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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR. 

D
HE translation of the Commentary on the Gospels of 

:Mark and Luke has heen made from the fifth edition 
, ' ' of the ongmal-the last form m winch 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. Ilitschl, substantially as the author had left it. 
The present portion has likewise been given forth since the 
author's death in what professes to be a " sixth edition worked 
up anew" by Dr. Bernhard ·weiss; but it is so considerably 
changed in form and substance, that, whatever may be its 
Yalue on its own account, it can no longer be regarded as the 
111·oper work of l\feyer; and I have had no hesitation in 
<lceming it my duty to present to the English reader the 
last form of the book as it came from the great master of 
exegesis, rather than to reproduce the manipulation which it 
has undergone at the hands of its new editor. A few sentences 
will suffice to explain the state of the case, and I should hope 
sufficiently to justify the course which I have taken. 

In the preface to the first volume that was issued of this 
translation (Romans, vol. I.), when speaking of the marked 
advantage which Meyer's work possessed in having undergone 
successive revisions at the ltands of its author, as compared 
with the rival work of de W ette, the revision of which passed 
early into other hands, I took occasion to remark on the 
strange and, as it appeared to me, unwarrantable procedure of 
Dr. Overbeck in overlaying de Wette's book on the Acts of 
the Apostles with a running commentary largely devoted to 
the combating of de '\Vette's views. Dr. '\Veiss can hardly 
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Vl rnEFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOT:. 

lJe charged with anything so unseemly as this ; but he con­
trasts unfarnurably with Dr. Overbeck in anothe1· respect. 
The latter, eYen at the distance of twenty years after de ,v ette's 
death, was careful to distinguish by brackets his own addition,;, 
though forming two - thirds of the whole, from the original 
author's text; but a strallgely different course has been 
adopted with the great work of l\Ieyer. ,vithin less than five 
years after his death the Commentary on 1\fark and Luke has 
been re-issued under his name; bnt he is spoken of through­
out in the third person ; bis arrangement is discarded; his 
critical verdicts are recast to a considerable extent on otlwr 
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. "' eiss's special theories regarding the structure of 
the Gospels and the relations of their parallel passages. 1 n 
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 remove1l 
from us as Meyer, and of such a masterpiece of exegesis as 
his Commentary-Dr. ,veiss might well be chosen to carry 
it out, for his investigations as to t!te relations of the Synoptic 
Gospels, as well as his contributions to Bihlical Theology, haw 
given him a foremost place among the critics and theologians 
of the day. In his preface he suggests some more or les,; 
plausible grounds for the course he has pursued, while indicat­
ing no small misgivings as to its legitimacy and its succc,-s. 
The plan has met with partial approval in Germany; but 
its llropriety, as it seems to us, may well be questioned, 011 

account both of the respect due to so great a name, awl 
of the desirableness of permitting a reader, who buys a hook 
on the faith of the writer's reputation and of the title-page, to 
have-with whatever else-at any rate the entire work of the 
author in the form in which he left it. ,v eiss himself state:; 
with regard to the work of Meyer, that "it contains such treasmcs 
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of erudite research, philological, archaeological, and biLlieo­
theological; so laboriously collected and carefully grouped a 
surumary 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 
l\foyer, or their grounds, than the subjective judgment of 
·weiss may have deemed worthy of reproduction; while he 
does get a good deal for which, it is safe to say, Meyer would 
not have held himself responsible, I shall only add, that the 
plan of entrusting the revision of the several portions of the 
work to dijfrrcnt editors, whose methods of pl'Ocedure and 
standards of judgment are necessarily 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 cannot but materially interfere with the pertinence 
of the numerous references from one portion of the Commen­
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 goo1l 
deal of time and care, has been revised and carried through 
the press, in the case of the first volume, by myself, and, in 
that of the second, by my colleague and friend Dr. Stewart, 
who tells me that he has, as he went along, inserted [in square 
brackets] the reauings of Tischendorf's editio octava majol", 
which, as Dr. Meyer explains in his Preface (p. xi.), had not 
lieen carried beyond the earlier chapters of Mark's Gospel 
at the time of his sending to the press the fifth edition of the 
Handbook. 

GLASGOW COLLEGE, J,'ebruary; 18~0. 



THE AUTHOR'S PREFACE. 

--
D

UE investigations as to the origin and mutual rela-
11 tions of the first three Gospels have again been 
I 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 
lias given special attention to even the most prominent of the 
writings on the subject and compared their results with one 
another. And if, at the same time, we glance-as the two fields 
of inquiry, in fact, are not to be separated-from the Synoptic 
into the Johannine domain, in which very recently a valiant 
Swiss has raised the flaming sword, as if for a war of exter­
mination, against the more popular 1 than strictly theological 

1 Of apologetic writings for cultivatecl non-theologians our day has produced 
many, aud 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 opportune and clever popularizing, there necessarily 
clings to them a certain incompleteness of proof and presentation, which may 
provoke the adversary at times to unfairness in his claims and in his criterion of 
judgment. It is indeed a material defect, when-as often-they deal with critical 
extravagances merely in tlie way of repelling, and leave untouched, or with a 
dubious mincingwortl evade, the necessary conceBSions, which in various important 
points arc not to be refused to a sound, judicious, and thorough criticism. In 
this way there is no attempt to meet a justifiable requirement, and no clearness 
even as regards insight into the status causae. 
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work of a highly meritorious Saxon theologian whose laurels 
belong to another field of criticism [Tischendorf], we cannot 
but lament much impetuosity and e,·en bitterness, which are 
the more apt to come into play when the contest is a con­
test of principles. Conflict in awl by itself, indeed, over such 
critical 1n·oblems as belong to the exciting questions of the 
present <lay in theology, is inevitable, and has its justification 
in the end at which it aims,-the separating the dross 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. Ilut as we cannot arnil aught against the truth, 
so we ought never to will anything that is not pure-free 
from selfish or even indecorous zeal-for the truth.1 

Various as are the critical opinions of the present day on 
the question of the Synoptic Gospels, tltc view seems e,·er 
more evidently to be approaching final triumph, that among 
the three Gospels (apart from the "Logia - collection" of 
Matthew) Mark is the first. The unfair judgments,2 that ma)· 
still be heard about him, will gradually he put to silence; just 
like Augustine's "pedissequus l\fatthaei," Griesbach's "copyist 
of Matthew and Luke" will disappear from the arena of ancieut 
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 18 6 0, 
when we survey their aggregate results. It will easily be 

1 The extravagance of criticism, which in various productions of the tiny for 
transcends the boldness of llaur, cloes not advance the matter, bursts all the ti,·s 
even of historical possibility, turns things upsicle clown, promotes the convenie11t 
aversion-already, alas! so wiclely liiffusccl-to criticism generally, as if it were 
au affair of unbelief, aml works involuntarily into the hands of the Jeu:s, who 
gb.clly accept the alleged negative results as if they ,vcre settled matters, as mny 
1,e sufficiently seen from several writings of moclern Jewish scholars. 

• No one can pronounce a jutlgmont of rejection over :Mark more decitleclly 
than has been done, with Pre11cl1 f1frolity, by Eichtlml (les Eva1111iles, 18G3, I. 
l'· 51 ff.). 
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seen that I have sought 1 to give due heed to them, as well afl 
generally to the latest literature relative to the suuject, m 
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 (cditio octam), which had only appeared up to that 
point; and for the sequel I had to quote them from the second 
edition of the Synopsis Ei·angclica. For I might not fall back 
on the cditio scptima (18 5 9), uecause 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 cditio scptiina. I am 

1 Some minor works reached me too late for a consideration of their sugges­
tions : e.g. Hilgenfeld, Markus zwischen lllattlt. und Luk., in his Zeitsclt;·. 
1866, p. 82 If. ; Zahn, Papias von Hierapolis, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 
649 ff. ; Stawars, iib. d. Ordnung Abia, in the Tlieol. (Juartalschr. 1866, p. 
201 If. ; also Volkmar, Ur.spr. uns. Evangelien, Zurich 1866, but chiefly in refer­
tnce to John. The C/n-istologie des Neuen Testamentes of Beyschlag, Berlin 1866, 
I ha..-e, 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 ha,l 
:my fitting opportunity to express in the Commentary my view as to Beyschlag's 
,lcvelopment of the idea of the Son of man,-which ho regards as the Ideal man, 
as the ideal of humanity,-1 may here be allowed, on account of the Christo. 
logical importance of the subject, frankly to state that the deductions of the 
author-however attractive they are, and however considerable the names of 
a11thority that may range themselves on the side of theil' result-have not been 
able to convince me. I cannot but think that the notion of the Ideal man, as 
well in Daniel as in the Cospels, is one brought to them and introduced, and not 
the one thern given. I find that the only Synoptic passage which appears to 
favour this interpretation is 111ark ii. 28. But even here it is, as I believe, 
only an appearance. For, firstly, the fundamental thought in this passage is 
not that of the ideal, but that of the representative of humanity, which is a 
different idea ; secondly, even this conception does not attach to , v!,r .,.,;; 
a.,lp,;,.,,.,v in itself, but to the whole conception of the Jlessiah, and would be the 
leading thought of the argument, even if quite another appellation of the 
l\lessiah were used. That Christ, although without prejudice to His personal 
pre-existence, was and is the Ideal of humanity, is accordant with Scripture ; 
Lut it is not contained in , vl,, .,.,;; &.,1,.,.,,,v, as, indeed, this expression in 
itself does not lexically contain the very slightest hint thereof.-We may acid, 
that it is much to be wished that the antagonism, which the work of Beyschlag 
will still abundantly cnco11nter and must needs encounter, may be kept clear of 
the passionate vehemence which it has already so largely expericnce,l. 
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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, especially 
if it is to be the text of the second century, must withal in 
numberless cases be uncertain. 

In conclusion, may I be allowed, simply for those at a 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. "Deus nobis hacc otia 
fccit," -this I 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 lifo. 
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 dl 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 bonnd,-it is a fervent joy to my heart, that 
in the partial co-operation which still remains assigned to me, 
especially by my continuing to take part in the theological 
examinations, there is not yet wholly dissolved the official bond 
of fellowship, which has always been to me so high a blessing 
in my position here. • 

Let the future, which is to be developed out of the blood­
stained seed-sowing of the present not only for the fleeting 
existence of this world, but also for the eternal kingdom of 
the Lord, be committed to God, who turns the hearts of men 
as water-brooks, and will turn all things for the best to His 
people-the unknown and yet well known, the sorrowful and 
yet always rejoicing, the dying, and behold they live ! 

Dil.lllEYETI. 
HANNOVER, 1011£ August 1866. 
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of St. Matthew. The following list contains Commentaries on the 
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of historical criticism rel:itive to these Gospels. Works mainly of a 
popular or practical character have, with a few exceptions, been 
excluded, since, howevt;r 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 l\leyer in Zoe. The editions quoted are usually the earliest; 
al. appended denotes that the book has been more or less frequently 
re-issued; t marks the date of the author's death; c.= cii-ca, an ap­
proximation to it.] 
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13 



XIV EXEGETICAL LITERATC'RE. 

ConDEP.ll'S [Conmrn] (Balthasar), t IG50, Jesuit: Catena sexaginta 
quinquePatrumGraecorum in S.Lucam .... Latinitate donata 
et annotationibus illustrata. . . . 2°, Antv. 1628. 

COSTA (Isaac Da), Pastor at Amsterdam : Beschouwing van het 
Evangelie van Lucas. 8°, Arnst. 1850-52. 

ELSNER (Jakob), t 1750, Consistorialrath at Berlin: Commentarius 
critico - philologicus in Evangelium Marci ... Edidit Ferd. 
Stosch. 4°1 Traj. ad Rhen. 1773. 

FonD (James), )I.A., Prebendary of Exeter: The Gospel of St. l\Iark 
[ancl of St. LukeJ, illustrated from ancient and modern 
authors. 8°, Lond. 1849-51. 

FmTZSCIIE (Karl Friedrich August), t 184G, Prof. Theo!. at Rostock: 
Evangelium l\larci recensuit et cum commentariis perpetuis 
edidit D. Car. F. A. Fritzsche. 8°, Lips. 1830. 

GoDET (Frederic), Prof. Theo!. at Neuchatel: Commentaire sur 
l'Evangile de saint Luc. 2 tomes. 8°, Neuchtltel, 1871. 
[Translated from the second French edition by E. W. Shalders 
and D. W. Cusin. 2 vols. 8°, Edin. 1875.J 

HEUPEL (Georg Friedrich), Theological Tutor at Wittenberg: Marci 
Evangelium notis grammatico-historico-criticis illustratum. 

8°, Argent. 1716. 
lhLGENFELD (Adolf), Prof. Theol. at Jena: Das l\farkusev:mgelium 

nach seiner Composition, seiner Stellung in der Evangelien­
Litteratur, seinem Ursprung und Charakter dargestellt. 

8°, Leip. 1850. 
IIornANN (Johann Christian Konrad von), t 1877, Prof. Theo!. at 

Erlangen : Die Heilige Schrift Neuen Testamentes zusam­
rnenhangend untersucht. Achter Theil. . Das Evangelium 
des Lukas. Cap. i.-xxii. 66 . ... 

8°, Nordlingen, 1878. 

JUNIUS (Franciscus) [FnA::sco1s DU J <JN], t 1602, Prof. Theo!. at 
Leyden: Analytica expositio Evangclii Marci. [Opera.] 

KLOSTERMANN (August), Prof. Theo!. at Kiel: Das Markusevangclium 
nach seinem Quellenwerthe fur die evangelische Geschicht1•. 

8°, Gotting. 1867. 

M1cnELSEN (Jan Hendrik Adolf): Ilet Evangelie van :Markus. I 
gedeelte. 8°1 Arnst. 186i. 



EXEGETICAL LITERATURE. xv 

:'.\IoRISON (James), D.D., Prof. Theo!. to the Evangelical Union, Glas­
gow : A Commentary on the Gospel according to Mark. 

8°, Lond. 1873. 
l\foRUS (Samuel Friedrich Nathan), t 1792, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig: 

Praelectiones in Evangelium Lucae. Ed. K. A. Donat. 
8°, Lip. 1795. 

NICETAS Serrariensis, c. 1150, Bishop of 1-Ieraclea: Catena veterum 
Patrum in Lucac Evangelium, collig~nte Niceta .... [Mai, 
Scrip. Vet. Coll. ix. J 

PAPE (Heinrich), t 1805: Das Lucas-Evangelium umsd,rieben uncl 
erliiutert. 2 Theile. S0

, Bremen, 1777-81. 
P AREUS [WAENGLER J (David), t 1622, Prof. Theol. at Heidelberg: 

Adversaria in S. Marcum, S. Lucam. . . [Opera.] 
PETTER (George), Min. at Bread, Sussex: A learned, pious, and prac­

tical commentary on the Gospel according to St. l\Iark. 2 
vols. 2°, Lond. 1661. 

P1scATOR [F1ssc11ER] (Johann), t 1626, Conrector at Herborn: Analysis 
logica Evangelii secundum Lucam. 8°, Sigenae, 1596, al. 

Possrnus (Peter), t c. 1650, Jesuit at Rome: Catena Graecorum 
Patrum in Marcum Graece et Latinc. lnterprete P. Passino. 

2°, Romae, 1673. 

I:mmARD (Lorenz), t 1752, Superintendent at Biittstadt: Observa­
tiones philologicae et exegeticae in Evangelium l\larci selectis­
simae. 4°, Lips. 1737. 

ScnLEIERlIACHER (Friedrich Daniel Ernst), t 1834, Prof. Theo!. at 
Berlin : Ueber die Schriften des Lukas kritischer Versuch. 

S0
, BerL 1817. 

[T1anslatecl with an introduction by Connop Thirlwall, D.D. 
8°, Lond, 1825. J 

ScnoLTEN (Johan Hendrik), Prof. Theol. at Leyden: Het oudste Evan­
gelie; critisch onderzoek naar de samenstelliog, de onderlinge 
verhouding, de historische waarde en den oorsproog dcr 
Evangelien naar Mattheus en Marcus. 8°, Leid. 1868. 
Het Paulinisch Evangelie; critisch onderzoek van het Evan­
gelic naar Lucas, en seine verhouding tot Marcus, l\Iattheus, 
en die Handeliogen. 8°, Leid. 1870. 

SEGA.\R (Carolus), t 1803, Prof, Th col. at Utrecht: Observationes 
philologicae et theologicae in Evangelii Lucae capita xi priora. 

8°1 Utrecht, 17G6. 



xvi EXEGETICAL LITERATURE. 

STEIN (Karl Wilhelm), Pastor at Niemegk: Commentar zu dem Ernn­
gelium des Lucas, nebst einem Anhange iiber den Brief au <lie 
Laodicaer. 8°, Halle, 1830. 

STELLA [Esn:LLA] (Diego), t 1578, Spanish monk: In Ernngelium 
secundum Lucam enarrationes. 2 voll. 

2°1 Compluti, 1578, al. 

TITUS Bostrensis? t c. 370: Commentarius in Lucam. [3ibl. )lax. 
Patrum. iv.] 

Tr.oLLOPE (William), 11.A. : Commentary on St. Luke's Gospel. 
12°, Lund. 1849. 

V1cTor., Antiochenus, c. 400, Bishop of Antioch: Exegesis in Enrn­
gelium l\Iarci. Ex codd. Mosq. edidit Chr. F. 1fatthaei. 

8°1 :Mosquae, 1775. 
YINKE (Ilen<lrik Egbert), t 1862, Prof. Theol. at Utrecht: Ilet 

Nieuwe Testament met ophelderende en toepasslijke aanmer­
kingcn. 8°, Utrecht, 1852-54-. 

"'Elss (Bernhard), Prof. Theol. at Berlin: Das l\Jarkusevangeli11m 
und seine synoptischen Parallelcn erklart. 8°, Berl. 187:!. 
Das l\Iatthiiusevangelium und seine Lucas-Parallelen erkliirt. 

8°, Halle, 18iG. 
,v1LLES (Bartus van), t 1844-, Pastor at Niewland: Specimen herme­

neutieum de iis quae ab uno l\Iarco sunt narrata aut 
copiosius et explicatius ab eo exposita. 

8°1 Trnj. :id Rhen. 181'2. 



TH E G O S PE L O F MARK. 

INTRODUCTION. 

§ 1.-0N THE LIFE OF :MARK. 

D
HE evangelist l\Iark, a Jew by birth (Col. iv. 10 f.), 

is the same 1 who, in. the Acts of the Apostles, is 
somet~mes called John 1l!~rk (xii. 12, 25_, xv. 37), 

- sometimes John only (xm. 5, 13), sometimes only 
Nark (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 1lfet1·k, adopted probably on his passing into the 
service of the apostles, became the prci·ailing one in Christian 
intercourse. 1lfary is named to us as his mother, ,vho, at the 
time of the execution of James the Elder, was an esteemed 
Christian dwelling at Jerusalem, and in friendly relations 
"·ith Peter (Acts xii. 12). Jerusalem may therefore be regarded 
as the birthplace of l\fark. According to 1 Pet. v. 13, he was 
converted by Peter (uio, µ,ou); he entered, however, into the 
service of Barnabas and Paul, when they commenced their 
missionary journeys (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 l\Iarks (Grotius, Calovius, arnl 
sc\·rn1l others, including Scbleicrmacher in the Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 760) 
is absolutely without any sullicient foundation. It is nevertheless again taken 
up hy Kienlcn in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 423 ff., and in opposition to tho 
tradition of the church further made use of for ascribing the Gospel not to tho 
Petrino, but to tbe Pauline Mark, whom Papius bad already confoundell with 
the former. 

~ Thence Hitzig (iib. Joham1es Markus 11. seine Schrijlen, Ziiricb 1843) couhl 
holll bim to be the author of the Apocalypse, which, howenr, is dccill.eJly 
incorrect. See Lucke, Einl. in d. Ojfenb. p. 781. 

MAflK. A 
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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. 3G ff.). It is probable that a want of 
dauntless perseverance (Acts xiii. 13, xv. 38) had withdrawn 
from him Paul's favour, withont, 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 
usual view, at Rome (see on Eph., Introd. § 2)-he was with 
that apostle to his comfort (Col. iv. 10 f.; Philem. 24; comp. 
2 Tim. iv 11), and was at that time contemplating a journey 
to Asia Minor (Col. iv. 10). At 1 Pet. v. 13 we find him 
again with his spiritual father Peter in Babylon. His special 
relation to Peter is specified by the unanimous testimony of 
the ancient church as having been that of intc111rctc1· (Epµ17-

V£VT1J<;-; Papias, in Eus. iii. 39; Iren. iii. 1, iii. 10, G; Tertull. 
contr. 1l[al'C. iv. 5 ; Eusebius, Jerome, et aq; and there exists ab­
solutely no valid reason for doubting the statement, if only the 
notion of epµ17v£VT1J<;- Le taken not as meaning that l'eter, being 
himself insufficiently versed in Greek, caused what he deliveretl 
in Aramaic to be reproduced in Greek hy Mark (Kuiuoel an1l 
many others), or that Peter made use of him as Latin inter­
preter (Bleek), but rather as denoting the service of a scactary, 
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 lJecame his interprete1· in writing to others. 
This view is plainly confirmed Ly Jerome, ad Hcdib. 11 : 
"Habcbat ergo (Paulus) Titmn intc111rctcni (in drawing up the 
second Epistle to the Corinthians) sicut et beat us Petrus 1llrrrc11m, 
cuius cvan11dinm Petro narmnte et illo scribcntc composit111n est. 
Dcniquc et dnae cpistolae quac jcrzmtur Petri, stilo inter sc l't 

cltaractc1·e discrepant structnraque vcrbornm, ex quo i11tdliyim11s, 
zn·o necessitate rc1·u11i divn·sis cum usmn intc11Hctiuus." 

The tradition, that :Mark was with l'eter in Rome, is not yet 
attested, it is true, in the fragment of Papias, but is still very 
ancient, as it :s designated by Clem. Al. llypotyp. G, in Eus. 
vi. 14, as 7rapaooaw TWV ~VEKa0£v 7rpE0"/3UTEpwv. It is not, 
however, free from the suspicion of having arisen out of 
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1 Pet. v. 13, where Babylon was taken as a designation of 
Home (Eus. ii. 15; Jerome, Vir. ill. 8). From Rome, after 
the death of that apostle (not so early as the eighth year of 
Nero, as Jerome states), he is said to have gone to Alcxand1·ia, 
and there-where, according to Eus. iii. 39, he is alleged to 
ha Ye founded the church 1-to have died as bishop (Eus. ii. 16 ; 
Epiph. Haer. li. 6 ; Jerome, Vir. ill. 8), and; according to later 
tradition, in the character of a martyr (Niceph. ii. 43, llfa1·tyrol. 
Rom., 25 Apr.). 

§ 2.-ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL. 

It is related, first of all by Papias (in Eus. iii. 3 9), and 
then unanimously by the entire ancient church, that Mark 
wrote his Gospel under the special influence of Peter, whose 
ipµ11veVTTJf; he was. This account is, according to Papias (see 
on l\Iatt., 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 2 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 <late, our Gospel 
was regarded directly as the Gospel of Peter, as even Justin, 
c. Tryph. 106, quotes it as Ta a1,roµv11µovevµa-ra Ilfrpov (see 
on John, Intro<l. p. 9 f. ; Ritschl in the tlu:ol. Jahrb. 18 51, 
p. 4 9 9 f. ; Kostlin, Urspr. d. synopt. Evan g. p. 3 6 8 f. ; Weiss in 

1 Tlrn.t this occurred. before the composition of the Epistle to the Uomans, 
Thiersch concludes (d. Kirclte im apost. Zeitalt. p. 104 f.) from Rom. xv. 19 ff. 
Certainly it is in itself probable that even at that early date Christianity existed, 
as in Rome, so also in Alexandria, where there was II very numerous body of 
Jews. Still the expression in Rom. /.c. is too indefinite as respects its geo­
graphical limits for any one to be able to maintain that Egypt belongs to 
the r~_~ions whereof Paul says that there is nothing more in them for him to <lo. 

2 Which, however, most of the later critics (comp. on .Matt. p. 39), with­
out su!ticient wnrrant either from the testimony of Papin.s, or from other testi­
monies, or from internal grounds, refer back to a lost primitive l\lark, from which 
our lllark first took its rise. So, too, Schenkel and Weizsiicker, iib. d. Evany. 
Oesch. 1864. Recently Weiss and. Tischendorf have decidedly declared them• 
8eh-es against the hypothesis of a primiti,·e Ilfork [ Urmarkus]. 
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the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 677); and Tertull. c. ll[acc. iv. 5, 
says: "Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Pefri adfirmatur, 
cufus interprcs 11Iarcus" ( comp. Iren. iii. 1 : Tit irrro Ili:Tpov 

"TJPV<T<TOP,€Va f'Y'YPacf,wc; ;,µ,'iv '11"apa0€0WK€, similarly Origcn in 
Eus. vi 25). Still, however, there is no mention of any 
special recognition of the book on the part of Peter. 
Nothing can with any certainty be concluded from the frag­
mentary initial words of the l\foratorian Canon (as has 
especially been attempted by Volkmar on Credner's Gcsch. d. 
Kanan, p. 351 f.); and Clement, Hypotyp. 6, in Eus. vi. 1-!, 
expressly states that the publication of the Gospel, composed 
after the apostle's discourses, experienced at the hands of the 
latter neither a K<,i'A:uuai nor a wpoTpE,[rau0ai. But in the 
course of tradition the apostolic confirmation also 1 does not fail 
to appear, and even Eusebius himself,2 ii. 15, relates: "'/VOVTa OE 

0 1 "' \ , , "'\ ,.. , ' ,I..\ , 
r.pax €V '/'au£ TOV a'll"OU'TOl\,OV •.• KVpwuai 7€ T'YJV "'/pa'f'1]V H<; 

ivTevfw m'ic; EKKATJ<r{ai,. Comp. Epipli. Haer. li ti; Jerome, 
Vir. ill. 8. 

In the dependence-to which Papias testifies-of l\Iark 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 Wl'itings of Matthew and Luke, 
even although he rested on the testimony of Peter, the com­
parison of that testimony with those other two evangelist3 
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 S:umier, 
Fritzsche, de W ette, Bleck, Baur, Delitzsch, Kostlin, Kalmis, 

1 The view which finds mention of the literary services of Mark even l,y 
Paul, namely o.t 2 Cor. viii. 18 (Storr, Hitzig), is a pure fancy. 

e Eusebius does not here quote Clement's words, so that Clement would ha..-e 
here, compared with the previous passage, contradicted himself (Strauss, de 
W cttc, and others), but he is narrating in his own 1iersou. See Crcdncr, Einl. 
1. r• 113; Thiersch, Hut. Stand]!. p. 212f, 
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and others), were the correct one.1 Bnt it is not the correct 
one. For, apart from the fact that in any case Luke close,; 
the series of the Synoptics and is only to be placed after tlw 
destruction of Jerusalem, our existing Gospel of Matthew 
cannot have taken its present shape until aftc1· Mark (sec 
Introd. to l\Iatt. p. 39 f.); and prior to l\fark, 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. l\Iark 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 Griesbach, 
there would only be left to l\fark as his own peculiar portions, 
iv. 26-29, vii. 32-37, viii. 22-26, xi. 1-14, xiii. 33-37, 
xvi. 6-11) is absolutely incompatible with the creative 
life-like freshness and 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, Jahrb. II. p. 203 f.; 

1 The best conjoint view of all that can be said on behalf of this hypothesis is 
~h·en by Bleek in his Beilriige, p. 72 If., and Einl. p. 243 If. The most forcihl~ 
refutation is found in Holtzmann, Synopt. Evang. p. 113 ff., 344 ff. Comp. 
Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 652 If., 680 If. 

• Baur, JJI arl.:usei·ang. 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 sensuouslr­
l'Oncrete conception. Kostlin and others speak of Mark's "mannerism." "\V eisse, 
Ei-angelienfr. p. i3, rightly says : '' in fact, nothing can be more dangerous to the 
'c1·iticism of tendency' than any kind of acknowle<lgrnent, Le it ever so limite,l, 
of the indepemlencc of Mark." Nevertheless, Eichthnl (/e.~ E1·a11giles, Paris 
l 863) has faun,\ in the pictorial description of Mark a proof of subsequent 
elaboration ; he is hel<l to be the epitomizer of lllntthew, whose Gospel nc\·er­
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 ~lark as being much less interpolated, merely because he was from 
the first looked on as of far less consequence (I. p. 267 lf. ). 
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Weiss in the Stud. n. Krit. 18Gl, p. 67 ff, 646 ff.; Holtz­
rnann, p. 284 f., 448 f. Besides, we do not find in :i\fark 
the peculiar elements which l\fatthew and Luke (the latter 
especially, ix. 51-xviii. 14) respectively have in matter and 
manner; indeed, precisely in the passages where l\lark 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 
:;_\fork 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 l\Iatthew, and then also for Luke. 
It is simply inconceivable that l\Iark could have passed over, 
in particular, the rich materials which Luke has peculiar tu 
himself (as is still the opinion of Kostlin, p. ~34), merely 
from the endeavour after brevity and a layiug 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. 3 G ; in fact, 
this discourse may be regarded as a progrnmme of our Gospel. 
Other special sources are not sufficiently recognisable,1 apart 
from the primitive evangelic tradition in general, under the 
influence of which the companion of Paul, Barnabas, and l'eter 
of necessity came, and from the collection of Logia of l\Iatthew, 
which, as the most ancient (see on l\Iatthew, Introd. p. 12 ff.) 
document intended for the natives of Palestine, could not 
have remained unknown to Mark, the inhabitant of Jerusalem. 
nightly have not only Weisse and Wilke, but also Lachmnnn, 
Hitzig, Reuss, Ewald, Ritschl, Thiersch, Volkmar, Tobler, 
l'litt, Holtzmann, ·weiss, Schenkel, ,veizsiicker, nnd others 

1 According to Fritzsche and Illeek, lllark is alleged to ha,•o used not rnen·ly 
l\latthew and Luke, but even the Gospel of John. The state of the case i8 

directly the reverse. 
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(see also Gi.ider in Herzog's Encykl. IX. p. 4 7 f.), maintained 
the primitive crnngclic character of 1\fark 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, Kirclw i1n .Apost. Zcitalt. p. 102), however 
strongly Daur and his school (Kostlin, in the most complex 
fashion) contend against it with their hypothesis of a 
special "tendency" (see § 3), and with the aid of a Papiau 
primitive-1\fork; while Hilgenfeld withal, following Augustine 
and Hug, insists upon the priority of l\fark to Luke, and 
consequently on the intermediate position of Mark between 
Matthew and Luke.1 According to the opinion of Delitzsch 
(ncuc iintc1·s. iib. d. Entsteh. it. Anl. d. kanon. E1:any. I., 1853), 
in c01111ection 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-
1:oman tradition as an intermediate step (see on the other 
hand Daur, J,fcwkusevang. p. 119 ff. ; Ritschl in the thcol. 
Jah1'b. 1851, p. 482 ff.; Weiss in the Stud. it. Krit. 1861, 
p. 691 ff.; Holtzmann in his synopt. Ewng.). 

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 
frolll the.setting out for Judaea (chap. x.). 

RD1ARK !.-Although Mark was chiefly dependent on the 
communications of Peter, still the Petrine tendency is not to be 
attributed to his Gospel (in opposition to Hilgenfeltl), 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 thcol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 56 ff., 
and Afarkuscvcrng. p. 133 ff. Comp. on viii. 29; also Weiss 
in the Stud. u. K1·it. 1861, p. 674f. 

1 Especially since 1850, then in his long controversy with Baur, ancl on<:c 
more in his Kanon u. Kritik d. N. T. 1863, and in his Zeitscltr. 1864, p. 2::!i it 
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REMATIK 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 
he in his favour is by another turned against him, according 
to the colouring imported by the subjectivity of each. EYen 
from the 0. T. citation in l\fork i. 2, 3, compared with l\Iatt. 
iii. 3, xi. 10, we cannot draw any inference either for (Ilitschl) 
or against the dependence of Matthew on Mark; see Baur in 
the theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 89 f. Comp. on i. 2 f. 

§ 3.-PURPOSE, TDIE, PLACE. 

Like all the canonical Gospels, ours also has the destined 
7nirpose of historically proving the Messiahship of Jesus : it 
seeks to accomplish this especially by setting forth the deeds 
of Jesus, but in doing eo does not bear any special dogmatic 
colour.1 It leaves out of consideration the doctrinal differences 
that agitate the subsequent apostolic period, and goes to work 
quite objectively. ,ve must not on this account, howe\'er, 
assume a mediating aim in the interest of the idea of catho­
licity, and consequently a neutral character accordant with that 
tendency 2 (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 l\Iark'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 or artistic construction, which (according to Hilgen­
fold) is clcsigncd to turn on the contrast or light aud shaJc. But the alternation 
or light anu. shade is involved in the course or the history, not in the artistic 
11remeditation of a literary plan. 

2 According to Baur, e'l"en the name for this neutral nnd mediating Gospel is 
significantly chosen: "llfo.rk," the interpreter 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.1 And the work is composed for 
Gmtilc Christians, as is evident beyond any doubt from the 
total absence of proofs drawn from the 0. T. (excepting only 
i. 2 f., see in Zoe.) and of Judaistic elements of doctrine (Ki.istlin, 
p. 314), as also from the comparison of many points of detail 
with the parallel passages in Matthew (see Holt.zmann, p. 
385 ff.). Comp. on x. 12, vii. 1 ff., xi. 17, and others. 

·with respect to the time of composition, the Gospel must, 
in accordance with the eschatological statements in chap. xiii. 
(see especially, vv. 13, 24, 30, 33), and because it preceded 
our l\fatthew, have been written at all events before the 
destruction of Jerusalem, although vVeizsiicker concludes the 
contrary from the parable iv. 26-29 (see in Zoe.). This is 
more precisely defined by the statement of Irenaeus, iii. 1 (in 
Eus. v. S), that l\fark published the Gospel after the death 
(E~ooov, not: departure, as 1.\'Iill, Grabe, Aberle, and others will 
have it 2) of Peter and Paul. By this we must abide; and as 
there is not historical ground for going back to an earlier 
period (Hitzig: years 55-57; Schenkel, 45-58), the treating of 
that assertion of Irenaeus with suspicion, as if it might have 
flowed from 2 Pet. i. 15 (Eichhorn, Hug, Fritzsche), and \Yere 
too much of a doctrinal nature (Weizsiicker), is unfounded. 
Se_e Credner, I. p. 118. The account of Clement, Hypotyp. 6 
(in Eus. H. E. vi. 14), that Mark published his Gospel while 
I'eter was still alii-c 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 

1 The opinion of Volkmar (d. Reli[J. Jes1t u. ilu·e e1·ste E11twic/.:c/1mr,, 185i, 
and [Jescl1ichtstreue Tlteol. 1858)-that the Gospel of l\Iark as an Epos is a Pauli11e 
treatise with a set pmpose in opposition to the Judaistic reaction, and has as 
its presupposition the Judaistic Apocalypse, and that, having come into existence 
imder Titus, it became the foundation for the rest of the Gospels-is a critical 
extravagance. See in opposition to it, Hilgenfeld in the theol. Jahrb. 185i, 
p. 387 ff., ancl in his Zeitschr. 1859, p. 252 tt, 1861, p. 190 U'., also in Ka11011 
u. Kritil.:, p. 175 ff. 

1 See Hilgeufeld in his Zeitsc/11'. 1864, p. 224. 
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treatise on the part of l'eter (see § 2), but also transferred tlw 
npostle'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 :i\fagus (Eus. H. E. ii. 14, 15, 17), 
which incorrect determination of the date of our Gospel was 
in consequence adopted by Theophylact, Enthyrnius Zigabenus, 
nncl others. Later critics, who place Mark in point of time 
after Matthew and Luke (Grieslmch't; hypothesis), or at least 
after Matthew (Hilgenfeld), do not make it come into existence 
till after the destruction of Jerusalem ( de "\V ette, Bleck, and 
others; Hilgenfeld: under Domitian), to which view "\Veisse 
also (" under the influences of the lively impression of the 
conquest") is inclined ; Kostlin, assigning to the alleged older 
Mark of Papias the date G5-70 A.D., makes the canonical 
Gospel appear in the fast decade of the second century. Baur 
pnts it down still lower in the second century, as indeed he 
nssigns to the canonical Gospels in general no earlier Llate 
than 130-170. 

The place of composition is not known with certainty, but 
the preponderant voice of ecclesiastical tradition (Clement, 
Eusebius, 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, bnt still is not to 
lie made good by the Latin expressions which occur, as at 
Yi. 27, vii. 4, 8, xv. 39, 44, and explanations such as xv. lG, 
xii. 42, or by x. 12, xv. 21. Most of the later critics lrnrn 
declared themselves in favour of the Roman origin (Gicseler, 
Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Kostlin, Schwegler, Guerike, a.nd several 
others), and the evidence in its behalf can only gain in 
weight from the fact that even at a. very early period Alex­
nndria was assigned to Mark a.s a sphere of labour. It is 
true that Chrysostom names Alexandria a.s the place of com­
position, but to this the less value is to be attached thnt 
110 Alexandrian confirms it. Hence the combination of Tiome 
and Alexandria by the assumption of a twofold publica­
tion (Tiichard Simon, Lardner, Eichhorn) is unnecessary, and 



IXTHODUCTIO:N'. 11 

cnnnot be mnc1e good, not even by the statement of ,Jerome: 
"Assumpto itaque Evangelio, quod ipse confoccrn.t, perrcxit 
Aegyptum." 

§ 4.-PI:.HIAUY LANGUAGE, OTIIGrnALITY, I~TEGTIITY. 

::\Iark wrote in Greek, as the Fathers are unanimous 
either in pnisupposing or in expressly testifying. It is true 
that there occurs in the Peshito as a subscription, and in the 
l'hiloxenian on the margin (comp. also Ebedjesu, in Assem. 
Eiul. Or. III. 1, p. 9), the remark that at Rome he preached 
in the Roman tongue; and several manuscripts of the Greek 
text (sec 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 h1.1t be welcome, so that it 
was defended by Baronins (ad ann. 45, :No. :.rn ff.) and others. 
Since the days of Richard Simon, however, it has been again 
given up even among Catholic scholars. It was even given 
out that the Latin autograph was preserved in Venice, but 
that has long since been unmasked as a portion of the 
Vulgate (see Dobrow1;ky, fmgrnent. Pragcnse ev. St .. Marci vulgo 
autogmphi, Prag 1778; :Michaelis, orient. Bibl. XIII. 108, Einl. 
II. 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 PapiaR, on which its originality was formerly based. It 
was thought to be discovered that what Papias says of the 
Gospel of l\1ark does not suit our Gospel (see Schleiermacher 
in the Stud. it. K1·it. 18~2, p. 758 ff.; Credner, Einl. I, p. 123), 
and it was further inferred (see especially, Credner, l.c. and p. 
205 1) that the Gospel in its present form could not be the 

1 Subsequently Credner (see his ,-rork, das neue Test. ,welt Z,cecl·, U,·sp1·u11!J, 
Inhalt, 1843, II. p. 213 ff.) has declared in favour of the ge1iui11e11eas of our 
{;ospel, and has looked upon the testimony of Papias as affirming that the order 
of events in the three Synoptics does not correspond to the n·nlity. Ilut even 
this does not follow from the words of rapias ri01itly np1,rchcmlcd. 
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work of l\farl,::, but that another had worked up the notes 
which l\fark had made without regard to arrn.ugemeut, and 
thereby the €Ua'Y"/€A.lOV KaTa Map,cov had come into exist­
ence. In the further progress of criticism, the hypothesis was 
cleveloped of a pre-canonical or primitivc- l\fork [ Urmarl.:11.s] 
which had been an Ei-angdium Petri, a hypothesis variously 
elaborated in particular by Baur, Kostlin, and others. 
According to Kiistlin, 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 our 
canonical l\fark, which is alleged to be a later product of the 
idea of catholicity. But the assumption of an original 
treatise that has been lost would only have a historical 
point of support, in the event of the contents of the fragment 
of Papias-so far as it speaks of the treatise of Mark-not 
really suiting our canonical Mark. But since, upon a correct 
interpretation (see on Matt. Introd. p. 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 "\Vette), to arbitrary conjecture (Baur, 1llarkuscvang. p. 
131 f., who alleges that Papias has combined things not 
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 allegecl 
to have delivered on his apostolic journeys), and to contradic­
tion of history (as opposed to the testimonies of Irenaens, 
Clement, Eusebius), as if the Fathers, to whom at any rate 
our Mark was very well known, would have only thus blimlly 
repeated the story of Papias. 

On the supposition of the originality of our 1\Iark, the com-
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pnrison of ::\fatthew and Luke, who made use of him, presents no 
l'Onstrnining reason for the view, 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, "\Veisse, Holtzmann, Schenkel, ,Veizsii.ckcr, 
also Reuss, Kostlin, and others), or, indeed, that that form, in 
\\'hich his Gospel has been made use of in our Gospel of 
::\fatthew, as well as by Luke, was preceded by one still earlier 
(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. 
xiii. ; hence, also the Sermon on the Mount is not found in 
his Gospel,1 and need not have stood between iii. 19 aml 
iii. 20 (together with the narrative of the centmion 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. 6-2 0. See, regarding this, the critical remarks 
on chap. xvi. 

1 On the hYrothesis of the Gospel being prepared mth a -~pecial purpose, thi5 
,liscourne is regarded as having been omitted by Jllnrk, because ho <lid not wish 
to bring into remembrance the continuing obligation of the law, lllatt. v. 17. 
Sec especially, Baur, Evang. p. 565. As if this would have been a sullicient 
mison for the exclusion of the entire discourse ! Just as little as the alleged 
Ebionitic commencement of the discourse, 
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Eua,y,ye'A.tov ,caTa Map!COV. 

B F ~ have merely 7.a':'a l\[upi:ov. Others: ':'~ Y.ct:-rl i\TupY.~V 

uy,ov ,iiciyy,~.,ov. Others: EX 'TOV "· .M. ayiou !uayyO.fov. Comp. Oil 

Matt. p. 45. 

CHAPTER I. 

Ver. 2. The Rcccptct has iv "Toi; ,;:-popi;;a,~, following A EFG*"' 
R K 1\1 l' S U V r, min. Iren. and other :Fathers and vss. 
1 >efended by Rinck on account of l\Iatt. iii. 3 ; placed hy 
Lachm. in the margin. But Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
have iv (iv ;rji, Lachm. Tisch.) 'Htrcitq. (in Laclun. always with 
the spiritus lenis) 'T'<f ,;;po:pr,'1''(1, So B D L A ~. min. and many 
vss. and l<'athers. Rightly; the Recepta. was introduced because 
the quotation is from two prophets. - After oo6v 110v Elz. hns 
~,,J.,.poafo a~:i, from Matthew and Luke. - Ver. 5. ,;:-a.v'TE,] which 
in Elz. Scholz, aud Fritzsche stands after i/3a,;:-;,,ov;n, is rightly 
placed by Gries b. Lachm. and Tisch. after' I,poCloi .. (B D L ~ ~. 
min. vss. Or. Eus.). If r.a/ i/3w::'1'. ,;:-am, had bee11 the originnl 
arrangement and ,;;a.,"T,, had been put hack, it would, con­
formably to usage (,;:-atra ~ 'rouoaia), have been placed before oi 
'I,potro,.. The Rcccptn is explained from the circumstance that 
,;:-u~;.; was omitted (so still in miu. aml Brix.), and that it was 
then restorcc\ beside ii3a,;;-;,,ov,o, because in l\Iatt. iii. 5 also 
·1.p0116t.u/J.a stands alone. - Ver. 10. ck6] So also Scholz. But 
1''ritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have iz, which also Griesh. appro\·e<I 
of, following B D L A ~. min. Goth.; ad is from i\fatt .. iii. rn. 
- Ver. 11. iv~] Lachm. Tisch. have i, 110,, following B D L P N, 
min. vss. The latter is right; i, ~ is from l\fat.t. iii. 17. -
Ver. 1:3. Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche have el!,,aftcr h It is wanti11g 
in A n D L N, min. vss. Or.; it was, l1owever, very easily 
passed O\'er as superfluous (K. mi11. 0111it ,, ,. ip.) between r,,awl 
e,. - Ver. 14. ;~; !3aa11.,fa,:] is not found in B L ~, min. vr;s. Or. 
It is regarded as suspicious by Griesb., delete,! by Laclun. arnl 
Tisch. It is an addition in accordance with ,vhat follows. 
Comp. :\fatt. iv. 2:;. - Ver. IG. r.,pm,."Tw, a;J Lachm. and Tisch. 
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rc:icl ·w.l ,;:apa1r,,v, which Griesb. also nppro\·ed, following 
B D L ~, min. Vulg. It. al. The Reccpta is from l\Intt. iv. l::J, 
from which place also came subsequently ako:i, instead of 
which -::.,.,J.wvo; (Lachm.: ;o:i !1µ,wvo;) is with Tisch. to be re:111, 
according to D L l\I N. - atJ.'P1/3ai-.i .. ] Elz. has ,Sa.i.i.o,m;, contrnry 
to decisive evidence. From Matt. iv. 18. - Ver. 18. au;wy] is, 
with Lachm. nnd Tisch., following B C L N, min. vss., to be 
deleted as a familiar ruldition, as also in ver. 31 au;ij;. - Ver. l!l. 
h1itlsv] is wanting in B D L, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., 
1leleted by :Fritzsche and Tisch., bracketed by Lachm. From 
:i\Iatt. iv. 21. - Ver. 21. The omission of Elrrei,.0wv (Tisch.) is 
attested indeed by C L A N, min. Syr. Copt. Colb. Or. (twice), 
which assign various positions to iil,o. (Tisch.: Uuo. Ei; ;, O'uva1 oJ1f,,), 
hut might easily be produced by a clerical error on occasion of 
the following Eh;, nnd it hns the preponderance of the witnesses 
against it. - Ver. 24:. ia] is wanting in B D N*, min. Syr. 
Perss. Arr . .Aeth. Copt. Vu!g. It. Aug. Deleted by Lachm. nrnl 
Tisch. The exclamation, which only occurs again in Luke 
iY. 34, nnd is there more strongly attested, was the more easily 
introduced here from that place. - Ver. 26. i~ a0.-ou] Lachm.: 
a-::-· au;o::i, without prcponcleratiug testimony. From Luke 
iv. 35. - Ver. 27. Instead of ;.p;,; au'T'ou;, rend with Lachm., in 
nccordance with decisive evidence, ;.pi,; ia,-:-ov;. Tisch., follow­
ing only B ~. has merely au-:-ou;. - -:-i fo,., -:-o:i-:-o; -:-f; ~ o,oa%i. ;, 
%W>,) a~n;; ;;,., ?.ui 7.,-:-.t .. ] Lachm.: ,,., irr-:-,v ;o~-:-o; il1ila%,l xam\· ,w-:-' 
x.d.. .T ust so Hinck and Tisch., who, however, connect rub. 
%,:w,l xa-:-' i~o,O'. together. The authority of this reading depends 
on B L A N, min.; it is to be preferred, since manifestly tlw 
original o,oax~ xaml ?.a-:-' i;o,,ria, was conformecl to the question 
iu Luke, -:-i; 6 i-.6,o; au-:-o;, ;;,., X,I".~ •. , nnd thus arose -:-,; ~ o,oaxr, i; 
xru,l a~:-ii, on- Ver. 28. Instead of i;r,i.lif oi, preponderating 
attestation favours %a/ l;r,i.J.v (Lnchm. Tisch.). -After s0u:,; 
Tisch. has ,;:avmxo~. 1 So B C L N** min. codcl. It. Copt. 
!tightly so; the superfluous word, which might easily be 
regarded as inappropriate (N" min. omit Eullv; also), <hopped 
away.- Ver. 31. eulliw;] after ,;:vp. is wanting in BC L N, min. 
Copt. Arm.; nnd D, Vulg. Cant. have it before &fi:rn. Sus­
pected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. But it was ensily omitted, 
since l\latt. viii. 15 and Luke iv. 3!) have not this detiuiug 
word. - Ver. 38. After a1w:w, B C L ~, 33, Copt. Aeth. Ar111. 
Arr. Tisch. have ui.i.a%oiJ. To be adopted (comp. Bornern. in 
the Stud. 11 .. Krit. 184:{, p. 127); being unnecessary and "·ith­
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 ,,..a,mxo~, i. 28. - Instead of i~E7'~hJa, 
B O L ~. 33 have .i;~7'0av, which Griesb. and Scholz lrnve 
approved, and Tisch. has adopted. Rightly; the explanation 
of procession jroin the Father suggested the J ohannine .ii,~1.uOa, 
,\'l1ich, moreover, ~ and min. actually read. - Ver. 39. ei; ,a; 
.r~vaywya;] So also Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. on preponderant 
attestation. The Rcccpta iv ,;-ai; o-uvaywyai; is an emenda­
tion. - Ver. 40. ;1.ai' yovu,;;"wv au,6v] is wanting in B D G r, 
min. Cant. Ver. Vere. Colb. Germ. 1, Corb. 2. Deleted by 
Lachm. ; omission through the homoeoteleuton. Had any 
ad<lition been made from i\Iatt. viii. 2, Luke v. 12, another ex­
}1Tession would have been used. Tisch. has deleted ak6v, but 
following only L ~. min. vss. - Ver. 41. o as '111.ro~;J D D ~. 
102, Cant. Vere. Corb. 2 have merely ;1.af. So Laclun. and Tisch. 
But comp. l\Iatt. viii. 3; Luke v. 13. From these passagl!S 
comes also the omission of ek6v:-oe a~,;-oii, ver. 42, in B D L ~. 
rnin. vss. La chm. Tisch. - Ver. 44. µr,oiv] delete<l by Lachm., 
following A D L ~ ~, min. vss. Viet. Theophyl. The omission 
occurred in conformity with Matt. viii. 4; Luke v. 14. -
Ver. 45. Elz. rea<ls ,;;a.vrnx;60ev. But ',l"avroOev is <lecisi vely attested. 

Vv. 1-4. As our canonical Matthew has a suvcrsc1·iption of 
his first section, so also has Mark. This, however, does not em­
brace merely ver. 1, but w,; 'YE"f Pa1r'Ta£ ... 'Ttt<; Tpl/3ov,; au'Tou 
belongs also to the superscription, 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 
not only to the simplicity of the style, but also to the peculiar 
historical standpoint of the author, seeing that he places the 
beginning of the Gospel, i.e. the first announcement of the 
mcss(lgc of salvation as to the llfcssiak haring appeared­
leaving out of view all the preliminary history in whirh this 
announcement was already included - in strictness only at 
the emergence of the Baptist ; but for this, on account of the 
special importance of this initial point (and see also the 
rnmarks on vv. 21-28), he even, contrary to his custom, elsc­
"·here appends a prophetic utterance, in conformity with which 
that cipx1i took place in such a. way and not otherwise tLan is 
related in ver. 4 ff. :Moreover, in accordance with this, since 
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the history of that apx11 belf does not begin till ver. 4, the 
want of a particle with €"/€VeTo, ver. 4, is quite in order. 
Comp. Matt. i. 2. If, with I◄'ritzsche, Lachmann,1 Hitzi~. 
Holtzmann, ,ve construe: apx~ ... €"/f.VfTO 'Iwavv17c; /3a'1T"'Ttl;wv, 

then rue; 1i1pa7rra£ IC.T.X. 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 becomel" 
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 we; 1i1pa1rTa£ becomes protasis of J1iveTo ,c.-r.A., but 
thereby the citation, instead of being probative of the cipx11 
laid down by Mark, becomes a Scripture proof for the 
,:mcrgcncc of John in itiiclj; and in that way loses its import­
ant bearing, seeing that this emergence in itself did not need 
any scriptural voucher at all, and would not have received any, 
in accordance with Mark's abstinence from adducing Old 
Testament passages. Finally, if we supply after ver. 1 : 
1jv, the beginning ... was, as it stands written (Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Vatablus, l\faldonatus, Jansen, Grotius, 
and others), doubtless the want of the article with apx1i is not 
against this course (see Winer, p. 113 [E.T. 154]), uor yet 
the want of a 1ap with i1iveTo-an asyndeton which would 
rather conduce to the lively impressiveness of the representa­
tion (comp. John i. 6); but it may well be urged that the 
supplying of 't}V is nnncccssa171, and even injurious to the vivid 
concrete representation. Moreover, in the very fact that 

1 The conjecture of Lachmann (Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 84, aml pmefat. II. 
p. ,i.), that vv. 2, 3 are a later interpolation, is critically quite unwarmntetl. 
According to Ewa!tl and W eizsacker, p. I 05, ver. 2 f. is not from the. haml of 
the first author, but is inserted by the second editor; in opposition to which, 
nevertheless, it is to be reruarketl that similar 0. T. insHtions, which might 
1,roceed from a second hand, are not found elsewhere in our Gospel. Acconling 
to Ifoltzmann, p. 261, only the citation from Isaiah nppeared in the primifo·c• 
111.irk, aml the cvang,·list further added the familiar passage of l\Ialachi. In 
this way at all events,-as he allowed simply 1v 'Ha-tztq: to staml,-he wonl,l 
hnve appropriated to Isaiah what belongs to lllalachi; aml the ,!ilfict.lty wonl,l 
remain unsolved, There is therefore no call for the appeal to the primitive­
lllark. 

:MARK. D 
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l\fark just commences his book with the emergence of the 
Baptist, there is ingenuously ("·ithout 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 terminus a 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 
Baptist. Undoubtedly, traditions of the preliminary history 
were also known to :Mark ; in leaving them unnoticed he does 
not reject them, hut still he does not find in them-lying as 
they do back in the gloom prior to the great all-significant 
epoch of the emergence of John-the dp·x}1 Tov Eua''rt,-T17U'ov 
XptU''Tov] See 011 l\Iatt. i. 1. When the genitive with Euaryry. is 
1wt a person, it is always genitive of the object, as Euaryry. Tijc; 
/3a<I'tAdac;, 'T1J<; U'W'T1Jp{ac; "· -r.X. (Matt. iv. 2 3 ; Eph. i. 13, 
Yi. 15, al.). If 0rnv is as3ociated therewith, it is the genitiYe 
of the subfcct (i. 15 ; Rom. i. 1, xv. 16, al.), as is the case 
also when µov stands with it (Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25 ; 1 Thess. 
i. 5, al.). But if Xpunov is associated therewith (Rom. i. 9, 
xv. 19; 1 Cor. ix. 12, al.), it may be either the genitive 
subjccti (cmctoris) or the genitive obfccti, a point which must 
be determined entirely by the context. In this case it decides 
(see vv. 2-8) in favour of the latter. Taken as genitive 
subJccti (Ewald: "how Christ began to preach the gospel of 
God"), 'TOV Euaryry. 'I. X. would have reference to ver. 14 f.; 
hut in that case the non-originality of vv. 2, 3 is presupposed. 
- viov 'T, 0Eov] not as in :Matt. i. 1, because l\Iark hall 
primarily in his view Gentile-Christian readers; 1 see Introd. 
§ 3. This designation of the llfcssiah is used in the helicviug 
consciousness of the metaphysical sonship of God (comp. on 

1 Tlte absence of,;,;; or. 8,ou in N, two min., and some Fathers (incluJiui; Iren. 
auJ Or.) has not so much critical importance as to warrant the ,!cletion of thr,c 
words by Tischemlorf (c<l. maj. viii.). In his Synopsis, Tischellllorf haJ still 
ri.e!htly 1ircserve<l them. The omission of them has just as little dogmatical 
reason as the addition woul<l have had. But a.px;~ .-,;; ,,:, .. ,,,,., ns in itself a com-
7,lrle iJca, was taken together with the following ,;,; yiyp. ; aml thence all the 
genitives, 'I. X. "· -.. e., which coulrl be dispensed with, were passccl over the 
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Matt. iii. 1 'i), nncl that in the I'nnline nncl I'etrine sense (sec 
on ::\fatt. p. 63 f.). The supernaturnl gencrntion is by uiou -r. 
0EOu neither assumed (Hilgenfeld) nor excluded (Kustlin); 
even vi. 3 proves nothing. - ev 'Haaia] The following 
quotation comlJines l\fal. iii. 1 and Isa. xl. 3. In this case, 
instead of all sorts of hypotheses (see them in Fritzsche), we 
must abide by the simple admission, that by n 1nistab:, of 
memory ( of ,rhich, indeed, Porphyry made a bitter use, see 
Jerome, wl ,llatt. iii. 3) 11fark thought of the whole of the 
words as to be found in Isaiah,-a mistake which, considering 
the aflinity of the contents of the two sayings, and the pre­
valence of their use and their interpretntion, is all the more 
conceivable, as Isaiah was " copiosior et notior" (Bengel). A 
different jndgment would have to be formed, if the passngc of 
Isaiah stood first (see Surenlrnsius, ,ca-raXX. p. 45). l\Iatt. 
xxvii. 9 was a similar error of memory. According to 
Hengstenberg, Chi-istol. III. p. GGJ, l\lark has ascribed the 
entire passage to Isaiah, because Isaiah is the auctor p1·imai-i11s, 
to whom Malachi is related only as auctor sccundarins, 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 
i\Iatt. iii. 3, xi. 10. The essential agreement in form of the 
first citation with 1\Iatt. xi. 10 cannot be used, in determining 
to which of the two evangelists the priority is clue, as a means 
of proof (Anger and others, in favour of :Matthew; Hitschl and 
others, in favour of l\Iark); 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 p1'imitivc-l1Iark, in which, according to Holtzmann and 

more readily by reason of the bomoeotcleut,1. So still iu Ir. int. auu Epiph. 
Others alloweu at least 'i..-,ii x,,.,,,.,;; to remain, or restoretl these wonls 
Besides, u/,ii .,._ e.,;; is precisely so characteristic of lifark's Gospel in contra­
distinction to that of Matthew, that it coulu scarcely procee<l from a transcriber, 
as, in fact, the very o!tlest vss. (and in<lee<l all vss.) have reau it; for whidi 
reason merely a spura<lie uiffusion is to be assigucu to the rca,.ling without u:,;; 
"'• Ehou'. 
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others, it is alleged not to ktYe hell! a I>lat:e at all. - i~1ivE7o] 
might be connected with {3ar.-ril;wv (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, 
Kuinoel, and others), see Heindort: (al Plot. Soph. p. 273 f.; 
Lobecl;:, ad Aj. 588; Killmer, II. p. 40. nut the mention of 
the cmc1'f!Cllcc of the Baptist is in keeping with the bcginniny 
of the history.1 Hence : thac appeared Jolin, 1.Juptizing in the 
desert. Comp. John i. G ; 1 John ii. 18 ; 2 Pet. ii. 1 ; Xen. 
Anab. iii. 4. 49, iv. 3. 20, al. Colllp. 7rapa,y{ve-rat, l\Iatt. iii. 1, 
and on Phil. ii. 7. As to the dcsc,·t (tlie wdl-J.:no1m desert), 
Ree on ~fatt. iii. 1. - {3ur.n<Iµa µe-ravo{as-] (! baptism hi1:ohi11g 
(1 n olhgat-ion to repentance (see on :Matt. iii. 2), genitive of the 
charncterislic quality. - els- a<pE<IlV ctµapT.J Colllp. Lake iii. 3. 
The aim of this baptism, in order that men, prepared for the 
J>Urpose lJy the µnavoia, shoulcl receive forgiveness of sins from 
the l\Iessiah. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus. This is not an 
addition de1fred from a later Christian view ( de W ette, comp. 
Weiss in the Stud. 11. Krit. 1861, p. Gl), but neither is it to 
l,e taken iu such a sense as that John's baptism itself secured 
the forgiveness (Hofmann, Sch1·ijtbcio. I. p. GOG; EwalLl). 
This baptism could, through its reference to the l\Iediator of tlie 
forgfreness who was approaching (John i. 29, 33, iii. 5; Acb 
ii. 38), give to those, who allowed themselves to be baptize1l 
awl thereuy undertook the obligation to repentance, the certain 
prnspcct of the acfmns- which was to be received only through 
Christ-promising, but not imparting it. l\fattliew has not the 
words, the pas;;ing o,·er of which betrays an exercise of reflection 
upon the difference between ,John's aml 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 J3aptist; l\fark 
has sc,·ernl particulnrs in a form more original. - r.aq-a 11 

'louo. K.T.A.] 'Iouo. is an adjective (see Oil ,John iii. 22), awl 
xwpa is in co11trnst to the metropolis (see on John xi. 54 f.), 
tl,e n-lwlc J1ulaca,i rc!Jion, a111l the pwplc of Jerusalem collccticd!J. 

1 Ewalcl (totnp. Ilitzig) connects i,-IHT'o with ,u:pU~~&Jv, re:ulin.~ 0 /J,rz<;T,;;~tMv in 
ncconlnncc with B L ~~(comp. vi. 14), 11111! omitting the M1hser1ucnt ""'' witlt 
B, min. "John the Baptist was just preaching," etc. The critical witnesses for 
1 hese rcaclings arc not the same, m1<l not sufliciently strong; there has cvi•lcntly 
1,prn an alteration in nccor,bncc with ~latt. iii. I. Tisch1·rnlorf has rightly 
revcrtccl to the Reccpta. 
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Jn ,.cicrn and r.,fvur; thera is a populnr ltypci·bolc. -Ver. G. 
Instead of iq-0[wv, we must write, with Tischendorf, fo-0wv. 1 

-Ver. 7. epxeTat] 7)/'CSCnt: "ut Christum intelligas jam 
fuisse in via," Deza. - n:u,Jrac,J belongs to the graphic cha­
racter 01 Mark, whose deliueation is here cr.rtainly more 
original than that of l\fatthew. - iv 'iT'veuµ,. <l"/L<p] The jii'c, 
which l\fatthew (and Luke 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. John i. ::l 3 (in opposition to 
Ewald, Kustlin, Holtzmmm, and others). It would not have 
been "abrupt" (Holtzmann) even in Mark. 

Vv. 9-11. See on l\fatt. iii. 1:3-17; Luke iii. ~1 f.-el._ 
Tov 'I opoav1,v] Conception of imnici·sion. Not so elsewhere 
in the N. T.-eu0ur;] usual form in l\fork; we must, with 
Tischendorf, read it here also. It belongs to ava/3. : im­
'lltcdiatcly (after He was baptized) coming up. A hyperbaton 
(Fritzsche refers eu0. to e'loe) just as little occurs here as at 
:Hatt. iii. lG. - eloe] Jesus, to whom also hr' a1iTov refers 
(see on l\fatt. l.c.). l\fark harmonizes with l\latthew (in 
opposition to Strauss, 'Weisse, <le \Vette), who gives a further 
development of the history of the baptism, but whose avec/Jx-
017q-av avTr'p oi oup. presents itself in :Mark under a more 
directly definite form. In opposition to the context, Erasmus, 
Beza, Heumann, Ebrard, and others hold that John is the subject. 
- q-xi~oµevour;, conveying a more vivid sensuous impression 
than • :Matthew and Luke. - Lange's poetically naturalizin!-( 
proces!:l of explaining (L. J. II. 1, p. 182 ff.) the phenomena 
at the baptism of Jesus is pure fancy when confronted with 
the clearness and simplicity of the text. He transforms the 
voice into the sense of Goel on Christ's part; with which all 
the chords of His life, even of His life of hearing, had 
sounded in unison, and the voice had communicated itself 
sympathetically to John also. The dove which John saw is 

1 See on this poetical form, which occurs also in the LXX. and Apocrypha, 
Duncan, Lex., ed. Tiost, p. 45i; Wimr, p. i9 [E.T. 105]; Dnttmann, neut. 01·. 
p. 51 [E. 'I.'. 58]. Also at xii. 40, Luke vii. 33 I'., x. i, xxii. 30, this form. 
is to be re,ul. 
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helll to have been the hoYering of a mysterious splendour, 
namely, a now manifested adjustment of the life of Clnist ,Yith 
the higher world of light; the stars "·ithal came forth in the 
dark blue sky, festally wreathing the earth (the openerl 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 ahorn, etc. 
See, moreover, the Remark subjoined to Matt. iii. 1 7. 

Vv. 12, 13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11; Luke iv. 1 ff..­
eK,BaXX.H] IIc d,'ircs, W'!JCS Hi1n forth; more grnp!tic than 
the u.v,jx0'TJ of l\Iatthew and the ~,yE-ro of Luke iv. 1. The 
sense of force and urgeucy is implied also in Matt. ix. 3 8. 
Observe the frequent use of the vividly realizing prae.scns 
hisloricus. -And Ilc was tltcrc (iKEt, see the critical remarks) 
in the lbcrt (whither the Spirit had driven Him), i.e. in tltat 
ngion of the desert, during forty days, being tempted by Satan, 
-a manifest dijfci-cnce of l\Iark (comp. also Luke) from 
l\Iatthew, with whom it is not till after forty days that the 
temptations brgin. Evasive interpretations are to be found 
in Krabbe, Elnmd, and others. - Kai, 1JV µETa TWV 01/pl(J)V] 
and He was with the 1cild beasts. This is 1ts11ally 1 taken as 
merely a graphic picture (according to de "' ette: "a 
marvellous contrast" to the angels) of the awful solitude 
(Virg. Acn. iii. 646, and see "\Vetstein in loc.); but how 
remote would such a poetic representation he from the simple 
narratiYe ! No, acconliug to l\fark, J esns is to be conceiYed 
ns really sm'r01tndL'll by tlte wild beasts of the dcscl'l. IIe is 
threatened in a. twofold manner ; Satan tempts Him, and 
the wild beasts encompass Him. The typical reference, 
according to which Christ is held to appear as the reuewer 
of Paradise (Gen. i. 2G; Usteri in the Stud. n. ]{;·it. 1S34, p. 
7SU; Gfrurer, Olshansen, comp. Bengel, and also Danr, Ecang. 
pp. 540, 5 64 ; Hilgcnfcld, Ecang. p. 12 G ; Schenkel, Holtz­
mann), is not indicated by anything in the text, anu is foreign 
to it. The desert and the forty days remind us of 1lloscs (Ex. 
xxiv. 48, xxxiv. 2S; Deut. ix. 9, 18), uot of Adam. - oi 
cirtEi\.oi] The article denotes the category. - OL'TJKavouv avTp] 

1 So also ,·011 Eugelharut (de Jesu Christi lenlatiu11e, Dorp. 1S5S, p. 5). 
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Tl1ere is no occasion at all, from the connection in l\Iark, to 
understand this of the ministering 11Jith food, as in l\Iatthew ; 
nor does the expression presuppose the representation of 
l\Iatthew ('Veiss). On the contrary, we must simply abide 
hy the view that, according to l\Iark, is meant the ltclp which 
gi?:cs vrolt'ction against Satan and the 1/)ilcl beasts. There is in 
this respect also a difference from .l\Iatthew, that in the latter 
Gospel the angels do not appear until after the termination 
of the temptations. -The narratiYe of Christ's temptation 
(regarding it, see 011 l\fatt. iv. 11, Remark) appears in Mark 
in its oldest, almost still germinal, form. It is remarka1le, 
indeed, that in the further deYelopment of the evangelic 
history (in l\Iatthew and LukCJ) the wonderful element 
,jv µETa Twi• 017p{wv (which, according to Hilgenfeld, merely 
se1Tes to colour and embellish the meagre extract), should haYH 
remained unnoticed. But the entire interest attached itself 
to Satan and to his anti-11essianic agency. The brevity 1 

with which Mark relates the temptation, and which quite 
corresponds 2 to the still undeveloped summary beginning of 
the tmdit-ion, is alleged by Baur to proceed from the circum­
stance that with l\lark the matter still lay outside of the 
historical sphere. Against this we may decisively urge the 
nry fact that he narrates it at all, and places the apx1) Tau 

eua,y,y. earlier. Comp. Kostlin, p. 322. 
Yer. 14 f. See on l\Iatt. iv. 12, 17; Luke iv. 14 f.-fl~ T. 

TaALA.] in order to be more secure than in the place where 
J olm had laboured ; according to Ewald : " He might not 
allow the work of the Baptist to fall to pieces." But this 
would not furnish a motive for His appearing precisely in 
GaWce. See vVeizsiicker, p. 333. In :Matthew also the 
matter is conceived of as avaxwp1)<Y£~. - K1JPVU<J'WV] present 

1 For the idea that "· o/ ay'),'. :!,,,., """"'1 is only the closing sentence of nn 
origimlly longer narrntion (Weisse, Ei•aur,elienfr. p. 163) is fanciful. Only thn 
short, compact account is in harmony with all that surroumls it. "rcisse sup­
poses that something has <lroppe<l out nlso after ver. 5 or G, nn<l after ver. 8. 

2 How awkwardly )lnrk woulcl here ha,·c cpi1:omized, if he haJ workeJ as an 
epitomizer! How, in particular, woulJ he ha,·e left unnoticed the rich morn! 
contents of the narrati\·e in Matthew nn<l Luke! Schlcicrmnchcr ancl de "·ctte 
rcproar.h him with doing so. Cowp. also llkck. 
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7)((/'liciplc with 1jXBm See Dissen, (!!l Pinrl. Ol. vii. 14, p. S] ; 
:Durnemann, ad Xm . .A ,wb. Yii. 7. 17 ; Stallbaurn, cul Plut. 
Plwcrl. p. 116 c. - 7'0 €Ua,y,y. 'TOU BEav] See on ver. 1.- on] 
recitative. - o ,catpoc;-J tltc z1criv<l, namely, which was to last 
until the setting up of the :\Iessiah's kingdom, o ,catpo, aiha,, 
x. 30. It is conceived of as a measure. See on Gal. iv. 4. -
7rUTT€tJ€T€ iv nj, €ua,y,y.] Bclit'i·e on the r;ospcl. As to 1nu-r. 

with iv, see on Gal. iii. 2G ; Eph. i. 13; frequently in the 
LXX. The object of faith is conceived as that in which the 
faith is fixed and based. Fritzsche takes iv as instrumental: 
" per evangelium ad fidem atltlncimini." This is to be 
rejected, since the object of the faith woulu be wanting, and 
i;ince To eua,y,y. is just the news itself, which Jesus gave in 
7r€7rA~pwrni ,c,T,A, 

Vv. 1G-2U. See on iiatt. iv. 18-22 (Luke v. 1 ff.). The 
narrative of l\Iark has the brevity and vividness of an 
original. Observe, however, how, according to all the evan­
gelists, Jesus begins His work not with working miracles, but 
with teaching and collecting disciples.1 This docs not exchllle 
the assumption that miracles essentially belonged to His daily 
work, and were even from the very beginning associated 
with His teaching, ver. 21 ff. - 7rapa,ywv ( see the critical 
remarks), as He passed along by the sea. This as well as 
,iµqJl/3u.X)I.. iv T, 0a"t· (casting around) is part of the peculiar 

1 Comp. W cizsiickcr, p. 364. Bnt the teaching begins with the announcement 
of the king,10111, which has as its presupposition the l\Icssianic self-conscio11s-
1wss (Wcizsacker, p. 425). Without reason Schenkel maintains, p. 370, that 
Jesns could not at all have regaruetl Himself nt tho beginning of His work 
as the )lcssiah. He might Jo so, without sharing the political l\Icssianie 
hopes. Sec Schlcicrm:i.chcr, L. J. p. 250 f. ; Keim, Gcschicl,tl. Chi·. p. 44 f. 
But the view which makes tho beginning of the teaching 11nJ miracle-working 
cve11 precede the baptism (Schlcicrmachcr) has absolntcly no fonnuation in 
the N. T., not even in the history of the marriage feast at Cana. Nor yet c,1n 
it be maintained, with Keim (p. 64), that the conviction of being the )Iessi,1i1 
gaineu strength in Jesus grn<lually from His first emergence np to the tll'cisivc­
uess, which tirst makes itself manifc~t at lllatt. xi., wlll're lie announces the 
111·r.,eut king1lom, no longer merely that which is approaclti11y. For the app1·oaclt­
i11y kingdom is throughout-only according to a relative conception of time-from 
the beginning onwnru to Luke xxi. 31 to be taken in an escliatoloyical reference; 
awl it presupposes, therefore, a :l[cssianic self-certainty in the Son of man, wlio 
with this announccmc11t takes up the preaching of th-0 Baptist. 
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vidllness of representation that ::\fork loves. - Ver. 19. Kat 

avrnui;] et ipsos 1·n nm:c, likewise in tlw skip. It does nut 
belong to 1CaTapn'f;o11m<; (the usual view, in which there is 
assumed nn imperfect comparison, which contemplates 011ly 
the fishers' occupation generally, comp. on l\latt. xv. ::l), but 
merely to t!v T~o 7i'A.o{rp, so that JCaTapT, K,T,'A., then subjoins a 
further circumstance. The former explanation in the sense 
assigned to it would only be possible, if aµ,rp1/3a'A.'A.., iu 
ver. 16, aud KaTapT. were included under one more general 
idea. - Ver. 20. µ,€Ta T, µ,u,-0wT.] peculiar to l\Iark. Any 
special purpose for this accuracy of detail is not apparent. 
It is an arbitrary suppositiou that it is intended to explain 
how the sons might leave their father without undutifulness 
(Paulus, Kuinoel, de ,v ette, Bleck, and others), in reference tu 
which de ·wette charges 1\Iark with taking away from their 
resolution its nobleness.1 It may, moreover, be injo'l'Cd, that 
Zebedee canied on his business not altogether on a small 
<'Cale, and perhaps was not without means. Comp. xvi. 1 ; 
Luke viii. ::l; John 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 1'.fark ; in opposition to the converse opinion of Baur, 
see especially Weiss, p. 653. :Matthew, freely selecting, has 
not the history, but has, on the other hand, the more striking 
casting out of demons contained in Mark v. 1 ff. 1\fork lays 
special stress on these healings. - It is only with ver. 21 that 
1\fark's peculiar mode of handling his materials begins,-tlrn 
more detailed and graphic treatment, which presents a very 
marked contrast to the brevity of outline in the annalistic 
record of all that goes before. Perhaps up to this point he has 
followed an old documentary writing of this character; nnd ii' 
this comprised also in its contents vv. 1-3, the introduction or 
the Bible quotation in vv. 2, ::l, contrary to the usual custom 

l \Vith greater truth, because more nnturnlly, it might he said that that trait 
places in so much stronger a light the resignation of thos~ who wcro callccl, scei11g 
that they forsook a business so successfully prosecutecl. Comp. Ewalcl, p. 19~. 
\\Te may more surely allirm that it is just a mere fcaiurc of the clet,1ile,l 
description peculiar to )lark, Comp. Weis,, {.c. 11. ti;~. 
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of ::\fork else,rherc, is the more easily explained. And the 
fact that now for the first time an in<lepenLlent claLoration 
l,cgins, is explained from the circumstance that precisely at thi:; 
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 l\Iark had heard and recorded (fragment of Papias). 

Ver. 21. ela-r.opevovTat] Jesus and His four disciples. 
According to :i\Iark, they go wwy froin the lal.:c to Capcrnaum, 
Hot from Nu:m·cth (thus Victor Antiochcnus, Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, following Luke), and not 
away froin the monnt (according to l\Iatt. Yiii. 5). l\Iatthew 
nnd Luke have differently restored the right historical sequence, 
the absence of ,vhich was felt in the abrupt report of l\Iark, 
Yer. 21. They thus found here something of the evia, which 
the fragment of Papias pronounced to be wanting in Tag,i; 
(see on :i\Iatt. Introd. p. 42 f.). - ev0Ewr; Tn'ir; ua,8,8.] 'i.e. imme­
diately on the next SaMath, not : on the several Sabbaths 
(Euthymins Zigabenus, Wolf, and many others), which is 
forbidden by ev0Ew<;. a-a,8,8aw, as in ii. 23 ; l\Iatt. xii. 1 ; 
Luke iv. 6; Col ii. 16. - «!Uoaa-Ke] What, Mark does not say, 
for he is more concerued with the powerful impression, with 
the marvellous dml 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 "·ith the sermon 
on the Mount, as if it were intended to oecupy the place of 
the latter (Hilgenfeld). 

Yer. 22. Comp. l\fa.tt. vii. 28 f., where the notice of l\fark 
is reproduced unaltered, but placed after the sermon on the 
l\Ionut; and Luke iv. 32, where the second pa.rt of the ob­
servation is generalized and divested of the contrast. It is 
very far-fetched, however, in Hilgcnfcld, who in ver. 22 sees 
a sure indication of dependence on l\Iatthew, to find in the 
fact, that :M:ark already here makes Capcrnamn appear as the 
scene of the ministry of Jesus just as in ,·er. 2 !) , the Pctrinc 
character of the Gospel. See, on the other hand, Baur in the 
thcol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 5G ff.-As to 1jv OLOUO'K. and w, isouo-. 
iixwv, see on l\Iatt. vii 28 f. 
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Yer. 2 :=: f. 'Ev 'ITVEVµ. aKa0apT<p] to be connected clo.,ely 
with av0pwr.or;: a man in the po1i-c1· of an unclean spfrit. See 

on Jv l\Iatthiae, p. 11-:1:1. Comp. v. 2 ; 2 Cor. xii. 2; Butt­
mann, ncut. Gr. p. 84 [E. T. 96]. As to the demoniacs, see 
on l\1att. iv. 24; and as to the miracles of Jesus in general, 
see on l\Iatt. viii. 4. - aveKpage] he cried aloud (see "Tiner, 
de vcrbor. cum pmcpos. coinpos. 11sn,.III. p. 7), namely, the ma11, 
who, however, speaks in the person of the demon. Comp. 
l\Iatt. viii. 29, where also, as here, the demon i1n1nccliatcly 
discerns the :i\Iessiah. - ~µas] me and those like to me. 
" Communem inter se causam habent daemonia," Bengel. -
,;r.o:X.ecrai] by relegation to Hades, like {3acrav{crai in l\Iatt. l.c. 
- o a1yior; -rov 0eov] the hallowed One of God (John x. 3G) KaT' 
Jgox1iv (see Origen and Victor Antiochenus in l)ossini Catena), 
a characteristic designation of the llfcssiah, which here pro• 
ceeds from the consciousness of the unholy demoniac nature 
(Luke iv. 34; Acts iv. 27; Rev. iii. 7; John vi. 69). In a 
lo,rnr sense priests and prophets were a1yioi Tov 0eov. See 
Knapp, Opusc. I. p. ~-l 3 f. The demon does not name Him 
thus as KoA.aKevwv auTov (Euthyrnius Zigabenus, and before 
him Tertullian), but rather by way of giving to His 1j:X.0e, 
dr.o:X.foai ~µas the impress of hopeless certainty. 

Yer. 25 f. Au-r~] to the demon, who had spoken out of the 
man.1 -The demon, before he goes forth, once more giYes 
Yent to his whole fury on the man by tearing ( cr,rapagav) him. 
Comp. ix. 26; Luke ix. 42. 

Ver. 27. IIpo<; eaUTOV<;] is equivalent to ,rpo<; UA.A.1/A.OU<; 
(Luke iv. 3G). The reason why the 1·cflcxivc is used, is the 
conception of the contradistinction to others (they discussed 
amo11g one another, not with Jesus and His disciples). See 
Ki.ilmer, ad Xcn. llfem. ii. 6. 20. Fritzsche explains: ap1ul 
ani1nuin sumn. But crut11Te'iv stands opposed to this, desig­
nating as it does action in common, ix. 10, xii. 2 8 ; Luke xx. 2 3, 

1 To refer f,,,..,, • .,.,, with Strauss, II. p. 21, following older expositors, merely to 
the demon's ,leclaration of the Messiahship of Jesus, is, in view of the general 
character of the word, arbitmry. It is the command of the victor in general: 
Be silent and go out! Strauss appeals to i. 34, iii. 12. Ilut these prohibitions 
refer to the time after the going out. 
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xxiY. 13, al.; so nlso in tlie classics. - 7'{ iun TouTo;] a nnturnl 
tlernnnd in astonishment at what had happened Joi' more p;-ccisc 
·iiljvl'ilwtion as to the circnm.stanccs of the casc.-In \\·hat follows 
we mnst rend: Otoax•1 1caw,7 KaT' i!ovu(av· ,ca'i Toi,;- r.veuµact 
Toti;- ci,ca0apToi,;- . . . auT~o ! See the critical remarks. They 
give vent by way of exclamation to what has thrown them 
into such astonishment and is so incomprehensible to thern, 
and do so in the unperiodic mode of expression that is appro­
priate to excited feeling : n doctrine new in powc1' ! and He 
,·,1mmands the miclcan spirits, etc. ! They marvel at these 
tn·o marked points, as they have just perceived them in Jesus. 
Lachmann attaches KaT' Jgouutav to ,ca'i Toti;- -:rrveuµaut K.T.A-. 
]lut this is manifestly opposed to the connection, according to 
which /CaT' ifouui'av looks back to the foregoing ,jv ,yap oi8au­
/C(J)V auTOU<;' w, i!ouutav i!xwv. This app1ies also in opposition 
to Ewald, who reads oioaxf; ,cawfi: "with new teaching He 
powerfully commands even the devils." A confused identifica­
tion of the teaching with the impression of the miraculous 
action is here groundlessly discovered by Baur,1 and used as 
a proof of dependence on Luke iv. 36. Even with the 
Bcccpt((, on the two elements of the exclamation would be 
very definitely correlative to the two elements of the ministry 
of Jesus in the synagogue respectively.-,ca7'' ifouutav] defines 
the reference of ,caw~ : new in nspcct to power, which has never 
yet occurred thus with the impress of higher authorization. 

Ver. 28. Ei,;- o'A.17v T. 7rEptx. T. I'a"ll,iX.] .not merely therefore 
into Galilee itself, Lut also into the whole rl'f!ion that sni-rowuls 
Galilcr:. Comp. Lnke iii. 3, viii. 3 7. This wide diffusion, 
the expression of which is still further strengthened by 7rav­
wxou (see the critical remarks), is not at variance with the 
Ev0u,;- (Kustlin finds in the word " a mistaken fashion of 
t~xaggemtion "), which is to be estimated in accordance with 
the lively popular mode of expression. Criticism becomes 

1 Who holds that l\[ark has not been able to enter into Luke's mo,le of ,icw, 
1,nt has kept to the d,da:;c,i of Jesus in tho sense of llatthew, witlioui himself 
ri;,:htly understanding in what relation the '"""" d,:ia,::,i stoo,l to the ,.,,.",~~, .. 
~ . .,., i-. llanr, Mark11sem11g. p. 11 ; comp. tltcol. Jahru. 18:i3, l'· 60 L ~cc·, uu 
the other han<l, Hilgenfchl, Ecrwg. 1'· l:!8. 
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conjusc,l hy the stress laid on such points. - ..-.avmxoii] with 
the verb of motion, ns is often the cnse among the Greeks : 
1:rc1·y-whithcr. Comp. on ciXXaxov, ver. 38.-It is to be 
obsen·ed, we may ndd, that this tirst miracle, which l\fark au1l 
Luke relate, is not designated by them as the first. Hence there 
is no inc:ousistency with John ii. 11 (in opposition to Strauss). 

Yv. 29-30. In connection and narrative, Luke iv. 38-4-1: 
is parallel. Dut compare also l\'.Iatt. viii. 14-17, which pro­
ceeds by way of abridgment. 

Ver. 2 9 ff. See on Matt. viii. 14 f. - lgex06v-rec,] J esu!3, 
J>eter and Andrew. James and John are thereupon specially 
nnrned as accompanying. -- The short narrative is condensed, 
animated, graphic,1 not subjected to elaboration, against which 
view the mention of Andrew, whom l\fatthew aJl(l Luke omit 
as a secondary person, cannot well Le urged. Comp. \Y eiss, 
p. 654'. 

Yer. 32 f. 'Ot[ac, . .. {,XttJ<,] an exact specifieatiou of time 
(comp. :\fatthew mul Luke) for the purpose of indicating that 
tb.e close of the Sabbath liad occurred. " J udaeos religio 
tenebat, quominus ante exitum sabbati aegrotos snos afferrent," 
"\Yetstein, and, earlier, Victor Antiochenus. - 7rpoc, av'TOV] pre­
supposes that before the evening He has returned again to 
His own dwelling (ii. 1, Hi). It is uot Pctcr's house that is 
meant. - mfv-ra,; -rov<. K.T.X.] all whom they ha<l.-Here arnl 
at ver. 3-1:, as also at Matt. viii. lG, the naturally sick are 
d istinguishcd from the demoniacs ; comp. iii. 15. - 17 w6X,,; 
0X11] comp. Matt. iii. 5. So also in the classical writers (Thuc. 
vii. 82. 1; Soph. 0. R. 17!)); comp. Niigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilia.s, 
ed. 3, p. 103. 

Ver. 34. r.011.Xouc; . .. woX]\u] therefore not all, which, newr­
theless, does not presuppose attempts that were without result. 
It was already late, and in various cases, moreoYer, the co;1-

ditions of healing might Le wanting. - ijcpw] as in xi. 1 G. 

l In this point of view the sickness is denoted by the ,rnr,ls Na:-:-i"'"• """P'""· 
as severe enough not to allow the event to be treatec.l. as a simple soothing of the 
ornr-excited nen·ous system (Schenkel). )fore psychological soothings of this 
kiml would simply stand in utter dispmportion to the sensation proJnced by 
,J csus as a worker of miraclrs; 
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Imperfect, from the form arp{w, with the augment on the 
preposition ; see Winer, p. 7 4 [E. T. 9 7]. - XaXEtv ... oTL] 

He allowed them not to speak, enjoined on them silence, 
because they knew Him. They would otherwise, had they 
heen allowed to speak;, have said that He was the l\Iessiah. 
Kuinoel, Illeek, and others erroneously take it as if the ex­
pression was AEryEw ... on. The two verbs (comp. on John 
viii. 43 ; Rom. iii. 19) are never interchanged in the N. T., 
not even in such passages as Rom. xv. 1 S ; 2 Cor. xi. 1 7 : 
1 Thess. i. S ; hence " to say that " is never expressed by 
AaAEtv, on. - As to the reason of the prohibition, see on 
v. 43 and Matt. viii. 4. 

Vv. 3 5-3 9. Luke iv. 42-44 is less characteristic and 
more generalized. - f.vvuxov )..{av J when it teas still very darl~. 
ifvvuxov is the accusative neuter of the definition of time, as 
u~µ,Epov, avpiov, vfov, 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 in Zoe.). 

Comp. JvvuxwTEpov, Aesop, Fab. 79. The plural form ifvvuxa 
(in Lachmann and Tischendorf, following B C D L ~, min.) 
is, however, decisively attested, although likewise "·ithout 
sanction from Greek usage ;1 in Soph. Aj. 930, 7ravvuxa is 
adjective. - Jg17A0E] out of his house, ver. 29. Comp. ii. 1. -
KaT€o£wgav J only occurring here in the N. T., more significant 
than the simple form, expressive of the following up till 
they reached Him; Thuc. ii. 84. 3; Polyb. vi. 42. 1 ; Ecclus. 
xxvii. 17; Ps. :xxii. 18.-«a~ oi JJ-ET' atToii] Andrew, John, 
and James, ver. 29. Under this expression is already implied 
the conception of the historical prominent position of Peter. 
Hut such an expression does not betray any special Pctrine 
tendency of the Gospel - 7raVTfi,] puts Jesus in mind of the 
multitude of yesterday, vv. 32, 3-!. - aAAaxou] with a verb 
of direction, comp. ver. 28 and on :i\Iatt. ii. 22'. The following 
Eli, Ta<;' lxoµ,. KWJJ,O7f'., into the neanst (Herod. i. 13-!; Xcn . 
.Anab. i. 8, iv. 9; Joseph. Antt. :xi. S. G, and frequently; comp . 
.Acts xiii. 44, xxi. 26) rillagcs, is a more precise del111ition of 
aXXaxou. Sec Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. iv. 23, v. 35, and 

1 Hcsychius has the adverb '"X'", equivalent to ,,;,.,,.,,,,. 
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in the Stud. 11. ]{;·it. 1843, p. 127; Fritzsche, ad Jfarc. p. 22. 
- Kwµor.o;\et,] rillagcs, only used here in the N. T., but see 
the passages in W etstein. - el. TovTo ryap igip-.. 0ov] for that 
(namely, to preach abroad also) is tlic obJcct for which I lwv,, 
left the house, ver. 3 5. Schenkel invents here quite a different 
connection. In opposition to the context, others under­
stand igip,.0ov of having come forth from the Father. So 
Euthymius Zigabenus, l\faldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, Lange, 
and others; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius. A harmonizing with 
Luke iv. 43. 

Ver. :rn. K'T/pVG'G'WV el, Ta<; G'VVarywry. airrwv K.T.i\.] There 
is the conception of direction in el,: announcing (the Gospel) 
into their synagogues. He is conceived of as coming before 
the assembly in the synagogue and speaking to them. Comp. 
the well-known modes of expression: J, 'Tov SiJµov fl7Te'iv, Thu c. 
v. 45, el, 'Thv G''Tpa'Tiav el7T€'iv, Xen. Anab. v. 6. 37; John 
viii. 26, 'TavTa i\iryw el, 'TOV KoG'µov. Comp. xiv. 10; Rom. 
xvi. 26. The following €l, oi\7Jv 'Thv I'ai\ii\a{av specifies the 
geographical field, into which the "1JPVG'G'ew el, 'Tit, G'VVaryw,y. 
avT. extended. Comp. xiii. 10; Luke xxiv. 47. "\Ve 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. viii. 2-4, where this history 
follows immediately after the sermon on the Mount, and that 
in a shorter, more comprehensive form in accordance with 
~Iark. In Luke (v. 12 ff.) the narrative of the draught of 
fishes is previously inserted. - ryovv1rnwv aihov] see on l\Iatt. 
xvii. 14. - Ver. 41.1 G'r.i\aryxviG'0.] subordinated to the 
participle EK'Teiva,; see Winer, p. 308 [E. T. 433]; Dissen, 
cul Deni. de Cor. p. 249. - Ver. 42. a1n7i\0ev a7r' avTov] 

1 If the leper had come to Jesus when he was already su l>stantially healed, a~ 
Schenkel in spite of ver. 45 thinks probable, what charlatanry wouhl the Lor,l 
have been practising at ver. 41 f.! And yet, even according to Schenkel (p. 373), 
Mark is assumed to have ha.cl the narrative from the mouth of Peter. 
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so also Luke. But he has omitted the following ,c_ i,ca0ap., 
to which l\Iatthew has adhered. - Ver. 43. iµ/3piµ1w,iµ. 
auTi,J after He had been angry at him, wrathfully ad­
dressed him (comp. xiv. 5, nnd on Mntt. ix. 30). ,ve are to 
conceive of a vehement bcr1onc now! away hence! ,vith this 
is connected also the forcible ige/3a"Xev. Obsen·e the peculiar 
way in which l\fork d(picts how Jesus with very earnest 
zeal desired and urged the departure of the man that was 
healed. Moreover, the statement that the cure took place in 
n honsc (JgE/3aXev) is peculiar to Mark, who in the entire 
narrative is very original and cannot be following the colour­
less narrative of Luke (nleek). It is true that, accordi11g to 
Lev. xiii. 46, comp. Num. v. 2, lepers were forbidden to enter 
into a house belonging to other people (see Ewald in loc., and 
Altcrth. p. 180); but the impulse towards Jesus and His 
aid caused the sick man to break through the barrier of the 
law, whence, moreover, may be explr.ined 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 ot 
ueauTov (thyself) is in keeping with th~ emotion, with which 
the withdrawal of the person is required. - 1rep't, Tau Ka0ap. 

uou J on account of thy cleansing, i.e. in order to become 
Levitically clean. - Ver. 45. Comp. Luke v. 15 f. Mark has 
peculiar matter. - i.geXOwv J from the house. Comp. ver. 43. 
- -i7pgaTO J €1l'YVWµ(J)V &v o "Xmpor;, OIJ/C ~VE<TX€TO <Tl'YV ,ca"Xv'[rat 
T9v e,jepryeuiav, Euthymius Zigabenus. The bl'ginniuy of this 
lireach of the imposed silence is made prominent. - Tov °Xo'Yov] 
Euthymius Zigabenus: &v etp1JKev atmji o XptuToc;, 01J°A.ao9 To 

01.X"', 1rnOaptu87JTt. So nlso }'ritzsche. llut l\Iark, in order 
to be intelligible, must have led men to this by a more 
precise designation pointing back to it. It is the s/o;-y, 
i.e. the narmtive of the occ111Tc11cc (Luther nppropriately has 
the history), not: the mottci· (so usually; even de "r ette and 
Bleck), which Xo'Yn'i in the N. T. never directly means (not 
even nt ii. 2, viii. 32; Luke i. 4; Acts x. ::lG); as, indeed, also 
in classical writers (sec Wolf, ml Dcm. Lcpt. p. 277) it never 
absolutely means the matter in itself, bnt the point spol.:rn of, 
the state of things that is iindc1· discussion, or the like. 
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As to the distinction between Xo1or; and rf,17µ,,7, sec Drcmi, u1f 

[::;oc1·. Pancg. p. 32. - µ,17,cen] no longer, as He could hithc1tu. 
- Svvaa0ai] moral possibility, if, namely, He would not occa­
sion any tumult. - ,ea,] not : and yet (Kuinoel, de "\V ctte, 
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 city. 

