book, the latter is
probable. The Clementine Reeognitioncs, x. 71, make him to
be a man of high rank in Antioch ; and against this very
ancient testimony ? there is nothing substantial to object, if it

! Whether this follows from the passage of ihe Muratorian Canon as to the
Acts of the Apostles (Ewald, Jaksb. VIII. p. 126 ; Gesch. d. apost. Zeitall.
p- 40) is, considering the great corruption of the text, very doubtful. At least
the very indication, according to which Theophilus would appear as living
in Rome, would be introduced into the fragment only by conjecture, and
that, indeed, as daring a conjecture as Ewald gives. The text, namely, is, in
Lis view, to be thus restored : *“ Acta omniwm apostolorum sub uno libro scripta
Lucas optimo Theophilo comprehendit, omitiens quae sub praesentia ejus singula
gerebantur, sicut et non modo passionem Petri evidenter decerpit (or decollut),
sed et profectionem,” cte.

2 With which the circumstance is easily reconcilable that in the Constitutt,
Ap. vii. 46. 1 he is adduced as the third bishop of Caesarea. And that in that
place our Theophilus is meant, is more than probable from the context, where
almost none but New Testament names are mentioned,
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be conceded that, even without Leing an Italian, he might be
acquainted with the localities named in Acts xxviii. 12, 13,
15, witlhout more precise specification. The idea that Luke,
in composing the work, has had in view other readers also
besides Theophilus, not mercly Gentile Christians (Tiele), is
not excluded by i 3 f, althongh 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
Clhristendom. The Pauline standpoint of the anthor generally,
and especially his wadversalistic standpoint, have Dbeen 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
respect to the Judaistic elements actually given in the history
itself,—a character of subjective sct purpose shaping the book,
as if its aim were to accommodate the Judaizing picture
of the Mlessiah to the views of Paulinism and to convert the
Judaistic conceptions into the Pauline form (Zeller, Apostel-
geseh. p. 439), or to exalt Paulinism at the expense of Jewish
Christianity and to place the twelve apostles in a position of
inferiority to Paul (Baur, Hilgenfeld). See especially, Weiss
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1861, p. 708 ff.; Holtzmann, p. 389 ff.
If the author had such a set purpose, even if taken only in
Zeller’s sense, he would have gone to work with an incon-
sistency that is incomprehensible (not in keeping with that
purpose, as Zeller thinks); and we should, in fact, be com-
pelled to support the hypothesis Ly the further assumption
that the original work had contained neither the preliminary
history nor a number of other portions (according to Daaur,
iv. 16-30, v. 39, x. 22, xii, 6 f, xiil. 1-5, xvi. 17, xix. 18-46,
xxi. 18, also probably xi. 30-32, 49-51, xiii. 28-35, and
perhaps xxii. 30), and had only been brought into its present
form by the agency of a later rédactcur taking a middle course
(Banr, Markusevang. p. 223 ff). DBaur regards this latter as
the author of the Acts of the Apostles. Sce, on the other
hand, Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 446 ff.
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The composition of the Gospel, placed by the Fathers as
carly as fifteen years after the ascension, by Thiersch, K. #in
apost. Zeitalt. p. 158, and by various others as early as the
time of Paul's imprisonment in Caesarca, 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. DBut as this con-
clusion 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 pre-
supposes the destruction of Jerusalem, and places between
this catastrophe and the Parousia a period of indefinite
duration (dypis TAnpwblso: ratpoi éfvey), Luke must have
written within these xacpoi é6vdv, and so not till after the
destruction, of Jerusalem, as is rightly assumed by Credner,
de Wette, Bleek, Zeller, Reuss, Lekebusch (Composit. d. Apos-
telgesch, p. 413 ff); Kostlin, p. 286 ff.; Giider in Herzog's
Encykl.; Tobler, Evangclicnfr., Zirich 18538, p. 29. See
especially, Ewald, Jakrb. IIL 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 condi-
tion 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 Daur, Zeller (110-130 after
Christ), Hilgenfeld (100-110) do, extending the duration of
the wyeved to a Roman scenlum (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 composi-
tion the decade 70-80, beyond which there is no going either
forward or backward. The testimony of Irenaeus, iii. 1, that
Luke wrote after the death of Peter and Paul, may be reconciied
approximately with this, but resists every later date,—and
the more, the later it is. The Proferangclium Jucobi, which
contains historical references to Matthew and Luke (Tischen-
dorf: “ Wunn wurden unsere Evangelien verfasst 2” 1865,
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p- 30 ff), fails to give any more exact limitalion of time, as
the date of its own composition cannot be fixed with certainty.
Whetler in its present form it was used by Justin in particular,
is very questionable. Still more doubtful is the position of
the Acta Pilati. In the Epistle of Barnabas 19, the parallel
with Luke vi. 30 is not genuine (according to the Sinaitic).

Where the Gospel was written is utterly unknown ; the
statements of tradition vary (Jevome, pracf. in Matth.: “in
Achaiac Bocoliaeque partibus;” the Syriac: in Alexandric
magna, comp. Grabe, Spicileg. patr, I. p. 32 f); and conjectures
pointing to Cucsarea (Michaelis, Kuinoel, Schott, Thiersch,
and others), Rome (Hug, Ewald, Zeller, Lekebusch, Holtzmann,
and others), Achaia and Macedonie (Hilgenfeld in his Zeitscha
1858, p. 594; 1851, p. 179), and Asia Minor (Kostlin), are
not capable of proof.,

§ 4—GENUINENESS AND INTEGLITY.

The author does not name himself; but the unanimous
tradition of the ancient church, which in this express state-
ment reaches as far back as Irenaeus (Hacr, iii. 1, 1. 27. 2, iii,
14. 3 £, iii. 10. 1), designates Lukec 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 necessary 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 mniention Luke, which, however,
cannot matter much, since it is after all only a fragmens
which has heen preserved to us from the book of Papias.
Moreover, the circumstance that Marcion appropriated to him-
self this very Gospel, presupposes that he regarded it as the
work of a disciple of the Apostle Paul ; indeed, the disciples
of Marcion, according to Tertullian, ¢. Masec. iv. 5, attributed
it directly to Paul himself, as also the Saxon Anonymus
preposterously 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
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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 (sce
Semisch, Denkw. Justins, p. 142 ff.; Zeller, Apostelyesch. .
26 ff'), and in the Clementine Homilies (see Uhlhorn,
Homil. w. Becognit. des Clemens, p. 120 ff. ; Zeller, p. 53 [£)—
is not as yet quoted in the Apostolic Fathers (not even in tle
Epistle of Barnabas), is sufliciently to be explained on the
general ground of their preference for oral tradition,® and
by the further circumstance, that this Gospel in the first in-
stance was only a private docunent,

ReEMARK.~—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.

The nteyrity of the work has, no doubt, been impugned, as
far as the genuineness of i. 5 ff. and ch. ii. has been called in
question ; but see the critical remarks on ch. ii.

1 Comp. also Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 45. He, nevertheless, in this, his
last work, calls in question Justin's direct; use of our Gospels, and only eoncedes
that hie knew them, and in particular that of Luke.

2 See Gieseler, Entsteh. d. schrifil. Evangelien, p. 149 ff,
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(3]
-7
—

Edayyéhiov kata Aovkav.

B F & have only zaré Aovxdr.  Others: rd xard Aowxév dymoy
shayy. Others: éz 7o xare A, Others: éx woi x A, (&yiov)
ebayyeniov.  See on Matthew.

CHAPTER L

Ver. 5. 4 yuwd adrod] B C*D L X &, min. codd. It. Jer. Aug.
Beda have yuwi air@.  Approved by Griesb., adopted by Laclun.
and Tisch. The Recepta is an exegetical alteration—which also
holds true of the order of the words at ver. 10 in Elz. ot 2«0l
%, instead of which 7w sob Awe is preponderatingly attested.
— Ver. 14. Instead of ysiéoe, Elz, has gewsces, in opposition to
decisive evidence. Trom gewieer, ver, 13. Comp. on Matt.
i. 18, —Ver. 20. arnpwlioorrasr] D, Or. have arssbisovrer. 1f
it were more strongly attested, it would have to be adopted
(comp. on xxi. 22).—Ver. 27. The form iuigereup. (Lachm,
Tisch.), instead of the reduplicated wepmoreup., has in this place,
and still more at ii. 5, such important codd. in its favour, that
it is to be preferred, and peuvnoreve. must be attributed to the
transcribers (Deut. xxii. 23, xx. 7).— Ver. 28. ¢ dyyeros] is
wanting in B L, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by
Tisch. ; the more rightly, that in F A ¥, 69, Syr. Arm. Brix. Rd.
Corb. it is placed after air7v, and was more easily supplied than
omitted. — sbhoynuivy oo & yun] is wanting in B L &, min. Copt.
Sahid. Arm. Syr. hier. Damase. Suspected by Griesbh., deleted
by Tisch. An addition from ver. 42, whence, also, in some
witnesses there has been added, za/ sbroyauéves 6 rapais =hs noding
sov. — Ver. 29. Elz. Scliolz, Lachm. have 4 8 idodow drsrapdsin
izl 7@ Aéyw abrol. Griesb, and Tisch. have 7 & éxi =3 Xiyw
dierapiyfn. So B D L X N, min. Arm. Cant. Damasce. (D:
érapdzgdn). This reading is to be preferred. From AE the
transcriber passed immediately to AIErupdy0n (hence, also,
in D, the mere simple form), by which means iz =3 2éyw
dropped out, and this is still wanting in C* min. The bare 4
6t dierapdydy was then glossed by ideiow (comp. ver. 12)
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(another gloss was: cum audisset, Vulg. al), which, being
adopted before dierup., was the cause of éxi r5 aiyw being placed
after disvap. when it was restored (in which case, for the most
part, absol was inserted also). — Ver. 35. After yenwde. C, min.
and many vss. and Fathers (sce especially, Athanasius), as also
Valentinus in the Philos., have éx oo (yet with the variations
de te and 4n tc), and this Lachmann has adopted in brackets.
A more precisely defining, and withal doctrinally suggested
addition (comp. Matt. i. 16; Gal. iv. 4). — Ver. 36. The form
ouyyeviz is to De adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., following
AC**DEGHL AR, min., ouyysvisis a correction. — Instead
of yipu, Elz. has ¢ipe, in opposition to decisive cvidence.
— Ver. 37. zupe. +p ©:2] Tisch. has mape o ©:03, following B D
L &; the dative suggested itself as being closer to the prevail-
ing conception (Gen. xviii. 14). — Ver. 41. The verbal order:
civ domaspdy 7is Map. 5 'Ele. (Lachm. Tisch.), is attested with
sufficient weight to induce us to recognise 4 "Elie. 7. dos. =
Map. (Elz.) as a transposition. — Ver. 4+. Following B C I* ¥
L », Vulg. It. Or, the verbal order of the Reeepla v dyarn.
<o fpéges 1s to be maintained (Griesb. Scholz have =i Bpep.
& ayurh). — Ver. 49, ey aneit) Lachm. Tisch. read peydira,
in accordance with B D* L & 130. So also probably Vulg.
It., magna (not magnalia, as at Acts ii. 11). To be preferred,
since meywrsie might easily have been introduced as a more
exact definition by a recollection of Ps. Ixxi. 19.— Ver. 50. &/s
yeveas yeveaw] Very many variations, among which eis yeveds xai
veveae (Tisch.) is the best attested, by B C* L Syr. Copt. codd.
It. Vulg. ms. Aug.; next to this, but far more feebly, e/ yeveav
zai yevedy (commended by Grieshb.). The former is to be pre-
ferred ; the Reeepta, although strongly attested, arose out of
the current expression in saccula sacculorum. — Ver. 55. The
Codd. are divided between ¢/ riv wfava (Elz. Lachm. Tisch.) and
tws aiwvos (Griesb. Scholz). The former has the stronger attes-
tation, but is the expression so current in the N. T. that fws,
cte., which does not occur elsewhere in the N.T., but is in keep-
ing with the usage of the LXX. after r. szépn. abrod (Gen. xiii.
15, ete.), here deserves the preference. — Ver. 59. dyd6y auépe]
B CDLY min have auépe =5 iydsy. Approved by Griesb.,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Preponderantly attested, and
therefore to be preferred. — Ver. G61. & 77 svyyevsia oov] Lachm.
and Tiscl. read éx r7¢ suyyeveing oov, following A 13 C*L A AR,
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, «iré] B D F G &, min. have «isi. So
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Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the reference to ré swidios, ver. 59,
was left unnoticed, and the masculine was mechanically put in
zazé ohvsow. — Ver, OU, zai yeip] Lachm. Tisch. have zai yep 5 <ip,
following B C* D L &, Copt. Acth. Vulg. 1t. Goth. Approved
by Rlinck also, who, however, rejects 7v on too slight evidence.
vaép is the rather to be adopted, because of the facility with
which it may have dropt out on occasion of the similarly
sounding yeip which follows, and of the difficulty with which
another connective particle was inserted after the already
connecting zai. — Ver. 70. =&y &y. viw] the second v, deleted
by Tisch., is wanting in B L A &, min. Or. Eus. An omission
by a clerical error. — Ver. 75. After auépus Elz. has i {wic, in
opposition to decisive evidence.— Ver. 76. xai 5] Tisch. has
zai o5 6 (so also Scholz, following Bornem. in Rosenm. Repert.
IL p. 259), on very considerable evidence ; zai . . . 8 was often
mutilated by copyists lacking discernment.

Ver. 1.! ’Emedijmep] Quoniwm quidem, since tndecd, not
found elsewheve in the N. T, nor in the LXX,, or the Apo-
crypha; frequent in classical writers, see Hartung, Partikell.
I. p. 342 f. Observe that émedyj denotes the fact, assumed as
known, in such a way “ut quae inde evenerint et secuta
sint, nune adhue durent,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 640. —
moAhos ] Christian writers, whose works for the most part are
not preserved? The apocryphal Gospels still extant are of a
later date; AMark, however, is in any case meant to be in-
cluded. The Gospel of Matthew too, in its present form which
was then already in existence, canuot have remained unknown
to Luke; and in using the word moAdof hie must have thought

! According to Baur and others, this preface, vv. 1-4, was only added by the
last hand that manipulated our Gospel, after the middle of the second century.
Thus, the Gospel would bear on the face of it untruth in concreto. Ewald aptly
observes, Jahrb. 11. p. 182 f., of this preamble, that in its homely simplicity,
modesty, and brevity, it may be called the model of a preface to an historical
work. Sce on the prologue, Holtzmann, p. 243 fl.  Aberle in the 7.
Quartalschr. 1863, 1, p. 84 [f., in a peculiar but untenable way makes usc of
this prologue as proof for the allegation that our Gospel was occasioned by the
accusation oi Paul (and of the whole Christian body) in Rome; holding that the
prologue must therefore have been composed with the intention of its being
interpreted in more senses than one.  See, on the other hand, Hilgenfeld in his
Zeitschr. 1864, p. 443 1 The whole hypothesis falls to the ground at once
before the fact that Luke did not write till after the destruction of Jerusalem.

2 There is not the remotest ground for thinking of mnon-Christian Looks
written in hostility to Christianity (Alerle in the theol. Quart. 1855, p. 173 fl.).

LUKE. -8
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of it with others (see Introd. § 2), although not as an apostolic
writing, because the woANof are distinct from the eye-witnesses,
ver. 2. The apostolic collection of Logia was no Sujynos
mepl 7y kA, and its author, as an apostle, belonged not
to the moAoi, but to the an’ dpyfs adromrar. But the
Gospel to the Hebrews, if and so far as it had then already
assumed shape, belonged to the attempts of the woANoi. —
émexeipnoav] have wundertaken, 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. Comp.
also Ulpian, p. 159 (in Valckenacr): émebijmep mwepi TovTov
mo\ol émeyeipnoar dmwohoyjoacbar.  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 <nsufficicncy
in those endeavours in general, which Origen,' Ambrosius,
Theophylact, Calovius, and various others even referred to
their contrast with the inspired Gospels. Dut for Ais speciol
purpose he judged none of those preliminary works as sufli-
cient. — 8ujynow] @ narrative; see especially, Plato, Rep.
il p. 392 D; Arist, Rhet. iil. 16; 2 Mace. ii. 32. Observe
the singular. Of the mwoAho¢ each one attempted a narra-
tive mepi T@v kT, thus comprising the evangelic whole.
Loose leaves or detached essays (Ebrard) Luke does not men-
tion. — avatdfacbac] to set up according to order, Plut. Moral.
p- 968 C, elrpemicacbar, Hesychius. Neither 8ujyno. nor
avatdao. occurs elsewhere in the N. T. — wrepi v wemAnpodop.
év futv wpayw.] of the facts that have attained to full conviction
among us (Christians). mAnpogopety, to bring to full convic-
tion, 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: mAnpodopeiTal i, something attains
to full belief (2 Tim. iv. 17), it is brought to full convietion
(mAnpoopia mioTews, Heb. x. 22) among others. So here (it
is otherwise where mhnpogopetofar is said of a person, as Rom.
iv. 21, xiv. 5; Col. iv. 12; Ignat. ad Magnes. viii. 10 ; Eccles.

! Tn Jerome : “‘Matthaeus quippe et Marcus et Johannes et Lucas non sunt
conati scriberé, sed scripserunt.” Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus,
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viii. 11; Phot. Bl p. 41, 29). Rightly so taken by the
Fathers (Theophylact: ob yap damhds «kata \riljy wapdadoow
eloi Ta Tob Xpuorod, aAN év aknbeia kai mwioTer BePaia xai
peta mdans mwAnpodopias), 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 TAnpodopeiv is never, even in
2 Tim. iv. 5, equivalent to wAnpoiy, and therefore it cannot
be conceived as applying, either, with Schneckenburger (comp.
Lekebusch, p. 30), to the fulfilment of God's counsel and pro-
snisc through the life of the Messiah, which besides would be
entirely imported ; or, with Baur, fo the idca of Christianity
realized as regards its full contents, under which the Pauline
Christianity was essentially included.

Ver. 2. Kafws] neither guatenus, nor belonging to mwemAnpod.
(in opposition, as respects both, to Kuinoel, as respects the
latter also to Olshausen), but introducing the How, the modal
definttion of avaraf. Supynow. — wapédooav] have dclivered. It
is equally erroneous to refer this merely to written (Konigsm.
de fontibus, ete., in Pott’s Sylloge, I111. p. 231 ; Hug), or merely
to oral communication, although in the historical circum-
stances the latter was by far the preponderating.' Holtzmann
appropriately remarks: “The subjects of mapédogav and the
oMot 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 ool as
for Luke himself, who associates himself with them by «apo,
the wapadoas of the adromrac was the proper source, in accord-
ance with which therefore he must have critically sifted the
attempts of those moANol, so far as he knew them (ver. 3). —
am’ apyis] namely, of those mpayudTwy. But it is not the
time of the birth of Jesus that is meant (so most commentators,
including Kuinoel and Olshausen), but that of the entrance of
Jesus on His manistry (Enthymius Zigabenus, de Wette) ; comp,

! Of the written materials of this wzpédesss of the abrémras we know with cer-
tainty only the Adyiz of Mutthew according to Papias.
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John xv. 27; Acts i 21 f, which explanation is not “aunda-
cious” (Olshausen), but necessary, because the avremrar xai
tmrnpéTas Tob Adyov are the same persons, and therefore under
the avTomrar there are not to be understood, in addition to
the first disciples, Mary also and other members of the family.
am’ apys therefore is not to be taken absolutely, but relatively.
— UmrnpéTar Tob Noyov] manustre cvangeliv (the doctrine xat’
¢koxrv, comp. Acts viii. 7, xiv. 25, xvi. 6, xvil. 11). These
were the Twelve and other uafpral of Christ (as according to
Luke also the Seventy), who were in the scrvice 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, «l., including Kuinoel)
take 7od Aoyov in the sense of the maiter concerned, of the
contents of the history spoken of (see on Acts viil. 21); but
it would De just as inappropriate to Umqpérar as it would
be quite superfluous, since Tof Aoyov must by no means he
attached to adTomrar also. Finally, it is a istake to refer it
to Christ in accordance with John i. 1.  So Origen, Athana-
sius, Euthymius Zigabenus, Valla, Calovins, and others,
including Stein (Kommentar, Halle 1830). It is only Jokn
that names Christ o Aéyos. — Theopliylact, moreover, aptly
observes: éx TovTov (namely, from xafws wapédooav Huiv
xT.N.) 8fhov, 6Tv oUk 7w o Aovkds am’ dpyfjs pabnrys, aaN
UaTepbypovos dAhov yap foav or am apxis pabnrevdivtes . . .
ot xai mapédogav altd k. By sjulv the writer places him-
self in the sceond generation; the first were the immediate
disciples of Christ, of am’ dpyils avromrar kai dmnpéras.  This
vmnpéTat, however, is not chosen for the sake of placing the
Twelve on an equality with Pawl (Acts xxvi. 16). As though
the word were so characteristic for Paul in particular! Comy.
John xviii. 36; 1 Cor. iv. 1.

Ver. 3. Apodosis, which did not begin already in ver. 2. —
é8ofe xapoi] in itself neither excludes nor includes inspira-
tion. Vss. add to it: et Spirttui sancto. By the use of
rapor Luke places himself in the same category with the
7roANol, in so far as he, too, had not been an eye-witness ; “sic
tamen ut etiwmnum aliquid ad dodareayv ac firmitudinem
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Theophilo conferat,” Bengel. — mapnxohovd.] afler having from
the outsct followed cverything with aceuracy. Ilapaxoh., of the
aental tracing, tnvestigating, whereby one arrives at a know-
ledge of the matter. See the examples in Vulckenaer, Schol.
1~ 12; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 344 f.  Comp., moreover,
Thueyd. i 22. 2: Goov OSwwatov akptPBeia mepi éxdaTov
émeEebwy. — maaw] namely, those mpaypace, not masculine
(Syr.). — dvwber] not : sadicitus, fundamentally (Grotius),
which is comprised in axpeB., but: from the first, see on
John iii. 3. From the beginning of the history it is seen
that in his investigation he started from the birth of the
Baptist, in doing which, doubtless, he could not but still
lack the authentic tradition of ver. 2. Nevertheless the con-
sciousness of an advantage over those 7oAlol expresses itself
in mapnk. dvwlev. — xabekijs] in orderly sequence, not out of
the order of time, in which they occurred one after the other.!
Only Luke has the word in the N. T. (viii. 1; Acts iii. 24,
xi. 4, xviii. 23); it occurs also in Aelian, Plutarch, ez al, but
the older classical writers have édekijs. — kpdriare Oecdpine]
See Introd. § 3. That in Acts i. 1 he is addressed merely
& Ocogede, proves nothing against the titular use of xpdreare.
See on the latter, Grotius.