MARK. C 
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CHAPTER II. 

VEn. l. The order elaiit.Oe ;.-aAiv (Fritzsche, Lacl1m. Scl1oh) 
"·ould need to be adopted on decisive evidence. But Tischcn­
dorf has eitnAO~v -:raA1v without the subsequent xa,, which Lachm. 
brackets. nightly; the attestation by B D L N, min. vss. is 
sufficient; the Rcccplct is an attempt to facilitate the construc­
tion by resolving it. - ei, olxov] Lachm. Tisch. have lv o'/x'fl, 
following B D L N, min. An interpretation. - Ver. 4. irp' ~ J 
Lachm.: iJ1rou, according to B D L N. So now also Tisch. 
Mechanical repetition from the foregoing. - Ver. 5. a~;wv:-w] 
D 28, 33 have a:;feve:w. So Lachrn. and Tisch. here and at 
ver. 9 (where also N has the same reading). But D has the 
same form at l\:fatt. ix. 2. An emendation. - Elz. Scholz, 
Laclnn. have aol ai aµ,apria, aou, the latter bracketing aGu. But 
B D G L A N, min. have aou a, ar.1,aprhu (Griesb. :Fritzsche, 
Tisch.). This reading is in :Matt. ix. 2 exposed to the suspicion 
of having been taken up from ver. 5, where the Rcccptct has 
but very weak attestation, and from l\Iatthew it passed easily 
over into our passage. There is the same diversity of reading 
also at ver. 9, but with the authorities so divided that in ver. 
5 and ver. 9 only the like reading is warranted. - Ver. 7. i-.a,.,;­
$"-a,r~,iµ,,a,] Lachm. Tisch. read i.a,.,7; Bi.a,rrpr,:1,,~ following 
B D L N, Vulg. It. Ri;;htly; the Rcccptct has smoothed the 
expression in accordance with Luke. - Ver. 8. ouTw;] is deleted 
by Laclnn. upon too wea1;: evidence. - au,:-oi is adopted after 
ourn; by Dengel, Matt. Gr:csb. l<'ritzsche, Scholz on very con­
si<lerable evidence (A C r A, etc.). Being unnecessary and not 
understood, it was passed over. - Ver. 9. Zy,,pe] Elz. Rinck 
have ey£1pw (1st aorist middle). The fo~·mer is here quite 
decisively attested, and, indeed, in all places ~Y"P' is to be 
written, the active form of which the transcribers did not 
understand (see on 1Iatt. ix. 5), and converted it into the 
middle forms eyi1pa1 and iyeipou (B L 28 have here the latter 
form). The middle form iyi,pMOs is in stated use only in the 
plural (Matt. xxvi. 46; 1\Iark xiv. 42; John xiv. 31), which 
affurds no criterion for the singular. - After 'iyi,p, Elz. Lachm. 
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Tisch. have xai, which C D L, min. vss. omit. An addition in 
accordance with :Matt. ix. 5; Luke v. 23. - Instead of <J'ou .-l~ 
xpa,3(3. we must read, with Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., in acconhnce 
with decisive testimony, .-bv xp. <J'ou. - \':'ap,-::-aTfl] Tisch. ed. 8: 
u\':'aye, but against such decisive weight of evidence, that 
r.:ep1\':'&rn is not to be regarded as derived from the parallel 
passages, hut il,;;-aye is to be referred to a gloss from ver. 11. -
Ver. 10. Elz. has E\':'/ T~; yij; after a.p1hcu. So A E F G al. nut 
B has a:p. ap,. id -.. y.; C D L l\I A ~. al. min. vss. have i-.·l ,:-, 
y. a~. a:1,. So Griesb. Fritzsche, Laclnu. Scholz, Tisch. ed. 8. 
The latter is a reading conformed to l\Iattbew and Luke. The 
various readings have arisen through omission (Augustine) and 
diversity in the restoration of ki -.. 1. The Rcccpta is to be 
restored, as there was no reason, either in the passage itself or 
from the parallel passages, for separating ri..p,irn, and a/1,ap-:-ia; 
from one another by the insertion of ki -.. y. - Ver. 15. The 
reading ?.. yim·w ?.urnx,i<J'Ocu (Tisch.) is based on B L ~. and i8 
to be preferred; eyi .. -.o is from :i\Iatthew, and iv <r,;; is ex­
planatory. - Ver. 16. ?., oi ypa/1,//,, "· oi <l>ap1<J'.] Tisch.: "· 
ypa:1,11,a.,,7; e;-wv <Pap1<J'a1,Jv, following D L A ~. Lachm. in the 
margin. Rightly; the Rcccptn arose from the usual expression. 
Dut we are not, with Tisch. (following the same testimony), to 
insert wi before io!,ve;-e;, as this aai owes its origin to the 
erroneous connection of w .. J ypa/1,:1,. "·ith ,izoAou0. -The simple 
i-:-, (Tisch.), instead of .-i o-:-,, is too feebly attested. - za.l ,;;-i~,,] is 
wanting, no doubt, in B D ~, min. Cant. Vere. Ver. Corb. 2 
(bracketed hy Lachm.), but was omitted on account of 1Iatt. 
ix. 11, from which place, moreover, C L D ~, min. vss. 
Fathers have added o 01oa<J'wi,o; u:1,w,. - Ver. 17. After a,¼ap.-. 
Elz. has Ei; 1u-:-a,01av, which on decisive testimony is deleted as 
an addition from Luke v. 32 by Gricsb. and the later editors. 
- Vt:r. 18. Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. Fritzsche have rightly 
adopted 01 <l>ap1<J'aio1 instead of the Rmpta oi e;-~v <l>up1<J'a.iw~. The 
former has decisive testimony in its favour, the latter is from 
Luke v. 33. - oi Twv] Tisch.: oi 11.,aJ'f/rnl -.~v, following B C* L ~. 
33. Rightly; the superfluous word was passed over. - Ver. 20. 
Instead of the Rcccpta h,ivw; rn,; i;:,.Epw; (which Fritzsche 
maintains), iuivri -.~ r,11,ipq. is received by Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, 
Tisch. according to decisive evidence. The plnral is from what 
precedes. - Ver. 21. The Rcccptci is zw' o~o,i;, ag,1inst decisive 
\\'itnesses, which have not xai. - i-::-i i/1,a-:-i~ ,;;-ai.wp] Lachm. and 
Ti1:,ch.: J,;;-i i:1,a,:-1ov \':'aAai6,, accorcling to D C D L ~, 33. nightly; 
it was altcl'ed in conformity with Matt. ix. lG. - a'/p:1 .-i ,;Af,p:,,;1..a. 
a~-:-oii -.;, %wvbv e-oii \7uAwo0] :i\Iany variations. A K ~. min. Syr. 
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p.: a,f" a,.' a~,;o1i ,.1, ,.) .. ,.1, iw,v,,v ,;o::i ,;;ai •. ; B L N (yet without 
the first 'To), min. Goth.: a'/p,1 ,;h ,.">.. ck' au,;ou (B: ai ,au,;o~) ,;i, 
wH. ,;o:i ,;;ai .. (so Lachm. and Tisch.); D, min. vss.: a'ff" ,;i, ,;;i .. 
,.i, ,.a,vov &.d ,;ou ,;;a">.. (so Rinck). The Rccepta is to be rejected 
no less than the reacling of D, etc. Both are from I\Iatthew. 
Of the two readings that still remain, that of A, etc. is to be 
preferred, because in that of Lachm. :rnd Tisch. thr, collocation 
of a'fpi, ,.1, ,;;">.. likewise betrays its being shaped according to 
J\fotthew. Hence we read: a'/pi, &,,;;' au,;oii 'Ta ,;;"A.i/pw1.1,a ,;o ,.a,vov 
,;o:i ,;;a"A.a,oii. - Ver. 22. pr,M<1] Lachrn. pi/;i,, following B C 
D L N, 33, Vnlg. codd. of It. So also Tisch. ed. 8. From 
Luke v. 37, whence also subsequently has come ;, vio;, which 
Lacluu. and Tisch. have deleted. - xal o ol,o; ... /3">.,i,;fov] 
Instead of this there is simply to be read, with Tisch., follO\Ying 
13 L D, cod d. of It. : xal o olvo; &,,;;6">."A.u:-a, xal oi &.uxoi ( 13 N leave 
out of &.na ,. .... A. only /3">.r;,;iov). The Rcccptn is from the 
parallels. - Ver. 23. ,;;apu,;;op.] Lachm.: o,a,;;op., following B C D. 
But comp. Luke vi. 1.- l,oov ,;;o,ii,] Lachm.: 000--::0,.;;, only after 
H G H. - Ver. 24. ev] is 011 decisive evidence condemned Ly 
GriesL., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. :From ver. 23.-Ver. 25. 
r-G/i,;6;] after the first xaf is suspected by Griesb., bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. It is wanting indeed 
in B C D L N, 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. 2G. fr.,'' A,8,a0ap ,;oii &.px1.p.] is wanting in D, 271, Cant. Ver. 
Vere. Vind. Corb. 2. Comlemned, after Beza, by Gratz (neucr 
Vasuch, d. Entst. d. rfrci erst. Ev. z. crH. p. 196), and \Vassen­
lJergh in Valckenaer, Schol. I. p. 23. An omission on accmmt 
of the historical dilliculty and the parallel passages. Only ,;oii 
before &.px. has decisive evidence against it, and is rightly deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. 

Vv. 1-12. Comp. on l\fatt. ix. 1-8; Luke Y. l 7-2G. At 
the foundation of Loth lies the narrative of l\Iark, which they 
follow, however, with freedom (l\Iatthew more by way of 
epitome), while not only l\Iatthew but Luke also falls short 
of the vivid directness of Mark. - According to the reading 
ei,n'A0wv (see the critical remarks), this participle must be 
taken as anacoluthic in accordance with the conception of the 
logical subject of the following: it was heard that Jlc, etc. See 
Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 2 5 G [ E. T. 2 9 SJ.- oi' 11µ,epwv] interject is 
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dicbus, after the lapse of iutcrYeniug days. See on Gal. ii. 1. 
- Eis oiJCov i!an] just our: "He is into the house." The verb 
of rest assumes the previous motion; xiii. 1 G ; John i. 18 ; 
Herod. i. 21, al. See Dnttmanu, p. 28G [E.T. 333]. Comp. 
even El', ooµou<, f1,EVEtV, Sop h. .AJ. 8 0, and Lo beck in lac.; 
Ellendt, Lo:. Soplt. I. 537. The house where Jesus dwelt is 
mcant (but not expressly designated, which would have 
required the use of the article). - Ver. 2. µ17JCEn] from the 
conception of the increasing crowd. - µ170EJ not even the space 
at the door, to say nothing of the house. Kostlin, p. 3 3 V, 
arbitrarily finds exaggeration here. - Tov )..o,yov J JCaT' 
Jgox11v: the Gospel. Comp. viii. 32; Luke i. 2, al. -
Yv. 3, >:I:. Here also J\fark has the advantage of special 
vividness. Jesus is to be conceived of as in the 11ppc;· 
clwmbcr, v'TT'Ep<jJov (where the Ilabbins also frequently taught, 
Lightfoot in luc.; Vitringa, Synag. p. 145 f.). Now, as the 
bearers could not bring the sick man near 1 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 "·as in the v1Tep91ov-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 
ustiliulc, and that the sick man was lowered down to Him 
after breaking off the parapet of the roof (Faber, Jahn, Kuster, 
Jin man. p. 1 (i 6 ), is at variance with the words ( a1TE<TTE,Yaaav 
T~v aTE~/TJV, comp. Luke v. 19), and is not required by ver. 2; 
where the crowd has filled the fore-court bemuse the house 
itself, wl1ere Jesus is tarrying, is already occupied (see above 
on µ1)0E, 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. 
::\Ioreover, the fact of the unroofing ie a proof that in that 
house roof and upper chamber were either not conncctc£l by a 

1 ITp,,.,,,,,;,.,.,, aclive (Aquila, 1 Sam. xxx. 7; Lucian, Amor. 53), hence the 
rca,ling of 'l'ischemlorf, ""P'""'Y",.,, following B L ~. min. vss., is a correct 
interpretation of the word, which only occurs here in the K. 'l'. This view is 
more in keeping with the vivid description than the usual intransitive accu/r.re. 
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dool' ( comp. Joseph. Antt. xiv. 13. 12), or that the door ,rns 
too narrow for the passage of the sick man upon his bed 
(Hug, Gntacht. II. p. 23); and it is contrary to the simple 
words to conceive, with Lightfoot and Olshauscn, only of a 
widcninJ of an already existing doorway. l\Iark is not at 
variance with Luke (Strauss), but both describe the same pro­
ceeding; and the transaction related by both bears in its very 
lJeculiarity the stamp of trnth, in favon1' of which in the case 
of :Mark the testimony of Peter is to be presumed, and against 
which the assertion of the danger to those who were stamling 
below CW oolston, Strauss, Bruno Bauer) is of the less conse­
quence, as the lifting up of the pieces of roofing is conceiv­
able enough without the incurring of that risk, and the whole 
proceeding, amidst the eager hurry of the people to render 
possible that whid1 otherwise was unattainable, in spite 
of all its strangeness has no intrinsic improbability. -As 
to Kpa/3/3aTor;, or Kpa/3a7or;, or Kpa/3aTTO<; (Laclnnann and 
Tischendorf), a couch-bed, a word rejected by the Atticists, sec 
Sturz, JJial. J,fac. p. 1 'i 5 f.; Lobed:, ad Phryn. p. G2 f. -
acf,fo.JvTat K.T.A..] See on Matt. ix. 2. -Ver. G. TWV rypaµ,µaT.] 
So correctly also Matthew. But Luke introduces already here 
(too early, see in Mark ii. 1 G) the Pharisees as well. As to 
oia"i\.o-1it;. corn p. on l\ratt. xvi. 7. - Ver. 7. According to the 
reading /3">..aucfrTJµE'i (see the critical remarks), this word 
answers to the question, 1Vlwt spcakdh this man thus? by 
saying what He speaks. - oihor; ouTw] this man in this 
manner, an emphatic juxtaposition. The former is con­
temptuous (Matt. xiii. 54); the latter designates the special 
and surprising manner, which is immediately pointed out in 
what follows. - Ver. 8. Observe the intentional bringing into 
prominence of the immediate kuowleL1ge of the thoughts. -
aihot] is not the unaccented they, but designates with ev 
Eauroi:r;, ipsi in scmct ipsis, the element of self-origination, the 
cogitationcs suet spontc conc1ptas. - As to vv. IJ-12, 1 see on 

1 Respecting the !If essianic desiynalion-,vhich presupposes l\Iessinnic co11scious-
11ess-coming from the mouth of Jesus: , ei,; ~,;; ,,..pp,;,.,.,., ~ec Qll l\[att. viii. 20, 
and tho critical exposition of the different views by Holtzm:tnn in Hilgl'n;,•ltl's 
Zeilschr. 1865, p. 212 ff., aml Weizs,ickcr, p. 420 ff. Ohscr\'C, howcnr, that the 
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l\Iatt. ix. 5-8, 33. - o-ol 'Al7w] o-ot prefixerl with emphasis, 
because the speaker now turns to the sick man. Comp. Luke 
Y. 24. According to Hilgenfelu, the "awkward structure of 
the sentence," ver. 10 f., betrays the dependence on Matt. ix. G. 
'Why, then, not the converse? - ,cal. ?f,pa, K.T.'A.J Thus the 
assurance of the remission of sins, according to Schenkel, must 
have stimulated the paralyzcd elasticity of the ncrrcs ! A 
fancy substituted fo1· the miracle. - ovTW<; ... Etooµev] not 
equivalent to TotauTo d'o. (sec on Matt. ix. 33), but: so we 
lucce nevc1· seen, i.e. a sight in such a fashion we have never 
met with. Comp. the frequent ro, opaTe. It is not even 
requisite to supply T£ (Fritzsche), to say nothing of mentally 
adding tlte manifestation of the kingdom of Goel, or the like. 

Vv. 13-17. Sec on Matt. ix. 9-13; Luke v. 27-32. 
l\Iatthew deals with this in the way of abridgmeut, but he 
has, nevertheless, retained at the end of the narrative the 
highly appropriate quotation from Hos. vi. 6 (which Luke, 
following :Mark, has not), as an original element from the 
collection of Logia. - ig~'A.0E] out of Cnpernaurn. Comp. 
Yer. 1. - 7ra'A.w] looks back to i. 16. - Mark has peculiar to 
himself the statements 7rapa 'T. 0c1'A.auuav as far as io{oauKEV 
avTou,, but it is arbitrary to refer them to his s11bjccti'1:e cvn­
ecptivn (de Wette, comp. Kostlin, p. 335). -Ver. H. 
-..apc17wv J in passing along, namely, by the sea, by the place 
,r here Levi sat. Comp. ver. 16. -- On Levi ( i.e. Matthew) 
and Alphacus, who is not to be identified with the father 
of Jnmes,1 see Introd. to l\Iatthew, § 1. Hilgenfeld, in his 
passage before us, where Jesus thus early anJ in the face of His enemies, before 
the people aud before His disciples, anJ in the exercise of a divine plrnary 
rower, characterizes Himself by this Dauiclic appellation, Jocs not (l(]mit of the 
~tf 1>111pose ofi·eili11g that has been ascribed to His use of it (Hitschl, ,veissc, 
Colani, Holtzmann, anJ others). For the disciple especially the expression, 
confirmc,l as it is, moreover, by John from his own lively recollection (sec on 
John i. 41), conhl not but be from the outset clear anJ unambiguous, anJ the 
confession of Peter cannot be rcgarJetl as the grnJnally ripcucu. frnit of the 
insight now for the first time dawning. See on Matt. xvi. 13, 17. How coITcctly, 
moreover, the people knew how to a['prchend the Danielic designation of the 
Jllcssiah, is clearly .apparent from John xii. 34. 

1 A confusion that actually arose in very early times, "·hich had as its conse­
quence the rcaJing •1,;.,..,13., (insteaJ of .11,.;,) in D, min., co,l,l. in Or. and Yict. 
and codd. of It. 
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Zcitseh1'. 18G4, p. 301 f., tries by arbitrary expedients to make 
out that Levi was not an apostle. - Ver. 15. lv -rfi ouciq 

mhov] is understood by the expositors of the house of Lcvi.1 

Comp. Vnlg.: "in domo illi1is." In itself this is possible, 
but even in itself improbable, since by au-rov 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 Levi: ~,co)l.ou07J(Fav au-rip. l\foreover, 
the absolute ,ca)\.e(Fat (to invite), vcr. 1 7, which Matthew and 
Mark have, while Luke adds eli; µE-ravotav, appears as a 
thoughtful reference to the host, the ,caAE'iv on whose part 
will transplant into the saving fellowship of His kingdom. 
Accordingly, the account in l\latthew (see on l\:Iatt. ix. 10) 
has rightly taken up l\fark's account which lies at its 
foundation, but Luke has not (v. 2 9). It is not indeed 
expressly said in our text that Jesus went again into the 
city ; this is nevertheless indirectly evitlent from the progress 
f• I • ( ' ' '0 ' ~ o t ie narrative waparywv . . . . 1JICOAOI! 1J(Fall aUT<tJ . . . . 

/CaTa/C€t(F0at IC.T.A.). - n(FaV ryap 7TOAA0t IC.T.A.] A statement 
serving to elucidate the expression jnst used: wo;\)l.o, TeAwvat 

IC.T.A., and in such a way that n(FaV is prefixed with em­
plrn.sis: Joi· there were many (-rEA. "· «µap-r.); there was no 
lack of a multitude of such people, and they followed after 
,Jesus. Against the explanation of Kuinoel, Fritzsche, de 
\Vette, Bleek: aclcrant, it may be at once decisively urged that 
such an illustrative statement would be unmeaning, and that 
~,co)\ov07J<rav may not be turned into a pluperfect. And 
mentally to supply with ~uav, as Bleck docs: at the ealli119 of 
Levi, is erroneous, because the narrative lies quite beyond this 
point of time. - Ver. 16. The corrected reading ( see the 
critical remarks) is to be explained: and Pltm·isaic scribes 
when they saw, etc., said to His disc111lcs. To attach this K. 

rypaµµ,. -r. 'Papt(F. to the previous ~,co)\0110. (Tischendorf) i:; 
unsuitable, because 17ua11 ryap 'TTfJAAot, taken by itself alone, 
would be absolutely pleonastic, and because 1jK0Aov0., in 
accordance with the context, can only mean the following of 

1 Yet Dlcck null Holtzmnnn have ngrccu with my view, nnu aho Kahnis, 
Dogm. I. p. 409 f. 
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arllw·cnts. - Ilcspecting loovTE, IC.T."ll.., comp. on l\Iatt. ix. 11. 
Here the direct seeing (coming to Him) of the rypaµµaT. is 
meant, not: cmn intclligcrcnt (Grotius and others, de '\Vette). 
- -r-t on] qui1l est, quocl, so that there needs to be supplied 
after T(, not ryJryovev (Schaefer, acl Bos. Ell. p. 591), Lut 
the simple Eu-r-t. Comp. Luke ii. 49; Acts v. 4, 9. 

Vv. 18-22. See on Matt. ix. 14-17. Comp. Luke v. 
33-38. - Ka'/, 17uav . .. v17uTevovTe~] considered by Kostlin, 
p. 339, as meaningless and beside the question, is taken by 
the expositors as an "archaeological intimation" ( <le '\Vette, 
comp. Fritzsche). There is nothing to indicate its being so 
(how entirely different it is with vii. 3 f. !) ; we should at 
least expect with v71uTevovTe, some such general addition as 
r.oAAa (1'fatt. ix. 14). It is to be explained: And there mre 
the disciples of John, etc., engaged in fasting (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. - epxovmi IC.T.A..] Both, naturally by means of rcpre­
sentatiYCS from among them. The text docs not yield any­
thing else ; so we arc neither to understand the questioners 
of ver. 1 G (Ewald, Hilgenfeld), nor mentally to supply Twe, 
(Weisse, 'Wilke). In Matthew the disciples of John ask the 
question, and this is to be regarded as historically the case (sec 
on l\Iatt. ix. 17, Remark). - oi µa071Tat 'Iwavvov K.T.A.] Not 
inappropriate, but more definite and more suited to their party­
interest ihan 17µei, (in opposition to de Wette). -- uot] might 
be the dative (the disciples belonging to Thee), see Bernhardy, 
p. 89 ; Ki.ilmer, II. p. 249. But in accordance with the use 
-frequent also in the N. T.-of the emphatic uo~, it is to be 
taken as its plural Comp. Luke v. 33. -Ver. 19. ouov 
xpovov K. T.A.] superfluous in itself, but here suited to the solenm 
answer. Comp. Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. xxxix. - µ€0' 
€av-r-wv] in the midst of thcmsel1.:es. - Ver. 2 0. Ell eKelvr, -r-fj 
~µipq] Not a ncgl1'gcnce (de Wette) or impossibility of expression 
(Fritzsche), but: TOTE is the more general statement of time: 
then, when, namely, the case of the taking away shall hare 
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occurred, and iv i,ce.f vr, Tfi 1iµlpq, is the special definition of 
time subordinate to the TOTE: on that day, EICE'iva, having 
demonstrative force and consequently a tragic emphasis ( on 
that atm dies!). Comp. Bernhardy, p. 279. If the z1lural 
were again used, the time previously designated by iXEvu. 
OE 17µlpat "·ould be once more expressed on tlte whole and 
in gcnr,rnl, and that likewise with solemnity, but not the 
dcllnite particulnr day. Aptly, moreover, Dengel remarks: 
"Dies 1mus auferentli sponsi, dies rnulti ejusdem aulati et 
absentis." The Lord from the beginning of His ministry had 
rnatle Himself familiar with the certainty of a violent death. 
Comp. John ii. 19. - Ver. 21. cl OE µ17] In the contmry case, 
even after a negative clause, Duttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 33G [E.T. 
302], and see on 2 Cor. xi. 16.-The correct reading: atpEt 
ci,r' aVTQU TO 1rX17pwµa TO /Catvov TO~ ,raA.atou (see the critical 
remarks), is to be explained: the new patch of the old (garment) 
brcal;;s mmy from it. See on Matt. ix. 16 f. The Rcccpta 
signifies: his new patch (that which is put on by him) brcal:s 
away from the olcl garment. According to Ewald, atpE'i cicp' 
fovwu ought to be read (following n, which, however, has the 
aqi' iavTOU after TO ,r}..11pwµa), and this is to be interpreted: 
"thus the new filling up of the oltl becomes of itself 
stronger." He compares the phrase o ).oryo, at'pE'i (ratio 
cvincit, Polyb. vi. 5. 5; comp. also Herod. ii. 33; Plat. Crit. 
p. 48 C, al.), the meaning of which (reason teaches it) is, 
however, here foreign to the subject. - Ver. 22. A combina­
tion from Matthew and Luke is here contained only in the 
interpolated Rcccpta. Sec the critical remarks.-As to the form 
p11uuw instead of P1J'YVvµt, see Rnlmken, E11, c1'it. I. p. 2 6. 

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 
clifferent. - r.apa,rop€vcu0at] uot: to 1i-c1ll.: on, ambulare (Vul­
gatc, Luther, and many others, including de "\Vette), so that 
napa would refer indefinitely to ollllT objects, bnt to 7mss alon:J 
b!J. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 39; l\fork xi. 20, xv. 2\J. .Tc~ns 
passed through the com-fields alougside of these, so that the 
way that passed through the fields leu Him on both siLles 
along by them. Just so ix. 30, and Dent. ii. 4. - o8ov 
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r.otE'iv tc,T,71..] is 11s11ally explained as though it stood: cioov 
.,.otouµEvot TLAAEtv TOU, UTltxua<;, to plucl~ the cars of COi'n us 
they went. Against the mode of expression, according to 
which the main idea lies in the participial definition (see 
Hermann, ad Aj. 1113; Elccti-. 1305; Stallbaum, acl Plat. 
Garg. 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 ('Viner, p. 316 [E. T. 
443 f.]), and here in particular the active 7rotE'iv is opposed 
to it, since cioov 7T'OtELV is always vimn stcrncre, and ooov 
7rotEiu0at ( as also r.opElav 7T'OtE'iu0at) is itcr faccrc. See Viger. 
ed. Henn. p. 116; Kypke, I. p. 154; Krebs, p. 81; Winer, 
p. 228 [E. T. 320]. Comp. also o0071'0tEiv (Xen. Anab. v. 
1. 14; Dem. 127 4, 26, frequently in the LXX.) and ooov 
aOo7rotE'iv; Kuhner, acl Xcn. Anab. iv. 8. 8. The assumption 
that l.fark had missed this distinction is wholly without exe­
getical warrant, as is also the recourse to a Latinism (Krebs). 
The only correct explanation is : they began to mal:c a 1uay 
(to open a path) by plucking the curs of corn; not, as Dret­
schneider and Fritzsche alter the meaning of the words : 
"eYellisse spicas et factum esse, ut projectis, quum iis essent 
demta grana, spicis o.primc1'Ctur via." "\Ve must rather con­
ceiYe 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, 11utl~c a path, which they do 
by plucking the cm·s of corn that stand in their way. Accord­
ing to }.fatthew and Luke, the chief point lies in the fact that 
the disciples pluck the cars and rnt them; and the Pharisees finc1 
fault with their doing this-which in itself is allowaulc-011 
the Sabbath. According to l\Iark, however, who has not a \rord 1 

1 11Iark has been blmuc,l on this account. Sec Fritzsche, p. GD. Dut the nry 
crnngclist, \\'ho knew how to narrate so vivi,lly, should Ly no means have Leen 
chargcu "·i\h such an awkwardness as the omission of the essential feature of the 
counection~which is just what the latest harmonizing avcrs. It ought to have 
been candidly notcu that in lllark the object of the plucking of the cars is the ,~,. 
,,...,,,; while in ~latthew it is the eating on acco1111t oJ lwnvu·. The occasions er 
the necessity, in which the disciples "·ere placed, arc diJ/r:nnt: in ~he former 
case, the ,;i,,,.,ta: ; in the latter, the hun~er. 
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of the disciples eating, their act consists in this, tliat by 
the plucking of the ears of corn they open a way through the 
jidd; and the Pharisees, vcr. 24, fiud fault that they do that, 
which in itself is afrcacly imallowablc,1 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 tht3 disciples, as enjoined by necessity, is by no means un­
allov:ablc; aml (2) that the Sabbath makes no difference in the 
matter.-The origin of this difference itself is easily explained 
from the fact, that Jesus adduces the history of the eating of 
the shew-bread, by means of which also the eating of the ears 
of corn came into the tradition of this incident. l\fark betrays 
by his oDov 7TOt€£V abaudoned by l\latthew and Luke, and by the 
less olrvious connection of it with the eating of the shew­
bread, the original narrative, which perhaps proceeded from 
Peter himself. - Tour; aTaxuac;J the article designates the ears 
of corn tltat stood in the u·ay. - 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 somcth-ing 
(already in itself) 1mallowablc. - Ver. 2 5. aiiToc;] and He on 
Jlis part, replying to them. He put a counter-question. -
oTE XPElav foxE] 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 a majori ad minus. David in a case of necessity 
dealt apparently unlawfully even with the show-bread of the 
temple, which is yet for less lawful to be touched than the 
cars of grain in general. - Ver. 2 6. e1rt 'Af3ia0ap Tou apxtEp.] 
temporc Abiatlwris vontificis maxi1ni, i.e. under the pontificate 

1 To this view Holtzmann anu IIllgcnfchl have aeccueu, as also Ilitschl, 
altkatli. K. p. 2!J ; Schenkel, Chaml;ter/Jild, p. 86 ; a11<l as rcganls the m, ,,..,.;, 
in itself, also Lange. '!'he defence of the usual explanation on the part of 
Ji:rnmmcl in the al/gem. K. Zeit. 1864, No. 74, leaves the linguistic uilllcnlty 
which stands in its way entirely unsolved. He shouhl least of all have sought 
support from the rca,ling of Lachmann (060,,..,,;,) ; for this also never moans any­
thing else than via1n sternere, mHl even in the 'llid,llc voice only means lo mal·e 
for onesrlf a path. Weiss (Jahr/J. J'. Deutsche 1'hcol. 1865, p. 363) calls my 
explanation "somewhat odd;" this, however, can matter nothing, if only it is 
linguistically correct, aml the usual one linguistically erroneous. 
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of Abiathar. Comp. Luke iii. 2 ; l\fatt. i. 11. According to 
1 Sam. xxi. 1 ff., indeed, the high priest at that time was uot 
Abiathar, but his father (1 Sam. xxii. 20; Joseph. Antt. vi. 
12. G) Ahimclcch. l\Io.rk has erroneously confounded these two, 
,rhich might the more easily occur from the remem bran cc of 
David's friendship with Abiathar (1 Sam. xxii. 20 ff.). See 
Korb in Wincr's krit. Jouni. IV. p. 29 5 ff.; Paulus, I◄'ritzsche, 

de ,v ette, Bleck. The supposition that father and so11 both had 
both names (Victor Antiochenus, Euthymius Zigabenns, Thco­
phylact, Ileza, Jansen, Heumann, Kuinoel, and many others), 
is only appare11tly supported by 2 Sam. viii. 1 7, 1 Chron. 
xYiii. 16, comp. xxiv. 6, 31; as even apart from the fact 
that these passages manifestly contain an erroneous statement 
( comp. Thenius on 2 Sam. l.c. ; Bertheau judges otherwise, 
d. Biiclic1· dci- Chron. p. 181 f.), the reference of our quotation 
applies to no other passage than to 1 Sam. xxi. Grotius 
thought that the son had been the substitute of the father. Ite­
course has been had with equally ill success to a different inter­
pretation of hrt; for, if it is assumed to be cora1n CW etstein, 
Scholz), 1 Sam. l.c. stands historically opposed to it; but if 
it is held to mean: in the passage concerning Abiathar, i.e. 
there, where he is spoken of (xii. 26; Luke xx. 37), it is 
opposed by the same historical authority, and by the con­
sideration that the words do not stand immediately after 
avE"fVWTe (in opposition to Michaelis and Saunier, Qucllcn d. 
lilark p. 58). -Ver. 27 f. ,ea), ii"A.e"f, avToZ,] frequently used 
for the introduction of a further important utterance of the 
same subjed who is speaking; Bengel: " Sermonem iterum 
exorsus." Comp. iv. 9. As Jesus has hitherto refuted the 
reproach conveyed in o ou,c ii~eun, ver. 2 4, He now also refutes 
the censure expressed by iv Tot, ua{3{3autv, ver. 24. Namely: 
0,s the Sabbath has been made (brought into existence, i.e. 
ordained) for the ial;c of man, namely, as a means for his 
highest moral ends (Gen. ii. 3; Ex. xx. 8 ff.), not man Jo;· tlte 
sal~c of the Sabbath, 1 it follows thence : the 11Icssiah has to rule 

1 Comp . • 1Jecltilta in Ex. xxxi. 13: "Vobis sabbatum tnulitum est, et non vos 
tra<liti cstis sabbato." Accor<ling to Ilaur, nr. 27 belougs to "the rational 
explanations," which Mark is fonu of prcfixing by way of suggesting a motirn 
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even over iltc Sabbath, so that thns the disciples, who as my 
cli'sciplcs have acted under my permission, cannot be affected by 
any reproach in respect of the Sabbath. The inference iJrne 
depends on the fact that the via,; TOU av0pC:nrov, i.e. the llfcssiah 
(not with Grotius and ]!'ritzsche to be taken as man in general), 
is held ex concesso as the representative hcacl of humanity.1 

On the mode of inference in general, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 9 ; 
2 Mace. v. 19. - ,cvpto,] emphatically at the beginning: is not 
dependent, bnt Lord,2 etc. ; whereby, however, is expressed 
not the prerogative of absolute abolition (see agninst this Matt. 
v. 1 7 ff., and the illea of the 7r),,.17pwrn, of the law makes its 
appearance even in Mark vii. 15 ff., x. 5 ff, xii. 2 8 ff.), but the 
power of putting in the place of the external statutory Sabbath 
observance-while giving up the latter-something higher 
in keeping with the idea of the Sabbath, wherein lies the 
7r),,.~pwr:rt, of the Sabbath-law. Comp. Lechler in the Stud. 11. 

Krit. 18 5 4, p. 811 ; W eizsiicker, p. 3 91. - Kai] also, aloug 
~vith other portions of His ,cvptoT71i;. 

for what is historically presented. To the snme cbss he wonltl assign ix. 30, vii. 
15 ff. Weizsticker finds in the passage before us a later rcllcction. This wonlcl 
only bo admissible, if the idea facililatcd the concluding inference, which is not 
the case, nnu if l\lnrk were not in this n:ttTnli.-c gcnernlly so peculiar. The 
eonnecting link of the argumentation presctTetl by him might more easily have 
been omitted as something foreign, than have been added. 

I For Him, as such, in the jUtlgmcnt to be formed of the 0Llig:1tory force of 
lcg,ll onlinanccs, the regulative stambnl is just the 1·elation, in which man as a 
moral enu to himself st.i.nds to the law. Co1np. Hitsehl, alikalltol. J.:.ircli<', 
p. 2() u: 

2 With this the freedom of n·oi-.,1,;p is r1ire11 :1s well as assignc,l to its necessary 
limit, but no~ generally "11roclciimecl" ~Schenkel). 
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CHAPTER III. 

VER. 2. Instead of ,;rap,'t'~pouv, read with Lachm. <:rap1-:-r,po::;v-:-o, 
following A G" D A, min. The middle here and at Luke vi. 7 
(comp. also Acts ix. 24) was not attended to. - ;1.an1yop~aova1~, 
instead of w.q"/opr,1Jl,J(riv, is not sufficiently attested uy C D 
(Lachm.). - Ver. 3. Lachm. has ,(1, nlv x,,ipa, 1xom ;ripav, follow­
ing B L 102, Vere. In favour of ;ripav C also tells, which has -:-f, 
or. ;r,pav ix. X·, and A ~, which have ,p ,. ;iipav X· e,c. So Tisch. 
ed. 8. The Rcccpta '1'(1, i;r;paµ,µ,evr,v 1xom .r,v x,,pa, is from ver. 1. 
- Ver. 5. At the end Elz. has u't·,~; c:i. f, &i.1.ri. This is indeed 
defended by Matthiae, but in opposition to decisive evidence. 
It is from Matt. xii. 13. - Ver. 7. The order of the words: µ,m>. 

-rwv r1,a,0ri'f'. a,uroi:i ci.1,;.::wp. (Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the 
Rcccptci av,,::wp. 11,, or. 11,aO. au'f'., has in its favour D C D L ~ ~. 
min. vss., and is on this evidence to l1e adopted, the more espe­
cially as the Ecccptcl easily presented itself from the connection, 
according to which the important element for the progress of 
the narrative lies in aH;<;wp. - Instead of ,;:p6; (Elz. Scholz), 
Griesb. Fritzsche,Lachm. Tisch. have Ei;, which is attested, indeed, 
only by D H P, min. Theophyl., but was explained by ,;rp6. (in 
some min. by rrapa) as a gloss. - 7j;1.0AouBri,,-uv] 7j;1.0AovOrim, in favour 
of which D, min. also concur by ~?.9Aou0EJ, is considerably attested, 
partly with, and partly without a,u'f'fJ (which Lachm. brackets). 
Approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche and Lachm. The 
plural flowed mechanically from the conception of the multi­
tude; a,~-:-!jj is supplied, and is with Tisch. to be deleted. -
Ver. 8. ci.r.oull'a,-:-si;) Lachm. and Tisch. read u,covo~:-1;, following 
only B A ~, min. - Ver. 11. Instead of ieewpu, <:rpMk-1,;:rev, and 
er.pa~,, l!'ritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. have the plurals, which also 
Griesb. approved. The evidence preponderates in favour of the 
latter, and the singulars are a grammatical but inappro11riate 
correction. - Ver. 15. Oepa-;:,um ,ai; ,foou; r.a,] is wanting inn C* 
L A ~. 102, Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition, in recollec­
tion of Matt. x. 1.-Ver. 16. Fritzschc has ,;rpwTo~ ~1,r1,w,a before 
r.aJ kf~riu, following only 13, 39, 124, 3-!G. An addition from 
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l\Iatt. x. 2, with a view to supply a construction.1 - Ver.18. Here, 
too (comp. on :Matt. x. 4), must be read in confonuiLy to dccisiYe 
evidence, with Lachm. and Tisch., not Kr.rnz,frr,,, but Kava,ai'i,,. 

- Ver. 20. 1..1.~::-e] Head with Fritzsche and Lachm. µr;oi, which is 
sntliciently attested and necessary as respects the sense. -
Ver. 27. The Rcccpla, is: oLJ o6va::-ai oLJo,i;. So also Tritzsche and 
Tisch., the latter having, in accordance with n C (?) L AN, min. 
vss., adopted a1.1.' previously (a connective addition). llut o0o!I; 
06,am, (Griesb. l\fatth. Scholz, Lachm.) is the more to he retained, 
since the mechanical repetition of the oLJ 06,arn, was so readily 
suggested from what precedes. - Ver. 28. The verbal order: ,o,; 
uio,; ,;;:,, rhOpw,;rw, Ta. a,u,ap'1'r,/..t.arn (sanctioned by Griesb., adopted 
by Lachm. and Tisch.), has, with A ll C D L A N, min. vss., the 
balance of evidence in its favour, and is also to be acconntecl 
genuine, as being the more unusual.-The article before /31.arr:p. 
is adopted by Griesb. :Fritzsche, Scholz, Lacl1111. Tisch. on deci­
sive evidence; it became absorbed through the preceding x.ai. -
;;o-a;J Lachm. and Tisch. read ooa, following Il D E* G H A n* 
N, min. The Rcccpta is a correction. - Ver. 20. Elz, Fritzsche, 
Scholz have xp,o-ew; (A C** E :F G, etc. Syr.), instead of \\'hich 
Griesb. approved U/..t.(Jp,n/LU'1'De (B L AN; D has a,u,ap,la,), and 
this Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. x.p/a,w; (al. 1to1.rla,w;) is a 
gloss.-Ver. 31. The reading xa/ 'ipxpTai (Laclnu.) certainly has 
preponderant evidence (D G N, Tisch. ed. 8, have xal ep;,:,,m,), 
Lut is a mechanical alteration, in v.-I1ich the retrospective refer­
ence of the o~v was not attended to.-The Rcccpta is oi aoe,,:po/ 
x.a, tJ f..t.~'1'7/f au,ov. But n C D G L A N, min. \'SS. have ;; /Lr,::-r;p 
a0,o~ "· ol aM,<po/ a0,ou (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. eel. 8), 
with which also the reading ipx,mu is connected. Still the 
Rcccpta (and that with a0::-o', repeated) is to be sustained, for 
it became changed in consideration of the rank of the mother, 
of ver. 32, and of the 1~arallcl passages. - <pw,o~m,] Laclun. 
and Tisch. have xa1.o:i,::-e~, following B C Lt-:, min. (A: ,r,-:-o',~-:-i;). 
Tiightly; the meaning of xa,,ou,::-e, was more precisely defined 
lJy ~wvo:ivTe;. - Ver. 32. The verbal order ",pi a.u:-~, ix1.o; (Lachm. 
Tisch.) is preponderantly attested, as also is xai 1.i16uatv (Laclnn. 
Tisch.) instead of el"ou ili. -The addition xa/ ai aoe1.~ai troLJ is 
rightly adopted by Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. 
It certainly has important evidence against it (Il C GK L A rr ~. 

1 Frotn the sa.inc design, moreover, we n1::1.y exphin thr placing of 1t1:ti E<T.,:,,~•" 
.,,;,; ;;.;;;,,,,. at the beginning of the nl'se. So 13 C* .i. ~- Dcfcndetl by Ilitzig­
nntl Ewnl<l ; atloptcd by 'l'iscll. In such awkw:mlly constructed pnssngcs 
'' "orrcctio parit correctionc·m: alter cnim nlterum en pit nntcccllcrc iugcnio" 
(lllatthiae, etl. min. ad h. l.). 
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Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Syr. utr.), aml is rejected by Fritzsche; 
but the words were omitteLl, because neither in vcr. 31 nor in 
ver. 34 nor in the prrrallcl passages are the sisters mentioned. 
Had it been interpolated, the atltlition would have been found 
alrcmly in ver. 31.- Ver. 33. Instead of if, Lachm. and Tisch. 
ed. 8 l1ave u1.,, following B C L V A ~, min. vss. A mechanical 
repetition from ver. 32 ; and comp. l\latt. - Ver. 34. The verbal 
order: ,v~; ,;;-fpl au,;-. 'XV'XA'1J (Lrrchm. Tisch.), which is found in 
D C L A~, min. Copt., arose from the fact, that the "u""'1J, 
which "·itlt ,-fp113"f'f', was superfluous, was omitted (so still 
in min. ns.), and then restored in the place that appeared 
fitting. - Ver. 35. The omission of yap (Lachm. Tisch.) is 
too werrkly attested. On the other hand, :1,ov after aM,,p~ 
is, with La.chm. and Tisch., following A B D L A ~. min. 
vss., to be deleted. 

Vv. 1-6. See on l\fatt. xii. 9-14; comp. Luke vi. 6-11. 
The brief, vividly aml sharply graphic account of .i\Iark is 
in J\Iatthew partly allridged, partly expanded. - 7ra"Xw] see 
i. 21. -El, T. uuva70071jv] at Capcrnawn. See ii. 15. -
E/;TJpaµµiv71v] "non ex utero, sed morbo ant vulnere; haec vis 
participii," Uengel. :\lore indefinitely l\Iatthew (and Luke): 
f17p1,v.-7rapeT1JpovvTo J of hostile ollserving, spying (comp. Luke 
vi. 7. al.; Polyb. xvii. 3. 2 : lveopeveiv tca1 7rapaT77peZv), which, 
however, is implied, not in the middle, but in the context. -
Yer. 3 ff. e7etpe el, T. µ.iuov] arise (and step forth) into tltc 
mid.:;t. Comp. Luke vi. 8. - a7a00'1T'Ot~O'at ~ tcatcO?TOt~uai] to 
r1ct 1,;cll (Tob. xii. 13), 01· to act ill (Ecelus. xix. 2 5). Comp. 
tcaA.W', 7T'OtEZv, l\latt. xii. 12 ; Ep. acl Diogn. 4 : God does not 
hinder ,ca)..ov n r,oieZv on the Sabbath <lay. The alternative 
mnst 1Je such that the opponents cannot deny tltc jormC1' 
proposition, and therefore must be dumb. On this account 
it is not to be explained: to rcndcl' a vcnrjit (1 :Mace. xi. 33), 
o;· to i,!jlict an i11Jn;·y (Erasmus, Bengel, Beza, de \Vettc, Bleck, 
:m<l others); for the former might be relatively negatived on 
account of the Sabbath-laws, the observance of which, however, 
could not he opposed to the i<lea of acting well ( i.e. in conformity 
"·ith the divine will). \Ve can only decide the question on 
this ~ronnd, not from the usns loqucndi, which in fact admits 
of either explanation. The reading in D: n «11a0ov r.oi17ua,, 

l\IAI:K. D 
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is a correct gloss of the late Greek "·or<l (Lobecl,, cul Pln-yn. 
p. 200), comp. 1 Pet. ii. 15, 20, iii. 6; 3 John 11.-yuxi)v 
uwam] to rescue a soul, that it be not transferred to Hades, 
but, on the contrary, the man may be preserved in life. Comp. 
viii. 3 5, often also among Greek writers. This likewise could 
not be denied, for " pcriculum vitae pellit sabbatum," Joma, 
f. 84, 2. See the passages in ViT ctstein, acl Jlfatth. xii. 10. -
a7TOKTEtvai] to be taken by itself, not to be connected with 
,Jrux17v. 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 
absnrd. The adversaries feel this; but instead of confessing 
it they arc silent, because they are hardened. - uu7'.'A.u,rov­
µ1:vo,] feeling compassion over, etc., 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. 46 2 E. - (L7TEKaTEUTa011] with 
double augment (Winer, p. 67 [E. T. 84]) is, in accordance 
"·ith Laclnnann, to be read. Comp. on Matt. xii. 13.-Ver. 6. 
Eu0iw, K.T.'A..] "crevit odium," Bengel They institutccl a 
consultation, in order that, etc. Comp. on l\fatt. xxii. 5. That 
the Hcrodians are introduced into this place erroneously 
from i\Iatt. xxii. 16 (see in Zoe.) is not to Le maintained (de 
"\Vette, Baur, Hilgenfeld). The sensation produced by the 
working of J csus (see vv. 7, 8) was sufficiently fitted to induce 
their Leing now drawn by the Pharisees into the hostile effort. 
Hence the mention of them here is 110 meaningless addition 
(Kostlin). 

Vv. 7-12. Comp. l\Iatt. xii. 15 f., Luke vi. 17-19, who with 
their difference of historical arrangement make Lnt brief use 
of the description in l\fark, which is more accurate and more 
fresh and does not blend heterogeneous elements (Hilgcnfckl). 
-ei,] direction whither.-Ver. 8. 'Ioouµa/a] on the south­
eastern border of Palestine.-A point is not to be placed, as 
by Beza, Er. Schmid, aud Fritzsche, after 'Iopoc1vou, but-as 
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is required hy the two distinct predicates based on tlie local 
relations, 1jKOAOU0TJG'€V and 17A0ov 7rpor; avTov-bcjo?'C ,cal U'TT'O 
T. 'Iovoa{ar;. It is first of all stated, who followed Jesus from 
Galilee, "·here He Himself was, to the sea, and then, from 
,cal a'TT'o ,. 'Iovo. onward, who came to Ilini from other regions. 
Namely: and .froni J11daca, ancl f1'oin Jcrw,ale1n, and froni 
Idw;wcci ancl Pcracct (,cal r.Epav Tou 'Iopo.; observe that here 
dr.o is not repeated), and those (the Jews) about 1'yre ancl 
,%Zan, in great multitudes (7rAYJ0or; 'TT'OAU belongs to the whole 
as a more precise definition of the subject), they came to Him. 
- Observe, moreo\·er, the different position of 7T'AYJ0or; in 
vv. 7 an<l 8 ; in the oue case the greatness of the mass of 
people preponderates in the conception, in the other it is the 
idea of the mass of people itself.- J7ro{ei] i111pc1fcct, used of 
the continuous doing. - Ver. 9. 7va] What He said to them is 
conceived of as the design of the speaking (comp. on l\1att. 
iv. 3): in order tltat a vessel should be continually at Jiis service. 
- o,a TOV ox">cov /C.7.A.] therefore not for the purpose of 
crossing over; €µ€AA€ ,yap Jµ(:Jas elr; aVTO µ~ €VOXA€tG'0a,, 
Enthymius Zigabenus. Comp. iv. 1 ; lllatt. xiii. 2. It is not 
said, however, that He wished to teach out of the vessel 
(Kuinoel and others). - Ver. 10 f. Information regarding this 
pressing towards Hirn. - J0epa7r€VG'ev] not sanm:crat (Castalio, 
Kuinocl, Fritzsche), but He hcalccl just at that time. The 
WU7€ €7T't7T'L7T'7€£V avnj,, so that they fell 1tpon Hini, depicts the 
impetuous thronging unto Him of those seeking aid. " Ad­
mirabilis patientia et benignitas Domini," Bengel. 7rpoG'E7T'l7T'T. 

avTip in ver. 11 is different: they fell down before Him (v. 33, 
vii. 25). - µaG'-rtryar;] plagues, v. :l9, 34; Luke vii. 21; Ps. 
xxxv. 15 ; Ecclns. xl. 9 ; 2 Mace. vii. 3 7. In accordance 
with the context: plngues of sickness. -7tt 7rveuµaw ,c,-r.A.] a 
statement in conformity with the appearance ; the sick people 
identified themselves with the demons. - a.av] with the 
pradcrite inclicati1:e: whcnci:er they saw Him, i.e. as soon as crcr 
they got sight of Him. See Winer, p. 276 [E.T. 388]. This 
rare and late linguistic phenomenon is to Le explained 
to the effect, that the conception of the uncertain (av) has 
become completely blended with oTE, an<l the whole emphasis 
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rests upon tliis wlicncrcr. See Klotz, cul Daw·. p. G f10. It 
cloes not mean: if they aci· saw Hirn. - Ver. 12. i'va J design 
of the r.o'J,.,Xa, hreTfµa auTois (the demons). How colourless is 
:Matt. xii. 1 G ! According to Hilgcnfeltl, 1\Inrk has cxag[JC?"­

atccl. .As to the prohiLition itself of their making Him 
known as :i.\iessiah, comp. i. 43, ancl on Matt. viii. 4; l\Iark 
v. 43. 

Vv. 13-19. Comp. l\Iatt. x. 2-4; Luke vi. 12-16. -To 
opo,] upon the mountain there. See on Matt. v. 1. - ov, 
1!01=Xev avTo,] so that no one might come forward of his own 
will. Jesus first of all made a wider selection, and then out 
of this, ver. 14, the narrower one of the Twelve. To raise a 
<lonbt of the actual selection of the latter (Schleicrmachcr, L. J. 
p. 370), as if they to some extent had become apostles with 
less of assent on Christ's part, is at variauce also with ,John 
vi. 70.-Ver. 14f.ir.0{77ue] He made, that is, J[c ordained, 
appointed. Comp. Acts ii. 36; 1 Sam. xii. 6. On the clause 
" " ' ' ~ A t • 91 ' ,.._.._ ' '] 1va WO"£ µeT avTOV, comp. C S 1. ~ . ·- U'lrOO"Tc/\.1\.?} aUTOU', 

namely, subsequently. See vi. 7. - KaL exeiv] conjoined with 
the K17pvuuew as an aim of the sending forth, in which it 
was contemplated that they were to preach ancl to hm:c pmr:cr,1 

etc. Comp. vi. 7. The simple, naive detail of the appointment 
aml destination of the Twelve Lcars the stamp of originality, 
not of elaboration after l\fatthcw and Luke (Zeller in Hilgen­
feld's Zei"tschnft, 1865, p. ~1% ff.). -Ver. 16 ff. Inexactly 
,mough l\fark relates, instead of Simon's appointment, only his 
being 1wmcd; hut he leaves his appointment to be thence under­
stood of itself, anJ then, as if he hnd narrated it in con­
nection with J7ro{77ue, continues by Kal 'IaKw/3011, which still 
<lepends on J7ro{77ue,-an awkwardness which is scarcely to uc 
attributed to a reflecting reviscr.-As to the arrm1gcmcnt­

generally according to rank, but in Mark and Acts i. 13 giving 
precedence to the three most intimate disciples-of the tweln! 

1 Ohscrve the corrccl11e-<.• of the cxpn·ssion f;c,,, i;,uu. "·""·:i.. (in opposition tn 
,le '\V ette). F,1r the destination of the apostles in fact was not: to teach awl 
to (frit"e out tlte demons, hut lo teach n111l in so doing to possess the 11uwer of 
,!riving out demons, in onkr that t!H•y might npply this power on appro­
J•riate occasion for the confirmation of their 1.eachillg. Comp. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. 
xii. 12. 
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names in three quaternions, see on J\fatt. x. 2 ; Ewald, p. 2 0 5 f. 
- ]\fork nanates the mi.miug of Peter as having taken place at 
that time, which is not incompatible with .l\fatt. xvi. 18 (see 
hi loc.), although it is doubtless with John i. 43. -Ver. 17. 
And He assigned to tltc1n names, (namely) Boancrgcs. The 
plural ovoµ,aTa (for which D reads Jvoµ,a) depends on the 
conception that the names bestowed on the two brothers are 

i1;cluded in Iloanerges. Boavcp,yi!,] ~~' t:;~~ '?.~. The 

Shevn, according to Aramaic pronunciation (see Lightfoot): oa. 
t:t\ in the Hebrew, a noisy crowd, Ps. Iv. 15 ; in the Syriac, 

thunder; comp. the Arabic ~.J• tonuit.1 The historical 

occasion of this appellati0n is altogether unknown. It has 
heen sought in the mighty eloquence of the two (Victor Antio­
chenus, Theophylact, Enthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, vV etstein, 
:\Iichaelis, and others, comp. Luther's gloss); but it may be 
objected to this view that such a quality could hardly luwe 
appeared at that time, when the men had not yet taught; and 
also that in the case of John at least, a thundering eloquence 
( as in Pericles ; Cic. Orat. ~ 9) is not to be supposed. Others 
(Heumann, Kuinoel, comp. also Gurlitt in the Stud. ii. K,·it. 
IS 2 9, p. 7 I 5 ff) have understood it to be a name qf reproach, 
and referred it to Luke ix. 54, so that the meaningless, destrnc­
tiYe power (Gurlitt) would be the point of comparison; but the 
t irnc 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 Pctcr's name, that Jesus should have converted a reproach 
into a name and thernby have made it the signature of their 
character; to which we may add, that in Luke, l.c., there is 
nothing at all said about tlmndci·. l\1oreover, it is historically 
demonstrable that the disciples were of impetuous, ardent tcm­
pcmmcnt (ix. 38; Luke ix. 54; comp. l\latt. xx. 20 fl., and 
:i.\Iark x. 35 ff.), and it is therefore not arbitrary to conjecture 
that some special exhibition of this peculiarity at the time 
suggested the name, of which, however, it is absolutely 

1 J erome's rea,ling (in Dan. i., Isa. lxii): Benercem, is an elllcllllation (Cl)i, 
tltu1ufrr), 
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unknown for what reason it did not br.come pcrmanrnt, like the 
name of Peter, and in fact is no further mentioned. elsewhere, 
although it was given by Jesus. - Ba88aiov] see Oil l\latt. x. 3. 
As to o KavavaZoc;, see Oil :Matt. x. 4. 

V v. 2 0, 1 21. Peculiar to l\lark, but in unity of connection 
,\·ith vcr. 22 f. - "al, €PX· El<; otKov] 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 hack again to the house, namely, in 
Gapc1·na111n, as ill ii. 2, to which also the subsequent r.a11.w 
points back. De ,v ette is in error ,\"lien he says that the 
following scene could by no means have taken place in the 
house. See, on the other hand, ver. 31 and l\Iatt. xii. 46. 
Hilgenfehl finds in El, o'l1Cov eYen a misunderstanding of :\Iatt. 
xiii. 1.-The accusation OT£ E~€UT1J, ver. 21, and that expressed 
at ver. 22, an BEE11.,€{3ouX fXEi, are ani.Llogous; and. these accu-

1 Before ,,.,: ¥rx•',,."' ,h .r,.., "°oul<l lie the plnce "·here l\Tnrk, if he hail ,ksirctl 
to take in the Sermon on the l\lount, would have inserteu. it; and Ewald (as 
also Tobler, die Ei-angelienfrage, 1858, p. 14) assumes that the Gospel in its 
original form had actually contained. that discourse, although abridged, in this 
place,-which Weiss (Emngdie11Jrage, p. 154 f.) concedes, lnying decided stress 
on the abri<lgmeut on the ground of other abridged discourses iu lllark. :N'cver­
thcless, the abrupt anu. unconnected mo,lc of ad,liug oue account to another, as 
here by the ""') 'PX"T"' ,;, ,r,..,, as well as the omission of longer discourses, are 
peculiar to Mark mu! in k('(•piug with the originality of his ,rnrk ; furth,·r, it 
would be quite impossible to sec why the u.iscomsc, if it had originnlly a place 
here, should have Leen entirely removed, whether _we may conceive for our­
selves its original contents and compass in the main acconliug to l\fatth,·w or 
according to Luke. Ewald's view has, however, lJcen followc,l by II0Itz111a1111, 

whom ,v ei,;s, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theo/. 1SG4, p. G3 ff., nm! W ciz,:ickcr, p. 
46, ,vith reason oppose, while Schenkel also regards the ,hopping out as probaLlc, 
although as unintentioual.-ln respect of the aLscucc fro111 )lark of the history 
of the centurion at Caperiwurn ()latt. viii. 5 ff.; Luke vii. 1 ff.), the non•inser­
tion of which Kostlin is only able to conceive of as arising from the neutral 
ternlency of ilfark, Ewahl supposes that it originally stoo,l in Mark likewise 
before xa.l fpx;••T"'' ,:; ,r~.,, and that in .Matthew and Luke it still has 
the tinge of l\Iark's language, in which respect /,.a.,o, and """"-"-"' arc re­
ferred to (but comp. Jllatt. iii. 11, ix. 36; Luke iii. 16, viii. 49). Weiss, 
p. 161, finds the hypothesis of Ewahl conlirmcd liy the affinity of that 
l1istory with the narrative of the Caua:rnitish woman, vii. 24 ff. Holtz• 
maun appropriates the reasons of Ewald and "Weiss ; they arc insullici.,11t 
of thl'msclves, and fall with the alleged ,lisnppcarancc of the Sermon on the 
l\Iount, 
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srttions rtre the significant elements in lfark,1 with whom vcr. 2 2 
still lacks the special historical information that is fumished 
Ly :'lfatt. xii. 2~ f. (comp. ix. 33 f.); Luke .xi. 14. In the 
connection of :\fork alone the retrospective reference to vv. 
10-12 is sufficient; hence it is not to be supposed that in the 
primitive-Mark that cure of demoniacs given by Uatthew and 
Luke must also have had rt plrtce (Holtznrnnn). See, moreover, 
·w eiss, l.c. p. 8 0 ff. l\fark, however, does not represent the 
mother rtml the brethren rts " coufcdcratcs of the Plteirisccs" 
(Dwr, 1liarl:11scva11g. p. 23) ; their opinion on iEe(TT1] is an error 
(not mrtlicions), rtnd their purpose is tlrnt of crtre for the security 
of Jesus. - auTou.-] He rtnd His disciples. - µ,17oe] not ~i-cn, to 
srty nothing of being left otherwise undisturbed. Comp. ii. 2. 
According to Stmuss, indeed, this is a "palpable exaggeration." 
- a.-.:01.10-avTE.-] that He was again set upon by the rnnlti­
tmle to such a degree, and was occupying Himself so exl·es­
sively with them (with the healing of their demoniacs, ver. 2:~, 
rtnd so on). - oi 7rap' aurnu] those on His side, i.e. His OlVii 

people. Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 24; C'y1·op. vi. 2. 1 ; Polyb. 
xxiii. 1. 6; 1 Mace. ix. 4-:1:. See Dernhardy, p. 256. By 
this, however, the disciples cannot here be meant, as they arc 
in the house with Jesus, ver. 20; bnt only, as is clearly 
proved by vv. 31, 32, Ifis mother, His brethren, His sisters. -
ig,p,0ov] namely, not from a place in C'apemawn (in opposi­
tion to ver. 20), lmt from the place where they were sojourning, 
from Na::cu·cth. Comp. i. 9, vi. 3. It is not to be objected 
that the intelligence of the presence and action of Jesus in 
Capernuum could not hrtve come to Nrtzareth so quickly, and 
that the family could not have come so quickly to Capernuum, 
us to admit of the latter being already there, rtfter the repri­
rnaml of the scribes, vv. 2 3-3 0 ; for l\fark does not say that 
that iE1"fll.0ov, and the coming down of the scribes from Jeru­
salem, and the arrival of the mother, etc., happened on the same 
clay whereon Jesus and the disciples had returned El.- oi"ov. 
011 the contrary, thrtt intelligence arrived o.t Nazareth, where 

1 It is n hnsty ancl unwurrnntc<l ju<lgment tlmt vv. 21, 2:! appear in lifork as 
q11itc "misplaceJ," ancl Jin<l a much better place just before ver. 31 (so ,rciss, 
Eva11yelienfr. p. 162). 
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His relatives were setting out, etc.; but from J erusnlem there 
lutd already-when Jesus had retumcd to Capemaum aud was 
there so devoting Himself beyond measure to the people-come 
down scribes, and these said, etc. This scene, therefore, with 
the scribes who had come down was before the arrivnl of the 
relatives of J esns hml taken place. - KpaTIJfiai avTov] to lay 
lwl1l uz1on Ifiin,to possess themselves of Him. Comp. vi. 1 7, xii. 
12, xiv. 1; Matt. xxvi. 4; Judg. xvi. 21; Tob. vi. 3; Polyb. viii. 
2 0. 8, al. - e;\.€'yov] namely, ol 7rap' avTou. After eg1JA.0ov it is 
arbitrary to supply, with others (including Ewald) : people said, 
which Olshausen even refers to " the malicious Pharisees." 
So also Paulus, while Dengel thinks of mcs.sc;1g~1·s. Let it be 
observed that €A€'yov, ver. 21, and e;\.eyov, ver. ~2, correspond 
to one another, and that therefore, as in ver. 2 2, so also iu 
ver. 21 there is the less reason to think of another subject 
than that which stands there. - Jg.fo-T1J] He is out uf his 
mind, has become frantic; 2 Cor. v. 13; Arist. H. A. vi. 22: 
eglcnaTai Kd µalveTai, and see W etstein. Comp. Xen. 1,1cm. 
i. 3. 12 : Tau cppovetv egi'a-T7Jaw. This strong meaning ( erro­
neously rendered, however, by Luther : He will go out of his 
mind) is contestably required by the forcible KpaTIJ<rat, as well 
as by th{subse(]_uent still stronger analogous expression Bee;\.se­
/3ov;\. exei. Hence it is not to be explained of a swoon or the 
like, but is rightly rendered by the V ulgate: in farornn i-crsus 
est. To the relatives of Jesus, at that time still (John vii. 3) 
unbelieving (according to l\lark, even to i1lary, which cer­
tainly does not agree with the preliminary history in l\Iatthew 
and Luke 1), the extraordinary tead1ing and working of Jesus, 
far transcemling their Bl_Jhere of vision, producing such a pro­
found excitement among all the people, and which they knew 
not how to reconcile with His domestic antecedents, were the 

1 It is entirely arbitrary for Thcophylact, Ilcza, !IIaltlonatns, Ilisping, nllil 
others to desire to cxcln,l,i "llary from sharing in the jmlgmcnt 3,,., i;,,,,,.n. No 
better is the crnsion in Olshansen, of a moment of weakness aml of strngglin~ 
faith. Similarly Lange fin,ls htTe a moment of eclipse in tho life of ;)lary, 
arising out of anxiety for her 8011. If her Son had already been to her the 
l\Icssiah, how should she not have found in Ilis marvellous working the wry 
confirmation of her faith in Him, anti the begun fttllilmcut of the prolllbes whidt 
hail once brcn so clcfinitcly mailo to her I 
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eccentric activity of the phrenzy which had tnken posse~sinn 
of Him. Comp. Theophylact (who regards €geu-r'7 as directly 
equiYalent to oaiµ,ova l!x,ei), Emsmus, Deza, Cahiu, :i\Iaklouatus, 
Jansen, and others, including :Fritzsche, de "\V ctte, Bleck 
(according to whom they considered Him as "at the least an 
enthusiast"), Holtzmann, vVeizsiicker, et al. The omission of 
the surprising historical trait in Matthew and Luke Lctrays 
a later sifting process. 

RF:l\L\RKS.-To get rid of this simple meaning of Yer. 21, 
placed beyond doubt by the clear words, ·expositors have tried 
very varied expedients. Thus Euthymius Zigabcnus, who in 
other respects is right in his explanation, arbitrarily suggests for 
the Ei.£1 ov the subject rn~; rpOo;epoi, and adduces, even in his day, 
two other but unsuitable explanatious.1 According to Schoett­
gen and "\V olf, the disdplcs ( oi ,;;ap' a;;:-o:i) heard that so many 
people were outside, and weut forth to restrain the multitude, 
aud said: the people are frantic ! According to Grieslmch arnl 
Vater, the disciples likewise went forth after having heard that 
Jesus 1rns teaching the people outside, and wished to bring Jesus 
hi, for people were saying: " nimin eurn, mnnimn virimn contcn­
tionc dcbil-itatuin velut insanirc ! " .According to Grotius, the 
relatives of Jesus also dwelt at Oapc1·nawn (which, moreover, 
Ewald, Lange, meek, and others suppose, although l\lark has 
not at all any notice like 1\fatt. iv. 13); they come out of their 
house, and wish to carry Jesus away from the house, where He 
was so greatly thronged, for the report 2 had spread abroad (Ei.,yr,, 
yap) that He had fainted (according to Ewald, Gescli. Chr. p. 334: 
" had fallen into a phrenzy from exhaustion"). According to 
Kuinoel, it is likewise obvious of itself that Jesus has left 
the house again and is teaching outside; while the mother and 
the brethren who are at home also go forth, in order to Vl'ing 
Jesus in to cat, and they say, with the view of pressing back 
the people: maxime dcfatigatus est! Comp. Koster, lmman. 
p. 185, according to whom they wish to hold Him on account 
of fnintncss. So again Linder in the St11cl. 1t. Krit. 18G2, p. 53G. 
According to Ebrard, § 70, uotwithstarnling the £ii; olr.ov and the 

1 1. ,;~).do al a;,oio, «U'Ta'ii 1tptz.T~rTa.1 a.VT011, i,a ~ii U'Jl"oxr..,p-ht1?7, fA!')'tH' ,,a, 'Tlll?S, 

:,., t;to--r,,, iiyou11 i-r~O''T'J u.,,.· a.iJ.,.Zr i,a +Dv 3xAtJ'I. 2. i;~A/011 ••• -:rap"Ponl~ti'a.1, 

i,_.y.,, 'Jtlzp, 0'1'1 • •• -,,.a.p,J...Ui'IJ -r011 ,r011tJ11 '1'a'ii d6lµtz.TOS, aya, XO?rld..qa;. 

• Even Schleiermacher (L. J. p. IDO f.) presents the matter as if thry ha,l 
learnt by n1mo11r that He was in an unsettlecl conclitio11, anu that they thought 
it better to detain Him (,.p,.mi,) in domestic life. 
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,;;-ci.,.,,, Jesus is not in Capernanm, but at the house of et host; nucl 
in spite of vv. 31, 32, oi "ap' a~-:-o=:i arc the people in this lodgii1.r1, 1 

who think, as they hear Him so zealously teaching (?), that He 
is ont of His mind, and go out to seize upon Him, bnt are nt 
once convinced of their error! According to Ammon, L. J II. 
p. 155, the people hnvc gathered together round His dwelling, 
while He is sitting at meat; He hastens inio the midst of the 
people, but is extricated by His friends out of the throng, lie­
cause in their opinion He hns fallen into a faint. Lange, L. J 
II. 2, p. 834, takes f;f,r.,-~ rightly, but regards it as the presupposi­
tion of the po1mla1·fwlgmcnt, into which the kinsfolk of Jesus had 
with politic prnclcncc entered, in order on this pretext to rescue 
Him from the momentary danger, because they believed that 
He did not sufficiently estimate this danger (namely, of having 
broken with the hierarchical party). In Lhis way we may read 
everything, on which the matter is to depend, bctu;cen the lines. 
Schenkel also reads between the lines, that the relatives of J csus 
had been pcl'suaded on the part of His enemies that He Himself 
,vus a person possessed. It is aptly observed by Maldonatus: 
" Hunc locum dilficiliorem pietus facit ... ; pio quodam 
studio nonnulli rejecta verborum proprietatc alias, quae minus 
a pietate abhorrere viderentur, interpretationes quaesiverunt. 
K escio an, dum pias quaererent, falsas invencrint." According 
to Kostlin, p. 342, Murk has, "after the manner of later prag­
matists," taken the i1-eyov fr, i;fo..-ri, which originally had the less 
exceptionable sense of enthusiasm, as a malicious calumny. 
Tims, indeed, what appears offensive is easily set aside and laid 
npon the c01npilcr, as is done, moreover, in another way by 
Baur, Evang. p. 559. 

Vv. 22-30. See on Matt. xii. 24-32, who narrates more 
completely from the collection of Logia and historical tradi­
tion. Comp. Luke xi.15-23, xii. 10. -And the scribes, etc., 
asserted a still worse charge. - Ver. 2 3. 7rpor,,ca),.Eui µ. av"Tov,] 

De Wette is of opinion, without warrant, that this could only 
have taken place in the open air, not in the house (vcr. 20). 
They were in the house along with, but further away from, 
Jesus ; He calls them to Him to speak with them. - <la"Tavas 

<la"Tavav J not : one Satan ... the other, but: Satan ... him­
self; see on Matt. xii. 2G. Comp. o <la"Tavas . .. hf,' J.av"Tov, 

1 Knhnis (Dor,rn. I. p. 428 f.) also explains it of the l,o.,t., nm! di.sciple., (not of 
the mother nnu the brethren). lie thinks thnt they wishe,I to hring Iliu1 iuto 
the house by saying that He was in the ccstutic state like the p1·opltcts. 
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ver. 2 G. The "·nnt of the article with the proper nrnne 
is not opposed to this. -Ver. 24. Now, in order to make 
good this r.wr; ouvarnt ( i.e. ov OuvaTC'.,£ K.T.A.), there come, 
linked on by the simple and (not ,yap), two illustrative 
aualogncs (lv r.apa/3oA.a'ir;), after which at ver. 26, but like­
wise by the simple and, not by a particle of inference, is 
added the point, quod erat demonstrandmn. This symmetrical 
progression by means of ,cat is rhetorical; it has something 
in it impressive, striking-a feature also presenting itself in 
the discourse as it procceLls asyndctieally in vv. 27 and 28. -
Ver. 2 8. The order of the words : m' vTa acpE0. To'ir; vfo'ir; Twv 
civ0pC:nrwv Ta aµapT1µaTa, places them so apart, as to lay a 
great emphasis on r.avTa. See Bornemann and Herbst, ad 

Xcn. Jllcm. ii. 10. 2. The expression 'TOL', vio'ir; 'T. av0p., not 
a singular reminiscence from l\fatt. xii. 32 (Weiss), is rather 
a trait of l\fark, depicting human weakness. - alwviov aµapT.J 
namely, in respect of the guilt, "nunquam delendi," Beza. -
Ver. 30. oTt eA.eyov: (He spake thus) because tl1ry said. Comp. 
Luke xi. 18. - r.vEvµa «Klt0apTDv J not again as at ver. 2 :! : 
BEEA.°sE/3ovA. EXE£, because of the contrast with r.vEuµa To 

li~;iov. The less is it to be said that .i\Iark places on a pnr 
the blasphemy agaiust the pei'SOn of Jesus (Matt. xii. 31 f.) 
and that against the Holy Spirit (Kostlin, p. 318), or that 
he has "alreaLly given up" the former blasphemy (Hilgenfeld). 
It is included, in fact, in ver. 28. 

Vv. 31-35. See on l\fatt. xii. 46-50. Comp. Luke viii. 
19-21. - e pxovTat ovv J ovv points back, by way of resuming, 
to ver. 21. See Kri.iger, Cyrop. i. 5. 14; Klotz, ad Dcuu·. 
p. 718. rpxovTat corresponds with egf/A.0ov, ver. 21, where 
Bengel pertinently observes: "Exitum sequetur To i:cnirc. 
ver. 31." Ebrard resorts to harmonistic evasions. - o[ 

aOEA.cpo{J They are uamed at vi. 3. Of a "position of g1wr­
dianship towards the Lord" (Lange), which they had ,vishell 
to occupy, nothing is said either here or at John vii. 3, nnd 
here all the less that, in fact, the mother was present. - il~w J 
outside, in front of the house, ver. 2 0, Matt. xii. 4 7. - Yer. 3 2. 
The mention of the sisters here Joi· the first time is an inaccuracy. 
- Ver. 34. 7Tept{3A.E,[r. KVKA.q>] Comp. vi. 6; Hom. Od. viii. 278; 
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Herocl. iv. 182; I'l::tt. I'hacd. 72 B, and the passagrs in Sturz, 
Lex. Xcn. II. p. 803 f.-The expressive looking round was here 
an entirely different thing from that of ver. 5. Bengel : 
" su:witate summa." How little did His actual mother a,11(1 
His reputed brothers and sister.3 as yet com1)l'ehend Him aud 
His higher ministry 1 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Yr:n. 1. au,,;%0,;] Lnclnn. and Tisch. read .ruva1,~a,, following D 
C L A ~. min. Rightly; the alteration was made from Matt. 
xiii. 2, partly to O'uvr,;,:;Sr,am (so A, min.), partly to O'uv~%B,i. -
Instenrl of -::oi.6;, according to the :;;ame evidence, r,;:i..EM-:-o; is to 
he adopted, with Tisch. - Ver. 3. ~oLJ .r-:;-.7pa,] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have merely O'-::e7pa1, following on]y B ~* 102. - Ver. 4. After 
-::mm.i. Elz. has ~o:i o~pcmii, in opposition to decisive evidence. 
It is taken from Luke viii. 5. - Ver. 5. Instead of fJ.Al'.o os read, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., ,ea; fJ.AAo, according to B C L M** A ~. 
min. vss. The Rcccpta is from 1\Iatt. xiii. 5. - Ver. 6. ~'),.fou o, 
uva-:-eiA.r.o~o;] Lachm. and Tisch. read -xal /fr·, uvfrni.EY o ~i.,o;, 
follo"wing B C D L A ~. Copt. Vu]g-. Cant. Vincl. Corb. 2, Hd. 
The Rcc{1JtCl is from l\J att. xiii. 6. - Ver. 8. ai.i.o] B C L ~, min. 
h:we the reading rlHa (Fritzsche, Rinck, Tisch.). It is from 
J\Iatt., and was favoured by the tripartite division that follows. 
- r.d,;avo•,m] A B C D L A ~, 238 have a~~a,6p,Hov. Approved 
by Griesb., adopted by Laclnn. and Tisch. Rightly, because 
the intransitive a~~amv is the prevailing form in the N. T. -
Instead of the threefold repetition of Ev, Tisch. has el; three 
times, following BC* LA, min. Yet B L have EI:S once and 
EN twice. The reading of Tisch. is to be regarded as original; 
the ev, which is likewise strongly attested, was a gloss upon it, and 
that reading then became easily taken and interpreted, in com­
parison with l\1att. xiii. 8, as the numeral ev. In ver. 20 also 
the i, is not to he written three times, but with all the uncials, 
,Yltich have breathings and accents: iv, as also Tisch. has it. -
Ver. 9. ;, E;,::w,] Lachm. and Tisch. have ~. ;;,::,,, follo,ring B C* D 
.l ~". The Reccpta is from :Matt. xiii. 9; Luke Yiii. 8. - Ver. 10. 
f,pw7r,.rav] Fritzsche, Laclun. nnd Tisch. have i,pwrnv I on pre­
ponderant evidence (D has e-::r,pw~w,). To be adopted. If the 

1 In eJ. 8 Tisch., following C ~. has the form ;,p,:,,,.,u,, which 1,rubably i; only 
n transcriber's error, as with still stronger evidence in its f:n·our is the ca~c 
in l\[:i.tt. xv. 23. The Ionic form of the verb in ,., is entirrly foreign to tho 
;:,;. ·r. 
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imperfect hnd been introduced from Luke Yiii. 9, kr,pwn,n -~rnul,1 
he more diffused. - -:-i,, Tapa:3oi.,;,] Tisch. has -:-a, ,;;apa,3oi.u.;, 
following B C L A ~, \'SS. The singulnr is a correction; comp. 
Luke. - Ver. 11. y,w,ru] is wanting in .A B C* K L ~, miu. 
Capt. Corb. 1. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. awl 
Tisch. An addition from Matt. xiii. 11; Luke viii. 10. With 
Tischendorf the words are to be arranged thus: •·. ;1,,r;-.-. oio. -:-. 

Bur;. - Ver. 12. -:-a a,1Lap-.-i;µ,arn] is wanting in D C L ~, min. 
Copt. Arm. Cr. (twice); condemned by Griesb., bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. .An addition, instead 
l)f which is found also -.-a ,;;apu,;;-.-C:,;1,a-:-a (min.). - Ver.15. i, ,-x7; 

wpo. rt!i-:-w,7 C L A ~, Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Col b.: i, 
a!,-.-07; (so Tisch.), and in favour of this n and min. testify by 
the reading ,;, a!i,ou,;. The Rccrpta is explanatory after 1\latt. 
xiii. 19, comp. Luke viii. 12, but at the snrne time its testimony 
is in favour of i, au;r,,;, not of ,l,; a!i,06;. - Ver. 18. ?.al o0,oi 
,;r;,,J Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. read ;i.al u.,.,.o, ,fo,,, following B C'' 
D L A ~, Copt. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Colb. Vind. Germ. Corh. 
ltightly; the Rcccpta originated by mechanical process after 
Yv. 15, 16, comp. ver. 20. ,vhen this 00-.-0, cnme in, there 
emerged at once an incompatibility with the subsequent 00-.-oi 
,Jr;,v, therefore this latter was omitted (A C** E G H K l\I S U 
V n, min., Copt. Syr. p. Goth. Slav. Brix. Theophyl. l\fatth. 
and Fritzsche), while others removed the first oli-.-oi ,i<m (min. 
Arm.). - Ver. 19. ,06-.-ou after alwvo, is rightly deleted by Gries b., 
FritzscJ1e, Lach. and Tisch. in conformity with very considerable 
testimony. A current addition. - Ver. 20. ou:-o,J Tisch. has 
fa~i>o,, following B C L At-:; ou:-o, is a mechanical repetition, 
nnd comp. l\Iatt. and Luke. - Ver. 21. The order rpx,e;ai i, i.~%•o; 
is to Le adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch.,according to I\ C D 
L .6. t-:, wiu. vss. - i,;;in0r,] :-,Ofi is attested Ly D C L A t-:, miu. 
(so also Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch.; recornrnemled, moreoYer, 
by Griesb.). The compound word is more precise in defi11itio11, 
and came in here aud at Luke viii. 16. - Ver. 22. The " 
(which Lachm. brackets) was easily omitted after ir;" as bei11~ 
superfluous. - iJ lav µ.ii] many variations, among which M., ;;,ii 
lias the strong attestation of A C K L, min. It is commended 
hy Griesb., and is to be adopted. The apparent absurdity of 
the sense 1 suggested partly the addition of o, pnrtly, in con­
formity with what follows, remlings with '"'-, namely, rl,.,: ha 
(D, Yss.) and ia, ,,,~ ,,u (so Lachm. Tisch., following D D t-:), Ei 

1,,;, ,,a (min.). - Ver. 24. After ihe second i,µ,"', Elz. I;ritzsche, 
1 The reading ''" ,,.., is in no wise absurd (Fritzschc, de ·wettc), but it gil·cs 

the same logical nnalysis ns x. 30. Seo in loc. 
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Scholz have -:-oi; rlzouou1riv, which also Lachm. and Tisch. on 
clecisiw evidence have deleted (it is a gloss), while Griesh. 
strikes out the whole w.i ,;:po,1:·,J. u1.1,iv -:-oi; eh. ( only in accorllance 
with D G, Codd. It.), and Fritzsche places these words after 
&.zo:im (accordiug 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 Gries b. arose from the fact 
that the eye of the transcriber passed from the first ~/J,f'I directly 
to the second. - Ver. 25. 8; 1ap a, s,::17] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
~. 1ap s%e', following B C L .l ~, min., to which, moreover, D 
E* }', al. are added with the reading 8, 1ap av s%e,. According 
to this, i%ei nfone is to be read; uv was added probably in 
recollection of Luke viii. 18, and then r,::e, was transmuted into 
e%r.• - Ver. 28. 1ap is to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
following very important authorities. A connective addition, 
instead of which D has fr, aur. - ,;;-1.r,p'I) o-i':-ov] Lachm. and Tisch. 
read r,rt,.r,pr,; o-7,o;, following B, to which D falls to be mklcd with 
the reading ,;;-t,.{jpr,; i, o-7':-o;. ,;;-i.i;p~; o-i'ro; is the original, which 
it was tho11ght necessary subsequently to help by a structural 
emendation.- Ver. 30 . .,.,.,] D C L .l ~, min. Ver. have -::w;, 
which Griesb. has recommended, Fritzsche and Tisch. have 
adopted. ,;., is from Luke xiii. 18. - i, ,;;-ofq. ,;;-apa,'301.~ ,;;-apa­
/3a,.w.,.1,ev ai'm\v] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have iv -:-iv, aunlv -::apa:3oi..~ 
0:ii/MV, following B C* L ~ ~, min. Ver. Or. Rightly; -::oiCf came 
in as a gloss upon dv,, after the analogy of the preceding -;;-:;,; ; 
and the more difficult Ow1.1,sv was explained by ,;;-apa(3a,.w,tJ,ev. -
Yer. 31. x6uo,J Elz. Fritzsche, Tisch. read x6""'1', following B 
D .l n ~- As after the second half of ver. 30 the accusative 
(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.) more readily suggested itself (in 
connection with IJwµ,ev or ,::apa{3a,.wp.ev), the dative is to be pre­
ferred as the more dilflcult reading, which was the more easily 
supplanted by comparison of the different connections in Matt. 
xiii. 31; Luke xiii. 19. - µ,1;ipfrepo~] L:-whm. reads µ,1xpfrepov, 
following I3 D L :M .6. ~, min. He adds, moreover, 8v accordin~ 
to B L .l ~, omitting the subsequent fo-:-,, and encloses ,wv i-::i 
~ii; ,ii;, which is wanting in C, Ver., in brackets. Tisch. also 
has 11,1;ipfrepov ov, omitti11g foTf. The Reccpta is to be retained; 
11,1zpfr,pov is a grammatical correction I that has originated from 
a comparison with l\Iatt., 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 
/1,/Y.po.spO~, dislodged the subsequent i1JT1, whereupon, doubtless, 

! µ.,;7;.,,, too, ver. 32, became changed in codd. into .U'½"• So A C E L V ~, 
min. Tisch, 
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the connection was lost. - Ver. 34. ,,._ 11,ad. a~7c,~] Tiscl1. reads 
7. loio,. /U/.J., following B C L A~- Rightly; the Bcccpta is the 
11sual expression. - Ver. 36. The reading ,;;-i.o7a instead of 
-,;-i.ouip,a (as flz. Fritzsche, Scholz have it) is so decisively 
attested, that but for that circumstance the more rare ,;;-i.o,ap,ct 
would have to be defended.- Ver. 37. Instead of aiirb r,ori 

1 ,11,l(,1Jdai, Griesb. approved, and Lachrn. and Tisch. read, r,ori 
7,11,l(,1JOa, 7/, ,;;-i.orov, following B C D L A~** 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 k, 
hcfore 7. -::p., C:riesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. read iv on deci~ive 
cwitlcnce.- Ver. 40. oun"J is deleted by Lachm., following B D 
L A~, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It., aml subsequently, instead of d:i, 
r,)x., he has, with Griesb., ou-::"' according to the same and other 
authorities. But the Rcccpta is, with Tisch., to be maintained. 
For in accordance with ~\Iatt. viii. 26 o~T"' wac:; very easily 
droppr.d, while ou-::"' just as easily crept in as a moLlifying 
expression, which at the same time dislodged the -:r~ •. 

Vv. 1-!J. See on :i\Iatt. xiii. 1-9. Comp. Luke viii. 4-8. 
::\Iatthew has here a group of paraules from the collection of 
Logia to the number of sei-cn,-a later and richer selection 
than Mark gives with his three similitndes, the second of 
which, however (vv. 26-29), Matthew has not, because it 
probauly was not embraced in the collection of Logia. Sec 
on ver. 2 6 ff. l\iatthew has worked by way of amplification, 
and not Mark by way of reducing and weakening (Hilgenfeld). 
- 7,u.Xw, see iii. 7. - l7p~aTo J :For from Kat, uuv1:"/ETat 0?1-

ward is related what happened cift,·r the cmnmrnccmcnt of His 
teaching. -Ver. 2. EV Tfj oioaxfj aihov] in His docli'inul di~­
rnm,c. Of the many (7ro;\.i\r1) .i\Iark mklnccs some. -Ver. 7. 
uuvE7ivigav] chol.:i:rl the germinating sceLl, compressing it. Comp. 
Theopliylact, c. pl. Yi. 11. G: 0€VOpa uuµ1rvi1oµeva.- Ver. 8. 
ava/3a{vovrn ,cat, aufaVLf.LEVOV (:;ee the critical remarks)' is 
predicate of Kap1rov, he11ce loloou Kap1rov (and consequently 
nlso Kap7rbV ou,c €OWKE, ver. 7) is to be understood not of the 
gmins of corn, bnt of the corn-stall.:s ascending aml grmYing 
(,;hooting upward and continuing to grow). The produce of 
the grains is only mentioned in the sequel: ,cal, €cp1;pev 

,c.T.A. In the classics also Kap7To, means generally that "·liid1 
grows in the field (Hom. Jl. i. 15G; Xcn. de vcnat. v. ii; Plat. 
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Tiu ad. p. 14!) E, Gl'({f. p. 410 C), as in the German F,·11clit, 
Pdichtc. Comp. ,cap7ro<popei, ver. 28. - With the Rcccptu ev 
TpulKovTa is to be taken as: one bore thirty (neuter: nothing 
to be supplied), i.e. according to the connection: one grai11, 
which hacl Leen sown, bore thirty grains, another sixty, arnl 
f'O 011. On the usus loqucndi, comp. Xen. Hell. vii. 4. 27: ev 
µ,epor; €Aa/3ov 'Aneio,, €V 0€ 071/3a'io,, EV OE 'ApKaOe<;, €V OE 
MeCTa-1ivio1, Arist. Eth. Nie. vi. 1. 5; Ecdus. xxxi. 23 f. 
"\Yith the reading eii; Tp,a,covTa (see the critical remarks) we 
must render: it bore up tu thirty, and up to sixty, etc. If 
iv TpUtKOVTa Le read, the meaning is : it Lore 1:n (at the rate 
of) thirty, etc., so that the fruit-bearing was consummated in 
tbirty, and so on. Observe, further, how ver. 8 lifts chaugecl 
the primitive form of the Logia-collection still preserved in 
l\Iatthew, especially as to the climax of the fruitfulness, which 
in :Matthew is descending, in Mark ascending. - Ver. 9. ,cat 
EA.€'YW J "pausa frequens, sermoniLus gravissimis interposita," 
Bengel. Comp. ii. 27. 

Yv. 10-20. See on l\Iatt. xiii. 10-23. Comp. Luke viii. 
9-15. - KaTaµ,ova,;] therefore, according to Mark, no longer 
in the ship, ver. 1. - oi 7repl auTov] they who besides ancl next 
at'tcr the Twelve were the more confidential disciples of Jesus. 
A more precise definition than in Matthew and Luke. Of the 
Scvrnty (Euthymius Zigabenus) l\fark lms no mention. '\Ve 
may add that l\fatthew coukl not harn better made use of the 
expression oi 7repl auTOV G'VV Toi,; owoe,ca (Holtzmann, who 
therefore pronounces. it not to belong to the primitive-Mark), 
nor could he not use it at all CW eiss iu the Zcitschr. f. D. Theo!. 
1864, p. 86 f.). He has only changed the detailed descrip­
tion of :Mark into the usual expression, and lie goes to work 
in general less accurately in delineating the situation. - Tai; 
7rapa~.J see ver. 2. - Ver. 11. Scioom,] of the spiritnal giving 
brought about by making them capable of knowing; hence 
7vwva, (which here is spurious) in Matthew and Luke. -Toii, 

efw J that is, to those who are outside of our circle, to the people. 
The sense of oi ifw is always determined by the contrast to 
it. In the Epistles it is the non-Ghristfrms (l Cor. v. 12 f. ; 
Col. iv. 5 ; 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 7). We are the le::;s 

ll[AI:K. E 
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entitled to discover here, with de ,v ctte, an unsuitable ;;crrepov 

7rpoTEpov of expression, seeing that the expression in itself f,O 

relative does not even in the Talmud denote always the non­
Jews (Schocttgen, cul l Cor. v. 12 f.), but also those who do not 
profess the doctrine of the Cl'!J:ll"l-the 0•~1~•:, ; see Lightfoot, 
p. 609. - Jv 7rapa/3. Ttt 7ravTa "ltvemi] Jv 7rapa/3. has the 
emphasis : in parables the 1clwle is imparted to tltcin, 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 l\fossiah's kingdom-that is, of the divine counsel con­
cerning it, which was first unveiled in the gospel-is conveyetl 
to them under a veil of parable, and not otherwise. On "fLVETai, 

comp. Herod. ix. 46: 17µ'i,v oi AO"fOt "fE"fova,n, Thucyd. v. 111, al. 
- Ver. 12. 7va J not : ita 11t, as ,v olf, Bengel, Uosenmi.iller, 
Kninoel, and others would have it, but, as it always is (comp. 
on l\.fott. i. 22), a pure padicle of design. The unbelieving 
people are, by the very fact that the communications of the 
mystery of the l\fessiah's kingdom are made to them in 
parables and not otherwise, intended not to attain to insight 
into this mystery, and thereby to conversion and forgive­
ness. This idea of the divine Nemesis 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. Baur, indeed, finds the 
aim expressed in Mark (for it is in nowise to be explainetl 
away) absolutely inconceivable; but it is to be conceived of 
as a mediate, not as a final, aim -- a "judicimn divinmn " 
(flengel), which has a pacdagogic purpose. - Ver. 13. After 
,fosus, vv. 11, 12, has expressed the 1·iyht of His disciples to 
learn, not merely, like the unbelieving multitude, the parables 
themselYes, but also their meaning-the µ1.HrT1Jptov contained 
in them - and has thus acknowledged their question in 
Yer. 10 as ,iustified, He addresses Himself now, with a new 
commencement of His discourse (,wt AE"fE£ airro'i,r;, comp. vv. 21, 
24, 26, 30, 35), to the pnrpose of answering that question, and 
that with reference to the particular concrete parable, ver. 3 f[ 
To this parable, which is conceived as having suggested the 
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~enrral question of ver. 10 (hence T. r.apa{3o"'J,.~v -ravn,v), He 
confines Himself, and introduces the exposition to be ginm 
,rith the words: ]{now ye not this pamble, and how shall ?JC 

(in general) mulastand all vm·ablrs? These words are merely 
intendcLl to lead back in a lively manner, alter the digression of 
vv. 11, 1:2, to the point of the question at ver. 10, the nply to 
"·hich then begins at ver. 14 "·ith respect to that special parable. 
A nproadl is by some found in the words (since 1111to yon it 1·s 

gircn, etc., ver. 11, it surprises me, that ye know not, etc.). See 
Fritzsche and de '\Vette, the latter accusing :ii.lark of placing quite 
inappropriately in the mouth of Jesus an miscasonablc reproach. 
But :i\lark himself pronounces decisively against the entire 
supposition of this connection by his Ka£ AE'°'/H avTo'i,, whereby 
he srpamtcs the discourse of ver. 13 from what has gone 
before. If the assumed connection were correct, l\Iark must 
have omitted this introduction of a new portion of dis.course, 
and instead of ovK otOaTE must have used perhaps ,ea, uµEis 
ovK oi'oaTE, or some similar link of connection with what pre­
CCLles. ~Ioreover, ver. 13 is to be read as one question (comp. 
Laclnnann and Tischendorf), and in such a way that Ka£ r,w, 

K.,.'A. still depends on ov,c o,oaTE (comp. Ewald); not, as 
Fritzsche would have it, in such a way that Kat indicates the 
consequence, and there would result the meaning: " Ye unda­
sta;zd not this pmYtblc, and arc ye to 1mdcrstancl all pamblcs ?" 
Dut this would rather result in the meaning: Ye understand 
not this parable; bow is it, consequently, possible that ye shall 
uuderstan<l all parables ? An<l this would be a strange and 
unmeaning, because altogether self-evident consequence. Usu­
ally ver. 13 is divided into tu·o questions ( so, too, de W ette), 
and r,a(]'a.<, is taken as equivalent to: all the rest; but this is 
done quite ,\"ithout warrant, since the idea of Xoir.£i, would be 
precisely the point in virtue of the contrast "·hich is assumed. 
- ryvw(]'£(]'0E] f11turc, because the disciples were not aware how 
they ;;:hould attain to the understanding of the whole of the 
parables partly delivered already (ver. 2), partly still to be 
delinred in time to come. - The follmving interpretation of 
the parable, vv. 14-20, is "so vivid, rich, and peculiar, that 
there is good reason for finding iu it words of Christ Himself," 



CS THF.: GOSPEL OF l\IATIK. 

Ewal<l. - Ver. 15. Observe the difference between the lnc:11 
01rov and the temporal oTav, in connection with which ,ea{ is 
11ot adversative (Kuinoel, <le "'\Vette), but the simple conjunctive 
and: The followi11g arc those (who are sown) by the m1y-siclc: 
then, when the teaching is sown and they shall hare heard, 
cometh stmi!Jhtway Satan, ck. - Ver. lG. oµ,o{w,] in lil;c 
vwumr, after au mwlogoas figurative reference, in symmetrical 
furthtr intc1prdatiun of the pamblc. Translate: And the 
fu{lvwiH!J arc in like manner those who arc somn on the stony 
g1·ound: (namely) those wlto, n·hrn they shall hare hcal'd the 
,,,;ur1l, imnicdiatdy receive it with joy; and they lw1:c not root 
in themselves, etc. It is more iu keeping with the simplicity 
nnd vividness of the discourse not to take the ,cd ov,c exovrn 
along with o7. - Ver. 18 f. And there arc others, who ffrc sown 
among the thorns; these arc thCJJ wlw, etc. If a,couovTE, Le read, 
-which, however, would arise more easily from the simila,r 
parallel of Matthew than a,couo-avTE, (B C D L .d t~, Tisch.) 
from the dissimilar one of Luke,-the conrse of events is set 
forth f,-mn the outset, whereas a,couo-avTe, sets it forth from 
the standpoint of the result (they have ha1td, and, etc.). - Ta 
Xoi1ra] besides l'iches: seusual pleasure, houonr, etc. - do-1rop.] 
namely, into that place whither the word that is beard has 
pcnetrate<l, into the heart. The expression does not quite 
fit into the parable itself; lint this does not point to less 
of originality (Weiss). De Wette wrongly oliservcs that 
Eiu1rop. is probalily an erroneous explanation of the r.opwo­
µwoi in Luke. - Ver. 20. iv (not ev; sec the critical remarks 
011 vcr. 8) TptctKOVTa K.T.X. is, it is true, so far out of keeping, 
that by retaining the numbers the discourse falls liack from 
the interpretation into the figure; Lut the very repetition of 
the striking closing words of the paralile, in which only the 
preposition is here accidentally changed, betokens the set pur­
pose of solemn emphasis. 

Vv. 21-2~-L Comp. Luke viii. 16 f. J,[mning (comp. l\Iatt. 
v. 15, x. 26): "the light, i.e. the knowledge of the µ,vo-T1Jptov 
TIJ, /3ao-tAEi'a., which ye receive from me, ye arc not to with­
hold from others, but to bring about its di!Tusion; for, as ,rhat 
i,; concealed is not destined for concealment, but rather for 
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lJccoming mauifest, so also is the mystery of the :\Icssiah's 
king(lom." 1 These sayings, holl"ever, as far as ver. 25, haYe 
not their original place here, but belong to what (according to 
l'apias) :\fork wrote ou 7,;,g€t. Holtzmann judges otherwise, 
p. 81, in connection with his assumption of a primitive-Mark. 
The collection of Logia is sufficient as a source. Comp. \Veiss 
in the Jak,·b. f D. Theo!. l8G--!, p. 88. - EPXErnt] Doth the 
lump then possibly com,·, etc. ? Epx1:a0ai is usetl of inanimate 
things which are brol/:J11t ; very fre(piently also in classical 
writers. - U7r0 7011 µoDLOII] See Oil Matt. V, 15. - ,c),.,,{11rJ11] a 
tal,lc-coucli. Comp. vii. 4. After ,c),.,,[111711 there is only a comma 
to he placed: the question is one as for as 7€0fi. - According 
to the reading Eav µ~ ,f,avEp. (see the critical remarks), the 
rendering is: 1wlhi119 is hiddni, if it shall not (in future) be 
made manifcst.2 So surely and certainly does the cpav/.pwuir; 
set in! -- J),.,,),.,,' 111a ds cpa11. EA017] The logical reference of <i),.,,),.,,' 

is found in a pregnant significance of /l!TT"OKpurf,ov: nor has 
there anything (after ouSe, n is again to be mentally supplied) 
taken place as secret, i.e. 1chat is meant to be secret, but what 
in such a case has come to pass, has the destination, etc. 

Vv. 24, 25. Comp. Luke viii. l8.-,Bi\.e7r1:71:J Ee hadful 
as to what ye !tear; how important it is rightly to umlerstaml 
,diat is delivered to you by me! - Ell <[, µfrp<p IC.7.A.] A 
ground of encourngement to l1eedfnlness. It is otherwise in 
)Iatt. vii. 2. Iu our passage tltc relation of heedfulness to 

1 ,\cconling to others, Jesus gives an alkgorkal exhortation to i·irtue: "11t 
lucerua canddabro imponen,la ~st, sic vos oportet, cliscipuli, non quidem vita1a 
umbratilem sine virtutis splcrnlore agere; secl," etc., Fritzschc, comp. Thco-
1•hylact, Grotius, and others. But the kin<llcll light would, in fact, be alrca,ly 
the symbol of virtue, and Jesus would forbi,l the exercise of it in secrt:tl. 
,\lorconr, this view is not required by ver. 20, since with ver. 21 a new portion 
of the discourse commences ; and our view is not forbidden by ver. 11 ( comp. 
,·er. 34), since in ver. 11 Jesus is only speaking of the then unsusceptible 111111-

titmlc, and, if pushed to consistent general application, these wonls spoken at 
ver. 11 wou!tl quite annul the apostolic calling. Histo1·y has refutcll this general 
npplication. Erasmus, Paraphr., aptly says: "Nolitc putare me, quad mmc 
sccreto vobis committo, perpctuo celatum essc velle ; ... lux est per 1nc in 
vobis accensa, ut vcstro ministerio discutiat tcnebras totius mundi." 

2 "lcl fit su~cessirn in hoe soeculo, et fiet plene, c1uum lux omnia illustrauit, 
1 Car. iv. 5," B,1,gd, 
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the l;n01clcdgc tl1Ci',·by to be ottaincrl is <lcscriL0tl. Eutliv­
mius Zigabcnus well says : iv rp µ,frp<f' µ,eTpe'iTe T1)v -r.po­

<roxrw, iv T<p auTij, J1-€Tp1J01J<r€Tat vµ'iv 17 ryvwrri<;, TOUTE<rTLV" 

O<r1JV el<rcpEp€Te nporrox1)v, TO<TaUTTJ 7T'ttparrxe0,irreTat vµ,"iv 

,yvw<rt<;, 1'al OU µovov f.V T<p auTip µfrp(fl, J:x:x.a Ka, 'r.AEOV. -

Ver. 25. Ileason assigned for the foregoing Kat 7T'porrTe-

011rreTat. The application of the proverbial saying ( comp. 
:Matt. :xiii. 12, :x:xv. 29) is: For if ye (through heedfulness) 
liave become rich in knowledge, ye shall continually recei,·e 
still larger accession to this riches (that is just the 7T'porr­

TE017a'ETat); but if ye (through heedlessness) arc poor in 
knowledge, ye shall also lose even your little knowledge. 
]~uthymius Zigabenus erroneously refers 000,irreTat only to 
the ,yvwrrir;, and ilxn to the -r.porrox11v. So also Thcophylact. 

Vv. 26-29. Jesus now continues, as is provcll hy nr. 33 f. 
(in opposition to Baur, 1lfarkusew11g. p. 28), His parabolic 
<liscourscs to the people; hence /i'A.e,yev is here used without 
auTotr; (vv. 21, 24), and vv. 10-25 are to be regarlled as au 
inserted episode (in opposition to de Wctte, Einl. § £l4b, who 
holds oTe U E"fEVeTo Karnµova-; as absurd). - l\iark 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, Hilgcnfeld, Kostlin) 
as founded on, or remodelled 1 from, l\Jatt. l.c., and therefore 
as not originally belonging to this place,-a view with which 
,v eiss agrees, but traces the paraulc of l\fork to the primitirn 
form in the collection of Logia, and holds the enemy that 
sowed the tares, l\latt. :xiii., to have been brought into it, by the 
first evangelist; while Strauss (in Hilgenfchl's Zcitschr. 1 S G 0, 
p. 209) has recourse to the ncatral character of l\fark, in 
accordance with which he is hchl to have rcmovccl the ex0par; 

av0pomor; (by which Paul is meant l). Sec, on the other haml, 
Klopper in the Jahrb.f D. Thcul. 1S64, p.141 ff., who, with 
'\V cizsiicker, discovers the point aimccl at in the parable to 
l.Je that of antagonism to the vehement expectations of a 
i,pcccly commencement of the kingclom,-which, however, 

1 A" tame weakrning," in the opinion of Hilgcnfchl, comp. Strnuss; "of o. 
secondary nature," iu that of W eizsackcr. 
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must haYe been directly imlir:atcd, and is not even im1,lieLl 
in ::\fatt. xiii. (see ver. 37 ff.). 'Without foundation, Wcizsiicker 
(p. 118) finds in the paraLle a proof that our Gospel of ::\fork 
was not written till after the destruction of Jerusalem, ,rhen 
the delaying of the Parousia had become evident. Here the 
establishment of the kingdom is not at all depicted under tltP 
specific form of the Pm·ousia, and there is nothing said of a 
delaying of it. - 7] {3auiAefa T. Ehov] The .L1fessianic kingdom, 
conceived of as preparing for its proximate appearance, arnl 
then (ver. 2 ()) appcm·ing at its time. - Tov u7ropov] the seed 
concerned.-Observe the aorist {3aAr,, and then the p1·csrnt,; 
"·hich follow: has cast, and theu sleeps and m·iscs, etc. -
11u,cTa ,c, 17µipav] 'With au other form of conception the genitives 
might also be used here. See on the distinction, Ki.i.hner, II. 
p. 219. The prefixiug of vu,cTa is here occasioned by tlw 
order of Ka0cuor, ,cat, £,YEtp. Sec, further, on Luke ii. 3 7. 
Erasmus erroneously refers l,yc{p. to the seed, which is only 
introduced as subject with /3')..auT. - µ71,cuv17Tai] is cxlcnda{, 
in so far, namely, as the shoot of the seed comes forth aml 
mounts upwards (incrcscat, Vulgate). Comp. LXX. Isa. 
xli\·. 14. In the shoot the seed extends itself. - w,;- ou,c o'loev 
av,o,;-] in Cl way mi!.:nown to himself (the sower); he himself 
knows not how it comes about. See the sequel. - avToµaT17] 
of itself, without man's assistance.1 Comp. Hesiod, iip,y. 118 ; 
Herod. ii. 94, viii 138; and Wetstein in Zoe. - cha 7TA.~P11'> 
u'iTo,;- ev T. a-T.] the nominatire (see the critical remarks) with 
startling vividness brings before us the result as standing by 
itself: then full ( developed to full size) grain in the ear ! 
See on this nominative standiug forth in rhetorical relief from 
the current construction, Bernhardy, p. 6 8 f. - Ver. 2 D. 
r.apao~] is usually explained intransiti-vely, in the sense : 
shall have delivered itself over, namely, by its ripeness to the 
lian·esting. l\fany transitive verbs are confessedly thus used 
in an intrausitive signification, in which case, however, it is 
inappropriate to supply eavrov (Kuhner, II. p. 9 f.). So, in 

1 Hence tl1ere is no inconsistency with ,er. 2i (Weiss). The germimtirn 
po,wr of the seed is conditioned by the immanent power of the earth, w hid1 
g.cts upon it. 
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particular, compounds of otoovat (see Vi~cr., ed. Henn. p. 132; 
Valckcnaer, Diatr. p. 233; Jacobs, ad Philostr. p. 3G3; Kriigcr, 
§ 52. 2. 9); and see in general, Bernhanly, p. ~39 f.; Winer, 
p. 225 [E.T. ::115]. But of this use of 7rapachoovai there 
is found no quite certain instance 1 (not even in 1 !)et. ii. 23, 
see Hnther) ; moreover, the expression itself, " the fruit has 
offered itself," would be foreign to the simplicity of the style, 
nnd has a modern sound. Hence (comp. Kaenffor, de ton')~ 
aiwv. not. p. 49) r.apaoto. is rather to lie explained as to allow, 
in accordance with well-known usage (Herod. v. 67, vii. 18; 
Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 34; Polyb. iii. 12. 4): but when the frnit 
shall have allowed, i.e. when it is sulTiciently ripe. Quite 
similar is the expression: Ti}; wpa~ 7rapaotoouu17~, Polyb. 
xxii. 24. 9 : when the season permitted. Bleek assents to this 
view. - U.'r.OO'TeA.A.€£ TO OpE-r.a11011] Comp. Joel iv. 13; Rev. 
xiv. 15. - The teaching of the parable is : Just as et man, afta 
pc1for1ning the sowing, leaves the gcr1n1:nation and growth, de., 
'1citlwut farther intervention, to the earth's own power, b11t at 
the time of ripening 1'Caps the harccst, so the 1llessiah lcai-cs the 
dhical results and the new development, of life, which His word 
is fitted to produce in the minds of men, to the moral self-activity 
of the hmncm heai·t, thrnugh which these 1'Csnlts are workc(l 
out in accordance with their destination (to OtKatouuv71 -
this is the parabolic reference of the 7r;\17p17~ o-tTo,), but will, 
when the time fol' the establishment of His 1.:iugdoin comes, cause 
the OtKalou, to be gathered into it (by the angels, l\latt. xxiv. 31 ; 
these are the reapers, l\latt. xiii. 39). The self-activity on 
,vhich stress is here laid docs not exclude the operations of 
divine grace, but the aim of the parable is just to remlcr 
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 unaffected. Comp. 
ver. 24. Dengel aptly observes on airroµa-r17, ver. 28: "non 
excluditur agricultnra et coelestis pluvia solcsque." l\loreover, 
.Jesus must still for the present leave the mode of bringin~ 
about the OtKa100-u1117 (by means of His [;\aun7pto11 and faith 

1 In .Tosh. :d. l!) the reading varies much an<l is uou!Jtful; in Plat. l'hu.cdr, 
p. 250 .E, .,,.apa.'aous is not necessarily reflexive. 
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thereo11) to the later clevelopmeut of His tloctrine. Tint tlw 
letting the matter take its course and folding the hands (Straus,;) 
are directly excluded by avTDµ,a-r17, although the paral,Ie is 
opposed also to the conception of a so-called plan of .J esus. 1 

Vv. 3 0-3 2. See on l\Iatt. xiii. 31 f. Comp. Luke xiii. 1 7 f. 
- r.w,;-J ltow are we to briug the :Messianic kiugdom into 
comparison? - ,t, €V TLl/t av-r. r.apa/30">-..fi Owµ,w (see the 
critical remarks): or in 1dwt parable are we to place it, set it 
jiidh? The expression inclusii-e of otltcrs (we) is in keeping 
"·ith the dd il,cmt fre form of discourse. The hcarcrs are formally 
taken into the consultation. The deviation from the normal 
order of the words places the principal emphasis on -rivt. -

w,;- ,co,c,ccp aw.] w, is correlative to the r.w, of ver. 3 0 : so as 
it is ·liJ.:cilrd to n gmin of musta.rd seed. -The following~ is 
not a parahle in the stricter sense (not a history), but a 
comparisou generally, the representation of the idea, borrowed 
from the region of sense. Comp. iii. :23, vii. 1 7. See on 
::.\I att. xiii. 3. - Observe the twofold o-rav ur.apfi, vv. 31, 3 2. 
In the first the emphasis is on o-rav, in the second on ur.apf',. 

" Exacte definit tempus illud, quum grannm <lesinit e,;:se 
parvum et incipit fieri magnum," Bengel. 

Ver. 33 f. Cou1p. l\Iatt. xiii. 34. - From TOtav-rat, it 
follows that :Mark knew yet more parables that were spoken 
at that time. - Ka0wr; 1jouvav-ro U/COV€tll] As they were able 
(in virtue of their capacity) to take in the teaching. Not as 
though they could have apprehended the inner docfrinal 
contents of the parables (ver. 11), Lut they were capable of 
apprehentling the narrative fonn, the parabolic narrative in 
itsdJ; in which the teaching was veiled, so that they were thus 
qualified only in tMs fonn (Ka0wr;) to hear the doctrine. 
Accordingly, a,covEtv here is neither: to 1tndcrstand, nor 
equivalent to f3au-rasHv, John xvi. 12 (Bengel, Kninoel, anrl 
others), but the simple to ltcar, to _perceive. - ou,c E!Aa">-..Et] at 

1 Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 3~8 ff. 
2 From the collection of Login, nnJ in a shape more original than l\Iatthew 

nnJ Luke, who add the historical form. !IIark wouhl least of all h:n-e cliveste,I 
it of this, if he had fonml it in existence. Comp. (in orposition to Holtzmann) 
Weiss in the Jaltrb. / D. '1'/1eol. 1864, p. 03. 
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tlil(t ti'inc. See on l\fatt. xiii. 34. Ilaur iu<lcccl (see Jla1'k1rn­
crnng. p. 2 4 f.) will not allow a limitation to the teaclling at 
that time, hut would draw the conclusion that l\fark has per­
haps not even regarded the Sermon 011 the l\fount, such ns 
Matthew has it, as being historical, and has given the fore­
going paraules as a substil1tte for it. But :Mark himself 
certainly has doctrinal utterances of Jesus enough, which are 
not parabolical. 

Vv. 35-41. See on l\Iatt. viii. 18, 23-27. Comp. Luke 
Yiii. 22-25. - Jv J,ce{vy TV ~µEfpq,] ver. 1 f.; a lliffcrence in 
respect of time from Matt. viii. 18. Luke viii. 22 is alto­
gether indefinite. - w,; ,jv Jv T<p 7,'1,,,0{~,> J 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 Kypke and Fritzscl1e. - ,cat a71.71.a 
OE] but other sh111s also (Hartung, Pal'tikcll. I. p. 182; Elleudt, 
Lc:c. Soph. I. p. 884) were in His train (µeT' avTov) during the 
voyage; a characteristic descriptive trait in Mark. -Ver. 37. 
On Aav..a,Jr avEµov, comp. Hom. Il. xvii. 57; Authol. Anacr. 82. 
On the accent of Xav..a,Jr, see Lipsius, gmmm. UntC1's11cl1. 
p. 3 G f. - E7l"E,8a71.ev] intransitive ( comp. on ver. 2 9, Plat. 
Plwcdr. p. :!48 A, and frequently) not transitive, so that the 
s/or1n would be the subject (Vu]gate, Luther, Zeger, Hornberg, 
and several others). The ,.a oe ,cvµarn, for this purpose 
prefixed, indicates itself as the subject. - Ver. 38. And H,; 
Himself was at the stern, laid down on the villow that was there, 
asleep. 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 ancl Shipwrcclc of St. Paul, p. 2 96 ff.), the 
cushion of the rowers' bench. - Ver. 3 9. utw'l'l"a, 'l'l"e<plµwuo] 
be silent ! be dmnb ! asyndetic, and so much the more forcible 
(Niigelsbach, An11i. z. llias, ed. 3, p. 247, 359), Eur. Hee. 
532. The sea is personified; 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 innnediately 
be still). - EKo'l'l"auev o aveµo~] Herod. vii. 191. Comp. 
Mark vi. 51; Matt. xiv. 32, from which passage de Wctte 
arbitrarily derives the expression of l\Iark. - Yer. 40. 7rw,] 
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luJw 1·s it possible, etc. ? They hn<l already so often been the 
witnesses of His divine power,1 1111der the protection of which 
they needed not to tremble.-Yer. 41. iipo/317011uav] not the 
people (Grotius and others), which agrees with l\Iatthew but not 
,rith the context, but the disdplcs, who were thrown (psycho­
logically) into jaw at the quite extraordinary phenome11011, 
and "·ere not yet clear as to the divine causa ~fficicns in Jesus 
(Tir; a.pa ovTo~, etc.). As to ipo/3liu0ai ipo/3ov µE7av, comp. 
on l\fatt. ii. 10. On Ttr; apa, in which the perplexity is not 
exprcsse<l by the apa, but is implied in the context (in 
opposition to Hartung), and &pa means : igitur, rebus ita 
c01nparatis, see Klotz, ml Dcrn1'. p. 17 6. Comp. Nii.gelsbuch, 
Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 10 f. 

REllIATIK.-The weakness of faith and of discernment on the 
part of the disciples (ver. 40 f.) appears in Mark most stro11gly 
of the Synoptics (comp. vi. 52, vii. 18, viii. 17, 18, 33, ix. G, 19, 32, 
34, x. 24, 32, 35, xiv. 40). Ritschl in the thcol. Jahrb. 1851, 
p. 517 ff., has rightly availed himself of this point on behalf of 
:Mark's originality; since a later softening-yet without set pur­
pose and naturally unbiassed, and hence not even consistent­
is at any rate more probable than a subsequent aggravation of 
this censure. The remarks of Banr in opposition (theol. Jahrb. 
1853, p. 88 f.) are unimportant, and would amount to this, that 
~Inrk, who is assumed withal to be neutral, would in this point 
have even outstripped Luke. Comp. Holtzmann, p. 435 f. 

1 With this agrees neither the half-naturalizing view of Lange, L. J. II. 
p. 314, that the immediate causes of the calm setting in ln.y in the atmosphere, 
and that so far the threatening word of Jesus was prophetical (comp. 
Schlciermacher) ; 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 
Gou 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. Keim, p. 123, aJJs, moreover, a prayer previous to the commanJ of 
Jesus, assuming that then Go<l acted, anJJesus was only His interpreter. Of all 
this, however, there is nothing in the text. See rather ver. 41, which also 
testifies against the resolution of the natural miracle suggested by l,V tizsiicker. 
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CHAPTER V. 

V1-:1:. 1. ra/lap7)vwv] Here also, as in i\[att. viii. 28, occur the 
various readings r,pa<rr,vwv (B D ~• Vulg. Sax. Nyss., so Lachm. 
:1ml Tisch.) am! r,p1 ,<r11vwv (L 6- ~•• min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm. 
Or.). The Beccpta is to be retained, according to A C E, etc., 
with Fritzsche and Scholz. See on l\Iatt. - Ver. 2. lE,1.C uv':"o; 
aw':"o~] is here more strongly attested (B C L 6- ~. m(n. Ver. 
Brix., to which D also with l;eAOov':"wv aw':"wv falls to be added) 
than in Matt. viii. 28. To be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; 
•;,i..Oov:-, aw':",ji (Elz.) is from the parallel passages. - eu0iw;] which 
Laclnn. has deleted, is only wanting in B, Syr. Arm. Ver. Brix. 
Viml. Colb. Corb. 2. The omission is explained from the 
parallels, from which also has arisen the reading ~-:r~v'="r,GEV 
(D CD L ~~.min. Lachm.).- Ver. 3. o~'="e] BCD L 6- ~ 33 
have ,,~ili. So Fritzsche, Laehm. Tisch.; aml of necessity rightly. 
- it1.6tretr,v] Lachm. and Tisch. have it1.v<re1, following BC L 33, 
Colb.; the Rcccpta is from what follows. - o~o,ic,] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have ow?.i'=", ou/le,<;, following B C * D L 6- ~, min. Vulg. It. 
Arm. Looking to the peculiarity of tl1is notice and the accunrn­
htion of the negatives, we must recognise this as correct. -
Ver. 7. e/-;-:-,] i..~1 e, has preponderating evidence; approved by 
Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. ; el,., is from 
Luke viii. 28. Dut i\'Iark is fond of the historical present. In 
ver. 9 also the simple ')..iye, aw':",ji (instead of a,;;-expi011 i..i1 wv in 
Elz.) is rightly adopted by Gries b. on preponderant evidence. -
Ver. 9. Aeyew,) B* C D L 6- ~• G9, Syr. Copt. It. Vulg. have 
A,1,wv, and this Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. The Rcccpta 
is from Luke. - Ver. 11. Instead of ,;;-pi,, '="If op:1, Elz. has ,;;-p/J<; 
':'a C:p,.,, in opp'.:lsition to decisive evidence. - Ver. 12. After 
au':"ov Elz. Matt. have ,;;-avr,,, which Lachm. brackets and Tisch. 
deletes. It is wanting in B C D K L ~[ A ~, min. vss. After­
"·ards Elz. l\fatth. Scholz, Lachm. have oi oafµ,ov,,, which 
Gricsb. rejected, and Fritzschc and Tisch. have deleted, follow­
ing B C L 6- N, min. Copt. Aeth. The Rcccpta ,;;-av'="e• oi oaiµ,ove; 
is to be maintained; these words were omitted in accordance 
"·ith the parallels; but they arc quite in keeping with i\Iark's 
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gmpl1ic manner. - Yer. 13. r,Gav oi] is on cousicleralJle evidence 
to lie deleted as supplied (Tisch.).- Yer. 14. Instead of a,::-f,11. 
Elz. has rh~n- But the former is decisively attestcLl. -
•~r,1,0ov] has come in from :Matt. and Luke instead of the genuine 
7,1.Bov (A D K L :i\I U ~** min. vss.), whieh Griesb. approved, 
Lachm. mill Tist.:h. have adopted. - Ver. 15. The omission of 
the ,wi before i:1.a-:-. (Tisch.) proceeded from Luke. - Ver. 18. 
i:--'13av-:-o;] A B C D K L l\I Ll ~, min. Vulg. It. hav'-l i,11,,.':Jai,ov-:-o;. 
Approved 1,>· Griesb., atlopted by :Fritzsche, Lachm. and 
Ti,,ch. The Rccrpta is from Luke viii. 37. - Ver. HJ. Instead 
of 'Y.ai' oux, Elz. has ;, /ls 'I7Jo-oui; oux, against decisive evidence. -
chayj'Elt.ov] Lachm. Tisch. have a-::-an,ii.ov, following B C ~ ~ 
!iU, 258. A mechanical change in conformity to ver. 1-1. 
- Insteau of ,;;-,-::oir;;i,, Elz. has i-::-oirio-,, contrary to <kcisi ve 
e\·itlence. - Ver. 22. iilo.'.i] before ~P%· is wanting in B D L .:.l ~ 
102, vss. (also Vnlg. It.). Suspected by Griesb., bracketed 
by Lachm., deleted by l<'ritz<;che and Ti~ch. Frnm Luke 
viii. 41, contrnry to the usage of l\'Iark. - Ver. '.t-\. -::-ap,>.:a1.,1] 
AC L ~, min. have ·::-apax.a;..,;: Recommended by C:riesb. arnl 
Scholz, adopted by Fritzscl1e and Tisch. The imperfect is 
from Luke viii. 41 ; the present is in keeping with l\Iark's 
manner. - The reading 'i,a aw0r, x.ai' ,iio-?I has preponderant 
attestation by BCD LA~. min. (adopted liy Lachm. and Tisch.); 
i:::-~,; (Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz) instead of i'va may Im suspectecl of 
lJeing an amendment of style, and the more current ,r,o-,:-w 
Howell easily from l\Iatt. ix. 18. - Ver. 25 . .-,;] is wanting in 
A BC L A~. miu. Vul~. Ver. Vind. Colb. Coro. Condemned 
by Griesb., deleted by }'ritzsche and Lachm., and justly so; 
the weight of evidence is too strong against it, to admit of the 
omission of a wonl so indifferent for the sense being explaine,l 
from the parallels. - Ver. 26. Instead of a:,-:-r,,, Elz. Tisch. have 
iav:r,,, against so preponderant evidence that it is manifestly 
the result of a gloss, as also is the omission of ,;;-rtp' (D, 111in. Syr. 
utr. Vulg. It.). - Instead of ,;;-Fpi, Tisch. has d ::-,pi. So H C* 
A K -:-a, being supertlnons, dropped ont aft.er the preceLling 
syllables. - Ver. 33. i-::-' au-:-f,] k' is wanting in n CD L ~, min. 
Syr. Copt. Vere. Bracketed hy Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
That A TTII is not the noininatfrc belonging to the followiug 
Yerb (as it is understood in Cant. Corb. Vind.) was noted in the 
form of gloss, sometimes hy i-::-', sometimes by iv (F A). -
Ver. 3G . • u0iw;] deleted by Tisch. following B D L ~ ~. min. Syr. 
An. l'erss. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. But reganlerl as supcr­
tluous, nay, as disturbing and incompatible with the following 
reading -::-r/.paxo~rra;, it became omitted the more easily in acconl-
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ance with Luke viii. 50. - ur.o~r.a;] n L a ~ Iuwe ,.apar.o~rn;. 
So Tisch. aud Ewald also. Rightly; although the attestation nf 
the vss. is wanting (only one Cod. of the It. has ncglcxit). The 
difficulty of the not understood compound occasioned the sulJ­
stitution for it of the current simple form. - Ver. 38. ep;,::~rn,] 
A D C D F .:l ~, min. vss. have 'ip;,::w:w. So Lachm. and Tisch. 
The plmal might just as well have been introtluced from what 
precedes, as the singular from what follows and l\Iatt. ix. 23. 
13ut the preponderance of the witnesses is decisive in favour of 
the plural. -After 06pu13ov Gries b. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have, 
on preponderant evidence, adtled w.i. Being superfluous, it was 
the more easily absorbed by the first syllable of r.1.¼iw:·a;. -
Ver. 40. 6 ils] Lachm. has au-:-/,; /Ji, on evidence considerable tloulJt­
less, but not decisive. :From Luke viii. 54. -After ;.woiov Elz. 
and Scholz have a.1ar..i1.uvov, which Lachm. has brackete<l, Tisch. 
has deleted. It is ,ranting in D D L .:l ~, min. vss. An addi­
tion by way of gloss, instead of which are also found r..,.,.1.no,, 
iw.-:-ax.Eir.1.mv, and other readings. 

Vv. 1-20. See on l\Iatt. viii. 28-3.J.. 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. ig€">..0ovTO', avTOV . .. U.'11"1)VT'17'TEV avT~] 

The genitive absolute brings the point of time more strongly 
into prominence than would be done by the dative under the 
normal construction. See Dissen, ad Dcin. de Cor. p. 3 0 7, 
135; Pflugk, ad Eur. Alcd. 910; Winer, p. 186 [E.T. 2ii9J. 
- av0pw7TO', iv 'TrV€VµaT£ UIC. See on i. 2 3. -Ver. 3. Ol/0€ 
ci:>..vuet OUICETt ouoels IC.T.A. (see the critical remarks): not ci·cn 
with et chain could thenceforth ciny one, etc. So fierce and 
strong was he now, that all attempts of that kind, which had 
previously been made with success, no longer availed with 
him (011,cJn). On the accumulation of negatiYes, see Lobed:, 
Paralip. p. 57 f. - Ver. 4. Ota To a~Tov K.T.A..] because he often 
... was chained. See l\fatthaei, p. 12 ii 9. - 1rioai are fdlers, 
but a)\.vuet<; need not therefore be exactly manacles, as the ex­
positors wish to take it,-a sense at variance with the general 
signification of the wor<l in itself, a.s well as with ver. 3. It 
means here also nothing else than chains; let them be put 
upon any pnrt of the body whatever, he rent them asunder; 
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1,nt the fdtas in particular (which might consist of conls) he 
-;·ubbed to pieces ( uvvT€Tpicf,0ai, to be accented with a circmuflcx ). 
-Ver. 5. Jlc was eont-inually in the tombs and in the 11101,,t-

ta·ins, scrcami11;1 and cutting himself with stones. - Ver. G. c:r.o 
µa,cpo0€V] as in ::\Iatt. XXV. 58.-Ver. 7. op,c{l;w (]'€ TOI) 0eov] 
not inapp;-opricdc in the mouth of the demoniac ( de '\Y ette, 
8trauss), but in keeping with the address vie T. 0€ov T. 

i,'[r., and "·ith the dcspcrcttc condition, in "·hich the 7rvevµa 
ci,cct0apTOv sees himself to be. Ou op,c{t;w as a Greek word 
(Acts xix. 13 ; 1 Thess. v. 2 7), see Lo beck, cul Phryn. p. 3 G l. 
- µ11 µe ,Bauavfu.] is not-as in l\Iatthew, where 1rpo ,catpov 
i,, a::;sociate<l with it-to be understooll of the torment of 
lladcs, bnt of tormenting 'generally, and that by the execution 
uf the gge'i\.0e, ver. 8. The possessed man, identifying him­
f'elf with his <lemon, dreads the pains, convulsions, etc. of the 
going forth. Subsequently, at ver. 10, where he has surren­
dered himself to the inevitable going forth, his prayer is different. 
Observe, moreoYer, how here the command of Jesus (Yer. 8) has 
as its result in the sick man an immediate consciousness of 
the necessity of the going forth, but not the immediate going 
forth itself. - Ver. 8. EAe-ye ry<tp] for lw said, of course 
l11forc the suppliant address of the demoniac. A suujoined 
statement of the reason, without any need for conceiving the 
imperfect in a pluperfect sense. - Ver. 9. The demoniac power 
in this sufferer is conceived and represented as an aggregate­
combined into unity-of numerous 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 j1')~, see Buxtorf, Lex. 
Talm. p. 11~3; Lightfoot, p. 612),-a name "·hich, 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 (6n 7ro'i\.'A.ot iuµ€v; otherwise in 
Luke), is intended to move Jesus the more to compassion. -
Ver. 10. ggw T~, xwpa, J According to ~lark, the demons desire 
not to be sent out of tlw Gadarcne r,-,r;ion, in ,d1ich hitherto 
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they li::tl 1,lcasure; according to Luke ( COlllp. Matt. : r.po /Catpav), 
they wish not to be sent into the nether world. A difference ot 
tradition; but the one that Luke followed is a remodelling in 
accordance with the l'csnlt (in opposition to Ilam), and was 
not incllHlnl originally also in the account of Mark (in oppo­
r;ition to Ewahl, Jahrb. VII. p. G 5). - Yer. 1 :L w<, SurxiXtot] 
without 1'ja-av Si (see the critical remarks) is in apposition to 
'T/ u,ryE">-.17. Only :ii.fork gives this numlicr, and that quite in his 
"·ay of rnentiuning particulars. According to Baur, Jllarl~uscTanfJ· 
p. 43, it is a trait of his "affedation of knowing details;" ac­
cording to ·wilke, an interpolation ; according to Bleek, an 
exaggerating later tradition. - Ver. 15. 1'jX0ov] the townsmen 
and the possessors of the forms. Here is 11Jeant generally the 
coming of the people to the place of the ocl:urreuce; subse­
r1ently, liy IC. epxovTat r.po<, T. 'I17uovv, is meant the special 
act of the coming to Jesus. - ,ca011µ.] He who was before su 
fierce and intractable was sitting peacefully. So transformed 
was his condition. - iµanuµEvov] which in his unhealed 
state would not ltave been the case. This Mark leaves to Le 
z1·1·1.·.mppo,wrl (comp. Hilgenfeld, lllarkuscmn!J- p. -11); Luke 
lias expressly narrated it, viii. 27. It might be told in 
either way, without the latter of necessity betraying subsequent 
claliurativn on the narrator's part (Wilke), or the former be­
trayin~ an (inl'xact) use of a precursor's work (Fritzsche, de 
"\Vette, and others, including Baur), as indeed the assumption 
that u1·i!Ji1wlly there stood in Mark, ver. 3, au addition as in 
Luke viii. 2 7 (Ewald), is unnecessary. -The verb iµaTltw is 
not preserved except in this place and at Luke viii. 35. -
Tov iux17,c, T. Aey.J contrast, "ad ernphasin miraculi," Erasmus. 
- Ve!', Hi, /Cat 7iEpt T. xo[p.J still helougs to Ot'Y)"'f)JCT. -
Yer. 1 7. 11p~avTO] The first impression, ver. 15, had been: 
,cal, i<f,o{3,j017uav, under which they do not as yet interfere 
with Jesus. But now, after hearing the particulars of the 
case, ver. 1 G, they Vl'fJin, etc. According to Fritzsdie, it is 
indicated : ",Jesurn slatim se si,·isse 1mrmoveri." In this the 
correlation of ,.;al, e<f,o/317017uav and ,cal, i1ptavTO is overlooked. 
-Ver. 18. eµfJa{vovTO', auTou] at the emlJarkation.-r.apE­
/CUA(t ,c.-r.X.] entreaty of grateful love, to remain with his 
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benefactor. Fear of the demons was hardly included as a motive 
(µ17 xwpt~ aVTOU TOUTOV evpoVT€~ 7TllA-LV E7Tt7T1)01JCTWCTW avT~o, 
Enthymius Zigabenus; comp. Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, 
Grotius), since after the destruction of the swine the man is 
cured of his fixed idea and is CTw<ppovwv. - Ver. 1 U. ou,c 

a<f,ijKev auTov] He permitted hi1n not. Wherefore? appears 
from what follows. He was to abide in his native place as a 
witness and proclaimer of the marvellous deliverance, that he 
l1ad experienced from God through Jesus, and in this way to 
scn-c the work of Christ. According to Hilgenfeld, Mark by 
this trait betrays his Jewish-Christianity, which is a sheer 
figment. - o Kvpw,] God. - Kat 17A-€1JCTE CTe] 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 aCTa, 

but zeugmatically, so that now oCTa is to be taken adverbially 
(Ki.ihner, II. p. 220). On oCTo~, qnmn insignis, comp. Ellendt, 
Lea:. Soph. II. p. 377. - Ver. 20. i]pfaTo] a graphic delineation 
from the starting-point. -...d€Ka7Toll.H] Sec on J\iatt. iv. 25. 
- E7TOL7J'I€V] aorist, like ~A-E7JCT€. On the other hand, in ver. 
19, 7T€7TOL7JIC€, which is conceived of from the poiut of time 
of the speaker, at which the fact subsists completed and 
continuing in its effects. - o 'I7JCTou~J o µfv XptCTTo~ µ€Tpto­

rppovwv T<p r.aTpt TO i!p"fOV avf.01)K€V' a OE 0€pa7T€V0€t~ €V"fVW­

µovwv T<p XptCTT<p TOuTo aveTLBH, Euthymius Zigabenus. -
The circumstance, moreover, that Jesus <lid not here forbid 
the diffusion of the matter (see on v. 43; l\1att. viii. 4), but 
nijoinccl it, may lie explained from the locality (Peraea), where 
He was less known, and where concourse around His person 
was not to be apprehended as in Galilee. 

Vv. 21-24. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18. Comp. Luke viii. 40-42, 
who also keeps to the order of events. - 7Tapa T~V Ball..] a 
point of difference from l\fatthcw, according to whom Jairus 
makes his appearance at Capernaum at the lodging of Jesus. 
Sec Oil Matt. ix. 18. - Ver. 23. on] recitative. - TO Bv'YaTptov 
µou] Comp. Athen. xiii. p. 581 C; Long. i. 6; Plut. Jllor. 
p. 17!) E; Lucian, 1'ox. 22. This diminutive expression of 
paternal tenderness is peculiar to l\Iark. Comp. vii. 2 5. It 
does 11ot occur elsewhere in the N. T. - ECTX£LT(J)<; i!xei] a late 

F 
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Greek phrase. See ,vetstein and Kypke, also Loueck, r11l 
Phryn. p. 389. - 111a h,0wv K.T.A.] His excitement amidst 
grief and hope speaks incoherently. ,v e may nnderst:nlll 
before tva : this I say, in order that, etc. This is still simpler 
and more natural than the taking it impcratircly, hy supply­
ing volo or the like (see on xii. 19). 

Vv. 25-34. See on Matt. ix. 20-22; Luke viii. 43-48. 
- Ver. 2G. Mark depicts with stronger lines than Luke, and 
far more strongly than l\Iatthew. - Ta 'TT'ap' auTov] what was 
of her means. How manifold were the prescriptions of the 
Jewish physicians for women suffering from haemorrhage, and 
what experiments they were wont to try upon them, may be 
seen in Lightfoot, p. G14 f.-Ver. 27. «Kouuaua] subordi­
nated as a prior point to the following J"}..0ovua. Comp. on 
i. 41. -The characteristic addition Tov Kpau'TT'EOov 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. 2 8. e}..e7e 7ap] 
without ev fovTfj (see the critical rnmarks) does not mean: for 
she thougltt (Kuinoel, and many others), which, moreover, "l~N 

used aLsolutely never does mean, not even in Gen. xxvi. 9, 
but: for she said. She actually said it, to others, or for and 
to herself; a vivid representation. - Ver. 29. ~ 'TT'TJ''/11 T. a1µ,. 
auT.] like tl't.:i~ -iip9 (Lev. xii. 7, xx. 18), not a euphemistic 
designation of the pa1·ts themselves affected by the haemorrhage, 
hut designation of the seat of the issue of blood in them. -
T<tJ uwµan] oia TOV O"wµaTor; µ'1)K€Tt pawoµivov To'ir; O'TaA.a"fµo'i,r;, 
Euthymius Zigauenus. Still this by itself could not as yet 
give the certainty of the rccoi:cry. Hence rather: through the 
feeling of the heing strong and well, which suddenly passed 
through her body. - µa£TTt"fOr;] as at iii. 10.-Ver. 30. Jmryvour;J 
stronger than the previous l711w. - Jv fovT~~] in His own con­
sciousness, therefore immediately, not in virtue of au externally 
JJCrceptilile effect. - T~V Jf aUTOV liuv. JfcA0.] tltc power [j011C 

foi·th from Him. 1Vltat feeling in Jesus was, according to 
l\fork's represfmtation, the medium of His disceming this efilux 
of power that ha<l occurred, we are not informed. The tradi-
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tion, as it has expressed itself in this trait in Ilfark and Luke 
( comp. 011 :i\fott. ix. 2 2 ), has disturbed this part of the narratiYe 
l>y the view of an efflux of power indepe11dent of the will of 
,T esus, but brought about on the part of the woman by her faith 
(comp. Strauss, II. p. 89), the recognition of which on the part of 
J esns occmred at once, but yet not until after it had taken 
1Jlace. This is, with Weiss and others (in opposition to Holtz­
mann and ·w eizsiicker), 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 (Olshausen, 
Krabbe, and many others). It does not, however, affect the 
simpler tenor of the history, which we read in Jiatthcw. Calovius 
made use of the passage agi:.inst the Calvinists, "vini divinam 

• rr1 • "' • l t " , ". ,~ ~ • ] 1 1 ca1'1ii v1iri.,.,i c crogan es. - Tt<, µov 1}ya-ro -rwv iµ. w,w ,ws 
touched 1ne on the clothes? Jesus knew that by means of the 
clothes-touching power had gone out of Him, but not, to whom. 
The disciples, unacquainted with the reason of this question, 
are astonished at it, seeing that Jesus is in the midst of 
the crowd, ver. 31. In Olshausen, Ebrard, Lange,1 and older 
commentators, there are arbitrary attempts to explain away 
that ignorance. -Ver. 32. 7r€pte/3'A.e7r€'TO loetv] namely, by any 
resulting effect that might make manifest the reception of the 
power. The feminine -r~v -r. 7roi11cracrav is said from the 
i;tandpoint of the already known fact. -Ver. 3 3. 1racrav -r17v 

a'A.1101:lav J the whole truth, so that she kept back nothing and 
altered nothing. Comp. Plat. Apol. p. 17 B, 20 D; Soph. 
Ti'Clch. 91 ; a11d see Kri.iger on Thuc. vi. 8 7. 1. - el~ elp~v17v] 
ci,t:'?, 1 Sam. i 1 7 ; 2 Sam. xv. 9 ; Luke vii. 5 0, al. : untu 
bliss, unto future happiness. In iv elp1vn (Judg. xviii. 6; 
Luke ii. 2 9 ; Acts xvi. 3 G ; J as. ii. 16) the happy state is con­
cei\'ed of as combined with the v1ra'Ye, as simultaneous. - l'cr0i 
v1t11~ 1'.-r.'A..J definitive conjfrnwtion of the recovery, which 
Schenkel indeed refers merely to the woman's " reli;;ious ex­
citement of mind " as its cause. 

1 Acconling to Lan~c, for example, tlw conrluct of Jesu~ only amounts to an 
appearance; "He let His eyes wove as if (1) inquiri11gly o,·cr the crnw,l" 
( Tlflli'A1'7', /!,i, "• T,J.. ), 
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V,·. 35-43. See on l\Iatt. ix. 23-25. Comp. Luke Ylll. 

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 l\Iark. - Cl7TO TOV apxtuuv.] 
TOUTEO"Ttv U'7TO T~', olKf.{a', TOU apxtuuv., Euthymius Ziga­
benus. - en] since now there is no longer room for help. -
Ver. 36. According to the reading 7Tapa,covuar;;, this (comp. 
l\Iatt. xviii. 1 7) is to be taken as the opposite of ima,covf.tv, 
namely : immediately He lrft this speech unnoticed; He did not 
heed it for one moment, but let it remain as it was, and said, 
etc. In this way is set forth the decided certainty.1 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 had jailed to hem· it. That He did not fail to hear it, 
and, moreover, did not act as if He had, is in fact shown just 
by theµ~ <po/3ou K.T.)o.. which he addresses to Jairus. The 
ltala in the Cod. Pal. (e. in Tisch.) correctly has ncglcxit. - µ,~ 
<po/3ou K.T,)o..] as though now all were lost, all deliverance cut 
off. -Ver. 3 7. According to l\Iark, Jesus sends back the rest 
(disciples and others who were following Him) before the house; 
according to Luke viii. 51, in the house. - Ver. 3 8. 0opu/3ov 
,cal ,cXafovTar;; "· aXaX.] an uprom· and (especially) people 1vccp­
i11g and wailing. The first Kal attaches to the general term 
0opuf3ov the special elements that belong to it, as in i. 5, and 
frequently. aXaXatw not merely used of the cry of conflict 
and rejoicing, but also, although rarely, of the cry of anguish 
ancl lamentation. See Jllutarch, Luc. 28; Eur. El. 843. -
Ver. 3 0. Elo-EX0wv] into the house. A later point of time 
than at ver. 38. - Ver. 40. e,cf3aXwv] irritated, commanding; 
He cjcctccl them. Among the r.avTM, those who arc named 
immediately afterwards (7TapaXaµ/3. K.T.'"'A..) are not included, 
and so not the three disciples (in opposition to Danr). -
Ver. 41. Ta'"'A.t0a, ,couµi] 'f?ii' ~i;'l'?t?, 1mcllct, surge. It is a feature 
of l\fark's vivid concrete way of description to give significant 
words in Hebrew, with their interpretation, iii. 18, vii. 12, 34, 
xiv. 36. On the Araruaean ~n•~t), see Iluxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 

l Which, however, all the more precln<lcs the thou;:ht of a mere ap1Jarc11t 
death of the maiden (such ns Schlcicrmachcr nnd Schenkel :u;snmc). 
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S 7 5. - To 1<0pa,nov] nominative with the article in the impera­
tiYe address, Dernbanly, p. 6 7 ; Ki.ihner, II. 15 5. - uol /\,E"fCJJ] 
a free addition of l\fark, "ut sensum vocautis atque imperantis 
exprimeret" (,Jerome). - rynpe] out of the sleep, ver. 39. -
Yer. 42. 1iv "/ap hwv owoe,ca J not as giving a reason for the 
worcl ,copautov (Euthymius Zigabenus, Fritzsche), but in ex­
planation of the previous remark, that the maiden arose aml 
walked aLout ; she was no longer a little child. Dengel 
appropriately observes: "rediit acl 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. Otea--rei/\,aTo] 

He gave them urgently (,roXXa) injunction, command. See 
on l\latt. xvi. 20. - auTot~J those brought in at ver. 40. - 7va] 
the purpose of the oteuTet'X. ,ro/\,Xa. Comp. Matt. xvi. 2 0 ; 
l\fark vii. 3 6, ix. 9. - "JVf[J 

1] TouTo : 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, vii 36, viii 26. When 
Jesus heals publicly in presence of the multitude there is not 
found even in l\Iark, except in the cases of the expulsion of 
demons, i. 34, iii. 12, any prohibition of the kind (ii. 11 f., 
iii. 5, v. 34, ix. 27, x. 52). Mark therefore ought not to have 
been subjected to the imputation of a tendency to make the 
sensation produced by the healings of Jesus " appear altogether 
great and important" (Kostlin, p. 31 7 ; comp. Baur, ~!lfarkus­
crang. p. 54) by His design of wishing to hinder it; or of the 
endeavou1· to leave out of view the unsusceptible mass of the 
people, and to bestow His attention solely on the susceptible 
circle of the disciples (Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 135). In our 
history the quickening to life again in itself could not, of 
course, be kept secret (see, on the contrary, Matt. ix. 26), but 
probably the more detailed circumstances of the way of its 

1 The subjunctive form ,, •• ;(like~.;, etc.), which Lachmann and Tischendorf 
have (comp. ix. 30; Luke xix. 15), has important codices in its favour (A B D L) 
and against it (including N), but it is unknown to the N. T. elsewhere, and bas 
perhaps only crept in by error of the transcribers from the language of common 
lifo. 
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accomplishment might. Jesus, although He was from the 
outset certain of being the promised :l\Iessiah (in opposition to 
Schenkel), by such prohibitions did as much as on His pai-t 
He could to oppose the kindling of precipitate l\Iessianic 
fanaticism and popular commotion. He could not prevent 
their want of success in intlividual cases (i. 45, vii. 36); but 
it is just the freqnent occurrence of those prohibitions that 
gives so sure attestation of their historical character in general. 
Comp. EwaJtl, Jahrb. I. p. 11 7 f. It is quite as historical and 
characteristic, that Jesus never forbade the propagation of His 
teachings. With His 11Icssiahskip He was afraid of arousing 
a premature sensation (viii. 30, ix. 9; Matt. xvi. 20, xvii. 9), 
such as His miraculous hcalings were calculated in the most 
direct and hazardous way to excite among the people. - Kai 

Ei1re oo0ijvai K.T.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 
from her sickness. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

YE1:. 1. Insteacl of r,i.tl,v, we must read "·ith Tisch., following 
B C L ~ ~, 1px.,.-ai. r,iio "·as introduced in accordance with 
the preceding e~r,1,0,v. - Ver. 2. After a~.-~; (instead of which 
B C L ~ ~, as before, read .-o~.-'f; so Tisch.) Elz. has C.-,, which 
Fritzscbe defends. But the eviuence on the other side so pre­
ponderates, that fr, must be regarded as an inserted connective 
addition, instead of which C:'-' D K, min. give 'ha (and then 
yivr,nrn,), while B L ~ ~ have changed yirnv:-a, into 71v6p.,vai, 
which is only another attempt to help the construction, although 
it is adopted (with ai before Off;, upon too weak evidence) by 
Tisch. - Ver. 3. o <"Er.<"wv] The reading o .-ou TEY.rno; ui6; (and then 
merely r.ai' l\Iapia;), although adopted by Fritzsche, is much too 
,yeakly attested, and is from l\Iatt. xiii. 33. - 'rwo-~] The form 
'lwur,:-o; (Laclun. Tisch.) has in its favour B D L ~. min. vss. 
'1'..iui;;i (~, 121, Acth. Vulg. codd. of the It.) is here too weakly 
attested, aull is from l\Iatt. xiii. 55. - Yer. 9. The Rcccpta, 
defended by Rinck, Fritzsche, is evoua-acrOa,. But EVOucrr,a-0, (so 
Gries b. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive attestation; it was 
altered on account of the construct-ion. - Ver. 11. iicro, av] Tisch. 
lias o; clv .-6,;.o; (and afterwards of;n.,a,), following B L ~ ~, min. 
Capt. Syr. p. (in the margin). A peculiar and original reading, 
"·hich bl!came altered partly by the omission of .-ko; (C*? min.), 
partly by ocro,, in accordance with the parallels. -After au,;-o,; 
Elz. l\Iat.th. Fritzsche, Scholz, have: u.11.r,v i.f1w ~,r1.iv, aHr..-6.-,pov Eu.ru 
~ooc,,u.01; ~ ro11.6ppo1; iv r;/1.fpCf 'Y..pirr,w;, ~ -:-~ ,;;-6")...:1 fa,i,r,, which is not 
found in B C D L ~ N, min. vss. An addition in accordance 
with l\Iatt. x. 15. - Ver. 12. ix~pu;[l,v (Tisch.), instead of the 
Rcccpta ;,,_~pua-cro,, is still more strongly attested than 11.,rn,owcr,v 
(Lachm. Tisch.). The former is to Le adopted from B C D L 
~ N ; the latter has in its favour B D L, Lut easily originated 
as the shorter form from the Rcccptaµ.,-:-a~o~crwcr,. - Ver. 14. 11.,yH] 
Fritzsche, Laclun. have ei\,1ov only, following B D, 6, 271, Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Mart. Corli. Aug. Beda (D has si,iyocrav). An altera­
tion in accordance with ver. 15; comp. ver. lG. - ix. mp. i.if07l] 
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Lachm. Tisch. lrnve r,f,y,pl"f.l.l E7. mr.p., following n DLA~. min.; 
but AK, min. Theophyl. ha Ye ix mr.p. aviO'l"r,. The latter is right; 
a,,O':-r, became supplautecl by means of the parallel passages and 
vcr. 1 G. - Ver. 15. M after the first fJ:o.o, is wanting in Elz. 
Fritzsche, but is guaranteed by decisive evidence. Decisirn 
evidence condemns the ~ read before ~,r; in Elz. and Fritzsche. 
- Ver. 16. n01"6; irrrn, r1.vl"or; i,y.] Il D LA, min. Vulg. Cant. Colh. 
Corb. Germ. 1, 2, l\Im. Or. have merely o0ror; r,y. So Griesb. 
Fritzsche, Scholz, Tisch. (Lacluu. has bracketed EO'I". ak). Cer­
tainly the Rw11ta might have arisen out of l\latt. xiv. 2. But, 
if merely o0ro; r,y. were original, it would not be at all easy to 
see why it should have been altered and achlcd to. On the 
other hand, the transcribers might easily pass over from o•,TO:S 

at once to auTO:S. Therefore ihe Rcccpta is to be maintained, 
and to be reganled as made use of by .i\I atthew. - fa mpwv] is, 
in accordance with Tisch., to be deleted as an addition, since in 
B L A to:, vss. it is altogether wanting; in D it stands Lefore i,1. ; 
and in C, Or. it is exchanged for a-:.o I", mr.p. - Ver. 17. The 
article before l<'ui-.a%p is deleted, in accordance with decisive 
evidence. - Ver. 19. f,O,,,.v] Lachm. has i(r,rEI, although only 
following C* Cant. Ver. Vere. Vind. Colb. An interpretation. 
- Ver. 21. i,;;-oi.i] BCD LA to:, min. have s,;;-oir,m. So Lachm. 
But the reading of Tisch. is to be preferred: i,,;;-6pEt; see the 
exegetical remarks.- Ver. 22. at1l"r,f] B D L A ~, min. ha\'e 
aul"ou. A wrong emendation. - r.al upmio-.J B C* L A N have 
r,pmv. So Lachm. and Tisch., the latter then, upon like attesta­
tion, having o /H {3acr. ei,;;-ev (Lachm., following A, has ei,;;-e oE o {3acr.). 
Rightly ; the Recrpta is a mechanical continuation of the parti­
ciples, which was then followed by the omission of oi (Elz. has: 
Ehtv o (3acr.). - Ver. 24. ak~o-011.w] air~O'wp,w is decisively attested; 
commended by Griesb., and :1.dopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and 
Tisch. - Ver. 30. ,;;-avru. xa,] This xa, has evidence so consider­
able against it that it is condemned by Griesb. and deleted by 
:Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. But how easily might the quite 
superlluous and even disturbing word come to be passed over! 
- Ver. 33. After im.1.;vovm; Elz. has oi Z;,:::1-01, in opposition to 
decisive evidence; taken from l\latt. aml Luke. - After edy­
v~,crai (for which Lachm., following JJ* D, reads i!1 ,wO'av) Elz. 
Scholz have avl"6i, which is not fonllll in Il D, min. Arm. Perss. 
Yulg. It., while A K L l\I U A~, min., vss. have at11"ov;. So 
Tisch. nut avl"6V ancl aimu; are additions by way of gloss. -
e;r.e,] Elz. Scholz have : fae~ r.al ,;;por,1.0ov avl"ov; %al cru,;p.Oo, ,;;-pi,; 
a~l"6v. Griesb. : xal ~,.0ov faei: l~ritzsche : fa,, r.a,' f,°>.0ov -:.pi,; aul"6,. 
Lachm. Tisch. : ixe, xa/ ,;;-fo~t-Oov aurnu;. So, too, lUnck, Liicubr. 
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CJ"it. 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 ,;:-pocrij"AOov was written instead of ,;;poijAJov. Thus arose 
the corruption xal ,;:-poaijAOov au-:-ou,; (so still L, min.). This cor­
ruption was then subjected to very various glosses, namely, xaJ 
,;;po11~1.tlov ,;:-pi,; au-:-ou; (220, 225, Arr.), ,ial -:;poa~"AOov au-:-oi; ( ~), xal 
auvr,Atlov auToii (D, Ver.), xal auviopa,u,ov ,;:-po, au'/"ov (A), ,ia/ auvij"AOov 
,;;pi,; au.,6v (Elz.), al.; which glosses partly supplanted the origin::tl 
xal ,;:-po7Ji.0ov au-:-ou; (D, min. vss.), partly appeared by its side 
with or without restoration of the genuine ,;:-poTJMov. The read­
ing of Gries b. has far too little attestation, and leaves the origin 
of the variations inexplicable. For the reading of Fritzsche 
there is no attestation ; it is to be put on the footing of a con­
jecture. - Ver. 34. After Eioiv Elz. and Scholz have o '171,roii;, 
which in witnesses deserving of consideration is either wanting 
or differently placed. An addition. - id auToi.] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have id au-:-ou;, following important witnesses; the 
Rcccpta is from Matt. xiv. 14 (where it is the original reading). 
- Ver. 36. &p,,-ou;· ':"I yap rpaywm OU"- lxouaiv] B L .:l, min. Copt. 
Cant. Vere. Corb. Vind. have merely ,; rpayw,r,v, which Griesb. 
approves and Tisch. reads. D has merely '/"1 rpayili,, which 
Fritzsche reads, adding, however, without any evidence: ov 
yap exou,r,v. Lachm. has [ap-:-ou;·] '/"t [yap] rpayw,r,v [oux lxou,r,v]. 
The reading of Gries b. is to be preferred; apTou~ was written in 
the margin as a gloss, and adopted into the text. Thus arose 
&p.,.ou;, >I rpayw111v (comp. N: {3pw/J.fL.':"a '/"I <payw,r,v, Vulg.: "cibos, 
qnos manducent "). This was then filled up from viii. 2, Matt. 
xv. 32, in the way in which the Reccpta has it. The reading 
of D (merely '/"1 <pay,n) would be preferable, if it were better 
attested. - Ver. 37. owµ,,v] Lachrn. has ow110µ,1v, following A B (?) 
L .:l G5, It. Vulg. Comp. D N, min., which have ow,rw,,.m. The 
future is original; not being understood, it was changed into 
ol:,µ,sv, and mechanically into ow,rw/J..v (Tisch.). - Ver. 38. ,iai 
before ,am is wanting in B D L N, min. vss., and is an addition 
which Gries b. has condemned, Lachm. has bracketed, and Tisch. 
has deleted.- Ver. 39. ava,iMa,] Lachm. l1as ava,ii.107Jva1, not 
sutliciently attested from Matt. xiv. 19. - Ver. 40. Instead of 
ava, Lachm. and Tisch. have ,ia'/"a both times, in accordance with 
B D N, Copt. Rightly; ava is from Luke ix. 14. - Ver. 44. 
Elz. has after apTous : wa,f, in opposition to decisive evidence. -
Ver. 45. a,;:-01>,u,rri] Lachm. and Tisch. have a,;:-o"A.u11, following B 
D L AN 1. The Rcccpta is from Matt. xiv. 22. - Ver. 48. elosv] 
B D L A~. min. Vulg. It. Copt. have ;owv. So Lachm. and 
Tisch., omitting the subsequent xal before '7t'ipf. Rightly ; the 
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participle was changed into eio.v, becanse tlie pnrentl1ctic nature 
of the following f.v• yap ... a~ni; was uot observed. - Ver. 
51. %a; iOautut~ov] is ,vanting, it is true, in B L A ~, min. Copt. 
Vulg. Vind. Colb. Rd., and is condemned Ly Griesb., bracketed 
by Lachm., cancelled by Tisch.; but after e~ia'rn~ro it was, as 
the weaker expression, more easily passed over than ac1L1ecl. -
Ver. 52. The order av;-wv ~ ?.upo. is, with Scholz, Laclnn. Tisch., 
to be prefcned on far preponderating evidence. - Ver. 5-!. 
After a~,6, Laclnn. has bracketed oi u.)Op,; '"~ ,6-;rou ir.,!vuv, which 
A G .:., min. vss. read; from :i\Intt. :xiv. 3G. - Ver. 55. fa,,] is 
not found in B L A ~, 102, Copt. Vulg. Vind. Brix. Colb. 
Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. l'assed over as superfluous. -
Yer. 56. r,<:",oo;o] La chm. reads ~-l,av;o, following B D L .:i. ~. 

min. Matt. xiv. 36. 

Vv. 1-G. See on i\Iatt . .xiii. 54-58, who follows l\Iark \'rith 
$light abbreviations and unessential changes. As respects the 
question of position, some advocates of the priority of l\fotthew 
have attributed to l\fark au unthinking mechanism (Saunier), 
others a very artistic grouping (Hilgenfeld, who holds that 
the insusceptibility of the people was here to Le represented 
as attaining its climax). -The narrative itself is not to be 
identified with that of Luke iv. 1 G ff. See ou l\fatt. - lN>-0ev 
e,cc'i0ev] from the house of J airus. l\fatthew has an entirely 
different historical connection, based on a distinct trac1ition, 
in which he may have furnished the more correct -rag,~. -
iipta-ro J for the first emergence and its result are meant to be 
narrated. - After elimination of Zn, the words from 7ro0ev 
to aimj, are to be taken together as an interrogative sentence, 
aud Ka~ ouvaµEt~ on to "f!VO/l'Tat forms again a separate 
question of astonishment. - ouvaµEt~ 'TOtav-rat] presupposes 
that they have heard of the miracles that Jesus had doue 
(in Capernaum aud elsewhere); these they now bring into 
association with His teaching. - Ota 'TWV xeip. av-rou] that is, 
by laying on of His hands, by tal~ing !told of, touching, and the 
like; ver. 5. Comp.Actsv.12, xix. 11.-Ver. H. o -re,c-rwv] 
According to the custom of the nation and of the Tiabbins 
(Lightfoot, p. 616; Schoettgen, II. p. 8!)8; Gfrorer in the 
Tub. Zcitschr. 18 3 8, p. 16 6 ff.), Jesus Himself had leamed 
a handicraft. Comp. Justin. c. 1'ryph. 88, p. 316, where 
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it is relateLl that He made 1 ploughs and yokes ; Origen, 
c. Cdswn, vi. 4. 3, where Cclsus ridicules the custom; 
Theodorct, H. E. iii. 23; Ernng. infant. 38; and sec generally, 
Thilo, ad Cod . .AJJOcr. I. p. 868 f. The circumstance that l\fark 
has not written o 'TOU 'TElffOVO~ vi'o~, as in Matt. xiii. 55, is 
alleged by Hilgenfelcl, Ernng. p. 135 (" l\fark tolerates not 
the paternity of Joseph even in the mouth of the Naza­
renes"), Danr, Jllad.;nscvangcl. p. 138, and Dleek, to point 
to the view of the divine procreation of Jesus. As though 
~fork would not have had opportunity and skill enough to 
bring forward this view otherwise with clearness and definitely! 
The expression of l\fatthew is not even to be explainccl from 
an offence taken at ,-J,c,-wv (Holtzmann, \V cizsiicker), but simply 
bears the character of the reflection, that along with the 
mother the jathcl" also would have lJccn mentioned. Aml 
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 
hut not certain assumption (sec on John vi. 42). In any 
case, however, he has at an early <late fallen into the back­
ground in the evangelical tradition, and in fact disappeared : 
and the narrative of 1\fark, 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 tlrnt in the primitive-Mark the words ran: o ,-e,c,-wv, 
o vla~ 'lwlTl)'P (Holtzmann). - 'Iwa-17] Matthew, by way of 
correction, has '!wlT~'P- See on Matt. xiii. 55. The brother 
of James of Alplwcus was called Joscs. See on Matt. xxvii. 5 6 ; 
1\fork xv. 40. -Ver. 4. The generic 1Tpocf,11T1J~ is not to be 

1 Whether e:-:actly "with an ideal meaning," so that they became symbols 
nntler His hand, as Lange, L. J. II. p. 154, thinks, may be fitly left to the 
fancy which is foml of inventini; such things. No less fanciful is Lange's 
strange i<lea that the brothers of Jesus (iu whom, however, he sees sous of hi3 
brother Alplrncus adopted by Joseph) would hardly ham ullowetl Him to work 
much, because they saw in Him the glory of Israel I Comp., on the other hand, 
iii. 21; John vii. 5.-Wc may add that, according to the opinion of Eanr, 
Mark here, with his~.,.,,.,.,,, "stands quite on tho boundary line between the 
canonical nnu the apocryph<1l" (Markuscvang. p. 4.7), 
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misapplied (so Schenkel) to make good the opinion that Jesus 
had not yet regarded Himself as the Messiah. - ,cal iv -roZ<; 

uu,'Y, ,c.-r.X. 1] graphic fulness of detail; native town, kinsfolk, 
house, proceeding from the wider to the narrower circle ; not 
a glance back at iii. 20 (Baur, p. 23).-Ver. 5. ou,c ~ovvaToJ 

neither means nolnit (Vere. Vind. Brix. Germ. 2), nor is ~ovv. 
superllnous; but see on l\Iatt. xiii. 58. Theophylact says 
well : oux OT£ aUTO<; a<T0€V1J<; 17v, aXX' ()T£ €/C€LV0l a'/TlG'TOl 1juav. 

- Ver. G. oia T~V ll7Tl<TT. auTwv] on account of their unbelief. 
LJuf is never thus used with 0auµasE£v in the N. T. (not 
even in John vii. 21) and in the LXX. But the unbelief is 
conceived not as the object, but as the ca11se of the wondering. 
Comp. Ael. V. H. xii. 6, xiv. 36: au-rov 0auµasoµEV Ota Ta 

ilp-ya. ,Jesus Himself had not expected such a degree of 
insusceptibility in His native town. Only a fow among the 
sick themselves (ver. 5) met Him with the necessary condition 
of faith. - ,cal 7rEplTJ"/€ ,c,-r.X.J seeking in the country a better 
field for His ministry. - ,cvKX~] as iii. 3 4, belonging to 71'€pL1J1E. 

Vv. 7-13. Comp. Matt. x. 1-14; Luke ix. 1-6. Mark 
here adopts, with abritlgment and sifting, from the collection 
of Logia what was essentially relevant to his purpose; Luke 
follows him, not without obliteration and generalizing of indi­
vidual traits. - ~pgaTo] He now began that sending forth, to 
\Yhich they were destined in virtue of their calling ; its con­
tinuance was their whole future calling, from the standpoint 
of which :i\Iark wrote his ~pga-ro. - ovo ovo J binos, in pairs. 
Ecclus. xxxvi. 25. A Hebraism; Winer, p. 223 [E. T. 
312]. The Greek says KaTa, ava, El<; ovo, or even <TUVOVO 

(see Valckenaer, ad Herod. p. 311; Heindorf, acl Plat. Parin. 
p. 239). Wherefore in pairs? "Ad plenam testimonii fidem," 
Grotius. Comp. Luke vii. 19, ix. 1.- Ver. 8. afpwu1v] 
shoulcl take 11p, in order to carry it with them, 1 l\Iacc. iv. 30. 
- El µ~ pa{3oov µovov] The variation in l\Iatthew and Luke 

l 'fhe form 11uyymii.-,, whfoh, though erroneous, h:ul been in use, is here 
recommended by Bnttm:mn, neut. Gr. p. 22 [E. T. 25]; and it is so adc'luatcly 
attested by Il D** E F G, al. (in N* the words "· i. ,,., 11uyy. 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 tl1e introduction of exaggeration,1 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 Ebranl, p. 382; Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 712. It 
ultimately comes to this, that el µ~ p. µ. is intended to mean : 
at most a staff. Even Bleck has recourse to the unfoundeLl 
refinement, that the staff in Mark is meant only for support, 
not as a 1ccapon of defence. -Ver. 9. ai\i\' t111"ooeoeµ,. o-avoai\.] 
There is no difference from µ11oe v7roo1µam, l\Iatt. x. 10, not 
even a correction of this expression (Bleek, comp. Holtzmann). 
See on l\Iatt. l.c. The meaning is, that they should be 
satisfied with the simple light foot-covering of sandals, in 
contrast with the proper calceus (u7roOJJµa ,co£Aov), 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 xii. 8. The constrnction is anacohtthic, 
as though 7rap1i'Y"f€£A€V auTo'i<; 7ropeueo-0at had been previously 
said. Then the discourse changes again, going over from the 
obliqua into the dirccta (Evouo-110-Be). See Ki.ilmer, II. p. 598 f., 
and ad Xen. J.Icm. i. 4. 15, iii. 5. 14, iv. 4. 5. A lively non­
periodic mode of representing the matter; comp. Buttmann, 
n cut. Gr. p. 3 3 0 [E. T. 3 8 4 f.]. - Ver. 10. ,ca~ Ei\f'Y. avT.] a new 
portion of the directions given on that occasion. Comp. on 
iv. 13. - 11,ce'i] in this house: but EKE'i0ev: from this To7ro<; (see 
the critical remarks). -Yer. 11. el<; µap-rupiov auTo'i,;] which 
is to serve tlwn for a testimony, namely, of that which the 
shaking off of the dust expresses, that they arc placed on et 

footing of equality with heathens. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. -
Ver. 12 f. t'va] the aim of the l1,c1pvgav. - -ljXeicf,ov i!Xa{cp] 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, 61 7; Scl10ettgen, 
I. p. 1033; Wetstein in loc. But the assumption that the 
apostles had healed by the natm·al vfrtue of the oil (Paulus, 
"reisse), is at variance with the context, which narrates their 

1 I n,erting the matter, Banr holds that the "reaso11i11g" lllark hall modifiul 
the expression. Comp. Holtzmann and Hilgenfdil. 
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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 syinbul; either of the "·orking of miracles for 
the purpose of awakening faith (Beza, Fritzsche, comp. \Veiz­
siicker), or of the bodily and spiritual refreshment (Euthymius 
Zigabenus), or of the diYine compassion (Theophylact, Calvin), 
or to find in it merely an arousing of the attcntiun (Russwurm 
in the Stud. it. Krit. 18 3 0, p. 8 6 G ), or, yet again, a later magi­
cal mingling of the supernatural and the natural (de \Vette). 
In opposition to the latter view the pertinent remark of 
Euthymius Zigabenus holds good : ElKo<; 0€, Kat. TOVTO r.apa 
TOU ,wptov oioax017vai 7018 U7TOO"TOA.OU<;, Comp. Jas. V. 14. 
The anointing is rather, as is also the application of spittle 
011 the part of Jesus Himself (vii. 33, viii. ~3; John ix. G), 
to he looked upon as a conductor of the snpcrnatuml ltcali;1g 
po11;cr, analogous to the laying on of hands in ver. 5, so that 
the faith was the amsn a21prchcndcns, the miraculous power 
the ccmsn cjficicns, and the oil was the medians, 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 J erieho 
without any application of spittle, x. 46 f. The passage 
before us has nothing to do with the iinctio extrema (in oppo­
sition to Maldonatus and many others), although Bispiug still 
thiuks that he discovers here at least a type thereof. 

Vv. 14-16. See on Matt. xiv. 1, 2. Comp. Luke ix. 7-9. 
i\fark bears the impress of the original in his circumstan­
tiality and want of polish in form. - o ,8ao-i;\.ev,] in the 
wider sense uotacpopoo,; xpwµ,evo,; T~d ovoµ,aTL (Theophylact) : 
the prince (comp. the clpxoov ,8aa-i;\.ev, of the Athenians, aml 
the like), a more popular but less accurate term than in 
Matthew and Luke: o TETpapx71,;. Comp. l\Iatt. ii. 22. -
cpavepov rya,p €"JEV. T. 8v. ati-rou] is not to be put in a paren­
thesis, since it does not interrupt the construction, but assigns 
the reason for the 1JKovu1:v, after which the narrative proceeds 
with Kat. t>..eryev.-As olijcct to ijKovuEv (gcmeralizcd in afatthew 
and Luke) we cannot, \\'ithout arbitr[lriness, think of aught 



CHAP. VI. 1-t-lG. 95 

but the contents of vv. 12, 13. Comp. u,:ovo-ar,, vcr. 1 G. 
Antipas heard that the disciples of Jesus preacheJ and did 
such miracles. Then comes the explanation assigning the 
reason for this : for Ifis name became hnown, i.e. for it did not 
remain a secret, that these itinerant teachers and miracle­
workers were working as empowered by Jesus. Comp. also 
Holtzmann, p. 83. AccorJing to Grotius, Griesbach, and 
Paulus (also Rettig in the Stud. ii. Ifrit. 1838, p. 797), the 
object of 1/ICOUG"EV is : 'TO avoµa au'TOU, so that <pav. "/· f."/f.il. 
would be parenthetic. This is at variance with the simple 
style of the evangelist. According to de Wette, l\fark has 
been led by the alleged parenthesis <fiavepov . .. auTou to forget 
the object, so that merely something indefinite, perhaps Taurn, 

would have to be supplied. But what carelessness! and still 
the question remains, to what the Taura applies. Ewald 
( comp. Bengal) takes rpavepov ... ,rpo<p1JTWV as a parenthesis, 
which was intended to explain what Herod heard, and holds 
that in ver. 1 G the ij,couaev of ver. 14 is again taken up (that 
instead of e'XE"/EV in ver. 14 i!.Xeryov 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 ,8a,rTit"'v] substantival (see on 
1\Iatt. ii. 20). Observe with what delicacy the set evan­
gelic expression o ,8a,r-r1a-r11r, is not put into the mouth of 
Antipas ; he speaks from a more extraneous standpoint. 
:Moreover, it is clear from our passage that before the death 
of John he can have had no knowledge of Jesus and His 
"·or king. - Ota 'TOUTO] ,rpoupov rya,p o 'I())aVV1J', OVOEV IT1JfJ,ELOV 
f.'1r0{7J1TEV. a,ro OE Tfj<; dvaaTaUE())<; f.VOfJ,UTEV O 'Hpw07J<; 7rpolT­

"'A.a{3eiv av-rov Twv a11µd"'v T1JV ipryao-{av, Theophylact. - at 
ouvc1µetr,] tlte pou;as ,ca-r' egox1v, i.e. the mfraculous powers, 
the effluence of which he saw now ako 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 ilte 
prophet who was of an altogether special and distinguished 
character and destination ; but others said : He 1·s a prophet 
lil.:c one of the prophets, i.e. (comp. Judg. xvi. 7, 11), a usual, 
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01Ylinary 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 1j before w, 
could only be occasioned by the expression not being under­
stood.1 

- Ver. 16. a,cova-a,] namely, these different jndgmcnts. 
l\Iark now relates the more special occasion of the utterance of 
Herod. - &v ... 'I wavv17v] a familiar form of attraction. See 
Winer, p. 148 [E. T. 205]. - e,yw] has the stress of an 
evil conscience. 11fockc1'!J (W eizsiicker) is, in accordance with 
ver. 14 f., not to be thought of. - otho,] anaphorically with 
empliasis (Ki.ihner, ml Xcn. 1lfc1n. ii. 1. 19) : this is he. -
avnk] 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 : Tllis one it is : 
He is risen ! 

Vv. 17-29. See on Matt. xiv. 3-12. Mark narrates 
more circumstantially 2 and with more peculiar originality ; 
see especially ver. 2 0, the contents of which, indeed, are held 
by Baur to rest on a deduction from Matt. xiv. 9. - av-r6, l 
is a commentary upon the i.,yw of ver. 16. Herod himself, 
namely, etc. - ev cpuXaKfi] in a prison, without the article. 
At ver. 2 8, on the other hand, with the article. Comp. 1 Mace. 
ix. 53 ; Thuc. iii. 34; Plut. lfor. p. 162 B; Hat. Lc_rJ. ix. 
864 E: ev 017µoa-{~., O£a-µp o£0d,. -Vv. 19, 20. The 0i°X££V 
au"TOV a?TOK'TftVa£ is here, in variation from Matthew, denied 
in the case of Herod. It is not merely ah apparent variation 
(Ebrard, p. 384; Lange), but a real one, wherein Mark's nana­
tive betrays a later shape of the tradition (in opposition to 
Sclmeckenburger, e1·st. kan. Bv. p. 86 f.); while with Matthew 
J osephns also, Antt. xv iii. 5. 2, attributes to Herod tlrn inten­
tion of putting- to death. Comp. Strauss, I. p. 396 f. As to 
evE'ix,fv (she gave close heed to him), sec on Luke xi. 53. -

1 The Recepla ;;,,., "'P•/J. '""'''• ~ ,:,, ,,, ,,.;;,, -:rp•~- wou!J have to be cxplaincJ : 
he i-9 a prophet, or (at least) like to one of the prophets. 

2 :\lentiouing even the name of Philip. Josephus, .Antt. xviii. 5. 4, names him 
by the fionily name J/erodc.91 which Jocs not necessitate the supposition ol' a 
confusion as to the name on tho p,ut of Mark (Ewald, Oesch. Chr. p. !il). Ouly 
we may not unJcrstallll Philip the tetrarch, but a. half-brother of his, bearin~ a 
similar name, See on Matt, xiv. 3. 
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Jrpo/3ciTo] he fmrcd hi111; he was afraid that this holy ni:m, if 
he suffered him to be put to death, would bring misfortune 
upon him. From this fear arose also the utterance contained 
in VY. 14, 1 G : " Herodem non timuit Johannes," Bengel. -
crvvET17pEL] not: magni emnfacicbat (Erasmus, Grotius, Fritzsche, 
1le "\Vette), which the word does not mean, but he guarded him 
(~Iatt. ix. 1 7 ; Luke v. 3 8 ; Tob. iii. 15 ; 2 Mace. xii. 4 2 ; 
Polyb. iv. 60. 10; Herodian, ii. 1. 11), i.e. he did not abandon 
him, but took care that no harm happened to him: "custodicbat 
cum," Vulg. Comp. Jansen, Hammond, Bengel, who pertinently 
adds hy way of explanation: " contra Herodiadem ; " and also 
Rleek. According to Ewald, it is: "he gave lwccl to ltim." Comp. 
Ecdns. iv. 2 0, 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 malivided. -aKovcras-] when he had heard l1im. Obserrn 
afterwards the emphasis of ~oiws- (and gladly he heard him). -
7roA.Aa J7ro1c,] namely, which he had heard from John. Very 
characteristic is the reading: 7r, 1j7ropE£, which has the strongest 
intcmal prouability of beiug genuine, although only attested 
uy B L ~. Copt.1

- W c 111ay add that all the imperfects apply 
to the time of the imprisonment, and are not to be taken as 
plupcifl'Cts (Grotius, Bolten). The ~,covE took place when 
Herod was ar:tually present (as was now the case; see on 
l\Iatt. xiv. 10 f.) iu 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 l\Iark point to a longer period of 
imprisonment than Wieseler, p. 2 9 7, assumes. -Ver. 21. 11µ,lpa, 
EuKatpov] 1;v,ca{pos-, in reference to time, means nothing else 
than at the 1·irjlit time, hence : a 1·iglttly-timcd, fitting, appro­
JJl'iatc day (Beza, Grotius, Jansen, :Fritzsche, de ·w ette, Ewald, 
Bleek, and many others). Comp. Heb. iv. 16; Ps. civ. 27 ; 
2 l\facc. xiv. 29 ; Soph. 0. 0. 32; Hero<lian, i. 4. 7, i. 9. 15, 
v. 8. 16; and see l'lat. Dej. p. 413 C. Mark makes use of 

1 Comp. Buttmann in the Stud. 11. Kril. 1860, p. 34!). It is to be explained: 
l,e was perplexed about many things; what he hearu from John was so heart• 
searching nml so closely toucheu him. Ou 1,.,,,,,,;, ,,. , as e,1uivai<•nt to.,,,;,,.,.,;, 
see Kriiger on 'l'!tuc. v. 40. 3 ; Heinuorf, ad Plat. Crat. p. 409 IJ. 

MARK. G 
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this predicate, having before his mind the 1mrposc of Jlt'i'o1lias, 
ver. Hl, which hitherto had not been able to find any 
:fitting point of time for its execution on account of the 
tetrarch's relation to John.1 Grotius well says: "opportuna 
insidiatrici, quae vino, amore et adulatornm conspiratione 
facile spernbat impelli posse nutantem mariti animum." Others 
(Hammond, ,volf, Paulus, Kuinoel) hava explained it contrary 
to linguistic usage as: dies fcsti-rns (Ji[.) ci•). At the most, 
according to a later use of EuKatpli,v (Phrynich. p. 12 5; comp. 
he low, ver. 31 ), 17µ,Epa E111catpor; might mean : et day, on 1chich one 
Jws convenient time, i.e. a leisure day ( comp. EuKatpwr; ex_nv, 

to be at leisure, Polyb. v. 26. 10, al., EuKatp{a, leisure), which, 
however, in the connection would be inappropriate, and Yery 
different from the idea of a dies fcstivus. - On µ,.:~/t<r'TllVE,, 

M!l!Jnatcs, a word in current use from the Macedonian period, 
see Kypke, I. p. 1G7; Sturz, Dial. jJ/ac. p. 182; Lobeck, cul 
Phryn. p. 197. - Kat To'ir; 7rpwToir; Tr,r; I'aX.] 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), were 
called in. -Ver. 22. avTfjr; Tfjr; 'Hpwo.] of Hcrodias herself. 
The king was to be captivated with all the greater certainty 
by Herodias' own dcmghter; another dancer would not have 
made the same impression upon him. - Ver. 23. erJJr; 11µ,{uour; 

K,T,X.J in accordance with Esth. v. 3. See in general, Koster, 
El'luut. p. 1 !)4. It is thus that the unprincipled man, carried 
a\\·ay by feeling, promises. The contracted form of the geni­
tive belongs to the later manner of writing. Lobecl;:, ad Phryn. 
p. 34 7. The article was not requisite. Heinclorf, ad Plwcd. 
p. 176. - Ver. 25. Observe the pertness of the wanton damsel. 
As to 0eXw tva (x. 35 : I will that thou slwuldst, etc.), see on 
Lnke vi. 31. - Ver. 2 G. 7rept>..1J,ror;] on account of what "·as 
observed at ver. 2 0. - Ota 'TOIi<; op,co11r; "· 'T. uuvava,c.] empha­
tically put first, as the determining- motive. - avn}v a0eT~aai] 

cllJn repudiarc. Examples of a0.:u'iv, referred to persons (comp. 

1 The appropriale11css of the day is then stated in detail by •"'"' 'Hp.;~,., '-· ""· "-· 
Jlcncc I do not deem it fitting to write, with Lachmann (comp. his Prof< :;om. 
:p. xliii. ), ., .... 
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Hdiod. vii. 2G : ,;;,. opKOV', 1W1;-rovµat), mny be !'ceen in Rypkc, 
I. p. 1 G 7 f. The use of the word in general belongs to the 
later Greek. Frequent in Polybius. -Ver. 27. u1r1;KovX11.Twpa] 

a n-atcha, i.e. one of his body-g11wYl. On them also <levoh·ed 
the execution of capital punishment (Seneca, de ira, i. 1 G, 
brnrf. iii. 25, al.; "\Vetstein in loe.). The Latin word (nut 
spic11lato1·, from their being armed with the spiculurn, as Dern 
and many others hold) is also adoptecl into the Hebrew ,,~Sp::io. 
See Lightfoot and Schoettgen, also Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 
1ii33. The spelling u1reKov">..a-ropa (Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive 
attestation. 

Vv. 30-44. See on :\fatt. xiv. 13-:n. Comp. Luke ix. 
10-1 7. The latter, but not l\fatthew, follows l\lark also in 
connecting it with what goes before ; Matthew in dealing 
"·ith it abridges very much, still more than Luke. On the 
connection of the narrative in Matthew, "·hich altogether 
clevintes from l\1ark, see on l\fatt. xiv. 13. Mark has filled 
11p the gnp, ,vhich presented itself in the continuity of the 
history by the absence of the <lisciples who were sent forth, 
with the episocle 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, 
hut is hampered as to this by the thronging crowd. - ar.ou­

-roXot] only used here in l\fark, but "apta huic loco appel­
latio," Bengel. - uvva7ov-rat] returning from their mission, 
Yer. 7. - 1rav-ra J 1Vliat? is told by the following «at ... 