Ver. 4. "Iva émvyvds] ut aceurate coynosceres ; see on Matt.
xt. 27; 1 Cor. xiil. 12.—mwepi dv xarnynfns Aoywr] The
attraction is not, with the Vulgate and the majority of com-
mentators, to be resolved into: v Aoywv, wepl dv kaTyyibys,
as the contents of the instruction is put with xarypyetofar in
the accusative (Acts xviii. 25; Gal. vi. 6), and only the more
remote object to which the instruction relates is expressed
by mepi (Acts xxi. 21, 24), but into: mepi 7év Adywv, obs
xaTyxn0ns : that thou mightest know 4n respeet of the doctrines,
in which thow wast tnstructed, the unshaken certainty. Comp.

1 Tn the case of this x«#:#; the Harmonists of course make the reservation,
that it will be ‘ conditioned at one time more by a chronological interest, at
another time more by that of the subject-matter,” Lichtenstein, p. 73. Thus
they keep their hand free to lay lold now of the one, now of the other, just
as it is held to suit. The assertion, often repeated, in favour of the violences of
harmonizers, that in Luke the arrangement by subject-matter even predominates
(Ebrard, Lichtenstein), is absolutely incompatible with that xefeZss.
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Kostlin, p. 132, and Ewald. The Aovyor are not the mpdyuara,
res (comp. ver. 2), as is usnally supposed; but it is just the
specifically Christian doctrines, the individual parts of the
Aéryos, ver. 2 (1@v Aoywy Tiis wioTews, Euthymius Zigabenus),
that stand in the most essential connection with the Aistory of
Jesus and from it receive their dogdrea ; in fact, they are in
great part themselves essentially history. — xatnyifns is to
be understood of actual instruction (in Acts xxi. 21 also), not
of hearsay, of which, moreover, the passages in Kypke are
not to be explained. Who had instructed Theophilus—
who, moreover, was assuredly already a Christian (not merely
interested on behalf of Christianity, as Bleek supposes)—we
know not, but certainly it was not Lwke himself (in opposition
to Theophylact). — myv doddhear] the unchangeadle certainty,
the character not to be shaken. Comp. T9v doddreiav elvas
Aoyov, 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 Theo-
philus had received are to be set forth for him in Zherr
immoveable positive truth; according to Baur, on the other
hand, the dopdreta which the writer had in view was to be
this, that his entire representation of primitive Christianity
sought to become conducive to the conciliatory interest (of the
second century), and always kept this object in view. This is
purely imported. Luke wrote from the dispassionate conscious-
ness 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.

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 circurnstance explained by the nature
of its Jewish-Christian sources, which withal were not made use
of without being subjected to manipulation, since Luke’s pecu-
liarities 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.
— Observe, morcover, how the evangelical tradition gradually
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pushes back its beginnings from the emergence of the
Baptist (Mark) to the éveais of Jesus (Matthew), and even

to the conception of His forerunner (Luke). — éyévero]
extitit, emerged in history. Comp. on Mark 1. 4. — lepets
7i5] therefore not high priest. — On the twenty-four classes

of pricsts (O, in the LXX. épnuepla, also S:aipeots, in
Josephus also édnuepls), which, since the time of Solomon,
had the temple-service for a week in turn, see Ewald, Alterth.
p- 315 ; Keil, Avchiiol. I. p. 188 f. — 4 Bia] 1 Chron. xxiv. 10.
From this successor of Eleazar the eighth édnuepia had its
name. — The chronological employment of this notice for the
ascertaining of the date of the birth of Jesus would require
that the historical character of the narratives, given at ver. 5 ff,
ver. 26 ff,, should be taken for granted ; moreover, it would be
necessary withal that the year and (as every class came in its
turn fwice in the year) the approximate time of the year of
the birth of Jesus should already be otherwise ascertained.
Then, in the computation we should have to reckon, not, with
Scaliger (de cmendat. tempor.), forward from the re-institution
of the temple-service by Judas Maccabaeus, 1 Mace. iv.
58 ff,, because it is not known which class at that time begau
the service (see Paunlus, cxeg. Hondb. 1. p. 83; Wieseler,
clronol. Synopse, p. 141), but, with Salomon van Til, Bengel,
and Wieseler, backward from the destruction of the temple,
because as to this the date (the 9 ADbib) and the officiating
class of priests (Jojarib) is known. Comp. also Lichtenstein,
p- 76. — #ai yvry ai7d] (see the critical remarks) seil. v, —
éx T Guyar. 'Aap.] John’s descent on both sides was priestly.
Comp. Josephus, V4t v. 1. See Wetstein, —’EXwdBer] Such
was also the name of Aaron’s wife, Ex. vi. 23 (D;!:J‘,5§, Deus
Juramentum).

Ver. 6 . Alxaiot] upright, such as they ought to be accord-
ing to God’s will. — évamior 7. Oeod] a familiar Hebraism:
mim ‘2?,5, characterizing the aAnf7ys Sixatostvn (Euthymius
Zigabenus), which is so not perchance merely according to
human judgment, but before the eyes of God, in God’s presence,
Gen. vii. 1; Acts viii. 21 ; Judith xiii. 20. Comp. Aungustine,
ad Marecll. ii. 13. — mopevopevor x.T\.] o more precise expla-
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nation of the foregoing, likewise in quite a Iebraizing form
(1 Kings vili. 62, «l.), wherein &waiwpa is leyal ordinance
(LXX. Deut. iv. 1, vi. 2, xxx. 16; Ps. cxix. 93, al.; see on
Rom. 1. 32, v. 16), évrory joined with &we. (Gen. xxvi. 5;
Deut. iv. 40) is a more special idea. The distinction that
évrolsj applies to the moral, Sikatdpa to the ceremonial pre-
cepts, is arbitrary (Calvin, Bengel, and others). We may add
that the popular testimony to such Swxacosvvy does not exclude
human imperfection and sinfulness, and hence is not opposed
to the doctrine of justification. — dpepsrror] not equivalent to
auépmrws, but proleptic: so that they were blameless. Comp.
1 Thess. iii. 23; Winer, p. 549 f [E. T. 778 f.]. — The
Attic xafore, here as at xix. 9, Acts 1. 24, Tobit i. 12,
xiii. 4, corresponding to the argumentative xafas: as then,
wecording to the fact that, oceurs in the N. T. only in Luke. —
mpofBefnrates év tais Hp.] of advanced age, D2 DN3I, Gen.
xviil. 11; Josh. xxiii. 1; 1 Iings i. 1. The Greeks say
wpoBefnrws T4 fhunie, Lys. p. 169, 37, Tois éreow (Machon
in Athen. xiii. p. 592 D), also 7 Jlxiav, and the like
(Herodian, ii. 7. 7; comp. 2 Mace. iv. 40 ; Judith xvi. 23),
sce Wetstein, and Dierson, ad Moer. p. 475. Observe that
«. app. mpofB. w7\, is no longer connected with xaére, but
attached to odx v avr. Téxv. by way of further preparation
for the marvel which follows.

Ver. 8 f. "Evévero . . . éAaye] thus without interposition of
xai. Both modes of expression, with and without rai, are
very frequent in Luke.  See generally, Bornemann n loc. —
kata 76 éfos Tijs iepat.] according to the custom of the pricst-
hood, does not lelong to what precedes (Luther, Kuinoel,
Bleek), to which &fos would be inappropriate, hut to élaye
7ol Qumeacar; the usuwal custom, namely, was, that the priest
of the class on service for the week, who was to have the
lLionourable office of burning incense, was fized every day by
lot, just as in general the several offices were assigned by lot.
See Tr. Tamid, v. 2 fl. ; Wetstein, and Paulus, excget. Handb. ;
Lund, Jid. Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 804 £ How the casting
of lots took place, see Gloss. Jome, f. 22, 1, in Lightfoot,
p. 714. — The genitive To0 Bumiacar (not to be accented
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Qupwicar’) is governed by éxaye. Sce Matthiae, p. 800;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IL p. 2. On the wode of burning incense,
see Lightfoot, p. 715 ; Lund, l.c. p. 618 ff.; Leyrer in Ierzog's
Eneyll. XIL p. 506 ff.  With this office specially divine
blessing was conceived to be associated (Deut. xxxiii. 10 f);
and during it John Hyrcanus received a revelation, Josephus,
Antt. xiil. 10. 3. — Whether, we may ask, are we to under-
stand here the moraing (Grotius) or the cvening (Kuinoel)
burning of incense ? The furmer, as the casting lots has just
preceded. — eloeA@wr x.7.\.] can neither be something that
Jollows after the éaye 7. Bup. (so Luther and others, de
Wette and Bleek), nor can it belong merely to OQuuiacar
(so Wiuner, p. 316 [E. T. 443], and Glockler, following the
Vulgate), in which case the words would be quite idle. TRRather
must they be, in the same relation as the following xai wav
70 TARHbos . . . Eéw i) dpa Tob CupapaTos, an essential portion
of the deseription. It is, namely, the moment that preceded
the éxaye Tod Guwdcac : the duty of burning incense fell to
him, after he had cateved into the temple of the Lord.  After
his entrance into the temple he received this charge. — els Tov
vaov] not els 10 iepov (see on Matt. iv. 5), for the altar of
incense, the QuotagTipiov, 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 Bihr, Symbol. 1. p. 463-469; Leyrer, L.
P. 510 1f) allotted to him was taking place in the sanctuary,
the entire multitude of the people (which expression does not
exactly presuppose a festival, as Chrysostom, Chemnitz, and
Calovius hold) was found (7v) in the forecourts, silently pray-
ing. This was implied in the arrangements for worship; see
Deyling, Obss. 1IL. p. 343 f.; Leyrer, Le. p. 509, — 7od
Ouuiapatos] not: of burning incense (Quuiacss), but: of ncense
(see ver. 11; Rev. v. §, viil. 3, 4; Wisd. xviii. 21 ; Ecclus.
xlv. 6; 1 Mace. iv. 49; 2 Mace. ii. 5; Plat. Pol. ii. p. 373 A,
Legg. viii. p. 847 C; Herod. 1. 198, iv. 71, viii. 99 ; Seph.
0. R. 4), namely, at which this was burnt.

Vv. 11, 12, "2¢0n] not a vision, but a real angelic «ppear-

! Comp. generally, Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 38 1L
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ance, Xxii. 43. — éx Se£idv] on the propitious side of the altar,
at whieh Zacharias was serving. See Schoettgeun, and Wetstein,
ad Matt. xxv. 33; Valckenacr in loc. — dyyehos] an angel.
Who it was, see ver. 19. — ¢oBos émémeaer én’ aidr.] 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. dndr. 1042 : goi povg émémecov Admau.

Vv. 13, 14. Elonrodsbn xtX] By % dnols cov caunot
be meant the petition for offspring (yet so still Olshausen, de
Wette, Bleek, Schegg, following Maldonatus and many others);
for, as according to ver. 7 it is not to be assumed at all that
the pious priest still continued 20w to pray for children, so
least of all can he at the burning of incense in his official
capacity have made such a privatc matter the subject of
Lis prayer; but 7 8énais sov must be referred to the prayer
just made by him at the priestly burning of incense, in
which also the whole of the people assewnbled 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), é\férw 57 Bagirela aov. The con-
taxt which follows is not opposed to this, but on the contrary
the connection is: “ Has preces angelus dicit exaunditas ; jam
enim prae foribus esse adventum Messiae, cujus anteambulo
destinatus sit is qui Zachariae nasciturus erat filins,” Grotius.
— kaNéoeis k1] see on Matt. i 21. — Twdwrys is the
Hebrew RO or PMY (God s gracious, like the German
Gotthold). The LXX. have 'ITwvd (2 Kings xxv. 23), "JTovdy
(Neh. vi. 18), 'Ieavay (Neh. xii. 13; 2 Chron. xvii. 15,
xxiii. 1), "Twdvns (2 Chron. xxviil, 12). — yévears here is
birth (often so in the Greek writers and in the LXX));
Xeu. Ep. 3: odob avBpwmivys dpxnw wév ryévesw, Téhos 8¢
Odvarov.

Ver. 15. Méyas évam. 7. xvp.] A designation of a truly
creat man; “talis enim quisque wverc est, qualis est coram
Deo,” Estius. Comp. on ver. 6. — xai oivoy x.7.\.] Descrip-
tion of a ™, as those were called, who had for the service of
God bound themselves to abstain from wine and other intoxi-
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cating 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 Semuel (1 Sam. i. 12). Seec
in general, Ewald, Alterth. p. 96 ff. ; Saalschiitz, Mos. R,
p. 361 f; Keil, drckdiol. I. § 67; Vilmar in the Stud. a.
Kvit. 1864, p. 438 1{f. — 70 aikepa (73¥), which does not
oceur in the Greek writers, is any exciting drink of the nature
of wine, but not made of grapes; Lev. x. 9 and frequently in
the LXX. It was prepared from corn, fruit, dates, palms
(Pliny, H. N. xiv. 19), and so forth. TEusebius, Praep.
Erang. vi. 10, has the genitive aikepos. — ére éx xoihias k.T.\]
éry mever stands for 787, but: of the Holy Spirit' he shall be
Jull even from his mother’s womb, so that thus already ¢n his
mother’s womb (see Origen) lie shall be filled with the Spirit.
A pregnant form of embracing the two points. Comp.
Plutarch, consol. ad Apoll. p. 104 : érv a7’ apyiis rxoovlnrer
(having therefore already followed év apyf). Doubtless the
leaping of the child in the mother's womb, ver. 41, is con-
ceived 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. — émiarpéyrer] for through sin they have turned
themselves away from God. — «¥piov 7. Oéov air.] not the
Messiah (Enthymius Zigabenus, and many of the older com-
mentators), but God. — «ai adrés] He will turn many to God,
and Ze himself will, etc. — mwpoehedoerar] not: Le will emerge
previously (de Wette), but : he will precede (Xen. Cyr. vi. 3, 9),
go before Him (Gen. xxiii. 3, 14; Judith ii 19, xv. 13). —
évom. avrov] can only, in accordance with the context, be
referred to God (ver. 16), whose preceding herald he will De.
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 God Himself is repre-

11t is quite arbitrary in Olshausen to support the rationalistic opinion that

the expression here is to be understood not of the distinctive Holy Spirit, but of
the holy power of God in general.
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scited by the Messiah; Isa. x1.; Mal il 1,iv. 5f  Cowmp. Tit.
1. 13. In the person of the entering Messiah Jehovall Him-
self 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, becanse in opposition
to this prophetic idea, is the dnmediate reference of avrod
to the Alessiel (Heumann, Kuinoel, Valckenaer, Winer), as
regards which appeal is made to the emphatic use of W,
a¥rés, and zpse (comp. the Pythagorean adros épa), whereby
a subject not named but well known to every one is desig-
nated (Winer, p. 152 [E. T. 182 f]).—év mvedpar. «.
Swwap. "HM] furnished therewith. Spirit and power (power
of working) of Elias (according to Mal iii. 23 f) is, as a
matter of course, God’s Spirit (comp. ver. 15) and divine
power, but in the peculiar chavacter and vital expression which
were formerly apparent in the case of Elias, whose antitype
John is, not as a miracle-worker (John x. 41), but as preacher
of repentance and prophetic preparer of the way of the Lord.
— émotpérar k.TN] according to Malachi, Le.: in order fo
turn fathers hearts to children; to be taken literally of the
restoration of the paternal love, which in the moral degradation
of the people had in many grown cold. Comp. IEcclus.
xlviii. 10 and Fritzsche i¢n loc. Kuinoel incorrectly holds
that marépwr means the patriarchs, and that the meaning is
(similar to that given by Augustine, d¢ ecivit. D. xx. 29;
Beza, Calovius, and others): “ ¢fficiet, ut posteri erge Dewmn
cunden habeant animwmn pium, quem labebant corum mcjores.”
Comp. also Hengstenberg, Chaistol. 111 p. 674, and Bleek.
The absence of any article ought in itself to have warned
against this view ! — xal dmefels év ppov. 1. 8ix.] sc. émio-
Tpédras. The discourse passes over fromn the special relation
to the general one. dmefeis is the opposite of Tév Sikaiwy,
and therefore is not to be understood of the children (Olshausen),
but of the ‘mmoral in general, whose characteristic is dis-
obedience, namely towards God. — év ¢povijoer] connected
immediately in a pregnant way with the verb of direction,
in which the thought of the reswlt was predominant. See
Kiihner, II. p. 316. “Seunsus eormn, qui justi sunt, in
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conversione protinus induitur,” Bengel.  ¢pdvnots (see Arist.
Eth. Nic. vi. 5. 1), practical intelligence.  Comp. on Epl. i. 8.
The practical clement follows from amefeis. — érotpdoar) to
put in readiness, ete.  Aim of the émiotpéfrar x.7.A., and so
Jinal aim of the wpoeheloerar Kk.T.N. — wvpip] for God, as at
vv. 16, 17. — Naov xateaxevacp.] a people adjusted, placed in
the »ight moral state (for the setting up of the Messianic
kingdom), is related to érocudoar as its result. ¢ Parandus
populus, ne Dominus populum imparatum inveniens majestate
sua obterat,” Bengel.

Yer. 18. Like Abrabam’s question, Gen. xv. 8. — «ava 7]
According to what.  Zacharias asks after a opuetor (ii. 12),
e confornity with whick he should know that what had been
promised (TovTo)—in other words, the Dbirth of a son, with
whom the indicated destination of Llias should associate itself
—had really occurred.

Yv. 19, 20. The angel now discloses to Zacharias what
angel he is, by way of justifying the announcement of penalty
which Le has then to add. — I'aBpa\] 55\?1_?2, vir Dez, one of
the seven angel-princes (E"¢) or archangels (comp. Auberlen
in Herzog's Encyll. IV. p. 634%), who stand for service at the
throne of God (évwmiov 7. Ocot), as His primary servants
(0 wapeaTnrws, comp. thercon Rev. viii. 2, and see Valckenaer),
Dan. viii. 16, ix. 21. Comp. Fritzsche on Tob. xii. 15.
“ Nomina angelorumn ascenderunt in manum Israelis ex
Eabylone,” Los Hassana, f. 56, 4; Enoch 20. See later
Jewish fictions in respect to Gabriel, set forth in Eisenmenger,
entdecktes Judenth. 11. p. 363 ff, 378 ff, 390, 874. — cro-
wév] 1t is only the subsequent x. % Svwiu. AaXijoas that
defines this more precisely as dumbness, 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 miracnlovs
penalty. — av &v] for the reason (by way of retribution)
that ; xix. 44; Aects xii. 23; 2 Thess. ii. 10; ITermann, ad

' Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. p. 343 f., makes some unimportant objections

against the accuracy of the explanation of archangels. See in opposition to
him, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 286.
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Viger. p. 710 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 170. The difficulties
felt on account of the Zarshness of this measure (Taulus,
Strauss, Bruno DBauer, 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 recognised (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 (Hoffiann), and the like;
but to be referred to the counsel of God (Rom. xi. 33 f),
whose various measures do not indeed disclose themselves to
Inunan judgment, but at any rate admit of the reflection that,
the nearer the dawn of the AMessiunic time, the more inviol-
ably must the requirewinent of fuith <n the promisc—and the
promise was here given through an angel and a pricst—come
into prominent relief. — oiTiwes] qualitative (Kiihmer, II. p.
407), ita comparati ¢, wherein is implied a reference that
Justifics the penal measwre. — els 7. wawpor avT.] denotes the
space of time appointed for the Adyoe, till the completion of
which it is still to hold that their fulfilment is setting in.
Comp. the classical és xatpov, els xpovov, eis éomépav, and the
like, Bernhardy, p. 216. See also xiii. 9.

Ver. 21. The priests, especially the chief priests, were
accustomed, according to the Talmud, to spend only a short
time in the sanctuary; otherwise it was apprehended that they
had been slain by God, because they were unworthy or had
done something wrong. See Hicros. Joma, £ 43, 2; Dabyl. 1.
53, 2; Deyling, Obss. III. ed. 2, p. 455 £ Still the un-
usually long delay of Zacharias, which could not but strike
the people, is suflicient in itsclf as a reason of their wonder.
— & 16 ypovilew adrov] not over (émi, iv. 22, al), or on
account of (Mark vi. 6, &uc), but on occasion of his failure to
appear.  So also Eecclus. xi. 21; Isa. Ixi. 6.  Rightly,
Gersdorf, Ewald, render: whcn he, ete.