Ka{: as n·cll . . . as also. - Ver. 31. vµ€t<; au-rot] '/.,'OS 1JJ8i 

(Stallb. cff~ Plat. Phaccl. p. 63 C; Kuhner, § 630, A 3), ye 
for youncll:cs, ye for your own persons, without the attendance 
of the r,eople. Comp. on Rom. vii. 25. See the following 
17uav "/ap K.T.A. - «a~ ouS€ cf,a71;tv] Comp. ii. 2, iii. 20. - Ver. 
33. And many saw tltcin depart and percci'Ved it, namely, "·hat 
was the object in this v1ra7Hv, whither the v1ra7ovT£<. wished 
to go (vv. 31, 32), so that thereby the intention of remaining 
alone was thwarted. 1ro">..">-..ot is the subject of both verbs. -
r.1;rfiJ emphatically p1'rfixcd. They came partly round the 
lake, partly from its sides, by lctnd. - €K€i] namely, to tlie 
cp71µ0<; Tor.o,, ,\·hither Jesus with the disciples directed His 
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course. - 7rp01JA.-0ov aurnu,] they antiClJHdal them. Comp. 
Luke xxii. 47. Not so used among the Greeks, with whom, 
nevertheless, cp0avttv TtVa (Valek. ad Bnr. Plwcn. U 8 2), and 
even 7rpo0e'iv Ttva (Ael. N. A. vii. 2 6; Oppian. Hal. iv. 431) 
is analogously used. -Ver. 34. eg1:?1.0wv] not as in Matt. 
xiv. 14, but f1·01n the ship, as is required by the previous 
7rporfA.0ov avTou,. In ver. 3 2 there was not as yet reported 
the arrival at the retired place, but the direction of the course 
thither. - ~pgarn] His sympathy outweighed the intention, 
under which He had repaired with the disciples to this place, 
and He vegan to teach. - Ver. 3 5 ff. Kal 1]01] wpa, 7T'OAA. 'YfVOJL.] 
and when much of the day-time had ali-cady passed (comp. sub­
sequently: /Cal 1]01] wpa '1T'OA.A.17), that is, when the day-time 
was already far adnmced, n1, wpa, E"fEVETo ,h[rE, Dem. G41 
pen. IIo?l.v,, according to very frequent usage, applied to time. 
Comp. Dion. Hal. ii. 5 4 : E}LlLXOVTO . . . °'XP£ '1T'OA.A.1J', wpa, ; 
Polyb. Y. 8. 3; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 3. - AEryovaw J more 
exactly in John vi. 7. - 01wap. o£aKoa-.] Comp. John vi. 7, 
by whom this trait of the history, passed over by Matthew aud 
Luke, not a mere addition of Mark (Bleck, Hilgenfcld), is con­
firmed. That the contents of the trcasnrc-cltcst 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), speci(y 
a sum as that which woulcl he required. It is otherwise at 
John vi. 7. :Moreover, the answer of the disciples bears the 
stamp of a certain irritated surprise at the suggestion OoTE 
avTo'i,; K.T.A.,-a giving, however, which was afterwards to be 
realized, ver. 41.-With the reading owuoµev, ver. 3 7 ( sec 
the critical remarks), the note of interrogation is to be J.>laceLl, 
with Laclnnann, after apTov,;, so that Ka£ is then the con­
secutive; and so shall we, etc. The reading a'1T'EA.0ovTe, on to 
cf>a'YE'iv together without interrogation (Ewald, Tischen<lol'f), 
is less in keeping with the whole very Yivid colouring, which 
in vv. 3 7-40 exhibits a very circumstantial graphic represen­
tation, but not a paraphrase (Weiss). - Ver. 39 f. uuµr.oa-Ut 
uuµ7roa-,a J Accusatil:cs: after the fashion of a meal, so that the 
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\\'hole \\'ere distributed into companies for the meal. The di"t,·i­
l,utirc designation, as also 1rpacnd 1rpau1at (arcolati1n, so that 
they were arranged like br.ds in the garden), is a Hebraism, 
as at ver. 7. The individual divisions consisted 1m1·tly of n 

lwmlml, partly of fifty (not 150, Heupel, Wetstein). -
xXwp~~] l\fark depicts; it was spri11,r1 (,John vi. 4). - f.uXo­
"/77Uf.] refers to the prayer at a meal. It is otherwise in Luke. 
See on l\fatt. xiv. 19. - Ver. 41. Kat T. ovo lx0.] also the 
two fishes. - Jµeptue 1riiut] namely, by means of the • apostles, 
as with the loaves. - Ver. 43. And they toolc 1tp of fragments 
fn·cli-c full baskets, in which, however, KXauµa-rwv is emphati­
cally 2Jrrfixl'Cl. Yet probably l\Iark wrote KAauµa-ra owOf.Ka 

Ko<f,{ vwv 1rX71pwµa-ra (so Tisehendorf), which, indeed, is only 
attested fully by n, aml incompletely by L, LI, min. (which 
read Ko<f,{vov,), as well as by ~. which has KXauµa-rwv owo. 
Ko<f,lvwv 1rX71pwµa-ra, but was very easily subjected to gloss 
and alteration from the five parallel passages. This reading 
is to be explained : and they took up as fragments fillings of 
twelve baskets, i.e. they took up in fragments twelve baskets 
full. - Kai a1ro T. lx0.] also of the fishes, that it might not 
lie thought that the KXuuµaTa had been merely fragments of 
b,wul. l<'ritzsche without probability goes beyond the twelve 
l 1askets, and imports the idea : " and further in addition 
~ome remnants of the fishes," so that -rt is supplied (so also 
Grotius and Illeek). -Why ver. 44 should have been copied, 
not from l\fark, but from l\fatt. xiv. 21 (Holtzmann), it is not 
easy to see. - -rov, &p-rov, J These had been the principal food 
(comp. vu. 52); to their number conesponded 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 1 not 
known to l\Iark, the intervening scene xiv. 28-31. The con­
clusion ha.s remained peculiar to l\fark.- ~va,yKaue K.T.A.] 

1 ,\ccor,ling to Hilgenfdcl, )fork purposPly suppressed the inciclcnt uncler the 
i11Jlul'l1ce of a Petrinc tenclency, because Peter ha,l shown weakness of faitl1. 
l n this case he woulcl have been inconsistent enough in narratives such as at 
viii. 33. Wcizsacker rightly recognises in l\Iatt. I.e. the later representation, 
which, however, is merely a further em!Jellishmeut not !Jelonging to history. 
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remaining behind alone, He coull1 the more easily withdmw 
Himself unobservecl from the people. - 70 r.Xoiov] the slu11, 
in which they had come. - B170uai8av] The place on the 
11:cstcrn coast. of the lake, in Galilee, is meant, Matt. xi. 21. See 
Yer. 53, viii. 22; John vi. 17. In opposition to Wieseler and 
Lange, "·ho understand the eastern Bethsaida, see 011 J\fatt. 
xiv. 22, Remark. As to the relation of this statement to Luke 
ix. l 0, see in loc. - ar.oXvet (see the critical remarks) is to be 
explained from the peculiarity of the Greek in introducing iu 
the direct mode of expression in oblique discourse, by which 
means the representation gains in liveliness. See Kuhner, II. 
p. 5!)4 f., and ad Xcn. Anab. i. 3. 14; Bernhan1y, p. 38!:J. -
cir.omfaµ. av7ots-] a/tc,· llc had taken leave of them (of the 
people), an expression of later Greek. See Lobecl,, ad I'hryn. 
p. 2 4 ; W etstein in loc. - Ver. 48. A point is to be placed, 
with Lachrnann and Tischendorf, after 0aXauu71s-, and then a 
colon after aV70VS' ; but 1JV ryap O aveµ, evav7. av7. is a paren­
thesis. JVhcn He had seen them in distress (l8wv, sec the 
critical remarks), this induced Him about the fourth watch ot' 
tl1e 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, iu 
order to be observeLl by them (ver. 49). -r.epi 7e7ap7. cpuXa".] 
The difficulties suggested by the lateness of the time at which 
they ,rnrc still sailing, after having already o,fria~ "feVOf1,EV7J~ 

reached the middle of the lake (Strauss, B. Dauer), arc quite 
explained by the violence of the contrary wind. Comp. 
Elmml, p. ~ !J 2 ; R0Linso11, Pal. III. p. 5 2 7, 5 7 2. - r.apE11.-
01:'iv av7ov,] The Vulgatc rightly has: practcrirc cos (Hom. 1/. 
Yiii. 2 3 9 ; Plat. Ale. i. 12 3 D), not: " to come over ( the lake) 
to them," Ewald (yet comp. his Gcsch. Chr. p. 365). This is 
at variance with the Kew Testament usage, although poets (m; 
Enr. l,fccl. 1137, 1~75) join r.apEpxEo-0ai, to come to any one, 
with the accusative ; moreover, after €PXE7at 7rp0~ av7ous- the 
n·rnark would be supcriluous. It might mean : He wished 
to occrtal;c them (m1tacrtcrc, see Hom. Od. viii. 230; Sturz, 
Lex. Xcn. III. p. 45:3; Ameis and N"iigdshach on Hom. Il. i. 
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13 2), but the primary and most usual meaning is quite ap­
propriate. - Ver. 51. e,c '7l"Epura-ou] is further strengthene1l 
by ll.iav : 1:cry 1mich abm:c all measure. Comp. X{av a01av 
()Icineke, 1llcnand. p. 152), and similar expressions (Lobecl-,, 
Pamlip. p. G2), also Xfav /3t>..Ttrna, Plat. Eryx. p. 393 E.­
ev fovTot>'] in thefr own hcurts, without giving vent to their 
feelings in utterances, as at iv. 14. - e0avµal;ov] The imperfect 
denotes ( comp. Acts ii. 7) the continuance of the feeling aftel' 
the first amazement. - Ver. 5 2. ,yap] for they attained nut tu 
w1dcrstandi,1g in 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 Christ, have known how to judge correctly of the 
present new miracle, in which the same divine power ha<l 
operated through Him,1 and they would not have fallen into such 
boundless surprise and astonishment. Bengel says correctly : 
"Debuerant a pane ad mare concludere." De \Vette unjustly 
describes it as " an observation belonging to the craving for 
miracles ; " and Hilgenfelcl arbitrarily, as " a foil" to glorify 
the confession of Peter. - ~v "fO,P IC.T.X.] informs us of the 
internal reason of their not attaining insight in the matter of 
the loaves; their heart, i.e. the seat of their internal vit'll 
activity (Beck, Scclenlehre, p. 6 7 ; Delitzsch, Psych. p. 248 ff.), 
was withal in a state of hardening, wherein they were as to 
mind and disposition obtuse and inaccessible to the higher 
knowledge and its practically determining influence. Com]J. 
viii. 7. -Ver. 53. oiar.Epaa-.] points back to ver. 45. - er.l, 
T. ,y~v I'Evv17a-.] not: into the country, but unto the country 
of Gennesareth; for the landing (7rpoa-wpµ{a-0.) and disembark­
ing docs not follow till afterwards. - Ver. 5 5. ?TEptopaµoVTe,] 
in order to fetch the sick. -17pgarn J belongs to the descrip­
tion of the quick result. I1nmccliately they knew Him, they 
ran round about and began, etc. - '7l"Epup€pEtv] is not inappro-

1 .:\lark therefore regardetl the walking on the sea quite tlifferently from Lange, 
L. J. II. p. 2S7 f., for this latter finds the pith of the miracle in the completu 
divine equanimity of the wind of Jesus, and in respect of that even says: "the 
dog falls into the water and swims, but the man falls into it antl is drowned," 
namely, by his alarm, instead of poising himself amidst the waves in the trium­
phant c<1ue1uimity of hi:; miud. Thi, is au c~trarngancc of naturalizing. 
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priate (Fritzsche), which would only Le the case, if it were 
necessary to suppose that the individ1wl sick man had been 
carried about. Ent it is to he understood smnmarily of the 
sick; these were can·icd about-one hither, another thither, 
wherever Jesus was at the time (comp. ver. 56). - Hence 
i,rou 17,couov, on EK€i £UT£ cannot mean : from all tltc places, 
at which (o,rou) tltry haml that He was there (in the region 
of Gennesareth), but both o,rou and £Kf'i, although we may not 
blend them after the analogy of the Hebrew otj·,9~ into the 
simple 1rbi (Beza, Grotius, "\Vetstein, and many others), must 
denote the (changing, see ver. 56) abode of Jesus. They 
brought the sick round about to the places, at which they wei·c 
told that He was to be found there. "\Ve may conceive that 
the people before going forth with their sick first make inquiry 
in the surrounding places, whether Jesus is there. "\Vhcrever 
on this inquiry they hear that He is present, thither they bring 
the sick. -- Ver. 56. €£, ,cwµ. r, ,ro;\.H,] therefore not merely 
limiting Himself to the small district of Gennesareth, where 
He had landed. The following iv Ta'i, a;yopai,, however, is not 
in keeping with a1p6, (country-places). A want of precision, 
which has suggested the reading iv Tai, ,r;\.aTHai, in D, Vulg. 
It. The expression is zeugmatic. - ,c/i,v Tov Kpau,r. K.T.>...] 
comp. v. 2 8. As to the mode of expression, see Acts v. 15 ; 
2 Car. xi. 1 G. - oaoi flv 17,rTovTo J all whosoever, in the several 
cases. Comp. above : ~,rnu flv €£U€7rop€u€To. See Hermann, de 
port. llv, p. 2 6 ff. ; Klotz, ad Dcvar. p. 145 ; Buttmann, ncut. 
Gr. p. 18 6 f. [E. T. 216 ]. - fow(ovTo] analogously to the case 
of the woman with an issue of blood, v. 29, 30, yet not inde­
pendent of the kno,vleclge and ,vill of Jesus. And aVToV 
refers to Jesus, no matter where they touched HiHL 



CHAP, \"IL 105 

CIIA PTER VII. 

Vr:r.. 2. c'Ip:-ou;] Laclnn. and Tisch. read oroil; aporou,, following 
D lJ L A, miu. Rightly ; the article was passed over, llecause 
it was regarded as superfluous. The reading c'Ip:-ov (Fritzsche) 
has in its favonr only ~. min. and vss., and is from Matt. xv. 2. -
After &p:-ou~ Elz. and Fritzsche have Ef..l,E/1.'1,av:-o, which, however, 
is absent from witnesses so important, that it must be regarded 
as an addition; instead of it D has xa:-iyvwo-a~. - Ver. 5. e,-ma J 
B D L ~, min. Syr. Copt. Vulg. It. have xaf (A has ii,-ma xai). 
lfocommended by Griesb., and adopted by :Fritzsche, Lachm. 
and Tisch. Rightly; e,;;-E1:-a was written on the margin on 
account of the construction, and then displaced the r.ai. -
r.o,va,;] Elz. Scholz have &.vf,;;ro1;, in opposition to B D ~. min. 
vss. An interpretation. - Ver. 8. yap] is wanting in n D L A ~. 
min. Copt. Arm. It. Goth. Lachm. Tisch. A connecting addi­
tion. - /3a,;;-r10-.11.o~; . . . ,-01Err-E is wanting in B L A ~, min. Copt . 
.Arm. There are many variations in detail. Bracketed by 
Lachm. eel. min., deleted by :Fritzsche, and now also by Tisch. 
llightly restored again by Lachm. eel. maj. :For, if it were an 
interpolation from vv. 4 and 13, there would be inserted, as at 
ver. 4, ,-o:-r,piwv ?.r1-J ,;Eir:-wv, and, as in ver. 13, not &1..},a; 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 -:ron;piw• x. ~Eir:-wv in that place has its reason in these words 
of Jesus, vcr. 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 ren<lerecl more wi<lespread by the circumstance 
that a clrnrch-lesson concluded with &.vBpw,-wv. - Ver. 12. r.ai] 
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following B D ~. min. Copt. Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Corl>. Vincl. Colb. Omitted as confusing, because the 
apo<losis "·as found here. - Ver. 14. ".7civ:-a] n D L .l ~. Syr. 
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p. (in the margin) Copt. Aeth. Sax. Vlllg. It. have -::-ui.,v. Tie­
co1111nendcd by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lo.chm. Tisch. 
ltightly; -:-:-r.i.,ra was written in the margin on account of the fol­
lowing -:.r.i.,r,;, and the more easily supplanted the -:rr.i."", because 
the latter finds no definite reference in what has preceded. -
Instead of axo6,re and quiiere, Lachm. and Ti,:ch. have axo6,ra,, 
and q6,m, following B D H L .:.. The Rcccpta is from J\latt. 
xv. 10. - Ver. 15. The reading ,a fa roti a,Opw-:.ou J-y_-::-op,ui:1,"u 
(Laclllll. Tisch.) has in its favour n D L .:. ~, 33, Copt. Goth. 
Acth. Pers. p. Vulg. It. The Rcccpta ra i1.;.op. ad av,oti appears 
to have originated from the copyist, in the case of the above 
reading, passing over from the first fa to the second (ix;.op.). 
Thus came the reading ra fa;.opeu6.,.wa, which is still found in 
min. Then, after the aualogy of the preceding ,;; aur6v, in some 
cases r.k' a~roLJ, iu others i; auroti (min. Fritzsche) was supplied. 
- Ver. lG is wanting in ll L N, min. Copt. Suspected by l\lill 
and Fritzsche as an interpolation at the conclusion of the church­
lesson; deleted by Tisch. But the witnesses on behalf of the 
omission, iu 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. ,.,pi ,r,; 
;.apu,3.] B D L ~ N, min. It. Vulg. have rr,, ;.apa{3oi,~,. Approved 
hy Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. The Rcccpta 
is a gloss. - Ver. 19. xaOapi~ov] A ll E :F G H L S X .:. N, min. 
Or. Chrys. have xaOapi(w, (D: xarapi~e,). So Lachm. and Tisch. 
Not a transcriber's error, but correct (see the exegetical remarks), 
and needlessly emended by the neuter. - Ver. 2-±. 1u~6p,a] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have ;;p,a, following B D L .:. ~, min. Or. 
But 11,,06p1a <loes uot occur elsewhere in the N. T., and was sup­
planted by the current op,u ( comp. l\Iatt. :,v. 22). - x.ai' ~,ow,o;J 
is wanting in D L .:. 28, Cant. Ver. Vere. Corb. Vincl. Or. Sus-
1iccted by Griesb., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch., comp. Ewald. 
!tightly; the familiarity of the collocation " Tyre an<l Si<lon " 
an<l l\fatt. xv. 21 have introduced the xa,' ~,owvo,;, which also 
came in at ver. 31, and there supplanted the original readin~ 
t,i.O, o"l ~,owv~, (approved by Griesb., a<lopted by Fritzsche, 
Laclun. Tisch., in conformity with ll D L A N, 33, Arr. Copt. 
Acth. Syr. hier. Vulg. Sax. It.), and changed it into the Rcct]ila 
r.u.i ~,ilw,o; ~i.O,v. - Ver. 26. ax.ouaaqu 1ap ,u~~] Tisch. has a1,i: 
e)~0; a"Y.~uaaqa 1uv~, following D L ~ N, :3::l, vss. The witnesses 
are very much divided (D: 7uvr, /h ,u~iw; w, aY.OiJuctaa); hut the 
reading of Tisch. is, considering this di,·ision, sufficiently attesteJ., 
and in keeping with the character of :Mark; it is therefore to 
Le prcforreu. - V c1·. 2G. Instead of ix.pai.?J (Grie.,b. Scholz, Lachm. 
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Tiscl1.) Elz. has h,:3u.i.i.r,. The eviLknce for the aorist is nut 
decisive, and the present is in keeping with l\fark's manner. -
Ver. 27. Insteau of o of Ir,,ro:;; Fi-:-m Lachm. and Tisch. have ·w.J 
;i.,1,v, following D L .:l ~, 33, Copt. Cant. (D has xai i-.iyu ; Vulg.: 
qni dixit). The Rcccptct i$ an alteration arising from com­
parison of :Matt. xv. 26. - Ver. 28. i,rJiei] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have foJiourriv, follo~\'ing B D L .:l ~. min. The Rcccpta is from 
).fatthew. - Ver. 30. Lachm. and Tisch. have mlopted the 
transposition: o:-o ,.o.,ofov (3,(31,1Jµ,1vov (instead of nlv Ou1ao:-. (3,f3i.r,­
/J.;~r,v) z.-::i ':'TjV x,.:vr,v x. ':'0 oai,u.6v. E~EA))t.uu6;, following B D L .:l ~. 

min. \'SS. (yet with variations in detail). The Rccepta is to be 
retained ; the abo\'e transposition is to be explained by the fact 
that the transcriber passed over from the xai after i;,1.r,1.u06; 
immcuiately to the xai in ver. 31. Tims xai o:-,lv O:iyao:-. down to 
xi,ivr;,; was omitted, and afterwards restored at the wrong, lJut 
apparently more suitable place. ]from the circumstance thr..t 
eu,. , .. x1.ivr,,, and not o:-o oa,µ,6v. i~,1.r,i-.. , is the clause omitteLl 
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 iii. 7, so also here, 
instead of ;.p6, "·e must read, with Gricsb. I◄'ritzsche, Lachm., 
following evidence of considerable weight, ,l;. - Ver. 32. After 
xw{:6v Lachm. and Tisch. have xai, following D D .:l ~, vss. A 
connecting addition. - Ver. 35. ,~Jiw;] is wanting in B D ~, min. 
YSS. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. l{ightly; the more frequent 
in l\Iark, ancl the more appropriate it is in this place, the more 
1 lilli cult it was of omission, and the easier of addition; here also 
in a different order. - Instead of o,r,~oix,01J,ra, Lachm. and Tisch. 
l1ave f,,oi,ri,rav, following B D ~ ~, 1 (L lias rivoixoriaav). The 
Rcccpta arose from the previous o,a,oix,Or,o:-,. - Ver. 36. atio:-6; J is 
wanting in A B L X .:l N, min. Vulg. Lachm. Tisch.; but super­
fluous a~ it is in itself, how easily it was absorbed by the fol­
lowing a~o:-oi; !-Before µ,rlHov Lachm. and Tisch. have a~o:-oi, 
following B D L .:l ~, min. Capt. Goth. Syr. Arm. To be 
adopted; correlative to the a~o:-6;, 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 
l\Iark in vv. 1, 2, and with a detailed explanation 01 the matter, 
\'Y. 3, 4. Throughout the section Matthew has alJridgments, 
transpositions, and alterations (in opposition to I-Iilgenfeld and 
Weiss). - crv11a~;o11Tat] is simply: there come togdha, there 
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assemble themselves (ii. 2, iv. 1, v. 21, Yi. 30). The sugges­
tion of a procedure of the synagogue (Lange), or of a formal 
deputation c,veizsiicker), is purely gratuitous. - €A0oVT€~] 

applies to both; on the notice itself, comp. iii. 22. - ,vith 
the reading ,car, e-rr€pw-rwaw, ver. 5 (see the critical remarks), 
a full stop is not to be placed after ver. 1, as by Lachmann 
and Tischendorf, hut the participial construction, begun with 
€A0ovT€~, runs on easily and simply as for as ap-rov,;, 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. But 
with ,cal, e-rr€pw-rwr:nv in ver. 5 a new sentence begins, which 
continues the narrative. - loovw,] not in Jerusalem (Lange), 
bnt on their present arrival, when this gave them a welcome 
pretext for calling Jesus to account. - -rouT' euTLV avi1rTot,] 

l\Iark explains for his Gentile readers (for whom also the 
explanation that follows was regarded by him as necessary) 
in what sense the ,cowa'i~ is meant. Valckenaer, ,vassenbergh, 
and :Fritzscl1e without ground, and against all the evidence, 
have declared the words a gloss.1 See, on the other hand, 
Bornemann, Schol. in Liic. p. xl. The lw{1r-rot~ (Hom. Il. vii. 
2G6; Hesiod, Op. 725; Lucian. Rhct. pracc. 14) stands in 
contrast with the prescribed washing. Theophylact well says : 
/whrTot~ X€pul,v -i7u0iov a1r€pdp'Yw~ ,cal, a1rAW~. - Ver. :·l. 
7T"aVT€~ oi 'I ovo.] A more popular expression - not to be 
c;trained- indicating the general diffusion of the Pharisaic 
maxims among the people. - 'TTV"fµfil Vulg.: c1-cb1·0 (after which 
Luther: manchmal) ; Gothic: ufta (often); Syr.: diligent Cl' 

2
-

translations of an ancient reading 7T"VKva (as in ~) or 1rvKvwr; 

(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 'TTV"fµfi itself cannot be made to 
hear the meaning of 1rv,cvct (in opposition to Casaubon). The 
only true explanation is the instrumental one ; so that they 

' Wilka holds the entire passage, vv. 2-4, as well as ,,..: ... ,,,.,,.;T,, vcr. 13, 
to lie a later interpolation. 

2 Some Co<l<l. of the It. have pur,illo, some primo, some mome11fo, some crcbro, 
some subinde. Acth. agrees with Syr.; an<l Copt. Syr. p. with Vulgatc. 
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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 
(vi,ywvTat) with the fist. Comp. Beza, Fritzsche. Similarly 
Sco.liger, Grotius, Co.lovius, and others, except that they repre­
sent the matter as if the text were ?Turyµ~v ... Tat,.- xepu{. 
The explanations: µ,expi TOU ary,cwvo~ (Theophylact, Euthymius 
.Zign.benus), and: "up to the wrist" (Lightfoot, Bengel), corre­
spond neither with the case nor with the signification of the 
word. Finally, hn.cl some peculiar ritual Jann of washing 
been meant (" in which they take the one fist full of water, 
and so pour it over the other hand held 11p, that it runs o.ff· 
tv1mtds the arm" (Paulus); comp. Dmsius, Cameron, Schoett­
gen, \Vetstein, Uosenmi.iller), Mark would with the mere 7Tvryµf, 
kwe expressed himself as unintelligibly as po.,sible, and a 
ritual reference so precise would certainly have needed an 
explanatory remark for his Gentile readers. -Ver. 4. ,cal a?To 
a1opu,] The addition in D, eav e">..0wui, is a correct interpt·e­
tation: fro1,i market (when they come from the market) thry 
cat not. A pregnant form of expression, which is frequent also 
in classical writers. See Kypke and Loesner ; \Viner, Gr. p. 
5-!7 [E.T. 776]; :Fritzsche in loc. In this case eav µ~ /3a1T­
T1u. is not to be understood of washing the hands (Lightfoot, 
\Yetstein), but of i1n1ncrsion, which the word in classic Greek 
and in the N. T. everywhere denotes, i.e. in this case, according 
to the context: to take a 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 climax ; before eating they 
Qbserve the washing of hands always, but the bathing, wlten 
they come f rain 1nai1ct and wish to eat. Accordingly it is 
obvious that the interpretation of Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen, 
Lange, Bleek : " they eat not what has been bought from the 
market, without havin!J washed it," is erroneous both in lin­
guistic usage (active immersion is always /3a1T·rtt;w,, not 
(3a7TTL!;€c,0ai) and in respect of the sense, to which the notion 
of special strictness would have required to be mentally 
supplied. - ~a7TT1uµ,ou,] is likewise to be understood of the 
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cleansing of things ceremonially impnre, which might be 
effected partly by immasion, partly (,i"A.wwv) by mere sprinl~­
ling; so that f3ar.na-µ,. applies by 1eay of ;;,:ugmci to all the 
four cases. - Dy the wps and Jugs arc meant vessels of wood, 
for mention of the copper rcssds (xa"A.,ctwv) follows, and cai'thcn 
vessels, when they were ceremonially defiled, were brol;cn into 
piccrs (Lev. xv. 12). See Keil, .Arcltciol. I. § 5 G ; Saalschi.itz, 
Jfus. Rcclit, I. p. 26 9.-K"A.wwv] not couches in general (de Wette), 
for the whole context refers to eating; but coucltcs for mcafa, 
friclinia, (iv. 21 ; Luke viii. 16 ; Xen. C_yr. viii. 2. 6 ; Herod. 
ix. 16 ), which were rendered unclean by persons affected with 
haemorrhage, leprosy, and the like (Lightfoot, p. 620 f.). -
Yer. 5. ·with /Cat E7i€pwT. a new sentence begins. See above 
on vv. 1, 2. - Ver. 6. Mark has not the counter-question 
recorded in iiatt. xv. 3, and he gives the two portions of 
Christ's answer in inverted order, so that with him the leading 
thought precedes, while with Matthew it follows. This order 
of itself, as "·ell as the ironical ,caXw;, prefixed to both por­
tions, indicates the form in Mark as the more original. Comp. 
Weizsiicker, p. 76. The order in Matthew betrays the set 
purpose of placing the law before the prophets. The agree­
rnent of the quotation from Isa. xxix. 13 with Matt. xv. 8 f. 
is wrongly ndduccd in opposition to this view (Hilgcnfelcl) ; 
it is to he traced back to the collection of Lo;,:ia, since it 
hclongs to the speech of Christ. -Ver. 8. aq,hm,., and ,cpa­
TE£T€ (2 Thess. ii. 15) are intentionally chosen as corrclatiYe. 
- aXXa r.apoµota TotauTa 77"0A.A.a] Such accumnlations of 
homocotclcuta were not avoided even by classical \\Titers. Sec 
Lo beck, I'a,rali11. p. 5 3 f. TotaUTa defines ,rapoµoia as respects 
the category of quality. - Ver. 9. Ka"A.w<,] Excellently, nobly,­
ironical. 2 Cor. :xi. 4 ; Sop h. Ant. 7 3 5 ; Arist. A v. 13 9 ; 
Ael. V. II. i. 16. Not so in ver. G. - ,va] " vere accusantur, 
etsi hypocritae non putarent, hanc snam esse intentionem " 
(Bengel). - Ver. 11. ,cop/3av] l~;R = owpov, namely, to the 
temple. 1 See on :Matt. xv. 5. -The construction is altogether 

1 The folJO\l"ing is Lnther's gloss: "is, in brief, as much as to s,iy : D,•:: r 
father, I won!J ~ladly giYe it to thee. But it i~ Ko1·ban ; I employ it better 
by giving it to GoJ than to thee, anJ it is of more service to thee also." 
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the same as that in )fatt. l.c., so that after wcpEA. there is an 
aposiopesis (ltc 1·s thus bound to this 1:ow), and ver. 12 co11-
tinues the reproving discourse of Jesus, setting forth what the 
Pharisees do in pursuance of that maxim. - Ver. 12. oidn] 
no mol"c, after the point of the occurrence of the ,cop/3av ; 
prcriously they had nothing to oppose to it. - Ver. 13. ?j 
.,.-apEOWK.] qumn tradidistis. The tra<lition, which they receive 
from their predecessors, they have again transmitted to their 
disciples. - ,c~l, 7rapoµota IC.T.:\.] a repetition of solemn 
relmke (comp. ver. 8). - Ver. 14. 7ra:\tv (see the critical 
remarks) has no o:prcss reference in the connection. But it 
is to be conceived that after the emergence of the Pharisees, 
nr. 1, Jesus sent away for a time the people that surrounde(l 
Him (vi. 56); now He calls them baclc to Him again. Comp. 
XY. 13. - Ver. 15. There is no comma to be placed after 
tiv0pwr.ou. - iicE'iva] emphasizing the contrast to that ,vhieh is 
elr:rr.opeuoµEvov. Observe, further, the cfrcumstantiality of the 
entire mode of expression in ver. 15, exhibiting the import­
ance of the teaching given. 

Vv. 17-23. See on )fatt. xv. 12--20; the conversation, 
,d1ich is recorded in this latter vv. 12-14, is by him inserted 
from the Logia here as in an appropriate place. - El,; olicov J 
peculiar to :Mark in this place : into a house. Jesus is still 
i11 the land of Gennesareth (vi. 53), where He is wandering 
about. - €7r7JpWTrov "· T.A.] 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 
Petrinisrn of :Mark, who prefers to divert the reproach upon 
all the disciples in general; but it in truth betokens the older 
representation of the scene. - Ver. 18. oihw] siccine, accord­
ingly, sinre you must ask this question. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 5. 
- Kat vµE'i,] like persons, who have not the benefit of my 
guidance (o[ Efw, iv. 11). -Ver. 19.1 OUIC €L<T7r0p. av-rov EL<; 7". 

Kapo.] it enters not into his licart. - The word a<f,eopwv docs 110t 

1 The contents of nr. 19, very npproprinte ns they nrc for popular nri(nment 
in the wny or naive sensuous rcpresent:Ltion, are unfairly criticisNI by B,rnr, krit. 
Untcr.~. p. 554, nm\ .lfarl:u.~ev. p. 55, as awkward and unsuitable; and in this 
view Kostlin, p. 326, agrees with him. 
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occur among tlie Greeks, but acpooo<;. - Tlie reading Ka0ap(l;ov 
(see the critical remarks) wonld have to be explained: 1rhich 
(i.e. which €/C7r0p€V€U0at d<; TDV acpEOpwva) mal;cs pure the 
1l'lwlc of the foocl (that is enten), inasmuch, namely, as there Ly 
eYery impurity passes away from it (by means of the excre­
ments). Tlnu; Ka0ap(l;ov would be an appositional addition, 
which contains the judgment upon the di; Tov cicpEOpwva 
£K1ropEvETat. See Ki.ihner, II. p. 14 6 ; Winer, p. 5 4 \J [E. T. 
778]; :Fritzsche in loc. Hut the latter arbitrarily changes 
Ka0apil;ov into the meaning: " puros esse dcclarat," in so far, 
munely, as all food, clean and unclean, would come digested 
into the acpEopwv. ,vith the reading Ka0apt.l;(J)V \\'e lllUSt 
explain: u·hich (the draught) 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). Tims Ka0apit;(J)v 

refers to Tov dcpEopwva, and is put not in the accusative, but in 
the nominative, as though Ka, o acpEop~v oexEmt or something 
similar had been said previously, so that the cicpEOpwv appears 
as the logical subject. Comp. the similar application of the 
rmacoluthic nominative participle among the Greeks (Richter, 
de anacol. I. p. 7; Bernhardy, p. 53; Kriiger, § 56. 9. 4), 
according to which it is not necessary, as with Buttmmm, ncut. 
ar. p. 68 [E. T. 78], to assume the abbreviation of a relative 
clause. Comp. also Stallb. acl Plat. Plwcd. p. 81 A. More­
over, the connection of the course of the matter presented from 
on onward requires that Kal El<; T. ag,EDpwva £/C'TT'Op. should still 
be dependent on on (in opposition to Fritzsche ). - Ver. 21 f. 
8ta"'ll.orytuµol oi KaKol] is specialized by all that follows, which 
therefore is to be taken as the thoughts actually presenting 
themselves, as the pmva cousilia realized. -The following 
catalogue betrays later emichment when compared with that 
of Matthew, and there is not manifest any princ1jJi111n diridcndi 
beyond the fact that (with the exception of aue"'ll.ryEta, f;t'ccss, 
especially unchaste excess ; see on Rom. xiii. 13 ; Gal. v. 1 ~) 
matters approximately homogeneous are placed together. -
'TT'ov11piat] mahgnitics, ill-wills, Ilom. i. 29 ; Eph. iv. :n ; 
Col. iii. 8. - og,0aXµo<; 7T'OV7]p.] an envious eye, as at l\Iatt. 
XX. 15. - ag,pouvv77] mircason, morally irrational conduct, 
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1,Yisd. xii. 2 3. Foolishness of moral practice. Comp. on Eph. 
v. 17; Ilcck, Scclcnl. p. 63 (its opposite is <J"<JJcf,po<J"uvTJ), not 
merely in loqucndo, to which, moreover, v1np17cpavia (arro­
gance) is arbitrnrily limited (in opposition to Lutl1er's gloss; 
J,'ritzschc also, au<l de 1,Vette, and many others).-Ver. 2:3. 
As of all good, so also of all evil, tkc ltoort is the inmost lifc­
seat. See Delitzsch, Psych. p. 250. 

Vv. 24-30. See on l\Iatt. xv. 21-29, who in vv. 23-25 lws 
atllled \\'hat is certainly original. - EKEt0w] out of the larnl of 
Gennesaretb, vi. 53. -el,; Tlt µE0opta Tupou] into the regions 
l.Jordcriug on Tyn•, (Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 16; Thuc. ii. 27. 2, iv. 56. 
2, iv. 99; Herodian, v. 4. 11; Lucian, V. 1f. i. 20). It is not, 
v,ithal, said even here ( comp. l\Iatt. xv. 21) that Jesus had now 
left Galilee and betaken Himself into Gentile territory. He \\'ent 
into the Galilean regions borderi11g on Tyre (the tribe of Asher). 
According to l\Iark, it "·as only in further prosecution of His 
journey (ver. 31) that He went through Phoenicia, and eYen 
through SiLlon, merely, however, as a traveller, and without 
any sojourn. The explanation of Erasmus and Kypke: into the 
region vd1cccn Tyre aud Sidon, is set aside by the spuriousness 
of ,cal %iowvo,;. - El,; o:,ctav] into a ltouse. Comp. ver. 1 7. It 
was 1loubtless the house of one who honoured Him. - ovUva 
,;;01:11.E ryvwvai] not: He wished to bww no one (Fritzsche, Ewald), 
lmt: He 1cislwl that no one should know it. See the sequel. 
)Iatthew does not relate this wish to remain concealed; the 
remark is one of those peculiar traits in which .M.ark is so 
rich. But he has no purpose of thereby explaining the sub­
sequent refusal of aid on the part of Jesus from another 
ground than that mentioned by l\Iatt. xv. 24 (de Wette, Hil­
genfeld), since J\Iark also at ver. 2 7 narrates in substance the 
i::ame ground of refusal. - ~ovv110TJ] corresponds to the 1,0EA€: 
He wishal . .. aucl could not. - 17,; avn},] See Winer, p. 134 
[E.T. 184]. On 0vrychp., comp. v. 23. -Ver. 26. 'EAA'l/v{,;J 

a Gentile 1coman, not a Jewess, Acts xvii. 12.-Syroplwcnice 
means Plwcnicici (belonging to the province of Syria), as dis­
tinguisherl from the A1/3ocp_o{vt,c€,; (Strabo, xvii. 3, p. 835) in 
Libya. The (unusual) form %vpocf,oiv{,ci<J"<J"a is, with W etstein, 
Griesbach, Scholz, and Lachrnann, to be received on account 

MAR~ H 



114 THE GOSPEL OF !ITAilK. 

of the preponderance of the witnesses in its favour, with wl1ich 
are to be classed those which read ~vpacpow1Ktuua or ~upa 
'Pow{,ciuua (so Tischendorf), which is explanatory (a Phami­
cian Syrian). The Rcrcptn ~vpo<f,o{v1uua (so also :Fritzsche) is 
an emendation, since 'Po!viuua was the .familiar name for a 
Phoenician woman (Xcn. Hdl. iii. 4. 1, iv. 3. G; HeroLlian,v.3.2). 
But the form ~vpocpow{,ctuua is not formed from ~vpocpoL11t~ 
(Luc. D. Concil. 4), but from 'Pow{,c71. The Xavava{a of l\Iatthew 
is substantially the same. See on :i.\fatt. xv. 2 2. - iK,8£,AA.17] (sec 
the critical remarks) pn~cnt subjunctive, mr1l.·rs the thought of 
the wonrnn vrcscnt, aud belongs to the vividness of the graphic 
delineation ; Klotz, ad Dcvm·. p. 618. - Ver. 2 7. ,rpwTOv] 
certainly a modification in accordance with later tradition, 
intended to convey the meaning: it is not yet competent fur 
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 J ews.1 It is the it.lea of the 'I ovoai~l) T€ ,rpwTOV ,cal, ,, EAA7JVl, 
Rom. i. 16, which has already come in here, added not exactly 
in a doctrinal sense (Keim), but out of the consciousness of the 
subsequent course of things and without set purpose-to say 
nothing of an anti-Jmlaistic purpose in opposition to l\fotthew 
(Hilgenfckl), which would rather have led to the omission of 
the entire narrative. But in general the presentation of this 
history in :i.\fatthew bears, especially as regards the episode 
with the disciples, the stamp of greater originality, which is to 
be explai1wd from a more exact use of the collection of Logia 
through simple reproduction of their words. Ewald finds in 
that episode another genuine remnant from the primitive docu­
ment of l\fark. Comp. also Holtzmann, p. 1U2.-Ver. 29. 
Ota TOVTOV T6v AO"fOV U1Ta,Y€] on account of this Sa!Jill!] (which 
gives evidence of so strong a confidence in me), go thy way. 
In i,,ra,y€ is implied the promise of compliance, hence it i,; 
fittingly associated \Yith Ola TOVTOV T. A. Comp. 1\Intt. 
viii. lj; Mark v. 3-1. - Ver. 30. dip€ IC.T.A.] "Vis verbi in-
1.:cnit cadit potius super participium quam super nomen" 

1 Acconling to 8chcnkcl, indeed, Jesus was 11ot at all i11 ean1est with this 
nnsw"r of harsh ,lcclinatnn•, and this the woman pcrccivcu. But sec on :Matt., 
ant.! comp. Keim, gescltichtl. Cltr. p. 61 f. 
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(Dengel). - (3c{3)vTJJJ,. br~ T. ,cA.{v11v] weary and exhausted, but 
KEtµ,ev1JV Jv Elp11vri, Euthymius Zigabenus, which the demon 
did not previously permit. 

Vv. 31-3 7. A narrative peculiar to :.\fark. Matthew, at xv. 
30, 31-here foregoing details, of which he has already related 
many - only states in general that Jesus, having after the 
occurrence with the Canaanitish woman returned to the lake, 
healed many sick, among whom there were also deaf persons. 
:Mark has preserved a special incident from the evangelic 
tradition, and did not coin it himself (Hilgenfeld). - 1raA-tv 
ci~€A.0wv] his refercmce to am7A.0€v El,;, ver. 24. - ota .Ziowvo'i'] 
(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 have been the more 
immediate inducement to take this route) in order to return 
thence to the lake. If we should take .Ziowvo'i' not of the 
city, but of the region of Sidou (.Zioov{a, Hom. Od. xiii. 28 5 ; 
Ewald, Lange also and Lichtenstein), the analogy of Tupou 
would be opposed to us, as indeed both names always 
designate the cities the1nscl1:cs. - ava µ,foov TWV op{wv T. 

L!EKa'iroA.EOO'i'] He came (as he journeyed) through the midst 
(~Iatt. xiii. 25; 1 Car. vi. 5; Rev. vii. 17) of the region;,, 
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. 25), and there the subsequent cure, 
and then the feeding the multitude, viii. 1, occurred, viii. 10. 
-Ver. 32. ,cc.,cpov µ,orytA.aA.oVJ is erroneously interpreted: 
a deaf man with et cli.fflcnlty of utterance (see Beza, Grotius, 
l\faldonatus, de Wette, Bleek, and many others). Although, 
according to its composition and according to Aetius in Beck. 
Ancccl. p. 100, 22, µ,orytA.aA.o<; means speaking with difficulty, 
it corresponds in the LXX. to the Cl?.~, dumb. See Isaiah 
xxxv. 6. Comp. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, Ex. 
iY. 11. Hence it is to be understood as: a dcaf-rnute (Vulgate, 
Luther, Calovius, and many others, including Ewald), which is 
also confirmed by aA.aA.ov<;, ver. 3 7, and is not refuted Ly i>..aA.Et 
op0w,;, ver. 3 5. The reading µ,oryrytAaA-ov, speaking hollowly 
(B;H; E F H L X r .d, :M:atthaei), is accordingly excluded of 
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itself as inappropriate (comp. also ver. 35). - Ver. 33. The 
question why Jesus tool.; aside the sicli man apart froni the 
people, cannot without arbitrariness be otherwise answered 
than to the effect that He adopted this measure for the sake 
of an entirely umlisturbed rapport between Himself and the 
sick man, such as must have appeared to Him requisite, in the 
very case of this sic!,; man, to the efficacy 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 purely Jewish, He 
wished to avoid attracting dangerous attention (Lange); that 
He did not wish to foster the superstition of the spectators 
(Reinhard, Opusc. II. p. 140). De Wette conjectures that the 
circumstance belongs to the clement of mystery, with which 
:i\Iark invests the healings. But it is just in respect of the 
two cases of the application of spittle (here and at viii. 23) 
that he relates the withdrawing from the crowd; an inclina­
tion to the mysterious ,vould have betrayed itself also in the 
presenting of the many other miracles. According to Baur, 
:i\Iark 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 1 (like the oil 
in vi. 13) is to be regarded as the vcliicle of the miraculous 
power. Comp. on J olm ix. 6. It is not, however, to be supposed 
that Jesus wished in any wise to veil the marvellous element 
of the cures (Lauge, L. J. II. 1, p. 282), which woulJ amount 
to untruthfulness, and would widely differ from the envelop­
ing of the truth in paralJle. - 7TTvcras-] namely, on the tongue 
of the patient ; 2 this was previous to the touching of the 
tongue (comp. i. 41, viii. 22, x. 13), which was done with the 

1 According to Ifanr, there is bctrnye,l in tl1c nanntire of the,,..,,.,;.,,, as nlso at 
,·i. 13, "the morn material notion of miracle in a later age." But it cannot at 
all be shown that the J.1tcr a.~e hau a more material conception of the mirnclcs 
of Jesus. 

2 As in viii. 23 lie spits into thr ryes of the l1linJ man. It is not thrrl'forn 
to be conceil"Cd that Jpsus spat on Ilis own fingers nml so npplic,l His spittle to 
the tongue of the sick man (Lange, Bleck, an,\ older commentators), for this 
1\Iark woulJ certainly in his graphic manner han saul. 
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fingers, and not the mode of the toucl1ing itself. - Yer. 3-! t. 
ia-Tevaf€] Enthymins Zigabenus well says: im,caµToµ€Vo, 
.at, 7'lt0€a-£ TOV av0pwrrou (comp. Grotius and Fritzsche). 
Certainly (see ava{3X. El', T. ovpavov) it was a sigh of prayer (<le 
"'ette and many others), and yet a sigh: on account of painful 
sympathy. Comp. viii. 12, also iii. 5. It is reading betweeu 
the lines to say, with Lange, that in this half-heathen region 
duller forms of faith rendered His work difficult for Him; or 
"·ith Hofmann (Schrijtbew. II. 2, p. 352), that He saw in the 
deaf-mute an image of His people incapable of the hearing 
of faith and of the utterance of confession (comp. Erasmus, 

Paraphr.). - icf,cf,aOtf] • .,:;~l.1, imperative Etbpael. - otavo!x-.. 
011n] be opened, namely, in respect of the closed ears and the 
hound tongue. See what follows. - ai a,coa{] the cars, as 
often in classic use (Eur. Phocn. 1494; Luc. Philop. 1; 
Heroclian, iv. 5. 3; comp. 2 Mace. xv. 39). - i"A.u0'1/ IC.T.X.] 
The tongue, with which one cannot speak, is conceiveJ as 
liound ( comp. the classical a-Toµa AIJ€W, ryXwa-a-a, A.IJ€£V, ancl 
see "\Yetsteiu), therefore the expression does not justify the 
supposition of any other cause of the dumbness beside the 
deafness. - op0w,] consequently, no longer venting itself in 
inarticulate, irregular, stuttering sounds, as deaf - mutes 
ntternpt to do, but rightly, quite regularly and normally. -
Yer. 3G. auTot,] to those present, to whom He now returned 
,,·ith the man that was cured. - auTo,] and the subse­
quent auTot (see the critical remarks) correspond to one 
another : He on His part . . . they on their part. - oa-ov ... 
µa°'JI.Xov r.€pta-a-oT€pov] lwwc1.:cr 11wch He enjoined (forbade) 
them, still fcti· more they pnblished it. They exceeded the 
degree of the prohibition by the yet for greater degree in 
"·hit.:11 they made it known. So transported were they by the 
miracle, that the prohibition only heightened their zeal, and 
they prosecuted the ,c71pua-u€w with still greater energy than 
if He had not interdicted it to them. As to this prohibition 
without result generally, comp. on v. 43. - µaXXov 1] along 

1 Here in the ~ense of "only all tlie more." See Stallb. ad Plett. Rep. iii. 
p. 397 A; Nagelsbach's note on the Iliad, ed. 3, p. 227. 
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with another comparative, strengthens the latter. See on 
Phil. i. 2 3 ; Hermann, ml Viger. p. 71 !) f. ; Stalllmu!ll, acl 
Plwecl. p. 7!) E; Pflugk, ad Hccub. 377. - Ver. 37. ,ca'X.w,;; 
71'ltVTa 71'€71'0{171C€] Let 71'€71'0{17,c€ be distinguished from the 
subsequent 7T'Ot€'i. The former relates to the miraculous cure 
at that time, which has taken place aud is now accomplished 
(pcifcct) j mid ,ca't, (c1:cn) 'TOV,;; ,cw<f,ov,;; 71'0t€£ /C,'T,A. is the 
general judgment deduced from this concrete case. In this 
judgment, however, the generic plurals ,cw<f,ov,;;, a'X.a'X.ou,;; are 
quite in their place, and do not prove (in opposition to 
lGistlin, p. 34 7) that a source of which Mark here availed 
himself contained several cures of deaf and dumb people. -
'T. ciAaA.. MA.] the speechless to speak. On a),a"J-...o<;, CO!llp. 
Plut. 1lfor. p. 438 B; Ps. xxxvii. 14, xxx. 22. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

Vrn. 1. o;;'tz/.L-::-61.Xou] B D G L l\I N A ~, min. An. Copt. Aeth. 
_.\nu. Goth. Vulg. It. luwe o;;-ai.,v ,-ot.1.r,~. Recommended by 
({riesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. But the former being an 
,fra; i,,16/.L. in the N. T., might very easily have Leen ckmgccl 
into ,-at.iv ,;;-ot.t.ou, as ,;rat.iv was used in 1\fark so frequently, aud 
in this place (it is otherwise at vii. 14) was so appropriate. -
Yer. 2. Instead of rip,§pai, Elz. has 7//Lepa;. A correction, in 
opposition to decisiYc evidence, as is l\fatt. xv. 32. - 11,oi] is, 
acconling to I3 D, with Lachm., to be deleted as a supplementary 
addition. It is from l\Iatt. xv. 32. - Ver. 3. r;xoua,v] As AD~, 
min. have r;xaaiv (so Lachm.), and I3 L A Copt. have Elaiv (so 
Ti~ch.), r;xoua,v is condemned by preponuerant counter-evidence. 
But as, moreover, almost all the versions deviate from the simple 
~lo-iv, we must abiLle by the reading of Lachm. If ,iaiv had been 
glossed 1.Jy a verb of coming, the praetcrite ~iw., not elsewhere 
found in the N. T., would hardly have been the word chosen for 
that purpose. l\Iark has the verb nwv only in this place. -
Yer. (j_ ,;;-ap~11,,t.,] B D L A ~ have ,;rapa17Et.i,fl. So Lachm. 
aml Tisch. nightly; the historical present ·was lost in the 
connection with the praeterite. - Ver. 7. £u1.01 ~aa; El;;-, ,;;-apa-
1hi'.iai ?.al auTa] l\Iany variations. Griesb. regards merely ,ut.o1. 
d,;-, ,;;-apaJEiva, as genuine. Laclnn. has raurx ,:,i,o1. ,fon ,;rapa;E­

Or,,fll Y.al aura. J.i'ritzsche: Eut.oy. EhE ,;rapaS. aura. Tisch.: Eui-.oy. 
au.it ,;;-ap,Jr,w. It may be urged ngainst Griesbach, that a 
reading without any pronoun has not been preserved at nll in 
the Coud. In the midst of the confusion of readings that has 
arisen from the double pronoun, that one is to be retained 
which has in its favour the relatively greatest agreement of the 
most irnportant uncials. And this is: ,ut.o1 ,;au, ak" (B C L 
A ~. min. Copt.) rl,:-ev ,,_a,' mliTa ,;;-upa-:-,Ohu, (B LA N**, to which, 
un ncconut of the pronoun and its position, C also falls to be 
added with: ,frev· 1'.ai ;ai:i,a .. apaO,n). This consensus is more 
important than t.lrnt which Laelnn. has followed (principally 
relying upon A). The reading of Tisch., simple as it is, and not 
givin;; occasion to variation, is too weakly attested by N ... -
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Yer. 0. oi ~a1 t,1",;] is wanting in n L A ~, min. Co1,t. Con­
dcnmecl by Gril:;,h., deleted by Tisd1. It is from Yi. 4-±. -
Yer. 12. <Tr,f"• k,(r,ni'.] Schulz, Lachm. Tisch. read (1Jn1 r;r,:1,,, in 
accordance with B C D L A ~. min. vss. The Eacptn is from 
l\fatt. xvi. 4. - Yer. 13. i:1,:3a, ,;;-ai.,v] B C ]) L A ~. min. Copt. 
Arm. ha rn ,;;-a1.1v i:1,,Sa;. This is to be adopted, ,rith Fritzsche, 
Lacl11n. Tisch., as the better attested order. - e/; l"o ,;;-i.oiov] Lachm. 
reads ,;; ,;;-i.o,,,v, following A E F G i\I S V X, min. l•ritzsche 
nnd Tisch. have entirely deleted it, following ll C L A ~, Coro. 
G<•rm. 1, Tol. The latter is right; i.11,(3ar; had its notion com­
pleted. - Ver. lG. 1J1ovl",. J is wanting in ll D ~, min. It. 
Deleted by Laclnn. aud Tisch.; the former has subsequently, 
\\'ith B, min. It., e%r,um (comp. D: d;;::ov). As well 1.i1omr; as 
the first person of the verb was intro<lnced in accordaucc ,rith 
l\Iatt. xvi. 7. - Ver. 17. in] is wanting in B C D L A ~, min. 
Copt. Vere. Lachm. and Tisch. As well the omission as the 
mhlition might have been occasioned by the last syllables of 
c;;,ifl",; but more easily the addition, as the connection (ou;;-,,) 
so readily suggested an h. - Ver. 21. ;;-wr; o~J Laclnu. has ,-wr; 
,,~.;;-,,, followi11~ A D l\I U X, min. Syr. ntr. Perss. Goth. Vulg. It. 
Theophyl. Tisch. has merely o~;.w, following C K L A ~. min. 
Tlie latter is to be regarded as the original. To this oLJ•;;-w, ,.,;, 

wns added (Lachm.) from l\Iatt. xvi. 11 ; and iu accordance 
with the same parnllel, ,-wr; ou,.o, passed into ,.,;; ou (B, Elz.). -
Yer. 22. epxern,] ;px,ma, is rightly approved by Gries b., and 
:l(lupted by Lachm. nnd Tisch. See on v. 38. - Ver. 24. ,;,, 
oi,vpa] Lachm. and Tiseh. read cl", ,;,r; oi,opa opw, following 
decisive evidence. The Rcccpta is nn al>lireviation to help 
the construction. - Ver. 25. r.a, koir,m a~l"i,v cl>af31.i'1,w] l\Iany 
,·arious readings; hut not such as to ,\·arrant the total con­
demnation of the words (Gricsb.), since they arc only ,rnnting 
in a few vss. The most fully attested is r.ai M 131.,'1,H, and this 
is adopted by Tisch., following B C* L A ~, min. Copt. Aeth. 
1,ai o,i,31.,'1,ev, not being understood, \\'as variously glossed. -
i,i/3i.e--l,,] Lachm. Tisch., following B L ~** min. ( A, min. have 
r.hi131.e;;-ev), read i,i13,.e,.ev, which is to be adopted, as the aorist 
was easily iutro<lnce(l mechanically from what preceded.­
Instead of a,-avrn (approved by Griesb., adopted uy I<'ritzsche, 
Seholz, Laclnn. Tisch.), Elz. has u,.a,rnr;. llnt the former is 
rtLested by B C D L :i\I A ~. min. vss., also Ynlg. It. (D lias 
,;;-a.,l"a). a,;ravra; is to be regarded as an emendation, 011 aceuunt 
of -:-ov, avBpw,;rou,, ver. 24. - Ver. 26. µ.r,ils El, ... iiwf"?JJ very 
many variations, arising out of the apparent inappropriatcnc,;s 
or the meaning; but not such as to justify the striking out uf 
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the second half of the sentence (/J.r,oi e'/-::r,, •m; ev -r. 7.{JtJ.ri), with 
Tisch. (B L ~, min. Copt.). In this way it was sought to help 
the matter Ly abbreviation. Others amplified (Vulg. It.) aud 
nltered (D). - Ver. 28. eva] Lnchm. Tisch. have;;-;-, eT;, following 
n C" L ~, Copt. The Rcccpta is an alteration on account of the 
construction. If b eT; had come in in accordance with Luke 
ix. rn, r.hi,mi would also be fouucl in Codd. - Ver. 29. i.ir, 
a0Toi';] B C D* L A ~, 53, Copt. Cant. Vere. Corb. Colb. ha,·c 
i-::r,pcl,-;-a au-;-ou;. Recommended by Griesh., approved Ly Schulz, 
acloptecl by Lacl1m. and Tisch.; the Rccepta is from l\Iatt. 
xvi. 15. - Ver. 31. a1.6] BCD GK L ~, min. have ~,;r6. Re­
commencled by Gries b., adopted by l;ritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.; 
a ::-6 is from the parallel passages. - Ver. 34:. Instead of axo1.o,-
1Vi, (which Griesb. Scholz, and Tisch. have adopted), Elz. 
:Fritzsche, Lachm. read Et.Beiv. Doth readings have weighty 
nttestatiou; but Et.tleiv is from :Matt. xvi. 24. - Ver. 35. Instead 
of -r. eauTo~ +u%~v in the second half of the verse (Gries b. Scholz), 
Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have -r. au-;-ov '+'·, again following 
A B C* L A ~- From the preceding clause, and in keeping 
with the parallel passages. - Ver. 36. chBpw-::ov] read, with Lachm. 
nnd Tisch., following A C* D, min. Or.: -;-i,v fl,Bpw1.ov. As well 
the omission of the article as the reading flvOpw-::o, (E F G II L 
~I X r A ~• min.) is from lhe parallels. - Ver. 37. ~ -;-;J Tisch. 
reads -r, 1cip, following B L A ~, 28, Copt. Or.; ~ -;-/ is from 
l\Iatt. xvi. 26. 

Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. xv. 32-39.-iv iK. T. ,jµep.] An 
unessential difference from :Matthew, but still a difference. -
r.aµ-rr. lix">...ov livTo,] when very nwny people were there. The 
presence of such a crowd is intelligible enough after the 
miraculous cure that has just been related (in opposition to 
Holtzmann, p. 85). On €tva,, equivalent to 7rapliva,, comp. 
xv. 4:0; John vii. 39; Dorvill. Charit. p. 600. On 7ra,µ7ro"A.v,, 
only found in this place in the N. T., see W etstein. Comp. 
JJ!ato, Legg. vii. p. 819 A ( 7raµ'TT'o"Av, ... lix"Ao, ), Polit. p. 2 91 A; 
Lucian, Henn. 61. - Ver. 2. In the nominative 11µJpai Tp€'i,, 
Hilgenfeld fincls an indication of dependence on ~Iatt. xv. 3 ~­
'\Yhy not the converse ? - Ver. 3. TWE<; 'Yap "· T."A.] information 
peculiar to l\Iark concerning the previous €/CAU0. ev '1"?7 oorjj, 
but still belonging to the words of Jesus: hence i7Kaaw (Lobecl,, 
cul Phryn. p. 7 44), have come; not: had come (Luther). -
Yer. 4. 7i"00€v] With surprise the disciples thus ask, as on the 
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desert surface (l7r' Ep'l)µ{ar;) there is no place whence loaves 
for their satisfaction were to be obtained. - Ver. 7. l\Iark 
(it is otherwise in Matthew) narrates in this place (otherwise 
at vi. 41) two separate actions in respect of the loaves and the 
flshes.-Accortling to the reading : Ka~ €V/\.O"fl)CYar; auTa €l'1T'€11 

,cal, TauTa 7rapan0ii1ai (see the critical remarks), we must 
translate: and after He had blessed them, lle bade set these also 
before thcm.-·With the small fishes thus, acconling to l\Iark, 
Jesus performs a special consecration (comp. 011 l\fatt. xiv. 19), 
as to which, however, in Ev'Ao"f. there is nothing to be found of 
itself higher than in Evxap. (Lange: "the pre-celeuration of 
the glorious success "). The Llmnksgiving of Jesus 1,;as a 
prayer of praise ( comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 1 G ). On Eu'A.oyerv, with 
accusative of the object, comp. Luke ix. lG, 1 Cor. x. 16,­
iu the sense, namely, of uttering o\·cr the object a prayer of 
praise (;i:i;:i), blessing it. - Ver. 8. '1T'cptcrcr. 1C'Aacrµ. E'lT'Ta cr7rup., 

remains lift ovei· in pieces seven basl.:ets. The definition of 
1ntasure is added, acconling to the Greek usage, in the form 
of rm apposition; Ki.ihuer, II. p. 117. -Ver. 10. Lla'Aµavoi-01f, 

1rnmetl nowhere else, was doubtless (comp. l\Iatt. xv. 39) a 
village or hamlet on the wdcm side of the lake, in the neigh­
hourhootl of J\Ltgdala ( or else J\Iagada; see 011 Matt. xv. 3 \) ). 
Sec Hol,inson, Ill. p. 530 f. Ewald, irnleed, Gcsd1. Chi·. p. 37G 
( comp. Lightfoot), conjcctmes that in Dalmau utlw., we hm·e the 
Galilean prnnunciatiou of the name of the town jHJ:::., where, 
according to the J\lislma, many Jews dwelt. But colllp. on 
:i\fatt. xv. 39. The prese:1t village DclltcmiJa (Houiuson, III. 
p. 514, 530) lies ~oo far to the south, in1mcdiately above the 
inllux of the Hicrournx, eastward from the Jordan. -The 
specification of a bctfri·-known place in J\fatthcw Lctrays itself 
as later; although Baur thinks, that Ly such variations l\fark 
probauly only wished to give himself a semulauce of ueing 
independent. 

Vv. 11-13. See on Matt. xvi. 1-4, who narrates more 
fully out of the collection of Logia, and from the trallition adtls 
the Sadducees. - Jg17'A.0ov J 11al1lely, from their dwellings in the 
district there. A trait of graphic circumstautiality. Lange 
i1t1po1ts the idea: as spies out of an ambmh. Hut it is not 
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easy to see why Yer. 11 should fitly attach itself, not to 
the history of the miraculous feeding (which could not but 
serve to enhance the sensation produced by Jesus), but to 
Yii. 3 7 (IIoltzmann ). Between Dalmanutlm and the place of 
the feeding there lay in fact only the lake. - ~pgavTO uul;. 
avT~;;] How they made the beginning of disputing with Him, 
is told by l;71TovvTE<; ic.T.h.: so that they asl:cd, etc. -Ver. 12. 
avauTEvaga,] after tltat Jle had heaved a sigh (comp. vii. 34), 
namely, at the hardened unbelief of those men.1 A pictur­
esque feature here peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 34. - Tt] 
1chy-in painful certainty of the want of result, which would 
be associated with the granting of their request. "Tota lrnjus 
omtionis indoles intelligitur ex pronuntiatione," Beza. - El 
oo017uErnt] a thoroughly Hebraistic expression of asseveration 
(ncrcr shall, etc.), by the well - known suppression of the 
apoclosis. See Koster, Erlant. p.' 104 ff. ; Winer, p. 444 
[E. T. G 2 7]. 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. 3 9 ff., and in this 
case at xvi. 4), a CTTJµcfov is altogether refused to this genera­
tion of l)harisee1,.2 For them-these hardened ones, for whom 
the signs already given did not suffice-none should be given ; 
the a71µlia, 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. - 1ra"l-..tv iµ,8c.ii;] without Eli; 
To 77"1-..ofov (see the critical remarks), which is, however, by 
menus of 7Tahtv obvious from ver. 10. Comp. Xen. Oyrop. 
v. 7. 7: 6JCTTE iµ/3alvEtV, 07T'OTav NoTo<; 7TV€'[1, Dern. 29. 26, 
and many other places in the classical writers. - El, To 7rEpav] 
to the castcm side of the lake (comp. ver. 10). Holtzmanu is 
wrong in saying that Jesus here passes over for the second 
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. Lang<' 

arhitrnrily holJs that Jesus sighed on account of the commencement of Ilis 
separntion from the dominant popular party; that there was, at the same time, 
a forbearing reservation of His judicial power, and so forth. 

2 By passing over the sign of Jonas, illark has effaced the point of the answer, 
which 1\latthew and Luke hn,·e fornished. 
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less concise nnd more explanatory. - f.7T'€Aa.0ovTo J quite as 
in l\Iatt. xvi. G, aud therefore not : vidcnmt sc oblitos cssc 
(Fritzsche, Kuinoel). T!te disciples (ver. 15) form the subject, 
as is evident of itself; for they ought to Im Ye taken care as to 
the proYision of bread, but forgot it. - fl µ17 €Va K.T.A.] a 
statement, which is quite in keeping with the peculiarity of 
l\fark, and perhaps proceeds from l'eter (in opposition to 
llilgenfeld). -Ver. 15. opaTf is absolute; and a'IT'o -.11~ S· K.T.A. 
liclongs ouly to (:3AE7T'€Tf, the construction of which with a'!T'o 

(comp. xii. 33) is not, with Tittmann, Synon. p. 114, and 
Kuinocl, to be analysed: avr?'terc oculos, hut: take heed on 
(ICeount of, etc. Comp. 7T'pOr:rEXHV Cl'IT'O (l\Iatt. XYi. G); <po/3o~ 

cim'i TWV 7T'OA€JJ,LWV (Xen. Cyr. iii. 3. 53), al. - T1/~ svµ'T]~ TWV 

4">apir:ra{wv] According to l\latthew (sen on xvi. G), svµ,17 is 
a figure for pernicious doctrine, and there appears no reason for 
nssuming any other reference here, such as to the mali mores, 
the chamctcr (Bleck, Holtzm::mn), the mental tendency (Schenkel), 
aud the like. See on :Matt. xvi. G. Jesus warns against the 
soul-perilling doctrines, which at that time proceeded as well 
from the leaders of the hierarchy (the Pharisees) as from 
the political head ,Herod Antipas). Herod was a frivolous, 
...-oluptuous, unprincipled man (see Ewald, Gcsch. Clw. p. 
4 7 f.) ; and the morally vile pri11c11Jlcs and maxims, given 
forth by him, and propagated by the Jews who adhered to 
him (the Herodians, iii. G ; see on Matt. xxii. 1 G), are the 
svµ,17 'Hpwoov. A wrong attempt at harmonizing will lun-e it 
that Herod is mentioned (Heupel) as aSad(htcce (which,howeYer, 
he never ,rns; see on l\Iatt. xiY. 2), because l\Iatt. xvi. G has 
Kat :ZaMov,ca{wv. - Yer. 16. According to the correct reading 
(sec the critical remarks): and they considered with one anotltc1', 
that they 1,;oulcl hm:e no bread. With respect to the indicative 
present ixovr:ri, comp. on vi. 45, and ])isscn, ad IJcm. de Cor. 
p. 203. - Yv. lD, 20. This dialogue form is characteristic of 
l\fork's ,,:iJ:icl mode of rl1J1'l'Scntation. - 7T'OG'WV G''IT'Vplo. 7T'A'T}­
prilµaTa ,c)\,ar:rµaTwv] Sec on Yi. 43. Oliserve here, also, as 
well as in l\latthcw, the alternation of ,cocp/vov~ and r:r'IT'vp{owv, 

in accordance with vi. 4::l and viii. 8. - Dy the fact that, after 
those two miraculous fecdings, they still could take thought 
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one with another about 1cant of bread, they show how much 
they still lack discernment. The reproach of vv. 1 7, 18 1 

refers to this. But in ov1Tw uvv{eTe, ver. 21 (see the critical 
remarks), the oww applies to the instruction that has just 
been catechetically conveyed vv. 19, 20, and is therefore a 
later ov1Tw than that in ver. 1 7, standing related thereto by 1cay 
of climax. Schenkel regards as incorrect all that is said of this 
reference to the miraculous feedings, in consistency with his 
view that these <lid not happen at all in the manner narrated. 

Vv. 22-26 are found in :i\fark only. - It is not tlie Ileth­
saida situated on the western shore of the lake (vi. 45) that is 
here meant (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Heumann, 
Heupel, Kostlin, Holtzmann; comp. Bleek and several others), 
but the north-eastern Bethsaida, completed by the tetrarch 
Philip (called also Julias,in honour of the daughter of Augustus; 
see Josephus, Bell. ii. 9. 1, iii. 3. 5; Antt. xviii. 2. 1, xviii. 
4. 6; Plin. N. H. v. 15; "Wieseler, chronol. Synapse, p. 273 f.; 
Hobinson, Pal. III. 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-Philippi (ver. 2 7) ; see 
ver. 13. The weakly-attested reading BYJ0avlav (D, Cod. It.) 
is an ancient alteration, from geographical ignorance of any 
other Bethsailla than the ,vestern one. Ewald, indeed, follow­
ing Paulus, has again (Gcsch. Clo·. p. 378) preferred this 
reading, because Bethsai<la Julias was not a Kwµ,17, ver. 26; 
but it was Philip who first raisecl 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 J\Iark.-The ulincl 
man was not born blind. See ver. 2 4. - Ver. 2 3. el;,iryaryev] 
see on vii. 33. - The spitting is to be apprehended as at 
vii. 3 3. As in that place, so here also, J esns held it as 
necessary to do more than had been prayml for. - Ver. 24. 
avaj3X,hfra~] after he Juul looked 1tp (vi. 41, vii. 34). Erasmus 
erroneously interprets it: to become seeing agctin (x. 51 ), which 

1 On the thought of ver. 18, comp., besides Isa. vi. 0 f., Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 
27: tJ la.&1µ.acr,~'Ta.,., /l,'M~ftJ'll't, a~ Oi ,-t oUCI Op;;,., 'i'n&Jcrxur, ot~e Ux-,6t.1., µ!µ,,r,f/a.1, 

De1n. 797. 3: oU'TtJ' o,z.,'Tlf ••. ~(TI! TO 1on; '1:'ap 1u,,,.ia; Jpi:,'1'.a; ~~ DpU.'IJ xa, tixo!Jona, 

"'~ ""011,,,. 
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is only conveyed in Kat a'TT'OKa-rEr;-r. K.-r.'A. - According to the 
reading on w, Uvopa opw 7T'Ept7ra-rovvra, (see the critical 
remarks): I see the men,jo,· like trees I pi:rccii-c persons walking 
about, I observe people walking who look like trees (so un­
shapely and large). This was the first stage of seeing, when 
the objects appeared in vague outline and enlarged. l\Iore 
harsh is Ewal<l's construction, which takes on as the rccita­
ti'cc, that indicates a new commencement of the discourse.­
,v e cannot decide why 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. Holtzmann, p. 507; 
Euthymius Zigabenus : a.T€AW, 0€ TOV TV<pAOV TOVTOV i0Epa­
T,'€V(jEV w, aTE'Aw, 7T'£(j'TfVOVTa. Oto Ka£ €7r1JpWT?](jfV av-rov, Er Ti 

/3AE'TT'€£, t'va µiKpov ,iva/3XE'1ra, a'TT'O T1J, µucpa, 8tfr€w, 'TT't(j'TflJ(j'[/ 
TEA.EWTEpov, Ka£ la0fi TEA.EWTEpov r;otpo, ryap f(jT£V la-rpo,. 
Comp. Victor .Antiochenus and Theophylact. So usually. 
Acconling to Olshausen, a process too much accelerated would 
have been hurtful to the blind man. This is an arbitrary 
limitation of the miraculous power of Jesus (see, on the other 
hand, Strauss, II. p. 66). According to Lange, Jesus desired 
in this quiet district, and at this momentous time, " to subdue 
the powerful effect of His miracles." As though the miracle 
"·otlld not even as it occurred have been powerful enough. 
According to Strauss, the gradual character is merely part of 
1llarl.;'s effort after vii-iclncss of representation.1 A notion un­
warranted in itself, and contrary to the analogy of Mark's other 
narratives of miracles. - Ver. 2 5. ,cal, od/3°AE'(€V (see the critical 
remarks): and he lookccl stccifastly (Plato, Phacd. p. 86 D; comp. 
on Mntt. vii. 5), and wns restored. This ste<lfost 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 

l In fact, Daur, ,1Iarkmev. p. 58, thinks that thereby the writer was only 
making a display of his physiological knowle,lge on tlrn theory of vision. An,! 
Hilgenfekl says, that Mark desired to set forth tho gradual transition of tlw 
disciples from spiritual not - seeing to seeing primarily in the case of one 
coq,oreally blin<l. Thus the proceduro related by lllark woul<l be ini-rntcd by 
llfork I 
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layi11g on of hamls, and "·hich the restoration immediately 
followed. - Kal E11E/3J-..rnw (see the critical remarks) n{Aav1w, 
ar.avrn J Notice the impc1fat, which defines the visual activity 
from this time continuing; and how keen this was ! lie sm11 

ci·crythiug froin afar, so that he ncede<l not to come close in 
order to behold it clearly. lµ/3J-..E1rH11, intucri, see Xen. 1l[cn1. 

iii. 11. 10, al. In the classical writers use<l with 7tvl (Cyrop. 
i. 3. 2; Plat. I'ol. x. p. 609 D), but also with 7t11a (.Anthol. 
xi. 3). 77JAav,yw, (far-shining) with Eµ/3J-..E1T"et11 denotes that 
the objects at a distance shone clearly into his eyes. Comp. 
Diod. Sic. i. 50: 77JAaV0/EU-7Epov opav, Suidas: 7"1/Aav,yis, 

' '' 0 ,,_ " V ') G ' ~ ' "] H 1 • l r.oppw ev .,,awov. - er. _ . H, otKov av7ov e c Il not 
dwell in Bethsaida, but was from elsewhere, and was brought 
to Jesus at Bethsaida. See the sequel. - JJ,'TJOE ei, T. Kwµ,1711 
K.7.}..,J This JJ,'TJOE is not wrong, as de Wette and Fritzsdw 
judge, under the impression that it ought to be µ17 only ; but 
it means: not even: so now ,viner also, p. 434 [E.T. 614]. 
The blin<l man had come with Jesus froin the village,; the 
healing had taken place outside ·in front of the village ; now 
He sends him away to his house; He desires that he shall 
not remain in this region, and says : not even into the village 
(although it is so near, and thou hast just been in it) enter 
tlion. The second JJ,7JOE is: 1101· yrt.-The second clause, p,1JOE 
et'li"'[), K.7.A., is no doubt rendered quite superfluous by the 
first; but :Fritzsche pertinently remarks: "J esu gmviter inter­
dicentis cupiditatem et anlorem adnmbrari ... Non enim, qui 
commoto animo loquuntur, verba appendere solent." Grotius, 
Calovius, Bengel, Lange, and various others take nvi Ev 7. Kwµv 
to mean: to one of the i,i;habitants of the village (who may meet 
thee outside). A makeshift occasioned by their own addition. 
And why should not Mark have simply written nvi EK TI), 
Kwµ1),? As to the prohibition in general, comp. on v. 43. 

Vv. 27-38. See on ~fatt. xvi. 13-27. Comp. Luke ix. 
18-2G. - EgijJ-..0€11] from Bethsaida (Julias), ver. 22. - el, 
-r. ,cwµa, Kato-ap.] into the villages belonging to the region of 
Caesarea. - Ver. 2 8. 'With the reading on ek 7wv r.pocfnJ7WII 
(see the critical remarks), eX is to be supplied. Matthew was the 
more careful to insert the name of Jeremiah from the collection 
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of Logia, 'Lecanse he wrote for Jews.-Ver. 29. l\fork 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. ,vetstein, Michaelis, and others), Mark has omitted it 

" 'tc't: i-' ~rr' A 1 on purpose : wa µ,17 ooc,;'[I x.,apt..,oµ€voc; T<p €Tprp IC.T,]\., ccor( -
ing to B. Bauer, the narrative of :i\Iatthew has only originated 
from the consciousness of the hierarchy. Both these vie\\'S 
are arbitrary, and the latter rests on quite a groundless pre­
supposition. As the remarkable saying of Jesus to Peter, 
eYen if it had been omitted in the collection of Logia (IIoltz­
mann), cannot have been unknown to l\fark and cannot haYe 
its phce 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-Christian readers.1 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 (iu opposition to Dalll', 1lfarkus­
cra11g. p. 13 3 f.), but it is doubtless irreconcilable with its 
snbserving a special Petrine interest, such as is strongly urged 
by Hilgenfeld and Ki.istliu. Comp. Baur in the thcol. Jahrb. 
1853, p. 58 f. And to invoke the conception of a mediating 
Petrinism (see especially, Kostlin, p. 3 6 6 t:), 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 tlie first 
time come to matnrity, but it is a confirmation of the faith 
that has remained unchangeable from the beginning. Comp. 
Oil :Hatt. xv. l 7. - Ver. ::l 1.2 

'TWV 7rp€(j/3, "· TWV apx,. "· TWV 

1 Beza, howc\·cr, justly asks: "Quis cre<li,lerit, vcl ipsum Pctrnm \·cl l\[arcum 
praeteriturum fuisse illml 'l'u es Pet,·11.~, si ecclcsiao Christianac funtl:unentum 
in his verbis situm esso existimassent 1" 

2 The view that Jesus Himself now for the first time clearly foresaw His <leath 
(Wcizsackcr, p. 475; Keim, gescltichtl. Clii·. p. 45), eonliiets, even apart from the 
narrative of John, with ii. 20. Comp. on ~[att. xvi. 21. l\Iorcover, we cannot 
i;•·t rid of the mention of the l'arnusia, :Matt. x. 23, an<l the intcrpretntiou of 
the si~n of Jonah, :Matt. xii. 30 f. (comp. on Luke xi. 30), 
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"/paµµ.] Although these three form one corporation (tlie 
Sanhedrim), still each class is specially brought before us by 
repetition of the article, which is done with rhetorical solemnity. 
- µETa TpE'ic; 1jµip.J ajta the lapse of th1-cc days. Comp. Matt. 
xHii. G 3. More definitely, but ex evcntu, Matt. and Luke 
have: Tf, Tpfrr, 1jµipq,, with which µeTa Tp. ~µ., according to 
the popular way of expression, is not at variance. See Krebs, 
Obs. p. :Ji f. - Ver. 3 2. Kat 7rappriulq, K.T.'X..J a significant 
feature introduced by Mark, with the view of suggesting a 
still more definite motive for Peter's subsequent conduct: 
aml openly (without reserve, frankly and freely) He spoke the 
n'Ol'd (ver. 31). 7rappriu{q, stands opposed to speaking in mere 
hints, obscurely, figuratively (,John xi. 14, xvi. 25, 29).­
€7itnµ.] to make rr:pl'oaehes, namely, rue, elc, 0avaTov pl7rTOVT 
iauTov €gov JJ,TJO€V 7ra0e'iv, Theophylact. But " Petrus dum 
inel',pat, incrcpationc11i meretur," Bengel. Comp. E'TrETLµTJ<TE, 

·•·• V 3'' ' '~' ' 0 ' ' ~] 1 H Yer . .:> .:>, - er. .:>. Kat tOCIJV TOU', µa TJTa<, aUTOU w ien e 
had turned Himself towards him and beheld His discipfrs. 
The latter clause gives more definitely the reason for the 
stem outburst of the censure of Jesus ; He could not but 
set an o;ample to the disciples, whom He beheld as wit­
uesses of the scene. Moreover, in e7rtuTpaq,e{c, there is a 
different conception from that of uTpa<fie{c,, Matt. xvi. 23. -
Yet·. :J4. Jesus now makes a pause; for what He has to say 
now is to be said to all who follow Him. Hence He calls to 
Him the multitude that accompanies Him, etc. Mark alone 
has clearly this trait, by which the lJxXoc, is expressly brought 
upon the scene also (Luke at ix. 23 relates after him, but with 
less cleamess). Comp. vii. 14. This is to be explained by the 
originality of the Gospel, not by the 'TT'poc, 7ravTac; of Luke ix. :! 3 
(which de W ette thinks l\Iark misunderstood). Comp. Hilgen­
feld, 11farl.:1tsc1:cing. p. 61. - ounc, J qnicnnqne, not at variance 
with the sense (Fritzsche), but as appropriate as Et Tt~. -

ctKoXou0.J both times in the same sense of discipleship. See, 
moreover, on Matt. x. 38. -Ver. 35. See on 1\Iatt. x. 39. T. 

iaurnv ,fr.] .expression of self-sacrifice; His own sonl He spares 
not. - Ver. 37. Tt 7ap (see the critical remarks) gives the 
reason for the negative sense of the previous question. -

hl~~ I 
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Vel'. 38. rytfp] proves from the law of the retiilrntion, whicl1 
Jesus will fully carry out, that no ransom can be given, 
etc. TVlwsocrer sltall hare been asltamed to receive me and lil.1J 

docfrincs-of Hhn the j)fl'ssi11h sltall also be ashamed (shall not 
receive him for His kingdom, as being unworthy) at the 
Parousict ! As to f!7raiux_u110., comp. on Rom. i. 16. - 7?/ 
µoix_a",\{oi] see on Matt. xii. 39. This bringing into pro­
minence of the contrast with the Lord and His words, by 
means of iv Tfj ryeve~ ... uµapTwXrp, is only given here in 
the vivid delineation of Mark; and there is conveyed in it a 
deterrent power, namely, from making common cause with tliis 
ryevea by the denial of Christ. The comparison of Matt. xii. 
3 9, xvi. 4, is not, on account of the very dissimilarity of the 
expressions, to be used either for or ngainst the originality of 
l\Iark, ngaiust which, according to W ciss, also o-wcr1:t, Yer. 3 i'i 
(l\fatt.: eup1iuei, which Luke also has), is supposed to tell. 
Neve1-theless, ,c. Tou evaryrye",\fou, ver. 35, is an mlLlition of 
later tradition. - o uio<; T. av0pw7r.] Bengel aptly says: "Nunc 
non ego, sccl .filius lwininis, quue appellatio singnlarem cum 
adventu glorioso visiuili nexum bubet." Comp. xiv. G:!. - Aud 
us to this mighty decision, how soon shall it emerge '. ix. I. 
What waming and encouragement in this promise ! 
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CHAPTER IX. 

Yim. 1. The arrangement: i:;a, Twv ea',iiic., in Tisch., following B 
D* and one codex of the It., is correct; .wv c:io, ea','l')r... is from the 
parallels. - Ver. 3. i1sm·o J Lachm. and Tisch. have i:yf,o,.o, follow­
ing a considerable amount of evidence. The singular is a 
correction in recollection of :i'.Iatt. xvii. 2. - w; x1wv] is wanting 
in B C L .a. 1, SaLid. Arm. Aeth. Cant. Condemned by Griesb., 
deleted by Tisch. But had it been interpolated, it would not 
h:we been w; x1wv (comp. :\Iatt. xxviii. 3), but ~Js .. ;, rpw;, that 
would have been supplied from Matt. xvii. 2, as Or. min. 
actually have. - Before i.,ur..ri.vw, B C L .a. ~, min. vss. Or. have 
o·;.w;, which Tisch. has auoptell. Rightly; as it was fonnd to 
he superfluous and cumbrous, it was omitted. - Ver. G. Elz. 
Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. have i.ai-i;a'?J, But a preponderance 
of evidence favours i.ai,r,rn, which, with :i\fotth., is the more to 
lm prel'errccl, as the future seemed objectionable to copyists lack­
ing nice discemment; hence also in~. Ur. the reading u-:r,xp,0'1') 
(,1econling to ver. ,)), whence again proceeded, as an emenda­
tion, u:;-oxp,d~ (Tisch., following B C* L .a., min. Copt.). - ~era, 
1 i,,p er..,0,80,] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following B C D L 
..:. ~ 33, Copt. Sahid. It. Chrys., to be changed_ into exrp. y. 
i 1i,01.o. - Ver. 7. ~i-.0,] B C L .a. ~, Syr. in the margin, Copt . 
.Arm. have i1inTo. Recommended by Griesb. It is from Luke 
ix. 35. - After ••\!)ii-.iis Elz. Lachm. have i-.eyoua'a, in opposition 
to very cunsiderable witnesses (yet not to A D L A; the latter 
has 1,.;,w,). F1·om Matt. xvii. 5. - auTou uxoum] Lachm. Tisch. 
have eh. au.. The Rcccpta is from the parallels. - Ver. 8. ui.i-.rl] 
B D ~, min. vss. have ,; µ,~, which Lachm. has adopted. From 
Matt. xvii. 8. - Ver. 10 . .,1, ix v;xpwv uvaa'T~va,] D, min. Syr. Perss. 
V ulg. J er. have ;;,a, ix ,. avucr./j. So Fritzsche (retaining ;6) ; 
alreauy recommendecl by Griesb., following Mill and Bengel . 
. ..\. gloss, for the sake of more accurate definition. - Ver. 11. 
Before oi 1 paf"f"• Tisch. has ol <1>ap10'. xa,, only following L N, 
Vulg. codd. It. It would, with stronger attestation, require to 
he adopted on account of l\Iatt. xvii. 10. - Ver. 12. u-:ror..p d-:m] 
B C L ~ ~. Syr. I'erss. p. Copt. have e~ri. Commended by Gries b., 
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adopted by Tisch. Rightly; the more prentlcnt expression 
crept in from :;\fatth.; e:p1 is only further found in the 1'c.d. 1"l'C. 

of l\fark at xiv. '..W. - ao;;-&Xail,cr,q,J on decisive evidence read, with 
Laclnn. Tisch., ci,,;;-~;wt!1cr.aH1. - Ver. 15. iowv au,. E~e0ap.,8~t!r,] n C 
D I L A t>:, min. vss. have lo6v.;; au-r. i~;t!a11.{3~0r;tfav. Hightly 
approved by Griesb., adopted hy Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Nut 
the plural, but the singular had its origin in correction. -
Vet·. Hi. Instead of kr,p. aii,o!,r; Elz. Scholz have e,;;-r,p. ,o0; 1pap.-

11.are7., which Lach111. has in the margin. But B D L A t>:, min. 
Copt. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. It. have aim!ir;; .~~; 1pa/1.,11.a-:-e,; is plaiuly 
an iuterprctation in accordance with ver. 14. - Ver.17. l<'ollO\r­
iug BCD LA~, 33, Copt. Cant. Ver. Vere. read, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., wi a·-:m'..p/Or; au-:-fi, ei; sl'... -r. 3,::, .. - Ver. 18. After ooovrnr; 
Elz. Scholz have au,o~; 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 au-:-o,; Elz. has au-:-rji, 
which Rinck, Lucubr. crit. p. 300, defentls. But a~-:-o,; has pre­
ponderant attestation, and was changed, as the :Father has just 
spoken, into the singular. - Ver. 20. eo--;-;-apa~e,] B CL A~, 3::i 
have o-vv,<f,;;-apa~ev. So Lachm. Tisch. It is from Luke ix. 4:2. 
The reading e.-apa~iv in D also tells in favour of the Rcccpta. -
Ver. 21. ex o;;-aio,6Bev (Lachm. Tisch.) is found in B C G ILA t>:, 
min., and is, moreover, supported by D, Chrys., which have fa 
o;;-aiil6;. The pleonastic ex was passed over. - Ver. 22. -;;-;;p] 
Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz have .-;, -;;-i;p, following A E ]T G K l\I 
V r, min. From l\fatth. - o6vaaa,] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
06v17 here and at ver. 23, following B DI L A~, min. To be 
adopted; the usual form was substituted. - Ver. 28. -;;-,tfnC"o-w] 
is, with Tisch. (comp. Ewald), following B C* L A~, min. Copt. 
Arm. Aeth. Arr., to be <leleted. An addition to the simple ,i 
o!ivr,, which was not understoo<l. - Ver. 24. µ,s,a oc1:>.p.] is want­
ing in A* B C* L A t>:, 28, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Rightly delete(! 
by Lachm. and Tisch. It is a gloss on llpa;a;. - After o;;-1tf'l"!!i~, 
Elz. Fritzsche have llup,s, in opposition to preponderant evidt>nCl'. 
- Ver. 2G. l!pa~av ... tfo;;-a,-aga,] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. haYc 
xpuga; . .. (f,;;-apa~a;, following n C* D L N, min. (A has l'..paJa; 
... (f,;;-apa~av); the neuter is a correction. - aur6v] is, in accord­
ance with nearly the same witnesses and vss., to be deleted, 
with Griesb. an<l Tisch. (Lachm. has !Jrackete<l it). - -:-:-~1.i.o~;] 
Lachm. an<l Tisch. have -:-r,~; o;;-01.i-.ou;, following A B L t1 t>:, :t:\. 
The article, in itself superfluous, was more easily omittcll than 
adde<l.- Ver. 27. au.~v ""~G x;s1p6;] Lachm. Tisch. have -:-ii; X."P· 
aurov, following B l) L ~ t>:, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Viet. A 
l ( • "l · 41 • • • •)•' l\I t • 9 ~ L l • • • r: ') g oss comp. I . .., ' \". ' \"lll. _..,; at . IX. -v; u ,e Ylll. Vet . 
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- \T er. 28. The genitives Ei~e/\06r1:-o, aU~ov (Lac11m. Tisch.) arc 
found in B C D L A to:, min. ; they are, however, to be regarded 
as au emendation (it is otherwise at ver. 2) 011 account of the 
1louble a:i,i,. - Yer. 20. The omission of ;c, ,r,,miq. (Tisch.) is 
irnfliciently attested by B to:" and one codex of the It., since 
the addition from Uatthcw so very easily suggested itself. -
V Cl'. 30. ,;:-up,,;:-op,uo,-:-o] Lachm. has kopeuo,-ro, following only B* 
D, Vere. Urix. Colb. The compound, not being understood, was 
set aside. - Ver. 31. -:-~ -:-pfrn nµ,;pu] B C* D L A to:, vss. have 
:u,a -:-p,,; n,u,fpa;; appr~ved by Gri~sb., adopted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. :From viii. ~a. If ,. -:-pfrn 7//J,, had been introduced from 
the parallel (in this case, Luke)', this would rather have been 
,lone at viii. 31 (from l\fott. and Luke), where it has but very 
weak attestation. - Ver. 33. r,AO.,] Lachm. and Tisch. have ~Mo~, 
following B D to:, min. Syr. l)ers. ,v, Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.). 
Not sufliciently attested for adoption, since at auy rate the 
plural, after ver. 30, occuned more readily to the transcribers. 
- Defore oteAoy. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have ;.po; eau,ou;, which 
Griesb. condemned, Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. It is 
"·anting in B C D L A to:, vss., also in Vulg. It. (exc. Drix.), 
while several cursives place it ajta o,eAoy., ancl it is to be 
regarded as added for more precise definition. - Ver. 34. e, -:-~ 
6il<tJ] is wanting in A D A, Goth. Cant. Ver. Vere. Brix. Vind. 
]}racketed by Laclun., deleted by l~ritzsche. But, if it had been 
alkled from \'er. 33, it would appear before oieAEXB. U mlerstood of 
itself, it was easily overlooked. - Ver. 38. a;.e?.piOri o;J D L A to:, 
Syr. Capt. Tisch. have merely 'i1'1J. Rightly; comp. on ver. 12. 
- The Rcccpta, Lachm. Tisch. read : i, -:-ff, a,6.,1,. O"ou. Gricsb. 
Scholz have deleted i,. The witnesses on both sides are strong. 
The simple dative '"'.as more precisely defined partly, in accord­
ance with the usual conception "in the name," by iv, partly, in 
accordance with vv. 37, 39, by ki (so :Fritzsche, although fol­
lowing only U, min.). - After ow11,6,ia Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch. have: ~. oux axoAouM· r,11,7,. But this is wanting 
in B C L A to:, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Capt. Brix., while 
D X, min. vss., including Vulg. It. (exe. Brix.), omit the follow­
ing fr, oux axo, .. r,µ,iv (so Schulz, Fritzsche, ltinck). Accordingly 
Griesb. regards both as an addition from Luke. But 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, 1uO' n:1,~, would have been written instead of n11,,,; 
hut this only occurs in L. - fawr.uO"atu,] B D L ~ to:, min. have 
i%~1i.6ot1,n, So Rinck and Tisch. The aorist is from Luke. -
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Yer. 40. Elz. Fritzsche, Tisch. have both times r,r..:.wv. Bnt ADE 
F G HK ?II S V r, min. and most of the vss., inclu<ling Yulg. a111l 
It., rea<l ~/1,wv; f.t1,wv is an emendation, as it is also in Luke ix .. :;u. 
- Ver. 41. Elz. has: iv -:-;; ?,,6,11,. 11,ou. Hut -:-;; and 11,ou are wantiut!; 
in very cousideralJlC witnesses, which CQ;l(lemn, although not 
unanimously, both readings as additions. - Defore ou t1,h, S-:-, is 
to be adopted, following n C* D L ~ ~. min., with Fritzsche, 
Lachm. and Tisch. - Lachm. and Tisch. reali u-:;-oi.fo:1, following 
only B D E, min. - Ver. 42. After 1uxpw, Fritzsehe, Lachm. 
have -:-ou-:-rnv, in accordance, doubtless, with A B C** D L N ~ ~. 
min. vss., including Vulg. It.; but from ?ifott. xviii. G, whence also 
has come the reading 11,ui.o; omo; (Laehm. Tisch., following D C D 
L ~~.min. vss., including Vulg. and It.). - Ver. 43. xrt1,6v tJoi i6-:-,] 
Lachm. and Tisch. right.ly rea<l : xai.6v ia-:-iv tJ,, following E C L 
..:l ~. min. Vere. The Rcccptci is from :i\Iatt. XYiii. 8; but to 
derive thence the or<ler eitJ,i.O,,; ,i; -:-. ,. (Fritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch.) is forbidden by its decisive attestation. - Ver. 43. ,w] r:, 

is still more strongly attested here than at ver. 43, and is like\\'ise 
to be adopted (with Seholz, Laclnn. and Tisch.). - ei; -:-Ii -:;-:;p -:-;, 
utJ13e(J-:-o,] is wanting in B C L ~ ~. min. vss. Coudemned by 
Griesb., bracketed by Laclnn., deleted by Tisch. Even in ver. --1:; 
the words are wanting in some, although far weaker witnesses. 
They are to be retained in ver. 43 (had there been an interpo­
lation, we should have expected ei; To -:;-'Gp -:-Ii aiwv,ov, in accord­
ance with l\Iatt. xviii. 8), but in ver. 43 they are to be struck 
out as a mechanical repetition from ver. 43. - The words ~-::-ou 
6 tJ?..Wt-1)~ au,wv ou n,.eu-:-ff rni -:-o <:f:;p o~ (J/3;nu-:-w are only found iu 
all witnesses at ver. 48, whereas in vv. 44 and 4G they are 
wanting in l3 C A ~. min. Copt. Arm. They are, with Tisch., 
to be deleted in vv. 44 and 4G. They were written on the 
margin from ver. 48. - Ver. 47. -:-be -:;-upo;] falls, according to 
13 D L A~. 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 thir1l rJ.1.a; there is to he 
adopted u,.a, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A* D D L A ~. 

1, 28, 209. a).a; is a mechanical repetition. 

Ver. 1. See on ?ilatt. xvi. 28. Comp. Luke ix. 27. - eiu'i. 
'TlVE<; woe 1'.T.X.J see the critical remarks: tltcrc arc some hcl'C 

among tltc bystanders. - e':>..17Xu0.] having come; otherwise con­
ceived of in 1'Iatthew : €pxoµevav. - €V ouv&µe,] in J)Oltl'r ; 

comp. Rom. i. 3. ,vhen, moreover, in this place the corning 
of the kin9dom is spoken of, it is the same nearness of the 
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l',o·ousia that is meant ( comp. on l\fatt. vi. 10), as at I\Iatt. 
xvi. 28 (in opposition to Schweglcr, I. p. 4G7; Baur, Eva11y. 
p. 5Gl; Ki.istlin, p. 383); not the constituting of the chmch 
(Dleck), nor the emergence of the idcn of the kingdom of God 
into historical realization (Weisse, Ei:angclicrifr. p. 232), the 
triumph of the gospel (Schenkel), and the like. See viii. 38. 
·with interpretations of this nature the specification of time 
£iql -rivec; IC.T.i\.-pointing as it does to the term of the existing 
generation-is not at all in keeping. 

Vv. 21-13. See on J\fatt. 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 "\V eizsiicker) than Mark, and altogether more 
so than Luke ix. 28-3G f. - 'TOV 'Ia,c. IC. 'I(J)avv.] The one 
article em braces the va i·,· of brothers. - Ver. 3. 11,y&vovTO] 
pluml (see the critical remarks), indicates the different articles 
of clothing, which became white (a vivid delineation), see 
Ki.ilmer, cul Xm. Anab. I. 2. 33. - ola ,yva<pE11c; IC.T.i\.] i.e. of 
such nature (tl1cy became) as that a fuller on earth is not abfo 
to furnish such a whiteness ( ovT<,J<; i\w,ciivat, see the critical 
remarks). i?Tl T~c; ,y~c; is added with reference to the hcm:enly 
nature of that lustre. Bengel well says, moreover: " xiwv 
11atum, i\Et11Ciivat artc." - Yer. 6.2 T{ i\ai\~qft] what he shall 
say (futn1'C, see the critical remarks), not inappropriate 
(Fritzsche) ; but iJSei has reference to the point of time, when 
l'eter was just desiring to begin the utterance of what is said 
at ver. 5 ; and T{ i\ai\17qei expresses the unknown more 
strongly and more vividly than the deliberative Tt 'Xai\1f u?J 

1 A definite specification of time, similar to ,,_,r ~l'-1f"' •~ in this case, is only 
found again in l\Iark at xiv. 1, aml there, too, of a very important turning-point 
of the history. 

2 In tliis remark (hy way of excuse) about Peter Hilgenfeld finds Petrinism ; 
aml Ilaur, a depemi,•nce of the writer on Luke ix. 33. As to tlw latter, the con­
nrse is the case. The former springs from the endeavour to discoYer tewlrnc:1 
everywhere, even when, as here, it is the most innocent explanatory remark, 
in which indeed Ilat:r only sees (llfoi-kusev. p. 68) the character of incomplete­
nPss in the writer's combination of the other two Gospels. In opposition to 
rnch unfairness, however, Holtzmann, p. 88 f. 194, goes too for in his defonce of 
11lark, inasmuch as he does not even acknowledge the excusing character or tho 
•• ;-i,p f.~",._.,_;.,, which eno Bleck, Weiss, aml llilgoniehl ha\'C l'ecoguiscJ.. 
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(what he sltould say). - eKcpo/3ot "JO,P E"fivovTo (see t!1e critical 
remarks): fol' they became full of tcri'Oi' (I-fob. xii. ~ l ; Dent. 
ix. 19 ; Plut. Fab. 6 ; Arist. Physioyn. G), namely, by reason 
of the ap,1mranccs,vv. 3, 4.-Ver. 7. Kat E"fEVEToJ ancl thCi'c 
became (there arose, came into manifestation) a clond. Comp. 
Luke ix. 34. -Ver. 8. And of n sudden, having lookell 
around, they saw, etc. ifa:rnva occurs only here in the X. T., 
frequently in the LXX., but elsewhere is rare arnl late. -
ovUva] applies to the persons who had appeared ; hence a;\.;\.c1, 

is : but, on the contrary, not equivalent to El µ1 (Beza, and 
many others), which Matthew has. -The fear of the disciples 
is presented by l\Iatt. xvii. G with more of psychologiL:al 
accuracy as only subsequent to the voice (this is the climax of 
the event), bnt in ouch a manner that they fall down, and 
,Jesus Himself delivers them from it. The saying about 
bnilding tabernacles does not bear the impress of confu­
sion, as l\fark presents it, but that of a still fresh ingenuous 
joy at the ravishing spectacle; nor yet does it bear the 
impress of drowsiness, as Luke designates it, whose expression, 
according to Baur's opinion (see 1llurlmscva11y. p. G 9), l\Iark 
has only wished to modify ; comp. Baur's very unfavouraule 
,imlgment on the narrative of l\Iark in general in the ihcol . 
./(lhrb. 1853, p. 82 f. In Luke the later tradition betrays 
itself; see on Luke ix. 28 ff, and Holt.zmann, p. 224 f. Bnt 
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 
lrnd by His instructive . teaching made the two representa­
tives of the old covenant appear to the three confickntial 
disciples on the mountain in a nght light, in the light of 
His own J,[cssianic dcstiiwt-ion; while, on the other harnl, 
"\Veizsiicker abides by a. Yision as the culmination of a deeper 
J)l'Ocess of faith. And assuredly a visionary element was 
combined with the marvellous event. See on l\fatt. xvii. 12, 
Hemark. - VCer. 10. Tov ;\J"/01,] what ,Jesus had just said to 
them, ver. 9, not the occmTeuce of the glorification (Dcza); 
sec the following question. - iKpch1Juav] kt'pt the saying fast; 
<lid not let it go out of their cmisilleratiou, " non ncyfrcl i111-
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lwlmr1·1111t" (Dengel\ Comp. Test. XII. patr. p. GS3: Ev -tvxfJ 
crov µ,, Kpan1crnc; oo;\ov, Ecclus. xxi. 14 : 7TO.crav "fVW<rtv OU 

KpaT1/U€t. Comp. lbr. iv. 1 ; Cant. iii. 4 : €KpaT7J<ra auTOV 

Kat ovK ciif;1')Ka avTov. To explain it in harmony with tlie 
t'cri'YTJ<rav in Luke ix. 36, we must neither attach to the 
KpaTE'iv in 1·tsdf the meaning: to l.:ccp concealed (on behalf 
of which Theoclotion, Dan. v. 12, and the Scholiast Acsch. 
l'lweph. 78, have "·rongly been appealed to), nor bring out 
that meaning by the addition to it of 7rpoc; eavTovc; (Vulg. : 
cnntinucrunt ap1ul sc; comp. Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Lach­
rnann, Ewald, and many others, inducling even Euthymius 
Zigabenus ; see, on the other hand, ver. 16, i. 2 7 ; Luke 
xxii._ 23; Acts ix. 29 ; comp. Schulz); but simply explain it 
with Fritzsche, comp. Bretschneider: they hclcl fast to the pro-
7,il.,ition of Jesus, that is, they were silent on the matter. 
But this entire explanation does uot agree with 7rpoc; eavToilc; 

cr11t;17TovvTcc; K.T.X., wherein is contained the accompanying 
1/IOJ'C precise dcfim'tion of the KpaTfLV TOV A.O"fOV. - 7Tpoc; 

eavTovc; prefixed with emphasis : mnonr1 tlwnsch:cs discussing, 
not questioning Jesus thereupon. To Him they have another 
question, ver. 11. Comp. on i. 27. - Tt £.<rTt To EiC vc,cp. 
dvacrT.] relates not to the resurrection of the dead in general 
(\\'hich was familiar as a conception, and expected in fact as 
a J1Jcssianic work), but to the rising just mentioned by Jesus, 
namely, that the 1lfcssiah would rise from the dead, which, in 
fact, presupposed His d71i11g, and on that account was so 
startling and enigmatical to the disciples. Comp. ver. 32 ; 
,Tohn xii. 34. And in reference to the historical character of 
the prediction of the resurrection, see on Matt. xvi. 21. -
Ver. 11. oTt Xe'Yovcrw K.T.A.] whe1·ifoi·e say, etc.; that, indeed, is 
not in keeping with thy prohibition ! It is, with Lachmann, 
to be written: o, Tt (" quad est Ota Ti, simillimmn illi notis­
simo er intcrrogatfro," Praefat. p. xliii.); and the indirect 
character of the question (Thucyd. i. 9 0. 4) lies in the thought 
that governs it: I u·ould fain know, or the like. See Stall­
haum, ad Plat. Euth. p. 271 A; Li.icke on John viii. 25, 
p. 311 f.; Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 218 [E.T. 25;j]. Comp. 
Yer. 2 8, ancl l-Io1ncr, Il. x. 1--1 ~ ~ 0, 'Tt 0~ XPElW T0uov LKtt, 
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Darnab. 7, and Dressel in Zoe. Ewald likewise appropriately 
takes on as the rccitatirmn, so that the question would be 
Yeiled in an affirmative clause (but at ver. 2 8 : 1chcrcforl'). 
Comp. nleek. Still the bashf,d expression, which according to 
onr Yiew the question has, appears more in keeping with the 
circumstances. - Ver. 12. 'H">i.{ar; ... ,ravTa] a concession of 
the correctness of the doctrinal proposition (comp. on l\Iatt. 
xvii. 11), the theoretical form of which (hence the present) is 
retained.1 Dengel appropriately says : " Praesens indefinitum 
ut,i l\fatt. ii. 4." - ·what follows is, with IIeinsins and 
Laclmrnnn, to be punctuated thus: ,cal, ,rwr; ryirypa,rTai J,rl, 

TOV viov TOU av0pw7TOU ; Zva 7TOA'A.a 7Ta0y "· igouo. : ancl 
how stands it written as to the Son of man l He is to 
s11.ffcr man!J things, and be set at nought. The truth of 
that proposition of Elias as the theocratic restorer, who is 
tlestined to precede the :Messiah, has side by side with 
it the Scriptural testimony of the suffering of the lllessialt. 
,cat is the simple and, linking what stands written of 
the lllcssiah to what was said of Elias. Mark ought, after 
beginning the construction of the discourse with µiv, to 
have followed it up by ot!; but he passes over in an ana­
coluthic fashion from the form of contrast with which he 
began into the subjnneti1:c. See Niigelsbach on the Iliad, 
Exe. i. p. 173; l\faetzner, ad Antiph. p. 257; Klotz, ad IJciw·. 
p. G59. The answer follows in Zva K.-r.'A.., and that conceived 
under the fonn of the design of the ryt!rypa7TTa£ J,rl, -r. viov K.T.X. 

The cntfre ,cat ,rwr; ... Jgouo. is 11snally 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 is written of the llfcssiah that He ia to 
suffer many things? The solution would then be given in 
ver. 13: "Verum euim vero rnihi credite, Elias i•cnit, non est 
talis apparitio cxpectanda, qualern expectant Judaei,jmn unit 
Elias, Johannes baptista ... et eum tractarunt, etc., neqt:e 
ergo mihi meliora sunt speranda," Kuinoel. Comp. Euthy­
mins Zigabenus, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, and many others, 

1 The conjecture of Hitzig in the Ziiricher .Jlonats.~cl,r. 185G, p. G4 : 1,.,,,.,xa~,3. 

T"'"'• is quite as unnecessary ns it is grummnticnlly clumsy. 
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inclmling de ·w ctte. In substance so also Hofmann, 1T"rissa!J. 
wul E;fiill. II. p. 80 f. In opposition to this entire view, it 
rnay be decisively urged that it woulcl need an aclvcrsatil-1: 
p[lrticle instead of ,cai, and that, in ver. 13, instead of on 
Kat 'H°A.(a:; e°A.11°A.v0E, the expression would have run: oT£ Kat 

e°A.1JA.V0Ev 'H°A.{ar;. :Fritzsche, following the reading 1 Ka0wr; too 
weakly attested (instead of Kat 7r/;,r;), says: "Quod Judaici 
doctores perhibent, Yenturum esse Eliam, non minus certmn 
est, qnam e V. T. oraculis illucl, fore ut ego l\:Iessias mu1t:i 
exantlcm." But Fritzsche himself does not foil to see the 
want of internal connection herein, and hence he conjcctnn~ 
ns to vv. 12, 13 : 'H°A.(ar; µev e°A.0wv 7rpWTOV, a7rOKa0u,Tcj, 

r.avTa. ciXXtt A.E"fW vµ'iv, OT£ Kat €'1r0{7J1Tav a-imp OITa 1j0EA.7J1Tav, 

Ka0wr; "fE'Ypa7rTa£ €7rt TOV viov TOV av0pw7rov, lva 'TrOA.A.a "· T.A.. 

Ewald also, with whom Holtzmann agrees, comes ultimately 
to a conjecture that in Mark, Yer. 1 ~{, there is wanting before 
Ka0wr; "fE'Ypa7rTa£ the clause of Matt. xvii. 12 : oihwr; Kat o 
Vto<; TOV civ0pw7rOV µEA.A.€£ r.alTXHV i_,7r' auTWV. He supposes 
the discourse to have proceeded thus : "1Vhat is said in 
11/alachi iii. of Elias-that, coming bcjol'e the Jllcssiah, lte shall 
rcstoi'e all things-retains, doubtless, its tr-uth; lmt also what the 
lluly Scripture says about a suffering of the 1llcssiah (as in Isa. 
liii. 7 f.) must be f,tljillal; if, tlws, both arc to be true, the Elias 
11•!10 is to p1-cccde the historical 1llcssiah 11wst in fact have come 
already, and hai:c ban mistaken ancl set at nought by men, just 
in the sc11nc imy as, according to the Holy Scriptitre, tMs destiny 
cw;aits the lllcssiah Himself." [In this view it is at the same 
time assumed that the clause, ver. 12, Kat 7rwr; 'YJ'Ypa7rTai K.T.°A.. 

is omitted in l\Iatthew.] According to :i\Iark, however, as his 
narrative lies before us,2 the discourse of Jesus rather contains 
a syllogism with et suppressed eoncl11sion,-in such a way, namely, 
that the major proposition is conveyed in ver. 12, and the mi1101· 

1 Which Lintier also follows in the Stud. 11. Krit. 1862, p. 558, arbitrarily 
enough supplying afiet. 

: Which docs not exhibit n 1foti11ction bct.ween Scripture and fulfilment, as 
\\"cizs,ickcr jwlgcs, but the lmrmo11y of the two. \Vcizsiicker is also mistaken 
in his extending the cp1cstion from ..-;;r to ,1;,ut Accortlingly it is nssumetl to 
have the ml'auiug, that the l\Iessiah's suffering, acconliug to the prc,·ailing view, 
is not treated or. 
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in ver. 13 : "the doctrire of the prior advent and the prior 
work of Elias is correct, and of the 11Icssiah it is written that 
He has to endure much suffering and setting at nought 
(ver. 12). But I say unto yon, that Elias also (before the 
l\lessiah) has come, and they have clone to him everythiug 
that they have pleased, according to the Scripture (ver. 13 )." 
The suppressed conclusion is: "consequently there is now 
impending over the Jl[cssiah the Scriptural destiny of suffering, 
since the fate of the Elias is already fulfille1l." The suppression 
of this sad closing inference, to which ]\[atthew, ver. 12, gives 
o 1Jrcssion, 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 l\lark has the 
advantage over the narrative of Matthew, who in this history 
has, on the whole, the more original account.1 

- J!ovcww0fi] 
The form J!ovcev170fi (Lachmaun), 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 Lobecl,, ad Phryn. p. 182. The 
signification may be either: to be esteemed as nothing (con­
tcmnatnr, Vulgate, and most expositors), as Ps. xv. 4, liii. 6; 
1 Mace. iii. 14; Ecclus. xxxiv. 22; or: to be annihilated, as 
I's. xliv. 6 (5), Ix. 14, cxix. 117; Judith xiii. 17; Ecclus. 
xlvii. 7. The latter is here most in harmony with the con­
text after 7roXXa 7ra0fi. -Ver. 13. dXXaJ is the continnative 
jmn vero, atqni, which introduces a new thought in contrast 
with the previous one. If the continuation of the discourse 
were formed purely syllogistically ( consequently without Xe,yw 
vµ'iv, on), the classical language would have cl10sen aXXn 
µ17v (Becker, Anccd. II. p. 83V). - ,cal, 'H;\{a<,] 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 second ,cat therefore is and. De \Vette 

1 Holtzmann thinks that in the qm•stion anJ answer J,fark lays the stress 
npon the 1·es11rreetion of the dead, while 11/allhew emphasizes the ap11eara11ce of 
Blin.s. But in Mark too the Jisciples ask 110 question whalevn· about the 
rising from the Jea<l, Lut only have their <liflicnltics about it amo11g tl,emseli-es. 
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wrougly considers the two uses of ,cat as correspon<ling, et ... 
et; in that case ,cat £/\.~A. 'H°A.{a:; must have been rea<l. -
,ca0wc; "fE"/pa7rTa£ J7r' avTOV] has reference to the immediately 
preceding Kat e7roi1ia-av K.T.X., not to 'H°A.{ac; JX~X., as Euthy­
mins Zigabenns, Itobert Stephens, Heinsius, Clericus, Hamberg, 
,volf, Bengel, and many others ambiguously connect it. But 
in these words Jesus does not mean what is written of the 
unworthy treatment of the prophets in gcncrnl (Kuinoel), against 
"·hich may be urged the definite J7r' avTov, but what the 
Scripture relates of the fate of Elias (1 Kings xix.) as type of 
the fate of John. Comp. Grotius, W etstein, :Fritzsche. See 
also Hengstenberg, Chri~tol. III. 2, p. 89. The reference to a 
lost writing (a conjecture of Bleek) is very unnecessary. 

Vv. 14-29. See on l\[att. xvii. 14-21. Comp. Luke ix. 
37-4::l. The narrative of Mark is more original, characteristic, 
fresher, and, for the most part, more detailed than the other 
two. - a-vs'IJT.J 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. - JEe0aµ/3.] they were very nwch amazed 
(Orph. Arg. 1217; Ecclus. XXX. 9; Polyb. XX. 10. 9: e,c0aµ{3ot 

"fE'Yovo-rec;; in the N. T., used by l\fark only). But at what? 
Euthymius Zigabenus leaves the open choice between two ex­
planations: either at the approach of Jesus so exactly oppor­
tune, OJ' at the brightness of His countenance (,cat ,yap eiKo<; 

t<f,€/\.KE0'0a{ 'T!Va xapw EK T~<; µeTaµop<f,wuewc;, comp. Bengel, 
de '\Vette, Bisping). But the laltc1· must have been expressed; 
moreover, this cause of astonishment would rather have been 
followed by a remaining at a distance than a 7rpoa-Tpexew and 
,iu7ras'ew. Hence (comp. also Bleek) the first explanation of 
Euthymius Zigabenus (comp. Theophylact and Victor Antioch­
cnus) is, in accordance with the connection, to be preferred. 
It was the amazement of joyously startled s1trprisc, 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 }'ritzscbe, there is denote.-1 
generally : " quanta fucrit Jcsu ... et ad1niratio in plcbc cl 
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rcncmtio." l\Inch too general and aloof from tlie context. 
According to Lange, what is meant is, "the starting bad; of a 
multitude, that had become somewhat profanely disposed, at 
the sudden emergence of a manifestation of punishment." lint 
l\fark has nothing of these psychological presuppositions, and 
7Tpo,npE'X,OVTE, K.T.X. is not in keeping therewith. According 
to Banr, 1llarbcs1:v. p. 70, Mark has ouly attributed to the 
people the impression, "with which he himself accompanied 
the Lord, as He descended from the mount of transfiguralion." 
,vith such modes of dealing all exegesis is at an end. -
Ver. lG. E7T1JPWT. avTov,] This (tUTOIJ', cannot without arbi­
trariness be referred to any but those mentioned immediately 
before-therefore to the 11coplc,1 who are acconlingly to be 
conceived, ver. 14, as likewise taking part in the uvl;1)TE'iv, so 
that there uvl;11Touv-ra, also applies jointly to the oxAov r.oAvv. 
So also Bleck ; comp. Ewald. The usual reference to the 
7paµ,µa,Teis 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 7Tpo<; avT~W (so 1/8?Wlly; heuce also the readings 
-;rpo<; iavTOV<;, A ~-::, and fV vµ'iv, D, Vulg.), but 7Tpo, avTov, 
(with Bengel, Fritzsche, Lachmanu, Tischendorf), since avrov,, 
like avTo'is in ver. 14, applies to the disc1j1lcs. - Ver. 17. The 
father, included among this oxAo,, begins to speak in tlte 
natnml impulse of the paternal hem·t, not as if no other wouhl 
have 1:cnturcd to do so (Euthymius ZignLenus, Bengel, 
de \Vette). He is designated, in apt delineation of what 
occurred, as ek J,c T. oxAov, since it is by his utternnce that 
he first shows himself as father. - r.por; ue] that is, thither, 
"·here I might presume Thy presence, Lecanse Thy disciples 
were there. - aXaAov J 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; vVetstein in loc. -­
Yer. 18. ,cal, 07Tov &v IC,T.X.] and 1d1crcrcr lie has tahn lwl1l 

1 To whose ,;,,,. .. ~.,.,.. ah,, Jesus replies with His question, 
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of him. The possession (ver. 1 7) is not cr,nceivecl as constant, 
but as such that the demon leaves the sick man (epileptic) at 
times, and then again returns into l1im (Matt. xii. 44), aml 
lays hold of him, etc. Hence ver. 35 : µ71,cen t:lue">..0r7c; £le; 
avTOV. The exov-ra of ver. 17 is not opposed to this (de ,vcttc), 
for the son heal the <lemon-even although at intervals the 
latter left him-so long as the µTJKETt €irie">..0nc; was not yet 
realized. - p17rirI€t] he tears him, which convulsive effect is not 
more precisely to lJe defined (Euthymius Zigabenus and many 
others : Karn/3aXXet El,; ryijv). See on the word, Uuhnkeu, cp. 
ail. I. p. 2G; Duncan, Lex., ed. Rost, p. 1016. Comp. p/u,­
uftv (of the gladiators); Salrnasius, acl Ach. Tat. p. 657; aml 
,Jacobs, p. 8 21. - ciq,pLtci] change of the subject ; Winer, p. 
i> 5 (j [E. T. 7 8 7]. The permanent effect of these paroxysms 
is : g71pa{v€Tat, becomes withcrccl, wasted a.my. Comp. iii. 1. 
See generally the description of the mo1'bus coinitialis in Celsus, 
III. 23.-1:t71'ov ... rva] I told it ... that thcy.-Ver. 19. 
avToi:r;J the disciples, ver. 18. See, moreover, on :Matt. xvii. 17. 
- Ver. 20. ioc'ov avTov ,c.T.">...] when the demoniac (not: the 
flemon, Dleek) had looked upon Jesus, the demon tore him 
(the patient). On the anacoluthic use of the nom inatirc 
pal'tic1jJlc, see :Matthiae, ad Eurip. Plwcn. 283; Dernhardy, 
p. -170; Winer, p. 501 [E. T. 711]. Comp. also Niigels­
hach, Awn. ::. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 385 f. - e71'£ T. ry~r;J belongs to 
r.wwv (comp. xiv. 35; Xen. C!Jr. iv. 5. 54).- Vv. 21-24. 
It is only the specially graphic ~fork that has this dialogue. 
- Yer. 21. we;] Particle of time : how long ago is it, when 
tltis fdl 11pon liiin? - Ver. 2 2. Kat £le; 71'up J even into jfrc. In 
,John xv. 6 also the article is not necessary (in opposition to 
J.'ritzsche), although critically attested. - el n ovvn] Euthy­
mius Zigabenns rightly says: opiis, 71'wc; ouK £tX€ 1r{anv cioL­
rITalCTov. Hence the answer of ,Jesus at ver. 23; hence also 
the utterance of the father at ver. 24, who felt hi3 faith not 
to be sufficiently strong. On the form OUV!J instea<l of ouvatiat, 
see Lobecl,, ad Ph1·yn. p. 3 59. - 11µ'iv] the father of the famil!J 
speaks. -Yer. 23. After deletion of muT€vriat (see the critical 
remarks), To £l ouvn is to be regarded (Winer, p. 1G3, 50G 
[E.T. 225, 718]) as nominative absolute: The" 1/ thou, canst" 
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. . . "Everything is possible to him that bdicvcth," i.e. as far 
as concerns thy just expressed "if tlw1i eanst," the matter 
depends on the faith; the bclici:ci- is able to attaiu ci-crythiu.r,. 
The article embracing the el ouvv substantiYally (Kiihner, 
§ 49 2) takes up the word just spoken by the father, aud 
puts it with lively emphasis without connecting it with the 
further construction, in order to link it8 fulfilment to the 
petitioner's own faith. Griesbach, Tischenclorf, Ewald take 
To El ovvy interrogatively, and 7ravTa ovv. T. 7rUTT. as answering 
it: "Tune dubitans si pates aiebas? Nihil non in ejus, qni 
confidat, gratiam fieri potest," Griesbach. Comp. Ewald : 
Askcst thun that: if than canst? etc. But the assumption of 
a question is not indicated by the non-interrogative address of 
the father (,,·hence we should have expected Tl To el ovvy, or 
the like), and so we are not warranted in mentally supplying 
an aicbas or askcst than? Comp. Bornemann in the Stud. 11. 

Krit. 1843, p. 122. With the Rcccpta 7T"UTTEVG"at or ovvr, the 
explanation is: if thou canst bclici:c (I will help thee); crc171-
thi11g is possible, etc., in which interpretation, however, the To 

is without warrant disregarded, as if it were of no significance 
(but comp. Matt. xix. 18; Luke xxii. 37), and taken only 
" as a sign of q notation of the direct discomsc" ( de ·w ette ). 
So also Linder in the Stud. n. Krit. 18G2, p. 559. Lach­
mann I places no point at all after 7rtuTevuat, and we might 
accordingly explain it thus: if than art in a position to bclim· 
that crcrything is possi~lc to him that bclicrcth (so in my second 
edition). But even thus the To causes dilliculty, and the 
thought anJ the expression would be too diffuse, not in keeping 
with the concise representation of l\fark, especially in so im­
passioned a connection. Lange takes it thus: "the if than canst 
means: canst believe." How enigmatically would Jesus have 
so spoken! Bleck takes cl intc1Togati1xly. But neither the 
deliberative character of this question (see on Matt. xii. 10) 
nor the ,-6 would be appropriate. Bengel's interpretation also 

1 Who nc\·crtheless, Praef. II. p. vii., conjectures m~T!l:SAI : " Istud si 
poles," in quo dubitatio est, facito ut cert um et confmnatum des, ut fiat "pates." 
Ingenious, but nry nrtifirial; nn,I ,..,~~oii, only occurs in the ~- T. nt ~ Tim. 
iii. 14. 
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is impossiLle : " Hoe, si 21otcs c1wlac, res est ; hoe agitnr." 
nut he well obsenes on the state of the case: "Omnipotent.iae 
tlivinae se fides hominis quasi organon accommodat ad recipien­
dnm, vel etiam ad agcndum." Fritzsche has conjcctnrcd either: 
Ei'TT'fV avT~;,- El ouvaCTai; 7T'f CTT€11€' 7i'llVTa ouvaTti IC.T.A., or: fl'TT'EV 
avT~v· Ti €C1'T£ TO El ouvaCTat; 7TIC1'T€UE' 7TlLVTa K.T.A., and Borne­
mann, I.e. p. 12 3 : El7iEV avn'p TO 7TlLVTa ouvaTa T<p 7T£UT. -
Yer. 24. /30110H µou Tfi ci'TT'tCTn'c_i] help me wibclicving; refuse 
rnc not Thy help, notwithstanding my unbelief. Caloviu.~, 
Dcngel,1 awl many others render: assist 111y unbcli1f, streugthen 
rny ,reak faith, which, however, is at variance with the con­
textual meaning of /30110Et, (vcr. 22). l\Iorcover, the answer 
or the father, who has just said 7TtCTTEuw, but immediately 
afterwards, in consillcration of the greatuess of the issue made 
to depeud on l1is faith, dcsigmtcs this faith in respect of its 
degree as amCTT!a, is quite in keeping with the alternation of 
nhcmcntly excited feeling. Victor Antiochenns rightly says: 
Otacpopo, €UT£V 17 7rLCTTL<;' 17 µEv ElCTarywrytK1], 17 OE TEA.Ela.- The 
substant ire Tfi 1i1itCTT1q, brings more Htrongly into prominence 
the condition than would have been done by an adjective. Sec 
Winer, p. 211 [E. T. 2 9G]. .And the prefixed µou represents 
at the same time the mihi of interest (v. 30; Hom. xi. 14, 
and frequently Stalll.mnm, ml Plat. Plwcd. p. 11 7 A) : render 
for me to 111y 1111bdi1j 1'/iy help. - Ver. 25. on €7i£C1'UVTPEXE£ 
o x;\o,] that people 1ccrc thereupon rnnning togcthc1·. He wished 
to a,·oid still greater publicity. - lryw] emphatically, in contrast 
to the disciples. - µ77,cen] no more, as hitherto. See 011 vcr. 18. 
- Yer. 2 G. 1Cpag11s ... CT7Tapaga,] ,cpc1,ga,: crying out, not 
speaking. The 1iwsc1dincs belong to the constrnctio ,caTti 
CTuvECTtv; l\fark has conceived to himself the 7Tvevµa as a 
11c1·son (as oalµwv), and hns used the attributive parliciples 
acrul'lli,1gl!J, not therefore hy mistake (Fritzsche, de "\Y ctte ). 
Comp. Xcn. Uyl'. vii. 3. s: <pEV, w <i'Ya01', ,ca1, 7T£C1'Tl/ tvx11, 01xn 
o~ a1ro;\17rwv 17µas; see in general, .i\Iatthiae, p. 9 7 5 ; Uorne­
rn~nu in the Siidis. Stud. 1846, p. 40. -To(Jc; r.oA~ouc;J the 
mnltitnde. The entire description is trne and lifelike, and 
does not aim, as Hilgeufold thinks, at attaining a very great 

1 Who, however, also u<lmits our view. 

:UATIK. K 
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miracle. - Ver. 2 8 f. £ii; oiKov] as Yii. 17. - in] is to be 
written o,n, and, as at ver. 11, to be explained as wltcr((01'C. 
- 'TOV'TO 'T. ry{vo,;] this kind of demons - a view of the 
words which Ewald also, in his Gi:sch. C!t1·. p. 385 (not in• 
his Ecang. p. 78, 277), recognises "in the present l\Iark," but 
not in Matthew. - EV ouow{J U!J noticing, by no means. That 
prayer (K. v71rrT. is not genuine) is meaut as a means of increas­
ing faith (l\Iatt. xvii. 20), Mark does not say indeed, but it 
follows from Yer. 1 ~l ; hence it is not to be concluded that the 
utterance contains in his case the sense of ci reproach that the 
disciples had not prayed (and fasted) enough ( de W ette ). 

Vv. 30-32. Comp. Matt. xvii. 22 f., who abridges, and 
Luke ix. 43-45. - EK£i0£v] ont of the region of Caesarea 
Philippi, viii. 2 7. - ,rap€'1Top£uov'TO J they jonrncyecl along 
through Galilee, i.e. they passed through in such a way, that 
(until Capernaum, ver. 33) they never tarried anywhere. 
Comp. Dent. ii. 4, 14; Bar. iv. 43; also Mark ii. 23. 
The travelling along uy-woys (Lange) is not implied in the 
Yerb. - 1ml ouK ~0£A£V, ,va Tt8 ryv<jJ (Lachmann, Tischendorf 
read ryvoi:; see on v. 43): sirnilar to vii. 24. But here 
(,va) the contents of the wish is conceived as its design. 
The rc((son why Jesus wished to journey unknown is given by 
eDlDarrK€ ,yap K,'T.A., ver. 31, for which deeply grave instruction 
He desired to be entirely undisturbed with His disciples. 
This eoiDaCTK€ was the continuance of the 17pfaTo DtDarrKHV 
of viii. 31 ; hence there is no reason for understanding in the 
passage before us not the Twelve, but the sc:attered adherents 
in Galilee (Lange). Moreover, avTou,; in Yer. 33 is decisive 
against this. Comp. ver. 35. - ,rapaDi'Dornt] the near and 
certain future realized as present. - Ka, a?ToKrnv0£i',] has in 
it something solemn. Comp. l'flugk, acl Bur. llcc. 25. -
Ver. 32. The instructions of ,Jesus were so opposed to their 
l\Iessianic expectations, that they not only llid not comprehend 
them, but they, moreover, shrank from any more precise dis­
closure concerning the inconceivable gloomy fate before them. 

Vv. 33-37. See on l\fatt. xviii. 1-5. Comp. Luke ix. 
4G-48. Only l\iatt. xYii. ~4 ff. has the history of the 
stater. Of subonliuatc import,mce, perhaps also uclongin~ to 
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a more local trn.Llition, it seems to haYc remained unknown to 
Mark, with which view IC. {p,0. Ek Ka7r. in ver. 3 3 is uot 
at variance (in opposition to de W ette ). - l\Iark is more 
original in the historical introduction of the point in question, 
Yer. 33 f., whereas l\Iatt. xYiii. 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
ncss, as it appears in l\Iark ver. 3 7 (Matthew has the thought 
alre:ul.\' at x. 40). - fV 'TV oop] See ver. 30. - €0"tW7rC,JVJ 

from l1cing conscience - struck. - 1rpoc; ai\.i\.~i\..] emphatically 
prefixed : witlt one anothc1·, so that they one against the otltcr 
claimed the higher place. It was not the general question 
'TL, µEit;wv in abstracto, but the concrete question of per­
son (tl jealousy in their own circle of disciples. - 'TL<; µEit;wv] 
This brief, certainly primitive, intenogation is in Matthew 
more precisely defined by iv 'TV {3autX. 'T. ovp. from the 
answer (vel'. 3). This more precise definition, howeYer, is 
not, with Ileza, Heupel, and many others, to be imported also 
here, but it stands simply: who is of Mglwi· rank, although it 
is self-evident that they had also included in their view their 
position in the kingdom of heaven. - ,ca0iuar; i<f,wv. Tovc; 

owoEica] by way of solemn preparntion. - If a man desires to 
be of the first raiik, he 1nnst, etc. This eu'Tat expresses the 
result ( comp. on l\Iatt. xx. 2 6 f.),-the state of things that will 
arise in consequence of that wish,-and thereby defines the 
1·igltt 0h,Ew 7rpwT. dvat. - Ver. 3 G 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. - ivaryicai\.tu.] ajta 
he heal embraced it. Comp. x. 16. An original trait, which is 
only found in Mark. The verb occurs only in Mark, but is 
frequent in the classical writers.-Ver. 37. OV/C ... a;\Xa] not 
non ta1n ... q_1w111, Lut with conscious rhetorieal emphasis 
the iµE oiixEmt is absolutely negatiYecl (comp. :Matt. x. 20), 
which is intended to denote in the strongest degree the import­
ance of the reception of such a child (a child-like unassuming 
heliever, see on l\Iatt. xviii. 5) to fraternal loving fellowship. 
See "\Viner, p. 4:J!) ff. [E. T. ti23 ff.]; Klotz, ad Dmtr. p. V f. 
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Yv. 38-40. Comp. Luke ix. 40, 50 (not in ::ILilthcw). 
The connection of tlw11ght lies in lr.l T<p ovuµ. µou ... T~V 
ovoµ. CTOU; the disciples had done the opposite of the oJxEu0a£ 
in the case of one, wlto heal uttcrc!l tlw 11amc of Jesus. Comp. 
Schleicrmachcr, Luh p. 15 3 f. ; Fritzschc, Olshausen, Elward, 
p. 44 7 f. So John came to his question. Bengel well says: 
"dubitationem hanc vi<lctur in pcctore alicitmm<liu gessisse, dum 
opportune earn promeret." But Strauss, I. p. G ±2, and de "\V ctte 
( comp. also Bleck), attribute this connection of thought merely 
to the rcporlC1' (Luke, ,\·horn :i\fark follows), ,vho, on the ground 
of the €7T£ T<p ovuµ. µou, has inserted just here the traditional 
fragment. This is improbable; such casual annexations arc 
more natural in real living dialogue, aml the reflection of 
the reporter would ha\'c found more appropriate places for 
their insertion, such as after vi. 30. - T<p ov6µ. uou.J by 
means of Thy name, by the utterance of it. Comp. l\Iatt. 
vii. :l2; Acts iii. G, xix. 13. The exorcist in our passage was 
11ot an impostor, but a believer; yet not one belonging to 
the constant followers of Jesus, al though his faith was not 
perhaps merely elementary, but, on the contrary, even cn.pable 
of miracles. . What he had done appeared to the disciples as 
a privilege still reserved for the nn.rrowcr circle, n.nd as an 
usurpation outside of it. - i)s- ov,c a/CoA.. 11µ'iv, and then again 
on OV/C UKOA-. 11µ1,v] J olm brings this point 'l'C1"!J 11rgcntly 
forward m, the rnoti\'e of the disciples' procellure (it is 110 

"intolerahilis loquacitas," of wl1ich l•'ritzsche accuses the 
frxtus rcccptus). - i«wA-voµEv (see the critical remarks): the 
t'1;1pcrfcct, following the aorist, makes ns d11"cll on the main 
point of the narratiYe. Sec Ki.ilmer, II. p. 74. - Yer. 3!) f. 
Ap11lication: Of such a man, who, even without uelonging to 
our circle, has nevertheless attained to such an energetic faith 
in me as to do a miracle on the basis of rny name, there is no 
reason to apprehend any speedy chrmgc into reviling enmity 
a6ainst me. His cxpc1·icncc will retain him for us, c\'en 
although he has not come to his authorization, as ye have, 
in the way of immediate fellowship with me. It is obYious, 
moreover, from this passage how powerfully the word aml 
work of Jesus had awakened in individuals c\'en Leyond the 
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circle of His constant followers a higher power, which e\'en 
pcrforrneLl miracles; thus sparks, from which flamed forth the 
power of a higher life, had fallen arnl kindled beyond the circle 
of disciples, and J esns desires to see the results unchecked. 
Some barn found in this man who followed not with the 
company of the Twelve the Pauline Christians, ,vhom J\fark 
makes to be judged of by Jesus only with more tenderness ancl 
tolerance than at Matt. vii. 21 f. (Hilgcnfeld, Brw1g. p. 140 1) ; 
this is mure than exaggernted ingenuity; it is the invention of 
n criticism, the results of whieh are its own presuppositions. 
- The construction is regular, and ovv11a"€Tat designates the 
ethical possibility. - Taxu] soon (:.\Iatt. v. 25, al.; Ecclus. vi. 
18, xhiii. 20; Plato, Coni-. p. 184 A; 1'im. p. 7::1 A; Xeu. 
C'/JI'. i. 1. 1), not: lightly, which might be signified by Taxa, 
Rom. v. 7 ; Philem. 15. 

Ver. 41. See on J\fatt. x. 42. There is nothing opposed to 
the assumption that Jesus uttered such a saying here also, 
and generally on several occasions. - ryap refers, by way of 
assigning a reason, to what immediately precedes, in so far, 
namely, as the high significance of their position in the worlcl 
is contained in o, O'U/C fon ,ca0' uµwv, IJ7r~p uµwv ¥1TnV. "For 
ye are such important persons as the l\fessiah's disciples in the 
,rorlcl, tl1at he who shows to you the smallest service of love," 
etc. - EV ovoµan on IC.'T.A.] so that this rendering of service 
lias 1·ts impclliilf/ reason in thP- name, in the characteristic 
designation, that ye are l\Iessiah's disciples, i.e. f01· the s(d·e 
of the name. Comp. Winer, p. 346 f. [E. T. 484]. On 
dvat nva<;;, addictuin esse al-icui, see Brerui, cul Deni. Phil. III. 
p. 12 5, 5 G ; Seidler, acl Eur. Bl. l 0 !J 8 ; Ast, Lcrc. Plat. I. 
p. 621. 

Vv. 42-48. See on Matt. xviii. G-9. Comp. Luke xvii. 
1-4. Jesus now reverb; to the demeanour towards the lowly 
modest believers, as whose lively type the little chilcl w:.1s 
still standing before Him (Yer. 36), and administers the 

1 Sec also his Zeitsc/11·. 1864, p. 31 i f., where likewise quite untenable grounds 
are nJJuceJ for the above opiuion. In the answer or Jesus, Eichthal sees c,·,•n 
a specimen of good. hut 1101 moral tactics, auJ ho'.Js that the n~rrntire is au 
interpolation. , 
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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 onrselves to evil and thereby to incur everlasting 
torment (vv. 43-48). This simple course of the address is 
often mistaken, and even de \Vette ( comp. Saunier, p. 111, 
Ki::istlin, Baur) thought that Mark had allowed himself to be 
drawn out of the connection by Luke. The source from 
which J\fark draws is the collection of Logia. - ,caXov ... 
µ,aX'A.ov J namely, than that he should have accomplished such 
a seduction. - 1rEp{,cEtrn£ and f3i/3X71-rai bring vividly before 
us the state of the case, in which he is sunk with the 
millstone round his neck - Ver. 43 ff. Observe, according to 
the corrected text (see the critical remarks), how in the three 
references to the everlasting torment (which, indeed, according 
to Ki::istlin, p. 34H, 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 01rov a uKwX71~ ,c.-r.X., ver. 48, comes iu 
and affectingly winds up the representation. - Ver. 48. A 
figurative designation of the extremely painful and enc.lless 
punishments of hell (not merely the terrors of conscience), in 
accordance with Isa. lxvi. 24 (comp. Ecclus. vii. 17; Judith 
xvi. 1 7). Against the litcml understanding of the worm and 
the fire it may be urged that in reality (in opposition to 
Augustine, de cii-it. xxi. 9) the two together are incompatible, 
and, moreover, that aXt, ver. 49, the counterpart of 1rupt, is to 
be understood fi9umtii-cly. 

Ver. 49. Without any parallel; but the very fact of its 
enigmatical peculiarity 1 tells in favour of its originality (in 
opposition to de \Vette, \V eiss, and many others). Sec on the 
passage, Schott, Opusc. II. p. 5 ff., and Disscrt. 1819 ; Groh­
mann in the bibl. Stud. Sc"iclts. Gci~tl. 1844, p. 91 ff. ; Ifahr in 

1 Baur jmlgcs very harshly on the snhjcct (1lfa1·k118ev. p. 79), holding that 
llfork in this indcpcnclcnt conclusion, ver. 49 f., gh·cs only a new proof how 
little he couhl accomplish from his own resources, inasmuch as the thought only 
externally annexed is obscure, awkward, and without unity of conception. By 
Hilgcnfchl the discourse is alleged to be a mitigation of tho harsh snying ns to 
cutting off the hum! nnd the foot, nm! so to confirm the fater position of '.\lark 
alter :llfatthew. AccorJing to ·wciss, vv. 4!l, GO are" an nrtilici:il clnboralion ·• 
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the Stud. 11. K,.it. 1849, p. G73; Lindemann in the 1llccl.:lcnb. 
Ziilschr. 18G4, p. 299 n: In order to its correct interpreta­
tion the following points must be kept closely in view: (1) 
The logical conneclion ('Yap) is argumentative, and that in 
such a way that 'Yap is related to the 1rvp in ver. 48 (beca11se 
to this the 7TVpt mnst correspond), not to the entire thought, 
ver. 43 IT. (2) na., cannot be ci·cry disei1ilc (Lindemann), nor 
yet can it be l't'ery one in general, but it must, in accordance 
with the context, be limited to those who are designated in 
the 48th verse by avTwv (comp. Luke vi. 40), because after­
wards with 7Tao-a 8utT{a another class is distinguished from 
that meant by 7Ta'>, and something opposed to what is predi­
cated of the latter is affirmed of it. (3) llvpt and (i>,.t arc 
contrasts; like the latter, so also the former can only be 
explained instrmnc11tally (not therefore: for the fire, as 
Daumgartcn-Crusius and Linder in the Stud. 1i. Krit. 1854, 
p. 515, will have it), and the former can, according to the 
context, apply to nothing else than to the fire of hell, not to 
the fire of trial (1 Cor. iii. 13), as Theophylact and others 
(including Kostlin, p. 3 2 G f.) would take it, nor yet to the 
sanctifying fire of the divine iconl (Lindemann). ( 4) Ka{ may 
not be taken as : Just as (w<,, Ka0w-;), to which, following the 
majority, Lindemnnn also ultimately comes, but which Kat 

never expresses; but rather: and, joining on to those who are 
meant by 7TU8 and its predicate others with another predicate. 
( 5) The t 1co 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, (G) it is beyond doubt 
that 7Taua 0vo-{a cannot apply to actual sacrifices, but must 
tlenote men, who in an allcgotieal sense may be called sacrifices. 
(7) The meaning of aAto-010-cTat may not be apprehended as 
deviating from the meaning (presupposed by Jesus as well 
of ~lntt. v. 13. Ilut how specifically different are the two utterances! Arnl 
what wonhl there ha'l'e Leen to elaboral~ in the plnin saying of Matt. v. 13 1 alHl 
to elaborate in such (t 1rny? According to "\V cizsackcr, vcr. 49 f. is only adJc,l 
here "on account of the assonance as respects the figure." This would amount 
io mere rutchanical work. Holtzruann, however, justly maintains the in<le­
J>eudent conception ot' the (primitive-) l\Iark. 
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known) which the application of salt in sacrifices lwrl (see 
Lev. ii. 13, where meat-offerings are spoken of; comp. in 
respect of the animal offerings, Ezck. xliii. 24; Joseph. Ant!. 
iii. D. 1; and sec in general, Lund. Jiicl. Jiciligth., e<l. "r olJ', 
p. 6 48 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 3 7 ; Biihr, S!Jm"bvl. d. 11Ios. Cult. 
II. p. 3 2 .J:; and Stud. u. K,·it. l.c. p. 6 7 5 ff.; Knobel on Lev. 
p. 368 t). It was, namely, salt of the coi-cncrnt (n1iJ n~1;1) of 
God (comp. also Num. xviii. 1 !) ; 2 Chron. xiii. 5), i.e. it 
represented syrn bolitally the co,·enant with Jehovah as 
regarded its imperishableness,-rep1·esentcd that the sacrifice 
was offered in acconlance therewith, and for the renewing 
thereof. Comp. h·cssel in Herzog's Enc!JU. XIII. p. 34:3 f. -
Consequently "·e must trauslate and explain : " ·with warrant 
I speak of their fii'c (ver. 48); for ctci'Y oilc of those who come 
into Gehemrn, will "be salted therein with jirc, i.e. none of them 
will escape the doom of having represented in him by means 
of fire that which is done in sacrifices by means of s:1lt, 
namely, the imperishable valillity of the divine covenant, awl 
(to add now the argmncntnin c contrario for my assertion 
concerning the fire, ver. 48) every sacl'ijicc, i.e. every pious 
man unseduced, who, as Sttch, resembles a (pure) sacrifice 
( comp. Rom. xii. 1 ), shall "be salted v;ith salt, i.e. he shall at his 
entrance into the l\Iessianic kingdom ( comp. E£<TEA0E'iv fi~ T. 

sw1v, vv. 43-47), by reception of higher wisLlom (comp. 
Yer. 5 0 ; Col. iv. 6 ; and as t.o the subject-matter, 1 Cor. xiii. 
9-12), represent in himself that validity of the di vine covenant, 
ns iu the case of an actual sacrifice this is effected by its 
becoming salted." Accordingly, it is in brief: for in cw·y one 
of them the ever-during validity of the dfrine corcnant shall be 
represented "by means of fire, and in cury piuus person nscmbliug 
a sacrifice this shall be accomplislwl by the communication of 
higher v.:igdo1n. It is to be observed, further: (1) that the 
figure of the salt of the covenant refers, in the case of those 
condemned to Gchenna, to the threatening aspect of the 
divine covenant, in the case of the pious, to its aspect 
of promise; (2) that Jesus does not accidentally set forth 
the pious as a sacrifice, but is induced to do so hy the 
fact He has just been speaking of ethical self-sacrifice by 
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cutting off the hand, the foot, etc. Aud the conception of 
sacrifice, mlllcr which He regards the pions, sug:;est~ to llim 
as a designation of its destined counterpart the sacrificial 
expression 1t"ll.1''r;€t:T0at. (3) Analogous to the twofohl distinction 
of c1"X,{s1:u0at in the pas~agc before us, although tlilforent in 
the iigurati\'C conception, is tlie {3a7rTlsEw 7rupt and 'TrVEvµan 

<t"fL~iJ, Matt.. iii. 11. - Of the many rlivcrgiiig explanations, 
"'hich in the light of what has jnst been state!l arc oppo,;ed 
to the context, or to the language of the passage, or to Loth, 
"·e may note hi~torically the following :--(1) Euthymius Ziga­
henns: 'TrGS 'TrtlJ"TO<; m;pL T1J<; 7rpo<; 0EoV 7rll1"T€W<;, i} Tlj<; 7rpo, 

TOV 'TrA.1]11"LOV ci"f<l7T1J<; ClA.tlJ"01/fIETat, ij,youv T~V fI1J7TEOova ( cor­
ruption) TI}'> 1Ca1da, a7ro{3aA€t . . . 7raua 0uula 'TrVEUµaTtK1/, 

Ei'Tf ot' EVXIJ<;, €LT€ ot' EA€1/J..l,011"1JV1],, €£TE TpD7rOV ETEpov "flVOJ..l,EV1/, 

T<p a'A.an TIJ<; 'TrllJ"TEW<; i} T1J, U"fll7r1J', ClA.tt:T01Jl1"€Tat, €tTOIIV 

<tAtu01Jvat o<j,ElA.Et. (2) Luther: "In the 0. T. every sacrifice 
was salted, aml of every sacrifice something was bumt up with 
fire, This Christ here indicates and explains it spiritually, 
1w111cly, that thro11gh the gospel, as through a fire wul salt, the 
old man lm:omcs crucified, scared, and well salted; jm· our bocl,1 
i,; the true sacrifice, Hom. xii." He is followed by Spanhciru, 
Calovius, L, Cappel, and others: a similar view is given by 
Deza, and in substance again by Liu<lemann.1 (3) Grotius: 
" Onmiuo aliqua desumtio homiui debetur, aut per modum 
saliturae ( extirpation of the desires), aut per mod um incendii 
(in hell) ; haec impiorum est, illa piorum ; " the godless are 
likened to the whole burnt-offerings, the pious to the 1ninclw. 
He is followed by Hammond, comp. Clericus and Schleusner. 
(4) Lightfoot: "Nam unusquisque eorum ipso igne salietur, 
ita ut inconsumtibilis fiat et in aeternum duret torquemlus, 
prout sal tuetur a corrnptione : ... at is, qui vero Deo vic­
tima, condietur sale gratiae ad incorrnptionem gloriae." '\V olf 
and Michaelis follow this view; comp. also Jablonsky, Opusc. 
II. p. 458 ff. (5) Rosemni.iller (comp. Storr, Opusc. II. 
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 wonl of God is made a holy 
offering, so also every ,lisciplc is to be salted by fire' [of the dil"inc wor,lJ," 
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vcrae sapientiae praeparari dehet ad aetcrnam felicitatem." 
(6) Kuiuocl (taking 1rup, with flacius aml others, as a figura­
tive designation of sufferings) : " QuiliLet sectatorum meonnn 
calamitatilrns (these are held to Le the pains that arise by 
suppression of the desires) veluti saliri, praeparari <leLet, quo 
conscquatur salutem, sicnti omnes ohlationes sale condiri, prne­
parari delient, quo sint oblationes Deo acceptae." (7) Schott: 
" Quivis illormn lwininum (gni supplicio Gccnnac sunt obnoxii) 
nunc dcmmn hoe igne sale (guocl ipsis in vita tcrrcsfri 
vcrsantibus cl1fnit) iinlmctur, i.e. uu11c <lcmnm poenis vitae 
futnrne discet resipiscere. Alia scnsn illi salicntnr, qnmn 
victiinac Dea sacrac, de qnibns loco illo scriptmn lcgitur: victimn 
quaci-is sale est conspcrgcnda. His enim similes sunt homiues 
in liae vita terrestri ::mimis suis sapicntiae divinae sale imlm­
endis prospicientes." (8) Acconliug to Fritzsche, 'Yap assigns 
the reason of the exhortation to suffer rather the loss of 
members of their body than to let themselves be seduced, and 
the meaning is (in the main as according to Kuinoel, comp. 
Vatablus): "Quippe omnes (in general) aerunrnis ad vitae 
acternae felicitatem prneparabuntur, sicut omues victimae e 
:i\Iosis dccreto sale sunt ad immolationem praeparamlae." So 
in substance also Illeek. (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 from sins, or by Leing 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." 1 Similarly Lange. 
(10) According to de Wette, 1rvpi a)\,{s1:u0ai is nearly(?) tanta­
mount to "the receiving by purification the holy seasouing aml 
consecration ( of purity and wisdom)," au<l Katis 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, Le salted,-tbat is, shall from 
without, by sufferings, privations, and the like, be stirred up, 

1 Accor,ling to Ols!1:msen, we nre to fiml here nn authentic explnnntion as to 
the significance of the sncrifices, anti of the ritual of their salting. 
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qnickcne(l, nnd pen-ndcd by a higher, fresh spirilual power." 
(lJ) Biihr: "As according to the law there must in no sacri­
fice lie wanting the symbol of the covenant of sanctification 
that consecrates it the salt; so also must every one be purified 
and refined in nnd with the sacrifice of self-surrender; ... 
tl1is rnfining process, far from being of a destructfre nature, is 
rnther the very thing ,rhieh preserves and maintains unto 
true and Eternal life." (13) According to Ewald, the meaning 
is that every one who yields to seductive impulses, becanse 
he allows the salt-wherewith from the beginning God has 
scnsoned man's spirit-to become insipid, must first be salted 
again by the fire of hell, in onler that this sacrifice may not 
remain without the salt which, according to Lev. ii. 13, 
belongs to every sacrifice; no other salt (no other purification) 
is left save the fire of hell itself, when the salt in man has 
heeome savourless. (14) By Hilgenfeld the fire is alleged to 
be even that of internal desire, through which (this is held to 
mean : by orcrcoming the desire '.) one is said to be salted, i.e. 
led to Christian wisdom ; thereby one is to offer a sacrifice 
uf which the salt is Christian discemmcnt. - This great 
diversity of interpretntion is a proof of the obscmity of the 
utterance, wl1ich probably was spoken by J esns in an explana­
tory connection which has not been preserved.-The second 
clause of the verse has been held by Gersdorf', p. :-376 f., on 
linguistic grounds that are wholly untenable, to be spurious ; 
and, as it is wanting also in B L LI ~, min. and some vss. (on 
account of the twice oecnrring aA.tCT01<1'. by transcriber's error), 
it is declared also by Schulz to be a gloss. 

Ver. 50. KaAov . .. apn1<J'eTe] a maxim of experience 
drawn from common life, in which To /i),.,a, is to be taken 
literally. Then follows with EXETE IC.T.A. the application, in 
which the spiritual meaning of the salt (wisdom, see on 
ver. 4£!, and Bnxtorf, Llx. Tal1n. p. 1208) emerges. The 
connection with 1dwt precedes is: In order to experience in 
yourselves on the establishment of the kingdom the tmth : 
'TT'a<J'a 0u<J'{a a),.,t aA.t<J'01<J'€Tat, ye must-seeing that salt, "'hich 
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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trne wistlom 1 aud withal lJe pcacrful one with another . 
.Agrrinst both the disciples had siunell lJy their dispute about 
precedence (ver. :34), frorn which the entire discourse of 
Jesus, vcr. 3 5 ff., lrnd stnri<:(1, aud to which He now again at 
the close points lmc:k. This contest aLont precedence h,ul 
l,een foolish (opposed to the itAac,) aml m1pcac1f11l. - dew OE To 

a/\a', &va/\ov K.T.A.] Comp. 011 :\Intt. v. 13. - aVTO apTVU€T€] 

·d1crcwith shall ye restore it ? so that it shall again be pro­
vided with srrliue efficrrcy (comp. on Col. iv. 6). - EXETE] 
emplrntically placed first : keep, ]!1"tscnc, which is not done, if 
the analogue of the &vaAov ry{veu0at sets in with yon. - iv 
fovTotc,J in vourscl?:cs, conelrrtive to the subsequent iv a:.\:.\1-
i\.oic, (,-a1jn·ocallv). Comp. llengcl: "prius oflieium respectu 
nostri, alterum erg:,, alios." - u"i\.a (see the critical relllarks) 
frorn o /1'"i\.c,. See Lo\Jeck, Para lip. p. 0 ;3. - Ka~ Eip71v. iv ,t'"i\.'"i\..J 
The annexing of this exhortatiun was also snggested Ly the 
conception of the salt, since the salt was svmool of a c01:c1wnt. 
Hence the course of thought : Ancl-whcreof ye arc likewise 
reminded by the symbolic significance of srrlt-lfrc in peace 
one with another. 

1 Comp. !gnat. ad lJJagnes. 10 : ;,,._;,(7,71 l, ai.T'f (Xf•"'i), r,a ,.. du,;,f«f~ ,,.,, i, 
~[J-"i~. 
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CHAPTER X. 

Yn:. 1. o,a ,u)] is wanting in C** I> G A, min. Syr. l'ers. Aeth. 
Goth. Vulg. It. On the other hand, DC'* L ~, Copt. have -x.ai. 
So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. This :a.d was, in some cases, 
deleted in aceurdance with Matt. xix. 1; in others, more pre­
cisely defined by the description contained in oic1. ,oii. - Ver. 4. 
·with Lachm. and Tisch. the order kf,p,--},, l\Iw~,r,i;, following 
B C D L A, min., is to be preferred. - Ver. G. b 0,o; is wanting 
in B C L A ~. Copt. Culb. Corh. Bracketed by fochrn., deleted 
l,y Tisch. An a<lLlition by way of gloss, ,rhich appeared neees­
cnry here, althangh not at nlatt. xix. 4.-Ver. 7. ,;:po; ,. yv,.] 
Lachm. has ,~ 1vvai?.,, following AC L N A, min. codd. It. Jer. 
1''rom :i\fotthe"·- Tiseh. has now again deleted ?.. ,;;-pOO'?.oi,i-. ,;:pi,; ,. 

1,,. a~,oii, nevertheless only following B t-:, Goth. It lies under a 
strong suspicion of being an addition from l\Iatthew. - Ver. 10. 
ii; ,r,, ohia,] So also Lachm. and Tiscl1., following B D L A~, 

min. Cant. Ver. The Rw7Jta iv ,~ ohiq, (Fritzsche, Scholz) is 
an emendation. - av,..oii ,;:,pi ,oii a~,o:i] On Llccisive evidence we 
rnnst rea<l, with Fritzsche, Lac!nn., aud Tisch., merely ,;;-,pi Tou-:-ov. 

Tlw first o.~-:-o:i is a current addition to oi 11,a0r,mi; by Toi:i av,o:i 
( D : ,o:; a~-:-o:i i.oyov) ,o~-:-ov was glossed for the purpose of more 
precise definition. - Ver. 12. Tischendorf's readiug: ?.cti' icl.v a~-:-~ 

u-::-oi.~O'aO'ct ,:-lv &vopct avrr,; yct/J-~G'fl (B C Lt,: and A, which, how­
ever, has -x.ai before yaµ,.), is a stylistic emendation. - yu1.1,r,tl~ 

oXA'-fl] Lachrn. Tisch. have yawr;r,ri &i,.i.ov, following B C* D L 
At-:, min. A mechnnical repetition from ver. 11 (whence A has 
c•,·cn u1.1.r,v instead uf /1,.,.o, !). - Ver. 14. Before /J-~ Elz. Fritz:Sche, 
Lachm. l1avc ?.ai, which is wanting in witnesses dl'St·n·ing con­
sideration, ancl is added from the parallels. - Ver. lG. Instead of 
r,~i.61ei Lachm. (as also Scholz) has fut.oys,. But B C A t-:, min. 
Yict. have ?.a,w,.61 ei (L N : 7.(/,n,,,, .. ). It is to be adopted, with 
Tisch.; this compound, whieh docs 11ot elsewhere occur in the 
:N. T., was unfamiliar to the trauscribers. Its position ucforc ..,o,i; 
(omitting the last a~,a) is attested by n CL A t-:, min. Copt. Syr. 
p. ms. Viet. (Fritzschc, Tisch.). But it was precisely the threefold 
a~-:-a tliat gave occasion to error aml correction. - Yer. Hl. Tlic 
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arrangement /J.r, q:ov., /J.~ 11,01-x,. (Lachrn. Tisch.), is found in DC .). 
~** min. Copt. Ar. Col b.; but it is from :i\Iatt. xix. 18. - Ver. 
21. The article before ,;;-.-w-x,o7; i;; "·anting in witnesses of such 
])reponderating character ( comlenrncd l>y Gries b., deleted Ly 
Fritzschc, Lachm.) that it appears (as also in :.\Iatt. xix. 21) as 
fill nddition. - apu; .-i,v O'rnup6v] is wanting in B C D A ~, 40G, 
Copt. Vulg. It. Clem. Hilar. Aug. Ambr. Other witnesses have 
it Lefore o,'"po. Bracketed by Lachm. But how easily the 
words were passed over, as the parallels have nothing of the 
kind ! - Ver. 24. .-ou; ,;;'E,;;'0106-:-a; ki .-oi; -x,pr,/J..] is not found in 
B A ~, Copt. ms. Deleted by Tisch. But if it l1ad been added, 
the aclllition would have been made in accordance with the text 
of ::\Iatt. or Luke, or according to ver. 23. The omission was 
meant in the interest of stricter morality, which regarded 
the ,;;-g:-o,06rn;, etc., as quite excluded. - Ver. 25. 01i1.ueiv] 
The flo-s1.0,iv, commended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch., has 
indeed considerable attestation, Lut it is from l\latt. ix. 2-!, 
and i11 this case the significant change of the verbs in }fork was 
not observed. - Ver. 28. i,Y.vi,au0r,ar.ttu,] Lachm. and Tisch. ha Ye 
r,zat.o,Or,zaruv, following B C D. A mechanical similarity of for­
mation with &.rpiizar.1.sv, occurring also in some witnesses iu 
l\Iatthew and Luke.•- Ver. 29. Only B A~ (e. a~.-cji ii 'r.), Copt. 
have the simple 'irp71 ii 'Ir,u. (Tisch.) instead of a,;;-ozp. o 'I. d,;;-H, 

but they are corrrct. Comp. on ix. 12, 38. - ij ,;;-a.-ipa ~ f.J.'1/.-ipa] 
The reverse order is found in B CA lOG, Copt. Goth. Col b. Drix. 
Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be preferred. n ,;;-a.-ipa 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. Vere. Corb. Harl.). On account of Yer. 30 
n 1vvaha has also been omitted (B D ~ ~. min. Copt. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch.). -After xai the second ;,m, is 
added Ly Griesb. and Tisch., following preponderating eYidence. 
The omission is explained from viii. 35. - Ver. 30. µ,r,:-ipa;] 
Lachm. has w,.-ipa, following A C D, Verss.; the plural was 
objectiouaLle. - Ver. :n. The article before the second eux,arn 
is indeed deleted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. ; Lut following 
l\Iatt. xi:c 30 it dropped out so easily, 11.ucl, rnorcovcr, it is 
found still in such important testimollies, that it must he 
restored.- Ver. 3~. zai azoi.o,~.J n C* LA~, 1, Copt. have oi 
ii &.r.01.wO. This is rightly followed by E\\'ald, and is now 
adopted by Tisch. The oi oi not being understood "·as set 
aside by zai. nut the attestation is to be the more reganle,l 
ns sufticic11t, that D K, min. Vere. \' rr. Chrys. nre unt to l,c 
reckoned in favom of the Rmpta, l1ecause they alLogethcr 
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omit x. cho, .. i;&,3., of which omission the homoioteleuton \\'flS 
nrnnifcstly the cm1se. - Ver. 3:3. The article before 1 pr,./L/L, 
(Elz.) is, with Scholz find Tisch. (in opposition to Griesb. l\fatth. 
:Fritzsche, flml Lflchm.), to be mflintained. The testimony in 
favour of its omission is not prepouclerating, arn.l comp . .i\Iatt. 
xx. 18. - Ver. 34. The order i11,,;:-Tut1o~rt,v auT. x. fLartTJ1. a~,. 

(Lflchm. Tisch. Rinck) is found inn CL A~. min. vss.,i11cludi11g­
Vuh!. and codd. It. But the i/i,;:-ai'i,. and EfL<::",ulf. were considered 
as bcloilging together. Comp. L1ike xviii. 33. - Elz. has .. ~ 
,pi,r, i,/1,fpq. ; so also Fritzsche, Scholz. But B C D L A ~. vss. 
haYe 1u,a ,p,i; r;,u,ipa;. Approved by Griesb. Schulz, adopted 
by LGchm. Tisch. The Reccptci is to be mainta~1ed. See 011 

ix. 31.- Ver. 35 . .After afri;11. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have 11,, 

following A B C L <l ~** min. vss. To be adopted. It was 
eGsily passed over as being superfluous. D K have it before 
the verb. An incorrect restoration. ~ * has entirely omitted 
" '' 1 t '' • ~ 1r "G - ' • ·] L l T. l o Ea, ( own O u&; T,fklV. - , er . .:, . ,;:'&/r}tJU, /LS LJ/l,/U ac llll. lSC l, 

have ,;:-01i;t1w U/Ll'I, which was al8o approved by Griesb. An 
alteration iii remembrance of }JflSsages such as x. 51, xiv. 12, 
~Iatt. xx. 32, in which also the bare subjunctiYe was some­
times completed by ,va ,;:-o,i;rrw. - Ver. 38. Instead of il.ai (in 
Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche) read, with Rinck, La.chm. and Tisch., if, 
\\·hich Griesl>. also approvell, following B C* D L A ~. min. 
Copt . .Arm. Ar. Vul~. It. Or.; il.ai came from ver. 39. - Iu 
Yer. 40 Glso if is to lie adopted on almost the same evidence 
(with Rinck, Lachm., and Tisch.) ; w.f is from :Matt. xx. n. -
,\fter ,>,n. Elz. lrns /L&v, which is deleted on decisive evidence. 
- Yer. 4S. Read il.ai c:pM·;wA. ai,,&~; o 'Ir,a&LJs, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., following R C D L A ~. 406, Syr. Copt. codd. It. The 
Ecapta is from :Matt. xx. 25. - Ver. 43. Instead of the first 
;,;m,, Lachm. and Tisch. have fo.;,, ,rhich Schulz also approYecl, 
in accordance with BC* D L A~. Yulg. It. The future came 
in from :i\Iatt., and on account of what follows. - Ver. 4-!. 
~.,1,;,, ,,,;,;Ow] Lachm. has i, V/Ll'I dvw, following important evidence, 
1.Jut it is from ~fott. xx. 27. - Ver. 4G. After ,up.6; read with 
Tisch. ,;:-p0t1ain;;, omitting the subsequent ,;:-portw,wY. So D L .l 
Copt. Comp. ~, ,upi.h; il.ai ,;rpGtJai.r;;. The Rcccpta is from Luke 
niii. 3ii. - Ver. 47. i, ui6;] Lachm. has ui~, following DC LA~. 
min. b·om Luke. Comp. ve1·. 48. - Ver. 49. aii,i,v i~,vr,J~,w] 

B C L .l ~, min. Copt. ha.re <pw,;,tJ(t.-;-e a1,,6v. So }'ritzsche and 
Tisch. .And rightly; the accusative with the i11finitin~ was 
introduced through the fact of i%ii.,ua,Y heing written insteftcl of 
dc:,v, after Lukr xYiii. 40 (so still E,· . ..J-:-{, It. Vulg.), and rem:iinecl, 
after ,k;v 1ras re:-;toreLl, the more easily because Luke lrns it also. 
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-1 ,e,pe] Sr.e on ii. D. - Ver. 50. ci.vaora;] Laclun. ancl Tisch. 
have rl,w::-r,ohoae, according to D D L .6. N, min. V8S. (including 
Vulg. It.) Or. The Rcccpta is a "scriptorum jejunitas" that 
mistakes the peculiarity of l\fark (Tisch.). - Ver. 51. The furm 
/,rt:'3/3ou,i (Elz. ;,a(3.3o,i) has <lecisivr, evidence. - Ver. 52. Instt•:Hl 
of -.-,;; 'lr,a~~ (Elz., Scholz, Rinck), A 1l C D L .6. N ham a0-:-j, 
(Tisch.), which attestation is decisive. 

Yv. 1-9. See Oil Uatt. xix. 1-8. - KaKe-t0e-v] points hack 
to ix. 33.-Kal, 7rEpavTov'Iopo1ivou] see the critical remarks. 
He came to the honlers of ,T mlaea, mul tltat (see Fritzsche, 
Quacst. Luc. p. !) ff.; Hartung, l'a1'ti/,,dl. I. p. 143) on the 
furtlm· side of Jordan, " ipsa Samaria ad dextram relicta" 
(Deza). At Jerieho He came again to this side, ver. 4G. 
See, moreover, on :\Iatt. xix. 1. - Kat <ruµr.op. K.T.11..J .. I ;ul 
tl1c1·e gather together to Hiin af;ain c1·01nls of ptoplc. w1111.t1•, 
for previously, at ix. 30 ff., He lwl \\'ithtlmwn Himself from 
the people. -Ver. 2. l\Iark has not the properly tnupliil(J 
clement in the question, but it is found in 1\Iatt. : KaTa 

wa<rav al,-t'av (sec 0!' l\fatt. xix. 3). That this element wa8 
not also presen-ecl in the tradition which l\fark here follows, 
may very naturally be explain eel from the reply of J csus, 
which ran 1111conditionally (even according to :;\fatt. vv. 4-G). 
::\fork therefore has not the onginal form of the qnPstion 
(Bled:, ,v ciss, Holtzmmm, Scheukel, Harless, L'hc.schcid. p. 
:rn), nor does he make the question l,e put more captiv11sly 
(Fritzsche), nor has he made u8e of l\fatthcw incorrectly, or 
"·ith alterntions consonant to his own reflection (Saunier, 
nam), lJecansc the ,Jewish points of dispute as to di\'nrcc ,rnre 
to him indifferent (K.iistlin); but he follows a defocti\'e tradi­
tion, which in this particular is completed and corrcctetl in 
:i\1 atthew. De \Yette':, conjecture is arbitrary, that :i\Iark 
presupposes that the Pharisees had already heard of the Yicw 
uf J csus 011 diYorcc, allll wishctl to induce Hirn to a 1Y11r·wctl 
cleclamtion on the subject. The perilous clement of the 
rpiestion docs not tlll'll 011 the dinirce of Ilci-orl (Ewald, Lnllge). 
Sec on l\latthew. - Ver. :3. Here also the tradition, w hieh 
l\fark follow,;, deviates from Matlhcw, "·lio represe11l::; that 
the comrnau<lment of l\foscs is brought into question not, by 
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.T esus, lmt l>y the Pharisees, and that as an ol>jection against 
the answer of J csus. But it is more natural and rnure 
forcible that the reply of Jesus should start immediately from 
J)eut. xxiv. 1, ::m<l should first elicit this Mosaic «?vTo).17-011 

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. E71"ETPE'fE] em­
phatically prefixed (see the critical remarks): l\Ioses pcnll'ittcd, 
in saying which their efEunv, ver. 2, is present to their 
minds. See, moreover, on l\latt. v. 31. They prudently refrain 
from saying £VETE£t..aTo. - Ver. 5. T. JvTot..hv Tai.IT.] the 
commandment of the putting forth a writing of divorce­
ment. -Ver. G. The subject (as o fhoc; is not genuine) is 
to Le taken out of ICTLUE(J)', (o IC'TLUT~c;). See lGihner, II. 
p. ::l(i, 4. - Ver. 7. Christ makes Adam's words at Ge11. 
ii. 44: His own. It is otherwise, but less directly and 
concisely, given in Matthew. - eVEICEv TovTov] because God 
created men as male and female-in order to corresponcl 
with this arrangement of the Creator. - The futnrcs indi­
cn.te "·hat ,,r:i/l h(IJJpcn in cases of 11um·ying according to God\; 
ordinance. 

Vv. 10-12. See on Matt. xix. 9. The two ernngelists 
1liffer from one another here in respect of the place, of the 
persons to whom Jesus is speaking, and partially of the con­
tents of what He says. Cr,rtainly :i\Iatthew has furnished 
the original shape of the matter, since what l\fark makes Jesus 
say only in the house and merely to His disciples (ver. 11 
with the not original amplification of ver. 12) is withal an 
essential element of the reply to tlrn Pharisees, and does not 
1,ear the character of a special private instruction, whereas 
the pri rnte communication to the !lisciples, l\Iatt. xix. 10-1 ~, 
which as such is just as appropriate as it is original, is indeed 
"the crown of the whole" (Ewalll). - El, T~v ol,c{av] hariny 
,·omc into the hoNsc (in which at that time they were lodging). 
The same bnwity of expression occurs at xiii. 0. - 71"U.A.tv ol 
µa017Tai] again tht disciples, as previously the Pharisees. -
7.Epl -rouTou] (see the critical remarks): 11pon this subject. -
Yer. 11. J.,..' avnjv] in reference to ha, the woman that is put 

Mll~ L 
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:-may.1 
- )fark has not the µ,;, J-r.1 -r.opvE.'<J, (:\folt.), \Yhic11 

makes no essential <liffereuce, as this ground of divorce i;; 
,,bvious of itself as such. Sec on )fatt. v. :J 2. Comp. a],;n 
Hofmann, Sd1nftl,c11'. II. 2, p. -!lll.-Vcr. 12. Kai Nw ryuv,'1 

lir.o7\.v(jv K.'T.7\..] :Matthew has (p1ite a different sayiug. Th<' 
n:nrntivc of )fork is certainly not original (in opposition to 
Schenkel), but puts into the mouth of ,J esns what was the 
cn,-;tom among the Ci,·al.-s and R,Jiil(018, namely, that the wife 
also might be the divm·cing party, and very often actually 
"·as so (see on 1 Cor. vii. 1:3, aml '.Vetstcin in loc.; also Danz 
in ::\Icnschcn, N. T. ex Talm. ill. p. GSO ff.), "·hich was not 
competent to the Jewish wife (Dent. xxiv. 1 ; Josephus, 
.A;1tt. xv. 7. 10), for the instances of '1li11wl (1 Sam. xx.v. 41), 
of Jlcrodias (l\Iatt. xiv. -! f.), and of S11!01,1r (J(lsqilrns, Ailtt. 

xv. 7. 10) are abnormal in ref!pect of their nrnk; and tlw 
cases in which, accol'lling to the nalJbins, the wife rnight re­
quire that the hnslmml shonlcl give her a writiug of dirnrcemcnt 
(see Saalschiitz, Jlos. R. p. 806 f.) do not belong to the question 
here, where the wife herself is the party who puts mrny. The 
proposition in the pnssage before us is derived from nu Hdlcnic 

mnplification of the tradition,2 which, however, in Matthew 
is ngain excludecl. Comp. Harless, p. 2 5 f. According to 
Kninoel (comp. Lange), Jesus purposed to give to the apostles, 
as future teachers of the Gent ifrs, the i11!;trnction requisite for 
judging in such n cnse. But He mrn,t have said as much, ns 
the rpicsUon had reforc11ce to the .Jewish relation of divorce. 
-µ,oixaTai] the snhject is the woman (comp. v. 11), not the 
a7\.7\.o-.. i\Ioreover, Grotius appropriately says : " l\Iulicr ergo, 
cnm dominn sni non sit ... ornni110 ndulterium comrnittit, 
11011 interpretatione aliqua ant per consequc11tiam, sed directe. 
Ideo non debuit hie addi €7i

1 
av'TDV." 

1 Obsrn·e that Jesus here of necessity pn•snpposcs the acknowkt!gm,•nt of 
the principle of mo11uua111y. Thcophylact aml Jllauy others, inclu,ling Lange, 
Ewald, anti Illeck, have erroneously rcfcrrc,l ab.-,i, to the -~ecollll wife. Ernsmus 
appropriately says: " in injuriam illius." Co1np. Calvin anti. Bengel : " in 
illam." It is ouly thus that its emphatic bearing is brought out; the marrying 
of the second wife makes him an adulterer towards thc.fi1-,,1. 

"According to Ihnr, frolll n nJltcliun of '.\lark on the e•1ual rights of the tlro 
st•xes. 



CHAI'. :X. 13-2i. 1G3 

Y\·. 13-lG. Sec on )fatt. xix. 13-15, who gives the narra­
tive only lJy way of extract. Comp. Luke xviii. 15-17. -
c"iferai] From the mere touch on the part of the holy man, who 
a~surcdly "·as abo known as a friend of children, they hoped 
t:i tlerirn lile~,;iug for their chihlren. So too Luke. It is other­
wise in )fotthGw, in whose account, instead of the touch, there 
i;; already introduced here the more definite laying on of lumds, 
whid1 wns performed by Jesus at ver. 16. - Ver. 14. ~7ava,c­

;-17a-e] "propter impedimentum mnori suo a discipulis ohlatmn" 
(Dengel). - Yer. 15 is also adopted by Luke xviii. 17, but 
11ot by the abbreviating nfotthew. JV!wsoc1:c1· slwll not hwi:c 
•l't'Ccircd the l;i11gtlo1n of the Jlcssiah as a child, i.e. in the moral 
t:omlition, which resembles the innocence of childhood (comp. 
::\Iatt. x\·iii. 3); Thcophylact appropriately says: Twv lxovTwv 
'1: , I \ ) f ,\ \ C::,, I JI ) \ ,1' I 

Es lLCTIC1/GEW<; T1JV a,ca,ciav, 1JV Ta r.awia exouCTLV ar.o 't'UCTEW<;. 

- In 0Eg71rni the king<lorn (which the coming niessiah estab­
lishes) is conceived as com i;1g (ix. 1 ; l\Iatt. vi. 10 ; Luke xvii. 
:20, al.). It is erroneous to explain the {3aa-iX. T. Beou as the 
't',·,·achi11g of the kingdom (Theophylact, Enthymius Zigahenus, 
Kuinoel, and many others). -- Ver. 16. €va7,caX.] as at ix. 36. 
- KaTl)UAo~;.] only occnrs in this place in the New Testament; 
it is stronger than the simple form, Plut. Amator. 4 ; Tob. 
xi. 1, 17. It expresses here the earnestness of His interest. 
How much 11w,·c did Christ do than was aske<l of Him ! 

Vv. 17-27. See on l\Iatt. xix. lG-26. Comp. Luke 
xviii. 18-27. As well in the question at ver. 17, antl in the 
answer of Jesus vv. 18, 19, as also in the account of the 
address to the disciples ver. 23 f., and in several little pecu-
1 iar traits, the narrative of l\Iark is more concrete and more 
direct. - elr;; ooov J out of the honsc, ver. 10, in order to 
prosecute His journey, ver. 32. - "/OVU'iiET.] not inappropriate 
(de \Vette), but, in connection with r.poa-Spaµwv, representing 
the earnestnes::; of the inquiry; both words are peculiar to 
the graphic )fork. \\.ith an accusative, as at i. 40. See 011 

:\latt. xYii. 14. - Yer. 18. The variation from l\Iatthew is 
rn far unessential, as in the latter also the predicate a'Ya0o, is 
attributed to Goel only. But in l\Iatthew it has become neces­
~ary to gi\"C to it, in the re1ntion to the question, a turn ,rhich 
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betrays more a later mo11lding under reflection 1 than tlw 
simple and direct primitive form, which we still find in l\lark 
and Luke. - Tt µ,e A€"f€£', <L"fa0ov; OV0€t', K.T.i\..J Ingeniously 
and clearly Jesus makes use of the allllress oioauKaAe a'Ya0€, 
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 to tnrn aside jl'oin llimsc!J 
ancl to asc1·ibc to Goel only the predicate a'Ya0o,, which had 
been used by the young man in the customary meaning of 
holding one in esteem ( txccllcnt teacher, Plat. Jlfcn. p. 9 3 C ; 
comp. the familiar Attic w a'Ya0i or w ''Ya0€; and sec Dorvil!. 
cicl Charit. p. 642), but is taken up Ly Jesus in the eminent 
and absolute sense. " Thon art wrong iu calliug me good ; 
this predicate, in its complete conception, belongs to none save 
One,-that is, God." Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche in I•'ritzschior. 
Opusc. p. 78 ff. This declaration, however, is no evidence against 
the sinlessness of J csus ; rather it is the trnc expression of the 
necessary moral tlistance, which the human consciousness­
even the sinless consciousness, as being lrnmn11-recognis(•tl 
between itself and the absolute perfection of God.2 For the 
human sinlessness is of necessity relative, ancl even in the 
case of Jesus was conditioned by the divirrn-human develop­
ment that was subject to growth (Luke ii. 52; Heb. v. 8; 
Luke iv. 13, xxii. 28; comp. Ullmann in the Stud. 1i. lfrit. 
1842, p. 700); the absolute being-good, that excludes nil 
having become and becoming so, pertains only to God, who jg 

" verae bonitatis canon et archctypns " (Beza). Even the man 
Jesus had to wrestle uutil He attained the Yietory aml peace 

1 This 1,rimitivc form is all,•g,·,l, i1Hlcctl, by Hilg,•nfoltl (in lhe //wul . .lul,rl,. 
1857, p. 414 ff. ; comp. in his Zfil.scl11·. 1SG3, p. 3G4 f.) to have been no longi-r 
preserved even in llfork and Luke. He finds it rather in the form of the wonls 
\\·hich has bel'n preserved in Justin, c. T1·1n•h. 101, ,,u,l among the ~farcosians 
(similarly in :Marcion): 7; 1-u }...fy. UyadO" i iT; io-ir;, a.,,_a.P0,1 0 'll'rr.rrr/p µor;, 0 h ,ro~; 
•vpa. .. i,; an,! bolus these wonls to have been altcre,l, in onler to ,lcprivc them of 
their probative force in favour of the Gnostic ,listinction 1,ctwceu the perfret 
God and the imperfect Creator of the worl,l. llut tho Gnostic exegesis might 
find this probative force just as suitably in our form of the text (in bcha!r of 
which Justin, Apoluy. i. Hi, tc-slifics), ir it lai,l stress, in the ,T, , 1➔,,;, on llw 
reference to the supreme God, tlw Father of Christ. R"e also on Luke xviii. l!J. 

2 Comp. Dorner, Jesu siimllose Voll!.:ommcnh. p. H. 
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of the cross.1 This is overlooked from dogmatic misunder­
standing in the often nttempte<l (see as enrly ns Augustine. 
c. Jl<1J'im.. iii. 23 ; Ambros. de jidc, ii. 1) and variously-turned 
mnke5hift (sec Theophylact, Erasmus, Bengel, Olshausen, 
Ebrani; comp. also Lange, II. 2, p. 1106 f.), that Jesus rejecte<l 
thnt predicate only from the standpoint of the questioner (if 
thou regnrdest rne as only a human teacher, then thou nrt 
wrong in calling me goocl, etc.). ·wimmer (in the Stnd. n. 
Kl'it. 1845, p. 115 ff.) thinks that the young man had been 
nm bitious, ha<l said oioacncaXe arya0e as captatio bcncvolentiac, 
and presupposed the existence of ambition also in Jesus; that, 
therefore, ,T esus wished to point his attention by the T{ µe 

Aeryw; arya06v to his fault, and by the 01/0Et<; arya0o<; IC.T.A. to 
bring to l1is knowledge the unique condition of all being-good, 
in the sense : " Nobody is to be called good, if the only God 
be not called good, i.e. if He be not assumed and posited as 
the only condition of all goodness." In this explanation the 
premisses are imported, and the interpretation itself is incorrect; 
since with 01~0EL<; IC.T.X., XiryeTat cannot be supplied, but only 
iuT{, ns it so frequently is in general propositions (Ki.ihner, II. 
p. 40), and since ouod,; ei µ17 means nothing else than nemo 
11isi, i:.c. according to the sense, no one except (Klotz, a<l IJcvar. 
p. 524).-Ver. 19. The certainly original position of the 
µ~ cpovevu. is to be regarded as having at that time become 
traditional. Comp. Weizsiicker, p. 356. - µ~ a?To<TTep.] is not 
a renewed expression of the seventh commandment (Heupel, 
l~ritzsche), against which may be urged its position, as well as 
the nnsuitableness of adducing it twice; neither is it an ex­
pression of the tenth commandment, as far as the coveting 
applies to the plundering another of his property (Bengel, 
"\Vetstein, Olshausen, de vVette), against which may be urged 
the meaning of the word, which, moreover, does not permit us 
to think of a coinp1'chcnsion of all the previous commands (Beza, 
Lange); but it applies to Dent. xxiv. 14 (011,c a?Toa-Tep~um 

µiu0ov 7rf.V1/TO<;, where the Roman edition has 01//C a?Ta0t/C~<T€l<; 

11-. ?T.), to which also l\lal. iii. 3, Ecclus. iv. 1, refer. Comp. 
also LXX. Ex. xxi. 10. Jesus, however, quotes the originally 

1 Comp. Keim, gc:scl1icl1il. Chi·. p. ::rn ff., ancl, moreover, at p. 108 ff. 
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spl'cial command acconliug to it;; moral m1icasalit!J: tl,,,u 811(1/f 
not withhuld. Accorcliug to Kuinocl, He is thinking of LL·,·. 
xix. 13 (oin, cioi11:11aw; 11:.T.'A..), with ,rhich, ho\\·ever, the cliarae­
teristic ar.ouT€p>Jurr, is not in acconlancc. Least of all can it 
be taken together "·ith TLµa 11:.T.'A.., so tliat it would be the pro­
hibitory aspect of the commanding Tfµa 11:.T.A-. (so Hofmau11, 
Sdiriftbcw. II. 2, p. 3Vl), agaiust wliich may he decisively nrgc<l 
the similarity of form to the precetling ind1pc11drnt commaml,.:, 
as well as the hallowed and just as incli-pcndcnt Ttµa 11:.T.'A..; more­
over, l\fork must have written µ17 ar.ovT€p. Tiµhv Tov r.aTEpa 

K.T.A., in order to he understood. In l\Iatthew this cornmaml 
cloes not appear; while, on the other hand, he has the £iryar.i1-
vw, TOV w'A.17v{ov 11:.T.A.., which is wanting in l\Iark aud Luke. 
These are various forms of the tradition. nut since /1,~1aTo1JU€t, 

K.T.'A.. (whicli also occurred in the Gospel of the HeLre\\·s) i-; 
most appropriate and characteristic, and the µ>J ,1r.ov7E­

p1Jv'f}, is so peculiar that it could hardly have been a1ltled as 
an appendix to the tradition, Ewald's conjecture (Jalli'b. l. 
p. 132) that the original number of these commandments was 
seven is not improbable. That which did not occur in tl1L'. 
Decalogue was more easily omitted than (in opposition t,J 
Wcizsiicker) added. - Ver. 20. oiouvKa'A.€] not £t7a0l agni11. 
- Ver. 21. ~ryar.71v€V avTov] means nothing else than : Ile 
lovccl him, felt a loYe of esteem (dilcctio) for him, co11cch-cd on 
offcction for him., "·hich impression He derived from the 
lµ(3"J..l.r.£w avn'p. He read at once in his countenance genuine 
anxiety and effort for everlasting s,11Yalion, and at the sanw 
time fervid confidence in Himself. The conception of mcritu ,,1, 

de congnw is altogether foreign to the pnssage. Grotius appro­
priately remarks: "amat Cl.iristus non virtutes tantum, sell vt 
semin:1 virtutum, suo tarn en gradu." Tlie explanation : bland i.~ 
cum compcllavit 't:crln"s (Casanbon, "\Volf, Grotius, "\Yetstein, Kui­
nocl, Yater, }'ritzsche, an(l others), is fom,ded merely on the 
passage in Homer, Od. xxiii. 214, where, neYertheless, it is to 
be explained like,rise a$ to loi-c.1 

- ev voi uaT£pEi] see on John 

1 l'cnelopc in this passage says to her huslmml: l>c nut angry that / lo1·ed tl,rc 
1101 thus(.;,' ay""""~") as soon ns I saw thcc,-n,nuely, thus as I do non·, when 
I have embraced thee, etc., Y. 207 f. 
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ii. 2. Yet, instL'all of uoi, according to B C :.I D ~, min., uE 

is, with Tischemlol'f, to be read. Comp. I's. xxiii. 1. The uoi 
occurred more readily (comp. Luke) to the transcribers. - apa, 
-r. umup.] :i\fatt. xYi. 2-1; l\fark viii. 3-1. It completes the 
"·eighty demand of that which he still lacks for the attainment 
of imlYation; which demand, however, instead of bringing 
~alutarily to his knowledge the relatiou of his own inward life 
to the divine law, was the rock on which he made shipwreck. 
- Ver. 22. u-rv-yvaua,] haring become sullen, out of humou;·. 
Except in the Schol. Acsch. Pas. 470, au<l :Matt. xvi. 3, the verb 
only occurs again in the LXX. at Ezek. xxvii. 3 5, xxviii. 1 ~I, 

xxxii. 10. - 1jv ,yap EXWV] for ltc 1cas in possession of much 
wealth. - Yer. 23. On the significant and solemn r.Ept/3A.e7rEW, 

comp. iii. 5, 34; Luke vi. 10. Comp. also Jµf3J\.{ta,, vv. 21, 
27. -oi-ra xp1Jµam exovTE,] The article TlL is to be explaine,l 
sumnw;·ily. The possessions are regarded as an existing whole, 
·which is possessed by 1.he class of the wealthy. - Ver. 24. The 
repetition of the utterance of Jesus is touched with emotion 
(-re1wa) and milder (-rove; 7T€7TOt0om, K.T.A..), but then, at ver. 25, 
again dccln.ring the state of the case with decision and with 
enhanced energy,-an alternation of feeling, which is to b~ 
acknowledged (in opposition to Fritzsche), and which involves 
~o much of what is peculiar aud psychologically true, that even 
in Tov, r.E7roi0oTar; K.T.A.. there is not tu be found a mochfiea­
t ion by tradition interpreting the matter in au anti-Ebiom'tic 
:oense, or a mitigation found to be necessary in a subsequent 
age (Baur, IGistliu, p. 3:rn, Hilgenfokl, Holtzmann). These 
"·onls, 1.d1ich are intended to disclose the moral ground of the 
case as it stands, belong, in fact, essentially to the scene prn­
sc1Ted hy l\fark in its original form. - Ver. 25. Ota T1], TpvµaJ\.. 
K.-r.">...] thro11gh the eye of the needle. The two articles are generic; 
see Dernhardy, p. 315. Observe also the vivid change : to go 
tlu·ou!Jh ... to cntc1· into. -Ver. 2 G. Kai1 at the beginning of 
the question : "cum vi auctiva ita pouitnr, ut is, qui iuterrogat, 
cum admiratione quadam alterius orationem excipere ex eaque 
conclusionem ducere significetur, qua alterius senteutia con­
fntetnr." Ki.ilmer, ad Xcn. 1lfcm. i. 3. 10 ; Hartuug, Partikell. 
I. p. 14G f. Comp. John ix. 3G, xiv. 22. 