Vv. 22, 23. ’Eméyvogav, é1i émtaciav x7.] by the
inference «b effcctu ad causam; and very naturally they re-
cognise as the latter an appearance of God or an angel, since,
in fact, it was in the sancluary that the dumbness had come
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on, and the agitating impression might even cause death,
Judg. vi. 23, «l. In spite of the odx 758dvare Aatjjoar,
Olshausen thinks that this éméyrwoav does not refer to the
silence of Zacharias, but probably to the excitement in his
whole appearance, which Bleek also mixes up. — adrdés, ke on
lis part, corresponding to that which they perceived. — 7
Suavedwv avTois] he was employed in making signs to them
(Ecclus. xxvii. 22; Lucian, V. H. 44), namely, that he had
seen a vision. — @5 émArod. k.7.A.] namely, the week in which
the class of Abia (see ver. 5) had the temple service. On the
verb, comp. ver. 57, ii. 6, 21 f.; also Gal. iv. 4; Eph. i. 10.—
€ls 7. oix. avrov] ver. 39 f., also ver. 56 : eis 7. oikov avTis.
Ver. 24 f Mera 8¢ Tavr. 7. nuép.] in which this vision had
occurred, and he had returned at the end of the service-week
to his house. Between the return and the conception we are
not to place an indefinite interval. — mepiérpuBer éavriy] she
hid hersclf, withdrew her own person completely (mepi, see
Valckenaer) from the view of others. — ufvas mévre] is of
necessity to be understood of the first, not of the last five
months of pregnancy (in opposition to Heumann). See vv. 26,
36, 56, 57.— Aéyovga® 6m x.TA.] the rcason which was
uttered by her for this withdrawal ; hence é7¢ is not recitative,
but to be rendered deceuse, as at vii. 16 : beeause thus hath the
Lord donc to me in the days, in which He was careful to take
cway my reproach amony men. Her reflection, therefore, was
to this effect: “seeing that her pregnancy was the work of
Glod, 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 announce-
ment of her pregnancy, and not herself bring it about. God
would know how to attain His purpose of taking away her
reproaclh.” And God kmew 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
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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 (IXuinoel), or to afford no handle to
curiosity (Schege), or “ quo magis appareret postea vepente
graviditas” (Bengel), or even Dlecause it was necessary to
keep lersell guiet during the first months of pregnancy (de
Wette). No; it was because with resignation and confidence
she awaited the emerging of the divine guidance. — ais]
without repetition of the preposition. See Dernhardy, p. 203 ;
Dornemann, Schol. p. 5 ; Kiilmer, «d Xew. Mrin. il 1. 32, —
émeider] looked to it, ie. took care for it. So more frequently
édopaw is used of the providence of the gods in the classical
writers ; Herod. i. 124 ; Soph. EL 170. Comp. Acts iv. 29.
— 70 dverdos pov] Comp. Gen. xxx. 23.  Unfruitfuluess was
a disyrace, as being a tokeu of the divine disfavour (Ps. exiii. 9 ;
Isa iv. 1, xliv. 3, xlvii. 9; Hos. ix. 11); the possession of many
children was an honour and blessing (Ps. exxvil., exxviii.).
Comp. the view of the Greeks, Herod. vi. 86 ; Miller, Dor. I1.
p- 192. — év avfpdmors] belongs to dgpeleiv ; among men she
had dishonour.

Vv. 20, 27. To ékte] see ver. 24. — Nalapér] According
to Matthew, Bethlehein was the dwelling-place of Joseph and
Mary. See on Matt. ii. 23, Remark, and Schleiermacher,
L J. p. 51 ff — é¢ olkov david] applies not to Mary and
Joseph (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Eutlhiymius Zigabenus, Beza,
Calovius, and others, including Wieseler in the Stud. w. Kuit.
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,
i 4 f.

Vv. 28, 29. Eisenbur] namely, o dyyelos (see the critical
remarks). Paulus erroneously puts it : “ « person who came in
said to her.” — wexapirwpéry] who has met with kindness (from
God).!  Well remarks Bengel : “ non ut mater gratiae, sed ut

1 Qbserve the ingenious similarity of sound in the words xaips xixaprwni.
Plays on words of a like kind are found among Romau Catlolics with the con-
trasts of ave and Lve.
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filia gratiae” See ver. 30; and on yapeTéw in general, see
Eph. i. 6.— On etroy. o év quvar. in the Textus receptus
(but see the critical remarks), see Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 308].
It would be not a vocative, like n:exapwco,ue'vn, but a nominative,
as the added ¢ indicates: The Lovd s with thee, blessed (reat’
o) wrt thow among women. — Ver. 29. The Recepte (but
see the critical remarks) would have to be explained : dut she,
arhen she looked wpon him, wus terrificd at his saying, so that
ibobaa ouly 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
émi 1@ Aoy avroed, as is shown by the text which follows
kai Siehoyileto wk.T.N.— moTamos| qualis, what sort of «: a
question of wonder. Comp. on Mark xiii. 1 f.  In accordance
with its whole tenor raising her to so high distinction the
greeting was to her enigmatical.

Ver. 31. See on Matt. 1. 21,

Ver. 32 f. Méyac] Comyp. ver. 15. And wha! greatuess
belonged to ¢his promised One, appears fron1 what is said in
the sequel of His future ! — vios dfricTov xAnbie.] Description
of His recognition as Messiel, as whom the angel still more
definitely designates Him by xai 8weer kv A.  The name Son
of God is not explained in a metaphysical reference until
ver. 35. — tov Bpovov dav. Tob watp. abred] e the royal
throne of the Messianic kingdom, which is the antitypical
consummation of the kingdom of David (P’s. exxxii. 11, ex.),
as regards which, however, in the sense of the angel, which
excludes the bodily paternity of Joseph, David can be meant
as o watnp altob only according to the neational theocratic
relation of the Messiah as David’s son, just as the lZistorical
notion of the Messiah was once given. The mode in which
Luke (and Matthew) conceived of the Davidic descent is plain
from the gencalogical table of ch. iii,, according to which
the gencalogy passed by way of Joseph as foster-father. — eis
7ovs aldvas] from Isa. ix. 6; Dan. vii. 13 f.  The conception
of an cverlasting Messianic kingdom (according to Ds. ex. 4)
is also expressed in John xii. 34; comp. the Rabbins in
Dertholdt, Christol. p. 156.  The “ housc of Jaeolb” is not to

LUKE. T
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be idealized (Olshauscn, Bleck, and others: of the spirifual
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 prophetic pre-
diction (“ quasi per accessionem,” Grotius). — Bagih. émi] as
xix. 14 ; Rom. v. 14,

Ver. 34 f. How is it possible that this shall be the casc 2!
namely, 70 cvA\afBeiv év yasTpl xai Tewetv viov, Euthymius
Zigabenus. — o¥ ywawokw] comp. Matt. 1. 18 ; Gen. xix. 8;
Judg. xi. 39 ; Num. xxxi. 17, sinec I have scaual interconrse
with no man. In this sense the pure maiden Anows no man.
As, however, 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 &vdpa od ywdore is thus simply the
confession of the dmmaculate virgin consciciee, and not (a
misunderstanding, which Mary’s very betrothal ought to have
precluded) the vow of perpetual virginity (Augustine, de virgin.
4, Gregory of Nyssa, Grotius, Jansen, Maldonatus, Bisping,
and others), or the resolution to that effect (Schegg). — wvelua
ayior] In aceordance with the nature of a proper name,
without the article. Moreover, sec on Matt. i. 18. — émelev-
aetas éml oé] will descend upon thee (Acts i 8).  This, as well
as émoriaces oot, will overshadow thee (Acts v. 15), is—the
former without figure, the latter figuratively—a designation of
the connection producing the pregnancy, whicl, however, is not
conceived of in the form of copulation, for which the words
are euphemistic expressions (Paulus, von Ammon, and older
commentators), or yet under the notion of a bird which covers
its eggs (Theophylact, comp. Grotius).? Certainly the ex-

1 This (uestion is only appropriate to the virgin heart as a question of doubt
on the ground of conscious impossibility, and not as an actual wish to learn the
how (wév Tpimoy 7ot mpdypares, Theophylact) ; comp. already Augustine: * in-
quirendo dixit, non desperando,” whercas the meaning of the question of
Zacharias, ver. 18, is the conversec.

z Approved also by Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 116 f., and Bleck. Dut this
conception is hiere very much out of place, and is not implied even in nbmpy,

Gen. i. 2, which, Dbesides, has nothing to do with the passage before us.
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pressions are correlates of ywweokw, but as regards the ¢fect,
not as regards the form, since émehevo. expresses simply the
descent of the Spirit, and émorias. the manifestation of divine
power associated therewith in the form of a cloud (after the
manner of the Old Testament theophanies, Ix. x1. 45 ; Nun.
ix. 15; 1 Kings viii. 10 ; comp. also Luke ix. 34). Augustine
and other Fathers have quite mistakenly laid stress in émiox.
on the notion of coolness (in contrast to procreation in lust) ;
comp. axuilew 7o kavpa in Alciphr. iil. 2. — Svvauis WrisTov]
without the article : power of the Highest will overshadow thee,
will be that, which shall overshadow thee. This will set in
in immediate consequence (xal) of the wvedua d&yiov émerev-
getar émi oé. Strict dogmatic expositors, such as Theophy-
lact, Calovius, have rightly (comp. xxiv. 49) distinguished
between the Holy Spirit and the power of the Highest, but in
doing so have already imported 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 precise description of the formation of the body, broken
in upon the delicate veil which the mouth of the angel had
breathed over the mystery.! — 70 yevvduevov doyiov] the holy
thing that 1s being begotten shall (after His birth) Le called Son
of God. Most interpreters take 7o yevwduevov as that which
13 to be born (comp. ver. 13), whicli view, moreover, has drawn
after it the old addition éx co0 from Matt i. 16. DBut the
context whicli immediately precedes points only to the begetting
(Bengel, Bleek); and to this also points the mncuter, which
applies to the embryo (comp. on Matt. i. 20, and see Fritzsche,
ad Aristoph. Thesm. 564), as well as the parallel Matt. 1. 20.
The subject, we may add, is 70 d&y:0v, not 7o yevveou. (Kuinoel :

! Calovius : ‘‘ Supervenit Spiritus non quidem erepuarnds sed Inpmvpyinis,
yutinlas sanguineas Mariae, e quibus concipienda caro Domini, sanctificando,
casdem foccundas reddendo, et ex iisdem corpus hwmanum efformando.” Justin,
Apol. 1. 33, already rightly gives the simple thought of the chaste and delicate
representation : xveosicar wxplivey ovgay wemsinks, Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 62,
crroncously alfirms that the representation of Luke admits the possibility of
Jesus being thought of as conceived with the participation of Joseph, It abso-
lutely excludes any sach notion,
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“ proles veneranda ™ = To yevvdp. 7o ayeov), as also Dornemann
assumes, when he (comp. de Wette) takes dyior predicatively :
“proles tua, cum divine sit.” Not as holy, but as begotien by
God's power (8:0), is the fruit of Mary called the Son of God.
Hotmann, Schriftbew. I p. 117, explains: it shall be called
holy, Sen of God, so that those two appellations are to cor-
respond to the two members of the preceding promise.  So
already Tertullian, as also Dengel and Bleek. DBut the asyn-
detic form, in which vids Oeod would be suljoined, tells against
this view all the more, that we should of necessity, in divect
accordance with what precedes (xai Sdvauts .7\, expect xai
vios Oeod, especially after the verb, where no reader could
anticipate a second predicate without sal. Comp. Justin,
e. Tryph. 100 : 8o xai 70 yevvwuevov éE avrijs dywv éarww
vios Oeob.

Ver. 36 f. Conlirmation of the promise by the disclosure of
Elizabeth’s pregnancy, which, in fact, was also o deviation
from the order of nature (év yijpet), and so far presented un
analogy, altliough only in an inferior sense. “ Iin dowmesticum
tibi exemplum !” Grotius. After {8ov w.T.A. an éari was as
little needed as an eluf at ver. 38. — auyvyerls] The ncture of
this relationship, which is not at variance with Johu i 30,
although questioned by Schleiermacher and others, is wholly
unknown. It is, however, possible that Mary was of the
stock of Lcxe (so IFaustus the Manichean in Augustine, ¢. Feowst.
xxitl., 9; and recently, Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Lwl. p. 26 ;
Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 177, and others), as the
Test. XTI Puatr. p. 542 makes the Messialh proceed from the
stock of Judah (Joseph) aud (comp. p. 546) {from the stock of
Levi! — On the late form gvyyevis, sce Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p. 451 £; and on the Ionic form of dative grpe, Winer,
P- 60 [E. T. 73 {]. — odros] subject: and this is the sisth
amonth. — 61t obk @duvvat. x1.A.] Confirmation of that which

} Thus the descent from the Davidic and priestly race might have been used
for the glorification of Jesus.  But from the height of the history of Jesus so
little importance was attached to things of this nature that only the Daridic
descent, as it wzs necessary in the case of the Messiah, had stress laid on it, and

the family of Mary was not expressly specified at all,  Comp. Ewald, Cesch.
Chr, p. 177 L.
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has just been said of Elizabeth by the ommipotence of God.
It is to be observed (1) that odk ... mav do not belong to one
another, but of wav piua it is said: odx dbvvarjee (Fritzsche,
Diss. IL. 42 2 Cor. p. 24 1) ; further, (2) that the proposition
is a general one; hence the jfuture, which, however, is pur-
posely chosen with a view to what was announced to Mary ;
see Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 369 ; (3) that there exists no
reason for abandoning the purely Greek meaning of advvarei,
to be unable (Rettig i the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 210), any
more than of pijua, wttcrance (ver., 38), especially with the
reading mapa Tob Oeod (see the critical remarks). Hence
the meaning is not: “ IVuth God wnothing 1is impossibic ;”
but rather: not powericss (but of success and efficacy) shall
any wlterance on the part of God be. So also Gen. xviii.
14 Comp. Beza: “ pijua, i.c. quicquid Deus semel futurum
dixerit.”

Ver. 38. Belold the handmaid of the Lord! without a
verh. Comp. ver. 36, v. 12, 18. — «évorro] Aovwov ol povov
émiorevoer, A nUfato yevéclar abrh, rkabos o dyyelos
eipnke, Euthymius Zigabenus; “eximio fiduciae exemplo,”
Grotius.

REMARK.—The natural explanation of the annunciation to
Mary (Paulus) is at variance with the evangelic account;
and as the latter unfolds simply, clearly, and delicately an
external proccdure, the objective is mot to be rendered sub-
jective and transferred, as a reciprocal operation of the theo-
cratic Spirit of God and the emotional feeling of the Virgin,
by means of poetic colouring to the soul of the latter (Lange,
L. J. II. 1, p. 67). As history, believed even as it is related,
the narrative arose, and that too independently of the prelimi-
nary history of Matthew, and even incompatibly with it,'—in
consecuence of the circumstance that the divine sonship of
Jesus was extended to His bodily origination (see on Matt.
i. 18), an iden, which gave shape to legends dissimilar in cha-
racter and gaining currency in different circles. Thus, eg., it
is clear that the history, adopted at Matt. i. 19 {f,, of Joseph's
perplexity and of the angelic message which came to him
cloes not presuppose, but excludes the annunciation to Mary;
for that Mary after such a revelation should have made no

3 Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 59 fi,
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communication to Joseph, would have been not less psyclo-
Yogically wnmatnral, than it would have been a violation of the
bridal relation and, indeed, of the bridal duty ;' and to reckon
on a special revelation, which without ler 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 presuppositions and shifts of Hug (Gutucki. 1. p. 81 1f),
Krabbe, Ebrard, and others. According to the view inveuted
by the last-named, itis assumed that Joseph had learned Mary’s
pregnancy, immediately after the appearance of its earliest
signs, from the pronubec (*suspicious women”); that dmae-
diately there ensued the appearance of the angel to him, and
Jorthavith 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 Himselt
never, ecven in His confidential circle, refers to them, and the
unbelict of His own brothers, John vii. 5, and in fact even the
demeanour of Mary, Mark iii. 21 {f,, is irreconcilable with them.’
—The angelic announcenient made to Ziucharias, which likewise
withdraws itself from auy 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.  As in the case of the annunciation
to Mury the metaphysical divine Sonship of Jesus, so in
the announcement to Zacharias the extraordinary divine desti-
nation and mission of Jolm (Jokn 1. 6) is the real clement
o which the formation of legend Dbecame engrafted; Dbut
to derive the latter merely from the sclf-consciousness of the

! Lange, L. J. 1L p. 83 £, rightly acknowledges this, but, following older
writers, thinks that Mary mwde the communication to Josepl before Lier journey
to Blizabeth, but that he nevertheless (¢ the first Ebionite ') refused to believe
hier.  This is not compatible with Matthew's narrative, especially i. 18. And
what Lange further (p. 89) adds, that during Mary's absence a severe stiugele
arose in his soul, and this state of fe.ling became the medium of the revelaiion
made to him, is simply added.

¢ Schleiermacher is right in saying, L. J. p. 71: “ These occurrences have
been entirely without eflect as regards the coming lorward of Christ or the
origination of faith iu Iim,"”
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chureh (Brumo Bauer), and consequently to take away the
objective foundation of the history, is at varance with the
entire N. 1. and with the history of the church. For the forma-
tion ol the legend, moreover, the historical circumstances,
that John was the son of the priest Zacharias and Elizabeth,
aud o son born late in life, are to be held fast as premasses
actually given by history (in opposition to Strauss, I. p. 135),
all the more that for thece simple historical data their general
notoriety could not but bear witness. This also in opposition
to Weisse and B. Dauer, who derive these traditions from the
laboratory of religious contemplation. Further, as to what
specially concerns the late birth of Johm, it has its historical
precedents in the history of Isaac, of Samson, and of Samuel;
but the general principle deduced from such cases, “Cum
alicujus uterum claudit, ad hoc facit, ut mirabilius denuo aperiat,
et non libidinis esse quod nascitur, sed divini muneris cog-
noscatur” (Evang. de Nativ. Mar. 3), became the source of
unhistorical inventions in the apocryphal Gospels,' as, in par-
ticular, the apocryphal account of the birth of Mary herself is
an imitation of the history of John’s birth.

Ver. 39. The angel’s cowmunication, ver. 306, occasions
Mary to make a jommney to Elizabeth, and that with laste
(peta omouvdi)s, comp. Mark vi. 25; Ex. xii. 11 ; Herod. iii.
4, iv. 5); for how much must her heart have now urged her
«o the interchange of the deepest feelings with the friend
who, in like manner, was so highly favoured! Thus it is not
merely “ne negligeret signum,” ete,, Grotius. From Elizabeth
she receives the confirmation of that which the angel had
announced to her concerning Elizabeth. But before her
departure the great promise of ver. 35 is already fulfilled to
lLierself.  With extraordinary delicacy the promised conception
is not related in its realization (comp., on the other hand,
ver. 24), and the veil of the uwnparalleled marvel is not
attempted to " be raised; but vv. 41-44 and the whole
triumph of Mary, ver. 46 {f, presuppose that she appears
Lefore Lllizabeth already as the mother of the Messiah, bearing
Jlim in her womb. She herself is only made certain of the
miracle, which lhas already occurred in her case, by the

1 Sece, in general, R. Hofmann, das Leben Jesw nach d. Apolr. 1851 ; also
Gelpke, Jugendyesch. des Herrn, 1842 (who, morcover, gives the Jewish legends).
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inspired communication which at once weets her from the
mouth of her friend. DBengel is singularly arbitrary in trans-
ferring the conception, which in any case lies between vv. 3§
and 39, to the moment when the child leaped in the womh
of Elizabeth, which he concludes from wap in ver. +4. — els
T Opewny] into the mountain-regivn—«at €foxny, Aristot.
I A, v. 28; Judith 1. 6, ii. 22,iv. 7, al.; Plin. H. N. v. 14
The mountainous conntry in the tribe of Jud«l is meant. See
Tobinson, Pal. ILI. p. 422 ff, IIL p. 188 ff. —eis mwoAw
*Iovda] tnto a city of the tribe of Judalk. Luke does not give
any more precise definition, and therefore it is to be assumed
that hie himself had no more precise knowledge. 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 <n {oc.), but from
the unprecedented designation itself (in 2 Chron. xxv. 28 the
reading is very doubtful, see the LXX.), and from the els
Tyv opelvny [less} appropriate to Jerusalem. It mey have
heen the priestly city of Hebron, Josh. xxi. 11 (Baronius,
Beza, Grotius, Lightfoot, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others); but
that it is meant as @ matier of coursc under the “city of
Judah ” (see Ewald, p. 182), is not to be assumed, because in
that case morw could unot dispense with the article (to the
well-krown city of Judah). Others (Valesius, Epp. 669;
Teland, Pal. p. 870 ; Wetstein, Paulus, Kuinoel, Crome, Beiti.
. 45, ¢t al.; comp. also Robinson, Pel. IIL. p. 193, and
titter, Erdl. XV. p. 641) have regarded Jude as itself the
name of the city : holding that it was the priestly city 7Y or
M (Josh. xxi. 16, xv. 55 ; comp. Robinson, 1I. p. 417), so
that the name is wrongly written. We should have to refer
this inaccuracy to Luke himself; but the whole hypothesis is
an unnecessary makeshift.

Ver. 41. Tov domaop. 7. Map.] the grecting of Mury.  See
vv. 40, 44. This grecting on the part of Mary (not the
communication of the angelic announcement, ver. 26 {f, 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
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Messiah ! now in the womb of His mother. Elizabeth imme-
diately through the Holy Spirit recognises the cause of the
leaping. Comp. Hofmann, Weissag. . Eifall. 11 p. 251 f.
Calvin, Michaelis, Paulus, Olshausen, and many others reverse
the matter, holding that the mented 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,
hecome significant to the mother. Analogous to the concep-
tion iu our passage is Sohar Er. f. xxiii. 91 f, xxv. 99:
“ Omnes Israclitae ad mare ryubrum plus viderunt quam
Izechiel propheta; imo etiam embryones, qur in wtero matris
erant, viderunt id, ¢ Dewn S. B. celebrarunt.” A symbolical
significance, 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. "Avepwvnae] She cricd ont (only occurring here
in the N. T.; comp. 1 Chron. xv. 28,xvi. 5; 2 Chron. v. 12;
Polyb. iii. 33. 4 ; frequent in DPlutarch), expressing the out-
burst of the being filled Ly the Spirit. — o xkapmos 7. koth. cov]
Designation of the embryo, that Mary bears in her womb. For
the expression, comp. Gen. xxx. 2; Lam. ii. 20. — xai mofev
w.TN] sc. yéyovev.  After the first outburst now follows a
certain reflection, a humble pondering, from what cause (mofev,
comp. on Mark xii. 37) she was deemed worthy of this great
happiness : dvafiav éavryy Tijs Totav™ys émidnulas Tis Seomoi-
vns opoloyel, Euthymius Zigabenus. — fva x.7.)1.] not equivalent
to To éNOeiv Thv unT. KT, but felic : that the molher of my
Lord (the Messialy, comp. Ps. ex. 1) should come to me,—this is
the Toi7o, in reference to which she asks mwofev wor. Comp.
on John vi. 29, xvii. 3.

Ver. 44 {. I'ap] specifies the ground of knowledge, on which
she declares Mary as the mother of the Messiah. She had

1 Older Lutherans (see Calovius) have wrongly used this passage as a proof of
the fides inyuntum.  There is, in fact, here something unique in charaeter and
miraculous. The child of Elizabeth has already in the womb the IToly Spirit,
ver. 13,
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the discernment of this connection throvgh the Holy Spirit,
ver. 41. — o1¢] may either be the specification of the reason
attached to paxapia (Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Lange,
and others), or the statement of the contents to miorevocaca
(Grotiug, Dengel, Paunlus, Kuinocl, Bornemann, de Wette,
Ewald, Bleek, and others). The latter is the correct view,
since the conception—the chief point of the Aedainuéva,
which Elizabeth has in view—is no longer future, but has
already taken place. Hence: for blessed vs she who has belicved,
that there shall be e fulfilment to all (ver. 31 ff), etc. As
to Terelwas, comp. Judith x. 9; John xix. 28.