168 THE GOSPEL OF llfAilK. 

Vv. 28-31. See on l\:Iatt. xix. 27-30; Luke xviii. 28-30. 
::.\fatthew is in part more complete (vcr. 28 corning certainly 
under this description), in part abridging (ver. 2 !)), but, even 
with this abridgmcnt, more original. Sec on Matt. xix. 2D. 
- -ijpfaTo J "spe ex verbis salvatoris concrpta," Bengel. -
The question iu :'.\fotthew, -rt apa fornt ~µ,., is obvious of 
itself, even although unexpressed (not omitted by Mark in the 
J>etrine interest, as Hilgenfelcl thinks), and ,Jesus understood 
it. - Ver. 2 !) f. The logical link of the two clauses is : No 
one ltas forsaken, etc., if lw shall not ltai·c (at some time) 
received, i.e. if the latter event docs not occur, the former has 
not taken place; the hunclrcclfold compensation is so certain, 
that its non - occuncnce would presuppose the not having 
forsaken. The association of thought in iv. 22 (not in l\fatt. 
xxvi. 42) is altogether similar. Instead of the 11, there is in­
troduced in the second half of the cbuse ,ea{; which is : and 
·,•cgpcctircly. The p1·inciplc of dfrision of ver. 3 0 is : He is 
(1) to receive a humlretlfold now, in the period prior to the 
manifestation of the Messiah, namely, a hundred times as 
many houses, brothers, etc.; ancl (2) to receive in the 
coming period (" jam in aclventu est," Bengel), after the 
l'arousia, the everlasting life of the Messiah's kingdom. - The 
11lurals, which express the number a hundred, plainly show 
that the promised compensation in the ,caipoc; ov-roc; is not to 
he understood literally, but generally, of 1:c1·y abundant com­
pensation. Nevertheless, the delicate feeling of ,T esus has not 
Haid ryuva'i,cac; also. So much the more clumsy was Julian's 
scoff (see Theophylaet) that the Christians were, moreover, 
to receive a hundred wives ! The promise was 1·calizcd, in 
respect of the Katpoc; oiJTo,, by the reciprocal mani/1:stations 
f"!l lovc,1 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 µ,ETa Otwryµ,wv ( comp. l\Iatt. V. 10 ff., 

1 Comp. Lnther's gloss: " Ilc who belicvcth must snlfl'r persecution, aml 
stake everything upon ]1is faith. N everthelcss he has enough; whithersoevcr 
he comes, he fouls father, mother, brethren, possessions more than ever he 
coul<l forsake." Sec, e.g., on ,. • .-,p<&r, Hom. xvi. 13; on .-'"""• l Car. iv. 14 Jr.; 
011 ,;,;i,,.cp,.;,, all the Epistles of the ~cw Testament au<l the Acts of the Apostle~ 
(also ii. 44), 
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x. 23, xiii. 21, xxiii. 34). The latter does not mean: rifle,· 
pc1·scwtions (Hcinsins conjecturcll µera OlW"fµov, as also a few 
min. read), but: inta pcrsccntioncs (in the midst of persecu­
tions, where one "omninm anxilio destitni villetur," .Jansen), 
clcsignating the accompanying circumstances (Bernhanly, p. 
~ 6 5 ), the shadow of which makes prominent the light of the 
promise. - Ver. 31. But many-so independent is the greater 
or lower reception of reward in the life eternal of the earlier 
or later coming to me-many tlwt a;·c first shall be last, and 
they that nrc 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 cheek to the ebullition of greediness for 
reward in the question of the disciples, ver. 28 (for the dis­
ciples, doubtless, belonged to the 7rpwTot ). There is therefore 
the less reason to attribute, with ,v eiss, a different meaning 
to the utterance in ::\fork from that which it has in Matthew. 

Vv. 32-34. 8ee on Matt. xx. 17-19. Comp. Luke xviii. 
:-l 1-33. l\Inrk is more detailed and more characteristic than 
::\Iatthew. - 1juav oe ev Tf, oop] The occurrence with the 
rich young man had happened, while they went out el,; aoov, 

Yer. 1 7 ; now they were on the way (ava/3alvovTE<; is not to be 
taken with ~uav). .Jesus moves on before "more intrepidi 
ducis" (Grotius), and the disciples were amazed; but they who 
fvllowal were ajraid,1 for the foreboding of a serious aml 
grave 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 µETa Otwryµ,., ver. 30, and the declara­
tion, ver. :h. Comp. John xi. 7-lG. - 7ra'X.w] refers neither 
to xi. 31 ( de Wette ), where there is nothing said of any 
-;rapa'X.aµf3c,vEtv, nor to ix. :{5 (Fritzsche), where the i<J>wv1J<TE 

1 According to the reading ,: •• ,.;,.,;., iq>,{J,un, ; sec the critical renunks. The 
matter, namely, is to be conceived in this way, that the majority of the disciples 
.,tayed beliincl on the way in perplexity, but those among them who follo1wl 
.Tesus as Jfo went forward did so only Jcwji1/ly. ,\s to this use of ,; 1,1 see on 
:Matt. xxviii. 17. 
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,ol/~ OWSE,ca, ,r]1ich happened in the ltuusc, is ,vithal son1e­
thing entirely different; but to-what is just related-the 
partial s1pm·ul ion of Jesus from Ilis disciples on the "·a~-. 
after they had previously gone tvgdlta. Only in part had 
they follo\\'Cll Him fcarl'ully; most of them had remaiue,l 
behind ou the ,rny amazed; lie now made a pause, allll 
took again to Himself all the Twelve (hence in this pl::iu! 
there is put not merely avTovc,, but 'TOt8 OwDeJCa). - 17pga'To] 

so that He broke the previous silence. - Ver. 34-. The Gentiles 
me the sul,ject of EµTraif as far as a?ToJC'T. (comp. :i\Iatthew). 
Instead of aTrOJCTevouaw l\fatthew has the definite, hut cer­
tainly later, c1·uc1fying. 

Vv. 35-4:5. See on Matt. xx. 20-28. Luke has not this 
sc:eue. -As to the variation from Matt. xx. 20 f., ,vhere the 
pecnliar putting forward of the mother is (in opposition tu 
Holtzmann, "\Veizsiicker, and others) to be reganled as the 
l1istorically correct form, see on Matthew. - BeAoµEv, Zva] as 
nt. vi. 25; Joh11 xvii. 24; and comp. 011 Luke vi. 35. - Ver. 37. 
t

0

v 'T'[J oofu a-ou] not: when tlwn hast attained to Tlty glory (de 
"\Vette), but: in Thy glory, which will surround us then, when 
we sit so near to Thee. - Ver. :rn. 11] 01·, in other words. -­
The presents 7r{vw and /3a7r7{f;oµai ziictu;·e the matter ns bciu!f 
realized. The cup and baptism of J csus represent martyrduill. 
In the case of the figure of baptism, howeYer (which latter 
l\Iatthew hy way of abridgment omits ; it is alleged by 13aur 
that l\Iark has taken it from Luke xii. 50), the point of the 
similitude lies in the being s11b1u1·r,rfl'(l, not in the pu·1·ificat-iou. 
(forgiveness of sins), ns the l◄'athers have apprehended the 
haptism of blood (sec Suieer, I. p. G 2 7), which is not appropriate 
to Jesus. Comp. the classical use of JCaTabveiv and f3ar.Tif;Etv, 
to plnngc ( immn'f!C1'c) into sufferings, sonows, and the like 
(Xcn. Cyrop. vi. 1. 37; Wesseling, (/(l Diocl. I. p. 433). On 
I he construction, comp. Ael. 11. .A. iii. 4:2 : o r.opcpuplwv 
AOIJE'Ta£ 'TO 'TWV 7r€ptO"'TEpwv AOU'Tpov, al. See in gcnernl, 
Lubeck, Pamlip. p . .320. - Ver. 40. ii] 01· dsc on the left, 
11ot put inappropriately (Fritzsclw); the disciples had desircll 
both places of honour, and therefore ,Jesus now says thnt iw111: 

Llepeuds 011 Him, whether the sitting be on the right LauJ ol' 
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d~,, 011 the ldL - <~AX' o"is 1JTOi'µaumi] :i.\latthcw has nddL·•l 
the correctly explanatory amplilication: -inro TOIJ 7raTpoc; µov. 
- Yer. 41- iipgav.o] Jesus, namely, at once appeased their 
iuLlignation. - Yer. 42. oi DO/COVV7€<; upxHv J peculiar to l\Inrk 
nud original, denoting the cssmti"al basis of the Gentile rule, 
- the haring the l'lj}Utc of rnlers, - not equivalent to oi 
cipxovTE<; (Gataker, Haphel, Hornberg, Kypke, Itosenmi.i.ller, 
nnd many more), but: "qui censentur imperare, i.e. quos gente,; 
ltrd1e11t et agnoscunt, quorum imperio pareant" (Beza, comp. 
L'asaubon and Grntius). Comp. Gal. ii. 9; "\Viner, p. 540 
[E. T. 'iGGJ; :?lfollcr, ncuc Ansiclttcn, p. 158 ff., who, how­
eYrr, as Fritl':sche also, explnius : who imagine thcmsclccs to 
rnlc, which in itself (as Twv t0vwv refers to the Gcntilc8, 
whose rulers were no slwdow-kings) and in respect of the 
context (which requires the general idea of rnlcrs) is un­
suitable. Compare, moreover, the close echo of the passage 
hefore us in Luke xxii. 2 5 from tradition. - Ver. 43. 
The reading eo-Ttv is as little inappropriate (in opposition to 
Fritzschc) as Matt. xx. 2 G. - Ver. 4 5. ,cal. ryap] for even. As 
the master, so the disciples, Rom. xv. 3. 

YY. 4G-ii2. See on Matt. xx. 29-3.J.. Comp. Luke xviii. 
3 5-43. :i\Iatthew has abriLlgeLl the narrative, and, following 
a later tradition (comp. on l\Iatt. Yiii. 28), doubled the 
11erso11s. Ouly :i\Iark has the name of the blind man, which is 
not interpolnted (Wilke), and certainly is from trustworthy 
tradition. - BapT{µaw,] The pafronymic •~•7~ i~, as was often 
the case (comp. Bap0oXoµa'io,, Bapi17uov~, Bapua/3iis), hacl 
lJecome altogether a proper name, so that :;_\fork even ex­
pressly prefixes to it o vioc; Ttµa{ou, which, however, may 
l,c accounted for by the fact of Timaeus being well J;1w1c11, 

possilily as ha Ying become a Ch1·istian of note. - Tu<p:\.o, 
-;rpouaLT7J'>] (sec the critical remarks): a blind bcggr('J'. -
Yer. -!7. "nlagna fitles, quod caecus filium Davidis appellnt, 
qncm ei Nazaraeum praedicabat populus," Bengd. -Ver. 40. 
0J.pu€t, f,YEtpE, <pwvE'i o-€ J a busty asynddon. Comp. Niigcls­
lJach, Ailli!. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 80.-Ver. 50. c'i7ro{3aX. To 
[µeh.] depicts the joyous eagerness, with which abo the 
civar.7JD11ua, is in keeping (see the critical remarks). Comp. 
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Hom. Il. ii. 18 3 : /3i, Of 0fov, ,bro Of XAaivav /3aAE, Acts 
iii. 8; Dern. 403, 5. - Ver. 51. pa(3{3ovvi] •~i::i~, usually: 
dmninc mi. See Bnxtorf,' Lo:. Tali11. p. 2179. Yet the 
,11nd, as in •:,.,, may also be only pmY19n9ic (Drnsius, l\fichaeli~, 
J<'ritzsche); and this latter view is precisely on account of 
the analogy of •:,.; more probable, and is confirmed by the 
interpretation otoauKaAf in John xx. I G. The form ')1:li is, 
we may add, more respectful than ':li. Comp. Drnsius. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

Yu:. 1. Lachm. and Tisch. read (instead of ei; Br,iJt. "· Br,0.) 
merely x.ai ei; Br,0avi.'..Lv; but the evidence is not suflicient (D, 
·v ula. codd. It. Or. (twice) J er.) to entitle us to deriv~ the 
RecqJta from Luke xix. 29. An old clerical error, occasioned 
l ,y the similar beginnings of the two local names; and ?.ai was 
inserted to connect them. C ~ have ei; Br,0~. "· ei; B710. If 
this were the original form, the omission would occur still more 
easily. - The form '1Epocr6i.u!.l,a is to Le adopted, with Fritzsche, 
Lachm. and Tisch., following B C D L ~ ~. min. Sahid. Or. 
·r,po~crai.~/J.. docs not occur elsewhere in .i\fark, and only in 
)fattl1ew at xxiii. 37 (see in Zoe.); in Luke it is the usual form. 
- ac-:-ocr.,.;,.,.e,] Lachm. reads ac-:-Ecrn,,.n, in opposition to decisive 
Pvidence. It is from the parallels. - Ver. 2. o:,oei;J Lachm. bas 
G:,o,i, o:;,;;-"'; Fritzsche: 01'/h""' oiio,i;. The latter is mnch too 
weakly attested. The former has considerable attestation, but 
"·ith a dill'enmt position of the o"""' (Tisch. oiio. av0p. GGc-:-"'), 
instead of which A has c-:-wc-:-o-re (from Luke). The Rcccpla is to 
lie defended; the idea expressed iu adhuc was very variously 
lirought in. - i.ucra,,;-,; aii,-i,v a1a1m] H C L .ci. ~. Copt. Sahirl. 
Yulg. It. Or. have i.ucra,-e aii:-i,v ?.ai rr:ir,,.,.,. Approved by Griesh., 
adopted by Tisch. (Lachm. has i-..ucra,-e ai,:-. 7.. a1a1m). Rightly; 
the Rcccpta is from Luke xix. 30; comp. Matt.. xxi. 2, whence 
also originated the reading of Lachm. - Yer. 3. ac-:-ocr,-ei.i.ei] Elz. 
:Fritzsche h.wc a-;;-M,-ei.,~ in opposition to decisive evidence. 
Comp. fJil Matt. xxi. 3. - ""'~-H, which B C* D L .ci. ~, min. 
Y ere. Col b. Or. (b•:ice) read, although it is adopted by Tisch., is 
an addition from misunderstanding; the reader probably being 
misled by ;;,a,, and taking the words as being still a portion of 
what was to he said Ly the disciples. - Ver. 4. The artide 
l1efore d,i.c·v (Elz.) is, in accordance with decisive evidenct•, 
cleleted. - Ver. G. Instead of dc-:-ev (so also Lachm. and Tisch.) 
Elz. Scholz have i,mii.a,-o. But dc-:-ev is so weightily attested IJ_r 
B C L .ci. ~, 111in. Or. Copt. Aeth. Sahid. Arm. Or. that e,mii.a,-o 
appears a. gloss. D has eipf,u,, which likewise tells in favour 
of ''"", and is only a. change into the pluperfect. - Yer. 7. 
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r,7a7ov] n L !,. ~"'* Or. liarn q:ie,;;r.1;; appr0Ye1l l1y Griesb., 
adopted hy Tisch. The lttnjila is from the parallel passages. -
i-::-i13ai.ov] BCD L ~ ~. rni11. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Corl>. Viml. Or. 
have i-:-:-1,Gui.1.ourm. Adopkcl l>y Uriesl>. Fritz:;ehe, Lachm. Tisel1. 
The Rcupta was deriverl frum the reading i,1rqov. - i-::-' ao:-~,] 
B C D L ~ ~, min. have i-::-' a:,:-6,, which Uriesb. approver!, 
Fritzsche, Lach111. Tisch. adopted. The Rn:1pfa is a rnedrnnic,ll 
repetition of the previous a:,:-~,. - Yer. 8. iii,opwv] I: C L ~ ~, 
Syr. p. (in the margin) Or. f-:ahid. have U)'f~v, ,rhich Fritzsche 
:trnl Tisch. have rightly a1lopkd. ·with Tisch., ho\\·e,·t•r, 
instead of the whole passage ~xo-::-:-o, ... 606, we must read hrictty 
and simply: x6'+'a,:-,; fa :-:.iv a1 pwv. The l?ccrpf(f is an expansiou 
from :\Iatthew, wl1,?ur;e also came i.i 1,,,:-,; in ver. V. This is want­
i11g in BC L .:i. ~. rnin. Copt. S,,hid. Col h. Corb. Or., is rcgnnle1l 
:is suspicious l1y Gries b. and Lae:hm., Hll(l is clcldl'tl hy Tiseh. -
Ver. 10. After /3a61i.,ia. Elz. l1as iv ,;:6:1,a:-1 xupio;;, ag,tinst pre­
ponllerating evidence. An awkw:ml repetition frum vcr. ~). -
Ver. 11. 'Xeti ,;, :-. i,p6,] ¾a, is wanting in DC L :i\I ~ i:-:, min. 
Syr. Arr. Copt. l'crss. Ann. Vnlg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch.; i11-
~erted Ly ,rny of connection. - Ver. 1:1. To rwxp~,J,., with Griesh, 
Fritzsche, Lacl1111. Scholz, Tisch., there is to l,e ad1lC'd a-::-6, upon 
preponderating evidence. Comp. Y. G. - Ver. H. The arrange­
ment ei; ,. ai .. h. <S., as "·ell as wr,oei; (instead of oCc,i; in Elz.), is 
decisively attested. - Ver. 17. i.E1 wv ai,,o,;] D C L ll i:-:, min. 
Copt. have xai 1"i.,y.v at.i,-o,;. So Tisch. The l?c,·rpf(I is from 
Luke. - i-::-01~6a;;J B L ll, Or. ha Ye -::-,-:-:-0,1,x•..c:-e. ..:\.dupted by 
Tisch. The aorist, in itself more familiar, came from Luke. 
Comp. on Matt. xxi. 13. - Ver. 18. The arrangement oi 
''P%"P''- "· oi 1r,a/1,,11,. is decisively attested (Fritzsch,,, Laclnn. 
Ti~ch.), as is also the subjnnctiYe a-::-oi.icrwaiv (Fritz;:chc, Laclnn. 
Ti,;ch.) instead of a-::-oi.i6,,um.- Ver. lU. ,:-,] J: CK Lui:-:, min. 
l1ave ;;m,. ·wrongly adopted Ly Tisch. Cornp. his Proh:J· 
p. lvii. Unsuitable (otherwise at iii. 11), anti to lie regarded 
as an ancient clerical error. - i~e-::-opsi'.,e:-o] A n K :i\I ~. min. 
YSS. have i~e,;;-op,60,:-0. So :Fritzsche, Lachm. Hut how natural 
it was here to bring in the same number, as in the case of 
-::-apa-::-op., ver. 20 ! - Ver. 20. The order -::-pwl r,;ap;,.-::-op. is not 
necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), hut suµgestell itself most 
naturally after ver. 19, on whieh account, however, -::-apa-::-op. 
-::-r,wt (TI C D L ~ i:-:, min. Ver. Cant.) is precisely tu l>e pre­
ferred, with Laclnn. and Tisch. - Ver. :2:3. yap] is wanting in 
n D U i:-:, min. vss. Deleted by Laehm. and Tisch. A con­
nective addition. - i.i1,,] Lach111. and Tisch. have ,.ai.,~ fol­
lowing B L X a ~. min. ; the more familiar i.i1. slipped iu 
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inwJlnntnrily. - ~ ia, !I-::-r,J is ""flUting in D C D L .i ::, min. 
Copt. Vulg. It. Deleted by I<'ritzsche and Tisch., cu11tlcm11Lii\ 
also by Griesb. A coufusing gloss, follo\\·ing- the foregoing ~; d, 
!1::-r,. - Yer. :2-:l:. d.,] is wanting in H C D L .i ~, min. ,\ 11 

addition frnm ::\Iatt. xxi. 22. - -::-pr,r,-s.,%0/M>u1] D C D L ~ ~. 
Cant. Vere. Colh. Corb. Cypr. have ,:;-pill,v%MJ, wi. So Lad1111. 
:mcl Tisc:h. The participle is nn emendation, lJecause it \\"fh 

tlwught necessary (comp. :\Iatt. xxi. 22) to make ~llu depemlcut 
on ui:-,m~,. - ,.u:.t.:'3um·.J B C L ~ ~, Copt. have ii.u8,,.. Com­
mended Ly Griesb., mlopted by Lachm. and Tisch. !lightly ; 
the nori,,t wns not understood, and \\'flS changed partly into the 
present, partly iuto the futnre (D). - Ver. 2.'i. ll:-;\r.r,:-,] A C l) 

lI L ~I, min. ham 6:-r,r.sn. So Lachrn. nncl Tisch. Tlte lta·c1iln 
is an emPndation introduced from ignornnce. - Ver. 2G.1] is 
wanting in B L S ~ l':, min. Copt. Arm. codd. It. Sus­
pected by :Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch. But the evidence in 
fornur ol omi,,sion is the less suflici(:nt for its condemnation, 
that the words do not closely ngree with ::\Iatt. vi. 15, frum 
which place they nre snid to have come in, but present 
deviations "·hich nre in no wise to be attributed to the 
rneebnnical transcribers. The omis~ion is explained from tlw 
homoeoteleutou of vv. 2i5 arnl 2G. Hut "·hat ::\L, rniu. further 
::tld after Yer. 2G is an interpolation from l\Iatt. vii. 7, 8. -
\. er. :!8. Instead of ~u/ -:-i; read, with Tisch., ~ .-i;, wliich is con­
ciderahly attested nud is supplanted by r.al -:-i; in ::.\Iatthew. -
Yer. 29. r.a1:.;] Tisch. has deleted this, in accordance with D C ? 
L .i; and Lachm., following A K, min. Arm. Germ. 2, Gotl1., has 
] •laced it il:flll"C ~:1,a;. It has come in from the parallels. - Yer. 
::11. Before 'foJu». here, as in :i\Iatt. xxi. 25, -:-6 is to be adopted, 
,rith .Fritzsche, Lach1u. Tisch., in accor<lauce with import.rnt 
testimony. It was passed over as superfluous; in Lnke it is too· 
weakly atte!otecl. - Ver. 31. ii.o1i,ov:-o] B C D G K L l\I ~ :-:* 10 

min. read: ois1.01 f~o,-:-o, wl1ich Griesb. has commemlecl, Schulz 
has approved, l<'ritz;;ehe, Lachm. have adopted. '\Vith this 
preponderance of eYidence it is the less to be derived from 
)[att. :xxi. ~-:i, in proportion to the facility with which the 
::-yllable ~I might be lost in the two last letters of the pre­
ceding KAI. t-: 10 has the manifest clerical error ':':'foll,t.o1 f~o,:-o, 

which, howenr, d(Jes not presuppo~c the simpk form. -
,,~,] is wanting in A c• L JI X a, min. \'SS. Deleted hy 
Fritzsche, Lachm. It is from the parnllds. - Elz. fl]](l Fritzsche 
have nfterwanls at ver. 32: ai.1-.' iav i'fccoJ:1.s,. But iu, has ngaiust 
it decisiYe evi<lence, and is nn adclitiuu easily misunderstood. 

1 \' er. 2G i$ wnntillg iu nil the ori~inal editions of Luthcr's trau;Jation. 
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- 0-:-1 ~,-:-w;] Tisch. has ~,-:-w; o-:-,, following :CCL~•• min. The 
l~cccpta is a transposition for the sake of facility. 

Vv. 1-11. See on Matt. xxi. 1-11. Comp. Luke xix. 
~ !J-44. l\fork narmtes with greater freshness and particularity 
1 han l\latthew, who partly abridges, but partly also already 
comments (vv. 4, 5) and completes (ver. 10 f.). - eii:; B'Y/0<p. 
IC. B'YJ0.] a more precise local definition to di:; 'IepoG".: u·hcn 
they co1111' into the nci!]hbourhood of Jausalcm, (namely) into 
the ncigltbom·hood of Bcthphage and Bethany, which places 
are situated on the 1llount cif Olives. Comp. the d::mble eii:;, 
ver. 11. - Ver. ~- ei,i:; r~v ,cwµ.11v K.T,X.] Bethplmge, which was 
first named as the nearest to them. See also l\fatt. xxi. 1 f., 
where Bethany as explanatory is omitteJ. - 'lT'wXov] without 
more prec.:ise definition, but, as is obvious of itself, the foal 
of an ass. ,T udg. x. 4, xii. 14 ; Zech. ix. 9 ; Gen. xlix. 11. 
- i<p' ov ouOEt<; IC.T.X.] This notice, which in Matthew is 
11ot adopted I into the nanatiYe, is an addition supplied by 
reflective tr~dition, arising out of the sacred destination of 
the animal (for to a sacreu purpose creatures as yet unused 
were applied, Num. xix. 2; Deut. xxi. 3; I Sam. vi. 7; 
Wetstein in loc.). Comp. Strauss, II. p. 2i6 f. - On <pepEre 
(see the critical remarks), comp. Gen. xlvii. 16: cf,epETE rtt 
/CT~V1J vµ,wv, Hom. Od. iii. 1 I 7. Therefore it is not unsuit­
able (Fritzsche) ; even the cl11111:1c of the tenses (XvG"aTe ... 
<f,eperE) has nothing objectionable in it. See Kiihner, II. p. 80. 
- Ver. 0. rt] whrrrju1·,·; to this corresponds the subsequent 
on, beC(ms,·. - /Cat d0iw, IC.T.X.] this J1"s11s says; it is not 
the disciple:, who are to say it (Origen ; comp. the critical 
remarks), wherel1y a paltry trait would he introduced into 
the commission. - woe, hith('I', Plato, Prot. p. :~28 D; Soph. 
1'rach. 496; 0. 1'. 7; El. 1149. Not yet so used in 
Homer. - Ver. -±. Evpov ... ciµ,cpooou] a description charac­
teristic of l\Iark; TO aµ<f,ooov arnl 1/ aµ,<f,oOo<; ( comp. aµ,cpoOtOV 
in Lucian, R!trt. pmcr:. 24, 25) is not simply the way, but the 
·1my tlwt !1·11rl.~ runnrl (windi11g 1(·ay). Jcr. xvii. ~7, xh·ii. 

1 By 110 means obvious of itself, n111n•over, in the case of the ass's colt in the 
narrative of l\Iatthew, since it ,ms alrca,ly large enough for ric.ling,-in opposi­
tion to Lange and others. 
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2'i; Aristot. de part. ani. III. 2, p. 6G3, 36 (cocld., see 
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 248), arnl the examples in Wctstein, aLo 
Koenig and Schaefer, acl Gregor. Cor. p. 505. - Ver. 5. T{ 

r.oie'iTe "· 7'.X.] Comp. Acts xxi. 13. - Ver. 8. On the only 
correct form un/3a<;, not U7'ot/3a<;, see Fritzsche. The mcctni11g 
is; litter, U7l'b pa{3owv ,cd x'J-..wpwv xopTWv <npwut<; ,cal cpvX­
Xwv, Hesychius. Very frequent in the classical writers. 
Litter (branches and leaves) was cut from the fields that were 
near (a,ypwv, see the critical remarks). -Ver. 10. ;, epxoµ,Ev7J 
;3au,Xe{a Tov 7l'a7'p. ,jµ, . .d.] i.e. the coming kingdo11i of the 
Jlcssiah. Its approaching manifestation, on the eve of occurring 
with the entry of the Messiah, was seen in the riding of Jesus 
into J crnsalem. 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 eveu 
called David among the Raubins (Schoettgen, lloi·. II. p. 10 f.). 
)lark did not m:oicl mention of the "Son of David" (in oppo­
sition to Hilgenfeld; comp. x. 47, xii. 35), but Matthew 
added it ; in both cases without special aim. The personal 
expression, however (comp. Luke: /3aui'J,.,ev<;, which ·weizsiicker 
regards as the most original), easily came into the tradition. -
Yer. 11. elc; 'I epou. elc; 7'6 lepov] After the rejection of 
Ka{ (see the critical remarks) the second elc; is to be under­
f:'tood as et mon precise spcdfication, similar to that in ver. l. 
- cnJr{a<; ?JO'TJ OUUTJ<; 7'1/<; wpa<;] as the hour 1l'ClS already late. 
o'friac; is here an adJcctive. Taken as a substantive, -r1'),; 

r,1pa, ( evening of the day-time) would not be applicable to it ; 
• • I '.,,' ( D 5 41 1 '.,,' A " ' ' vxpress10ns ,nt 1 o.,, e as em. , u t. o.,, e 7'1]<; wpa<; e,yt"'fVETo, 

Xen. Hell. ii. 1. 14, al.) are different. On the adjective o,[no,, 

see Lo beck, acl Phryn. p. 51. It was already the time of 
day, which in the classical writers is called o,Jrla SetATJ (Herod. 
viii. 6; Thuc. viii. 2li; Polyb. vii. 16. 4; Ruhnken, Tiin. 
p. 7 6 ). According to Matthew nnd Luke, it was immediately 
:iftcr His entry, anu not on the next day (l\Iark, vv. 12, 15 ff) 
that Jesus purified. the temple. A real difference; l\Iatthew 
has not only narmtcd the cleansing of the temple as occurring 
at once along with the entry, but assumed it so (in opposi­
tion to ElJl'aru, Lange, and many others); l\Inrk, howcYer, is 

MATIK, 1iI 
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original ; the clay'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 Baur (Afarkiisevang. 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. - 7rEpi/jXE'1r1iµ. 
7TavTa 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 beheld 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 apa] whether mider these cfrcitmstances (see Klotz, ad 
DC'i:ar. p. 178 f.)-namely, since the tree had leaves, which 
in fact in the case of fig-trees come after the fruits. Comp. 
on Matt. xxi. 19. - ou ,yap r,v Katpdr; uuKwv] not inappropriate 
(Kostlin), but rightly giving information whence it happened 
that Jesus found nothing but leaves only.1 If it had been 
the time for figs (June, when the Boccore ripens, comp. l\fatt.. 
xxiv. 32) He would have found fruits also as well as the 
le::wes, and would not have been deceived by the abnormal 
foliage of the tree. The ohjectious 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 ou ,yap 1jv Katp. uvK. the 
fruitlessness of the tree would appear quite natural, aml 
therefore not be justified as an occasion for cursing it ( comp. 
de W ette, 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 winter were 

1 Not ns to the point, th:it only :i symholicnl ilemonstrntion was her~ in 
question (Wcizsiicker, p. 92). · Nobo,ly coukl have gathered this from these wonk 
without some more precise indication, since the symholicnl nature of the event, 
is wholly independent of them. 
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not at all associated with a tree's being in leaf, but might 
also be foun<l on trees without leaves ; the lcrify tree pro­
mised snm111c1· figs, but had none,1 because in the month Nisan 
it wns not the time for figs, so that thus the presence of 
foliage which, in spite of the earliness of the time of year, 
justified the conclusion from the nature of_ the fig-tree that 
there woul<l be fruit upon it, was only a deceptive anomaly. 
(2) The tree presents itself as deserving a curse, because, having 
lcai:cs it ought also to have had fruit; the ou ryap ,jv "· u. 
would only make it appear as blameless if it had had no leai:cs; 
hence e,·en with our simply literal apprehension of the words 
there in no wise results an over-hasty judicial sentence. It is 
almost incredible how the simple and logically appropriate 
meaning of the words has been distorted, in order to avoid 
representing Jesus as seeking figs out of the fig-season. Such 
explanations, however, deserve 110 refutation ; e.g. that of 
Hammond, Clericus, Romberg, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, L. J. 
II. 1, p. 3 21 : for it was not a goocl fig-year (see, on the other 
hand, Strauss, II. p. 220 f.); that of Abresch, Leet. Arist. p. 
1 G, and Triller, ad Thom. !if. p. 49 0 : for it was not a place 
suitable fol" figs; the interrogative view of l\fajus, Obss. I. p. 
7 : "nonne enim tempus erat ficuum?;" that of Heinsius 
and Knatehbull: "11bi cnim fnit, tcmpus crat ficumn" (so that 
oii would have to be read); the notion of Mill, that Jesus only 
fcignrcl as if He were seeking figs, in order merely to do a 
miracle (Victor Antiochenus and Euthymius Zigabenus had 
alrea<ly taken even His hunger as simulated ; compare recently 
again Hofmann, p. 3 7 4); the view of Kuinoel ( comp. Dahme 
in Henke's Jilagaz. I. 2, p. 252): for it was not yet (ou=oi51rw) 
fig-lwrvest; compare also Baumgarten-Crusius. Fritzsche has 
the correct view, although he reproaches Mark with having 
subjoined the notice "non clcgantissime," whereas it very cor­
rectly states why Jesus, notwithstanding the leaves of the tree, 
found no jnlits. Toup (Emendatt. in Snid. II. p. 218 f.), Titt­
mnnn (Opusc. p. 509),and '\Vnssenbergh (in Valckenaer, Schol. I. 

1 Ko fruit imlce,1, eYen that had him[J thi·ougli the winter; but this Jesus hnu 
not so11yld, since the presence of leaves hncl induced Him to expect fruit-namely, 
fruit before tlie time (comp. Tobler, Drnkbl. aus Jerus. p. 101 If.). 
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p. 18) have even declared themselves against the genuineness 
of the words in spite of all the critical evidence ! Bornemann 
(in opposition to Wassenbergh) in the Schol. in Luc. p. xlix. f., 
and in the Stud. it. Krit. 1843, p. 131 ff., comes back again 
essentially to the interpretation of Hammond, and explains : 
"for it was not favonrablc weather for figs." But ,ca1poc; could 
only acquire the meaning of "favourable weather" by more 
precise definition in the context, as in the passage quoted by 
Bornemann, Eur. llcc. 5 8 7, by 0eo0ev, and hence this inter­
pretation is not even favoured by the reading o 7ap KatptJc; ouJC 
rjv a-u,cwv (B c•:< L LI ~, Copt. Syr. ; so Tischendorf), for the 
time was not fig-time, which reading easily originated from an 
o Katpoc; written on the margin Ly way of supplement, whence 
also is to be derived the reading of Lachmann (following D, 
Or.) : ou "I· ,jv o Katpoc; a-. De Wette finds the words "absol1ltcly 
incomprehensible." 1 Comp. also Baur, Jlfarkuscv. p. 90, accord­
ing to whom, however, Mark here only betrays his poverty in 
any reso.!1·ces of his own, as he is alleged by Hilgenfeld. only 
to make the case worse involuntarily. - Ver. 14. a?ToKpt0dc; J 
Appropriately Bengel adds: "arbori fructnm neganti." -
q,a7oi] According to Mark (it is otherwise in Matt. xxi. Hl) 
the cursing is expressed in the form of a wish, as impreca­
tion, Acts viii. 2 0. - Ka£ ~KOVOV o[ µ,a0. auTov] a preparation 
for ver. 20. 

Vv. 15-HI. 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-lG). - 7]pgaTO JK,8aXXew] but afterwards: KaTl.­

a-Tpe,J,e, so that thus the latter occurred after the beginning 
and before the ending of the expulsion. - Ver. 1 G. Zva] The 
object of the permission is conceived as its pw·posc. The form 
;,4>,e, as i. 34. - Ot€VE"fK7J <I'KEUO<; Ota TOU iepoii] In the 
estimation also of the Rabbins it was accounted a desecration 
of the temple, if anybody carried the implements of common 
life ( a-Kevoc;, household furniture, pots, and the like) through 

1 N n,y, they even compcllccl Bleck to the conjecture tlwt the event hn,il occurml 
<11 another lime of year, possibly in the previous year at the Feast of Tabernacles 
(John vii.). 
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tl1c trmplc-cnclosurc, Ota TOU iepou (not vaou), in order to srn-e 
himself a circuit; they extended this even to the synagogues. 
See Lightfoot, p. 632 f.; "'\Vetstein in loc. Olshausen is 
mistaken in explaining oiacf>Jpetv as to carry to ancl fro; and 
Kuinoel and Olshausen, following Beza and Grotius, arbitrarily 
limit O"Keuo, to implements used for the purpose of gain. -
Ver. 17. Jo{oaO"Ke] on what subject? ,vimt follows leaves 
no doubt as to the principal theme of this teaching. - 7raC1't 
ToZ, i!0ve<1'tv J Dativus commodi: ( destined) for all nations,­
which has reference in Isa. lvi. 7 to the fact that even the 
strangers dwelling among the Israelites were to return with 
them to the Holy Land (Ezra ii. 43 ff., vii. 7 ; N eh. iii. 2 6, 
xi. 21), where they were to present their offerings in the 
temple (according to the Israelitish command, Lev. xvii. 8 ff., 
xxii. 19 ff.; Num. xv. 14 ff.). Only iiark (not Matthew and 
Luke) has taken up the 7raC1't To'i, i!0ve<1'tV from Isaiah, which 
probably has its reason not only in more careful quotation 
(Fritzsche, de Wette, Holtzmann, Bleck), 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 new spiritual temple of His 
church (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. a7roA-i<1'a>C1'tv] (see the 
critical remarks) : how they u·cre to destroy Him, deliberative. 
The futnrc of the Rcccpta (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 Ktihner, II. p. 489 f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 225 C. 
- ecf,o/3ouvTO ,yap aim!iv] The reason why they sought to 
destroy Him. - €7rl TV oioaxfi, aihou] which He, namely, had 
just set forth, ver. 1 7, after the cleansing of the temple. 
:Caur arbitrarily suggests that )\fork has dexterously inwoven 
the OtOu.O"Ketv from Luke. - oTe O'f€ E,YEveTo] on that day, 
ver. 12 ; hence not ~Tav (see the critical remarks). 

YY. 20-24. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 20-22. But according 
to l\fatthew the tree withered away jortltwith 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. 33 5) he would have reckoned erroneously, 
as the immediate result is the greater and therefore the more 
in keeping with a "later reflection" (Hilgenfeld). But this 
variation of the tradition has nothing to do with the view that 
the entire history is only a legendary formation from Luke 
xiii. (in opposition to Schenkel). - 7raf1a7ropwoµ€VO£ 1rpwt] 

Fritzsche is wrong in rejecting this order, because "1rpwt is 
opposed to the preceding oye." In fact r.apa1rop. is the 
leading idea (and passing by in the morning), pointing out the 
modal definition to the following EtOov K.T.X. - Ver. 2 2. 
7dunv 0rnv] conficlcncc in God; genitive of the object. Comp. 
Acts iii. 1 G ; Rom. iii. 2 2 ; Gal. ii. 2 0, iii. 2 2 ; Eph. iii. 8 ; 
Dem. 300, 10; Eur. 11Iccl. 414.-Ver. 24. oia TouTo] because 
the confidence has so great effect. -- on lXd,8€T€] ( see the 
.critical lcmarks): The practcritc is not" incptmn" (Fritzsche), 
but the having received, which one believes has its ground in 
the counsel of God. Comp. xiii. 2 0. The real de facto bestowal 
is future (luTat vµ'iv). 

Vv. 25, 26. Comp. :Matt. vi. 14 f. To the exhortation to 
confidence in prayer, according to Mark, Jesus links on another 
principal requisite of bein~ 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 1 into 
this connection by Mark from the collection of Logia in the 
way of thoughtful redaction, not of unadjusted insertion (Hil­
genfeld). - <1'T1JIC€T€] Comp. on E<1'TWT€~, Matt. vi. 5. The 
indication is not incorrect, but Jv has its relation merely to 
the particle ~T€, and does not affect the verb ; see on iii. 11. 
-Ver. 26. Observe the antithesis, in which ou,c (not µ1, as 

1 Which, however, is not, with Weiss in the Jal,i-b. f. D. Tlteol. 1864, p. 63, 
to be supportc1l by the argument that l\[ark hns nowhere dso the expression : ~ 
era.~;,p o ,, -roi; ,i,p. For l\Iark has no pince nt all, in which this designation would 
have been applicable in~tcad of another that he bas used. 
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in :\fatthe\\·) is closely associated with u.<pt€T€ and constitutes 
with it one idea (Hermann, ad Vig. p. 831 ; Winer, p. 423 [ 
[E.T. 597 f.]; Duttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 297 [E.T. 34G]). 

Vv. :27-33. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27. Comp. Luke 
xx. 1-8. l\Iatthew abridges little, but yet remains not so 
directly vivid. - 7Tfpt'1TaTotvTo,] According to l\Iatthew and 
Luke Jesus taught, which, however, is not excluded by Mark's 
statement. - Yer. 2 8. Tavrn] the clcansi11g of the temple, 
comp. 011 l\fatt. xxi. 23. - t'va TavTa '1TOtfj,] not a paravhrase 
of the infinitive, but: in order that thon maycst do these things, 
purpose of T~v igovufav T. [ow,c€v. - Ver. 2 9. E'7l"€pCJJT~uw] 

not: post interrogabo (Fritzsche), but, as always in the N. T.: 
to inquire of, so that e'1Tt expresses the direction. Comp. 
Plat. Soplt. p. 249 E: oi,ca{w, ~v E'1T€pCJJT'f/0€'iJJ,€V a7rep a1hol 
TOT€ 17pwTwµ,ev (be i11quircd of, as we ourselves askccl ques­
tions). - Ver. 31. ovv] therefore, since it comes from heaven. -
Ver. 3 2. CLA.A.1 

€t'1TCJJJJ,€V" i~ av0pw'1TCJJV] Here is to be placed a 
note of interrogation (Complutensian, Lachmann, Tischendorf) ; 
but arc we to say : of men? a question of doubtful reflection! 
Itinck, Lucubr. crit. p. 306, aptly remarks on what follows: 
" Respondet l\Iarcus suo nomine, idque elegantissime fecisse 
videtur, quoniam hand facile quisquam sibi ipse aperte 
timorem adscribere consucvit." Comp. Buttmann, ncut. Gr . 

• , ., 0 [E T ., 8 5] .. ' 'I ' " '' ,1.. p . .) .) <. • .) • - €txov TOV CJJaVV'f/V OVTCJJ,, on '1TPO't'. 
1jv] (see the critical remarks): they really perceived (per­
spectum habehant, see Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 873) that John (in 
his lifetime) icas a prophet. 'Iwa.vV'f/V ... 3n is to be taken 
according to the well-known attraction ; see ·winer, p. 5 51 
[E.T. 781]; Buttmann, p. 322 [E.T. 376]. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

VER. 1. i.;1w] B G L A~, min. Syr. Vulg. It. hn.ve i.ai.,iii. So 
Lachm. and Tisch. The testimony of the codd. in favour of 
i.i1m remains doubtless strong enough, nevertheless i.ai,,iv is to 
be preferred, because there immediately follows what Jesus 
sn.id, and therefore the change into i.iym was readily suggested. 
Comp. iii. 23. - Ver. 3. oi oi] Lachm. Tisch. have 'Xai, following 
B D L A ~, min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Vere. Vind. It is from 
:Matt. xxi. 25. - Ver. 4. i.1Bo,8oi.,i,r.] is wanting in B D L A 11:, 
min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Almost all the above witnesses 
have afterwards instead of tld,,-r. r,r111.w11..: r,e:-iµ.r,,rav. Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch. have followed the former omission and tlii::; 
reading, and rightly; i.10o(3oi.. is a gloss on fa,~ai.. from 1'.fatt. 
xxi. 35, and ad,rr. r,~111.w11.svov is a reading conformed to the con­
clusion of ver. 3. - Ver. 5. 'Xal &i,i.ov] Elz. Scholz ha Ye r.ai 
-::-ai,,v &i.i.., in opposition to preponderating evidence; ,.rli.,v is a 
mechanical repetition from ver. 4. - Instead of e:-oui; is to he 
written oui; both times, following B L A ~, min. with Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch. - The Aeolic form a-::-oxe:-ivvovn; is on decisive 
evidence to be adopted, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Comp. 
the critical remarks on Matt. x. 28. - Ver. G. The arrangement 
eva t'xwv ui6v is required by decisive evidence (Fritzsche, Lachm., 
comp. Tisch.), of which, however, B C** L A ~, 33 have d';(p 
instead of Exwv (so Tisch. rightly, as lxwv is an emendation of 
the construction). Almost the same witnesses omit the o~,. 
after le:-,; it is, with Tisch., to be deleted as a connective addi­
tion, as, moreover, a~e:-ou after a:,a-::-. is a decidedly condemned 
mechanical addition. - Ver. 8. Such preponderating evideuce is 
in favour of the superfluous ak6v after J~i,8ai.., that it is to br. 
adopted with Laclnn. and Tisch. - Ver. 14. oi oi] BCD L .i ::-:, 
33, Copt. cod<l. of the It. have 'X.af. So Fritzsche, Lachm. From 
Luke xx. 21, whence also many variations with kr,pwe:-wv liave 
come iuto our passage. - Ver. 17. The arrangement Tu Kafoapo; 
u.--:r6o. Kaf,rap, (Tisch.) is to be preferred, in accordance with B C 
L A ::-:, 28, Syr. Copt. The placing of tl,.6om first (Elz. L1d1111.) 
is from the parallels. - iOau,t1,a,rav] Lachm. has ii!(I.LJ/1,(l.;v,. 
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J1nt among the c011d. which read the imperfect (D D L -"' ~), 
B N have i;iuav:.1.a~ov (D* has E~e~aU/J.U~OVTO). This i;euuv:.1.a~o• 
(Tisch.) is to be preferred. The simple form and the aorist arc 
from the parallels. - Ver. 18. k,ipwrr,o-av] Lachm. Tisch. have 
kr,pwrwv, following Il C D L ~ N, 33 ; the aori8t is from the 
parallels. - Ver. El. nl, 1uvaha auroii] auro;; is wanting in B C 
L ~ N, min. Copt., and is from :Matthew. - Ver. 20. After kra 
Elz. Fritzsche have oiiv, against decisive evidence; it is from 
Luke xx. 2!); instead of which some other witnesses have o§ 

(from )Iatthew).- Yer. 21. icai ouoE auTos a\?)ijiu] BC L .l N, 33, 
Copt. have t"il icarai.1-::-wv. Approved by Bornemann in the Stucl. 
11. Krit. 18-!3, p. 133, acloptetl by Tisch. But if the Rcccptn had 
originated from "·hat precedes and follows, it would have run 
simply ;ea} Ol/7. afij?.,; the ;ea} ouoi auT6; does not look like the 
result of a gloss, and might e,·en become offensive on account 
of its emphasis. - Ver. 22. e).-:t{3ov (.tU'T"rJV] is wanting in Il l\I, 
min. Colb., also C L a N, min. Copt., which, moreover, omit -;,,ai 
before ouic. :F'ritzsche has deleted 'ei.a{3ov ak, Lachm. has merely 
bracketed it; Tisch. has struck out, besides ei.a/3. ak, the wi 
also before ou?.. Rightly; the short reading: icai oi e-::-,,-cl. oCic 
af~icav rrdp:1,a, was completed in conformity with ver. 21. -
EO"x_ar,i] :Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have lo-%a,,-ov, certainly on con­
siderable attestation; bnt it is an emendation (comp. Matthew 
and Luke: uo-'l"epo,), on account of the difference of the genders 
( fox,. feminine, -::-avr. masculine). -The order icai il 1uvi\ adu. is, 
with Fritzsche, Laclnn., Tisch., to be adopted. The Rcccpta is from 
the parallels. - Ver. 23. After iv r~ Elz. Lachm. Scholz have ou•, 
which important witnesses omit, others place after ~vao-r. I<'rom 
the parallels. - ikav avao-rwo-,] is wanting in B C D L AN, min. 
vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. It is to be 
maintained, for there ''"as no occasion for any gloss; its absolute 
superfluousness, however, the absence of any such addition in 
the parallels, and the similarity of avao-ra,rn and avao-,,-wa-1, occa­
sioned the omission. - Ver. 25. 1a11,io-icovrn1] A F H, min. have 
faya:1,1rrico1rn1. B C G L U A N, min. have yaµ,i,ov,,-ai. Con­
sequently the testimonies in favour of the Reccpta arc left so 
weak (even D falls away, having 1aµ,i,Qu0"1v), and 1a11,,,o,rai has 
so much the preponderance, that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. 
Ti:;;ch., to be adopted. Comp. on Matt. xxii. 30. - Before iv 
Elz. has oi. The weight of the evidence is divided. Ilnt since 
this oi after a11,i.OI was more easily dropped out than 
brought in (by Leing written twice over), and is wanting also 
in l\Iatthew, it is to be maintained. - Ver. 26. Instead of ri;; 

/3arou Elz. has ri;; {3arou, in opposition to decisive evidence. -
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Decisive evidence conilemns in ver. 27 the article before 0,t;, 
and then 0,6; before ~wvrwv; just as also vµ.,,; oiv before ;.oi.0 
,.,.avaaOe is, following B C L A ~, Copt., to be struck out, with 
Tisch., as being an addition to these short pithy words.-Ver. 28. 
elow;] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have iowv (Fritzsche: r.al iow,). 
So, with or without r.ai (which is a connective interpolation), in 
C D L ~• min. vss., including Syr. Arm. Vulg. It. Aug. But 
these witnesses are not preponderating, and eiowi; might easily 
seem unsuitable and give way to the more usual low,; comp. 
ver. 34. -The order a,;;-expi~rJ au,o,; has Leen preferred by Schulz, 
Fritzsche, and Tisch. (following Gersll. p. 52G), in accordance 
with B C LA ~, min. Copt. Theophylact. But it was just the 
customary placing of the pronoun after the verb that occasioned 
the inYersion of the words, in which the intcnt1:on with which 
a/,n,; was prefixed was not observed. It is otherwise at xiv. 40. 
- Instead of ,;;-avrw, Elz. has ,;;-aawv, contrary to decisive evillence. 
- Ver. 29. The Reccpta is 0:-1 ,.pw,11 ,.aawv ,w, i,:-oi-.wv. V cry many 
variations. Griesb. and l<'ritzsche have 0:-1 ;.pw:-71 ;.avrnv e.ro1.,;, 
following A, min. Scholz reads or1 ,;;-p. ::-r.h,w, ,wv i,-:oi.wv, follow­
ing E F G H S, min. Lachm. has iir1 ;.p. -:ruv-:wv [i,;-01.,; iam]. 

• Tisch. has or1 ;.pw-:11 imv, following B L A ~, Copt. The latter is 
the original form, which, according to the question of ver. 28 and 
its various readiugs, was variously amplified, and in the process 
fo,:v was partly dropped. - Ver. 30. au-:71 ,;;-pwr71 EV'l'Ot.r,J is want­
ing in B E L A ~. Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition in 
accordance with l\Iatthew, with variations in details, following 
vv. 28, 29. - Ver. 31. Instead of 'if.al owr. read, with Tisch., 
merely o,u-:. - Elz. Gries b. Scholz have op.oia au-:71; Fritzsche, 
Lachm. have 0/1,. a/,r~; Tisch. merely aC-:71. The last is atteste<l 
by B L A ~, Copt., and is to be preferred, since 011,oia very 
readily suggested itself to be written on the margin from 
Matthew. - Ver. 32. Aftet' ET, em Elz. has 0,r:,;; a supplement in 
opposition to pr0ponllerant evidence. - Ver. 33. xa} e~ ili-.71; rr,; 
'4'u;d is wanting in B L ~ N, min. Copt. Vere. l\Iarcell. in Eus. 
Condemned by Hinck, bracketed by Lacltm., deleted by Tisch. 
But if it were an addition, it would have been inserted after 
xapoias (comp. ver. 30). On the other hand, the arrangement 
different from ver. SO might easily draw after it the omission. 
-The article before Oua1wv (in Elz.) is decisively condemned. -
Ver. 3G. yap] is wanting in B L A ~, min. Copt. Vere., while D, 
Arm. read xai air6,;, aucl Colb. Corh. have mitcni. Laclnn. has 
bracketed yap, and Tisch. has deleted it. The latter is right. 
The connection was variously supplied.-Ver. 37. oiv] is want­
ing in B D L A ~. min. copt. Syr. p. colld. It. Hil. Bracketed 
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hy Lnclnn., deleted by Tisch. Au addition from the pnrn.llels. -
Ver. 43. fi"ev] instead of the Reecpta i..ey=1 (which Scholz, Hinck, 
Tisch. defend), is decisively attested, as nlso is e/3a,,e (Lachm.) 
instend of the Rcccpta (3s/3,,riu. In pince of !3a,h:-. (Elz.), 
Bai..,hr. must be written on decisive attestation. 

Vv. 1-12. See on Matt. xxi. 33-46. Comp. Luke xx. 9-19. 
l\Iatthew makes another kindred parable precede, which was 
undoubtedly likewise original, and to be found in the collec­
tion of Logia (w. 28-32), and he enriches the application of 
the parable before us in an equally original manner; while, 
,rn may add, the presentation in Mark is simpler and more 
fresh, not related to that of Matthew in the way of heightened 
and artificinl effect (Weiss). - ijp~aTo] after that dismissal of 
the chief priests, etc. - auTot,] therefore not as Luke has it: 
r.po, TOV ;\.aov, to which also :Matthew is opposed. - EV 7rapa­
.SoAat,] parabolically. The plural expression is generic; comp. 
iii. 22, iv. 2. Hence it is not surprising (Hilgenfeld). Comp. 
also Jolm xvi. 24. -Ver. 2. According to Mark and Luke, 
the lord receives a part of the fruits; the rest is the reward 
of the Yine-dressers. It is otherwise in Matthew. - Ver. 4. 
Observe how compemliously l\iatthew sums up the contents 
of vv. 4, 5.1 

- tcatcet'vov] The conception of maltreatment lies 
at the foundation of the comparative also, just as at ver. 5. 
Comp. on iiatt. xv. 3. - etcecpa;\.a{wuav] they beat hi1n on the 
head. The word is not further preserved in this signification 
(Vulg.: in capite vulnerarnnt), but only in the meaning: to 
gather itp as regards the main substance, to set fo1·th su11i1narily 
(Thuc. iii. 67. 5, viii. 53. 1; Herod. iii. 159; Ecclus. xxxv. 8); 
but this is wholly inappropriate in this place, since it is not, 
with Wakefield, Silv. crit. II. p. 76 f., to be changed into the 
meaning : " they made short work with him." 2 vVe have here a 

1 All the less ought the several ~,ii).o, to be specifically definrcl; as, for instance, 
according to Victor Antiochcnus, by the first servant is held to be mcaut Elia< 
and the contemporary prophets; by the secoml, Isaiah, Hosea, a.ml Amos; by 
the third, Ezekiel and Demiel. That the expression in vv. 2-4 is in the singula,-, 
notwithstanding the plurality of prophets, cannot iu a figuratire discourse be 
,nrprising, and cannot justify the conjecture that here aiwtl,er parable-of the 
three years of Christ's ministry-has been interwoven (Wcizsacker). 

• This explanation is set aside by aiir,,, which, moreover, is opposed to the 
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veritable solccis;n; :.\lark confounded ,mf:aAatow with ,cecpaA{t;w, 
perhaps after the analogy of ryva0ow and ryvtow (Lobeck, wl 
Phryn. p. 9 5). - ~r{µ11(j'av (see the critical remarks): they dis­
lwnonrccl hiin, trcatccl hi1n disgracrjully, the general statement 
after the special l,cecpaA.. The "·ord is poetical, especially 
epic (Hom. n. i. 11, ix. 111 ; Od. xvi. 2 7 4, al. ; Pin d. Pyth. ix. 
138; Soph. Aj. 1108; Ellcndt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 251), as also 
in this sense the later form anµow, 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 Xcn. Ath. i. 14, where anµov(j£ is to 
be read). -Ver. 5. ,c. 1roA.A.ovc; /J,),.,),.,ovc;] Here we have to 
supply: they maltreated-the dominant iuea in what is pre­
viously narrated ( comp. ,cu.,ce'ivov, vv. 4, 5, where this concep­
tion lay at the root of the ,ea{), and to which the subsequent 
elements Upovrec; and cl1ro,crevvovrec; arc subordinated. Comp. 
Buttmann, nrut. Gr. p. 2 5 2 [ E. T. 2 9 3]. But Mark does not 
write " in a disorderly and slipshod manner," as de \Vette 
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 Xcn. 
Sympos. iv. 53; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 770; Nagelsbach, 
.Anin. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 1 79. -Ver. G. The gTl lva e!xev vi'ov 
clry. (see the critical remarks), which is peculiar to the graphic 
:\lark, has in it something touching, to which the bringing 
of lva into prominence by the unusual position assigned to 
it contributes. Then, in vivid connection therewith stands 
the contrast of vv. 7, 8 ; and the trait of the parable con­
tained in ver. 7 f. certainly does not owe its introduction 
to l\Iark (Weiss). - Ver. 8. Not a hystcron protcron (Grotius, 
Heumann, de Wette), a mistake, which is with the greatest 
injustice imputed to the Yividly graphic 1llark; but a different 
representation from that of Matthew and Luke : they killed 
hi11i, and threw him (the slain) out of the vineyard. In the 
latter there is the tragic element of outrage even against the 

view of Thcopl1ylact: uv,iTe:!.,ua:, xul '"'P"'P~"'"' ,,.;,, vf3P"· The middle is 11setl 
in Greek with an accusative of the person ( ,,.,.,.), but in the scnso: bri<'j/y tu 
describe any one. Sec Plat. Pol. ix. p. 5i6 ll. 
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corpse, which is not, however, intended to be applied by wriy 
of speciril interpretrition to Jesus. -Ver. 9. EA€t1CT€Tat K.T.A.] 

not rin answer of the Pharisees (Vatablus, Kuinoel, following 
1\Iatt. xxi. 41) ; but Jesus Himself is represented by Mark as 
replying to His own qnestion.1

- Ver. 10. ouoe] What Jesus 
has set before them in the way of parable concerning the 
rejection of the l\Iessiah and His divine justification, is also 
p1·opltcsicd in the Scripture, I's. cxviii. 22; hence He continues: 
ltal'c ye not also rcacl this Scripture, etc.? On rypa<p17, that 
which is drawn np in writing, used of indiviclital passages of 
Sc1'1JJf1m, comp. Luke iv. 21; John xix. 37; Acts i. 16, 
Yiii. 3 5. -Ver. 12. ,cai i<po/3. T. oxX.] ,cat connects adver­
satiYe clauses without changing its signification, Hartung, 
Partikcll. I. p. 147 f.; Winer, p. 388 [E.T. 545]. It is an 
emphatic and in the sense of: ancl yet. Especially frequent 
in John. --The words /iryvwCTav ,yap ... el1re, which are not 
to be put in a parenthesis, are regarded as illogically placed 
(see Beza, Heupel, Fritzsche, Baur, Hilgcnfeld, and others), 
and arc held to have their proper place after ,cparrwai. But 
·wrongly. Only let liryvwCTav be referred not, with these inter­
preters, to the chief priests, scribes, and elders, but to the 
ox-Xo,, 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 (1rpo,) them (the chief priests, 
etc., as the ryewpryou,), these might have ventured to lay hold 
on Him; but, as it ,ms, 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, 
ancl left Hi11i and went their way. In this manner also Luke 
xx. 19 is to be understood ; he follows Mark. 

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22. Comp. Luke 
xx. 20-26. :.\lark is more concise and vivid than nfatthcw. 
-- u.r.aCTTEA.Aovui] the chief priests, scribes, and elders (xi. 27), 

1 That the opponents themselves are compclleJ to pronounce juugmcnt (l\fatthcw), 
appears an original trait. Ent the form of their answer in J\Iatthcw (xu,v; 
~u;;s "· "'· >-.) betrays, as compared with )fork, a later artificial manipulation. 
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whereas Matthew inaccurately refers this new and grave temptn­
tion to the Pharisees as its authors. - tva avT. arypEVG', )l.o,ycp J 
in order that they (these messengers) might ensnare Hini by 
means of an 11tteranec, i.e. by means of a question, which they 
were to address to Him. See ver. 14. Comp. xi. 29. The 
hunting term a,ypevw is frequently even in the classical 
writers transferred to men, who are got into the hunter's 
power as a prey. See Valckenaer, ad Herod. vii. 162; Jacob,,, 
ad Antlwl. VII. p. 19 3. In a good sense also, as in Xen. 
llfcm. iii. 11. 7 : TO 7r)\.e{G"TOV &giov a,ypevµa !pLA,OV<; 017paG'EtV. 
-Ver. 14. e1r' a:X.170e{a,;] equivalent to a">-.1J0w,;, Luke iv. 21:i, 
xx. 21, xxii. 59, iv. 27, x. 34. See Wetstein in loc.; Schaefer, 
lllclct. p. 8 3 ; Fritzsche, Quacst. Litc. p. 13 7 f. - owµev, i) 
µ~ o.] The previous question was theoretical and general, 
this is practical and definite. - Ver. 15. elow<;] as knowing 
hearts (,John ii. 2 5). Comp. l\Iatt. xii. 2 5 ; Luke vi. 8, xi. 1 7. 
- T. 117ro,cptG"tV] "Discere cupientium praeferehant speciem, 
cum animus calumniam strueret," Grotius. - Ver. 17. Ou­
serve the more striking order of the words in Mark : what is 
Caesar' s, pay to Caesar, etc. - Jge0avµas'ov] see the critical 
remarks. The aorist would merely narrate historically ; the 
,impc1fect depicts, and is therefore not inappropriate (in opposition 
to Fritzsche); see Kuhner, II. p. 73, and ad Xcn. Anab. vii. 1. 
13. Comp. v. 20, vi. 6. The compound e,c0avµ. strengthens 
the notion; Ecclus. xxvii. 23, xliii. 18; 4 l\iacc. xvii. 17, also 
in the later Greek writers, but not further used in the N. T. 

Vv. 18-27.1 See on Matt. xxii. 23-33, who narrates more 
Lriefly and smoothly. Comp. Luke xx. 2 7-40. - e7r17pwTwv] 
Imperfect, as at ver. 1 7. - Ver. 19. on is recitative, anll 
tva is the impaativc to be explained by the volo that lies at 
the root of the expression ( see on 2 Cor. viii. 7 ; Eph. v. 3 3 ). 
Comp. on in before the imperative, Plat. C1·it. p. 50 C: tG"w<; 
UV Et'TrOtEV (the laws), OTt ... JL'l 0auµase Ta A,€,YOµeva. - The 

1 Hitzig, Jolt. j]fa,·k. p. 219 ff., plaecs the Pericope of the ad11lte1·es.,, ,John 
vii. 53 If., after ver. 17, wherein Holtzmanu, p. O:l ff., comparing it with Luke 
xxi. 37 f., so far follows him as to assulllc that it had stood in the primitke­
j]fork, and had been omitte,l Ly all the three Syuoptists. Ililgenfe!J (in his 
Zeit.,cl11·. 1Sfi3, p. 317) continues to attrilmte it to John. It probably belonged 
uiginally to one of the sources of Luke that are unknown to us. 
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lm~1aµ/3pc{uut, 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. e1rTa] 
emphatically prefixed, and introduced in a vivid way with­
out ovv. - Ver. 21. ,cal. ovoe avTck] and also not he. - ,cal. 
o TPLTO<; wo-avT.] namely, he took her and died without 
children; comp. what has gone before. -Ver. 2:3. omv 
civao-Two-t] when they shall have risen, not an epexegesis of 
iv Tfi avao-TaO-€£ : but the discourse goes from the general to 
the particular, so that the seven brothers and the woman is the 
subject of avao-TWO"£. -Ver. 24. Ota TOVTO] does not point 
back to what bas 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, becmisc ye do not understand ? See l\Iaetzner, 
ad Antiph. p. 219; Bornemann in the Stud. 1i. Krit. 1843, 
p. 137 f.; Winer, p. 146 [ [E. T. 201 f.J.-Ver. 25. hav 
... avao-Twuw] generally, not as at ver. 23.-,yaµ{tovTat] 
The form ,yaµ{u,cw (Arist. Pol. vii. 14. 4) is not in<leed to be 
read here (see the critical remarks), but neither is it, with 
Fritzsche, altogether to be banished out of the N. T. It is 
IJeyond doubt genuine in Luke xx. 34 f. - Yer. 26. gn 
«!,y1dpoVTai] tltat they, namely, etc.; this is the conclusion to 
he proved-the doctrinal position denied by the interrogators. 
- J7r). Tau ,8aTov] belongs to what has preceded (in opposi­
tion to Beza) as a more precise specification of «!v T,P /3i{3">,.,. M. : 
at the (well-known) thorn-bush, i.e. there, where it is spoken 
of, Ex. iii. 6. See on quotations of a similar kind, Jablonsky, 
Bibl. Hcbr. praef. § 37; Fritzsche, ad Rom. xi. 2. Polybius, 
Theophrastus, and others have ,8aTo<; as masculine. It usually 
occurs as feminine (Luke xx. 3 7 ; Dent. xxxiii. 16), but at 
Ex. iii. 2-4, likewise as masculine. - Ver. 27. According 
to the amended text (see the critical remarks): He is not 
Goel of dead men, but of living ! :Afnch ye err ! 

Vv. 28-3-t. See on l\fatt. xxii. 34-40. -1\fark, however, 
has much that is peculiar, especially through the characteristic 
and certainly original amplification in vv. 32-34. -The parti­
ciples are to be so apportioned, that aKovua<; is snborclinnted 
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to the 7rpou€11.0wv, and Elow, belongs to €7T'1JPWT7JPEV as its 
determining motive. - Elow,] not inappropriate (Fritzsche, <le 
1N ette) ; but the scribe /;new from Lis listening how aptly Jesus 
had answered thcin (airro'i<;, emphatically placed bcj01·c a'lT'EKp.); 
and therefore he hoped that He would also give to him an 
apt reply. - 'TT'avTwv J neuter. Compare Xen. 111cm. iv. 7. 70 : 
o oe 1711.to, ... 'TT'avTwv ')...aµ,7rpoTaTO<; wv, Thucyd. vii. 5 2. 2. 
See Winer, p. Hi0 [E. T. 222]; Dorvill. acl Charit. p. 54!J. 
-Vv. 29, 30. Deut. vi. 4, 5. This principle of morality, 
which binds all duties into unity (see J. l\li.iller, v. d. Slindc, 
I. p. 140 f.), was named pre-eminently ;,~•ip, or also from the 
initial word J;r.>t!i, and it was the custom to utter the words 
daily, morning and evening. See Vitriuga, Synag. ii. 3. 15 ; 
Buxtorf, Synag. 9. -luxuo,] LXX. ouvaµ,Ew<;. It is the 
moral strength, which makes itself kno,rn in the overcoming 
of hindrances an<l in energetic activity. Comp. Beck, bib!. 
Scelenl. p. 112 f., and on Eph. i. 1 \J. l\Iatthew has not this 
point, but Luke has at x. 27.1 - Ver. 32. After oioauKaAE 
there is only to be placed a comma, so that E7f'' aA1J0E{a, 
(comp. on ver. 14) is a more precise definition of KaAw,. -
on Et<; iuTt] tliat He is one. The subject is obvious of itself 
from what precedes. As in the former passage of Scripture, 
Yer. 29, so also here 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 l\Iark has introduced here 
in the striving after completeness and with reference to the 
Gentile world. - Ver. :rn. uvviuEw,] a similar notion instead 
of a repetition of oiavo{a,, ver. 30. It is the moral intelli­
gence which comprehencls ancl understands the relation in 
question. Its opposite is ao-uvETo, (Hom. i. 21, 31), Dern. 
13 9 4, 4 : apEil]<; U7f'U<T1]', apx1) 17 Ul/V€1Il<;. Comp. on Col. 
i. 9. - aAoKavT.J "Nobilissima species sacrificiorum," Dengel. 
r.avTwv Twv applies inclusively to 0vuiwv. Kri.iger, § 58. 
3. 2. - Ver. 34. lowv aVTOV, on] Attraction, as at xi. 32 aucl 
frequently. - vovvExw,] intelligently, only here in the N. T. 

1 'fhe vnriations of the wonls in l\Intthew, l\Iark, nncl Luke represent <lifTerent 
forms of the Greek tm<lition as remembcrc<l, which arose inclcpcuclently of the 
LXX. (for no evangelist has ~""'/"r, which is in the LXX. ). 
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Polybins associates it with cf,pov1µ,w, (i. 83. 3) and r.pa"/• 
µ,an,cw, (ii. 13. 1, v. 88. 2). On the character of the "·onl 
as Greek, instead of ,Yhich the Attics say vouv1:xovTw<; (its 
opposite : a<j,povwr;, Isocr. Y. 7), see Lobecl;:, ad Phrvn. p. r; !HJ. 
- ou µa,cpav 1'.T.A.] The (future) kingdom of the l\fes;,iah is 
conceiYCll aa the common yoal. Those ,Yho are fitted for the 
membership uf this kingdom are near to this goal; those who 
are unfitted arc 1·c11wll: from it. Hence the meaning : There 
is not much lacking to thee, that thou mightest be receiYed 
into the kingdom at its establishment. Rightly does Jesus 
giYe him this testilllony, because in the frankly and eagerly 
arnwed agreement of his religious-rnoral jn<lglllent with the 
answer of Jesus there was already implied a germ of faith 
promising much. - ,cal, ouo1:t, ouKEn K.T.A.] not inappropriate 
(de "' ette, Ilanr, Hilgenfekl, Bleck); but it was just this 
peculiar victory of Jesus-that now the result of the ques­
tioning wa& eYen agreelllent with Him-which took from all 
the further courage, etc. 

HEMARK.-The difference, arising from ~Iatthew's bringing 
forward the scribe as ,:;-.ipa~w• (and how naturally in the bear­
ing of the matter this point of view suggested itself!), is not to 
he set aside, as, for instance, by Ebrard, p. 493,1 who by virtue 
of harmonizing corn bination alt,;irs Yer. 3-1 thus : "When Jesus 
saw how the man of sincere mind quite forgot over the truth 
of the case the matter of his pride," etc. The variation is to be 
explained by the fact, that the design of the questioner was 
from the very first differently conceived of and iiassed over in 
11itferent forms into the tradition; not by the supposition, that 
l\fark did not understand and hence omitted the trait of special 
temptation (Weiss), or had been induced by Luke xx. 39 to adopt 
a milder view (Baur). Nor has i\Iatthew remodelled the narrative 
('Veiss); but he has followed that tradition which Lest fitted intu 
his context. The wholly peculiar position of the matter in :Mark 
tells in favour of the correctness and originality of his narratiw. 

1 He follows the methoJ of reconciliation proposeJ by Theophylact: .,,.p;;;,,, 
1-d11 a,i,,r011 &I; -;J'E1pr.i~1l'':'a ipru"r'ntr~l' Ei'1'« ,;,q,o,.~l!l'-ra. a;..,.o -Tns ti.'7/'tJY-plu,r..J; 'TlJU Xp,~i:-i,U Y.ttl 

"""X;;;; a<ro~p,61,.,.a. i-Ta:mOii,a:,. Comp. Grotius am] others, inclucling already 
Victor Antioclienus aml the anonymous writer in Possini Cat. ; Lange, again, 
in substance takes the same view, while Bleck simply acknowledges the varia­
tion, aml Hilgenfehl represents )lark as importing his own theolof:r into the 
con'l'"ersation. 

IIL\UK. 
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Vv. 35-37. See on :'.'.Iatt. xxii. 41--!G. Comp. Luke xx. 
41-44.-)fark is distingnishe<l from :Matthew in this respect, 
that the latter represents J csus as laying the theological 
problem before tltc r1.s.-;c1,1blccl Pharisees, and then relates that 
they were thcl'coy brought to silence, so that they put no 
further lptestions to Him; whereas Mark relates that tltc con­
'i:crsation as to the most important coininanrlmcnt had had this 
result, aml thereafter Jesus had thrown out brforc the people, 
while He was teaching (vv. 37, 35), the question respecting 
the Son of David. - a7roKpt0£t,] The following question to 
the people is a reply-publicly exposing the theological help­
lessness of the scribes-to the silence, to which they had just 
seen themselves reduced by the very fact that one of their 
1rnmber had even given his entire approval to Jesus. The 
scribes are still presenL. But it is not to thc111sclrcs that 
,Jesus puts His question ; He utters it before the people, but in 
express reference to the 7paµµaTEtr;. They may therefore girn 
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 7r00€v u[or; avTOV €G'TlV the 1)a11se of this 
silence and this confusion. So peculiar is this whole position 
of the matter in l\fark, that it appears to be (in opposition to 
I-Iilgenfeld and Daur) original. - 7rwr;] how then? " Qnomodo 
consistere potest, quod dicunt," Grotius.-The twofolu emphatic 
avTo<; Llau. places the declaration of David ltimsclf in contrast 
to the point held by the scribes. - ,cal 1To0£v] breaking in 
with surprise. Comp. Luke i. 43. 7ru0£v is the causal mllle: 
whence comes it that.1 Comp. l'lat. Plwcdr. p. 26!) D.; Dem. 
241, 17; "Wolf, ad Lcpt. p. 238. - o 7roAv, oxA..] the 11wltitwlc 

1 In opposition to the whole N. T., the q1wstion is, accor,ling to Schcnk,·l 
(comp. Strauss), intent.le,! to cxhiLit the Davit.lie dcsccut of the .lllcssiah as a 
phantom. This descent in fact forrus of necessity the presupposition of the 
wortls ,.,.; .,,.,., ,._.,._;.., the concr.s.<rmi on the part of Jesus Himself. An,! it is 
the postulate of the whole of the N. T. Christology, from l\Iatt. i. l to He,·. 
xxii. 16. Comp., moreover, the appropriato, remarks of lleyschlag, Cl11·i.,/ul. 
,l. N. T. p. Gl f. But the pre-txiste11ce of Jesus, which certainly must ha,·c 
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of people, which "·as present. - ;i"ovev a,iTou ,jUw,;-] a triumph 
over those put to silence. 

Yv. 38-40. Comp. on )fatt. xxiii. 1, 6, 7 (14). l\fark 
gives only a short fragment (and Luke xx. 45-4 7 follows 
him) of the great and vehement original speech of severe 
rebuke, which :i\Iatthew has adopted in full from the collec­
tion of Logia. - /3Xe-rrETE a-rro] as viii. 15. - TOJV 0eXovTWV] 

q11ippc qui 1:olunt, desire, i.e. lay claim to as a privilege. 
" Vcllc saepe rem per se incliffercntem malam facit," Bengel. 
- Jv u-roXai,] i.e. in long stately robes, as u-roX~, even without 
more precise definition, is frequently used (1 l\'Iacc. vi. 16 ; 
Luke x\·. 22; Marc. Anton. i. 7). Grotius well remarks that 
the uToX,7 is "gravitatis index." - "a~ au,rauµou,;-] governed 
by 0e";l..ovTwv. See Winer, p. 509 [E. T. 722]. -Ver. 40. 
o[ 1'anu0tovTe, 1'.T.A.] is usually not separated from what 
precedes, so that the nominative would come in instead of the 
genitive, bringing into more irnlependent and emphatic pro­
minence the description of their character. See Bernhardy, 
p. 68 f.; Buttmann, ncut. Grain. p. 69 [E. T. 79]. But it is 
more suited to the vehement emotion of the discourse (with 
,Yhich 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 ol 

Ka-reu01ov-re,;- a new sentence, which runs on to Kp'iµa: the 
1laoui'Crs of widows' houses . . . these shall (in the Messianic 
jndgment) receive a grude1· condemnation!- Kai] is the simple 
copula: those devouring widows' houses ancl (and withal) by 
vay of pretence uttering long prayers (in order to conceal under 
them their pitiless greed). - -row XTJpwv] v,rw;~pxov-ro ,yap 
Tai;- a-rrpouTaTEUTOV,;' ryvvaiKai;- w, or,0ev -rrpouTCLTaL auTWV 

f.CTOµevot, Theophylact. - Kal -rrpocf,aun µaKp<i. -rrpouevx.] 
, ,"\. Q , \ r , , ,.. ' 'rk "\ 

r.poux11µan eu"-a,-.,e,a;; Ka£ v-rro,cpu;et a-rra-rwv-re,;- -rov,;- a..,,e"-eu-

T£povi;-, Theophylact. - -rreptCTO"OTepov Kptµa] oucp 0€ µaxxov 

TeTlµTJvTat -rrapa 'T'f' ;\a,j, Kut 'T~V TLµ~v el,;- {3Xa/3TJV EA.1'0VC1', 

l,ren in His consciousnes.q when He aske<l the question, is not expressed (in 
some such way as in John viii. 58), nor is the recognition of it claimc<l for 
the P.calmist by i, """"f'-"'T•. The latter merely asserts that Davie.I, as a proplttt, 
<lcsignate<l his Son as hi. Lord. 
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TOUO-UT<p µaAAOV /CaTaCltKau011uovTat' eiuvaTOt ,yap eiuvaTw;; 

hau0~uovTat, Victor Antiochenus. 
Vv. 41-44. Comp. Luke xxi. 1-4. It is surprising that 

this highly charrrctcristic and originrrl episode, which according 
to Eichthal, indeed, is an interpolation and reperrted by Luke, 
lms not been adopted in Matthew. But rrfter the great re­
buking discourse and its solemn close, the little isolated 
picture seems not to have found a place. - TOU ,yasoipuAa­

/CLOV] comp. Josephus, Antt. xix. 6. 1, where Agrippa hangs 
a golden chain !J7r€p TO ryasotf>VA.U./CtOV. According to the 
llabbins it consisted of thirteen trumpet-slw.ped brazen chests 
(ni,~i:,:;), and was in the fore-court of the \\'omen. It was 
destined for the reception of pious contributions for the temple, 
as well as of the temple-tribute. See, generally, Lightfoot, 
Hor. p. 53!1 f.; lleland, Antt. i. 8. 14. The treasure­
chambers (ryasoipvA.U.Kta) 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. - xaA.Kov] not money in general (Grotius, :Fritzsche, 
and others), but copper money, which most of the peo11lc gaYe. 
See Beza. - l,8aA.A.ov] impc1fcct, as at vv. 1 7, 18. The 
reading jf,8aAov (Fritzsche) is too weakly attested, and is not 
necessary. -Ver. 42 f. µ{a] in contrast with the 7T'OA.Ao£ 

7T'Aouutot : one single }JOOr widou;. A A.€7T'Tov, so called from 
its smallness (Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 11 : To A€7T'ToTaTOv Tau xaA.,cou 

voµ{uµaToc;), was -}th of an as in copper. See on l\latt. 
v. 26. It is the same definition in the Talmud, that two 
rm:i,,!:l make a ct:i~i•,ip; see Lightfoot, p. 6:\8 f.-On the fact 
that it is not " a quarlrans" but Af7T'Ta, ouo, that is mentioned, 
Bengel has aptly remarked: "quorum 111111111 vidua retinere 
potuerat." The Ifabbinical ordinance: "Non ponat homo 
A.€7T'Tov in cistam eleemosynarum " (E(('rn batltm f. 10. 2), has 
no bearing here (in opposition to Schoettgen), for here we 
have not to 1lo with alms. - 7rpouKaA.€uaµ.] "de re magna," 
Bengel. - 7TA€'iov 7ravTwv] is said according to tile scale of 
morns; all the rest still kept back much for themselves, the 
Willow nothing c~ee ,\'hat fullows),-a sacrifice which J l:SIIS 



CHAP. XII. 41-44. 197 

e:stimatcs in its moml greatness; T~v fovTij<; r.poa{prnw 

E'r.EOei!aTO einropriJTEpav Tij<; ovvrfµew<;, Theophylact. - The 
pt'rncnt participle {3aA.)..ovTwv (sec the critical remarks) is not 
inappropriate (Fritzsche ), but Llesignates tlws~ 1dw were tlwowin_r;, 
whose {31tX'Aew was p1·cscnt, when the widow l!{3a'Ae. -Ver. 44. 
h Tij<; ucnep11u. aun"j,;] (not ahij,;) is the antithesis of J,c Tou 

r.eptG"G". avT. in ver. 43. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 14; Phil. iv. 1~. 
Ont 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 
{3io,;, 1:ictus, that g·hacby one li1:cs, comp. Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, 
30; Hesiod, Op. 230; Xen. 1lfcm. iii. 11. G; Soph. Phil. 919, 
1266; Dem. 8G9, 25; Plat. Gorg. p. 486 D; and Stallbaum 
in loc. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

VER. 2. a-;;-or.p,0eli;] is, with Tisch., to be deleted, as nt xi. 33, 
following B L N, min. vss. - Ver. 2. ;;,a, is adopted before ,.i0o; 
by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm., in acconlance doubtless 
with B D G LU A N, min. vss., but it is an addition from :i\Iatt. 
xxiv. 2. It is genuiue in Matthew alone, where, moreover, it 
is not wanting in any of the codices. - Ver. 4. ,id] B D L N, 
min. have ,i-;;-6,. So l◄'ritzsche, Laclun. Tisch. This rarer form 
is to be ndopted in accordance with so consitlerable testimony ; 
,l·-::-s is from l\Iatthew. - With Tisch., followiug B L N, ,rn must 
write mii.-a o-1.1vni-.. -;;-uvm; different attempts to rectify the order 
produced the variations. - Ver. 8. Before the second foov:-a, "·e 
must, with Tisch., delete xai, in accordance with B L N* 1'. - xal 
-:-apa%ai] Suspected by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and 
Tisch., in accordance with D D L N, Copt. Aeth. Erp. Vnlg. 
It. Viet. But wherefore and whence was it to have been 
introduced? On the other hand, it wns very easily lost in the 
following ap-x,ai. - Ver. 9. ap;,:::ai] B D K L U A N, min. YSS. 

Vulg. It. also have ap-x,i/, which is commended by Griesb., 
adopted by Fritzsche, Scholz, Lnclnn. Tisch. ; from l\Iatt. 
xxiv. 8. - Ver. 11. Instead of uywm Elz. has ayiywo-,v, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. - 1.1,r;oi 1.1,e1.f':·u,;] is wanting in 
TI D L N, min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Erp. Vnlg. It. Vigil. Con­
demned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
But the Homoioteleuton the more easily occasioned tlw 
omission of the words, since they follow immcd·iatclv after ,; 
1.ai-.i/0-,i-.-e. Luke xxi. 14, moreover, testifies in favour of their 
genuineness. - Ver. 14. After EP'Yi/.1,wo-e~J, Elz. Scholz, l◄'ritzsche 
(Lachm. in brackets) have: -:-ii f,r;fo i.d Aam\,. -.-o~ -;;-po~i/-.-ou, 
which words are not found in n l) L N, Copt. Arm. It. Vnlg. 
~ax. Aug. They nre from l\fatthcw. - io--.-w;] Laclnu. has 
io-rr,i:6;, following D 28 ; Tisch. has io--.-r;xfra, following n L N. 
J,'ritzsche: so--:-6~, nccording to A E F G H V ~. min. U mler these 
circumstances the Rcccpta has prepomlerant evidence ag:tinst 
it; it is from Matt. xxiY. 15. Of the other readings im1r.6; is to 
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lie adoptr.d, because n L :-: also testify in its favour lJy euqr.fra; 1 

"·hile i11,o; likewise betrays its origin from l\Iatthew (var.; sec tlw 
critical remarks on Matt. xxiv. 15). - Ver. lG. wv] is wanting in 
n D L ~ ~. min. Laclun. Tisch. But how easily it <lropt out 
after a1 pON ! the more easily, because wv stood also in ver. lii. 
- Ver. 18. ii rr:u,i; u:1,wv] is wanting in B D L ~ ~• min. Arm. 
Yulg. It., and in other witnesses is represente1l by -:-aLJ,a. Con­
demned by Griesb. and Hinck, deleted by 1''ritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch. nightly so; it is from i\Iatt. xxiv. 20, from which place 
also cochl. and ns. have after -/}'tJ.wvo; added: w;ol e1a(313ci,v,, or 
11,r,01 e1ap,3u,ou, or r, Ga8,:3u,1Ju, and the like. - Ver. HJ. tis] Lachm. 
Tisch. h::we iiv, following H C* L ~, 28. A correction. The 
omission of t,; fY.,. o 0eo; in D 27, Arm. codd. It. is explained 
hy the superfluousness of the words. - Ver. 21. The omission 
of if, which Griesb., following i\lill, comrnencle<l, nnd }'ritzsche 
and Tisch. have carried out, is too weakly attested. In itself it 
might as "·ell have been added from 1\Iatthew ns omitted in 
accordance with Luke. - Instead of ,.,e1nu,,., Elz. bas ,.,C1..,u11r;,,, 
in opposition to preponderant evidence; it is from Matt. xxiv. 
23. - Ver. 22. Although only on the evidence of D, min. 
cochl. It., --l,,uooxp,11,01 r.ai is to be deleted, and ,.o,fi11ouC11v is to be 
written instead of ow11ouG1. l\Ioreowr (with Tisch.), ?.ai is to be 
omitted Lefore ,o~; fa, .. (B D t{). The Rcccpta is a filling up 
from Matthew. - Yer. 23. loo~] is ,muting in B L 28, Capt. 
Acth. Y ere. Bracketed h? Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An 
addition from l\latthew. - Ver. 2G. ,ou o0pa~ou foo~rn,] A B C t-:, 
min. vss. have e11ovm1 iit ,ou o0pa,ou. So Fritzsche, LrlChrn. Tisch. 
Instead of ir.,.i--:: •. B C D L :-:, min. codd. It. have ,.,,..ovn, (so 
:Fritzsche, L1chm. Tisch.). Tims the most important codices 
are against the Rcccpta (D has oi ir. ,ou o0pavo=:i e11ov,ai ,.,,-::,ovn;), 
in pince of "·hich the best attested of these readings are to be 
adopted. Intemal grounds are wanting; bnt if it had heen 
altered from :Matthew, ad woulu have been found instead of ir.. 
- Ver. 27. a~•,ou] after a11 f"i,.. is wanting in B D L, Copt. Cant. 
Y ere. Vind. Corh. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.; it 
is from l\Iatthew. - Ver. 28. The verbal order tfo11 o r."i.aoo; 
a0,r,; (Fritzsche, Lachm.) has preponderating evidence, but it 
is from Matthew. The manifold transpositions in the codices 
"·ould have 110 motive, if the reading of Laclnn. had been 
the original, as in the case of Matthew no variation is 
fonncl. -ym,'.iGY.:.,] A nu D L ~. min. hrwe yivwGY.:.ai, which is 
approved by Schulz and adopted by I:ritzschc and Tisch. The 

1 The masculine was introduced by the rcfcrcuce, frequent in the Fathers, to 
the statue (,,, a,~p,cin«} of the conqueror. 
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Rrccpta is from the parallels. - Ver. 31. Iustcn1l of ,::,1.p,1.,6rr,-:w, 
Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have -::ap,,,,:irrw:w. The plural (B D K U 
r ~) is to be maintained here and at Luke xxi. 33; the remem­
brance of the well-known saying from l\fatth. suggested -::ap,A,:,­
<r,ra, in the si11,r;11la1·. l\loreover, it tells in favour of the plum!, 
that B L ~. min. (Tisch.) have -::ap,1,eu,Mrn1 again afterwards 
instead of -::rtpit.Owrr,, although this is a mechnnical repetition. -
Ver. :32. Instead of rJ Elz. hns imi, in opposition to Llecisive 
evidence. - Ver. :i3. zat' -::poa,6%w0e] is ,rn11ti11g in B D 12:!, 
Cant. Vere. (;olh. Tolet. Delete1l hy Lachrn. Rightly; an 
addition that easily occurred (comp. ::\[att. xxvi. -H and the 
parallels). - Ver. :H. ;,.ai is to be deleted before haar'f-1 (with 
Lachm. and Tisch.), in conformity with B C* D L ~. min. codd. 
It. - Ver. :37. Between a in Elz. Scholz, and ;; which Griesb. 
lias approved, and Fritzsche, Lachm. have adopted, the evidence 
is very much divided. But o is an 11m11:cessary emendation, 
although it is now preferred by Tisch. (B C ~, etc.). D, codd. 
It. have i1w o~ A. ~.IJ,. 1prJ1. 

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxiv. 1-8.. Comp. Luke xxi. 5-11. 
).lark has preserved the introductio;i in its original historical 
form. But Matthew ltas the discourse itself, although more 
artistically elaborated, in its greatest completeness from the 
collection of Logia and with some use of :\fork ; and that down 
to the consummation of the last jndgment.1

- 1r0Ta1rot X{0ot] 
(j_llalcs lapidcs ! i,KoOoµ,JB,,, o vao, EK xt0wv µev A.€VICWV T€ /Ca£ 
KapTepwv, TO µE,ye0o<; fK(lUTWV 7T€pt 7TEVT€ Ka£ €lKOUt 7T'TJ'X,WV 
€7T1, µf71Co<;, OKTW 0€ ihfro<;, evpo<; 0€ 7T€pt OW0€1Ca, .Joseph. Antt. 
xv. 11. ::L See Ottii Spicilcg. p. 175. Who uttered the 
exclamation ? ('Y as it Peter ? or Andrew ?) Probably ]\fork 
himself did not know. - On the 1rorn1ro<; belonging to later 
usage, see Lobeck, ml Phryn. p. fi6 f.; :Fritzsche, p. 554 f..­
Ver. 2. o<; ov µ,) KaTaX.] for ov µ~ in the relative clause, 
see Winn, p. 450 [E. T. 635 f.] The conception here is: 
there shall certainly be no stone left upon the other, which 

1 W cizsiicker, p. 125, coujcctnres from Ilarnalms 4 (~), where a saying of 
J:noch is quoted about the shortening (o-u,.-,.-,u.,m) of the days of the final offence 
(comp. ver .. 20 ; Matt. xxiv. 22), that the properly apocalyptic elements of tho 
,fiscoursc as to the future arc of Jewish origin, from an Apocalypse of Enoch; 
hut the conjecture rests on much too holil anc\ hasty an inference, hazanlcu 
as it is on a single thought, whic-h Jesus Himself might very fairly share with 
the Jewish ·consciousness in gm era!. 
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(iu ilie further course of the destmetion) wouhl be secure 
from ueing thrown down. Comp. Luke xviii. 30. -- Yer. :.i. 
As previously, l\fark here also relates more Yividly (,caTtvavn 
Toii it:poii) aml more accurately (Ilfrpoc; K.T.A.) thnu ::\lattlww. 
Aeeonliug to de "\Yette ( comp. Saunier, p. 1 :; 2 ; Strauss, 
]laur), )lark is induced to the latter statement by tl1e ,ca-r' 
lt>[av of 1.fatthew-a specimen of the great injustice which is 
done to ::\fork as an alleged compiler. - El7rov] Tims, and 
not Et?l"ov, is this imperative (which is also current among 
the Attic writers; see Lobeck, ad Ph1yn. p. 348) to he 
accented in the N. T. See Winer, p. 49 [E. T. 58]. - -ro 
a17µEiov J scil. ecnat : what will be the fore- tol.:cn ( which 
:ippears ), when all this destruction is to enter on its fulfilment? 
- -raii-ra <TVVTEX. 7rav-ra] (see the critical remarks) applies 
not to the buildings of the temple (:Fritzsche, who takes 
uvv-rEXE'iu0ai as st'.liml cxscindi, comp. Beza), but, just like 
-raiiTa, to the dcstniction announced at ver. 2. To explain it 
of "the whole world" (as TaiiTa is well known to he so used 
hy the philosophers, Bernhardy, p. 280) or of "all thing8 of 
fhl' Paronsilt" (Lange), is a forced course at variance with 
the context, occasioned by l\Iatt. xxiv. 3 1 (in opposition to 
<.:rotins, Bengel). :Moreover, the state of the case is here 
climactic; hence, while previously there stood merely -raiiTa, 
110w miv-ra is added; previously: eu-rat, now uvv-rEXE'iu0at (be 
l'On.mmmatcd). - Ver. 5. Jesus now begins His detailed ex­
planation as to the matter (-rjpga-ra). - Ver. 7. To TeXoc;J the 
1•11d of the tribulation (see vcr, 9), not the end of tltc ·1co;·ld 
(so even Dorner, Lange, Bleek), which only sets in after the 
encl of the tribulation. See on Matt. xxiv. 6. -Ver. 8. ,cal. 
foov-rai ... ,cal. foov-rai] solemnly. - ,cal. -rapaxat] Famines 
mul (therewith connected) dii;tnrbanccs, not exact.Jy 1·t·colts 
(Uricsl,ach), which the context does not suggest, but more 
general. l'lat. Ll'!J!J. ix. p. 8 G 1 A : rnpax~ TE ,cal. agvµ<pwv{a. 
Thead. p. 16 8 A: mp. ,cal. ,i:rrop[a, Ale. ii. p. 1-!<i, 15 : -rap, 

1 Nevertheless, betwei,u the passage before us nm\ l\latt. I.e. them is 110 

essential ,liversity, since the disciples conceived of the destruction of Jerusalem 
ns imme,liately preceding the Paronsia. See on l\fatt. xxiv. 3. Comp. also 
Dorner, de oral. C/11·. eschatologica, p. 45. 
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TE Kai, avoµfa, 2 l\facc. xiii. 1 G. Comp. Tupaxoi:;, Acts 
xii. 18, xix. 2:1. 