Ver. 46 {f. An echo of the lyrical poetry of the Old Testa-
ment, especially of the song of praise of Hannah the mother
of Samuel (1 Sam. ii.). This psalm-like cffusion from the
Leart of Mary (the so-called Magnificat)y divides itself into four
stroples, namely, (1) vv. 46—48 (as faras adred); (2) ver. 45
(from £Bov onward) as far as ver. 50; (3) vv. 51-53; and
(4) vv. 54, 55. Each of these four strophes eontains threc
verses.  See Lwald, p. 181. — 9 vy pov] the mediating
organ between mvebpua and body (Beck, bibl. Seclenl. p. 11 ff;
Delitzseh, bibl. Psychol. 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 wredua (hence
syaAliace in the aorist). The wwvedua is “the highest aund
noblest part of mau, whereby he is qualified to grasp in-
compreliensible, invisible, eternal things; and is, in brief, the
house within which faith and God’s word abide,” Luther
(Ausl. 1521).  Cowmp. Halm, Z%col. d. N. T. 1. p. 411 ff.  That
the spirit of Mary exulted full of the Zoly Spirit, was seli-
evident for the evangelist after ver. 356; an observation,
such as that of ver. 41, concerning Elizabeth: émhijatly mvev-
uaTos ay., would now have been inappropriate in reference to
Mary. dyadhdo,in the active, is only found here and at Rev.
xix. 7 (Laclhmann, Tischendorf), which reason, however, does
not warrant the conjecture of ayadiidoerar (Valckenaer,
Sretschueider). — swtijpe] bencfuctor.  “ Is est nimirum cwtip,
qui salutem dedit,” Cicero, Verr, il 63. — 67 éméBAerev émi
7. Taw. 7. ovh. avr.]as at 1 Sam. 1. 11, Comp. Ps. xxxi. 8
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also Luke ix. 38. Tle expression of the adjectival notion by
meauns of the substantive (comp. 2 Kings xiv. 26 ; Is. xxiv. 18)
places the quality in the foreground. See Fritzsche, ad Losu.
I p. 367 f.; Bernhardy, p. 53. 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. — amo Tot »ov] from
Tenecforth ; for now, after Elizabetl’s inspired words, no further
doubt could remain to Mary respecting her condition as mother
of the Messial; from henecforth, therefore, she could not but
be the object of the general congratulation, whereol Elizabeth

Lerself had just made a beginning. — waoac ai yeveal] all
gencrations.

YVer. 49 f. Because the Miyhty One did to me great things, in
making me the mother of the Messiah. — #ai dyeor £ A.] not

for od 70 8v. &yiov (Luther, Castalio, Bengel, and many, inclugl-
ing IXuinoel), but lyrically anperiodic : and holy s His name !
Hence, also, a full stop is not to be placed after Swvaros
(Lachmuann, Tischendorf, Dleek), but only a comma. To the
miyht the holiness attaches itself. — els yeveas «. yeveds] Comy.
Isa, 1i, 8; 1 Mace. i1 61; Test. XTL Patr. p. 568 : unto
generations and generations, i.e. ever onward ifrom one genera-
tion to the following. The Recepta eis yeveas cyevedv would
mean: o the uttermost generations; these would be conceived
of as forming a supcrlative.  Analogous Greek superlative
designations, especially from the dramatic writers, may be seen
in Brunck, ad Oedip. R. 466; Bernhardy, p. 154. — 7ois
doBovu. avt.] sc. éore. 1t denotes the essence of theocratic
piety. Comp. Ex. xx. 6; Ps. ciii. 7.

Ver. 51 ff. Mary now sees the Messianic catastrophe, which
God will bring about by means of ler son, and she aniounces
it prophetically s hawing already happened; 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
vaze alrcady as good as complcted ; in that way she sees and
describes it.—The eafastrophe itsclf is the restoration of the
stute of things to the divine rightful order, the overthrow of
the Gentiles and the caaltation of the derply-oppressed theocrutic
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people (comp. vv. 68, 71, 74); the former are set forth by the
words Umepngpdvovs, SuvdoTas, mAovtovvras; the latter, by
ramewovs and wewavtas.  This intended concrete application
of the general expressions is put beyond doubt by avrerdBeto
Iopanh T\, ver. 54 f. — Uwepnddvovs] such as are arrogant
in the thoughts of their heart; Siavoia is the dative of more
precise definition; and on the notion (thinking and willing
as directed outwards), comp. Beck, Seelenl. p. 58 ; on xapdia
as the centre of the spiritual and psychic life, Delitzsch, bi0l
DPsychol. p. 248 ff.; finally, in Siecwopm. the liaghty are con-
ceived of as congregated and keeping together; comp. Matt.
xxvi. 31; Acts v. 37; Ps. Ixxxix. 10. “That throngh
Christianity the proud were humbled ” (de Wette), is not the
thought expressed by Mary, but a generalization of it, as is also
the “ confusio diabolicac superbiae” (Calovius and others), and
the lilke. Comp. Ecclus. x. 14 ff. — Ver. 52. He Las cast dow:n
vilers from thrones, does not apply to the demons and Pharisees
(Theophylact), but to the Gentile holders of power. Comy.
on the idea of the overthrow of thrones in the times of
the Messiah, Wisd. v. 23 ; Enoch xxxviil. 4, and Dillmann
thereon. — Ver. 53. ayafdv] not merely means of subsistence
(Valckenaer, Bornemann, de Wette), but earthly possessions in
veneral, among which the means of subsistence are wncluded.
Comp. xil. 18f. De Wette, moreover, is in error in saying
(comp. Olshausen) that it is spirituel hunger and spiritual
satisfying that are to be thought of, and that the rich are a
type of the wise men of this world. The whole is to be taken
literally ; the idealizing is not warranted according to the
context. Comp. Ps. xxxiv. 11. — éEaméor. xevovs] So that
they 7ctatin nothing of their possessions, and have reccived
‘nothing from the Messiah. On the expression, comp. xx.
10f; Job xxii. 9; Judith x. 11; Hom. 77 ii. 298, Od.
xili. 214.—Tor descriptions of the divine inversion of rela-
tions from the classical writers, see Wetstein and Bornemann,

Ver. 54 ff. What was expressed descriptively in vv. 51-53,
and that by means of antitheses, is now definitely and
particularly condensed in avreldBero 'Iopanh maidos airod
(comp. Isa. xl. 8 f), which is the summeary of what has been
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previously said. The worist is to be taken quite like the
previous aorists. — davreNefBero] He has intcrested Himself for
Isracl His scrvant (13¥). Comp. on avreddf., Acts xx. 35;
Thue. iii. 22; Diod. Sic. xi. 13. Iuthymius Zigabenus ex-
plains it: émeawéyrato Tov 'Iopanhiticov Aaov, Tov SobAov
avrod.  Others, including Paulus, Glockler, Kuinoel, take
wawdos as filit (comp. Ex. iv. 22; Hos. xi. 1). DBut the
theocratic notion of sonship is never expressed by wais (not
even in Acts iil. 13). — pwnobivar éiéovs] mot: “dtu ut
perpetieo memor sit,)” ete. (Kuinoel, Dleek), but: n order to
be mindful of mercy. We have to note the counection
with the éws aidvos emphatically put at the end. God has
interested Iimself for Israel, en order to be mindful of merey
ceen to clernity, in order never again to forget mercy. — xafws
€a\. mwpos T. war. yu.] not indeed a parenthesis, but an
inserted clause, whicli makes one feel that the telic pvyofivac
éxéous takes place in consequence of the divine truthjulncss.
— 76 'APpaap k. 7. omépp. avr.] Dativus commodi to prmo-
Oivar.  Comp. s, xeviil. 3; Xen. Cyr. i 4. 12; Bornemann,
Selol. p. 14 £ 1t might Dbelong to éndAnoe (Buthymius
Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Kuinoel), since
Aaletv may be joined as well with 7wpos as with a dative;
but against this may be urged x. 76 oméppare adrod, which
denotes' the whole posterity of Abrahaw without limitation,
and therefore cannot e included in apposition to rpos Tous
marépas Nuwv. — Observe, moreover, that here (comp. ver. 72)
Abraham, the progenitor of the race, is conceived of as jointly
affected by and interested in the destiny of his descendants ;
Isa. xxix. 22 f.; Mic. vii. 20, Comyp. John viii. 56 ; Test. X1
Latr. p. 587, Abrabam lweth nuto God, xx. 38. — éuewe
8¢ k.7.A.] but not until the delivery of Elizabeth (in opposition
to Calvin, Maldonatus, and others) ; see ver. 57.

IREMALK 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. II. 1,
p. 84 ff., Mary is driven to Elizabeth by her grief at being

1 In what manuer it was the smippe "A3pzdpe that actually received the com-
passion (Rom. iv., Gal. iv.), was not lere tlie question.
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Fbionitically misjudged and discarded by Joseph; according
to Hug, Gutacht. 1. p. 85, Ebrard, Riggenbach, and others, she
made the journey immediately after her marriage, which took
place a few days after the beginning of her pregnancy! Luke
says and knows nothing of either view.

Reymarg 2.—The historical character of the Visitation of
Mary stands or falls with that of the Annunciation. But the
psychological and moral impossibility, that Marvy, alter the
certainty as to her condition acquired while she was with
Elizabeth, and after the theocratic inspiration with which she
declares herself blessed on account of that condition, should
not have made any communication at all to Josepl on the sub-
ject (as must nevertheless, according to Matthew, he assumned,
so that thus our narrative and that of Matt. i. 18 {f. exclude one
another) ; further, the ntter want of any trace elsewhere of such
an intimate and confidential relation as, according to ouar
history, must have subsisted between the two holy families;
moreover, the design of the narrative to iuvest Jesus with a
-singular glory, according to which even the yet unborn John
signifies his rejoicing homage before the Messiah when but
just conceived 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 Ioly Spirit, and by means of this Spirit recognises
from that leaping the mother of the Messiah as such; the
hymnic scene annexed thereto, the poctic splendour and truth
of which lifts it out of the Austorical sphere, in which subse-
quently the house of Mary was not the abode of the faith that
is here proclaimed from the mouth of the Virgin with so lofty a
triwmpl (Mark iii. 31; John vii, 3),—all this is not adapted to
support or to uphold its historical character, even apart from
the fuct that tradition has not even conveyed to Luke the
name of the mountain-town. The apocryphal poor and pale
copy of the Annunciation and the Visitation may be seen in
the Profevang. Jacobi, c. Xi., xil. ; according to which, morcover,
—quite differently from the course followed by the modern
Harmonists,—it is not till after the visitation, only in the sixth
month of pregnancy, when Mary is recognised as in this con-
dition and called to account by Joseph, that she asserts her
innocence, and then the dream-revelation of the angel is imn-
parted to Joseph (ch. xiii. 1.).

Ver. 57 f. Tob Texectv avT.] genitive governed by o ypovos:
the time, which had to elapse until her delivery. Comp.ii. 7,



CIIAP. 1. 39, oC. 303

22. Gen. xxv. 24 — U1t éueyarvve xrN] that He has
maynificd (Matt. xxiil. 5; 2 Cor. x. 15; 1 Sam. xii. 24),
namely, by this birth still bestowed, contrary to all expec-
tation, in which they saw a proof of especially great divine
compassion. The cxpression is quite as in Gen. xix, 19. —
cvvéyaipov] they wijoiced together awith her.  Others, like
Valckenaer (following the Vulgate): they congratulated her
(sec on Phil. il. 17). The former is more appropriate on acconnt
of ver. 14; and comp. xv. 6, 9.

Ver. 59 f. With the circuncision was associated the giving
of the name, Gen. xxi. 3. See Ewald, Alterth. p. 110.
Among the Greeks and Romans it took place on the dics
lustricus.  See Dougtaeus, dnal. II. p. 44 f.; Hermann,
Privatalterth. § 32. 17.— 9§nfov] The subject is evident of
itself, namely, the persons pertaining to the circumecision :
“amici ad ean rem vocati,” Grotinus. Any Israelite might bLe
the circumeciser (in case of necessity even a woman, Ex. iv.
25). Sce Lund, Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 949 ; Keil, drchdol. 1.
- 307 f — érarovr] They actually uttered this name (this
took place immediately after the circumecision was performed ;
see Lund, Lc., Buxtorf, Synagog. 4): but the mother (for the
father was still dumb) took exception to it, ver. 60. “ Verc
enim  incipit actus, sed ob impedimenta carvet eventu,”
Nchaefer, «d Phocn. 81 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr.p. 178 [E. T.205].
~—The naniing of the child after the father (Tob.i. 9 ; Joseph.
~Antt. xiv. 1. 3) or after a rclative (ver. 61 ; Lightfoot, p.
726) was very common, as it was also among the Greeks
(Hermann, l.c. 18). On émd, comp. Neh. vii. 63; Plut. Demetr.
2. The idea is: n r¢ference to. — odyi, dA\a knf. 'Iwary.]
The usual supposition (Paulus, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Bleek, follow-
ing Calvin aud others), that Zacharias after his return from
the temple made known to Elizabeth by writing the words of
the amgel, ver. 13, is the more arbitrary, the less it is in
keeping with the miraculous impress of the whole history.
Theopliylact is right in saying : 7 8¢ "EXtadBer ds mpodijTis
éNaAnoe mepl ToD 6vopaTos; and Euthymius Zigabenus: éic
Tmvebpatos aylov xat abry 70 dvoua Tob wardos peud@nxe
(comp. Origen and Ambrose), and this, indeed, at the moment



304 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

of that €xdlouvy, ver. 59, else it would not be easy to perceive
why she should not at the very beginning have caimried out
the giving of the divinely-appointed name.

Ver. 62 f ’Evévevor] They conveyed by signs to him the
question (7o, see Kuviiger, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 17 ; Kiihner,
IL p. 138), how (7¢ = 7¢ évopa, comp. Aesch. Ag. 1205) he
perchance (av, scc Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 386]) would wish
that the child (adro, sec the critical remarks) should ble
named. The making signs does not presuppose deafness and
dumbicess (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Jansen, Maldonatus, Lightloot, Grotius, Wolf, and others,
including Ewald), against which may be urged ver. 20 5 nov
is it to be explained Dby the fact, that we are inclined to com-
municate by means of signs with dumb people as with deaf
people (Dengel, Michacelis, Daulus, 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-
vicusly been accustomed to speek with him.  DProbably it was
ouly from the wish fo sparc the mother that the decision of
the father, who had all along been listening to the discussion,
was called for not aloud, but by sigus. — aimjoas] opolws Sia
vevpaTos, Buthymius Zigabenus. — mrwaxidior] probably a little
tablet covered with wax. Tertullian, de «lolol. 23 :  Zacharias
foquitur in stylo, auditur in cera” — &ypayre Aéywv] sciipsit
hace verba.  Comp. 2 Kings x. 6; 1 Macc. viil. 31, xi. 57.
A Hebraism (08)).  On the same usage in the Syriac, see
Gesenins in Rosenmmiiller’s Rep. I p. 135, An example {rom
Josephus is fonnd in Kypke, 1. p. 211 ; Krebs, p. 98, The
return of speech does not occur till ver. 64.  Comp. vv. 20,
13. — Iwdvyys éoTi 7. 8v. alrod] Shortly and categorically, in
the conscivusness of what had been already divinely deter-
wmined : ww prv. “ Non tam jubet, quam jussum  divinum

indicat,” Bengel. — éfavu.] because Zacharias agreed with
Llizabeth in a name foreign to the family.
Ver. G4. "Avexty . . . yAdooa avTod] « zcugma ; in the

case of the tongue érvfy may be mentally supplied; comp.,
on the otlier hand, Mark vii. 35.  This recovery of speech is
to be regarded not as the effect of lively emotion (Gell. v. ¥



CHAP. 1. 65, 66. 305

Val. Max. 1. 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. 20).

Ver. 65 f. An historical digression, narrating the impression
which these marvellous events at the circumeision produced
in wider circles. — ¢oBos] not amazement, but fear, the fivst
impression of the extraordinary (comp. Mark iv. 41 ; Acts
il. 43).— avTovs] applies to Zacharias and Elizabeth. On
wepiockely Twa, comp. Herod. v. 78; Xen. Anab. v. G. 16;
Plut. Crass. 34. — SweraXeiro] were muwtually talked of, Polyb,
i. 85. 2, ix. 32. 1. — ta pipata rabra] these ubterances, which
had occuired with such marvellous significance at the circum-
cision of the child from ver. 59 to ver. 64; ii. 19. — éfevro

. év 7§ kapd. atrdv] Comp. 33 %Y O (1 Sam. xxi. 12), and
the Homeric tifnu: év arijfesar, év ¢peai, and see Valckenaer
in loc. They made those utterances the subject of their
further reflection. Comp. ii. 19. — =i dpa] quid <yitur, under
these circumstances, according to these auspices, what then
now will, ete.; see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176 ; Nigelsbach,
Aum. =z Ilias, ed. 3, p. 10 £ Comp. viil. 25, xii. 42. On
the neuter 7¢, which is more in keeping with the uncertainty
aud the emotion of the inquirers than i, comp. Acts xii. 18 ;
Schaefer, Melet. p. 98 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 15.— kai yap
Xeip rvplov 7 per’ adroi] An observation of Luke, in which
Le would indicate that the people 7ightly asked this question,
expecting something unusual of the child: forr also (kai vydp,
sce the critical remarks) the hand of the Lovd was with him.
The emphasis rests on xyelp xvpiov, which, with xai, makes
lmown to us the mighty help of God (so xeip xuplov very
frequently in the O. T.; comp. also Hermann, ad V7g. p. 732)
as i lecping 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. w. Krit. 1838, p. 219, who, following the Recepta, places a
colon after xai: and others said). But this reflective specifying
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 7y they would have said éoi, in-

LUKE. : U
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SJerring, namely, the help of God from the events at the
circumeision ; while the «al would be but tame and
cumbrous.

Ver. 67. After the historical episode of ver. 65 there now
follows, in reference to edhoydv 7. Oeov, ver. 64, the hymn
itself (the so-called Benedictus) into which Zacharias broke
forth, and that on the spot (KKuinoel erroncously suggests that
it was only composed subsequently by Zacharias). At the
same time the remark émMjody mvedu. dy. is repeated, and
the hymn is in respect of its nature more precisely designated
as prophecy. It is, like that of Mary, ver. 46 ff,, constructed
in strophes, containing five strophes, each of three verses, See
Ewald. — mpoedrjtevoe] denotes not merely prediction, but
the utterance of revelation generally stimulated and sustained
by the Spirit, which includes in it prediction proper. See on
1 Cor. xii. 10.

Ver. 68 f. Zacharias’ hymn of praise concerns the great
eause, which his new-born son is to serve — the Messianic
deliverance and blessing of the people, which he now at once
looks upon as alrcady accomplished, for in his new-born son
there has, in fact, already appeared the preparer of the way
for the Messiah (ver. 16 f). Comp. on ver. 51. The entire
hymn bears the pricstly character, which even the apostrophe
to the infant, ver. 76, does not efface. — edhoynros k.T.\.] sc.
. Comp. Ps. xli. 14, Ixxii. 18, cvi. 48. — Adrpwow (comp.
ii. 38) applies primarily to the Messianic deliverance under its
political aspect. Comp. vv. 71, 51 {f.; Plut. Arat. 11 : NdTp.
alxparoTov. With this, however, Zacharias knew (comp.
also ver. 16 £) 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 émearéyr. is absolute,
as in Eececlus. xxxii. 17: %he has looked to, he has made an
inspection. Comp. Acts xv. 14.— djyerpe] still dependent
upon 87i. — Képas cwtnpias] « horn of deliverance (genitive
of apposition), t.c. a strony, nighty dcliverance, according to the

1 TTofmann appropriately remarks, Weissag. w. Epfadl. 11. p. 253 (in opposi-

tion to Olshansen), that the purity of the Messianic views of Zacharias consists
in the unadulterated reproduction of Qld Z'estament knowledge,
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figurative use of the Hebrew 2, 1 Sam. ii. 10 ; Ps. xviii. 3,
Ixxxix. 18, exxxii. 16 £, exlviii. 14 ; Eeelus. xlIvii. 5,7, 11, al. ;
Gesenius, Tes. IIL. p. 1238 ; Grimm on 1 Mace. ii. 48. See
Rablinical passages in Schottgen, Hor. p. 258 f  «épas:
% loxds mapa ) Oela vypadh, ék petadopis TOVY Lwwv Tiv
kaBwm\iocpuévor Tois Képact kai ToUTos duuvouévew, Suidas.
Com. the Latin cornue addere, cornua swmere, and the like,
It is true that Jensius (Fere. lit. p. 34), Fischer (de vit. Lex.
p- 214), and Paulus find the reference in the korns of the
altur of burnt-offcring which served as an asylum (1 Kings
i 50, ii. 28 ff.; Bihr, Symbol. L p. 473 f.; Knobel on Ex.
xxvil. 2). DBut apart from the inappropriate relation to the
frequent use of the O. T. figure elsewhere, how inadequate for
the due and distinet expression of the Messianic idea would be
the conception of the mere protection, which was afforded by
the laying hold of the horns of the altar ! — #yeipe] excitavit,
1.c. according to the context, ke has made to grow wp (ééava-
TeA®, Ps. exxxil. 17). — Tod waibos adrod] Acts iv. 25.

Ver. 70. No parenthesis. — 17édv ayiwr] not used substan-
tivally (Bornemann), but sec Dernhardy, p. 322 ; Kriiger,
§ 50. 9. 7.— =’ aldvos] not absolutcly, as though there had
been proplets even ad orbe condifo (“imo per os Adami,’
Calovius), but rclatively ; when the oldest prophets emerged
(and Moses already was such an one), was the commencement
of prophecy since the beginning of the world. Comp. Gen.
vi. 4; Acts iii. 21 ; Longin. 34 : 7ods dm’ aldvos pitopas.

Ver. 71 f. Jwrnplav] might be attached to éxdAnoe, ver. 70
(Beza, Grotius, Ewald, and others), but it is simpler to retain
kabos krh. as a parenthetical clause, like ver. 55, so that
képas ocwtnp., ver. 69, is resumed by cwtppiar (yet only as to
the fact, without the figure) for the sake of adding the more
precise definition. Such a resumption may occur with 8¢ (Itom.
iil. 22) and without it (Ilom. iii. 26). Sec gencrally, Kiihner,
ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 1. Without 8¢ the expression is more
rhetorical. — The eneniies and Laters arve the leathen, as in
ver. 51 f, not the demous, sin, and the like.— wotijoar)
Infinitive of the aim, as at ver. 54. In this our deliverauce
God designed to show 1nercy to (uerd, DY, ver. 58, x. 37) our
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fathers (comp. ver. 55, deeply afflicted by the decline of
their people), and to remember (practically, by the fulfilment
of what was therein promised) His holy covenant. Euthymius
Zigabenus: Swabnxny rdp Aéyer Ty émayyeniav: pvijuny 8¢
alTiis Ty TepdTWO LY,

Vv. 73-75. "Oprov] neither accusative of more precise
definition (Calvin, Beza, L. Bos, Rosenmiiller), nor governed
by pwnobivar (Euthymius Zigabenus, Olshausen, Bleek '), but
climactic apposition to Siadhixns ay. adtot, in which the
accusative is attracted by v, Matt. xxi. 42; 1 Cor. x. 16;
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 288]; Bornemann, Schol.
p- 16 £ — mpos] denotes the swearing to. Comp. Hom. Od.
xiv. 331, xix. 288. The expression with the dative is more
usual. See the oath itself in Gen. xxii. 16-18. — 7ob Sodvas
kTN] in order to grant fo ws, the purpose, on account of
-which God swore the oath. — éx yeipos x.7.\.] more precisely
defines the previous d¢éBws, and that as regards its oljective
relation. On the accusative pva@évras (not dative), sce
Bornemann, le¢. ; Pflugk, ad Eur. 3ed. 815; Kriiger, Graman.
Unters. TIL. § 148.— Ver. 75. Religious-moral restoration of
the people of God. As to the distinction between ogiétns
and Swkatogtvn (Plat. Prot. p. 329 C), see on Eph. iv. 24.
Holincss is the divine consecration and inner truth of
rightcousness, so that the latter without the former would be
only external or seeming; both together constitute the justitia
spiritualis.

Ver. 76 f. "Emeita peraPaives 75 mpodnreia Kal mpos
éavrod waida 'Iwdvvny, Euthymius Zigabenus. — xai ov 6€]
but thou also (see the critical remarks). See IMartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 181 £.; Ellends, Zex Soph. 1. p. 884. The «al
places the madiov—for even 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 &€ is the continuative autem.— mpo-
wop. ydp Tpo TpodwTov kvp.] as at ver. 17, hence xdpios is God.

! Mipvioxsofas is not scldom joined with an accusative by the classical writers
(ITom. 41 vi. 222; Herod. vii. 18 ; Soph. O. R, 1057), but never in the N. T.,
although it is so in the LXX. and Apocrypha.
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— érotpdaar odods avrod] see on Matt. iii. 3.— Tod Sodvac
&.rA] Aim of éroipdoar k1A, and so final aim of mpomropeday
... kuplov.— &y dpéaer dpapt. adr.] In forgiveness of their sins,
which is to be imparted to them through the Messiah (see
ver. 78 ) for the sake of God’s mercy (which is thereby
satisfied ; 8ia omh. én. Oeod), they are to discern deliverance ;
they are to discern that salvation comes through the
Aessianic forgiveness of sins (comp. on Mark i 4), and to
this knowledge of salvation John is to guide his people.
Accordingly, év &¢. au. avr. does not helong to cwrnpias
alone (Tijs wywopévns év T dpebivar w1, Euthymius
Zigabenus, DBeza, Bengel, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Bleek, and others), but to yvdow coTypias
(Theophylact) = yvédvar cwTnpiav év d¢. 7. ap. avt. So also
Luther, Ewald, and otliers. Calvin aptly remarks: “Drae-
cipmun evangelii caput nune attingit Zacharias, dum scicatian
salutis 1n remissione peecatorum positam essc docet.”

Ver. 78 f. dia omhdyyva é\éovs k)] is not to be
separated from what precedes by punctuation, but to be
inmediately connceted with év ap. au. adrt.: év dpécer B¢
apapTiow ... TH Odouévy Sia Ty cupmdfeiav Tod €léovs
avrot, Luthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Theophylact. The
reference to all that is said from wpomopedop onwards,
ver. 76 (Grotius, Kuinoel, de Wette, and others), is the more
arbitrary, in proportion to the natural and essential connec-
tion that subsists between the forgiveness of sins and God’s
compassion. — 8] not through, but for the sake of, see on
ver. 77 ; omhdyyva is not merely, according to the Hebrew
ommn (see Gesenius), but also in the Greek poetical lan-
guage, the seat of the affections, as, for instance, of anger
(Arist. Ban. 1004) and of sympathy (Aesch. Ch. 407). So
here. Comp. Col iii. 12; Phil. ii. 1. éxéous is genitivus
qualitetis, and Ocob fjudy depends on owAdyyva é\éovs: for
the sale of the compassionate heart of our God.— év ois)
insfrumental @ by virtue of which. — émeoxéraTo Huds draTohs)
€E ] to be taken together: Zas wisited wus, etc., has become
present to us with IHis saving help (comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 10;
Eeclus. xIvi 14; Judith viii. 33; Luke vii. 16). It is
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appropriate to avar. éE Uy, as the latter is personificd. The
figurative designation of the Messiah: Dayspring from on
high, is borrowed from the rising of the sun (Rev. vii. 2;
Matt. v. 45; Hom. Od. xii. 4; Herod. iv. 8), or as is more
in keeping with the é€ inriarov, from the rising of a bright-
beaming star of the night (Num. xxiv. 17; Valck. ad Eur.
Plocen. 506), not (in opposition to Deza, Scultetus, Lizhtfoot,
Wetstein) from an ascending shoof (MY, Isa. iv. 2; Jer
xxiil. 5, xxxiil. 15; Zech. iii. 8, vi. 12), agaiust which may
be urged é¢ iy and ém¢pdvar' Comp. Isa. ix. 2. — émipavar]
Infinitive of the aim. On the form see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
D- 25 f.—Tois év awdTer k. ax. Oav. xalnp.] thosc who sit in
darkness and (climactic) the shadow of death—a picturesque
delineation of the people totally destitute of divine truth and
the true Lo (Guav, ver. 79). — The shadow of death (n,]@:s}‘)
is such a shadow as surrounds death (personified), and they
are sitting <n this shadow, because death is ruling among
them, namely, in the spirifual sense, the opposite of the true
life whose sphere is the light of divine truth. DMloreover,
comp. Isa. ix. 2, and on Matt. iv. 16; on xafnu. also,
Nigelsbach, Anm. 2z Liias, ed. 3, p. 65.— 70D ratevBivar
xah] The aim of émpavar kA, and so the final aim of
émwearéyrato k.t A Comp. on 7ob Solvas, ver. 77. “Con-
tinuatur translatio, nani lux dirigit nos,” Grotius. Observe also
the correlation of Tods modas with the preceding rxafnuévors.
—els odov elpi.] n viem ad salulem (Messianam) ducenfem.
elpifn =B, opposite of all the misery denoted by axd7os
«.7\ (hence not merely peacc). It has another sense in
Rom. iii. 17. DBut comp. Acts xvi. 17,

Ver. 8§0. A summary account (comp. Judg. xiil. 24) of the
further development of John. More particular accounts
were perhaps altogether wanting, but were not essential to

1 Bleek wishes to combine the two senses, and infers from this that the sourco
whence Luke drew was Greelk and not Ilcbrew, because ANY would not have
admitted a refercnee to the rising of the sun. But the whole mixing up of two
incongruous figures is exeluded by ver. 79 ; henco the inference drawn by
Dleek (see also his Einleit. p. 277 £.), and approved by Ioltzinann, falls to the

ground. The source may have been Greck ; but if it was Hebrew, Apy nced not
have stood in it.
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the matter here. — nfave] the bodily growing up, and, con-
nected therewith : ékpar. mvedp., the mental gaining of strength
that took place els Tov éow &vfpem. (Eph. iii. 16). Comp.
the description of the development of Jesus, ii. 40, 52.
Yruy#i is not mentioned, for the mveiua is the sjyepovixoy, in
whose vigour and strength the yrvy7 shares. Comp. Delitzsch,
Psychol. p. 217. — 7w év Tols éprjuors] in the well-known
desert regions. It is the desert of Judah xav' éEoxijv that is
meant (sec on Matt. iii. 1). In that desert dwelt also the
Essenes (Plin. N. H. v, 17). How far their principles and
vshesis, which at least could not have remained unknown to
John, may have indirectly exercised an influence on his
peculiar character, cannot be determined; a true Essene
this greatest and last pheromenon 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. — avadeifews adrob mpos 7. 'Iop] His being
publicly made nown to Isracl, when he was announced to the
Israelites as the forerunner of the Messiah. This was done
on the command of God by John himself. See iii. 2-6.
dvadeis is the making kuown (renuntiatio) of official
noumination ; Polyb. xv. 26. 4; Plut. Mar. 8; sce Wetstein,
Comp. x. L
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CHAPTER II.

VER. 3. /diwv] Lachm, Tisch. have iavrof, following B D L wn**
Eus. An interpretation, which is further found completely in
D (tavrot wurpide). N* has ievriv.— Ver. 5. uegwnor. See on
i, 27.— ywanif] 1s wanting in B C* (F) D L = 8, min. vss.
Fathers. Deleted by Lachm., and now also again by Tisch.
An addition; Zwvjoreupévy was objectionable, hence yuserzi was
added, and in part fuoreve. was even deleted (Ver. Verc. Colb.).
There was less probability that offence might Le taken after
Matt. 1. 24 at yovaizi.  Cyril of Jerusalem expresses Liimself too
obscurely in this respect. — Ver. 7. «f ¢dmv;] 7 is wanting in
preponderating witnesses. It is deleted by Lachm. Tisch. The
article was added here and at ver, 12, in order to designate the
dcfinite manger, 4.c. the well-known manger of the Saviour. —
Ver. 12, zeipsvoy] B LP S =2 8** min. Syr. utr. Vulg. codd. It
Eus. Arnob. and Tisch. have zai #siu. ; zai was easily inserted to
connect the two participles. — Ver. 14. eddozia] A B* D N, Goth.
Sax. Vulg. It, Fathers, have eidozius. So Lachm. and Tisch.
tecommended by Deza, Mill, BDengel, and others. There is
considerable evidence on Dboth sides, but it preponderates in
favour of the genitive. Now, as the unfamiliar expression
cvdpwmo eddoniag 18 mot 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 éEe and
gipavn sufficient inducement to put instead of eldoaizs the no-
minative likewise, sbdoxius is to be preferred. — Ver. 15. xaj
oi dbpwzor] is wanting in B L = N, min. Syr. Perss. Ar. p. Copt.
Sahid. Arm. Vulg. It. Eus. Aug. Dracketed by Lachm.
Deleted by Tisch. Dut the homoeoteleuton (dyysror . . . dvdpw-
<o) the more easily gave occasion to the omission, as the
words are superfluous and there was no motive for their
addition. — Ver. 17. drspvipioer] Lachm. Tisch. have éyviproas,
following B D L =X, min. Eus. But the syllable A after o
was more easily passed over than added, especially as the simple
form was present in ver. 15. — Ver. 20. Instead of i=éorpelar,
Elz. has é=torpedur; and at ver, 21, iustead of adrév: v wesdioy,
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in opposition to preponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. 'lusip zel
9 wirrp adrey] B D LN, min. vss. (also Vulg,) Or. and several
Fathers have ¢ surip adrod z. 4 parsp. So Griesbach and Tisch.
(who after p#ssp retains adrod). The mention of the father gave
offence, and i this place the name might be introduced instead
of it, but not appropriately also at ver. 48.— Ver. 37. 4]
Lachm. and Tisch. have fwz, in accordance with A B L = »*
min. Copt. Sahid. Ar. p. Vulg. codd. It. Aug. Rightly ; the
oz, frequently used in the case of numbers, intruded itself. —
Ver. 38, wirg] on preponderant evidence, and because zwi airy
presented itself mechanically from ver. 37, is to be deleted,
with Lachm, and Tisch. — & "Irpovs.] év is wanting in B = 11 N,
min. vss. (including Vulg. ms. and codd. It.) and Fathers, and
is condemned Dby Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An
addition from misunderstanding., — Ver. 39. siv @i adriv]
Lachm. and Tisch. have =idw iwvrav. In accordance with
decisive evidence ixvrav is to be adopted; but the omission of
=7y is only attested by B D* 8 1. —Ver. 40. sweluar] has
testimonies against it of such weight, and it can so little
conceal its origin from i. 80, that with reason it is condemnued
Ly Mill and Griesb., excluded by Lachm. and Tisch. — Ver. 42.
dreBdvrwv] Lachm. and Tisch. have dvafBawivrow, in accordance
with ABK L X &, min. Vulg. codd. Tt. A copyist’s ervor;
the aorist is necessary. — eis 'Tepos.] is wanting In B D L i,
mii. vss. Tisch. It betrays itself by the form ‘Iepssiruma as an
addition of another hand. — Ver. 43. #ww “lweip x. 7 pérre
«d7e3] B D L &, min. vss. (including Vulg. and codd. It.) Jerome
have €yvusay oi yosiz «droi. Recommended by Griesb., adopted
by Lachm. and Tisch. Comp. also Rinck on Matt. xxiv. 36.
I regard oi yoveic wdrei as written in the margin from ver. 41.
Comp. on ver. 33, Were it original, and had 'lws. = 7% pirsp
«brod been subsequently put for it, why should not this alteration
have bLeen already undertaken before at ver. 41 (where only
codd. It. have: Juseph ct Maria) ? and why showld #vwsey (which
would have stood originally) not have been left 2 This plural
so naturally suggested itself, even with the words of the Reeepte,
that some witnesses for the Reeepte (A, for instance) actually
read it.— Ver. 45, After ebpévres Elz. Scholz have «brév (Lachm.
in brackets), in opposition to B C* D L&, min. Arm. Aeth.
Vulg. codd. It. A current addition. — Zzredirec] nearly the same
witnesses have dsafzrobvres. So Lachm. and Tisch. From ver. 44.

The genwineness of the portion from ch. i. 5 to the end of
ch. 1. has been contested by Evanson (Z%he Dissonance of the
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Jour generally reccived Evangelists, ete., Ipswich 1792), J. E.
Chr. Schmidt (in Henke’s Magaz. vol. I1L p. 473 (), Horst
(Henke’s Muscum, 1. 3, p. 446 ff), C. C. L. Schmidt (in the
Lepert. f. d. Literat. d. Bibel, 1. p. 58 {f), Jones (Sequel to
FEeelesiastical Rescarches, ete., London 1803), Eichhorn, Einl. 1.
p- 630 f.  Daur reckons the section among the portions which
have leen introduced into our Gospel by the agency of a
reviser (the author of the Acts of the Apostles). See his
Mwrkusceang. p. 218 . But the genuineness was defended by
Ammon (Nova Opusc. p. 32 {f), Suskind (Symbolac, 1. p. 11f),
von Schubert (de infantiae J. Ch. listoriac o Matth. et Luc.
cxhibitae authentia atque indole, Gripeswald. 1815), Reuterdahl
(Obss. crit. in priora duwo ev. Luc. capite, Lond. 1823),
Bertholdt, Paulus, Schott, Feilmoser, Credner, Neudecker,
Kuinoel, Volkmar, Guericke, and almost all tlie more recent
writers. In opposition to Baur, see also Kostlin, p. 306 ff. —
The genueneness is rendered certain by the cuternal testzmonics
without exception. It is true that the section was wanting in
the Gospel of Marcion (see Tertullian, ¢. Mare. iv. 7); but
Marcion mutilated and falsified the Gospel of Luke in accord-
ance with his dogmatic aims, and thus formed Zs Gospel,
which, according to Tertullian, Epiphanius, Origen, and otliers,
began : 'Ev fru sovrenaibendse 176 fysmoviag TiBepiou Kaioupos 6 Osiz
rarirlev sic Kapapvaoiu, widav 7iic Tarihaiuc, zal nv 8ibderwy év Tol;
cifBaow (iii. 1, iv. 31). And the infernal character of the
section, much as it dilfers from the preface by its Hebraic
colouring 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 (sce
Gersdorff, p. 160 ff.; Credner, 1. p. 132 ff)), and betrays in the
whole peculiar character of the representation documental
sources, whose characteristic and in part highly poetic stamp
Luke with correet tact has known how to preserve in working
them up. We may add, that a reason against the genuineness
can as little be derived from Acts i. 1 as a conclusion in its
favour can be gathered from Lukei. 3. TFor there mention of the
Gospel is made only as regards its main contents; and the dvwler
at Luke 1. 3 would, even if 1. 5-ii. 52 were not genuine, find war-
rant 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, @b. den 2 Zeit d. Geburt
J. Chr. gchalt, Census, Breslau 1840 (Hoeck, Rom. Gesch. Bd. I
Abth. IL) ; Wieseler, chronol. Synopse, p. 73 ff. ; von Gumpach
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in the Stud. w. Krit. 1852, p. 663 {f,, where also the older
literature is specified, and in his Kritik wnd Antikritik, Heidelb.
1853 ; Zumpt, Commentatt. cpigraph. I1. p. 73 ff.; Kohler in
Ilerzog's Kueyll. XIIL p. 463 {f.; Aberle in the theol. Quartal-
schr. 1865, p. 103 f. ; Gerlach, d. Bomischen Statthalter <n Syr.
u. Judda, 1863, p. 22 ff,, 44 1f.; Strauss, dic Halben . d. Gunzen,
1863, p. 70 ff ; Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 408 ff.

Ver. 1. "Ev Tais fuépais éx.] approximate specification of
time in relation to the principal contents of what precedes,
the birth of the Daptist. — Soyua] en ordinance, an edic.
Acts xvii. 7 ; Theodotion, Dan. ii. 13 ; Dem. 278. 17, 774.
19 ; Plat. Legy.i.p. 644 D; and the passages in Wetstein. —
aroypageaar] that theve should be recorded, cannot at all be
meant of a mere segistration, which Augustus had caunsed to
be made (if also with the design of regulating in future a
taxing of the Jews) for a statistical oblject, possibly with a
view to the Breviarium tmperit which he wrote with his own
hand (in which “opes publicae continebantur; quantum
civium sociorumque in armis; quot classes, regna, provinciae,
tributa aut vectigalia et necessitates ac largitiones,” Tacitus,
Ann. 1. 11), as is held by Kuinoel, Olshausen, Ebrard,
Wieseler, Ewald, and older expositors, but must, on account of
ver. 2, be placed on the same footing in respect of its nature
with the ccasus Quirinet, and is thervefore to be regarded as
the direct registration into the tax-lists, belonging to the ccnsus
proper (amoTipnats, Tiunpa) and fornming its essential element,
as, in fact, dmoypdpew, dmoypidesfar, dmoypads (Acts v. 37)
are the standing expressions for the rccording of estate, whether
in affairs of law-procedure (see Reiske, Ind. Dem. p. 63 f.;
Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 136. 13), or in those of taxing
(Plato, Legg. vi. p. 754 D ; Polyb. x. 17. 10; and see Elsuer
and Wetstein). On the sulject-matter itsclf, see Huschke,
ih. d. Census . d. Steuerverfass. d. frihern Rom. Kaiscrzeil,
Berl. 1847. — wdoay v olkovp.] mnot: the whole of
Lulestine (Flacius, Clavis ; Paulus, Hug, and others), to which
the expression is never limited,' not even in Josephus, Anit.

V Justin, ¢. T 78, has: dmoypagis obons tv 17 'lovdaly wirs apdens. But this
iv 77 'laed, manifestly has its refercnce to mdans.  Comp. Ap. i. 34, p. 75 E.
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viii. 13. 5, but, as the context by wapa Kaloapos AvyodvaTov
imperatively requires, the whole Roman empire (orbis tcrrarum).
See the passages in Wetstein, and comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de
Cor. p. 215 ; Maetzner, Lycurg. p. 100. Ilence the Roman
emperors were called «vpior Tijs olrxovuévns (Franz, Corp.
Inser. IIL p. 205). Luke narrates a general census of the
empire (Huschke); and even ¢he limitation of the meaning
mercly to a gencral provincial census (Wieseler) has mno
foundation at all in the text, any more than the fanciful
suggestion of Lauge (Z. J. IL 1, p. 93), that Mary, who is
assumed as the source of information for the history of the
infancy, had, “in accordance with the policy of a lofty femi-
nine sentiment,” referred the determination of Herod, to under-
take 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 wver. 2. See, in opposition to this,
Ebrard, p. 169 £ Comp. also Auberlen, Danicl w«. d. Apol.
p- 248 £

Ver. 2. In a critical respect no change is to be made,
Lachmann has, indeed, struck out the article before amroyp.
(in which Wieseler, and now also Tischendorf agree with
him), but the witnesses which omit it are only B D (the
latter having éyévero dmwoypadsy wpédrn), 8 (?) 131, Eus.; and
how easily might #, which in itself is superfluous (see Butt-
mann, ncud. Gr. p. 105 [E. T. 2217; Bremi, ad Lys. Exc. 1L
p. 436 ff)), be merged in the last letter of adrn! If 5 is not
read, adry is the subject, and dmoyp. mp. is the predicate
(this became the first dmoypad). DBeza, ed. 1, 2, 3, Pfaff,
Valckenaer have declared the entire versz to Le an inter-
polated scholion; but this is a violent suggestion opposed to
all the evidence. Conjectures are given by Huetius: Kviy-
7iMlov ; Heumann : Kpoviov (= Saturnini) ; Valesius: Jarovp-
vivov; Michaelis: mpdrn éyéveto mpo Tijs ipyepovedortos K.\,
al.; see Bowyer, Conject. 1. p. 117 ff. — The observation con-
tained 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
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consequently to guard against confounding it with that
which was held about eleven years later (Acts v. 37). The
words signify : This ccnsus was the first while Quirinius was
praeses of Syria!  There was known, namely, to the reader a
sccond census of Quirinius (Acts, lLe.); but the one recorded
at present was the first, which occurred under the Syrian
presidency of this man.? It is true that history is at variance
with this clear meaning of the words as they stand. For at
the time of the birth of Jesus, according to the definite
testimony of Tertullian (¢. Mare. iv. 19), Q. Sentius Saturninas
was governor of Syria; Publius Sulpicius Quirinius did not
become so till about ten years later® But this variance does
not entitle us to have recourse to explanations inconsistent
with linguistic usage or with the text. Explanations of this

1 Not : it took place first, when,—came to be carried out not earlier than when
Quirinius, etc. Lichtenstcin, p. 81 f., comes ultimately to this meaning. How
can this be expressed by =paen? Instead of apdrn Luke must have written
precisely the opposite, namely, dorepov, or Sorepor 3 byivsro x.m.a.  Holmann is
similarly mistaken, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 120f.