Vv. 9-13. See on l\Iatt. xxiv. 9, xiv. 10-13; Luke xxi. 
12-18. Mark has here interwoven some things from the 
discourse which is found at l\Iatt. x. 17-22. - apxat] pre­
fixed with emphasis: beginnings of sorrows (comp. To TEAo<;, 
ver. 7) are these. - /3A€7rETE oi K.T.X.J but look ye (ye on your 
part, in the midst of these sorrows that surround you) lo your­
sclrcs, how your own conduct must be. Comp. on /3AE7r. iavT., 
2 J olm 8 ; Gal. vi. 1. - uvvEopta J judicial assemufics, as Matt. 
x. 17. - Kat 1:l, uvva'Yw'Y.] attaches itself, as 1:l, <TVVEOpta 
precedes, most naturally to this (Luther, Castalio, Erasmus, 
Beza, Calovius, Elz., Lachmann), so that with oap1J<Tm-81: Legins 
a further 8tep of the description. The more usual connection 
"·ith oap1J<TE<T0E, preferred also by nuttmaun, ncut. Gr. p. 2 s 7 
[E. T. 333] and Bleek, is iuadmissiLle, because 1:l, canuot be 
taken in the pregnant meaning (instead of iv; for the element 
of " motion towards" is not implied in oap>J<T.), and because the 
explanation (see my first edition): ye shall be brought mule,· 
lilows of scourges into synar;ogucs (comp. Dengel, Lange), is not 
accordant with fact, since the scomging took place hi the syna­
gogues; see on Matt. x. 1 7 ; Acts xxii. 19. That oap>J<T. comes 
in asyndetically, is in keeping with the emotional character of 
the discourse. - 1:l, µapTup. avTOt,;-J i.e. in order that a testi­
mony may be giYen to them, the rulers and kings, namely, 
regarding me ( comp. previously evEKEV iµou), regarding my 
person and my work (not: " intrepidi, quo causam meam 
defendatis, animi," Fritzsche)-which, 110 douLt, involves tlwi1· 
inexcusableness in the event of their unbelief; but it is 
arbitrary to explain the dative here just as if it were 1:l, 

KaT7Jryop{av "· EAeryxov auTWV (Euthymius Zigabcnus, Theophy­
lact, and many others). Comp. on l\fatt. x. 18.-Ver. 10 . 
. A 11Cl this your vocation fraught with :;;uffering will not soon 
pass away ; nmong all 1wlio11s (7ravTa has the emphasis) 
,m 11st first (before the end of the sorrows appears, comp. <;pxal, 
woi11wv, ver. 9), etc. These words are neither disturLiug nor 
inappropriate (as Kostlin judges, p. :Hi~, comp. Schenkel arnl 
"rciss); they suLstantially agree with l\Iatt. xxiY. 1-!, and <lo 
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not betray a " more achnncecl position in point of time " on 
l\fark's part (Hilgenfeld), nor are they concocted by the latter 
out of "· TOt', e0veaw, l\fatt. X. 18 cw eiss ). - Ver. 11. 
µe"J-..eTa.Te the proper word for the studying of disconrscs. See 
'\V etstein. The opposite of extemporizing. Comp. Dern. 112 9, 
9 : µe"ll,e-riiv 7"1]11 a1ro'A.o,ytav IJ7r€p f.aVTWII. - oo0fi] has the 
emphasis. - ou "fltp fo-re uµei:c,] of thcni it is absolutely denied 
that they are the speakers. Comp. on l\iutt. x. 20.-Ver. 12. 
Sec on :i\fatt. x. 21. :From that hostile delivering up, how­
ever (comp. 1rapa8tboVTec,, ver. 11), neither the relationship of 
brother nor of child, etc., will protect my confessors. - Ver. 13. 
u1roµe{vac,] according to the context here: in the confession 
of 1/i.3/ 11amc. See above, oul TO 8voµa µov. Sec, moreover, 
on l\fatt. xxiv. 13. The TEAo,; is that of the C:JUvwv, vcr. 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. 
- 01rov ou oei:] thoughtful, but more indefinite designation of 
the sacred temple - cu·cC1., than in l\Iatthew, where the more 
definite expression, as well as the reference by name (not 
merely suggested by the use of the set expression To {38tA.. T. 

ip11µ.) to Dau. ix. ~7, betrays a later manipulation. - Ver. 16. 
o elc, -rov lt,Yp~v wv] he w/10 is (has gone) into the field. See on 
ii. 1. - Ver. 18. :i\Iark has, with a view to his Gentile-Chris­
tian readers, passed over the µ770E <1'a/3/3aT<p, which was in the 
collection of Logia, in :i\fatt. xxiv. 20. -Ver. 19. foov-rai 

... 0'A.t,ytc,J "Tempori adscribitur res, quue in tcmporc fit; 
una et continua erit culumitus," W etstein. -- ot'a ov ryE,yove 

1'.7.A.] Comp. Plato, Rep. vi. p. 49 2 E : OUT€ ryap "fl"f11€Tat, OUT€ 
, ,, , ,;, \ , / J f ,, s 

,yeyovev, OUT ovv µ17 "fEV1JTat. - TOtaUT1J a ter Ota. cc 
Fritzsche, ad 1llai-c. p. 14; Ki.i.hncr, II. p. 527. - KTtG'ewc, 1j;; 

EKTtG'. o 0eoc,] Comp. YCl'. 20: Ota TOU', €/CA.EKTOU, OU', €fe:.\iifaTo, 
Herod. iii. 14 7 : €VTOA.a<, TE, Ta<, . . . €1/ETf.A.AETO, Philostl'. 
V. Ap. iv. 13. 15 0 : rfic, µ~vt8oc, i}v iµ,17vt<1'ac,. The mode of 
expression has for its object " gruvius eundern notioncm bis 
itcrari," Lolieck, Pamlip. p. 522. A contrast with the ,Jewish 
state us a human KTL<1't<, (Lunge) is foncif'nl. KTIG't<,, that 
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1rhich is acatC£l, see on Rom. viii. 19. - d?To?TAav.J 1 Tim. 
vi. 10. -- Ver. 2 3. In l\latthcw at this point the saying about 
the lightning and the carcase, which certainly belongs origin­
ally to this place, is added (vv. 2 7, 2 8). 

Vv. 24-27. See on Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Comp. Luke 
xxi. :23-28.--<i:X.:X.'] breaking off and leading over to a new 
1-nhject. Hartung, Partikdl. II. p. 34 f. - EV e,ce{vat<; 7'. 17µ,ep. 

JJ,ETa T. 0:x.{,[r. etc.] Thus in l\fark also the Parousia is predicte(l 
ns setting in immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
since it is still to follow in those days 1 (comp. vv. 19, 20). 
The ev0ew,;; of Matthew is not thereby avoided (de ,vette, 
l3leek, and others), but this ev0ew,;; is only a still more express 
nnd more direct definition, which tradition has given to the 
imying. To refer iv EiC. T. ~µ. to the times of the church 
that are still continuing, is an exegetical impossibility. Even 
Baur and Hilgenfeld are in error in holding that l\fark has 
conceived of the Parousia as at frast not following so imme­
diately close upon the destruction. - Ver. 25. oi auTEpe,;; 

Tau ovpavov ,e,T.A.) tlte stars of heaven shall be, etc., which is 
more simple (comp. Uev. vi. 13) than that which is like­
wise linguistically correct : the stars shall jroin hcaren, etc. 
(Hom. Od. xiv. 31, Il. xi. 179; Soph. Aj. 1156; Aesch. 
ii. 34 ; Gal. v. 4 ; 2 Pet. iii. 1 7). -- e<TOVTal e,e?T£7TT.] more 
grnphi~ and vividly realizing than the simple ?Teuovvmi 

(i\latt.). -- Ver. 26. Mark has not the order uf sequence of the 
event, as l\Iatthew depicts it ; he relates summarily. -
Ver. 2 7. a:,r' a,epov 'YJJ<; ew<; aKpov ovpavov] Fi·oni the out­
i;wst border oj the earth ( conceived ns a flat surface) shall 
the e?Ttuvva"fELV begin, and be carried through even to the 
opposite end, where the outmost border oj the heaven (Kara 

'TO rt,awoµevov of the horizon) sets limit to the earth. The 
expression is more poetical than in Matthew ; it is the 

1 It is, in fact, to impute great thoughtlessness nml stupidity to Mnrk, if 
1wople can believe, with Bnm, 11/m·kusev. p. 101, thnt ~lark did not write till 
after Matthew an<l Luke, arn\ yet 1\i1\ not allow himself to be detcrrc<l by nll 
that had inten·enc<l between the composition of llfatthew's Gospel an<l his 
own, from speaking of the uearness of the Parousia in tho same expressions 
as :\fatthcw used. This course must certainly be followed, if the composition of 
11lark (comp. also l{ostlin, p. 383) is brought down to so late a <late. 
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more arbitrary to think (with Illeek) in the case of "/~• uf 
those still livi11g, and in that of ovp. of those who sleep in 
bliss. 

Vv. 28-32. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-3G. Comp. Luke xxi. 
20-:33. - aun},] prefixed with emphasis (see the critical 
remarks) as the subject that serves for the comparison: When 
r!f ,it tltc branch shall barn already become tender, so that thus 
-its development has already so far advanced. The singulm· 
o ,c'Xcfoo<,, the sltoot, belongs to the concrete representation. -
-rtJ 0€po<,] is an image of the l\fessianic period also in the T.::.~t. 
XII. Patr. p. 725. -Ver. 30. ~ "f€vea, ai!T17] i.e. the present 
gcncmtion, which "f€V€a with a{h71 means throughout in the 
N. T., l\fatt .. xi. 16, xii. 41, 42, 45, xxiii. 36; Mark viii. 12, 
13; Luke vii. 31, xi. 29, 30, 31, 32, 50, 51. Comp. HeL. 
iii. 10 (Lacluuann). Nevertheless, and although Jesus has 
just (ver. 20) presupposed of the disciples in general, that 
they would li;;c to sec the Parousia-an assumption which, 
moreover, underlies the exhortations of ver. 33 ff.-although, 
too, the context does not present the slightest trace of a 
reference to the ,Jewish people, there has been an endeavour 
YCry recently to uphold this reference ; see especially Dorner, 
p. 7 5 ff. The wonl never means pcople,1 but may in the 
signification mce, progenies, receive possibly by virtue of the 
connection the approximate sense of people, which, however, 
is not the case here. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 34. -­
ouoe o via<;] Observe the climax: the angels, the Son, the 
Father. Jesus thus confesses in the most unequivocal words 
that the day ancl hour of His Parousia are 1ml,;nown 2 to Hiin­
sclf, to Him tltc Son of Gael (see subsequently o 1raT~p),-

1 The signific:ition "people" is rightly not given either by Spitzncr on Homer, 
II. Exe. ix. 2, or in Stephani Tlied., ed. Hase, II. p. 559 f.; in the latter there 
arc specified-(}) genus, progenies; (2) generatio, geniturn; (3) aetas, secul11111. 
Comp. Becker, A need. p. 231, 11; also Ellendt, Lex. Sopli. I. p. 353. 

2 Matthew has not ,i,ai i vl,; ; according to Kostlin, Holtzmann, aml others, lie 
is held to lin~c omitteJ it on account of its dogmatic difficulty. But this is to 
earry back the sernples of later prepossession into the apostolic age. Zeller (in 
Hilgenfcld's Zeit.;cl,r. 1865, p. 308 ff.) finds in the words, bel'ause tliry attribute 
to Christ a nature exalted above the angels, an indication th:it our Mark was 
not written until the first half of the second century; hut his view is founded on 
enoncous assumptions with respect to the origin of the Epistles to the Colossians, 
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a confession of non-omniscience, which cannot smprise us 
( comp. Acts i. 7) when we consider the human limitation 
(comp. Luke ii. 52) into which the Son of God had entered 
(comp. on :x. 18), - a confession, nevertheless, which has 
elicited from the antipathy to Arianism some strange de­
vices to evade it, as when Athanasius and other l~athers 
(in Snicer, Thcs. II. p. 1 G 3 f.) gave it as their judgment that 
Jesus meant the not - knowing of His human nature only 
(Gregor. Epist. viii. 42 : "in natura quidem humanitatis novit 
diem et horam, non ex natura humanitatis novit ") ; while 
Augustine, de Gcncsi e. lllanich. 2 2, de T,·init. i. 12, and others 
were of opinion that He 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 vVetstein. Similarly 
Victor Antiochenus also and Theophylact suggest that He 
desired, as a wise Teacher, to keep it concealeJ from the 
disciples, although He was aware of it. Lange, L. J. II. 3, 
p. 12 8 0, 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 1·eflccting on that day. So, in his view, it was likewise 
with the angels in heaven. The Lutheran orthodoxy asserts 
that KaTii ,cn7aw He was omniscient, but that KaTii xp17aw He 
had not everything in promptn.1 See Calovius. Ambrosius, 
de fldc, v. 8, cut the knot, and declared that ouOE o vioc; was 
an interpolation of the Arians. Nevertheless it is containe<l 
·iinplidtc also in the €l µ,~ o 7raT~p µ,ovoc; of l\fatthew, 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 l\fark, whose dependence not on our Matthew (Bam, 
Jlfarkuscv. p. 102, comp. his ncnt. Theo!. p. 102), but on the 

I,phesian~, and Philippians, ancl of the fourth Gospel. l\Ioreover, Paul places 
Christ above the angels in other passages (Rom. viii. 38 ; 2 Thess. i. 7), aiul 
even as early as in the history of the temptation they mi11isle, to llim. Zdler 
believes that he gathers the like conclusion in respect of the dnte of the com­
position of our Gospel (nll(l of t!1nt of Luke also), but under analogous incorrect 
rnmliinations, from the fact that llfark (ancl Luke) attaches so studious import­
ance to the narratives of the expulsion of demons. 

1 See, on the other hand, Thomasius, Ohr. Pers. u. Werk. II. p. 156 f. 
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apostle's collection of Logia, may be recognisecl in this more 
precise explanation. 

Yv. 33-37. Comp. l\Iatt. xxiv. 42, 44 ff., xxv. 14. Dy 
,rny of au energetic conclusion l\fork bas here a passage, 
"·hich has been formed by the aggregation of several different 
portions-belonging to this connection, and most completely 
preserved in Matthew from the collection of Logia-on the 
part of traLlition or of the evangelist himself into a well­
adjusted, compact, and imposing unity. -Ver. 34. w,] an 
11;wntapodolon, as at :Matt. xxv. 14. See in lac. With w, the 
plan of the discourse was, after ver. 34, to subjoin: so do I 
11/so vid yon: watch! Instead of this, after lva 'YP'TJ"fOpf,, with 
an abandonment of the plan of sentence introduced by w,, there 
follows at once, with striking and vivid effect, the exhortation 
itself: 'YP'TJ"/OpetTe, which now, just because the w, is forgotten, 
is linked on by ovv. - J,roo17µ0,] is not equivalent to a,roo11-
µw11 (l\Iatt. xxv. 14), but: who has taken a journey. l'iml. 
Pyth. fr. 8; Plut. J1lor. p. 299 E. At the same time €VeTeL­
"X.aTo is not to be taken as a pl1lpc1fcct, but : " as a travcllc-r, 
tdicn he had left his house, after having given to his slarcs tltc 
authority and to each one his work, gave to tltc doorkeeper also 
command, in onlCI' that he sltoztlcl watch." In this we have to 
observe: (1) the €1/ETei"X.aTo took place after the a,roo'T}µo, had 
gone out of his house; (2) Kat oov, K.T.A.., in which Kai is 
Hl:;o, is subordinate to the cicpet'> K.T.X., because prior to the 
leaving of the house; (3) av0pw7rO', a,ruo17µ.J forms one notion: 
a man finding himself on et journey, a trmxllrr; comp. av0pw­
r.o, 0Un1'>, Hom. Il. xvi. 263; Od. xiii. 123; av0p. fµ,-;ropo,, 
1\Iatt. xiii. 45, al.; ( 4) the €gov(jia, the authority rouccrncd in 
the case, is according to the context the control over the 
household. This He gave to all in common; and, moreover, to 
a-cry one in particular the special business which he had to 
execute. Fritzsche is wrong in making the participles dcpet'> 
... Kat Dou, depen<lent on u.,roo17µ0, : "homo, qui rclicta domo 
sna et commissa servis procuratione assignatoque suo cuique 
penso peregre abfuit." Agai11st this may be urged, partly 
that ,icp€t'> T. oiK. auTov would be a quite superfluous definition 
to a,roo17µ0,, partly that OOV', IC.T.A.. would need to stand 
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lNfu;·c a<ptt, K.T.A., l1ccausc the man jir~t macle the arrange­
ment and thm left the house. -Yer. :35. 'YPTJ'YOPE'iTE ovv] the 
apo;;tlcs thus are here compared with the doorl.'CCpci·. - As 
to tbc juur icatclics of the night, see on l\fatt. xiv. 2-1. They 
lielong to the picto1'ial rjji:ct of the parable ; the m'gltt-seasun 
is in keeping with the figurative 'YP"J'YopE'iTE, without exactly 
expressing "a dark and sad time" (Lange). Singularly at 
variance with the text as it stands, Theophylact and many 
others interpret it of the four ages of human life. - Ver. 3 7. 
The reference to one thought is uot at variance with the use 
of the plural cf (see the critical remarks). See IGilmer, ad 
Xcn. A nab. iii. 5. 5. - ,raui] to all who confess me. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

Yrn. 2. oil BC* D L N, vss. lHwe 1ap. So Lachm. and Tisch. 
The Rcrcpta is from :Matt. xxvi. 5. - Ver. 3. ?.ai before <M,;-p. is, 
with Tisch., following B L N, Copt., to be deleted. A connec­
tive addition. - ,;-/, a,.a,3.] Fritzsche, Lachm. read 'Tov a)..a/3., which 
i,:; attested by ADE]!' H KS UV X r, min. Tisch., following 
13 C L t. N**, has 'T~v ai.a{3., and this is to be preferred. The 
i:;norance of the transcribers brought in ,;-6 and ,;-6v. - w,;-a] is 
wanting in B C L t. N, min. Deleted by Laclun. and Tisch. 
A supplement, instead of which D has sd. - Ver. 4. ?.al 1,§1ov:-,;] 
is with Tisch., in accordance with B C* L N, Copt., to be deleted. 
It is a gloss after Matthew, instead of which D reads xal £A,1o,. 
- Yer. 5. ,;-i, µ,~pov] is wanting in Elz., but is decisively attested. 
The omission is explained from :Matt. xxvi. 9 (where 'TOu'To alone 
is genuine). The preponderance of evidence forbids the sup­
position that it is an interpolation from John xii. 5. D, min. 
have it b(forc ,;-o~,;-o, and in N ,;-ou"To is wanting. - Ver. 6. Instend 
of i~ i.11.oi Elz. has ,;; i.11.i, in opposition to decisive evidence. It 
is from Matthew. - Ver. 8. a~,;-,,] is only wanting, indeed, i11 
B L ~, min. Copt. Syr. utr. (bracketed hy Lachm.), but is rightly 
deleted by Tisch. It is an addition, which is not found till after 
s-::oir,m in .::.. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 12. - Ver. 9. After aµ,~v very 
<:onf:'iderahle evidence supports oi, which Lachm. has bracketed, 
Tisch. has adopted. It is to be adopted; the omission occurred 
conformably to the usual expression of Mark, in accorcfonce 
with ::\fatt. xxvi. 13. - -.ou,;-o] is wanting in B D L N, min. Cant. 
Vere. Vincl. Corb. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. It 
is from :i\Iatt. xxvi. 13. - Yer. 14. After ?.a-.a,.up,a Griesb. 
1-'ritzsche, Lachm. (in brackets) Tisch. read 11,ou, following B C 
D L ~ ~. min. Sax. Vulg. It. (not all the codices). As 11,ou has 
this strong attestation and yet is superfluous, and as it does 
rnit occur at Luke xxii. 11, it is to be held as genuine. - Ver. 15. 
The form a~a1amv (Elz.: rhr,,7m) is decisively attested. - Before 
ir.,,is to be rencl with Tisch. ?.ai, in accordance with B C D L 
~. 8-lcG, vss. It dropped out in accordance with Luke xxii. 1~. 
- Yer. El. wl ui.i.!IJ;' /J.Y,':"I s,r,;J is wanting in B C L r ~ ~, 
min. ns., inclmliug Syr., utr. Vulg. After the example of earlier 
M~~ 0 
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editors, suspected by Griesb., rejected by Schulz, struck out by 
}'ritzsche and Tisch. But the omission might just as easily 
lrnve been brought about by means of t.he preceding 11,~';'1 iyw as 
by reason of the startling and even offensive superfluousness of 
the words, which, moreover, are not found in l\Iatthew, whereas 
no reason for their being added can at all be conceived of 
without arbitrary hypotheses. -After "Au/3m, ver. 22, Elz. has 
~uym, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matthew. 
- Ver. 23. The article before ,-o':'r,p1ov (deleted by Laclnu. 
and Tisch.) has in this place even stronger evidence against 
it than in l\Iatt. xxvi. 27, and is, as there, to be struck out. -
Ver. 24 . .,.1i .,.iji;) This To is, as in Matt. xxvi. 28, to be deleted 
on considerable evidence with Tisch. (Laclnu. has bracketecl 
it). - xaHij,J is wanting in Il C D L ~. Copt. Cant. Deleted 
by Tisch., and rightly, as also at Matt. xxvi. 28. - ;.,pi] B C D 
L ~ ~. min.: iidp. So Lachrn. and Tisch. mpi is from l\fatthew, 
from whom also codd. and vss. have added ,/; /1.~mm a,V,ap':'. -
Ver. 27. iv iµ.oJ iv .,.n vuxd ':'at1':'?1] So Elz. and the editors, 
except Fritzsche and Tisch., read after crxavoal'., Yet l\Iill and 
Gries b. 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 iv iµ.Gi, and 
others still iv 7'?i vuxd rnu7'n. Lachm. has the latter in brackets. 
- oir.urxopmcrOr,rJ;.,.ai is an e~nendation ( comp. on l\latt. xxvi. 31), 
imtead of which, with Laehm. and Tisch., 01arJxopmrJOr,crovrai is to 
be read, and that with Tisch., after ,;rp613am (B C D L ~. min.). -
Ver. 29. xaJ ,I] Fritzsche, Tisch. read ei xal. Either is appro­
pri;;,te, and with the evidence divided no decision can be arrived 
at, even if el xa, was introduced in Matthew. - Ver. 30. cru after 
r,-:-1 is wanting in Elz., in opposition to decisive evidence. - iv 
7'~ VUX':'} ':'at/7'?1] n C D L ~. min. Lachm. Tisch. have ,aU7',~ 
-:-n VUX':'I. Rightly j if this order of words were from Matt. 
xxvi. 34, the iv also would not be left out in it. - In what 
follows 'Tpli; µ.e a,;r. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be written. 
The received order is from Matthew. - Ver. 31. ix ,;rep10-rJov] 
BC D ~. min. have ixr.rep,crcrwi;. So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; 
the unusual word was partly exchanged for the simple -:rep1rJcr;,; 
(L, min.), partly glossed by fa r.rep,mu. - e"Ae:re J Lachm. and 
Tisch. have i'M"Ae,, following B D L ~- The Recepta is a correc­
tion. Comp. on xi. 23. - µ.a"A"Aov] is wanting in B C D L ~. vss., 
including Vulg., It. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A gloss on ix 
,-ep,crcrou; hence min. have it also before these words (comp.vii. 3G), 
and this course Fritzsche has followed. - Ver. 85. As at l\Iatt. 
xxvi. 39, so here also ,;rporJiMwv is strongly attested, but it is to be 
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rejecterl. - Yer. 36. -:-b -::-o,i;p. a-::- E/J.O~ ,o:;,oJ D, IIil.: 'l'o~-:-o -:-. -::-. 
ad if.LOU; K :\I: a,;;-' iµ.o:; -:-. ,;;-. -:-. ; A B C G L u X A ~. min. 
Or. vss., including Vulg.: .,._ -::-. -:-o:;-:-o &d E/J.ou. In this variety of 
readings the last is so preponderantly attested that it is, with 
Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to be adopted. - Ver. 40. imcr-:-pi~ae] 
Lachm. has -::-a,.,. tUwv, following ll L ~, Copt. Pers. w. Ar. p. 
(D and cod. It. have merely i,.Owv). -::-ai-.,v i;,.~,.:,. is the more to be 
preferred, seeing that Mark is fond of the word -::-ai-.,v, and that he 
nowhere has the word i,,;;-ocrrp~!(:w. But transcribers referred and 
joiued the -::-ai-.,v to Eip. au-:-o~; xaOEM., in accordance with which 
ii-.dwv then became glossed and supplanted by u-::-ocr-:-pi~. Accord­
ingly the subsequent ,;;-a;,.,., which by Elz. Scholz, Tisch. is read 
after au-:-o~;, and is not found in ll D L ~. min. vss., is, with 
Lachm., to be deleted. - Instead of xaru{3apuv6µ.no,, Elz. Scholz 
luwe f3,,3apr,/J.ho,, in opposition to preponderant evidence. It is 
from Matthew. - Ver. 41. Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have ro ,,o,-::-6v. 
But the article has come in from l\Iatthew, in opposition to 
considerable evidence. - Ver. 43. After 'Iouila; Fritzsche has 
'Iaxapu,'m;;, Laclnn. and Tisch. o 'lcrxap.; 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. - wv] after el; 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. - ,;;-01.v;] is wanting in B L ~, min. vss. Condemned by 
Itinck, bracketed by Laclun., deleted by Tisch. From Matthew. 
- Ver. 45. Lachm. only reads pa(3(3i once, following B c• D L 
)I A~. min. vss., including Vnlg., codd. It. But this reading is 
from )fatt. xxvi. 40, ,vhence also %aipe has intruded into codd. and 
vss. - Yer. 4li. fr! auriiv r. X,Eipa; aurwv] l\Iany various readings, 
of which Lachm. has .,._ ,:,e,pa; i-::-' aur.; Tisch. : r. x,eipa; aurrji. 
The latter is attested by B D L ~u min. vss., and is to be pre­
ferred as the less usual (see on Acts xii. 1, the exegetical 
reruarks), which was altered in accordance with Matt. xxvi. 50. 
- Ver. 47. r,;J has, it is true, important evidence against it; 
lmt, as being superfluous, and, moreover, as not occurring in 
)Iatt. xxvi. 51, it might have been so easily passed over, that 
it may not be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch. - Instead of 
C:,rfov read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following B D ~. 1, w-:-ap,ov. 
The former is from :Matthew. - Ver. 48. The form i;~i-.Oa,e 
(Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested. - Ver. 51. ,T; 
-:-1; viavicrx.] Lachm. Tisch. read naviax. -r,;, following B C L N, 
Copt. Syr. It. Vulg. (D: ,ea,icrx. o& -r,;, without xai). The Rc,xptct 
is to be maintained; Hav,crxo; -:-1; is the most prevalent mode of 
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expression. - Instead of r,;coi,.0\/0:1, read, in acconlnnce ,YiLh n C 
L ~, cM,i;coi,.ovJ:1 (so Lachm. an<l Tisch.). The current simple 
form has crept in also at v. 37. - oi v,avio-r.o,J is wanting in 
B C* D L A~, Syr. Arr. Pers. Copt. It. Vulg. Theophylact. 
Rightly condemued Ly Griesb. (but see his Coniin. crit. p. 179) 
and Rinck, deleted by l<'ritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. It came in by 
means of the gloss ;/iv vw.vio-;cov, which was written in the margin 
beside ail'rf.v, as Slav. still renders ;ov vw..,,o-;cov instead of c,.id, 6i 
Havio-;co1. The 7"1iv v,av,o-?.ov written in the margin was easily 
changed into oi iw..iia;co,, since the absence of a fitting suuject 
for xpa;ouO"H might be felt. - Ver. 52. a-:-:-' au;wv] bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch., has considerable testimony against 
it; yet, as being quite superfluous, it was more easily passed 
over than added. - Ver. 53. au;rj, after o-uvip;,;:. is wanting in 
DLA~. Vulg. It. Or. Deleted by Tisch. Au omission from 
misunderstanding. - Ver. G5. ;panov] Laclnn. and Tisch. have 
Ei.r~/3ov on decisive evidence. ;;..a{3ov not being understood, was 
variously altered. - Ver. G7. 'Iiio-ou f,o-oa] BC L ~ have ;o-o, ,o~ 
'Ir,o-o~. So Lachm. and Tisch. D A, min. vss., including Vulg. and 
codd. It., have 7"ou 'I1lo-, before '1"ov Na~. The latter is in accor1l­
ance with the usual mode of expression, and with :Matt. xxvi. G!J. 
?,o-0u 7"ou 'I,io-ou is to be adopted; this ,ou '1110-oi:i following was 
omitted (so still in min., Fritzsche), and was tllen variously 
restored. - Ver. 68. oiix ... ouoi] Lachm. has o~r, ... o~:-,, follow­
ing B D L ~. Eus. So now Tisch. also ; and rightly. See 
:Matthew. - ,; o-u :,_;Y"•] Lachm. and Tisch. have o-u '1"i i,.f1Ei;, 
following B C L A~. min. Rightly; au was omitted (so still 
in l.J, Vulg. It.), and then was restored at the place that first pre­
sented itself after ,;. - xai ai,.fx'1"wp i.pi,;vr,o-,J is wanting, indeed, 
in B L ~, Copt. Col b. (bracketed by Laehm.); but the omission is 
manifestly caused by comparison with l\:fatthew. - Ver. 70. xaJ 
n i,.ai.la o-ou 01.1,0,a~EI] So Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, after ra:,_,:,_, ,l. nut 
the words are wanting in B C D L ~, min. Copt. SahiLl. Vulg. 
codd. It. Eus. Aug. Condemned by Gries h., deleted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. An interpolation from .l\Iatt. xxvi. 73, in accordance 
with the very old reading in that place (D, codd. It.), oµ,o,a~e,. 
If the words were genuine, they would hardly have Leen passecl 
over, containing, as they do, so familiar and note\\'orthy a par­
ticular of the history ; the appeal to the homocoleleuton is not 
sufficient. - Ver. 71. Instead of oµ,~{mv (comp. l\Iatthew), o,t.1,,~,w 
is sufficiently vouched for by D E H L S U V X I', min. -
Ver. 72. ,uOiwG after ;ea/ is wanting in Elz., but it is attested by 
n D G L ~ (which, with L, has not hi cb:-.), min. Syr. Arr. Aeth. 
s\rm. Vulg. codcl. It. Ens., and adopted hy Griesb. l<'ritzsche, 
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Scholz, Lndim. :Nevertheless it was far easier for it to he 
introduced from l\Iatt. xxvi. 74 than for it,, with its prevalcut 
use and appruprintenpss, to be omitted. Hence, on the im­
portant e\'iLlcnce for its omission (including A C), it is, with 
Tisch., to he struck out. - Instead of ':"o pr,11,rz 5, the Reeepta has 
'="O~ p~/J.rz'l"i; o~, in opposition to decisive witnesses, among which, 
however, AH C L A ~, min. Copt. Snhi<l. read '="' pr,11,rz wi;. Lnchm. 
and Tisch. have the latter; and with this preponderant attesta­
tion, it is to be rcgr.nlcd as original (followed also by Luke 
xxii. 61). 

Vv. 1, 2. See on Matt. xxvi. 2-5. Comp. Luke xxii. 1, 2. 
Including this short introduction of simple historical tenor 
(in which Luke follows him), Mark is, in the entire narrative 
of the passion, generally more original, fresh, and free from 
Inter additions and amplifications of tradition than Matthew 
(comp. Weiss, 1861, p. 52 ff.), although the latter again is 
the more original in various details. - TO 7rauxa "· Tlt atvµa] 
the Passoi·cr and the mdcavenecl (rm:on), i.e. the feast of the 
Passover and (which it likewise is) of the unleavened. Comp. 
3 Esclr. i. 19 : ~'YU"/O(J'av • . • To 7rlLuxa ,cal, T~v €opT~v Twv 
atvµwv. On Td, at;uµa as a designation of the feast, comp . 
• , I' l • 10 " ' "i- ' ' ,1., " ' "" .., ~:,C r. L : e:xovTE\' Ta a.,,uµa ,caTa Ta\' .,,vl\.a\'. - EI\.E"fOV 
0;up] This ";up (see the critical remarks) informs us of the 
reason of the et;11Tovv 7rw, previously said ; for the feast 
"·as in their way, so that they could not at once proceed, 
hut believed that they must let it first go quietly by, so 
that no tumult might occur. Victor Antiochenus remarks: 
T1/V µiv €0PT~V V7iEp0Eu0ai /3ovAOVTai' OU <TV'YXWPOUVTO 0€, 
er.no,, Tl]V 7rpo</y'},Elav EOEi 7rA7Jpouu0ai T~V €1/ Tfi voµi,cfi 
Ota7l/7iW(J'Ei, EV '[I TO 7ruuxa EOVETO, P,7}11£ 7rpWT<p TEUuapEu/CaiOE­
/CUT[J 17µEpq: EV TOVT<p 7ap Trj, µ7JV£ ,ea';, Ell TaVT'[} TV ~µEpq, TO 

ci-X,10,vov 7r'(l,(Txa €OH 0uTijvai. A view right in itself; not, 
howenr, according to the Synoptic, but according to the J ohan­
nine account of the <lay of the death of Jesus. - foTai] shctll 
be, certainty of "·hat was otherwise to Le expected. Hartung, 
Partil~cll. II. p. 140. 

Vv. H-9.1 See on l\lntt. xxvi. 6-13. Comp. John xii. 1-8, 
1 Uoltznumn, p. 05, attrihntes to this episode the significant purpose of intro­

<l,1ci11~ the atlitu,le of the betrayer, whose psycholo;;ical crisis hacl now set in, 
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who also l1as the peculiar expression 7riun,c~,, either directly 
from l\fork, or from the form of tradition from which l\fark 
also adopted it. Luke has at vii. 3 G ff. a history of an 
anointing, but a different one. - µvpou vdpoou] On the costli­
ness of this, see Pliny, JI. N. xiii. 2. - mun,c1'),] Sec on 
Lhis word, Fritzsche in Zoe., and in the Hall. Lit. Z. 1840, 
p. 179 ff.; Li.i.cke on John xii. 3; Winer, p. 89 [E.T. 121]; 
Wichclh::ms, Lciclcnsgcsch. p. 7 4 f.; Stephani Thcs., ed. Hase, VI. 
p. 111 7. 7rtun,co,, in clemonstrable usage, means nothing else 
than (1) convincing, persuading (Xen. Cyrop. i. G. 10 : mun,cw­
·dpou, ... Xo'You,, Plato, G01YJ. p. 45 5 A: o pfrwp iun ... 
'71"lUTtlCO\' µovov), thus being equivalent to '71"€lUTUCO\'; (2) fuitlt­
ful, trustworthy (Artemidorus, Oncir. ii. 32, p. 121 : 'Yuv1', 
'71"tUTt/C~ ,cal, ol,coupo,, comp. 7rtUTtlCW\', Plut. Pd. 8; Scymn. orb. 
dcscr. 42), thus equivalent to 7rtuTo,. The latter signification 
is here to be maintained: mud, on which one can rely, i.e. 
unadulterated gemtine nard, as Euscbius, IJcmonstr. cv. 9, calls 
the gospel the Evcppouvv11 TOV '71"UTTl/COV rij, ,caw~, Ota01JIC7J\' 
KpaµaTo,; (where the contextual reference to the drinking lies 
not in 7rtUT£Kov, but in ,cpaµ,aTo,). The opposite is "pscudo-
1w1Yliis" (Plin. H. N. xii. 12. 2G), with which the genuine 
nard was often adulterated (comp. also Dioscor. mat. 1nfd. 

i. G f.). This is the explanation already given by Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus (both of whom, however, add that a 
special kind of nard may also be intended), and most of the 
older and more recent commentators (Li.icke is not decided). 
Dut Fritzsche (following Casaubon, Beza, Erasmus Schmid, 
l\fal<lonatus, and others of the older expositors quoted by Wolf, 
who cl educe it from 7r{vw) derives it from m7rfu,cw, aml 
explains it as nardus potabilis. Certainly anointing oils, and 
especially oil of spikenard, were drunk mingled with wine 
(Athen. xv. p. G89; Lucian, Nigrin. 31; Juvenal, Sat. vi. 303; 
Hirtius, de bell. Ilisp. 3 3. 5; l'lin. H. N. xiv. 19. 5 ; and see 
in general, Hermann, Priwtaltcrth. § 2 G. 8, !J); bnt the actual 

in making advances to meet the Sanhc,lrim. Ilnt this eoul<l only he the case, 
if ]\[ark ancl Matthew had 11,,,,,,,1 ,Jmlas as the mm·mnrcr. Now lllark ha, 
.,.,,;, in general, an,l lllatthew clc,il-(natcs ,; ,,_ufn-r-a, as the mmmm·crs. John is 
the first to nnmc J ndas. 
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11sus loqucndi stands decidedly opposed to this view, for accord­
ing to it 'Trt<ITor:; doubtless (Aesch. Proni. 4 7 8 ; Lo beck, Tcchnol. 
p. 131) has the signification of drinkable, but not 7rtan«or;, 

even apart from tl1e facts that the context does not point 
to this quality, and that it is asserted not of the ointment, 
but of the nard (the plant). The 1tsus loquendi, moreover, is 
decisive against all other explanations, such as that of the 
Vulgate (comp. Castalio, Hammond, Grotius, \Vetstein, Rosen­
mtiller) : spicati; 1 and that of Scaliger: pounded nard (equi­
Yalent to maTtKYJr;), from 'TT"Tiaaw, although this etymology in 
?°!self would be possible (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 31). Others 
have derived maTtKYJ<; from the proper name of some unknown 
place (Pistic nard), as did Augustine ; but this was a cutting 
of the knot.2 - 7TOAVTEA.Ovr;] belongs to µvpov, not to vapoov, 

,Yhich has its epithet already, and see ver. 5. Comp. Matt. 
xxvi. 7. - avvTp{,yaua] neither: she rubbed it and poured, 
etc. (Kypke), nor: she shook the vessel (Knatchbull, Hammond, 
"'\Vakefield, Silv. crit. V. p. 5 7), but : she broke it (Ecclus. 
xxi. 14; Bar. vi. 17; Dern. 845, 18; Xen., et al.), namely, 
the narrow (Plin. H. N. ix. 35) neck of the vessel, for she 
had destined the entire contents for Jesus, nothing to be 
reserved. - n)v aXa/3.J aXa/3aaTpor; occurs in all the three 
genders, and the codices vary accordingly. See the critical 
remarks. - ahov TYJr; KecpaX;,r;] (see the critical remarks) on 
him 11pon the head, without the preposition usual in other 
cases (Plato, Rep. iii. p. 3 9 7 E), «aTa before TYJ<; «ecf,aX;,r; 
(Plato, Leg. vii. p. 814 D; Herod. iv. 62). - Ver. 4. But 
there were some, who grumbled to one another (uttered grumblings 
to one another). 7rpor; eavT., as at xi. 31, x. 26, al. U7tat they 

1 l\Iark having retained the Latin word, but lmving given to it another form. 
8ec also Esiius, Amzot. p. 892.-Several code\. of the lt., too, have the tra.ns• 
h tion spicati ; others : pistici, Vere. : optimi. 

2 Still the possibility of its being the acljectivc of a local name mny not be 
callcu in question. In fact, the Scholiast, Aesch. Pers. 1, expressly snys: .,.,.~, 
fl,fll TT!pO'~ll 'll'UT'ra, 1taAeiTtZI ••• ~OA,, ict'TI DiptrZ11 nltt'l'Upa. &a.i..t1t1p.6ll11, 7/11 o-uyx.O,J.,tz; 0 

"'"""T'" Il,d,,." ,q,.. Lo beck, Pathol. p. 282, remarks on this: "Somnium hoe est, 
se,l nititur observation" liccntiae populnris, qun noruina peregrina varie et 
multipliciter intcrpolantur." On the taking of it as a local designation dcpencl;; 
tlH! translation pistici, which the Vulgate also, along with cocld. of It., has in 
John xii. 3, although in the present passage it gives spicati. 
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murmured, is contained in what followR, "·ithont Kal AE"/OVTE,. 
Comp. the use of 0avµat;1:iv, mirabundll?n quacrere, in Sturz, 
Lex. Xcn. II. p. 511 f. - Ver. 5. ive/3ptµ. aihfi] they nwf.! 
angry at her. Comp. i. 43. - Ver. 7. Kai oTav 0b1.TJT€ /C.T.A.] 
certainly an amplifying addition of tradition, found neither in 
:i\Iatthew nor in John. - Ver. 8. What she was able (to do) 
slw has done; the greatest work of lore which was possible to her, 
she has done. Comp. Xen. Jl[cm.. ii. 1. 3 0 : out TO µ1]0€1' 
exeiv, o n 7rotfi~- - 7rpoe"A.af3e /C.T.A.] Brforchancl she lwth 
rinointcd my body on behalf of cmbalmi11g (in order thereby to 
embalm it). A classical writer would have said 7rpoXa/3ouua 
Jµtptue (Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 3; Thuc. iii. 3 ; Dern. 44, 3, al.). 
Passages with the infinitive from Josephus may be seen in 
Kypke, I. 19 2. "\Ve may add that the expression in l\Iark 
already betrays the cxplanator,1; tradition. - Ver. 9. cl~ oi\.ov 
r. ,cauµov] as in i. 3 9. The relation to 07rou is as at l\fatt. 
xxvi. 13. 

Vv. 10, 11. See on l\fatt. xxvi. 14-16. Comp. Luke 
xxii. 3-6. - ck TWV ow0€1Ca] has a tragic stress. 

Vv. 12-16. See c:n 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 
7rpo~ TOV oe'iva, 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. l\Iatt. xxvi. 18. This 
form may easily, under the influence of the conception of our 
Lord's prophetic character (comp. xi. 2 f.), have originated 
through the circumstance, that the two disciples met the 
servant of the oeiva, to whom Jesus sent them, in the street 
with a pitcher of water. Assuredly or1"ginal, however, is the 
sending of only t1co disciples in l\fark, whom thereupon Luke 
xxii. 8 names. - ou T. 7rao-xa t0vov] on which day they 
l;illccl 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.1 See on l\Iatt. xxvi. 17. - Ver. 13. av0pr.mo~] The 

I Neither here nor elsewhere hn,·e the Synoptirs expressed tl1emselns 
mnl,iu11011-<l!f ns to the day of the Last Snnu·r. SPc Ililgrnf,,Jil in his z,,il8rhr. 
18()5, p. 0() ff. (in oiii,ositiuu to ALerle in tlic 11,eol. Q1wl'lafacltr. I\'. p. 1i48 IT.). 
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connection (see \"Cl'. 14) shows that the man in question "·as 
a slave; his occupation was the carrying of water, Dent. 
xxix. 10 ; Josh. ix. 21 ; W etstein in loc. - ICEpaµ,iov uoaro, J 
c1Ji ea l"lltcn rc.sscl with water. Comp. a">,.d/3aO"rpov µupov, 
\"er. 3. "The 1rntci' pitcher reminds one of the beginning of 
a meal, for which the hands are washed," Ewald. - Ver. 14. 
TO ,cara].vµa µov] the lodging destined for me, in which (o7rou) 
I, etc. The word ,cara">,.., lodging, quarters, is bad Greek, 
Thom. l\L p. 501. But see Pollux, i. 7 3, and Eustathius, 
ad Oil. iv. 14G, 33, Rom. -Ver. 15. aura,] He hiinsclf, the 
master of the house. On the form ava,yaiov instead of 
dvw1aiov (Xen. Anab. v. 4. 29), which is preserved in the ohl 
lexicographers, see Fritzsche in loc. ; Ilnttrnann, ncut. G,·. 
p. 12 [E.T. 13]. In signification it is equivalent to V7rEpcpov, 
11;?P,, upper chamber, used a3 a place of prayer and of assembling 
together. Comp. on ii. 3, and see on Acts i. 13. --The 
attributes which follow are thus to be distributed: he will 
show ymi a large 1tppr,r clwmbcr spread, i.e. laid with carpets, 
1·n 1·cadinrss. - hoiµ,au. ~µ'iv] armngc /01· 1ts, make prei-iara­
tion for us. Comp. Luke ix. 52. 

Yv. 17-25. See on l\fatt. xxvi. 20-29. Comp. Luke 
:xxii. 14-23. - µEra TWV owOe,ca] Those two are to be con­
cei Yed as having returned after the preparation. - Ver. 18 f. 
o Eu0twv µEr' Eµou] not said for the purpose of making known 
the fact, but the expression of deeply painful emotion. - Ek 
,ca0E'i,] man by man. See on this expression of late Greek, 
wherein the preposition is adverbial, "\Yetstein in loe.; "\Viner, 
p. 223 [E.T. 312]; Buttmann, ncnt. Gr. p. 27 [E.T. 30].­
Kat aAXo,] an inaccuracy of expression, as though there had 
been previously said not El, ,ca0Et8, but merely Et,. ,lfark in 
particular might be led into this inaccuracy by his gmphic 
manner. -Ver. 2 0. o Eµj3a7rr.] not at this momc11t, and so 
not a definite designation of the traitor (as meek will have it), 
for after ver. 19 it is certain that the eating was not immc­
tliately proceeded with (comp. on l\Iatt. xxvi. 23) ; hut neither 
is it generally: " qui mecum 1:csci eonsucvit," Beza; bnt, like 
o E0"0[wv µ,er' Eµou, ver. 18, referring generally to this meal, and 
withal more precisely il1(1icating the traitor to this extent, that 
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he was one of those who Teclined nearest to Jesus, nnd who nte 
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 hnrmonistic play of fancy, whereof nothing appears 
in the text. - Ver. 2 4. et7!'ev J namely, while they dranli, not 
before the drinking. A deviation from l\Iatthew and Luke, 
but not inappropriate, as Jesus gives the explanation not 
nftcrwards (in opposition to de Wette), but at the time of the 
drinking 1 (J1nt). A very immaterial difference, to be ex­
plained not from Mark's mere love for alteration (de vVette), 
but from a diversity of the tradition, in respect to which, 
however, the greater simplicity and independence on the form 
of the ecclesiastical observance, which mark the narrative in 
Mark, tell in favour of its originality (in opposition to Baur). -
To alµa µou T~, 01a0,jK17,J my covenant-blood, as Matt. xxvi. 28. 
The definition, " the new covenant," came in Inter; as also "for 
the forgiveness of sins" is a more precise specification from a 
farther stage of development.2 Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 2 8. 
And the direction, "Do this in rc1nc1nbmncc of me," is first 
added in Paul (twice over) and in Luke. See on 1 Cor. xi. 24. 

Vv. 2G-31. See on Matt. xxvi. 30-35. - Ver. 29. Ka£ el] 
cren 1j. On the difference between this and el Kat (which 
here occurs as a various reading), see Klotz, ad Dcvar. p. 519 f. 
- aX",\'] in the apodosis of a connecting sentence, at ccrtc ; 
see Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 341 f.; Klotz, p. 93. - Ver. 30. 
a-v] has the emphasis of the contrast with J",\X' ouK J'Yw, -
a-17µ,epov TaVT'[l Ty vuKrt] (see the critical remarks) impassioned 
climax: to-day, in this night. As to 7rp'iv ,;;, see on Matt. i. 18. 
-St,] a later form assumed by the utterance than in Matthew. 
Comp. vv. li8, 72. Even John xiii. 38 has it not. There 
was no occasion for a later simplification (Weiss), if the 

1 Comp. also Riickert, Abendm. p. 72. 
2 But observe how the idea of 1·eco11cilialion is already in the case of Illnrk 

implied in the simple ~"'P ,r,>,.>.,.;,, E,·en Baur (11ml. Thcol. p. 10'.!) acknmY­
ledgcs this, but thinks that these very words contain o. later modification of the 
narrative. 
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chnrncteristic o(, wns there from the first. - Ver. 31. i,c1re­
punrw, h,a;\ei] (see the critical remnrks): but he mes spcal.:i;1fl 
exceedingly 11iuch. Ouserve the difference between this eA.a;\ei 
and the subsequent e;\eyov (comp. on i. 34); the latter is the 
simple, definite sayin,IJ; the former, with h1repiuuw,, is in 
keeping with the passionate nature of Peter not even yet 
silenced by ver. 3 0. The word i,c1repiuu. is not preserved 
elsewhere. - a1rapv17uoµat] ou µ17, with the future (see Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. II. p. 410 ff.), denotes the right sure expectation. 
Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 35. 

Vv. 32-42. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 36-46. Comp. Luke 
xxii. 40-46. -Ver. 33. EK0aµ/3eiu0ai] used in this place of 
the angidsh ( otherwise at ix:. 15 ). The word occurs in the N. T. 
only in l\fark, who uses strongly graphic language. Comp. 
xvi. 5, 6. l\Iatthew, with more psychological suitableness, has 
;\ur.e'i,u0ai. - i!w, 0avaTOu] See on Matt. xxvi. 3 8, and comp. 
Ecclns. xxxvii. 2 ; Clem. 1 Cor. 4: s17;\o, €7T'OtTJ~fV 'Iwu11cp 
µixpi 0avaT01J oiwx0ijvat, Test. XII. Patr. p. 520. - 1rapi;\0r, 
,11r' avToii] Comp. Test .. XII. Patr. p. 527: 7]UgaTo ... rva 
1rapi;\0r, a7l'' iµou 1) op'Y'I Kvp{ov. -1) c/Jpa] the hour KaT' 
igox11v, hora fatalis. It passes over from the mnn, when the 
latter is spared from undergoing its destiny. - Ver. 3 6. 
'A/3/3ti] ~~~; 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 appellatii·e address o 7ran7p,-a 
juxtaposition, which gradually became so hallowed by i1sagc 
that here Mark even places it in the very mouth of Jesus, 
which is an involuntary Hysteron protcron. The usual view, 
that o 7l'aT1p is an addition by way of interpreting, is quite 
out of place in the fervent address of prayer. See on Hom. 
Yiii. 15. Against the objections of Fritzscho, see on Gal. 
iv. 6. - 1rapEvf'YKE] carry aicay past. Halm was wrong, 
Tltcol. d. N. T. I. p. 209 f., in deducing from the passage (and 
from Luke xxii. 24) that Jesus had been tempted by His 
uapf 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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wherchy tl1erc is exhibited even in that very feeling His 
µ17 ~;vwvai ,,µapT{av, ,vhich is incompatible with incitements 
to siu from His own r;apf - dXX' ou] The following interro­
gative -rt shows how the utterance emotionally broken off is 
here to lie completed. Hence somewhat in this way: lmt 
there comrs not into q11rstion, not : dxx• ov r-tEve,;0w. - Ver. 41. 
Ka0f.V0f.Tf. Xomov K.T.X.] as at l\Iatt. xxvi. 45, painful irony: 
slop on iw11•, and take your rest ! Hardly has Jesus thns 
spoken when He sees Judas approach with his band (vv. 42, 
43). Then His mood of painful irony breaks off, and with 
urgent earnestness He now goes on in hasty, unconnected 
exclamations : there is enough ( of sleep) ! the hour is come ! 
stc, the Son of man is dclircrcd into the hunds of sinnas ! arise, 
let m gv (to meet this decisive crisis)! sec, my bctroycl' is at 
hand ! It is only this view of a7rEXE£, according to which it 
refers to the sleep of the disciples, that corn,sponds to the 
immediate conuection with what goes before (,ca0evoeTe JC.T.X.) 
nud. follows ; and how natural is the change of moOLl, occa­
i;ioned by the approaching betrayers ! All the more original 
is the representation. Comp. Erasmus, Bengel (" suas jam 
peract.as habet sopor vices ; nunc alia res est"), Kuiuoel, 
Ewald, Bleek. Hence it is not: there is enough of watching 
(Hammond, Fritzsche). The 11sus loqucnd·i of a7rEXE£, Sl((/icit 
(Vulgatc), depends on the passages, which certainly are only 
few and late, but certain, (pseudo-) Anacreon, xxviii. 3 3 ; 
Cyril!. in Hagg. ii. 9, even although the gloss of Hesychius: 
a7rEXE£, a7roxp11, l~apKE'i, is critically very uncertain.1 Others 
interpret at variance with linguistic usage : abcst, sc. m1,1;ictas 

mca (see Heumann, Thiess), or the betrayer (Bomemann in tlw 
Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 103 f.); a7rixeiv, in fact, does not mean 

1 See Iluttmnnn in the Stud. 11. K,·il. lSfJS, p. GOG. lie would !caw «"'.1:" 
\Yithout any i<len to coml'lcte it, am\ that in the sc•nse: it i.~ accomp/i.,l,ed, it 
;.~ the time of fulfilme11t, the e11d i.~ come, just as Grotius, ad Jla/1. xxvi. 45 
(J1traclu1n est), nnd as the cod.ex Ikixiensis has, wlestjini,Y, while D nJHI min. 
add to ""''X" : "" ,,.,>..or. The vie\\' deserves consiclerntion. Still the usual it 
fo e11011;1h is more in keeping with the empirical use, as it is preserved in the 
t":o passa;.:cs or Anacrcon aml Cyril ; moreover, it gives rise to a <loubt in the 
rn,tt,·r, that Jesus shoul<I have spoken a word equivalent to the ,,.,,.,;..,na, 01 

,Tuhn xix. 30 even now, when the consumurntion was ouly just \Jcginniug. 
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tl1c 'Lcing rcmoYCd in itself, but denotes the distance (Xcn. 
A1wb. iv. 3. 5; Polyb. i. 19. 5; 2 Mace. xi. 5, xii. 20). 
Lange also is linguistically wrong in rendering: " it is all ore,· 
1~•itk it," it will do no longer. The comparison of ovOEv 
cl7i'EXE£, nothing stands in the way,-in which, in fact, a1TEXE£ 
is not intrnnsitive, lmt actiYc,-is altogether irrelevant. 

Vv. 4B-52. See on l\latt. xxvi. 47-56. Comp. Luke 
xxii. 4 7-5 3. The brief, vivid, terse narrative, especially as 
re~anls the blow of the sword and the young man that fletl 
(which are alleged by Wilke to be interpolated), testifies to its 
originality. - oeow,m] without augment. See Winer, p. G7 f. 
[E. T. 84 f.]. - ui:uu17µov] a concerted signal, belongs to the 
later Greek. See W etstein and Kypke, Sturz, Dial. Al. p. 19 G. 
- ducf,aXwc,] sccurcl!J, so that He cannot escape. Comp. Acts 
xxi. :23. - Ver. 45. pa/3/3t, pa/3{3i] The betrayer himself is 
under excitement.-Yer. 49. aXX' Z'va K.T.X.] sc.: wc, hrt 
XvuT1',v £g1X0aTE K.T.'A.., ver. 48. Comp. John ix. 3, i. 8, 
xiii. 18. - Ver. 5 0. It would have been more exact to name 
the subject (the disciples). - Ver. 51 f. uvv17,co;\ov0<:£ avT~] (see 
the critical remarks): he followed Him along with, was included 
among those who accompanied Jesus in the garden. - uivoova] 
a ganncnt like a shirt, made of cotton cloth or of linen (see 
Dast, cp. crit. p. 180), in ,vhich people slept. "Atque ita hie 
juvenis lecto exsilierat," Grotius. - £'/Tt ryvµvou] not to be 
supplemented by uwµaTo<;, but a neuter substantive. Comp. 
Ta ryvµva, the nal~cdncss, and see in general Ki.ihner, II. p. 118. 
- If oi veav{u,coi were genuine, it would not have to be 
explained ns the soldiers (Casaubon, Grotius, de '\Vette), since 
the context makes no mention of such, but generally : the 
young people, who were to be found in the oxXoc;, ver. 43. -
1Vlw the young man was, is not to be defined more precisely 
than as : an adherent of Jcsus,1 but not one of the Twelve. The 
latter point follows not from ver. 50 (for this young man also, 
in fact, had fled), but from the designation ek w; veav{u,c, in 
itself, us well us from the fact that he already had on the 
ni;,;ht-dress, and therefore had not been in the company nt the 

1 Not possi\Jly Saul (the sn\Jscqncnt Apostle Paul), who li:Hl rnn after Him 
from curiosity, as Ewald, Gesell. de1· apost. Zcit. p. 330, conjrctnrcs. 
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table. There was no justification, therefore, for guessing at 
John (Ambrose, Chrysostom, Gregory, llforal. xiv. 23), while 
others have even concluded from the one garment that it was 
James the ,.lust, the brother of the Lord (Epiphanius, Haa. 

lxxxvii. 13, as also in Theophylact). There are other precarious 
hypotheses, such as: a youth from the house where Jesus had 
eaten the Passover (Victor Antiocheuus and Theophylact), or 
from a neighbouring farm (Grotius), or 1llark himself (Olshauseu, 
Bisping). The latter is assumed also by Lange, who calls 
him a "premature Joseph of Arinrnthea;" and likewise by 
Lichtenstein, who, by a series of combinations, identifies the 
evangelist with a son of the master of the house where the 
I'assover took place. Casaubon aptly remarks: "quis fuerit 
hie juvenis quaerere curiosum est et vanum, quando inveniri 
To l;71Tovµ£Vov non potest." Probably Mark himself did not 
know his name. - It must be left undetermined, too, whence 
(possibly from Peter?) he learned this little episode,1 which 
was probably passed over by Matthew and Luke only ou 
account of its unimportance. - ryvµvo,] "pudorem vicit timor 
in magno periculo," Bengel. 

Vv. 53, 54. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f. Comp. Luke xxii. 
54 f. - Tpo, T. cipxiEp.] i.e. Caiaplws, not Annas, as appears 
from l\Iatthew. - uvvipxovTa£ avT~] is usually explained : 
thc!J 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 uvv: with hi1n, i.e. at his house, they 
assemble. But always in the N. T. (Luke xxiii. 55; Acts 
i. 21, ix. 39, al.), even in John xi. 33, uvvipxEu0aL nvi meaus: 
to come with any one, 1r1ui cwn aliquo 1;cnire (comp. ·winer, p. 
193 [E.T. 2G9]); and avT~, in accordance with the following 
T)KOAOu071uEv auT~, is most naturally to be referred to Jesus. 
Hence : and there came with Him all the chief priests/ i.e. at 
the same time, as Jesus is lcu in, there come also all the 

1 Acconling to Ilnm, only n pi11nant ncl<lition of l\Inrk ; occorJing to Ililg~n­
folcl, it is connectetl with l\Iark's conception of a. more extcndctl circle ol' 
disciples (ii. H ?). 

" IVhithtr? is clea.rly shown from the context, nnmcly, to the "fX"f'•'· Thi.~ 
in 01,position to Wieseler, Sy11opa. p. 406. 
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cl1ief priests, etc., who, namely, had been bespoken for this 
tillle of the arranged arrest of the delinquent. This view of 
the meaning, far from being out of place, is quite in keeping 
with the vi-i·id representation of :i\fark. - 'TT'pOc; -ro ipw,] at the 
jfrc-l igltt, Luke xxii. 5 6. See Raphel, Polyb. p. 151 ; Sturz, 
Lc:c. Xcn. IV. p. 519 f. According to Baur, indeed, this is an 
expression unsuitably borrowed from Luke. 

Vv. 55-65. See on l\Iatt. xx:vi. 59-68. -Ver. 56. ,cal 
i'o-at ,c, -r.X.] and the testimonies were not alike 1 ( consonant, 
agreeing). At least tn·o witnesses bad to agree together ; Dent. 
xvi i. 6, xix. 15 ; Lightfoot, p. 6 5 8 ; Michaelis, illos. R. § 2 9 9 ; 
Saalschi.itz, p. 604. The ,ea{ is the simple: cmd. l\Iany 
testified falsely and dissimilarly. -Ver. 58. ~µei\·] we, on our 
part: the f.,YW also which follows has corresponding emphasis. 
- xeipo-rrOL'TJTOV ... clXXov axeipo'TT'O{'TJTOV] peculiar to l\Iark, 
but certainly (comp. on xv. 29) a later form of the tradition 
resulting fm:u reflection (at varian~e 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. - axeipo-rr.] is an appositional more precise defini­
tion to /1">..Xov. See van Hengel, Annotat. p. 5 5 ff. Comp. on 
Luke xxiii. 32. -Ver. 59. ouSe oihcos-] and not even thus 
(when they gave this 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, 11/os. R. 
§ 299, p. D7. Others, like Erasmus, Grotins, Calovius, in 
opposition to linguistic usage and to the context (see ver. 56), 
hold that fo·o~ is here and at ver. 56: sujjicicns. -Ver. 60. 
Two questions, as at :Matt. xxvi. 62. If we assume only one, 

1 It is not to be accented r~o;, as in Homer, but :~o;, as with the Attic an,l 
later "11-riters. See Fritzsche in loc.; Bentley, ad .ilfenaml,·. /mym., p. 533, eel. 
::llcinek.; Brunck, ad Ari<t. Plitt. 1113 ; Lipsius, yrammat. U11ters. p. 2·1. 
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like tl1e Vulgate, and take Ti for o,n: answcrcst tlton notl1i;1g 
tn that, which, etc. (Bornemann in the Stud. 1i. lfrit. 1843, p. 
12 0 f. ; Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald, Dleek, and varion:; 
others), it is true tlmf the construction ar.o,cp[veu0at n is not 
opposed to it (see on l\fatthew), Lut the address is less expres­
siYe of the anxiety and urgency that are here natural to the 
<]_ nestioner. Ilnttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 21 7 [E. T. 2 51 ], harshly 
:suggests that "hearing" should be supplied before o,n. -
Ter. G 1. "\V ell known ]H1ralldi::mi11s mztithcticas, with emphasis. 
Inversely at Acts xviii. \J, - o euA.O"'/J7Tos-] ,caT' ifox11v, :Jri:=:;:i, 
God. Used absolutely thus only here in the N. T. The Sanctu.~ 
lxncdictus of the Rabbins is well known (Schoettgen, ad Rom. 
ix. 5). The expression makes us feel the blasphemy, which wonhl 
lJe involved in the affirmation. But it is this aflirmatiou whicl1 
the high priest wishes (hence the form of his question: Tlio11. 
ad the l\1essiah ?), aud Jesus gii·cs it, but with what a rnaj estic 
addition in this deep humiliation ! -Ver. G 2. The a?T' apn in 
:ifott. xxvi. G4, which is wanting in l\lark, and which reqnire.3 
for what follows the figurati?Je meaning, is characteristic and 
certainly original. On µ,eTa T. vecpeA.., comp. Dan. Yii. 13 (OJ?); 
1tev. i. 7. That figurative meaning is, moreover, required in 
).lark by e,c oefi&v Ka0~µ,. T. Suv., although Keim finds in this 
interpretation "arbitrariness without measure." Luke only, 
xxii. G9, while abbreviating and altering the saying, presents 
the literal meaning. -Ver. G3. Taus- )(tTwva,] a more accurate 
statement, in accordance with the custom of rending the gar­
ments, than the general Ta t'µana in 1\Iatt. xxvi. G 5 ; see in 
foe. J>eople of rank wore two under-garments (\Viner, Rcalw.) ; 
hence Tous- XtT. -Ver. G4. 1CaTE1Cptvav /C.T.X.J they condcm;wl 
Hi·m., to be guilty of cleatlt.1 On ,caTa,cp. with an infinitive, 

1 This was the result, which ,ms already from the outset a scttlctl point with 
1 !te comt, arnl to the bringing about of which the jllllici,1! procetlurc hall merely 
to lcml the form of legality. The ,lcfonce of the procc,lme in Saalschiitz, lllvs. R. 
I'· G23 If., only amounts to a pitiful sernblc111ce of right. Against tho fact as it 
stood, that .T (•sus claimetl to be the Messiah, they hntl no law ; this claim, there­
fore, was l>rought into the sphere of the spiritual tribunal under the title of 
1,lasphemy, and before the Ruman tribunal under that of high treason. ,\11,l 
into the question ns to the ground antl truth of the claim-although in the 
confession of Jt·sus there was impliet.l tl1c t;1;Ctj'/io i·eri!atis-thcy pnulcntly tli,l 
not enter at all. 
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comp. Herod. vi. 85, ix. 93; :Xcu. Ilia. vii. 10. - Yer. G5. 
1jpgairro] when the "guilty!" had been uttered. A YiYi1l 
representation of the sequel. - nvci'°] comp. previously oi oi; 
r.ctvn'°, hence: some of the Sanhcdl'ists. Tlic senants, i.e. 
the servants of the court, follow afterwards. - r.pocf,~Twuov] 
usually: who struck thee, according to the amplii)"iug narra­
tiYcs of )fatthew and Luke; Mark, howeYer, does not say this, 
hut generally: J)l'OJJltcsy ! which as Messiah thou must be able 
to do ! They wish to bring Him to p1'ophcsy by the Ko71.acp{l;Ew ! 
The 1rn.rmtiYe of l\Iark, regarded as an abb1'cviation (Holtzmann), 
would be a siugularity without motive. :Matthew and Luke 
followed another tradition. The Yeiling of the face must, 
according to l\Iark, be considered merely as mochng 11wmmcr.'J· 
- And after some of the Sanhedrists had thus mocked a111l 
maltreated Hirn, the scrrnnts nccivcd Him with !Jtrokcs af tit" 
·;·or!. Tu them He was .:lelinre<l for custody until further 
orders. This is the meaning according to the reading i1Xa/3ov 
(see the cdical remarks). Ou the explanation of the reading 
l!/3a)..)..ov, they sti'ucl~ Him, see Bornemann in the Stud. n. Ifrit. 
1 S 43, p. 1:3 8. As to par.luµauw, see on :i.\fatt. xxvi. G 7 
The dutirr denotes the form, the accompanying circumstances, 
\\'ith which on the part of the serYauts the iJ)..a/3ov took place. 
Hemhanly, p. 10 0 f. Comp. the Latin accipn·c ah'queni nT­

bcribus (Cic. Tusc. ii. 14. 34). 
YY. GG-72. See l\Iatt. xxYi. G9-75. Comp. Luke xxii. 

5 G-G 2. - KctTW] below, iu contrast to the buildings that were 
fiituate<l higher, which surrounded the court-yard (see on Matt. 
XX\'i. 3). -Yer. G 8. OUT€ oloa, OUT€ «!r.tuTaµ,at] (see the 
critical remarks) J neither know 1101· do I mulcrstand. Thus 
the two verLs that are negatived are far more closely connected 
( conceived m1der one common leading idea) than by ovK ... 

ovoii. See Klotz, ad Daw·. p. 706 f. Ou the manner of the 
1lenial in tlie passage before us, comp. Ti:st. XII. pati-. p. 715: 
ouK oioa o AE~/H'°. The doubling of the expression denotes 
n11·ncst11css ; Bornemann, Schol. in Lui~. p. xxxi. f. - r.po­
auAwv J Somewhat otherwise in Matt. xxvi. 71. See in lo1:. 

-- Ka~ aA. icp.] and et cocl~ c;·cw; peculiar to Mark in accorc!­
ance with xiY. 30. - Ver. G!), 17 r.atoluK17] consequently the 

.MARK. p 
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same ; a difference from l\Iatt. xxvi. 71. It is still otherwise 
in Luke xxii. 58. - 1uf11.,v] would, if it belonged to ioovua 
avTov (as taken usually), stand before these words, since it 
would have logical emphasis in reference to loovcra, ver. G 7. 
Comp. subsequently '7TUALV ~pv,iiTo. Hence it is, with Erasmus, 
Luther, Grotius, and Fritzsche, to be attached to ;jpgaTo, 011 

which account, moreover, C L L1 N have placed it only after 
17pg. So Tischendorf. • Still the word on the whole is critically 
8nspicious, although it is quite wanting only in B :M, vss.: the 
a<hlition of it was natural enough, even although the AE"fELV 
here is not addressed again to Peter. - ~pgaTo J graphic. -
Yer. 7 0. ~pvEiTO] Tern pus admnbratirn1n (as so often in 
Mark). The second '7TUALV introduces a Ycnc-wcd address, and 
this, indeed, ensued on the part of those 1cho wc1·c stmuli11y 
l,y. Heuce it is not: '7T<tll.LV i71.E"fOV oi '7Tap., but: '7Tull.w oi 
'7Tap. EAE"fOV. - Ka~ 'Yap I'a)-.,t"A.. £i] Jo;• tlton art also a Galilean; 
1·.e. for, besides whatever else betrays thee, thon al't, moreover, a 
Galilean. They observed this from his dialect, as ~fatthew, 
following a later shape of the tradition, specifies. - E'TTL/3a'A.wv] 
not: cocpit flere (Vulg. It. Goth. Copt. Syr. Euthyrnius Ziga­
benus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Heinsius, Loesnel', :i\Iichaelis, 
Kuinoel, and others), as D actually has '>]pgaTo K'A.a{ELv, 
,vhieh certainly also those versions have read; expressed with 
E'7Tt/3cfXXELv, it must have rnn E'7TE/3aAe K'Aaifw, and this would 
only mean : he threw himself on, set himself to, the weep­
ing (comp. Erasmus and Vataulw;: "prornpit in fletum;" see 
also Bengel) ; nor yet: cu1n sc foms projccissct (Beza, Raphel, 
Yater, antl various others), since E'7Tt/3a'A.wv might doubtless 
mean: when he had rushed away, but not: when he hn<l 
rnshed out,-an alteration of the meaning which Matt. xxvi. 7 5, 
Luke xxii. G2, by no means warrant; 1 nor yet: i·cstc capiti 
1·11Jcctct flevit (Theophylact, Salmasins, de focn. Trap. p. 272; 
Calovius, L. Bos, vVolf, Elsner, Krebs, :Fische1·, I:osenrniHler, 

1 Lange : "lie n1slted out t/1aeupo11," namely, on tlie cod: crowi11a as the 
nwnkening cry of Christ. ":First a rushing out as if he ha,l an external 
purpose, then a painful absorption into himself a!l(l weeping. . . . Outside he 
found tlrnt the cry went inward aml upward, and now he paused, and wept." 
A characteristic piece of fancy. 
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Paulus, Fritzsclie, nnd otl,ers 1), which presupposes a supple­
ment not warranted in the context and without precedent in 
eonnection with i1r1/3aX11.ew, nnd would, moreover, require the 
middle voice ; neither, and that for the same reason, is it : 
(lftc1· lte had cast his eyes 11pon Jesus (Hammond, Palairet) ; 
nor: addcns, i.e. practcrm (Grotius), which is at variance with 
linguistic usage, or rcpctitis vicibus flevit (Clericus, Heupel, 
l\liinthe, llleek), which would presuppose a weeping as having 
already previously occurred (Theophrastus, Char. 8 ; Dio<lorus 
Siculus, p. 345 ll). 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 Thcs., ed. Hase, III. p. 15 2 6 ; Schweighiiuser, 
Lr:c. Polyb. p. 244: f. Thus we should have to conceive of a 
loud "·eeping, answering, as it were, to the cock-crowing. 
:From a linguistic point of view Casaubon is already correct 
(,caTavo17ua<;); then W etstein, Kypke, G lockler, <le W ette, Borne­
mann (in the Stud. it. Krit. 1843, p. 139), Buttmann, neut. G1·. 
p. 12 7 [E. T. 145]: when he ltad attended thereto, namely, to 
this p~µa of J esns, when he had directed his reflection to it. 
See the examples for this undoubted use of i1r1/3aX11.etv with 
and without TOV vouv or Thv Otavotav, in ,vetstein, p. 632 f.; 
Kypke, I. p. 19 6 f. The latter mode of taking it (allowed 
also by Beza) appears more in accordance with the context, 
hecause aveµv1ju011 IC.T.X. precedes, so that €7rt/3a11.wv corre­
sponds to the Jveµv~u011 as the further mental action that 
linked itself thereto, and now had as its result the weeping. 
l'etcr rcmc111bc1's the word, rrflccts thereupon, weeps! 

1 So also Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 562 f., inappropriately com­
paring ,,,.,p,{3d,;.;...,,, and appealing to 2 Kings viii. 15 (where the word, however, 
,Joes not at all stand absolutely) and to Lev. xiii. 45 (where the middle voice 
is used). 
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CHAPTER XV. 

VEn. 1. f;;-/ ,;-/, ,;;-p,JiJ n C D L ~ 4G, Or. Lriclun. Tisch. have 
merely ,;;-pwi'. But why should ,,;;-; ,;-6 have been added? The 
omission is easily explained from the fact that the transcribers 
had the simple conception mane (Vulg.; comp. l\Iatt. xxvii. 1). 
- Instead of ,;;-o,f,cr. Tisch. has s,;-01.11,acr., followiug only C L N, 
without min. vss. and Fatl1ers. But it is worthy of con­
sideration, as r,;o,ficr. might easily come from iii. G. - Ver. J. 
7.C,G'J'"(.lfl,'.lf'l".] n C D ~, Capt. Aeth. It. Vulg. haYe 7.a,;-r;yopoucriv. So 
Laclnn. and Tisch. ; the Rcccptn is from l\iatt. xxvii. 13. -
Ver. 7. cruomcr,acrrwv] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have crrnrr,o.cr,-;;;,, 
following P, CD K ~, min. Sahid. But how easily the syllable 
::::r dropped away before ::::T, even although 110 scruple might 
be felt at the unusual crucrrn.cr. ! ::::r 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. cha$ofiaa;] Lacl1111. 
Tisch. have ava/3ci.s, following B D N* Copt. Sahid. Goth. Vulg. 
It. Approved also by Schulz and Rinck. The ioa/3a; was not 
understood, and, in accordance with what follows (vv. 13, 1-!), 
it was awkwardly changed into the ava/3oricra;, which was as yet 
in this place premature. - Ver. 12. ov ,.s1e,-,] Lachm. has deleted 
this, on too slight evidence. If it had been aLlded, it would 
have taken the form rov r,.eyo:1,evov from l\Iatt. xxvii. 22. But 
,6v is to be adopted 1,efore {3acr,,.. (with 1''ritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch.), according to A n C ~ N, min., to which also D may Le 
added as reading r,;; (3acr,,.,. Out of the swerviug from ;;, to ,;-;,, 
is explained the omission of ov ,.iym, which happened the more 
easily after ver. 9.- Ver. 14. The reading r,;,p,crcrw. (Lachm.), 
instead of the Rcccpta "'p,crao,;-ifw;, is so decisively attested that 
it may not be derived from l\Iatt. xxvii. 23. Somewhat more 
weakly, but still so consiLlerably, is •r.pa~ov (Lachm.) in the 
sequel attested (A D G K M, min.; ~: 1'r.pa~a•), that this also 
is to be adopted, and iicpa~av is to be regarded as a repeti­
tion from ver. 13. - Ver. 17. eH>~oucriv J Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. 
have ivo,ovaxoucr,v, which Gricsb. also recommcmled, and Schulz 
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npprovccl, follo\\"ing B C D F ~ ~, min. Rightly; the familiar 
verb supplnnted the unus1rnl one. - Ver. 18. The lltaptn 
(3atr1A.:.; is to be maintained; o (3ar11i.eu; (Griesb. Scholz) is 
from :Matthew and John. The evidence is divided. - Ver. 20. 
a:-r.wp~o-wai,] Lachm. and Tisch. have 11:-aup;;11ou111v, following A C 
ll L Jl ~, min. (TI hns not got ,va G:-aup. aur. nt all). With this 
preponderant attestation, and as the subjunctive so easily 
intrnded itself, the future is to be adopted. - Ver. 22. Befoni 
l'oi.y. Fritzsche and Tisch. have r6v, following B C** F L t,. ~, 

min. Itightly ; the article, superllnous iu itself, was left out 
in accordance with l\Iatthe.w. - Ver. 23. """] is with Tisch., 
following B C* L ~ ~, Copt. Arm., to be struck out as being an 
n<ldition from l\latt. xxvii. 34. - Ver. 24. Instead of o,a,u.p,,ov:-a, 
Elz. has oJE,uip,~ov, in opposition to all the uncials. - Ver. 28. The 
whole of this verse is wanting in A BCD X ~, min. Cant. Sahid. 
Condemned by Gries b., Schulz, and Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch. 
It is an ancient, but in the case of 1\fork a foreign, interpola­
tion from a recollection of Luke xxii. 37 fcomp. John xix. 2-!). 
- Ver. 29. i• :-p1Giv i;,u. ol/.oo.J Lachm. and Tisch. have oix. :-p. i;1.1,. 
As well the omission of lv as the putting of oix. first, is sutti­
('iently well attested to make the Rmpta appear as an alteration 
in accordance with ~[att. xxvii. 40. - Ver. 30. -xai -xa:-a,3a] 
Lacluu. Tisch. have r.a:-a13a;, following B D L .c,. ~, Copt. Vulg. 
codd. It. The ltcccptci is a resolution of the participle ; 
<:nmp. P, min. : -xai -xa,apr,O, (in accordance with Matthew). -
Yer. 33. r.ai y.vo:.1,. (Lachm. aml Tisch.) is to be adopted instead 
of ym11,. oi on preponderating evidence; hut in ver. 34 the Reccptn 
:-f, wpq, ,f, i,a:-n is, following A C E G, etc., to be maintained. -
Lachm. Tisch. read ..-f, iva,ri ,Jpq,, which suggested itself in accorcl­
ance with :i\Iatt. xxvii. 46. - Ver. 34. The words it,/A/7 ic.r.A. are 
Yery variously written in codd. and vss. The Reccptrt "J,.u/1,l.1,u 
is in any case rejected by the evidence; between the forms 
i.,.,ul (Lachm.), 1,a.,.1,a (Tisch.), and A,,uu (.Fritzsche), in the equal 
division of the evidence, there is no coming to a decision. -
Ver. 36. :-,] has important but not preponderating evidence 
ngainst it ; it is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. But if it had 
been added, zai ,;;-,p,O. would have been written (:Matt. xxvii. 48), 
which, however, is only found in a few cursives. On the other 
hand, previously instead of ei;, :-,; is to be read with Tisch., and 
the follo"·i11g -xai to be deleted with Lachm. The Reccptct is 
moulded after )latthew. - Ver. 39. ,cpa~a;] is wanting only in 
]: L ~, Copt. Ar. (deleted by Tisch.), and easily became objec­
tionable. - The nrrangement oL:-o; o IJ.vOpw:r. in Lachm. and Tisch. 
is attested hy B D L ~ ~, min. The Rcccpta is from Luke 
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xxiii. 47. - Ver. 41. ai' xai] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely ai. 
So also Hinck. But the collocation of the two almost similar 
syllables was the occasion of the dropping away partly of a, 
(A O L ~, min. vss.), partly of xai (B ~, min. vss.). - Ver .. e_ 
The reading "'Pi,~ <Ia{3{3r.1.Tov in Lachm. (instead of <:l"po<Ia{3{3aTov) i,; 
nothing but a clerical error. - Yer. 43. ~A0=v] Decisive evidence 
gives i;..0wv. So l\Iatthaei, :Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., approved 
also by Griesh. iAOwv ... TOA/.1.. ,i<I~AO, was resolved into ;,,.t!sv 
... uti T. i. This xai before Tot.µ,. occurs still in min. Syr. utr. 
Vulg. Euthym. - Ver. 44. ,;;-ai.a,J Lachm. has rio'YJ, in accordance 
with B D, Syr. hier. Arm. Copt. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. A 
repetition of the previous r,0?1. - Ver. 45. <Iwµ,a J B D L ~: ,;r,.wµ,a. 
So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; <Iwµ,a appeared more worthy. 
- Ver. 4G. xai before xaOeA. is wanting in B D L ~. Copt. 
Lacbm. Tisch. A connective addition. - xari0?1x.vl B 0** 1) 
L ~, min. have ~tlrixiv. So :Fritzsche, Lachm. But -how easily 
the syllable xar dropped out after xai, especially since l\Iatthew 
and Luke also only have the simple form!- Ver. 47. ,.;o,rn,J 
In .accordance with decisive nidence read, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., riOuTai. 

Ver. 1. See on Matt. xxvii. 1, 2. Comp. Luke xxiii. 1. -
€7l't 70 7rpool] on tltc 1no1'nin9 (xiii. 35), i.e. durin!J the carl!J 
mornin(J, so that Ei7l'{ expresses the duration stretching itself 
out. Hernhanly, p. 252. Comp. Acts iii. 1, iv. 5. As to <Tvµ/3. 
7l'Ot., comp. on iii. G. They made a consultation. According 
to the more significant reading ETaiµa<T. (see the critical 
remarks), they arranged such an one, they set it on foot. 
On what subject? the sequel informs us, namely, on tlw 
delivering over to the l'rocnrator. - ,cal, oXov 7o <Tvveop.] mul 

indeul the whole Sanlwlri111. :i\Iark has already obse1·veLl, xiv. 53 
(7rav7f'>), that the assembly was afull one, and with manifest 
design brings it into prominence once more. " Syncdrinm 
:;eptuaginta unius seniornm non necesse est, ut sedcant onmcs 
... cum vero neccsse est, ut congregentur omncs, congrcgcntur 
Mnncs," Maimouidcs, S(/nhcdl'. 3 in Lightfoot, p. G39. 

Vv. 2-5. See on i\fatt. xxvii. 11-14. Comp. Luke xxiii. 
2 f. Matthew has here inserLeLl from the evangelic tradition 
elsewhere the tragical en<l of ,Judas, just as Luke has the dis­
cussion with Herod ; l\fork abides Himply and plainly by the 
main matter in hand ; nor has he in the scri nel the dream of 
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Pilate's wife, or t1ie latter's ,rashiug of his lianus. Donbl.~, 
however, as to the historical character of these facts are not 
to be deduced from this silence; only the tradition hail 
nanm\·er and wider spheres of its historical material. - Ver. 4. 
r.c::\w] Sec ver. 2. - Ver. 5. ov,cin] At vet·. 2 he had still 
answered. 

Vv. 6-14. See on Matt. xxvii. 15-23. Comp. Luke 
xxiii. U-2 3. - Yer. 6. a71'EAVev J " Imperfectum ubi solm: 
notat, non nisi de re ad certum tempus restricta <licitur," 
Hermann, ad Vi'gcl'. p. 7 46. - oV71'ep] qucin quidcin (Klotz, 
od Dcw1·. p. 724), the 'i:cry one whoin they, etc. - Ver. 7. 
µeTa Twv uvuTautauT.] with his fcllow-insnrgcnts. uvuTaui­

auni~ occurs again only in Josephus, Antt. xiv. 2. 1. In the 
classical writers it is uvuTautwTTJ~ (Herod. v. 70. 124; Strabo, 
xiv. p. 708). - iv Tfi uTauei] in the insurrection in question, 
just indicated by uvurnuiauT. It is hardly assumed by 
:i\fark as well knmmi ; to us it is entirely unknown.1 But 
Bengel well remarks : " crimcn Pilato suspectissimum." -
Ver. 8. ,vhat l\Iatthew represents as brought about by Pilate, 
.l\Iark makes to appear as if it were suggested by the people 
themselves. An unessential variation. - c.iva,Ba~] having gow 
/I]) before the palace of Pilate (see the critical remarks). -
alTE'iu0ai, ,ca0w~] so to demcmd, as, to institute a demarnl 
accordiuyly, as, i.e. according to the real meaning : to demand 
tlwt, which. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 427; Schaef. 0. C. 
1124. - Ver. 9. TOV ,BautA.f.a T. 'Iavo.] not inappropriate 
(Kostlill), but said in bitterness against the chief priests, etc., 
as John xviii. 39. - Ver. 10. J,ytvwu,ce] he perceived; Matthew 
has f, Oet, but Mark represents the matter as it originated. -
Ver. 11. rva µa:\Xov] aim of the UVEUftUav ( comp. Duttman11, 
11t'11l. Gi'. p. 204 [E. T. 2~rnJ), in order that he (Pilate) rathc,·, 
etc., in order that this result might be brought about. -
Yer. 13. r.a:\w] supposes a responsive cry already given 
al'ter ver. 11 on the instigation of the chief priests. An 
inexact simplicity of narration. 

Vv. 15-:rn. See on l\Iatt. xxvn. 2G-31. Comp. Luke 
1 If it ,~as not the rising oil account of the aqueduct (comp. Oil Luke xiii. 1), 

:is Ewald supposes. 
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94 9w ' ' ' - J ·.r t I I t xx111. M , Mo. - To 11cavov r.0111a-ai sut '·':! ucc1·c, o co w HI 

was enough, to content them. See examples from Dio~. 
Laert., Appian, and so forth, in ,v ctstein and Kypke. Comp. 
">,,aµ{3ttV€tv TO [,cavov, Acts X\'ii. 0. - Ver. 1 G. l\Iatthew has : 
€le; To 7rpain:Jpiov ; the vividly descriptiYe ::\fork has : fow 

Tij<; au">,,ijc;, 0 €<rn 7rpaiT<vpiov, iiltO the i,1tC1'iOi' of tlu: cvn1'l, which 
is the 1n·actol'i11m, for they did not bring Him into the lwu.w: 
and call the cohorts together thither, ln1t into the inner conrt 
smToumlecl by the lmildings (the court-yard) which formed 
the area of the praetorinm, so that, "·hen people went from 
without into this court through the vortal (7rvAwv, comp. on 
:;\fatt. xxvi. 71) they found themselves in the pmctori1w1. 
Acc:ordingly au)\,11 is not in this place to be translated zmlac,; 

(see on l\Iatt. xxvi. 3), but cow·t, as always in the N. T. 
Comp. xiv. GG, 54. - On the o attracteu by the predicative 
substantive, comp. ·winer, p. 150 [E.T. 206].-7rop</Jupav] 

11 purple 1·obc. Matthew specifies the robe mo;·c definitely 

(x),,,,aµuoa), and the colour differently (Ko1C1CtV'TJV), following 
another tradition. - Ver. 18. ~p!avTo] after that investiture ; 
a new act. 

Ver. 21. See on ::.\Iatt. xxvii. 32. Comp. Luke xxiii. 2G. 
- Zva. <rmvpwa-ova-iv] See the critical remarks. On the 
fut1tre after Zva, see Winer, p. 2 5 7 f. [E. T. 3 GO f.]. - Only 
Mark designates Simon by his sons. \Yhether Alc.i.·mule1· l1P 

identical with the person namell at Acts xix. 3 3, or with the 
one at 1 Tim. i. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 17, or with neither of these 
two, is just aR much n matter of uncertainty, as is the 
possible identity of Rufus with the person mentioned nt 
.!tom. xvi. 13. :i\Iark takes for grautell that both of them were 
known, hence they doubtless were Ck;·ist·ians of mark ; comp. 
x. 4G. Bnt how frequent were these names, and how many 
of the Christians that were at that time well known we know 
nothing of l As to a77ap., see on l\Iatt. v. 41. The notice 
lpxoµ€VOV a7r' ,i7pou, which Luke also, following l\fark, gives 
(but not Matthew), is one of the traces which are left in 
the Synoptical narratives that the day of the crucifixion was 
not the first day of the feast (see on John xviii. 28). Comp. 
Blr,ek, Bcitl'. p. 13 7 ; Ebrard, p. ii 13. It is not, intleeJ, 
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specified lww far Simon had come from tl1e country (comp. 
xvi. 12) to the city, but there is 110 limitation added havin~ 
reference to the circumstances of the festal Sabbath, so that 
the quite open and general nature of the remark, in connection 
with the other tokens of a work-day (vv. 42, 46 ; Luke xxiii. 
5 6 ; ::\Iatt. xxvii. 5 9 f.), certainly suggests to us such a work-day. 
The a'Y"fapeuov-re, being the Homan soldiers, there is the less 
room on the basis of the text for thinking, with Lange, of a 
popular fcst, which had just Iaicl hold of a Sabbath-brcakc;· who 
happened to come up. 

Vv. 22-27. See on :Matt. xxvii. 33-38. Comp. Luke 
xxiii. 3~ f., who here narrates summarily, but yet not without 
lJringing in a deeply vivid and original trait (ver. 34), and 
has previously the episode of the daughters of ,Jerusalem. -
-rov I'oX'Yo0a -ro,rov J I'o"A."f. corresponds to the subsequent 
Kpavtou, and is therefore to be regarded as a genitive. Accord­
ing to Mark, the place was called the "place of Golgotha," 
which name (6) interpreted is equivalent to "place <if n skull." 
-Ver. 23. iUoouv] they offered. This is implied in the 
·impc1fcct. See Bemhardy, p. 373.-i<Tµvpvta-µ.] See, on 
this custom of giving to criminals wine mingled with rnyr7'li 
or similar bitter and strong ingredients for the pnrpose of 
blunting their sense of feeling, vVetstein in loc.; Dougtaeus, 
Anal. II. p. 42. -Ver. 24. i,r' aunf] according to Ps. 
xxii. 19 : 11por;, the in (the clothes were lying there), as Acts 
i. 26. Whether the casting of tltc 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 
(see Duncan, Lex., ed. Ilost, p. 635), is a question that must 
he left open. - -r{r; -rt apv] i.e. who should rcccii·c anything, 
and 1cltat he irns to rcccirc. See, on this blending of two 
interrogative clauses, Bernhanly, p. 444 ; Ellcnclt, 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 
nnd Hilgenfeld, to be derived from the mere consideration of 
f'-ymmetry (of the third hour to that of ver. 33), is in keeping 
with l\fntt. xxvii. 45 ; Luke xxiii. 44. As to the difference, 
however, from John xix. 14, according to \Yhich, at about tl10 



234 TIIE GOSPEL OF l\IAilK. 

sixth hour, Jesus still stood before Pilate, all(l as to the attempts 
at reconciliation made in respect thereof, see on John. - ,cal 

f(j'T, auT.] E(J'T. is not to he translated as a pluperfect 
(Fritzschc ), but : and it was the third hour, ancl they crucified 
llim, i.e. 1dwi they crucified Hiin ;1 as also in classical writers 
after the SJ)ecification of the time the fact is often linked on 
lJy the simple ,cat. See Thuc. i. 50, iii. 108; Xen. Anr,b. 
ii. 1. 7, vii. 4. 12. Comp. on Luke xix. 43. Stallbaum, 
ad Plat. Symp. p. 2 2 0 C. 