2 Quite definitely Justin also says, in agreement with Luke, that Christ
was born izi Koprviow (Apol. i. 46), and even that His birth was to be seen
ix oy dwoypaav <y yevohvaw bxi Kupnviov aov Sueripw by lovdalz wpdwov
aevopivov imicpimaov, Apol. 1. 34; so that he in another erroneous manner
(sce Credner, Beitr. 1. p. 230) makes the man to be Roman procurator in Judaec.
This was Coponius, Joseph. Bell. ii. 8. 1.

3 Between these two Quintilius Farus had been invested with this dignity,
Josepl. Antt. xvii. 5. 2. But the position that Quirinius had not been already
governor of Syria at an earlier date (according to Zumpt, from 4 to 1 before
Christ) must be adhered to, according to all the accounts given of him by
Josephus (especially Ante. xviii. 1. 1). Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 140 f.
The words ITERVM. SYRIAM, of the Tiburtine inscription are of too uncertain
interpretation, if the inscription applies to Quirinius, precisely to prove his two-
fold praesidium Syriae, since we kuow neither what stood after Syriam, ctc.,
nor whether iterum is to be referred forward or backward. Comp. Strauss, p. 75.
What still remains of the whole damaged inseription runs thus (according
to Mommsen in Bergmann) :—

GEM. QVA. REDACTA. POT
AVGVSTI. POPVLIQVE. ROMANT. SENATV
SVPPLICATIONES. BINAS, OB. RES. PROSP
1PSI. ORNAMENTA. TRIVMPH
PIO. CONSVL, ASIAM. PROVINCIAMOP
DIVI. AVGVSTI. ITERVM. SYRIAM. ET. PH
Sec Dergmann, de inscript. Latina ad P. Sulp. Quir. Cos. a 742 ut vidctur
refer. 1851,
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nature, which must, nevertheless, leave untouched the in-
correct statement about the taxation as an mperial census,
ave (1) that of Herwart (Chronol. 241 f.), Bynaeus, Marck,
Er. Schmid, Clericus, Keuchen, Perizonius (de Augustca orbis
terrar.  deseripl., Oxon. 1638), Ussher, Petavius, Calovius,
Heumann, Storr, Siiskind, and others, including Tholuck
(Rlavbwiirdigh. d. cvang. Gesch. p. 184), Huschke, Wieseler,
who holds that wpwTtn 7%yep. kTN means: sooncr than
Quirinius was praeses.  Comp. also Bornemann, Schol. p. 1xvi,,
and Lwald (Gesch. Chr. p. 140), who compares the Sanscrit
and translates : “ this taxation occurred much carlicr (super-
lative) than when Quirinius ruled.” DBut instead of citing
passages in which, as at John i 15, xv. 18, mpdtés Twos,
according to the real meaning, is sooncr thea some one (Bernhardy,
ad Dionys. Pericg. p. 770, and Eratosth. p. 122 ; Wesseling,
ad Herod. 11, 2, ix. 27 ; Schaefer, ad Dion. Hal. ¢, v. p. 228 ;
Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1I. p. 421), proofs ought to have been
adduced for such a participial connection as in the passage
before us; but certainly not Jer. xxix. 2, where é€exfovros .7\,
is a genitive absolute, even apart from the fact that the use
of Jorepov there cannot vouch for our mpwryn. In a similarly
erroneous manner Wieseler has adduced Soph. Ant. 637 f.,
7011f,703{ Luke would have known how to express the
meaning : sooner than, cte, simply, definitely, and accurately,
by mpd Tod sryemovevey w.T.N. (comp. ver. 21, xii. 15 ; Acts
xxiil. 15), or by mpiv, or mpiv %} (2) The expedient of Beza,
Casaubon (Lixercitatt, Antibaron. p. 126 f.), Jos. Scaliger (de
emend. temp, 4, p. 417), Grotius, Wernsdorf (de censu, quem
Cacs. Oct. Aug. fecit, Viteb. 1720), Deyling (Obss. 1. ed. 3,
p- 242 f), Nahmmacher (de Augusto ter censum agente, Helmst.
1758), Volborth (de censw Quir., Gott. 1785), Birch (de censw
Quir.,, Havn. 1790), Sanclemente (de vuly. acrac Dionys. emend.,
lom. 1793), Ideler (Hundb. d. Chronol. 11. p. 394), Miinter,
(Stern d. Weisen, p. 88 L), Neander, Hug (Gutacht.), and
others : that 7yepovedorr. is here to le taken in a wider
meaning, and that Quirinius had held that first dmoypag in

! ““Trofccto mirandum est, homines cruditissimos in cjusmodi interpre-
tationvm ludibria a praejudicatis opinionibus perductos labi,” Valckenaer, . GS.
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Syria as eatraordinary commissioncr of the emperor, as to which
appeal is made, partly in gencral to the imperial favour which
Quirinius enjoyed, partly to Tac. Ann. iii. 48, according to
which he was nearly about that time in the East with
extraordinary comimissions, 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 7yeuov. stood
by itsclf in the passage, and not Tfjs Jvpias beside it. And if
yyepor, were meant proleptically : under the subscquent praeses
(Lavdner in Bowyer, Conjeet. I. p. 120 ; 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 Kvpnwiov Tob JoTepov
Nyep. Tijs Zvplas). (3) Gerlach thinks that at the time of
Christ’s birth Varus, indeed, was #yepwp of Syria, but Quirinius
was placed by his side as legatus Caesaris proconsulari potestate
for the purpose of making war upon the IHomonades, and
had at that time—consequently likewise as syepwr—under-
taken the census, whicl;, liowever, 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 ff), which IIuschke
refers to Agrippa, Zwmpt 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 historical relation and
leave the reader to guessit? To the latter Quirinius pre-
sented 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 followed by Gersdorf, Glockler,
Krabbe, Mack (Berickt wb. Strauss, Arit. Beard. d. Lcb. J.
p- 84 ff), Hofmann, Weissag. «. Erf. IL. p. 54, Ebrard, Lange,
L. J. 11. 1,p. 94 (comp. also Tholuck, Glaubwirdigh. p. 184 1f.,
and Olshausen): that the word is to be accented as avty)
(ipsct): the first recording self took place while Quirinius,
ctc.; the issuing of the edict ensued at the time of the birth
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of Jesus, but ¢he census <tsclf did not occur Lill under Quirinius.!
This is erroneous, as in fact ver. 3 relates the very carrying
out® of the dmoypddesbar, and this ver. 3 ff. must be conceived
as following immediately upon the edict. (5) Von Gumpach
lays stress on éyévero,’ whereby he regards Luke as indicating
that in ver. 1 he las spoken only of the placing on the
reyister, and would not have the same confounded with tlie
actual levying of taxation, which was not carricd into cxecution
until under Quirinius. Against this it may be wurged that
Luke would have known how to express the realization, as con-
trasted with what was intended, otherwise than by the simple
éyévero, or that he would at least have placed this word, and that
with a more precise definition (Svrws 8¢ éyévero, or the like), at
the head of the sentence ; as well as that he, in order to have the
amoypads) recognised as something different from and later
than the mere registration, must have made use of another
word, and not again of dmoypadsj so similar to the damo-
ypapeafai.  (6) Aberle seeks by learned combination to
show that even before the death of Herod Quirinius had
actually become praecses Syrice, but that as rector juventutis
to the emperor’s grandson Caius, he was still temporarily
detained in Rome by Augustus, and his governorship remained

1 Glockler, Krabbe, Mack, and Tholuck, however, do not hold the accentua-
tion edr4 as requisite, and Kcéhler rejects it.

2 Ebrard, p. 177, wishes to set aside this difliculty by the explanation that
while an &moypépeslas in the sense of a registration already oceurred at the time
of the birth of Jesus, Luke availed himself of the double meaning of &aoypzgs,
which also signifies the actual census, ‘“in an casy and unrestrained manncr”
to set forth how the work begun in the registration was completed in the tazation
of Quirinius. This is a makeshilt, which imputes to Luke a very enigmatical
and awkward use of the word zxsypaps.

3 So also does Xoller, who besides, with ofmann and Ebrard, lays stress on
the fact that the passage runs not as # apdrn, bnt simply ayézn.  Luke is thus
made to say : this taxzation was completed as the first taxation, cte.; it was,
namely, begun doubtless, but was soon stopped and was only carried out under
Quirinins, Comp. already Calvin and Gerlach above. Nothing of this appears
in the text, and the article with =pdrs would make no difference at all, since,
as is well known, the ordinal numbers may stand with or without an article
(Poppo, ad Thucyd. ii. 70. 5, iv. 90. 3, Goth.).

¢ Varus having in the meanwhile continued still to excrcise the powers of
governor, As well according to Gerluch as according to Aberle, Varus is held
to have alrewly, at the time of Christ’s birth, filled the oflice of governor in



CHAPD. 1I. 2. 321

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 scctor juventutis to Caius (Tacitus, 4nn. iii. 48), in
which post he was succeeded by Lollius (see Zumpt, p. 102),
there is no evidence at all for the assumption of a contem-
porary pracsidium Syriae, which he must have held nominally
(thus somewhat like an episcopus in partibus). 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 pracses Syiiac in the primary and usual sense, according to
which the pracses resides in his provinee 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 mpwy
proceeds not from Luke, but from an older Jewish-Christian
writer (I{ostlin, p. 245); for that ignorance concerned not the
census of Quirinius, but the time of the insurrection of Theudas.
— nyepor.] the general word for the post of a chief, here shown
by the context (s Zvpias) to be used of the provincial chief,
praeses (proconsul).  Comp. Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 2: Jvpias
Ty fyepoviav Eywv. In Luke iii. 1, used of the Procurator. —
Kvpnviov] P. Sulpicius Quirinius previously in the year 742
consul, pracses of Syria in the years 6-11 after Christ, died in
tome in the year 21 after Clirist. See Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p.
18 f.; Gerlach, lc. His name is usually written Querinus; by
others (so Wetstein, Valckenaer, Ewald, Gerlach, al.), Quarinius.
In the case of the Roman writers (especially Florus, iv. 12. 41 ;
Tacitus, Ann. ii. 30, iii. 22. 48) the manuscripts vary ; from
a coin and inscription, which have Quirinus, nothing can be
decided in view of the great doubt as to their genuineness.!
But it is certain that among thie Greeks (Strabo, xii. 6, p. 569 ;
Syria, whicli, morcover, Norisius, Cenotaph. Pis. 11. p. 821., and others main-
tained. Dot this is at variance with Tertullian, Le., comp. c. 7, where it can
only Le regarded as a very arbitrary assumption that Saturninus is no longer
meant as governor.

1 See Gerlach, p. 37, who cites another inscription, which actually reads
Quirinio, from Marini, Act, 11, 782.

LUKE. X
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Josephus, Justin Martyr) the name is written with the ter-
mination IOZ ; and, as this manner of writing is at all cvents
decidedly correct in our passage (C D E T, ete, including &,
likewise Eusebius, Chrysostomn, ete.), whereas among the codices
only B reads Kvpeivov (hence Lachmann recads Kuplvov), the
form Quirinius, which easily became confounded with the
familiar Roman word Quirinus (= Quirinalis), is to be pre-
ferred. The confusion ocewrred the more easily, as Quirinus,
Kupivos (Plutarch), or Kvpivos (Leon. phil. 1) was also a Roman
name. At all events, Luke htinsclf had in his mind the name
Quirinius.

ReMARK.—The statement of Lulke, 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 Quirinius, i3 manifestly incorrect. For (1)
the praesidium 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, how-
ever, cannot from other sources be proved, for the passages of
Christian authors, Cassiodorus, Var. iii. 52, Suidas, s.v. évoypaps,
plainly depend on the narrative of Luke, as also does the
chronologically erroneous statement of Isidor. Orig. v. 36. 4),
cannot 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 disturb-
ing a measure in reference to Palestine—a easure, 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 (4néf. xvii. 1. 1 does not bear on it);
especially as it was not the rcr socius himself, Herod, but
the Roman governor, who was, according to Luke (in opposition
to Wieseler), the anthority conducting 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 Monwm. Ancyran.in Wolf, ed. Sueton. IL p. 369 fl.;
comp. Sueton. Aug. 27) that Augustus thrice, in 726, 746, and
767, held a census populi, i.e. a census of the Roman citizens,
but not also of the whole provinces of the empire (see, in
opposition to Huschke, Wieseler, p. 84 ff.). - Should we, on the

! See Mommsen in Bergm. p. iv. fI.
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other hand, assume, with Wieseler, that the census had only
the provinces in view and had been taken up in the different
provinees 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. fiir geschichtl. Rechiswiss. VI. p. 350), —the text
of Luke would stand opposed to it. For, according to that
text, («) the whole Roman empire is suljected to a census ;
(0) this quite universal census is ordained at omce in the
cedict, which, on Wieseler's hypothesis of the gradual and in-
dulgent mode of its execution by the politic Augustus, would
have been imprudent; and (¢) 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 pronounces judgment on itself, when it
designates the whole account as to the census as an invention of
le(rend (Strauss; comp. Kern, Urspr. des Evang. p. 113 ff.; Weisse,
L p. 236), or even of Luke (B Bauer), which 1s made in order
to bring M'try with Joseph to Bethlehem. Comp. the frivolous
opinion of Eichthal, IT. p. 184 f. What a strange and dispro-
portionate machinery for this purpose! No; soncthing of the
aature of a census, and that by comm'md of the emperor, must
have taken place in the Roman empire '—a registration, as re-
gards 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 con-
solidating aims of the government of Augustus, and, in refer-
ence to Palestine, the dependence of the vassal-king Herod,
take away from it all historical improbability, even apart from
the analogous measure—that lad already preceded it—of the
survey of the whole Roman empire instituted by Augustus
(I'rontinus 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 {rom this he was then in the
East by order of the emperor (sec above), and because the
politic Augustus very naturally as to that business put more
confidence In an approved impartial commissioner than in the

! Possibly of the population, of the civil and military resources, of the
finances, etc., as, according to Tacitus, Ann. i. 11, the Breviarium (totius
imperit (Sueton, Octav. 28, 101) of Augustus contained columns of that kind.
Sec above on ver. 1.
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2¢ges socit themselves or in the interested proconsuls. And
this action of Quirinius enables us to understand how tradition,
in the gradual obscuring and mixing up of its recollections,
should have made him praeses Syrice at that time, since he was
so subsequently, and how the registration in question was made
into a census, because subsequently he actually as Syrian
governor® had charge of a census; and from this mixing up
of times and matters resulted at the same time the designation
of the d=oypuph as mpwry, which occurred ayeuwovebovros hs Supiug
Kuvppviov. Thus Luke has narrated what actually happened in
the erroneous form which it received from the tradition. But if
we conceive of the amoypups as merely a revision of the genea-
logical family registers (Schleiermacher, Olshausen, ed. 1, Bleek),
which probably was ordained only by the spiritual aunthorities,
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 something thoroughly and speci-
fically different. According to Schweizer in the theol. Jahvb.
1847, p. 1 I, Luke has really in the passage befors 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 spite of his own distinct statement, i. 5!—
The hypotheses, moreover, that Luke intended by the enrol-
ment of Jesus (?) in the register of the Empire to point to
the wuniversal destination of the Redeemer (Wieseler; comp.
Erasmus, Bengel, and already Theophylact and Euthymius
Zigabenus), or to the coincidence of the birth of the Messiah and
the redemption of Israel with the political bondayc of the people
(Ebrard), or to the manner in which Jesus in His mother’s
womb was most surprisingly dealt with as « Roman subject
(Hofmann), are purely arbitrary creations of that subjectivity,
which has the utmost delight in discovering a mystical reference
behind every simple historical statement.

Ver. 3 fl. IHavres] in the Jewish land, for which ver. 2
lias prepared, and see ver. 4. Obviously only all those are
meant, who did not dwell in their 8ia wohis; €xacros i1s a

1 Aberle, indced, calls this in question, holding that Quirinius was at the
later census merely a simple Legatus Caesaris, Although Josephus does not
expressly name him #yedy, he is still, in Anes. xviii. 1. 1, sufliciently indicated
as such. Comp. Hilgenfeld, p. 413 {f. Apart from this, the expression #g:-
povebovros in the passage before us is only an erroncously anticipating reflex
of that, which subsequently Quirinius was in fact, and notoriously, as respects Lis
real census attended by consequences so grave.
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distributive apposition (Ameis on Homer, Od. x. 397). — els 7.
(8iav wolw] the more precise definition is furnished by ver. 4.
This statenient, too, does not suit a census proper; for to this
every one was required to subject himself at his duwelling
place, or at the place where he had his forum originis (see
Huschke, p. 116 fIl), whereas in our passage the Jewish
principle of tribe is the basis. * And if the natter 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. — moAw dav.] The city where
David was born, I Sam. xvii. 11.— Befreéu] see on Matt.
ii. 1.— €€ oikon «. maTpids dav.] The tribes proceeding from
the sons of Jacob were called ¢vrai (PiBD); the branches
proceeding from the sons of these patriarchs, waTpial (NiNBLH);
the single families of such a tribal branch, olkoe (Pi2¥ N'3),
See Kypke, I. p. 213; Winer, Realwdrterd. swv. Stimme;
Gesenius, Thes. I p. 193, 111 p. 1463. Joseph was thus of
the family descending from David, and belonged to the same
braneh of the tribe to which David had belonged. A circum-
stantial designation of this important relationship. As to
waTpud, moreover, see on Eph. iii. 15. — adv Mapiap] does
not belong to davéBn (Paulus, Hofinann, Ebrard), but to
amoypay. beside which it stands: in order to have himsclf
enrolled with Mary, ete.  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, Dion. Hal. iv. 14 ; see Strauss, I. p. 235,
and Huschke, p. 121, in opposition to Tholuck, p. 191) is
the less to be supposed, as in the main the form of the
execution of the dmoypagsy was the Jewish one, ver. 3.
Nevertheless, wives (in this case Mary as one betrothed,
who according to Jewish law was placed on the same foot-
ing as the wife) had to be likewise entlered in the register,
which must have heen a matter of Roman enactment, but for
which it was not necessary that they should come personally
with their husbands to the spot. We have consequently to



326 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

abide Ly the view that Mary undertook the journey with her
husband woluntarily, according to her own and Josepl's wish,
in order to remain under the protection of her betrothed (not
exactly on account 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 poli-toa
(Huschlke); that she wished still as a maiden fo represent her
Sather's house, and longed after Bethlehem in the theocratic
Jecling 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 hypothesis that Mary was an Aeiress, who
had an estate in DBethlehem (Michaelis, IXuinoel, Olshausen ;
with hesitation Bleck and I{¢hler), is utterly unfounded as
regards Luke in particular, since Le has not the smallest
trace of any earlier connection with Bethlehem and malkes
Mary in her travail not find even friendly lodging there. —
75 éurnot. avrd] Thus, according to Luke, she was still only
his betrothed (i. 27 ; Matt. i. 18), and the marriage was not
yet completed. At variance with Matt. i 24. A different
form assumed by the tradition of the virgin birth. Evasive
suggestions are resorted to by Deza, Grotius, and others,
including Schegg and Bisping (that Luke expresses himself
thiis, because Joseph had only conducted himsell as one be-
trothed towards Mary). — olion éyxvw] not: beecause she was
pregnant (von Gumpach), but: who was pregnant (Acts xxiv.
24; Rom. i. 16, and frequently). The observation forms the
transition to what follows.

ReMARK.—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). She journeyed voluntarily with Joseph
as his futurc wife, and Joscph 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, diec ¢ sl abrovs =2
But comp. on 1. 36, and on Matt. 1. 17, Remark 2.

Ver. 6 {. "Em\ijelnoav ai fjuépar 7ol Texeiw admijy] comp.
i. 57. The supposition (sec as early as Protevang. Juac. 17)
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that dlary was surprised by the pains of labour on the way, is
set aside Dy the év 7@ elvar adrovs éxel. And probably she
had hoped to be able to finish the journey before her deli-
very. “Non videtur scisse, se vi prophetiae (Mic. v. 2) debere
Bethlehemi parere, sed providentia coelestis omnia gubernavit,
ut ita fleret,” Dengel. — That Mary was delivered without pain
and tnjury 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 ! — Tov mpwToTorov] See
on Matt. 1. 25. The evasive suggestion resorted to, that this
word is used without reference to later born children, appears
thie more groundless in view of the agreement of Matthew and
Luke. — éomwapydr.] She swaddled him; frequently used in
Greek writers. — év ¢parry] without the article (see the critical
remarks): she deposited him in @ manger. Many, including
Paulus and Kuinoel, have, contrary to linguistic usage, made
of it a stable.! See, on the other hand, Gersdorf, p. 221; Borne-
mann, Schol. p. 18. — év 16 karabpari] in the inn (x. 34),
where they lodged— probably on account of the number of
strangers wlio were present on the same occasion. If we should
wish to understand it as: the house of a friendly host (for the
signification of karalvua is generally « place of shelter, lodging,
comp. xxii. 11), it would remain improbable 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. The text suggests nothing indicative of an inhos-
pitable treatment (Calvin).

Ver. 8 f. ITotpéves] not oi wocuéves. — dypavioivres] staying
out in the open ficlds; Plut. Num. 4; Parthen. Erof. xxix. 1,
and the woipéves dypavior already in Homer, 71 xviil. 162, —

! That a stable (in opposition to Ebrard) was the place of the birth, follows
from iv @drvy, 367 =7 A, It is possible that the stable was a rock-cave, which
an old legend (Justin. e¢. Tryph. 78 ; Orig. ¢. Cels. i. 51 ; Protevang. Jac. 18)
designates as the place of the birth, not without suspicion, however, by reason
of its appeal to Isa. xxxiii. 16, LXX. Moreover, that tradition transfers the
cave expressly only to the neighbourhood of the little town, and states withal
of Joseph : odx eixsy iv 75 xdpn ixtivy wos xararvow, Justin, Le. Over this grotto
designated by the legend Helena built the church Mariae de praesepio. Comp.
also Robinson, Pal. 11, p. 284 ff. ; Ritter, Erdk. XVI. p. 20211
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Pvhdoa. ¢urards] often conjoined also among the Greek
writers ; Plat. Phaedr. p. 240 E; Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 10, and the
passages in Kypke. Comp, nimen wt), Num. 1. 53, al.  The
plural applies to the different watch-stations. — tijs vvrTos]
not belonging to ¢urakds, but: by night, definition of time
for aypavh. and $vidoo.—According to this statement, Jesus
cannot have been born in Deccmber, in the middle of the rainy
season (Robinson, Pal. 1I. p. 505 f.), as has been since the
fourth century supposed with a probable joining on of the
festival to the Natales solis invicts (see Gieseler, Kvrchengesch.
I 2, p. 287 f.ed. 4). 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 bLringing in of them in
November (see Lightfoot); and if this is established at least
as the usual course, it certainly is not in favour of the hypo-
thesis (Wieseler) that Jesus was born in February (750),
and necessitates precarious accessory assumptions. — émréay]
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 (Z7. xxiii. 106, x. 4986), de-
noting their sudden emergence, which nevertheless is implied
not in the word in itself, but in the text.— dofa rxvpiov]
7im 733, radiance by which God is surrounded. Comp. Ewald,
ad Apoc. p. 311,  God’s glorious radiance (comp. Acts vii. 2)
had streamned down with the angel. “In omni humiliatione
Christi per decoram quandam protestationem cantum est
gloriae ejus-divinae,” Bengel.

Ver. 10 ff. Havti v¢ Aa@) to the whole (Israelitish) people.
— éréxOn vuiv] that (that, namely) there was born to yow this
day, ete. The vply, in reference to the shepherds, is indi-
vidualizing. — cwtip xTN] @ deliverer—and now comes His
special more precise definition : who 1s Messiak, Lord! XpioTos
xvptos is not to be taken together, as it never occurs thus
in the N. T.-—év mwoA. dav.] belonging to éréxfn. “ Haec
periphrasis remittit pastores ad prophetiam, quae tuin imple-
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batur,” Bengel. Mic. v. 2. — 76 anueior] the appointed sign
of recognition.! — Bpédos] not: the child (Luther), but: o child.
The word denotes either the still unborn child (as i. 41; Hom.
Il xxii. 266), or, as in this case (comp. xviil. 15; Acts vii.
19; 1 DPet. ii. 2; also as a strong expression of the thought,
2 Tim. iii. 15) and very often in the classical writers, the new-
born child. — éomwapy.] adjectival : a swaddled child, ver. 7.
Ver. 13 f. ITAfflos a7p. ovp.] a multitude of the heavenly
host (B'WED X3¥), a multitude of angels. The (satellite-) host
of the angels swrrounds God’s throme, 1 Kings xxii. 19;
2 Chron. xviii. 18; Ds. ciii. 21, exlviil. 2 ; Matt. xxvi. 53 ;
tev. xix. 14, al.  On wylvecOar aly T, to be associated with
eny one, comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 3. 8. On arparid, comp. Plat.
Phaedr. p. 246 E: ogtpatia fewv Te xai Saipovwy. — Sofa
év "WrloTos kTN According to the reading eddoxias (sce
the ecritical remarks, aud Nosselt, Ezercitatt. p. 171 ff):
Glory (is, comp. 1 Pet. iv. 11) <n the heaven to God, and on
certh 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 carth 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 reference to heaven and earth (comp.
Isa. vi. 3). Their exclamation is not a wish, as it is usually
rendered Dy supplying éore or elp, but far stronger,— a
triumphant affirmation of the existing blessed state of things.
The év avfpwm. ebdoxias (genitive of quality, see Winer, p. 211 £.
[E. T. 296 £]) adds to the scene of the elpsjvn the subjects,

1 According to the notice s#gepov, and in view of the smallness of Bethlehem,
the sign specified by xtigwvor iv @daip was sufficiently certain at once to guide
inquiry to the child in the village. Olshausen, but not the text, adds to this
the secret impulse of the Spirit, which led the shepherds to the right place,

? Olshausen (following Alberti, Obss., and Tittmann, Diss., Viteb. 1777) places
a stop alter 37z, so that the first clause says : ‘ God is now praised as in heaven,
so also in the earth.” This is erroneous, because, according to the order of the
words in Luke, the emphatic point would be not i=i 97, as in the Lord’s Prayer,
but ir dirras,
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among whom it prevails (comp. Plat. Symp. p. 197 C); these,
namely, are those who believe in the Messialy, designated in
reference to God whose grace they possess, as men who are
well-pleasing (to Him).  Comp. Test. XTI Patr. p. 587 : xai
etdokijoer rlpios émi Tois dyamnTols avTob Ews alwvey.
Observe, morcover, the correlation which exists (1) between
dofa and elpijvn ; (2) between év irioTors and éwi s ; and
(3) between Ocg and év avfpomois evdorias. By év dfrioTois
(in regions, which arve the highest of «all, xix. 38) the angels
declare what takes place in the highest heaven, wlience they
have just come down. Comp. Matt. xxi. 9; Wisd ix. 17;
Ecclus. xliii. 9; Job xvi. 19; Heb. i. 3. — By elprjvy they
nmean not only peace (usually understood of the peace of recon-
ciliation), but the entire salvation, of which the new-born
child is the bearer ; comp. i. 79.— With the Recepta edboxia,
the hymn would also consist of only fwo parts, divided by
xai! which is not for (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
(émi yiis elprjym), while the second designates it from the point
of view of God's subjectivity (€v avfp. eldoxia): on carth is
salvation, among men s {God’s) good pleasure ; év dvfp., namely,
would not be 4n the case of men (Matt. iii. 17 ; so usually), but
local, as previously év inrior. and émi vijs. TFritzsche, ad Rom.
IL p. 372, takes eddoria as delight; “in genere humano
(Messia nato) voluptas cst et lactitic” But eddoxia nowhere
expresses this strong idea, but only the state of well-pleased
satisfaction (as Ds. exliv. 16, LXX.), and the latter idea

1 Nevertheless Lbrard (on Olshansen) still defends the threefold division.
According to him, the angels exult (1) that in heaven honour is given to God for
the redemption now brought about ; (2) that upon carth a kingdom of peace is
now founded ; (3) that between heaven and earth the right relation is restored,
that God's eye may again rest with good pleasure on mankind. This alleged
third clause of necessity contaius somewhat of tautology ; and the text itself
by its xzi and by its contrast of heaven and carth yields only fwo clauses.
Lange also, L. J. II. 1, p. 103, understands it in a threefold sense, but very
arbitrarily takes ¢édoxiz of the divine good pleasuve manifested in a Person,
referring to passages such as Eph. i. 5, 6.
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would in this place be too weak; we could not but expect
xapa xai ayaXhiacs, or the like.  Moreover, according to
ver. 13 (alvovvtwy 7. Oeov) it is more in harmony with the
text to understand eddoxia on the part of God, in which
case the quite usual meaning of the word (émavdamavais Tov
Ocod, Theophylact) is retained; “quod se. Deus gratuito
suo favore homines dignatus sit” (Calvin). The opposite :
Eph. il 3. Boruemann, Schol. p. 19 ff,, considers the whole
as aflivmed of Christ : “ XpiaTos o wxipios Sofa éarar év
UrigTows vte @ed kN, k. c. Messias celcbrabit in coelis Dewm
ct i terram deduect pacem divinam, documentwm (in apposition)
benevolentice divinae crge homines.” DBut Luke himself specifies
the contents as praise of God (ver. 13); and the assumption
of Bornemann {after Paulus), that Luke has given only a
small fragment of the hymn, is the move arbitrary, the more
the few pregnant words are precisely in keeping with a
heavenly song of praise.

Ver. 15 f. Kai ot avfp.] This xalis not also, but the simple
and after éyévero; see on v. 12. — o¢ dvbpwmor ol moiuéves,
not: the shepherd people (Grotius, Paulus, and others), against
which the second article is decisive (comp. Matt. xvii. 23,
xxil. 2, al.; see Bernhardy, p. 48 ; Kiihner, 11. p. 120), but
a contrast to of &yyexor, in which case, however, we must
not lay upon the expression a stress which is foreign to the
connection (“totum genus humanum quodammodo reprae-
sentantes,” DBengel), but rather must adhere to the simple and
artless mode of representation: after the departure of the
angels the weople too, the shepherds, said, etc. — SiénBwpuev]
throungh the fields as far as to DBethlehem, Acts ix. 38,
xi. 19. — &4] denotes what is definitive, without more ado.
See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 395 ; Nigelshach, Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 3,
p- 433 £ — 70 pipa] which has been said ; & o «kUp. Hu. is an
cpexegesis of it. — avebpov] they discovered (after previous
search, in conformity with the direction at ver. 12). The
word only occurs in the N. T. again at Aects xxi. 4, comp.
4 Macc. iii. 14 ; more frequently among Greek writers.

Ver. 17 . dieyvopioav] they gave exact information (8id).
The word is only found besides in Schol. in Beck. Anced.
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p- 787, 15, but in the sense of accurate distinguishing, which
it cannot have in this place (Vulg. : cognoverunt) ; comp.
rather éyvwpioey, ver. 15. At the birthplace to the parents
and others who were present they made accurate communi-
cation of the angelic utterance addressed to them, and all
who heard this communication marvelled, but Mary (ver. 19),
etc. — wepl TOv Aainf.] does not belong to axodoavres
(Gersdorf), but to éfadu., with which indeed mepl is very
rarely associated elsewhere; but the thonght is: they fell
into amazement in consideration of that, which, ete. Comp. Plat.
Tim. p. 80 C: 7a Oavpaloueva HAéxtpov mepi Tis ENEews.
Ver, 19 f. 4é] 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 kept all these utterances (ta pripara) of
the shepherds. Observe in the narrative the emphasis of
mavra, as well as the purposely chosen adumbrative tense
cuvernper (previously the aorist). On cuvvrnpely, alta mente re-
posttum servare, comp. Dan. vii. 28 ; Ecclus. xiiil. 12, xxxix. 2,
xxviil. 3. — aqvpBdAlovaa x.7\.] The Vulgate well renders:
conferens, inasmuch as she put them together, e in silent
heart-pondering she compared and interpreted them to herself.
Comp. Plat. Crat. p. 348 A: cquuBakeéiv v Kpatihov pav-
Teiav, p. 412 C; Soph. Ocd. €. 1472; Pind. Nem. xi. 43;
Eur. Or. 1394. — dméarpeyr.] to their flocks, ver. 8. — Sofa-
Sovtes rkai alvotvres] Glorifying and giving approval. The latter
is more special than the former. — émi mdow x.7.\.] over all
things, which they had just heard and scen in Dethlehem after
such manner «s was spoken to them by the angel at vv. 10-12.

ReMARR.—To make of these angelic appearances a naburel
{(phosphoric) phenomenon, which had first been single and then
had divided itself and moved to and fro, and which the shep-
herds, to whom was known Mary’s hope of bringing forth the
Messiah, interpreted to themselves of this birth (’aulus; comp.
Ammon, L. J. L p. 203, who likewise assumes a meteor), is a
pecided and unworthy offence against the contents and purpose
of the narrative, which is to be left in its charming, thoughtful,
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and lofty simplicity as the most distinguished portion 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 o real event. Regarded
as reality, the history loses its truth, as a premiss, with which
the notorious subsequent want of knowledge and non-recogni-
tion of Jesus as the Messiah, as well as the absolute silence
of evangelic preaching as to this heavenly crangelium, do not
accord as a sequel,—apart from the fact, that it is not at
all comsistent with Matthew's narrative of the Magi and of
the slaying of the children, which is to Le explained from
the circumstance that various wreaths of legend, altogether
independent one of another, wove themselves around the divine
child in His lowliness.! The contrast of the lowliness of Jesus
and of His divine glory, which pervade His entire history on
earth until His exaltation (Phil. ii. 6 ff.), 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 rwyei edayyeriloras (vii. 22)
is already even now realized.

Ver. 21. Tod mwepirepeiv adror] The genitive, not as at
ver. 22,1. 57,1l 6, but as genitive of the aim: in order to
cirewmeisc Him, that He might be circumcised. Comp. Butt-
mann, acut. Gr. p. 230 [E. T. 267] — kai éxfn] was also
aamed, indicating the naming as supcradded to the rite of cir-
cumecision. See Niigelsbach, z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 164. And the
Son of God had to become eircumeiscd, as yevopevos éx yvvaixos,
ryevopevos Umo vépov, Gal. iv. 4. This was the divine arrange-
ment for His appearing as the God-man in necessary association

! In opposition to Schleiermacher, who in the case of our passage lays stress,
in opposition to the mythical view, on the ubsence of lyrical poetry, failing to seo
that precisely the most exalted and purest poetry is found in the contents of our
passage with all its simplicity of presentation ; see the appropriate remarks of
Strauss, I. p. 245. Lange, L. J. 1. p. 103, in his own manner iransfers the
appearances to the souls of the shepherds, which were of such clevated and
supramundane mood that they could diseern the joy of an angelic host ; and
Lolds that the appearance of the angel and the glory of the Lord, ver. 9, point to
a vision of the Angel of the Covenant.
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with the people of God (Iom. ix. 3). There is much importa-
tion of the dogmatic element liere among the older commen-
tators.! — 70 wAplév k7] See i 31. Comp. Matt. i. 21,
where, however, the legend quite diffevently 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
honie thirty-three days more (at the Dbirth 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. See Lev. xii. 2 ff; Lund, Ji.
Ieiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 751 ; Michaelis, Mos. R. § 192 ; Ewald,
Alterth. p. 178 f.; Keil, Archiol. I. p. 296.  Accordingly
al juépar Tob kabupiop. adrdv: the days, which (ic. the lapse
of them) were appointed for their legal cleansing (kabapiopos,
passive, comp. ver. 14). Mary brought the offering of the
poor, ver. 24. — adrdv] applies contextually (dvijyayov adrov)
not to the Jews (van Hengel, Annot. p. 199), but to Aery and
Joscph.  Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, also Bleek. The puri-
fication in itself indeed concerned only the mother; but in
the case before us Joseph was, and that by means of the
presentation of the first-born son associated therewith, also
directly interested ; hence the expression by way of synecdoche,
which is wsually referred to the mother and the child (so also
by Kuinoel, Winer, de Wette). — xate 7ov vopov M.] applies
to émAsjabnoar k.7\., indicating the legal duration thercof. -—
avijyaryov, like araBaivew of the journeying to Jerusalem, —
mapacticar) All first-born sons were the property of Jehoval,
destined to the temple-service originally and before the insti-
tution of the Levites (Num. viii. 14 ff); hence they had to
be presented in the temple to God as MHis special property,

! Calovius says that Christ allowed Himself to e circumcised * tum ob
demonstrandam nalurae humanae veritatem . . . tum ad probendam e semine
Abrahae originem . . . tum imprimis ob meriti et redanptionis Christé certificu-
tionem.”
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but were redeemed from Ilim for five shekels, Ex. xiil. 2;
Nuwm. viii. 16, xviii. 15 f. ; Lightfoot, p. 753 ; Lund, Le.p. 753 ;
Michaelis, Mos. B. § 227, 276 ; Saalschiitz, dos. B. p. 97.

Ver. 23. Not to be put in a parenthesis. — A very frce
quotation from Ex. xiii. 2.— &wavolyor mijrpav] BT L2,
comp. LXX. Hardly according to the passage before us has
Luke conceived, with Ambrosins and many others, that Mary
brought forth clauso utcro and only voluntarily subjected ler-
self to this law (as Disping still holds).

Ver. 24. Kai 7o) 8odvat] continues the namative after the
interposed sentence ver. 23: and in order fo give an offering,
—xata 10 elpnp. kTN Lev. xii. 8. — veogaods] On the later
form rejected by the Atticists, vogaovs (so Tischendorf), see
Sturz, Dial. Muc. p. 1855 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 206 f.

Ver. 25 f. Who this Stincon was (“primus propheta, qui
diceret Christum venisse,” Dengel), is utterly unknown, The
supposition that he was son of Hillel, and father of Gamaliel
(Michaelis, Paulus, and older commentators), who became
president 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 entertaining it, in pro-
portion to the frequency of the name Y. — Sixaios «.
evAafBijs] Comp. Plat. Polit. p. 311 B: 76 8iraiov «. edhafés,
and shortly before: 767 edAaBi) kai dirawa. The word edhafBis
1s only used in the N. T. by Luke. It denotes religious con-
scientiousness.! — wapdsAnow] The Messianic blessing of the
nation, as its practical consolation after its sufferings (comp.
Mrpwow, ver. 38), is called, according to prophetic pre-
cedent (Isa. x1. 1), in the Rabbinical literature also very
often MM, See Vitringa, Obs. V. p. 83; Lightfoot and
Wetstein 4n loc. The Messiah Himself: oy, Sce Schéttgen,
Hor. TL. p. 18.  The same in substance is: mpocBeyop. Tyv
Bacizelav Tob Ocod, Mark xv. 43. — é7’ alrov] having come
upon. — kexpnuatiop.] a divine responsum, see on Matt. ii.
12. There is no hint of a dream (Kuinoel). — wpiv if] See on
Matt. i. 18. — rov Xpiarov kuplov] comp. ix. 20 : the Messiah
of God (whom God has destined and sent as Messiah). — For

! Comp, Delitzsch on Heb. v, 7 f., p. 191,
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the expression fo sce death, comp. Heb. xi. 5; Joln viii. 51 ;
Ps. Ixxxix. 48. On the classical use of opav in the sense of
cxperiundo cognoscere, Dorvill. ad Char. p. 483 ; Jacobs, ad
Anthol. VII. p. 108.

Ver. 27 £ "Ev 79 wvevpard] by wirtuc of the Holy Spirit,
“instigante Spiritu,” Grotius; comp, Matt. xxii. 43.— The
expression Tovs ryoveis (procreators) is not appropriate to the
bodily Sonship of God, which Luke narrates, and it betrays
an original source resting on a different view. Comp. ver. 41.
Ou the form yoveis, sce Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 69. — «ara 70
elBuopévov Tod vopov] According to the custom prescribed by
the law. — xai avros] also on His purt, for the parents had
just carried Him in, ver. 27. The reference to the pricst,
“qui eum Domino sistendum amplexus erat” (Wolf; Kuinoel
also mixes up this), is erroneous, since it is 4 the bringing
in that the child is also taken into his arms by Simeon, —
Simeon has recognised the Messiah-child immediately through
the Spirit.  1le needed not for this “the august form of the
mother” (in opposition to Lange).

Ver. 29 ff. Now (after I have secen the Messiah, vv. 26, 30)
Thow lettest Thy servant depart, O Ruler, according to Thine utter-
ance (ver, 2),in bliss (so that he is happy, see on Mark v. 34);
now the time is come, when Thou lettest me die blessed.! —
amolveis] present, of that which is nearly an? certainly im-
pending. There is no need to supply 7od {ijw, or éx Tijs s, or
the like (as is usually done), as the absolute amolvew is at all
events used (comp. Soph. Ant. 1254 ; Gen. xv. 2; Num. xx. 29;
Tob. iii. 6), but Siineon conceives of his death figuratively as an
enfranchisement from service, as is signified by the context in
7. Sobhov oov, 6éomora. The servant of God dics and is
thereby 7eleased from his serviee. — elbov prefixed with em-
phasis, in retrospective reference to ver. 26. — 70 cwTpuoy
oov] the deliverance bestowed by Thee, the Messianic deliver-
ance, which has begun with the birth of the Messiah. Comp.
iil. 6; Aects xxviii. 28. — xaTd mpoocwmwov wavT. T. Aadv] n
the fuee of oll peoples, so that this deliverance is set forth

! Futhymius Zigabenus well remarks: pnxies Avrosmiver dmip o3¢ Ersvbigias 700
opana,
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before all peoples, is visible and manifest to them. Comy.
on kara wpoowm., Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. iii. 1, p. 612. The
prophet sces the ewmijpeov already in its wunfolded manifesta-
tion fo «ll. This is then, in ver. 32, further speccially
characterized as respects the two portions of the wavrwy Tév
Aadv, in which ¢ds and Sofav are appositional definitions to 7o
cwmijptov aov: light, which is destined to bring revlation to the
heathen, and glory of Thy people Isracl. The progression of the
climax lics in ¢pas and Sofa. TFor the heathen the corijprov is
light, when, namely, they come in accordance with the time-
hallowed promise (Isa. ii. 2 {f, xi. 10, xliv. 5,1x. 1 ff, and many
other passages), and subject themselves to the Messianic theo-
cracy, whereby they become enlichtened and sharers in the un-
veiling of the divine truth. For the people Israel the cwrypior
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 distingnished above all peoples as the
seat and possessor of salvation. dofav might be inclnded as
still dependent on els (Theophylact, Euthymins Zigabenus,
Luther, Bleek, and others), but by taking it independently,
the great destination of the cwrijpiov for the people of Israel
is brought into more forcible prominence. — Ver. 33. And
there eas (on the singnlar v and the plural participles that
follow, see Kiihner, § 433, 1; comp. Matt. xvii. 3) His father
and His mother tn amazement, ete.  In this there is no incon-
sistency with the earlier angelic revelations (Strauss). The
thing was great enough ¢n dtscf, and they learned it here
in another form of revelation, the prophetic.

Ver. 34. Alrovs] the parents, ver. 33. — After he has
blessed them (has in prayer promised them God’s grace and
salvation), he again specially addresses the mothcr, whose
marvellous relation to the new-born infant he has, according
to Luke, recognised év mwedpare, — reirar] He is placed there,
ie. He has the destination, see on Phil. 1. 16.— els mrdow
wxA] designates, in reference to Isa. viii. 14 (comp. Matt.
xxi. 22, 44; Acts iv. 11; Rom. ix. 33; 1 DPet. ii. 8), the
moral judygment (Johm iii. 19 {£), which is to set in by means
of the appearance and the ministry of the Messiah. Accord-

LUKE. Y
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ing to divine decree many must take offence at Him and fai!
—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. The fulfil-
ment of both is abundantly attested in the evangelic history ;
as, for example, in the case of the I’harisees and scribes the
Jalling, in that of the publicans and sinners the rising, in that
of Paul both ; comp. Rom. xi. 11 ff. — xai els onpelov dvTe-
Aeyop.] What was previously affirmed was His destination for
others; now follows the special personal experience, which is
destined for Him. Iis manifestation is to be a siyn, a mar-
vellous token (signal) of the divine counsel, which caperiences
contradiction from the world (see on Rom. x. 21). The
fulfilment of this prediction attained its culinination in the
crucifixion; hence ver. 35. Comp. Heb. xii. 3. Dut it
continues ouward even to the last day, 1 Cor. xv. 25.

Ver. 35. Since the construction does not indicate that rxat
. .. popdaia is to be made a parenthesis, and since the
importance of this prophetic intimation in the address directed
to Mary is not in keeping with a mere intercalation, éwws k.7 \.
is to be referred to xai . .. poudaia, not to anuetov dvrihery.
(Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, and many others). — xai god &¢]
See on i. 76. This «al and adrijs places the anguish of the
mother herself on a parallel with the fate of her Son intimated
by anueiov dvrihey.; and cod 6¢ alTis is a bringing of the
contrast into stronger relief than ceavrijs 8¢. See Schacfer, ad
Dem. de Cor. 319, 6. — pouaiav 8¢ dvopace (not the martyr-
death of Mary, as Epiphanius and Lightfoot hold, but) myv
TunTkOTATIY Kai ofetav odvvnw,! fTis Suijhfe Ty Kapdlav Tis
BeoprjTopos, 87e 0 vios abTiis mpoonhwly 7@ aravpd, Euthymius
Zigabenus. Similar figurative designations of pain may be
seen in Wetstein. Bleek is mistaken in referring it to doubls
of the Messiahship of her Son, which for a while were to cause
division in Mary's heart. Tor this thonght the forcible expres-
sion would be quite out of proportion, and, moreover, unintel-
ligible ; and the thought itself would be much too special and
subordinate, even apart from the consideration that there is no

1 Comp. Hom. 11, xix. 125 : 7év ' &xos SEU xaris Qpiva 26ys fadsiar,
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direct cvidence before us of femporary unbelief on the part
of Mary (at the most, Mark iii. 21). — é7es «.7\] a divine
aim, which is to be attained by odtos «eirar . .. popdaia; a
great crisis in the spiritual world is to e brought to light,
John ix. 89, iii. 19, v. 22; 1 Cor. i. 23 f.; 2 Cor. ii. 15,
The conditional v expresses: in order that, when that which
is just predicted to thee sets in.— éx moX\h. kapd.] forth from
many hearts.  Comp. Rom. i. 17.— Sahoyiopel] not oc
Suahoy. ; thoughts, consequently what is otherwise hidden.
The revealing itself takes place through declared belief or
unbelief in Him who is put to death.

Ver. 36 ff. "Hv] adcrat, as at Mark viii. 1, xv. 40 ; also 1 Cor.
xiv, 48, — After aiiry, ver. 36, the copula #Av is not unneces-
sarily to be supplied, in which case (so usually, as also by
Lachmann and Tischendorf) a point is placed after ver. 37;
but this afryp is the subject to which dvfwuohoyeiro belongs
as verh, so that all that intervenes contains accompanying
definitions of the subject, namely thus: Zhis one, being advanced
in great age, after she had lived with a husband seven years from
her wvirginity, she too a widow wup to cighty-four years, who
departed not from the temple, with fastings and prayers rendering
serviee to God night and day and having come forward at that
same howr, offered praise to the Lord, ete. Observe as to this—
(1) that &joaca . .. adris, ver. 36, is subordinate to the mwpo-
BeBnx. év Ap. worh. ; (2) that at ver. 37 there is to be written,
with Tischendorf and Ewald, xai avr (not as usually, xai atry),
so that the definition «ai adr) xipa. .. émordca, vv. 37, 38,
contains a further description of the woman co-ordinated with
the mpoBefnk. év qu. mwoxk.; (3) that xai adth T dpa éme-
agtaca (see the critical remarks) without any separation links
itself on continuously to the preceding participial definition ;
finally, (4) that xai av7#, ver. 37, she too, places Anna on
a parallel with Simeon; as the latter had come forward a
pious aged man, so skc also a pious aged woman. — mpodijris]
Plat. Phacdr. p. 244 A ; Eur. Jon. 42, 321 ; LXX. Ex. xv. 20;
Isa. viii. 3, al. Hebrew "), an interpretress of God, a
womap. with the gift of apocalyptic discourse, Rev. ii. 20 ; Acts
xxi. 0, il 17.  She makes use of this gift, ver. 38, — émwrd]
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consequently a brigf and (awo 7. mapfer. avt)) her only mar-
riage, after which she remained in widowhood, which among
the ancients was accounted very honourable. See Grotius
and Wetstein on 1 Tim. 11i, 2, v. 9.

Ver. 37. “Ews (see the critical remarks) ér. dydonx.: cren
{o clyhly-four years, she had come even to this age of life in
Ler widowhood.  Comp. Matt. xviii. 21 f.  Rettig is mistaken
in his judgment upou €ws in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 221.
Comyp. Dent. 262, 5. — odx ddioTato w.7.1.] a popular descrip-
tion of wnremitting zeal (comp. om. Od. ii. 345, Il xxiv. 72;
in the public worship of God. Comp. xxiv. 53. — vvk7a «.
nuép.] Thus also at Aets xxvi, 7; Mark iv. 28; 1 Tim. v. 5.
Elsewhere the order is inverted. Instances of both arrange-
ments may be seen in DBornemann, Schol. p. 27; Lobeck,
Laralip. p. 62 [, and {from the Latin: Heindorf on Hurad.
Sat. 1. 1. 77. Inthis place vixra is pre¢fized in order, as in
Acts, f.c, and 1 Tim. v. 5, to make the fervency of the pious
temple-scrvice the more prominent. The case is otherwise,
where it is simply a question of definition of tinmie, at Iisth.
iv. 15.

Ver. 38. Airh 75 &pa) in which occurred the previously
described scene with Simeon. — émoraca)l having made her
appearance, namely, to speak.  Cowmp. Aeschin. p. 65, 5;
Xen. Anab. v. 8. 9, Sympos. 1. 7. The suddenness and
unexpectedness in the demeanour of the aged widow is implied
also here (comp. on ver. 9) in the context. On dvfopoXoyeio-
Oar (comp. LXX. Ps. Ixxix, 13 ; 3 Mace. vi. 33), in the case
of which dvr{ “referendi reprehendendique sensmn habet,”
see Winer, de verbor. compos. usw, 111. p. 18 {.  The fcnor of
Ler utterance of praise to God (7¢ xvpie) is after what was
related of Simeon obvious of itsell, and is therefore not more
precisely specified. — arepi avTob] 67i odTos éoTiv 6 ATpwTIS,
Euthymius Zigabenus.  Jesus is the sulject 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, p. 132 [E. T. 180 {.]). — 7ois mpoodexop. AiTpwaiv)
Comp. ver. 25. With the reading ‘Tepove. without év (see the
critical remarks), deliverance of Jerusalem is not essentially
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distinet from wapaxinows 7ob 'Iaop, ver. 25, comp. i 68,
since Jerusalem is the theocratic central seat of God's people.
Comp. Isa. x1. 2. We may add, the éxaXet x.7.A. took place on
lier part likewise adri 14 dpe, namely, after she had presented
her praise to God.  The pious ones waiting for the Messiah are
with her in the temple, and to them all she makes communi-
eation about the child that is present. Dut this is not to be
coneeived of as a public uttcrance, for which the limitation Tois
wpoadey. would not be appropriate.

Ver. 39. Nalapér] therefore not in the first instance again
to Dethlehem. Of the Magi, of the slaughter of the children,
of the flight to Egypt, Luke has nothing. They belong to
quite another cycle of legend, which he has not followed.
Teconciliation is impossible; a preference for Luke, however,
at the expense of Matthew (Schleiermacher, Schneckenburger,
Sieffert, anc others), is at least in so far well founded, as
Bethlehem was not, as Matthew reports (see on Matt. ii. 23,
TRem.), the original dwelling-place of the parents of Jesus, but
became the birth-place of the latter on occasion of the dre-
vpady. If Dethlehem had Dbeen the original dwelling-place,
it was natural, considering the Davidico-Messianic tendency
of the legend, that no change shonld be made under these
circumstances.  Dut, in opposition to the Lold assumption of
the more recent exponents of the mythical theory,' that Jesus
was Lorn in Nazareth, so that both the earlier residence of the
pareuts at Dethlehem (Matthew) and their journey thither
(Luke) are held to be the work of tradition on the basis of
Mic. v. 1 (but only Matthew Dbases his statement upon this
prophecy 1), see on Matt. l.e. Even de Wette finds this probable,
especially on account of John vii. 42, comp. i. 46 ff,, where
Jolin adds no correction of the popular view. DBut to infer
from this that John knew nothing of the birth in Bethlehem
1s unwarranted, since the tiadition of Matthew and Luke,

1 Sce also Weisse, Evangclienfr. p. 181 f., who holds that the reference to the
Lord’s place of birth Ly the name of Bethichem is to be understood mvivuzrings.
Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 56 f., leaves the birth-place altogether doubtful ; holding
that the question is wholly indilferent for our faith, whick remark, however, is
inappropriate on account of the prophetic promise.
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agreeing in fkis very particular, certainly sucgests the pre-
sumption that 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 Joln.

REMARK.—As the presentation of Jesus in the temple bears of
itself in its legal aspect the stamp of history, so what occurred
with Simeon and Anna canuot in its general outlines be reason-
ably relegated to the domain of myth (sce, in opposition to Strauss
and B. Bauer, Ebrvard, p. 225 fI.), 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, com-
munications ou the part of Mary ; and Hofmann, p. 276, by the
hypothesis of acquaintance with the history of the birth) ex-
pressed 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
Son of God, who was to grow up to be the organ of Zruth and
grace. Comp. ver. 52. — mwgpovp. oo.] the internal state of
things accompanying the éxparaiodTo; He became a vigorous
child (éxpa7.l), while at the same time He became fillcd, ete.
— xapis Oeob] not to be taken of distinguished bodily grace-
Sulness (Raphel, Wolf, Wetstein), but as: the favour of God,
which was direcled upon Him. Comp. ver. 52. On én’ airé,
comp. Acts iv. 33.

Ver. 41 f. T5 ¢oprfi] Dative of time. Comp. Winer, p. 195,
193 [E. T. 273, 269]. 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

1 Cyril of Alexandria says: cwparizas y&p niiavs xai ixparawire, cov pidor
evadpuvoutvwy of abBiru,  Observe that in our passage #viduan i3 not added as
at i, 80 ; the menlal development follows in xinp, o
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maintaining and elevating the common theocratic spirit; Ex.
xxiil, 14 ff, xxxiv. 23 ; Deut. xvi, 16. See Liwald, dlterth. p.
406 ff.; Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 421 ff. The annual passovcs-
journcy was shared also by Mary, doubtless independently of
Hillel's precept to that effect (Tanchuma,f. 33, 4), and in virtue
of her piety (comp. 1 Sam.i. 7; Mechilta, f. 17, 2). As to the
Pussover, see on Matt. xxvi. 2. — 8wbexa] At this age in the
case of the boy, who now was called 1)RD 13, began the
instruction in the law, the accustoming to worship, fasting,
and the like, see Lightfoot, p. 739 ; Wetstein.

Ver. 43 . Tas 5jpépas) the well-known seven days of festival,
Ex. xii. 15; Lev. xxiii. 6 f.; Deut. xvi. 2. — 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 carclessncss (Schuderoff in the Magaz. von Festpred.
IIL p. 63 ff, and in bhis Jehrd. X. 1, p. 71f.; Olshausen) is
unwarranted, as vopicavres 8¢ alrov év T owvodla elvar pre-
supposes a circumstance unknown to us, which might justify
that want of knowledge. In the case of Jesus it was an irre-
sistible impulse towards the things of God, which carried Him
away to postpone His parents to the satisfaction of this instinet,
mightily stimulated as it was on this His first sojourn in Jeru-
salem,—a momentary premature breaking forth of that, which
was the principle decidedly expressed and followed out by Him
in manhood (Mark iii. 32 f). — gvvobia] company sharing the
Journcy. 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). — dvelijTovv]
when they assembled together to pass the night.

Ver. 45 f. Znrovwres] present participle: “ubi res aliqua
nondum quidem peragitur, sed tamen aut revera aut cogitatione
instituitur paraturve,” Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 3.16. Comp.
Dissen, ad Pind. OL vii. 14, p. 81.— ped’ spépas Tpeis] is
reckoned, in most accordance with the text, from the point at
which the search meant by {n7. adrov began, consequently fromn
their return to Jerusalem, the day of this return being counted as
the first, and that of the finding as the third. Comyp. the designa-
tion of the time of Christ's resurrection as “after three days.”
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Others explain it otherwise. “Grotius: Diem unum iter fecerant,
altero remensi erant iter, tertio demum quaesitum inveniunt.”
So also Paulus, Bleek, and others, following Euthymius Ziga-
benus. — év 76 ep| We are to think of the synagogue, which
“ecrat prope atrium in monte templi,” Gloss. Joma, f. 68, 2;
Lightfoot ¢n loc.; Deyling, Obss. IIL ed. 2, p. 285 f. — xafe-
fopevov] The Rabbinic assertion: “ a diebus Mosis ad Rabban
Gamalielem non didicerunt legem nisi stantes,” Megillah,f. 21,1
(Wagenseil, ad Sotak, p. 993), according to which Jesus would
thus already appear as a teacher, is rightly rejected as un-
founded in the N. T., by Vitringa, Synwry. p. 167, and more recent
expositors. — év péop] has its relercuce to the sceking of the
parents ; Jesus was not hidden, but He sat there in the midst
amony the teachers. We may conceive of Him at the feet of a
teaching Rabbi, sitting in their circle (comp. on Acts xxii. 3).
In this there is nothing extracrdinary to be discerned,' since
Jesus was alrcady a “ son of the law” (see on ver. 42). DBut to
find here a sitting on an cquality with the teachers? (Strauss,
comp. de Wette) is not in accordance with the text, since the
report would not otherwise have limited the action of the child
to the arovew and émepwr. — émepwr. adrovs] The Rabbinical
instruction did not consist merely in teaching and interrogating
the disciples, but these latter themselves also asked questions
and received answers. See Lightfoot, p. 742 ff.; Wetstein in loc.
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 if. "Emri m§) ovvéoer ral x.7.\] over His understanding
in general, and especially over His answers. — i86vres] Joseph
and Mary. They were astondshed ; for they had not expected

! Lange, T1. 1, p. 130, invents the idea that * the genius of the new humanity
soarcd abovo the heroes of the old decorum."

? 8o also older dngmatic writers. “‘Ceu doctor doctorum,” says Calovius,
who specifies the fourfold aim : ob gloriae templi posterioris illustrationem,
1ag. ii. 10 ; ob adventus sui manife-tationem ; ob sapicntiae divinae demonstra-
tionem ; ol doctorum informationem.—Into what apocryphal forms the con-
versation of Jesus with the doctors might be fashioned, may be seen in the
FLvang. infant. 50 (. Even by Chemnitz Ile is said to have discoursed already
““ de persona et officiis Messiae, de discrimine legis et evangelii,” cte.

»
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to lind ITim cither in this place, or so occupicd. — 1) pajTyp adtob
not merely because maternal feeling is in general more keen,
quick, and ready to show itself, nor yet because Joseph had
not been cqual to this scene (Lange), but rightly in accordance
with Luke’s view of the maternal relation of Mary. Bengel:
“non loquebatur Josephus ; major crat neeessitudo matris.” —
¢ 67e] wherefore? See on Mark ii. 16.— év Tois Tod maTpos
pov] e in the house of my Father. See examples of this well-
lknown mode of expression in Lobeck, ad LPhryn. p. 100. So,
following Syr. and the Fathers, most modern commentators.
Others, such as Castalio, Erasmus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jausen,
Wolf, Loesner, Valckenaer, Rosenmiiller, Bornemann, de Wette,
Ewald, «l: in the affwirs of my Father. This also is lin-
guistically correct. See 1 Tim. iv. 15; Bornemann, Sclol.
p- 29; Bernhardy, p. 210 ; Schaefer, Melet. p. 31 But as
Jesus in His reply refers expressly to the scarch of the parents,
which He represents as having been made necdlessly, 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 Le found,
without seeking Him in rchus Patris. He might also be clsc-
where.  To combine both modes of taking it (Olshausen, Bleck)
is @ prior? inappropriate. — 8¢Z] as Son. This follows from
Tob watpos mwov. This breaking forth of the consciousness of
Divine Sonship ' in the first saying which is preserved to us
from Jesus, is to be explained by the power of the impres-
sions which He experienced on His first participation in the
loly observances of the festival and the temple. According
to ver. 50, it must not have previously asserted itself thus
amidst the quiet course of His domestic development (“non
multum antea, nec tamen nihil, de Patre locutus erat,” Bengel
on ver. 50), but now there had emerged with Him an epock in
the course of development of that consciousness of Sonship,—
the first bursting open of the swelling bud. Altogether foreign
to the ingenuous, child-like utterance, wnnatural and indeli-

! At all events already in Messianic presentiment, yet not with the conception

fully unfolded, but in the dawning apprehension of the child, which could only
very gradually give place to clearness, ver, 52.
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cate, is the intention of drawing « contrast which has been
imputed to Him: 7ijs yap mwapbévov 1ov 'lwcnd marépa
elmovans avrod, éxelvos Pnaiy obk adTos éoTiv o aAyfis
pov waTyp, i yap dv év TG olkp adTod Humy, AAN 6 Oeds
€07l pov watip, kai &ia TodTo év TY oixgp avTod elpi, Theo-
phylact. Erroneous in an opposite manner is the opinion of
Schenkel, that the boy Jesus named God His Father, “ just as
cvery pious Jewish child might do.” Such a conclusion could
only be arrived at, if He had said 7. ma7tpos #pdv; but with
Jesus in the connection of His entire history . waTpds pov
points to a higher individual relation. And this too it was,
which made the answer unintelligible to the parents. What
every pious Jewish child might have answered, they would
have understood. See, besides, Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 48 £.

Ver. 50 f. If the angelic announcement, i. 26 ff,, especially
vv. 32,35, and 1i. 10 ff. (comp. especially ver. 19), be histori-
cal, it is altogether incomprehensible how the words of Jesus
could be unintelligible to His parents. Evasive explanations
are given by Olshausen, and even Bleek and older expositors
(that they had simply not understood the decper 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 comfort of souls, and be so even
in the boy), and others. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 78, gives a
candid judgment. — dmoracodp. adrols] That mighty exalta-
tion of the consciousness of divine Sonship not only did not
hinder, but conditioned with moral necessity in the youthful
development of the God-man the fulfilment of filial duty, the
highest proof of which was subsequently given by the Crucificd
One, John xix. 26 ff. — 7 8¢ ugryp «x.7.\.] significant as in ver.
19 ; Suarnpeiv denotes the careful preservation. Comp. Acts
xv, 29; Gen. xxxvii. 11.

ReMarK.—The rejection of this significant history as a myth
(Gabler in Newest. theol. Jowrn, II1.1, 36 {f.; Strauss, Weisse,'

1 Weisse interprets it allegorically : that the youthful spirit of Christianity
withdrew itsell from the care and the supervision of its parcnts, i.e. from the
restrictions of Jewish law and from the wisdom of the ancestral schools, ete.
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1. p. 21211, as regards which the analogies of the childhood of
Moses (Joseph. Antt. ii. 9. 6; Philo, de vita Mos. 1I. p. 83 1)
and of Samuel (1 Sam. i ; Joseph. Antf. v. 10. 4) have been
made use of, is the less to be acyuiesced 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,' and in proportion to the unadorned simplicity of the
narrative and its internal truth as contrasted with the fabulous
disfigurements of it in the apocryphal Evangelium infantiae, and
even with the previous portions of the history of Luke himself.
Comp, Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 80 f. The objection of an un-
natural mental precocity applies an unwarranted standard in
the case of Jesus, who was xerd aveipe God’s Son.

Ver. 52. Comp. 1 Sam. ii. 26. — JAuxiz] not age (so Vulgate,
Luther, Erasmus, and most expositors), which would furnish
an intimation altogether superfluous, but growth, bodily size
(Beza, Vatablus, Grotius, Er. Schmid, Beungel, Ewald, Bleek,
and others). See on Matt. vi. 27; Luke xix. 3. Comp.
ndfave ral éxparacoiro, ver. 40. “ Justam proceritatem nactus
est ac decoram,” Bengel. Luke expresses His mental (oopia)
and bodily (hexig) development® In favour of this explana-
tion we have also the evidence of 1 Sam. lLc.: émopedero
peyahvopevov, which element is here given by Hhexig. —
xdpere] gracious favour, 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 «xai dvfpd-
wors.  Comp. 1 Sam. e : DYDY D) MMy D) 2Mwy;  Test.
XII. Patr, p. 528. Observe moreover, that the advmwm g 11
God’s gracious favour assumes the sinless perfection of Jesus
as growing, as in the way of moral development. Comp. on Mark

} Comp. Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 45.

2 In this placo he prefixes sopiz, because he has just related so brilliant a
trait of the mental development of Jesus. — What shifts, moreover, have been
resorted to, especially since the time of Athanasius and Ambrose, to fence
with reservations the progress of Jesus in wisdom in such a way as to leave no
progress, but merely a suecessive revealing of His inherent wisdom, or else only
a growth in the wisdom to be attained through human experience (scientin
acquisita) |
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x. 18. Dut this does not exclude child-like innocence, and
does not include youthful moral perplexities. Comp. Keim,
geschichtl. Chr, p. 110 ff. It is a normal growth, from child-
like innocence to full holiness of the life.  Comp. also Bey-
schlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 47 ff.
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