Vv. 29-41. See on I\'fatt. xxvii. 39-56. Comp. Luke 
xxiii. 35-49. - ova] the Latin rah ! an exclamation of (here 
ironical) amazement. Dio Cass. lxiii. 20 ; Arrian, Epict. iii. 
2 3. 24 ; Wetstein in Zoe. - o KaTa"A..vwv IC.T.A..] gives us a 
glimpse of the original affirmation of the witnesses, as it is 
preserved in Matt. xxvi. 61 ( not in Mark xiv. 5 8 ). - Ver. 31. 
r.por; llAA~A., inter SC im;iccin, belongs to eµ'TT'ats. - Ver. 3 2. 
Let the ll[cssiah the King of Ismcl come dom1 now, etc.,-a 
bitter mockery ! The o Xpt(J'Tor;; applies to the confession 
before the supreme council, xiv. 61 f., and o {3a(jtA. T. 'I(jp. 
to that before Pilate, ver. 2. Moreover, we may attach eithe1· 
the two forms of address (Lachmann, Tischendorf), or the first 
of them (Ewald), to what precedes. But the customary mode 
of apprchenuing it as a double address at the head of what 
follows is more in keeping with the malicious triumph. -
'TT't(J'TEV(J'.J namely, that He is the Messiah, the King of Israel. 
,cal oi avve(j'Tavp.J agrees with Matthew, but not with Luke. 
See on l\fatt. xwii. 44. It is to be assumeu that Mark hail 
no knowledge of the nanative of Luke xxiii. 39 ff., and that 
the scene related by Luke belongs to a later tradition, in 
wl1ich had been preserved more special traits of the great 

1 Euthymius Zigali~m1s hcrn gi\·cs n. warning illustration of forced harmonizing: 
l, ~E, qi,itrn, l:,pa, trpi-r11, o~, i,iAo,071 ;;p£0:.70 -rtlcrx!ni ~.,,a 'l'Z\I tr'Tptr.'1'1"1'1'[,j" 

":"GU n,>.iiorou. EY'7'4 'To i;r,; a~«,..llldO'<Tio11 1'a.#' iau1"0' ,-al itr<rr.tlJp&1t1CO tiU'TD,, h '"T?I 

~").a~;, iP'7• So also Luther in his gloss, and Fr. Schmid; comp. Calovius: 
" hora tcrtia inde a tratlitio1w Pilato fi,cta." ,v ith more shrewdness Grotius s11~­
g~sts: "jam au<lita erat tuba horae tcrtiac, quod dici solebat donec ca11eret tu/,,i 
home sexlae." In the main even at this day ltoman Catholics (sec Frie<llicl> 
mitl !lisping) similarly still make out of the thin! hour the sccoml quarlcr of the 
Jay (9 to 12 o'clock). 
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event of the crucifixion, but with which the historical character 
of the excecdi11gly characteristic scene is not lost. See on 
Luke, l.c. -Ver. 3-!.1 eXwt] the Syriac form for'?~ (Matthew), 
which latter appears to have been what Jesus uttered, as is to 
be inferred from the scoff: 'H>..{av cpwv1(i. - Ver. 3 6. AE,ywv] 
a difference from l\Iatt. xxvii. 49, whose account is more 
original (in opposition to Holtzmann), because to 1·c11wve the 
aspect of friendliness must appear more in keeping with 
the later development. In consequence of this difference, 
moreover, c'icpeTe is to be understood quite otherwise than 
,'icpe~ in l\latthew, namely, allow it, what I am doing, let 
111c !tare my way,-which has reference to the scoffing concep­
tion, as though the proffered draught would preserve the life 
till Elias should come. The view that in ver. 35 f. friends 
of Jesus are meant who misunderstood His cry of eXwt-, and 
one of whom had wished still to cheer Him as regards the 
possible coming of Elias (Ewald, Gcsch. C'hl'. p. 490), is in itself 
irnprobaule evrn on account of the well-known cry of the 
Psalm, as indeed the acp€T€, t06JJJ,€V 1'.T.A., comp. ver. ::;o, 

sounds only like malicious mockery. - Ver. 3 7. e!E?Tvevae] 
Ilc breathed out, i'.,e. He dial. It is oft.en used in this meaning 
absolutely in the Greek writers (Soph. Aj. 102G; J>lut. 
A,·ist. 20). -Ver. :30. According to Mark, the centurion con­
cluded from the fact of Jesus dying after having cried out 
in such a manner, i.e. with so loud et voice (Yer. 3 7), that He 
was a hero. The extraordinary power ( ovTw oea?Ton1&w, 

e~€7Tvevue, Theophylact, comp. Victor Antiochenus: µ,€7' egou­
u{a, a7T€0ave) which the Crucified One manifestecl in Hi:-; 
Yery departing, made on the Gentile this impression-in 
which his judgment was naturally guided by the circumstance 
that he had heard (Matt. xxvii. 40) of the charge brought 
against Jesus, that He claimed to be Son of God. According 
to others (as l\fichaelis, Kuinoel, de Wette), the micxptctcdly 

1 Mark has only this one of the sayings of Jesus on the cross, ancl Schcnkd 
regards only this one as absolutely undoubtcd,-in which opinion he <loes 
[~reat injustice specially to John. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 451, takes offence at 
this very saying, aucl only finds it conccirnhle as a re/crwce lo the whole lwe11ty­
seconcl P.ml111. 
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speedy dying of ,Jesus, who had just before emitted a vig-orous 
cry, ma<le that impression upon the Gentile, who saw iu it 11 

jm,onr of the gods. But in order to express this, there woult! 
have been necessary nuder the eircurnst:rnces before ifi71"v. an 
accompanying definition, such as i1S11 or ev0Ewr;. :Caur, 1llad:uscr. 
p. I 0 8 f., illustrates the remark even from the crying out 
nf the demons as they went forth (i. 2G, v. 7, ix. 2G); holding 
ihat ~fork correspondingly conceived of the forcible separation 
of the higher spirit, through which Jesus had been the Son of 
( ~od,-therefore after a Gnostic manner. Comp. also Hilgen­
feld and Kostlin. ,vrongly ; because opposed to the doctrine 
of the entire N. T. regarding Christ the bom 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. \Ve may add that the circnmstantiaJ and plain 
statement of motive, as given by l\fatthew and Luke for the 
centurion's judgment, betrays the later manipulators (Zeller in 
Hilgenfel<l's Zeitschr. I 8 G 5, p. 3 8 5 ff., gives a contrary opinion), 
to whom l\Iark in this place seemed obscure or unsatisfactory. 
- 17v] in His life. - Ver. 40. 17uav] aderant; comp. viii. I. -
- Ka;, Map.] among others also l\Iary. - Tou µ,tKpov] cannot 
according to the meaning of the word be without arbitrari­
ness cxplainecl as: the yonngcr, although the ,James designated is 
the so-called Younger, but as: the httlc (of stature, comp. Luke 
:xix. 3). Horn. Il. V. 8 0 I : Tvbeur; TOt µ,tKpor; µev E1]V bEµ,ar;, 
:Xen. Uyr. viii. 4. 20. An appeal is wrongly made to Jmlg. 
vi. 15, where in fact µ,tKpor; is not the youngest. but the least, 
that is, the weakest in warlike aptitude. - l\fark does not 
uame Salome, but he indicates her. According to J olm :xix. 
25, she was the sister of the mother of Jesus. Comp. also 
l~wald, Gcsch. Chr. p. I 71. Thus there are three women here 
recorded by l\Iark. So also l\fatt. xxvii. 5 G. To disli11g11i'sh 
the Mary of ,James from the mother of Joses, so that Jou,· 
should be adduced (Ewald, l.c. p. 3~4), there appears to be no 
::mfficient ground (comp. the Hemark after ver. 47); on the 
contrary, Mark and Matthew would lrn,ve here expressed them­
selves in a way very liable to he misunderstood; comp. on 
l\Iatthew. - Ver. 41. ai' Ka£ K.T.A.] as they were now in the 
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company around J csns, so also they were, while Uc was iu 
Galilee, in His train. a, applies, we may add, to the three 
who were named. Beside these there were among the 
women present yet many otltcrs, who had gone up with Him 
to J ernsalem. 

Vv. 4::2-4 7. See on Matt. xxvii. 5 7-G l. Comp. Luke 
xxiii. 50-56. - hnd as far as 'IT'poa-a/3/3. gives the reason why 
,Toseph, when the even had come, etc. With the commence­
ment of the Sabbath (on :Friclay after sunset) the business of 
the taking away, etc., would not have been allowable.1 Hence 
the words are not to be put in parenthesis. Mark has not 
E7T'et elsewhere, and it is noteworthy that John also, xix. 31, 
has it here precisely at the mention of the 'IT'apaa-KEVTJ, and in 
his Gospel the word only occurs elsewhere in xiii. 2 9. Cer­
tainly this is no accidental agreement ; perhaps it arose through 
a common primitive eYangelic document, which John, however, 
worked up differently. - o ia-n 7Tpoa-a{:3/3.] which-namely, 
the expression 1T"apaa-Kev11-is as much as Sabbath-eve, the day 
before the Sabbath. On 'IT'poa-a/3/3., comp. Judith viii. G. -
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 
,T oseph 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 a'IT'o 'Ap1µa0.] The article 
designates the well-known man. See Ki.ihner, ad Xen. Anab. 
iii. 1. 5, iv. G. 20. - eva-xTJµoov /3ov)..evT.] is usually explained: 
a counsellor of mnk. See on the later use of eua-xfJµ,., in con­
trast with the plebeians, vVetstein in loc.; Phryn. p. 333 and 
Lobeck thereupon; Acts xiii. 50, xvii. 12. But, as the 
characteristic of rank is already involved in /3ovXevn1,, there 
is the less reason to depart from the old classical meaning of 
the word. Hence : a seemly, stately counsellor, so that the 
nobleness (the a-eµvoTTJ,) of bis external appearance and deport­
rnent is brought into prominence. - That by {3ov)..eu7fJ, is 

1 Here, therefore, is no trace that that Frida!! itself was already a festal llay, 
although it was really so according to the narmtive otherwise of the Synoptics­
also a remnant of the original (Jo!rnnnine) conception of the day of the death 
of Jesus. Comp. on 'l"Cr. 21. Dleek, Beitr. p. 115 ff. 
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meant a mcmba of the Sanlwfriui,1 may be rightly concluded 
from Luke xxiii. 51. This is in opposition to Erasmus, 
Casanbon, Hammond, Michaelis, and many others, who con­
ceive of him as a member of a council at Ari11wthca. - Kat 
auToi,] on his part also, like other adherents of Jesus. Comp. 
,John xix. 38. -,rpouooxo,u.] comp. Luke ii. 25, 38; Acts 
xxiii. 21, xxiv. 15.-T~v /3auiX. Tou Bwu] the kingdoin of 
tl1c Jllessiah, whose near manifestation-that subject-matter of 
fervent expectation for the devout ones of Israel-Jesus had 
announced. The idea of the kingdom is not Pctrinc (Lange), 
l,ut one belonging to primitive Christianity generally. - ToX­
,u1uai,] hm:ing emboldened himself, absolutely; see Maetzner, 
orl Antiph. p. 173. Comp. Hom. x. 20. - Ver. 44. ei 17017 
T,f0v71Kc] he wondered if llc were already dead (zmfl'ct; on the 
other hand, afterwards the historic aorist : hacl dicrl). It is 
plain that Pilate had had expm·icncc, how slowly those who 
were crucified were accustomed to die. .;, after 0auµlfl;r,, 
denotes that the matter is not as yet assumed to he beyond a 
doubt. See Boissonade, ad Philosfr. Her. p. 424; Kiilmer, II. 
p. 4 8 0 f. ; Frotscher, Hic1·. i. 6 ; Dissen, acl Dtin. de car. p. 19 5. 
- m:Xai] the opposite of apn. 1Vhcthcr He hacl diccl (not 
jnst only now, but) already ea1·licr. He wished, namely, to 
Le sure that he was giving away the body as actually dead. 
f-ee on ,raXai, duclmn, as a relative antithesis to the present 
time, Wolf, ad Plett. Syinp. p. 20; Stallbaum, ml Apol. Soe1'. 
p. 18 n. - Ver. 45. eowp1JlTllTO] lte bl'stou;crl as a .r;ift, without 
therefore requiring money for it. Iustances of the opposite 
(as Cic. Verr. v. -!6; Justin, ix. 4. 6) may be seen in Wetsteiu. 
- Ver. 4G. Ka0atpEtv] the proper word for the taking away 
from the cross, Latin: dctmhcrc, rcfi_r;ac. Comp. ver. 36. 
~ee Raphel, Polyb. p. 15 7 ; Kypke and Loesner in lac. - XoXaT. 
EK m!Tpai,] hewn out of a roe!;;. Comp. l\Iatt. xxvii. 60. 'l'he 
~ame fact is expressed in l\fark accunliug to the conception 

1 The participation of Nicouemus in the ar,tion (John xix. 39) forms one of the 
special facts "·hich John alone offers us from his rccollrction. But the attempt 
to identify Josrph with Nicouemns (Krenke! in Hilgenfdu's Zeilschr. 186G, I'· 
-1:JS ff.) can only be mauc, if the fourth Gospci be regnnk<l ~s non-apostolic, anu 
Hen then not without great arbitrariness. 
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J,-om 1dtcnec; and in l\fatthew, according to the conception 
,,,:herein. Of the fact that the grave belonged to Joseph, 
::Uark gives no hint, neither do Luke and John; see on l\Iatt. 
xxvii. 60. - 7rou Te0etTat] 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 at the burial. 

TIDL\RK.-In ver. 47, instead of 'Iwo-~ Lachmann anJ Tischen­
clort· have adopted n 'rwo-~'l"o,, following B A (L has merely 'foo-r,­
rn;) ~••, as they also at ver. 40 have 'Iwo-~'l"o,;, following B D L 
~ ~** (in which case, however, B prefixes n). This is simply 
a Greek form of the Hebrew name (comp. the critical remarks on 
vi. 3), and probably, on the strength of this cousiderable attesta­
tion, original, as also is the article n, which is found in A BC GA 
~**. Another reading is n 'Iwo-i;tp, which occurs in A, 2ii8, Vulg. 
( :at. Prag. Rd., and is preferred by \Vieseler, chronol. Synapse, p. 
--l-:.l7 f., who here understands the daughter or wife of the counsellol' 
Joseph of Arimathrn, 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. 5,i 
('foJa~tp, 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 Joseph the brother of Jesus, l\Iatt. 
xiii. 55, might be found as well in the assumption of the identity 
of the brethren of Jesus with the sons of Alphaeus, as in the 
error, which likewise was already ancient (see Theophylact), 
that the mother of Jesus is meant and is designated as the 
slfpmother of James and J oses. (3) A :Mary of Joseph is neve1· 
named among the women of the Gospel history. But (4) if 
Joseph had been the co1mscllor just previously mentioned, Mark 
would have written not merely l\I. ~ 'Iwo-~tp, but l\I. ~ -:-o i:i 'Iwaiip., 
and would, moreover, assuming only some accuracy on his part, 
liave indicated the relation of kinship, which he has not omitted 
even at ver. 40, where, withal, the relation of l\Iary to James and 
,loses was ,vell enough known. Finally, (5) t.he association of 
)Iary of J.lfagdaln in the passage before us of itself entitles us 
to suppose that :\[ary 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 nam()d. On the whole we must 
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abide by the Jllaria Jusis at the pas::;age before us. i\Iark, 
in the passage where he mentions her for the first time, Yer. 
40, names her complctd!f accor<liug to her two sons (comp. 
:Matt. xxvii. 5G), and then-because she was wont to be desig­
nated both as .iJlaria Jacobi ( comp. Luke xxiv. 10) and as 1lfari1( 

Josis-at ver. 47 in the latter, and at xYi. 1 in the former 
manner, both of which differing modes of designation (ver. 47, 
xvi. 1) either occurred so accidentally and involuntarily, or 
perhaps ,rere occasioned by different sources of which .Mark 
made use. 
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CH APTER XVI. 

Y1-:1:. ~- :-i;; ,'J,tu;] Laclnu. has /M({, ,..;,,,, following B l. From 
,Tohu xx. 1, as is also :-r, /i,/,;, :-wv iu L ~ ~. Eus. Tisch. - Ver. 8. 
After i;,i.O. Elz. has :-~%6, 'in opposition to decisive evidence, 
from Matt. xxviii. 8. - Ver. 9. r'.,.~' ~;] lachm. has ~ap' h;, 
following C D L :-1:-:. Hightly ; r'.,.i is from Luke viii. 2. -
Yer. H. After i1r, 1 ,p,t1,. A C* X ~. min. Syr. p. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. 
liaYe fa v,r.p;,,,, which Lachm. has adopted. A mechanical 
atldition. - Vv. 17, 18. The omission of r.aivai;, as well as tlw 
addition of r.ai iv :-a,; %,fr;iv before iq;w;, is too feebly attested. 
The latter is au exegetical addition, which, when adopted, 
a lisorbed the preceding r.w~ai;. - Instead o{ S,.a-4,r, Elz. has 
.3i.r,sl,oi, iu opposition to decisive evidence. - Ver. 19. After 
r.~p,,,; reall, with Lac Inn. and Tisch., 'Ir,iro;,;, which is found ill 
C* K L ~. min. most of the vss. and Ir. As an addition in the 
way of gloss, there would lie absolutely no motive for it. Ou 
the othf~r ham!, possilJly on occasion of the abbreviation K::S., 
I:::., it dropped out the more easily, as the expression o ?.vp,o; 
'Ir,ll'Q;,; is infrequent in the Gospels. 

The cntii-c section from vv. 9-20 is a non - genuine con­
d nsion of the Gospel, not cornposed by l\Iark. The c.xtcrnal 
grounds for this view are: (1) Th~ section is wanting in B ~ . 
.Arm. mss. Ar. vat. and in cod. Jlf of the It. (in Tisch.), which 
has another short apocryphal concltision (comp. subsequently 
the passage in L), and is designated in 137, 138 with au 
asterisk. (2) Enseb. ad 1lfa1'in. tin. 1 (in Mai, Script. rct. nor. 
ml/. I. p. Gl f.), declares that r;%,ifo iv ih::ar;, :-oi; a.:-,yparpo,; the 
<:ospel closes with iy:,,/3r,'Jv-:-o yap. Comp. qu. 3, p. 72., where he 
1iames the manuscripts which contain the section only •ma Twv 

,-,_,,..,ypa<p~H. The same authority in Victor Ant. ed. Matth. II. 
p. :.!08, states that Mark has not related any appearance of 
the risen Lonl that occurred to the disciples. (3) ,Jerome, 
1rd Hcrlib. qn. ;; ; Gregor. Nyss. orat. 2 de rcsun·. Chr.; Viet . 
.Ant. etl. 1'Iatth. II. p. 1 ~O ; Se,·er. Ant. in l\Iontfanc. Bibl. C'oi.-1. 
p. 7-!, arnl the Scholia in several cocld. in Scholz and Ti~ch., 
attest that the passage ,ms wanting in yery many manuscripts 
~~ Q 
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(J crome: "omnibus Graeciae liLris pncne "). (-!) Accortling 
to Syr. Philox. in the mnrgin, an~l acconling to L, several co<l<l. 
hnd an entirely different ending I of the C:ospel. (5) J 11sti11 
~Inrtyr antl Clem. AL clo uot imlicnte nny use made by theu1 
of the section (how precarious is tlie resemhlauce of Justi11 . 
.rlpol. I. 45 with vcr. :W !) ; and EnseLius has his Canons oulv 
as far as ver. 8, as, indeed, also in codd. A U all(} many miu 
the numbers renlly reach only thus fm-,2 while ccrtninly in 
C E H K 1\1 V they nre carried on to the very encl. The.,;e 
externnl reasons nre the less to be rejected, seeing that it i8 not 
a question of a single "·ord or of a single passnge of the con­
text, but of an entire section so essential nntl important, tl1e 
omission of which, moreover, deprives the whole Gospel of 
completeness; aml seeing thnt the way in which the passage 
gradually passed over into the greater pnrt of the codd. is 
~ufticiently explainecl from Ensel,. wl JlariJ1. ,pi. 1, p. G:.l (/1.i.i.D; 
iH ,;,, o~o" CJ,;1f.J~v ':'f./1./.k~V UJ£7s/~ .. wv ii:-:!IJrffJ~ll iv ':"'~ ':"W1,1 e~a11:i.iwv 1pa;fi 
<;:po/1.f1,1wv, d,,;:-i.YJv sl11ai trio, ':"'Y,v c.hllt~"'t11v, W; Y..al iv ;-;£p(J1~ r::oi.i.tJi;, 
£xa::-ipav ':"E r;:apuOsx-:-iav 0:::Uy%:,v, -:-ffi .''~~ /.Lai.i.ljv ,:-a~ .. r,~ ir.rhr,;, i- ir.ci:.r,, 
-:-a~n,;, ;.apu -:-n,; ;./GTD,; ii.al svi.a/3im i,ll.pivrr;Jw). See Cre:dnc·r, 
Eiul. I. p. 107. And when Euthymins Zigabenns, II. p. rn::, 
<lesignates those who conclernn the section as rni,: -:-wv i;;,irr,"""-'', 
not, l1owever, himself contradicting t:1em, the less irnportnnct: 
is t..-:i he attached to this after the far older testimonies of 
Eusebins, antl others, from which is apparent not the exegetical, 
1 mt the ci·i·tical point of view of the contlemnatiou. :;\lore­
over, t.his external evidence ngainst the genuineness finds in 
the section itself an i11tunul conjfr111ati"on, since with Yer. !I 
there sutltlenly sets in a process of excerpt-making in contrast 
"·ith the previous character of the nnrration, while the 
entire section in general contains none of :;\lark's peculiarities 
(no sv0ew;, no ;.ai.,v, etc.,-ancl whnt a brevity, deYoitl of 

1 Namely: ,r,ei,,;a i, 'T~ ?J"a:pn,..,.,EA,u.i,~ ,;o7; 'if'Epl 'TO,. nfrpo, {ll,.'ll'TOµ,~, i,;~,..,...E,Atu" 

µ!,,.;,,_ O! 'TU~TIZ ""' a:tltrO~ 0 '1,iO'oUs- &.-rO a'11r,70A;;; xa:, U.;cp1 OIJ,nf.cl; t;a~f,.,.E,AE C,' u.V,,-;11 

,.,; :,pO, ,uzl G.fPa.p'To, x'IJpu;•µ.(I, tr;;, ":~w:ov tr~,:-11pia.,. After that L goes on : i",r,;, 
0~ 1ea:l 'T'a.ii~a. ~spOµ.r,a, µ.,.,~ ,,.o !fo/3o'ii,To ,.,ap· ,hatr'7"ef; ;1 "·'7'.A, 

' Vv. 15-18 occur in the Evang. Nicoll. 14, in 'l'hilo, p. 618; Tischen­
ilorf, p. 242 f. They might thcrtfore ha \"C alma<ly appeared iu the Acts or 
]'ilate, which co111position, as is well known, is workctl up in the Gu,pel <!/ 
Xicodenws. Ilitschl, in the tl,eol. Ja/,rl,. 18!,l, p. 52i, wonld infer this frn111 
'J'crtullian, .Apol. 21. But scarcely with warrant, for 'fcrtullian, I.e., wh,ir~ 
1hcrc is contained an excerpt from the Acts of Pilate, is founded upon the 
tradition in Ilic .Acls of t/i, Aposlles, foreign to the Synoptics, rcg:mling tl,e 
forty d<1ys. 
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viYiclne1-s nnd clenmcss on the pnrt of the compiler!); in 
i11diYi1lunl expressions it is quite at variance with the sharply 
defined manner throughout of J\fark (see the notes ou the 
passages iu detail, and Zeller in the thcol. Jalt,·b. 184:l, p. 4:iO) ; 
it does not, moreover, presuppose what has been previously 
rcbted (see especially ver. 9: arp' ~; fa13,.8i .. i",a ou,11,., and tlw 
want of auy account of the meeting in Galilee that was 
promised at ver. 7), and has even apocryphal disfigurements 
(Yer. 1S: irps,; ... /31.a'i-'11), - 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
d11sion: for the announcement of ver. 7, and the last words 
i:;o/3o:;~,o 1ap themselves, decisively show that ::\fork did not 
iutend to conclude his treatise with these wonls. But whether 
Jlarl~ himself left tl.te Gospel unfinished, or whether the con­
elu;;iou 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 lG-2O), but 
must, nevertheless, after ver. 8 have contained some iuciLlent, 
hy means of which the angelic announce111ent of ver. 6 f. 
was still, even in spite of the women's silence in ver. S, 
conveyed to the disciples. Just as little with reference to the 
apocryphal fragment 1 itself, vv. 9-20,-which already in very 
l'arly times (although not by ~fork himself, in opposition to 
::\Lichaelis, Hug, Guericke, Ehranl, and others) ,ras incorporated 
,rith the Gospel as a conclusion (even Syr. has it; am! lren. 
Haer. iii. 10. G quotes ver. 19, and Hippol. vv. 17, 1S),-is there 
anything more definite to be established than that it was com­
posed independently of our Gospel, in which case the point 
n~mains withal undecided whether the author was a Jewish 
or a Gentile Christian (Credner), as indeed at lt,ast "'fw,r, 
r;u,3,3a;r,Jv, ver. 9 (in opposition to CreLlner), might be used by om! 
who had been a Jew and had become conversant with Hellenic 
life. - Against the genuineness the following have declared 
themselves: Michaelis (Jfofcrstclmngsgcsch. p. 170 ff. ; Binl. 
p. 1059 f.), Thies, Bolten, Griesbach, Uratz, Berthohlt, Rosen­
rni.iller, Schulthess in Tzschimer's Anal. III. 3; Schulz, Fritzsche, 
Schott (!sag. p. 94 ff., contrary to his Opusc. II. p. 12!J ff.), l'aulus 
(c.ccgct. Handb.), Crcdncr, \Vieseler (l'ommcntat. 1w1,i. loci )fare. 
xvi. 0-20 et Joh. xxi. 9c1mini sint, etc., Gott. 183\l), :K emleckt:!r, 

1 That it is afrngme.nt, which originally stoo,l in connection with matter prc­
ccuing, is plain from the fact that in ver. 9 the subject, , ·1•~••r, is not namcu. 
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Tischemlorf, Tiitschl, E\\'alLl, J:euss, Auger, Zcllf'r, Hitzig (\\'lio, 
ho\\'eYer, regards Luke as the author), ~chcnkel, \V eiss, Holtz­
mann, Keim, and Yarious others, including Hofmann (Sdir(lt­
brw. II. 2, p. 4). In fm•oni· of the genuineness: Richard Simon 
(Mst. crit. p. 114 f'.), 1\Iill, Wolf, Bengel, l\Iatthaei, Eichhorn, 
Storr, Kuinocl, Hug, Feilmosrr, Yater, Saunier, Scholz, Rinck 
(L11c11br. rrit. p. 311 ff.), de \Vette, Schwarz, Guericke, Olshausen, 
EIH"ard, Lange, Bicek, Bispiug, Schleiermacher also, and various 
others. 1 Lachnrnnn, too, ha& adopted the section, as according 
to his critical principles it was uecessary to do, since it is found 
in most of the uncials (only B ~ have it not), Vulg. It. Syr., etc. 
\Ve may add that he did not n•gard it as genuiue (sec i:ltnd. 11. 

Krit. 1830, p. 84H). 

Vv. 1-8. See on l\Iatt. xxviii. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxiv. 
1-11. - Dla"fEVOJ.I,. Tov o-a,8,8.J i.e. ou Saturday (lftrr s1111sd. 

See Yer. 2. A difference from Luke xxiii. 56, which is 
neither to be got rid of, with Elminl and Lange, by a dis­
tortion of the clear narmfo·e of Luke ; nor, with Ueza, Er. 
Schmid, Groti11s, \Volf, I:oscnmiiller, and others, by taking 
1i"fopao-av as a plupcifcct. l<'or examples of oia"l{vEa-0ai used 
l:f' the lapse of an intrrrcn-i119 ti1,1r (Dern. 541. 10, 833. 14; 
Acts xn. 1 :1, xxvii. ~), sec I:aphel, Pulyb. p. 157; Wetstein 
in loc. -They Lought aromatic herbs (apwµ,aTa, Xen. Auab. i. 
ii. 1 ; Pulyb. xiii. 9. 5) to miugle them with oi11t111ent, and so 
to anoint the dead body therewith (aX€{,Jr.). This is no co11-
tradiction of John xix. 40. See on l\fott. xxvii. 59. -
Yer. 2 f. ?Tpwt] "·ith the gcnitirc. Comp. Herml. ix. 10 l, 
a11d see geuerally, KTiiger, § 47. 10. 4. - T1J<; µ,ta<; a-a,8,8.J on 

thr S11mla.'J· See on ~fatt. xxviii. 1. - dvaTnXavT. Tov 1jX[ov] 

<(/lei' sun,·isc; uot : when the sun rose (Euranl, Hug, followi11g 
Grotius, Heupel, ·wolf, Heurna11n, l'aulus, and others), or: 
m1s abont to rise (so Kreus, llitzig), or: had bt91m tu 1·i.,c 
(Lange), which ,rouhl be avaTeXXovTo<;, ns is actually the 

1 Kiistli11, p. 3iS ff., ascl'ihes the section lo the allcg(•<l scconu. manipnl:ttol' 
of the Gospel. Lange conjectures (see his L. J. I. p. 166) that an inco111J>l1•te 
work of :.lark rcacl1ctl the Christian puulic e:u·!it·r than that which was snli­
s<'rp1ently cmnpletetl. Acco!'u.in;.: to llilgrnfrhl, the section is not witl1011t a 
genuine gl'onn,hrnl'k, but the J>rimitivc fol'm c,m no longer he ascertain(•,\ ; tlw 
<•\·:mgelist appears "to have uccomc unfaithful to his chief guide 111:ttthcw, in 
orJ.cr to finish well by means of an o!u.er representation." 
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reading of D. A difference from J olm xx. 1, nnd also from 
Luke xxiv. 1 ; nor will it suit well even with the 7rpwt" 
strengthened hy X{av; we must conceive it so, that tlw 
f;Ull had only just appeared a Love the horizon. - 7rpo, 
iauTOv, J in cornnnmication with each other. lJut of a Tiornan 
watch they know nothing. - EK T1/<; 0vpac;J The stone 
was rolled into the entrance of the tomb, and so closed 
the tomb, ,John XX. 1. - V Cl'. 4. ~v rya.p µerya, ucpoopa] 

"\V assenbergh in Yalckenaer, Schol. II. p. ::l 5, would trnuspose 
this back to ver. 3 after µv17µdou, as hns actually been 
clone in D. • Most expositors (inclmling l;ritzsche, de vVette, 
meek) proceed thus as respects the mcawing; holding that ryap 

brings in the reason for ver. 3. An arbitrary view ; it ref em 
to what immediately precedes. .After thry had looked 11p 

(their look was previously cast down) thry beheld ("contempla­
bantnr cum animi intentione," see Tittrnann, Synon. p. 120 f.) 
that the sfouc 1rns 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 lieen rolled 
away must of 11ecessity meet their eyes) it was i-cry great. 
I.et us conceive to ourselves the very large stone lyiny 
close by the door of the tomb. Its rolling away, however, 
hn1l not occurred while they were beside it, as in l\fatthew, 
hut previously; so also Luke xxi,·. 2, 23; John xx. 1. 
.As to ucpoopa at the end, comp. on Matt. ii. 10. - Ver. 5. 
vEav[uKov] l\Iark and Luke (who, l1owever, differ in the 
111wibe1': avope<; OIJO) relate the angelic appearance as it 
prtscnfctl itself (KaTa TO cpaivoµ,Evov) ; Matthew (who, how­
ever, places it not in the tornu, but upon the stone), as that 
which it actually 1cas (&ryryEAoc; Kvpi'ou). On the form of c1, 

young man assumed by the nngel, comp. 2 Mace. iii. 2 6 ; 
,Joseph. Antt. v. 8. 2 f., aud Gen. xix. 5 f. - iv T. OEE-] on 
the right hand in the tomb from the entrance, therefore to 
the left hand of the place where the body would lie. -
Ver. G. Simple <1.,y11dda in the lively eagerness of the dis­
course. - Ver. 7. ui\.X'] brcal.:ing o.ff, before the summons 
which smldenly intervened, IGihner, II. p. 4;39; Ellemlt, 
Lex. Soph. I. p. 7 8 f. - Ka~ Tcji llfrp<p] to His diseiples ancl 



246 TIIE GOSPEL OF MAI:K. 

(among tl1ese especially) to P..ta. Comp. 1. ;_i ; Acts i. 1-! ; 
:m<l see Grotius. The special prominence of Peter is explnine!l 
hy the ascendancy an<l precec1cnce, which by means of J es11s 
Himself (~fatt. xvi. 18) he possessed as JHimHs i;ilcr 2mrr.~ 
(" dux apostolici cactus," Grotins; comp. also :'.lark ix. 2, 
xi\·. 33), not by the dcnfrtl of Peter, to ,vhom the announce­
ment is held to have given the assurance of forgiveness 
(Theophylact, Euthymins Zigabenus, Victor Antiochen11s, 
Calovius, Heurnarm, Kuinoel, Lange, and others), which is 
assmne<l with all the greater arbitrariness without any indica­
tion in the text, scci11g that possil,ly Peter might have con­
clndecl just the contrary. - on] recitative, so that vµas aml 
vµ'iv apply to the cli.~1·1)1/ts as in l\fatthew. - ,ca0wr; li:£1,EIJ 

vµ'iv] xiv. 2 8. Tt relates to tlw 11"/iolc of what 111·eceLl!'s: 
r.poa,yei uµiis IC.T.A.. (l}l(! EKf"i avT. o,y. The latter was i,1dircctl,1; 

contained in xi\·. 28.-The circumstance that here 7mpamliv11 
1·s made fm· a narrative of a meeting together in Galilee, l>11t 
no such account subsecp1ently follows, is an argument justly 
lirought to bear against the genuineness of ver. !) ff. That 
the women ditl not execute the angel's charge (ver. 8), does 
not alter the course of the matter as it had been indicated hy 
the angel; and to explain that inconsistency by tlie fact th:it 
the ascension does not well agree with the Galilenn meetiu.!,!, 
is inadmissible, because l\lark, according to our pm,sage arnl 
xiv. 28, rnust of necessity have assumed such a meeting, 1 

consequently there was nothing to hinder him from represcut­
ing Jesus as journeying to Galilee, and then again returning 
to J udaea for the ascension (in opposition to de \Y ette J. -
Yer. 8. oci] explicative, hence also ,ycip hns found its war 
into cod<l. and VSS. (Laclunann, Tischendorf). - ovoevl 01.ID(V 

1 It is chamctcristic of Selieukd that he assumes the Gospel to have i·eall!I 
do,c,l with vcr. 8, aml that it is "mere unprove,l conjl't!nrc" (p. 3]!)) th:i t 
the conclusion is lost. Snd1 a supposition tlouhtless lay in his interest as 
"l'l'osctl to the bOlli!y resnrrcction ; hut even \'Cl", i aml xh·. 28 ought to haYo 
matle him too prudent not to sec (p. 3:13) in the ab;;,•ncc of nny appcamncl·S of tlw 
ris,•n Lortl in lllnrk the weightiest evi,lcncc in fa,·our of the l'nrly composition 
d his Gospel, wlH'rcas he comes to the uuhistorienl conclusion that Peter di,I 
11nt touch on thcs,· appcnrnnccs in his tliS<·omscs. Sec Acts x. 40 f., and ['l'C• 

Yiously ii. 32, iii. 15. 
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E:r.ov] The suggestion that we should, with Grotius, Heupel, 
Kuinoel, and many morn, mentally supply: on the 1cay, is 
tlcvisccl for the sake of Luke xxiv. 9 ; rather is it irnplil'd, 
that from fear aml amazement they left the lJi<l<liug of the 
angel at ver. 7 uufullilled. It is otherwise in l\Iatt. xXYiii. 8. 
That suliscqucntly they told the commission given to them by 
the augel, is 1,clf-c,·ident; but they did uot c:i:ccutc it. -EixE OE 
avTa<; 1'.T.A..] Hom. Jl. vi. 137; Hcrotl. iY. 15; Soph. Phil. 
681 ; also in the LXX. 

V,·. 9, 10. Now l;cgins the apocryphal l'ragmeut of sollle 
uthcr crnngdical treatise (doubtless written very much in tlw 
way of epitome), which has been added as a conclusion of our 
(;c,spcl. In it, first of all, the appearance related at John 
xx. 14-18 is girnn in a meagre abstract, in which the remark, 
\\·hich in ::\lark's connectio11 was here wholly inappropriate (at 
the most its place would have been xv. 40), -,rap 1ji; EK/3E/3A.. 
Er.Ta oatµ,., is to be explained iy the fact, that this casting out 
of drlllons was related in the writing to ·,d1ich the portion 
had originally belonged ( comp. Luke viii. ~)- - -,rpwi" r.pwT"!I 
ua/3/3.] is joined Ly Dcza, Castalio, Heupel, Wolf, Hoscnmiiller, 
l 'aulus, Fritzsche, de ,v ette, E,rnkl, and others ,,·ith avaunt, 
oi, Lnt by Se,·erus of Antioch, Uregory of :Xyssa, Theophylacl, 
Euthymius Zigabenns, Victor, Grotius, l\IiH, Bengel, Kuiuocl, 
Sclrnlthess, and others, with Ecpav17. "' e cannot decide tlw 
point, since we do not know the connection with what 
\\·ent before, in which the fragment originally occurred. If it 
were an integral part of om Gospel, it would have to be 
connected with EcpitvTJ, since ver. 2 already presupposes tl1e 
time of the resurrection having taken place, and now in the 
progress of the narratiYe the question was not about tln's 
specification of time, hut about the fact that ,T esus on the 
very same moming made His first appearance. - As well -,rpw-rr, 
as tl1e singular ua/3/3aTou ( comp. Luke xviii. 12) is surprising 
after ver. 2. Yet it is to bP, conceded that even l\lark himself 
-1111yht so vary the expressions. - -,rap' 17,] ( sec the critical 
remarks): am1y froni 1dt0m (French: de cite::). See Matthiae, 
p. 13 7 8. The exprc~sion with EK/3<tAAEtv is not elsewhere found 
in the :X. T. - Yer. 10. Foreign to :i\lark is here-(1) hdv11, 
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which never occurs (comp. iv. 11, vii. 13, xii. 4 f., xiv. 21) 
in his Gospel so devoid. of emphasis as in this case. A!'l 
nnemphatic stands K1LKE'i11oi in Yer. 11, but not at Yer 13, as 
also EKEL11aic; in ver. 13 and EKEivai at ver. 2 0 are empliatic. 
(2) 7ropw0E'i(ja, which word. :\fork, often as lie had occasion 
for it, never uses, while in this short section it occurs th;·r,, 

times (vv. 12, 13). l\Ioreover, (:J) the circumlocution -ro'ic; 

JJ,E'T' UV'TOU "f€110JJ,EVO£<:;, instead of 'TO£<; µa0ri-ra'ir; av-rou (the latter 
docs not occur at all in the section), i:-; foreign to the Gospels. 
The µa0riTa£ in the more cxtcmll:d sense are meant, the apostles 
and the rest of the companions of ,T esus ; the apostles alone 
me designated at ver. 14 by al E110E1Ca, as at Luke xxiv. !), 

33; Acts ii. 14. - 7r€110av(j£ "· KA.aioua-i] who WC1'C ?/lOlll'lli11y 

mul weeping. Comp. Luke vi. 23, although to dcricc the 
,vords from this passage (Schulthess) is arbitrary. 

Ver. 11. Comp. Luke xxiv. 10, 11; ,John xx. 18. -The 
fact that 0Ea(j0ai apart from this section cloes not occur in 
l\Iark, forms, considering the frequency of the use of the \\"OJ'(] 

elsewhere, one of the signs of a strange hand. By J0Ea0ri is 
not merely indicated that He had been scrn, but that He had 
been gazed ttpon. Comp. ver. 14, and see Tittmann, Synan. 
p. 120 f. - am(j-rE'iv does not occur in Mark except here 
and at ver. 16, but is altogether of rare occurrence in the 
:N. T. (even in Lnke only in chap. xxiv.) 

Vv. 12, 13. A meagre statement of the contents of Luke 
xxiv. 13-33, yet provided with a traditional explanation (dv 
frJpq, µopipfi), and presenting a variation (or.ioi: EK€L11otr; J-rr{­
(j'Tfu(jav) which betrays as its source I not Luke himself, lmt 
U divergent tradition. - µE-ra -ravTa] (r(flcl" what -was ?W1'1'llf('ll 

in vv. 9-11) does not occur at all iu l\Iark, often as he 1111j1hl 
have written it: it is an expression fo1'cign to him. How lou_,/ 
after, does not appear. According to Luke, it was still on 
the same day. - €~ av-rwv] 'TWV µE-r' avrou "f€IIOJJ,€11WII, vcr. 10. 

1 De Wette wrongly thinks (following Storr, Kuinocl, and others) here a111l 
repen.tcdly, that an ioterpoln.tor wouhl not have allowecl himscH to extract so 

Ji·eely. Our author, in fact, wrote not as an i11tc1·polato1· of .1.l[m·k (how un­
skilfully otherwise must he l1n.ve gone to work !), but i11depe11,/e11tly of Jforl·, 
for the purpose of completing whose Gospel, however, this frag111cnt \\'as suL­
sequently used. 
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- r.epir.aTovrnv] cuntibus, not while they stood or sat or lar, 
hut as they ·1mll:cd. l\Iorc precise information is then giwu 
in r.opwoµEvoi<; Ei<; li-ypov: while they went intu the COllilli'!J. -

icfm11<?pw071] ver. 1-!; John xxi. 1, He became risible to thc1,1,, 
was brought to view. The expression does not directly point 
to a " ghostlike" appearance (in opposition to de ·w ette ), since 
it does not of itself, although it dues by iv eTipq, µoprf,fi, 
point to a snpernatnral clement in the bodily mOlle of 
appearance of the risen Lonl. This iv hipq, µoprpfi is not to 
he referred to other clothing nud to an alleged disfigurement 
of the face by the sufferings borne on the cross (comp. 
<:rotius, Heumann, Bolten, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others), but 
to the borWy form, that was dijfL·rcnt from what His previous 
form had been,-which the tradition here followed assumed in 
orller to explain the circumstance that the disciples, Luke 
xxiv. lG, did not recognise Jesus who walked and spoke 
with them. - Ver. 13. KaKEivoi] these also, as l\lary had done, 
ver. 10. - TOt, AOl'll"Ot',] to the others -y1woµEI/Ol', µET. avTOu, 

vv. 10, 12. - ovoe E/C€tl/Ol', brtrTT.] not even thcin did they 
believe. A (lifference of the tradition from that of Luke 
xxiv. 34, not a confusion with Luke xxiv. 41, which belongs 
to the follo1ci11g appearance (in opposition to Schulthess, 
1''ritzsche, <le Wette). It is boundless arbitrariness of har­
monizing to assume, as <lo Augustine, de conscns. cmng. iii. 25, 
Theophylact, and others, including Kuinoel, that under i\i-yov­
Ta,; in Luke xxi,,. 34, and also under the unbelievers in the 
pa~sage hcfore us, we are to think only of some, and those dif­
facnt at the two places; while Calvin makes the distribution 
in such a manner, that they had doubted at first, but had aftcr­
-1rnrds believed ! Bengel gives it conversely. According to 
Lange, too, they had been believing, but by the message of the 
disciples of Ernmaus they were led into new doubt. ·where 
1loes this appear? According to the text, they believed neither 
the :l\fagclnlene nor even the disciples of Emmans. 

Ver. 14. 'To-TEpov] not found elsewhere in lVfark, docs not 
mean : at last (Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Schulthess, and many 
others), although, according to our text, this appearance was the 
last (comp. )Iatt. xxi. 37), bnt: aftmcards, s11usN111cntly (l\latt. 
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iv. 2, xxi. 2 9; J oltn xiii. 3 G), which certainly is a Yery indefinite 
specificatiun. - The narrative of this appearance confuses Yery 
different elements ,rith one another. It is manifestly (see vcr. 
15) the appearance which acconling to i\Iatt. xxviii. l(i 

took place un the mountain in Galilee ; but ,iva,cEtµevoic; (u-, 

they 1·l'cl i1wl ul tubfr) introduces an altogether different scenery 
and locality, and perhaps arose from a confusiou with the 
inciLlcnt co11tai11t·ll I in Luke xxiv. 42 f., or Acts i. 4 (according 
to the view of uuva"}..i/;,:iµEvoc; as conrcscrns) ; ,d1ile also the 
reproaching of the unbelief is here out of place, aml appears 
to have been iutroduced from some confusion with the hi:;tory 
or Thornas, ,Tohu xx., and with the notice contained iu Luke 
xxiv. 2;i; for which the circumstance mentioned at the appear­
ance 011 the rnonntaiu, l\lntt. xxviii. 17 (o[ DE iSt'uTauav), 

furnished a certain basis. - auTo'ic; -ro'ir; l11DE1Ca] ipsis m11lccim. 
Observe the ascending gradation in the three appcaranccs­
(1) to l\fary; (2) to two of His earlier companious; (:.:l) to th,· 
eleven tlicmsclrc:;. Of other appearances in the cii-cfr <!f tl,,. 
rlcvcn om author knows nothing; to him thi1, was the vnl.11 
one. See ver. 19. - on J eq ni valent to Elr; J,c.'ivo on, Luke 
xvi. 3; John ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51, xvi. 9; 2 Cor. i. 18, xi. 10. 

Ver. lG. Continuation of the same act of speaking. -1ru.uu 

-rfi 1'TlO"Et] to the whole crcotiu11, i.e. to all ci·catu;-cs, by which 
expression, howeYer, in this place, as in Col. i. 2:J, all mm 

are designated, as those "·ho are creatccl ,ca-r' igox1111, as the 
1:abLiuic n1•i:ii1 is also used (see Lightfoot, p. G73, and ·wet­
stein 1·n lac.). Not merely the G'c11ti/c:; (\\'ho are called hy 
the nabbins contemptuously m•,:in, see Lightfoot, l.c.) am 
meant, as Lightfoot, Hammond, Knatchbull, and others wonl1l 
liave it. Thi~ would be in accordance neither with ver. 1 G f., 
where the discourse is of all believers without distinctiou, 
nor with J,c,ipugav 1ra11Taxou, Yer. 20, wherein is included the 
n1lfrc missionary activity, not merely the preaching to the 
Gmtilcs. Comp. on '1T"UIJTa Ta W1117, Matt. XXYiii. 19. Nor yet 
is there a pointiug in -rfi KT{o-Et at the glorijicat-ion of the 1clw!,· 
(If nature (Lange, comp. Dengel) by means of the gospel (cornp. 

1 H,•za, C'alo,·ins, awl olhcrs w1011 0ly explain "'"~"I'· as: mm ~ccfr11li&11.,. 
Comp. xiv. 18. 
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Tiom. viii.), which is wholly foreign to the conception, as plainly 
appears from what follows (o ... o oe). As in Col. l.c., so here 
also the designation of the uniYersal scope of t1w apostolic desti­
nation by mfcrn Tfj icT{un has in it son1ething of solemnity. 

Yer. lG. Jic 1tho shrrll hrrrc become bdfrring (see on Rom. 
xiii. 11), awl hare been bapti.:c1l, shall attain the .,,ffcssianfr 
salration ( on the establishment of the kingLlom). The ncccssit,11 
of baptism-of baptism, namely, reganlell as a necessary divinrl11 
orda i11ccl cm1scqurnt of the having become believing, without, 
l10wever (as Calvin has obse1Ted), being regarded as cliinitlin 
salutis ca11sa-is here (comp. John iii. 5) expressed for all 11c1 1• 

conm·ts, l.mt not for the chi/dmi of Cltristicms (see on 1 Cor. 
Yii. 14). - o OE a7Tt<T-r~ua,] That in the case of such baptism 
had not occurreLl, is obYions of itself; refusal of faith nece;;­
snrily excluded baptisrn, since such persons despised the 
i;nlvation offered in the preaching of faith. In the case or 
n baptism 1l'itlwut faith, therefore, the necessary subjective 
causa salntis would be wanting. 

Yer. 17. I,7µ,Ei'a] marvellous significant appearances for 
the divine confirmation of their faith. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 2 2. 
- -rot.', 7Tt<TTEvuovut] those 1clw h(l1:c become bdicring, gcneri­
crrlly. The limitation to the tcachas, especially the apostles 
and seventy disciples (Kuinoel), is erroneous. See ver. lG. 
The <TTJµ,eta adduced indeed actually occurred with the 
l1clic1:crs ns such, uot merely ,rith the teachers. See 1 Cor. 
xii. Yet in reference to the serpents and deadly drinks, see 
on ver. 18. l\Io1·co,·cr, Jesus docs not mean that ci•cry 011,· 

of these signs shall come to pass in the case of a-cry one, but 
in one case this, in another that one. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 4. 
- 1rapaico;\.] slwll follow them that believe, shall accom­
pany them, arter they have become belieYers. The word, 
except in Luke i. 3, is foreign to all the four evangelists, but 
c01np. 1 Tim. iv. G ; 2 Tim. iii. 10. - miim J 1diich follow. 
See Kriiger, Xcn. Anab. ii. 2. 2 ; Ki.Hmer, ad Awib. ii. 5. 10. 
- iv 'T<f' ovoµaTl µ,ov] in my name, which they confess, shall 
the g;-ound be, that they, etc. It refers to all the particular.,; 
which follow. - Oatµ,. iic,BaA.] Comp. ix. 38. - ,y)l.wuu. AaA. 
Katvat.'~] to spccrl.; with new la11911agcs. The ecstatic glossolalia 
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(see on I Cor. xii. I 0), which first appeared at the event of 
l'entecost, and then, moreover, in Acts x. 4G and xix. 6, 
and is especially known from the Corinthian church, had been 
converted by the tradition with reforeuce to the l'entecostal 
occurrence into a speaking in lang11a.1cs different from the 
mother-tongue (see on Acts ii. -1). .And such is the speaking 
in new languages mentioned in the passage before us, in 
such languages, that is, as they couhl not previour;ly speak, 
which were new and strange to the sz)C(d.:crs. Hereuy the 
writer betrays that he is writing in the sub-apostolic period, 
since he, like Luke in reference to the Pentecostal miracle, 
imports into the first age of the church a concrption of the 
,tJlos.solalia intensified by legend; nay, he makes the phenomenon 
thereby conceived as a speaking in strange languages to be 
,wen a common possession of believers, while Luke limits it 
solely to the unique event of Pentecost. \Ve must accordingly 
11nderstancl the r-f), .. wuu. A.aA.Etv Kawa,, of onr text, not in the 
r;cnse of the speaking 11.,ith tongues, I Cor. xii.-xiv., but in the 
sense of the much more wonderful speaking of languages, Acts 
ii., as it certainly is in keeping with the two strange par­
ticulars that immediately follow. Hence every rationalizing 
attempt to explain away the concrete designation derive,l, 
without any lloubt as to the meaning of the author, from the 
Acts of the .Apostles, is here us erroneous as it is in the case 
of Acts ii., whether recourse be had to generalities, such as 
the newness of the utterance of the Christian spirit (Hilgen­
fold), 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 in Herzog, Eury kl. XV III. p. 6 8 7 ff. The ecstatic 
phenomena of Moutanism and of the lrvingites present no 
analogy -with tile passage b,forc 11s, because our passage has to 
clo with la11g11agc8, not with tongues. Enthymins Zi~abenus: 
,y;\.wuuai, fivai,, OtaAEKToi, aA.A.oe0viuw. 

Ver. 18. "OcpEt. apovu,] 1'/tcy shall lift 11}} SC1'J>1'1tl8 (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 a<lder on the hancl of Paul in Acts xxviii. 2 ff. 
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is different) ; it ,rnultl, moreover, be too mucl1 like juggling 
for a u71µE'iov of belie,·crs, and betrays quite the character 
of apocryphal legend, for which, perhaps, a traditional dis­
tortion of the faet recorded in Acts xxviii. 2 f. furnished a 
bnsis, whilst the serpent-charming so widely diffused in the 
East (Elsner, Ouss. p. lGS; Wetstein in loc.; Winer, Rcalw.) 
l,y rmalogy supplied material enough. The promise in Luke 
x. 19 is specilicallr distinct. Others have adopted for atpEw 
the mcaniug of tal.:illf/ out rif tlu· 1rn.71 (,John xvii. 5 ; l\iatt. 
xxiv. 39; Acts xxi. 3G), and have understood it either of the 
<li-iri11:1 wcay, banishing (Luther, Heumanu, Paulus), or of the 
rlcst;-oying of the serpents (Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, 
1,oth 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 1Jc 
sufficiently marrnllous. The meaning: "to plant serpents 11s 

sig;zs of victory with healing rjjict," in which actual serpents 
would luwe to be thought of, but according to their symbolical 
significance, has a place only in the fancy of Lnnge excited 
hy ,John iii. 14, not in the text. The singular thought must 
nt least have been indicated by the addition of the essentially 
necessary word u71µE'ia (Isa. v. 2 G, xi. 12), as the classical 
writers express rnisiug a signal by atpELv u17µ.E'iov ( comp. 
Thuc. i. 40. 1, and Kriiger thereon). - ,c&v 0avau. -n Trlwuw 
K.T.'X..J Likewise an apocryphal appendage, not from the direct 
contemplation of the life of belieYers in the apostolic age. 
The practice of condeuming to the cup of poison gave material 
for it. But it is not to be supposed that the legend of the 
harmless poison-draught of John ( comp. also the story of Justus 
lJai-sabas 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, hist. apost. v. 20, and the Acta Joh. in 
Tischendorl', p. ~GG ff., not me11tioned till Augustine); it rather 
appears to haYe formed itself on occasion of 1\fatt. xx. 2;: 
from our passage, or to have developed itself 1 out of the same 

1 Lange knows how to rationalize this ,r,I'-''" also. In his view, there is 
symbolically expressed "the subjccti~c restoration o,· liie to invulnerability." 
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eouception whence our expression arose, as <lid other similar 
traditions (see Fabricius in Al.Jd. p. 576). On 0avu.u1µov, 
which only occurs here in the N. T., eqnivalent to 0avaT17cf,opov 
(.fas. iii. 8), see \Vetstein, and StallLamn, ml Plat. Bi'p. p. 
ti 10 C. - ,caA.w<; f!ovuw] the sick.1 Comp. Acts xxviii. 8 f. 

Yv. 19, :!U. 1'lw Lord Jl'sus tlimfurc (see the critical 
ren1arks). ovv annexes what now emerged as the final 
re~ult of that last meeting of Jesus with the eleven, and that 
as ,rell in reference to the Lord (ver. 19) as in reference also 
to the disciples (ver. ~0); hence µEv ... oe. Accordingly, 
the transition hy means of µEv ovv is not incongruous 
(Fritzsche ), but logil'ally correct. nut the cJprcssion µEv ovv, 
as ·,rell as o ,cupwc; 'l7Juovc;, is entirely forei6n to :Mark, 
frequently as he lw.ll occasion to use both, and therefore is 
one of the marks of another author. - fJ,ETa. To :\.aXi]uai 
avTOi:c;] cannot be referre!l without harmonistic violence to 
anything else than the !1iscourses }ust uttered, vv. 14-18 
(Theophylact well says: -ravm DE XaX1juac;), not to the 
1·ollcctn:c discouncs of the forty days (Augustine, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, l\faldonatus, Bengel, Kuinoel, Lange, ancl others); 
and with this in substance agrees Ebrard, p. 5 9 7, who, like 
<: rotius and others, finds in vv. 15-18 the aceonnt of all that 
,T esus 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 Lnke xxiv. 44. 
nut if Jesus, after haring discoursl'd to the di,;r111lcs, vv. 
14-18, was taken up into heaven (avEX.1icp817, see Acts x. IG, 
i. 2, xi. 22; 1 Tim. iii. 113; Luke ix. 51), it is not withal to 
lie gathered from this ray compendious account, that the 

Christ is hchl to deelal'C that the poison-cup wonhl not harm His pcoph·, 
1•rimarily in the symbolical sense, just as it di,l not harm Socrates in his 
soul ; but also in the typical sense: that the life or believers wouhl be ever 
111ore and morn streugthcned to the ovcrcomiug of all hurtful influeuccs, an,l 
wouhl in many cases, "vcn in the literal sense, miraculously overcome them. 
This is to put into, aud take out of the pass,1g,•, exactly what pleases sub­
jectivity. 

1 Not the believers who heal (Lange: "they on their part shall enjoy perfect 
hPalth "). 'l'liis pervertc,1 meaning would nc·etl at least to have been suggcste,l 
!,y the use of,.,.; ,.i,,.; (and they 011 their part). 
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writer makes ,T es11s pass from the ,·oom wl1ci'c tlir'!J n·crc at 
-111mt to heaven (Strauss, B. Bauer), any more than from 
~1K€ivo£ OE Efd\,0ovw, it is to be held that the apostles 
immediately after the ascension departed into all the world. 
The representation of vv. 19, 2 0 is so evidently limited only 
to the outlines of the subsequent history, that between the 
µ€Ta 'TO AaA~(Ta£ QV'TOt,<; and the UV€A.1jcp011 there is at least, as 
may lJc um1crstood of itself, suflicient space for a going forth 
(!{ Jesus -1cith the di,;c111lcs (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 
i1l\'isible, his words tlo not show, and it. must remain quite 
a question um1ctermined. - Kai, (Ka0u:T€V EK 0€ftwv 'T. Ehov] 
reported, it is true, not a~ an object of sense-perception (in 
opposition to Schulthess), but as a co11scqncncc, that lulll set in, of 
the &veA17cp011 ; not, however, to be explained away as a mernly 
-',1;mbolical expression (so, for example, Euthymius Zigabenus: 
'TO µev Ka0(crat 01JA.01, ctVU'T/"avaw Kat U'T/"UA.aVO'lV 'TI]<; 0efar; 
{3aO'tAe{ar;· 'TO CIE EK O€ftwv 'TOV Ehov ol,ce{(J)(]'lV Ka£ oµonµ{av 
7rpor; 'TOV 7/"a'Tepa, Kuinoel : " Clllll Deo regnat et summa 
f'dicitate perfrnitur "), but to be left as a local fact, as actual 
occupation of a seat on the divine throne (comp. on l\fatt 
Yi. 9; see on Eph. i. 20), from which hereafter He will descend 
to jmlgment. Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche, nom opusc. p. 209 ff. 
- As to the ascension generally, see on Luke xxiv. 51. 

Ver. 20. ,vith the ascension the evangelic history was at 
its end. The writer was only now concerned to add a con­
('lusion in keeping with the commission given by Jesus in 
ver. 15. He does this by means of a brief sn11wwry of the 
u11ostolic ministry, by which the injunction of Jesus, ver. 15, 
had been fulfilled, whereas all unfolding of its special details lay 
1 ,eyond the limits of the cu111gclic, and belonged to the region 
ot' the apostolic, history; hence even the effusion of the Spirit is 
1t0t uanated here. - €1C€i'voi] the i!voeKa, ver. 14. - Se] prepared 
for by µev, Yer. 19. - ifeA0ovT£i;-J namely, forth from the 
place, in which at the time of the ascension they sojom-nell. 
Comp. 7ropw0evnc;, ver. 15; Jerusalem is meant. - 7ravrn;,cov] 
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By wny of popular hyperbole; hence not to lJe nsecl ns n. 
proof in f:wonr of the composition not having taken pince 
till after the death of the apostles (in opposition to l<'ritzsche ), 
comp. Rom. x. 18; Col. i. G. - Tau 1cup[ov] nor Go1l (Grotim,, 
and also Fritzsche, comparing 1 Cor. iii. D ; Ileh. ii. 4), 
hut Chri:;t, as in ver. 19. The r;17µe'ia nre wrought by 
the exalted One. Comp. Matt. xwiii. 20. That the writrr 
has made use of Heb. ii. ::l, 4 (Schulthess, Fritzsche), is, co11-
si<lering the prevalence of the thought nnd the dissimilarity 
of the words, arbitrarily nssume1l. - o,a. Twv E7T'aKoAov0. 
r;17µe{1iJv] by the signs that follmml (the i\.o,yo,). The artidc 
,lenotes the signs :;pokcn of, which are promised nt ""· 1 7, 18, 
and indeed promised as accompanying those 1clw had bcco1,1c 
bclicurs; hence it is erroneous to think, as the expositors do, 
of the miracles pc1formal by the apostles. The coufinnation of 
the apostolic preaching was found in the fact thnt in the cosi: 
t!f t/wi;c 1rlw had become bclicrcrs by 111c1u1s of that prcachi11!f 
the r;17µe'ia promised at vv. 17, 18 occurred. - i-rraKoAov0. ic; 
foreign to all the c.;ospels ; it occurs elsewhere in the N. T. 
in 1 Tim. v. 10, 2 4 ; 1 !'et. ii. 21 ; in classical Greek it is 
Yery frequently used. 

I:E,IAP.K.-Thc fragment before llS, vv. D-18, compared \Yilh 
the parallel passages of the other Gospels and with Acts i. ::, 
presents a remarkable proof how uncertain and varied wns the 
tradition on the subject of the appearnnces of the Risen Lonl 
(see on Matt. xxviii. 10). Similarly \'Cl'. 19, comp. ,Yith Luke 
xxiv. 50 f., .Ads i. !) ff., shows us in what au uucertain allll 
varied manner tmdition had possessed itself oi· the fact of tlw 
uscension, indubitaLle as in itscli it is, and lmsed on the 
unanimous teaching of the apostles. 
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THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 

INTRODUCTION. 

§ 1.-ON THE LIFE OF LUKE. 

IIXCEPTING what the Acts of the Apostles and the 
l\tnline Epistles contain as to the circumstances 
of Luke's life, - and to this Irenaeus also, 
with whom begins the testimony of the church 

conccming Luke as the author of the Gospel, still confines 
himself, Hac1·. iii. 14. !,-nothing is historically certain con­
cerning him. According to Ensebins, H. E. iii. 4, Jerome, 
Theophylact, Euthymins Zigabenns, and others, lie was a 
natiYe of Antioch,-a statement, which has not failed down 
to the most recent times to find acceptance (Hug, Guericke, 
Thiersch), but is destitute of all proof, and probably 
originated from a confusion of the name with Lucius, Acts 
xiii. 1. Luke is not to be identified either with this latter 
or ,vith the Lucius that occurs in Rom. xvi. 21 (in opposition 
to Origen, Tiele, and others); for the name Lnlias may be 
abbreviated from Lucanus (some codd. of the Itala ham 
"secundum Lucanmn" in the superscription and in sub­
scriptions), or from Lucilins (see Grotius, and Sturz, Dial. 
1llrtc. p. 13 5), but not from Lucins.1 Comp. Lekelmsch, 
Uo111posit. d. Apostclgcsch. p. 390. Moreover, in the Constitt. 
ap. vi. 18. 5, Luke is expressly distiuguishecl from Lucius, 

1 How freely th<: Greeks clcalt in different forms of the same name, mny UC' 
~,·rn generally in Lobc,·k, Patl,o/og. p. 504 ff.-The notion of Lange (L. J. 
I'· 153, 1G8), that Luk,· is the person namecl Ari-~tion in the fragment of Papias, 
quoted by Euscbins, iii. 30 \&.p,u.,.,11,., = /ucere!), is a preposterous fancy, 
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,vhether he wns n Jew by l,il'th or n Gentile, is deciLlcd by 
Col. iv. 11, 14, where Luke is distinguished from those 
whom Paul calls ol lJvw; e,c 7r€p£Toµrr,. 1 But it must be 
left an open question whether he wns 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. 1 7 f., Guericke, meek). As to 
his civil calling he wail n physicinn (Col. iv. 14); and the v-ery 
late account (Nicephorns, H. E. ii. 4:1) that he had been at 
the same time n paintn·, is an unhistorical legend. When and 
how he became a Christian is unknown. Tradition, although 
only from the time of Epiphanius ( Haer. li. 12; also the pseudo­
Origenes, de ncta in Dcum fidc, in Orig. Opp., ed. de la Rue, 
I. p. SOG; Hippolytus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Nicephorus Callistns, and others), places him among the 
Sc1:cnty disciples,2 whereas Luke i. 1 f. furnishes his own 
testimony that he was not an eye-witness. Comp. Estius, 
Annot. p. 902 f. The origin of this legend is explained from 
the fact that only Luke has the account about the Seventy (in 
opposition to Hug, who finds in this circumstance a 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 joumey at Troas, where 
he, perhaps, hnd dwelt till then (Acts xvi. 10). We find 
him thereafter with the apostle in l\Iace<lonia (Acts xvi. 11 ff.), 
as well as on the third missionary journey at Troas, l\Iiletns, 

1 This passage tells against everything with which Tielc in the St11d. 11. Krit. 
1858, p. 753 ff. has attempteJ to make good that Luke was a Jew by birth. Ilis 
1·easons are based especially on the llebraisms occurring in Luk<-, but lose their 
importance partly in view of the like character which, it is to be assumed, 
marked the writings made use of as sources, partly in vi,·w of the Jewish-Greek 
nature of the evangl'Iie language current in the chmch, to which Luke haJ 
l,ccome habituated. The passage in the Colossians, moreover, has its meaning 
wrongly turned by Ticlc, as is also <lone by Hofmann, Scliriftbcw. II. 2, p. 99, 
who starts from the postulate, which is utterly incapable of proof, that all the 
N. T. writings arc of Israclitish origin. Seo on Col. iv. 11, 14. 

2 According to some mentioned hy Thcophylact, he is alleged to have been 
one 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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etc. (Acts xx. 5-xxi. 18). In the imprisonment at Caesarea he 
was also with him (Acts xxiv. 23; Col. iv. 14; Philem. 24), 
and then accompanied him to Rome, Acts xxvii. 1-xxviii. 1 G 
(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, I. p. 126 f.), 
which, since the time of Gregory of Nazianzus, makes him 
even a martyr (1llartyrol. Roni.: 18 Oct.), yet not unanimously, 
since accounts of a natural death also slip in. TVlw1·c he 
died, remains a question; certainly not in Rome with Paul, as 
Boltzmann conjectures, for his writings are far later. His 
Lones are said by Jerome to have been brought from Aclmia 
to Constantinople in the reign of Constantius. 

§ 2.-ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL. 

On the origin of his Gospel-which falls to be divided into 
three principal portions, of which the middle one begins with 
the departure for Jerusalem, ix. 51, and extends to xviii. 30-
Luke himself, i. 1-4, gives authentic 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 critical investigation on his own part, aiming at com­
pleteness and correct arrangement. Those earlier compositions, 
too, liad been drawn from apostolic tradition, but did not suffice 
for his special object; for which reason, however, to think merely 
of Jewish-Christian 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 (Weizsiickcr, p. 17; see on vi. 14 f.)-the Gospel of 
~lark. 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 douLt ,vhethcr Matthew also in his present form 
was made use of by him (according to Baur and others, even 
as principal somce) or not (Ewald, Reuss, ·w eiss, Holtzmann, 
lllitt, Schenkel, "\Yeiz~iicker, and others). At any rate he has 
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worked np the apostle's collection of Logia in part, not 
seldom, in fact, more completely and with more critical sifting 
witlml than our 1\Iatthew in his treatise. As, however, this 
collection of Logia was already worked up into the Gospel of 
:Matthew; and as the Gospel invested with this authority, it 
is a priori to be presumed, could hardly remain unknown 
and unhee<led by Luke in his researches, but, on the con­
trary, his having regard to it in those passages, where Luke 
agrees with Matthew in opposition to 1\Iark, presents itself 
without arbitrariness as the simplest hypothesis ;1 our first 
Gospel also is doubtless to be reckoned among the sources of 
Luke, but yet with the limitation, that for him l\Iark, who 
represented more the primitive Gospel and was less J udaizing, 
was of far greater importance, and that generally in his 
relation to 1\Iatthew he went to work with a critical incle­
pendence,2 which presupposes that he did not measure the 
share of the apostle in the first Gospel according to the later 
Yiew (comp. Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 411), but on the contrary 

1 If a use of ow· Matthew 1.,y Luke is quite rrjected, recourse must l.,c Jiau to 
the hypothesis (sec especially, Weiss in the Jahi·b. f. Deutsch. Theo/. 1865, 
p. 319 J[) that tho apostolic collection of Logiet alremly containeJ. very much 
historical matter, anJ. thereby alreaJ.y presenteJ. the type of the later Gospels. 
But in this way we again encounter the unknown quantity of a written primitive 
Gospel, while we come into collision "·ith the testimony of Papias. And yet this 
primitive collection of historical matter in connecliou with the >..o,•ia is he!J. to 
have excludcJ. uot only the history of the birth anJ. childhoo,l, !Jut also the 
history of the Passion from lllatt. xxvi. 6-12 0111\"ard; ,vhich latter exclusion, 
if once we impute to the >..,i,/a. an historical fr:u11e11"ork auJ. woof in the measure 
thought of, is hanlly concciva!Jle in view of the importance of the history of 
the l'assion and ltcsurrectiou. I am afrai,l that !Jy following ,v ciss, instcaJ. of 
the a-urypa.({ln .-;:,, >..oy;,.,,, whh:h Papias claims for lllatthcw, we get alrl'atly au 
historical •;•yn.-.. -even if only dealing aggregatdy-otltlly breaking off, more­
O\'er, with the history of the Passion ; i11stcaJ. of the unk11ow11 primitive-l\lm·k, 
an unknown primitive-1\Iatthew. 

2 As J.ecisivo against the supposition that Luke knew our l\Iatthew, ii. 30 is 
cited (sec especially, Weiss and Holtzman11), anJ. the genealogy of Jesus, so far 
as it goes by wny of Nathan,-ii. 39 bciug held to show that the preliminary 
history of l\Iatthew did not lie within the horizon of Luke. Certainly it did not 
lie within it; for he has critically eliminatetl it, anJ. given another, which lay in 
his horizon. And the fact that he gave a genealogical table not according to the 
royal line of J.escent, in which, nevertheless, Christ remained just as well tho 
Son of David, is likewise entirely accordant with the c1·itical task of the later 
work; for genealogies atconling to the royal line were certainly the 1110,t 
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l1nd no l1csitntion 1 in preferring other sources (as in the 
preliminary history). And other sources were :wailable for 
him, partly oral in the apostolic tradition which he sought 
completely to im·cstigate, partly written in the Gospel 
literature which l1ad already become copious. Such written 
r,;ources may in general be sufficiently recognised; they arc most 
readily discernible iu the preliminary history and in the account 
of the journeying (see on ix. 51), but not always certainly 
definable as respects their compass and in their original form, 
least of all in so far as to assume them to be only Jewish­
L'hristian, especially from the south of Palestine (Ki:istlin, 
comp. Holtzmanu, p. lGG). The arrangement which places 
l\Iark only after Luke involves us, when we inquire after the 
sonrces of the latter, in the greatest difficulty and arbitrariness, 
since Luke cannot possibly be merely a free elaboration of 
l\fatthew (Baur), and even the taking in of tradition and of 
written sources without l\lark (de ,vette, Kalmis, Bleck, and 
others) is in no wise sufficient. The placing of l\Iark as inter­
mediate between ?lfatthew and Luke, stedfostly contended for 
by Hilgenfeld in particular, would, if it were in other respects 
allowable, not r"ise up such invincible difficulties for our 
question, and at least would not require the hypothesis of 
Hilgenfeld, tlrnt our Matthew is a freer revision of the strictly 
Jewish-Christian writing which formed its basis, or even (see 
the Zeitschr. f wiss. Theo!. 18 6 4, p. 3 3 3) a tertiary formation, 
any more than it would need the insertion of a Petrine gospel 
between l\Iatthew and l\fark (Hilgenfeld, Kostlin). 

To carry back our Gospel in respect of its origin to apostolic 
(11/flwrity was a matter of importance to the ancient church in 
the interest of the canon ; and the connection of Lnke with 
l'(lul very naturally offered itself. Hence even Irenaeus, Haer. 

ancient. Only people should be in earnest in attril,uting to him the critical 
J>rocedurc, which he himself, i. 3, allirms of his work, also in relation to the 
Gospel of Matthew. Schenkel in particular (p. 345) lightly pronounces 
judgment over the criticism of the third Gospel. 

1 ·w c may dispense with the hypothesis, improbable even in itself, that Luke 
made use of Matthew according to au older and shorter redaction (de Wettc an,[ 
others), which is allegc<l to derive support especially from the gap Lct11w11 ix. 
1i and 18 compared with lllatt. xi\·. 22-xvi. 12. 
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iii. 1, qnoted by Ensehins, v. 8, states: Aovtdis oe o aKo?..ov0or; 
Ilav">..ov TO inr' f1'€LVOV ""IPV<T<TDµEvov Evaryrye?..tov €V /3i/3')\{~,, 

KaTE0ETo (comp. iii. 14. 1 f.); and alre:icly Origen, Eusehiw,, 
and Jerome find our Gospel of Luke <lesignate<l in the expres­
sion of Jl::ml TO evaryrye?..tov µov. 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 unmistakeahly 
apparent, but also in part as respects the historical matter,1 
since certainly Paul must, in accordance with his interest, 
his calling, and his associations, be supposed to have had, 
a.t 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 
Paulinr, Gospel, ours was the one of which llfarcion laid hold. 
How he mutilated and altered it, is evident from the numerous 
fragments in Tertullian, Epiphanins, Jerome, the pseudo-Origen, 
and others. 

RDIARK 1.-The view, acutely elaborated by Schleiermacher, 
that the whole Gospel is a stringing together of written docu­
ments (krit. Vcrsuch ubcr cl. Schrijtcn d. L1tl.:. I. Berl. 1837), is 
refuted at once by i. 3, and by the peculiar literary character of 
Luke, which is observable throughout. See H. Planck, Obss. de 
Lucac cvang. analysi critica a Schlcicrni. propos., Gott. 1819; 
Roediger, Symbolae ad N T. cvm1gclia potiss. pcrtin., Hal. 1827. 
And this literary peculiarity is the same which is also prominent 
throughout the Acts or the Apostles. See, besides the proofs 
advanced by Credner and others, especially Lekebusch, Coniposit. 
d. Apostclgcsch. p. 37 f[; Zeller, Apostclgcsch. p. 414 ff. 

REllIAl:K 2.-The investigation recently pursued, after the 
earlier precedents of Semler, Lolller, an<l others, especially by 

1 In reference to this, Thiersch, I,. im apost. z,-italt. p. 158, 177, is bohl 
enough arbitrarily to assume that Paul ha,l prucurc,l for Luke \\Titten recor<ls in 
accor<lnnce with 2 Tim. iv. 13. 
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Tiitschl (formerly), Baur, and Schwegler,1 in opposition to Halm 
(d. Ernn!J. Jiarcio11s in s. m·spr. Gestalt., Konigsb. 1823), to prove 
that the Gospel of l\farcion was the priniitii·c-L'llke, has reverted 
-and that indeed partially by means of these critics them­
selves, following the example of Hilgenfcld, krit. Untcrs. 18J0, 
p. 389 ff.-more and more to the view that has commonly pre­
vailed since Tertullian's time, that l\farcion abbreviated and 
altered Luke. l\Iost thoroughly has this been the case with 
Volkmar (tlu:ol. Jahrb. 1850, p. 110 ff., and in his treatise, das 
Ernngcl . .1.lfarcions, ii. Revis. d. ncucrcn Untcrs., Leip. 1852), with 
"·horn Kostlin, Urspr. n. Composit. d. synopt. Ev. 1853, p. 302 ff., 
essentially agrees. Comp. Hilgenfeld in the thcol. Jo.Mb. 1853, 
p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apostclgcsch. p. 11 ff. The opinion that the 
Gospel of l\farcion was the pre-canonical form of the present 
Luke, may be looked upon as set aside; and the attacks and 
wheelings about of the Tiibingen criticism have rendered in that 
respect an essential service. See :Franck in the Stitd. n. Krit. 
1855, p. 296 ff.; and on the history of the whole discussion, 
Bleek, Einl. p. 126 ff. For the Gospel of l\farcion itself,­
which has been ex mictoritatc i:ctcr. monit1n. dcscr. by Halm,­
see Thilo, Cod. Apoc1·. I. p. 401 ff. 

§ 3.-0CCASION AND OBJECT, TIME A..'<D !'LACE OF cmrPOSITIOX. 

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 occasioned by the relation, not more pre-

1 Ritschl, d. Eva11[J. Marcions u. d. kanon. Ev. d. Luk., e. krit. Unters., Tiib. 
1846; Baur, krit. Unters. iib. d. kauon. E~•a11gelien, Tiib. 1847, p. 393 fI. ; 
Schwegler, nachapost. Zeilalt. I. p. 261 ff. See, on the other hand, Harting: 
quaestioner.i de ,llarcione Lucani evan[J. aclulteralore, etc., novo examini submisit, 
lJtrecht 1849.-Ritschl has subsequently, in the theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 528 f., 
cc,nfessecl : "The hypothesis propoun<lecl by me, that llfarcion ditl not alter 
the Gospel of Luke, but that bis Gospel is a step towards the canonical 
Luke, I regard as refuted by Volkmar and Hilgenfclcl. Any one who considers 
the oneside<l exaggeration with which Hahn has <lcfcnde<l the customary vie,,, 
will kuow how to excuse my being led by him to au opposite onesi<le<lness." 
According to Baur, .Jlarkuseva11gel. 1851, p. 191 If., :irarcic,n had before him 
at least an ol<ler text of Luke, in many respects different from the canonical one. 
Certainly the text of Luke which was before lllarcion may have had indi,·i<lual 
rea<lings mere original than our witnesses exhibit ; an<l it is in general, so far as 
we can <listini,,uish it, to be regarde1l as tantamount to a very ancient manu­
script. But still Volkmar an<l Hilgenfel<l often overestimate its readings. 
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cisely known to us, in which the author stoocl to a certain 
Theophilus, for ,\·horn he made it his aim to Lring about by 
this presentation of the history a knowledge of the trust­
worthiness of the Christian instruction that he had rnceived. 
Sec vv. 1-4. Unhappily, as to this Theophilus, who, how­
ever, assuredly is no merely fictitious personage (Epiphanins, 
Heumann, and the Saxon Anonymus), nothing is known to us 
,\·ith certainty ; for all the various statements as· to his rank, 
natiYe country, etc. (see Crcdner, Einl. I. p. 144 f.), are 
destitute of proof, not excepting even the supposition which 
is found as early as Eutychius (Annal. Alex., ed. Selden et 
rocock, I. p. 334), that he was an Italian, or, more precisely, 
a Romon 1 (Hug, Eichhorn, and many others, including Ewald 
and Holtzmann). It is, although likewise not certain, acconl­
ing to Acts xxiii. 26, xxiv. 3, xxvi. 25, probable, tlrnt the 
mlLlress Kpana-Te points to a man of raid;; (comp. Otto in Ep. 
(((l Diogn., ed. 2, p. 53 f.); and from the I>auline doctrinal 
character of the historical work, considering that it was to 
1cerve as a confirmation of the instruction enjoyed by Theophilus, 
it is to be concluded that he ,ms a follower of Paul; in saying 
which, however, the very point whether he was a Jewish or a 
Gentile Christian cannot be determined, although, looking to 
the rauline author and character of the book, the latter is 
proLaLlc. The Clementine Rccognitioncs, x. 71, make him to 
he a man of high rank in Antioch ; and against this very 
ancient testimony 2 there is nothing substantial to ol1ject, if it 

1 Whether this follows from the passage of the )T uratorinn Canon ns to the 
Acts of the Apostles (Ewald, Jahrb. VIII. p. 126; Gesch. d. apost. Zeilalt. 
p. 40) is, considering the great corruption of the text, ,·cry douhtful. At least 
the very indicrition, according to which Theophilus wouhl appear a~ lil'ing 
in Rome, would be introduced into the fragment only by conjecture, an,l 
thnt, illlleccl, as daring a conjecture as Ewald gives. The text, namely, is, in 
his view, to be thus restored : "Acla onwimn aposlo/0111m sub 11110 libro scripla 
Lucas oplimo Tlteopltilo comprelte11!lit, omitte11s qttae sub praesenlici eJus si11y11/tt 
fJtrebant111·, .~icut et non niodo pas,iowm Petri evidentei· decC1'pit (or deco/lut_), 
sed et pmfectionem," etc. 

• With whieh the circumstance is easily reconcilable that in the Co11sW11tt. 
Ap. Yii. 46. 1 he is adduccu as the third bishop of Caesai·ea, Ami thrit in that 
place 0111· Theophilus is meant, is more than probable from the context, whern 
aln1ost none but New 'l'estarneut names nre mentioned. 



INTRODUCTION. 267 

l,e conceded that, even without being an Italinn, he might Le 
ncqnainte<l with the localities named in Acts xx:viii. 12, 13, 
13, without more precise specification. The idea that Luke, 
in composing the "·ork, has had in view other readers also 
besides Theophilus, not merely Gentile Christians (Tiele), is 
not excluded by i. 3 f., although the treatise was primarily 
destined for Theophilus and only by his means reached a 
,rider circle of readers, and then gradually, after the analogy 
of the N. T. Epistles, becnme the common property of 
Christendom. The Pauline standpoint of the author generally, 
and especially his universalistic standpoint, have been of 
essential influence on the selection and presentation of the 
matter in his Gospel, yet by no means to such an extent that 
we should have to substitute for the ohjectively historical 
character of the work,-according to which it had to pay due 
respect to the J udaistic elements actually given in the history 
itself,-a character of subjective set purpose shaping the book, 
as if its aim were to accommodate the J udaizing picture 
of the l\lessiah to the views of Paulinism and to convert the 
J udaistic conceptions into the Pauline form (Zeller, Apostcl­
fJCscli. 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. n. Krit. 18 61, p. 7 0 8 ff. ; Holtzmann, p. 3 8 9 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 by the further assumption 
that the original work had contained neither the preliminary 
history nor a number of other portions (according to Daur, 
iv. 16-30, v. 39, x. 22, xii. 6 f., xiii. 1-5, xvi. 17, xix. 18-46, 
xxi. 18, also probably xi. 30-32, 49-51, xiii. 28-35, and 
perhaps xxii. 3 0), and had only been brought into its present 
form by the agency of a later n!dacteur taking a middle course 
(Baur, 1Jlarkusci:ang. p. 223 ff.). Daur regards this latter as 
the author of the Acts of the Apostles. See, on the other 
haud, Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 446 ff. 
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The composition of the Gospel, placed by the Fathers as 
early as fifteen years after the ascension, by Thiersch, K. iili 

a post. Zcitalt. p. 15 8, and by various others as early as the 
time of Paul's imprisonment in Caesarca, is usually (and still 
hy Ebrard and Guericke) referred to the time soon after 
the apostle's two years' sojourn in Rome, which is narrated at 
the conclusion of the Acts of the Apostles. But as this 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. 2!)) already pre­
supposes the destruction of Jerusalem, and places between 
this catastrophe and the Parousia a period of indefinite 
duration (axpic; 7T'A1Jpw0w,n 1catpot i0vwv), Luke must have 
written within these ,catpot E0vwv, and so not till after tltc 
destruction of Jerusalem, as is rightly assumed by Credner, 
de Wette, meek, Zeller, Reuss, Lekebusch (Composit. d. Apos­
tclgesch. p. 413 ff.); Kostlin, p. 286 ff.; Giider in Herzog's 
Encykl.; Tobler, Evangclicnfr., Ziirich 18 5 8, p. 2 !), See 
especially, Ewald, Jahrb. III. p. 142 f.; Holtzmann, p. 404 ff. 
·with this also agrees the reflection, which so often presents 
itself in the Gospel, of the oppressed and sorrowful 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 Baur, Zeller (110-130 after 
Christ), I-Iilgenfeld (100-110) do, extending the duration of 
the ry.vEa to a Roman scculmn (in spite of ix. 27),-even 
although no criterion is to be derived from Acts viii. 2 6 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 reconciled 
approximately with this, but resists every later date,-and 
the more, the later it is. The Protcrangclimn Jacobi, which 
contains historical references to l\Iatthew and Luke (Tischen­
dorf: "TVann wurdcn misere Ernngelfrn 1:crji1sst ?" 1865, 
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p. 30 ff.), fails to gi\'e nny mo1·e exact limitaLion of time, as 
the <late of its own composition cannot be fixed with certainty. 
,v1iether in its present form it was used by Justin in particular, 
is very q uestionaule. 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). 

Whcrc the Gospel was written is utterly unknown ; the 
statements of tradition vary (Jerome, pmcf in Jlfatth.: "in 
Aclwiac Bocotiacquc partibrn, ; " the Syriac : in Ah-xa1ulria 
magna, comp. Grabe, Spicilcg. patr. I. p. 32 f.); and conjectures 
pointing to Cacscma (:Michaelis, Kuinoel, Schott, Thiersch, 
and others), Rome (Hug, Ewald, Zeller, Lekelmsch, Holtzmann, 
and otliers), .Achaia and llfaccdonia (Hilgenfeld in his Zcitschr. 
1858, p. 594; 1851, p. 179), and Asia 1lfinor (Kustlin), are 
not capable of proof. 

§ 4,-GENUINENESS AND INTEGnITY. 

The author <loes not name himself; but the unanimous 
tra<lition of the ancient church, which in this express state­
ment reaches as far back as Irenaeus (Hac1'. iii. 1, i. 27. 2, iii. 
14. 3 f., iii. 10. 1), designates Litke as the author (see also 
the Syriac and the Canon of lVIuratori); 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 Hilgenfelcl 
does on account of its alleged late composition. Papias, in 
Eusebius, iii. 39, <loes not mention Luke, which, however, 
caunot matter much, since it is after all only a fragment 
which bas heen preserved to us from the book of Papias. 
Moreover, the circumstance that l\farcion appropriated to him­
self this very Gospel, presupposes that he regar<led it as the 
work of a disciple of the Apostle Paul; indeed, the disciples 
of l\Iarcion, according to Tertullian, c. Jlfarc. iv. 5, attributed 
it directly to I>aul himself, as also the Saxon Anonymus 
preposterously enough bas again done. The unanimous 
tradition c,f 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 nt a 
time when there was a desire to possess among the Gospels 
of the church also a Pauline one (Kostlin, p. 2 91 ). That our 
Gospel-which, we may add, was made use of by Justin (see 
Semisch, Dcnkzo. Jmtins, p. 142 ff.; Zeller, Apostclgcsch. p. 
26 ff.1), and in the Clementine Homilies (see Uhlhorn, 
Homil. 1t. Rccognit. des Clc1ncns, p. 120 ff.; Zeller, p. 53 ff.)­
is not as yet quoted in the Apostolic Fathers (not even in the 
}:pistle of Barnabas), is sufliciently to be explained on the 
general ground of their preference for oral tradition,2 and 
by the further circumstance, that this Gospel in the first m­
stnnce was only a private document. 

REMARK.-That the person who, in the narrative of travel 
in the Book of Acts, speaks in the first persou (we) is neither 
Timothy nor Silas, see Introd. to Acts, § 1. 

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

1 Comp. also Cre<lner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 45. He, nevertheless, in this, I,is 
last work, calls in question Justin's <lirecf; irne of our Gospels, an<l only come,les 
that he knew them, an<l in particular that of Luke. 

2 See Gieselcr, E11tsteh. d. schrijll. Evanvelicn, p. 119 ff. 
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Ver. 5. ,; yuv~ a.u:-ou] B o• D L X ~, min. cod d. It. J er. Aug. 
Reda have yuv~ a.urff;. Approved by Gries b., adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. The Rcccpta is an exegetical alteration-which nlso 
holds true of the order of the words at ver. 10 in Elz. rou ,.a.nu 
t,v, instead of which r,v ;oLi i,a.ou is preponderatingly attested. 
- Ver. 14. Instead of yeve,w, Elz. has ymf,m, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. l<'rom ymr,,w, ver. 13. Comp. on l\Iatt. 
i. 18. - Ver. 20. -:-ri.wwOf,,rovrw] D, Or. have -:-r1-r;,rOf,rrov;w. If 
it were more strongly attested, it would have to be adopted 
(comp. on xxi. 22). - Ver. 27. The form e1ur,1Tnu11,. (Laclnn. 
Tisch.), instead of the reduplicated p,e1ur,,r,,u11,., has in this place, 
and still more at ii. 5, such important codd. iu its f::wour, that 
it is to be preferred, and 1;,ep,vr,u;Eu,u •. must be attributed to the 
transcribers (Dent. xxii. 23, xx. 7). - Ver. 28. o c'lyyEi..o;] is 
wanting in B L, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by 
Tisch. ; the more rightly, that in F .:l ~, G9, Syr. Arm. Brix. Rd. 
Corb. it is placed after a.u;~v, and was more easily supplied than 
omitted. - sui..oy,i/J,EV'f/ ,ru iv yuv.] is wanting in B L N, min. Copt. 
Sahid. Arm. Syr. hier. Damasc. Suspected by Griesb., deleted 
by Tisch. An addition from ver. 42, whence, also, in some 
witnesses there has been added, xa.J Eui-.o1r,p,evo; a Y.a.pcrh; 6i; r..o,,.ia.; 
,rou. - Ver. 29. Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have ,i iH ioo'J,ra. oJS;a.pux,t1r, 
i--::-l <rw 'f.61w a.iirou. Griesb. and Tisch. have ,i cl£ i-::-J <rw i.61 w 
lmm;ux,Or,., So B D L X N, min. Arm. Cant. Dama;c. (D

0

: 

e;a.pax,ur,). This reading is to be preferred. From AE the 
transcriber passed immediately to AIEmpuxOri (hence, also, 
in D, the mere simple form), by which means i-::-J ;-ii) ,.6,"f 
dropped out, and this is still wanting in C* min. The bare ii 
cls 01E:-a.pux1J1J was then glossed by /clo';,ra (comp. ver. 12) 
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(another gloss was: cum audissct, Vulg. al.), wliich, beiug 
adopted before lmrnp., was the cause of frrl 7'!j', i-6,'fl being placed 
{fjtc1· ow:-c1.p. when it was restored (in whieh case, for the most 
part, aim~ was inserted also). - Ver. 35. After 1 rnwµ,. C, min. 
and many vss. and Fathers (see especially, Athanasius), as also 
Valentinus in the Philos., have h aou (yet with the variations 
de tc and in tc), and this Lachmann has adopted in brackets. 
A more precisely defining, and withal doctrinally suggested 
addition ( comp. l\Iatt. i. 16; Gal. iv. 4). - Ver. 3G. The form 
rr~11 .,,; is to be ~opted, with Lachm. and Tisch., following 
A C*** D E G H L A r:.:, min. rru11H~; is a correction. - Instead 
of ,~pei, Elz. has ,~Pq,, in opposition to decisive evidence. 
- Ver. 37. ;.apa ,(f, 0,r'f,] Tisch. has ;.ap<.i. 'f"ou 0soil, following B D 
L r:.: ; the dative suggested itself as being closer to the prevail­
ing conception (Gen. xviii. 14). - Ver. 41. The verbal order: 
-:-iv aO";raO"µ,ov '7'1jG l\Iap. ~ 'm,,o-. (Lachm. Tisch.), is attested with 
sufficient weight to induce us to recognise ~ 'E>-,O". 7'. ao-<7. ,. 
l\Iap. (Elz.) as a transposition. - Ver. 4-!. Following D Cl>* F 
L N, Vulg. It. Or., the verbal order of the Rcccpta Jv ayu1,1 .. 
,1, ppsrpo; is to be maintained (Griesb. Scholz haYe -ro Sp,{J, 

Ev a1u11.11..). - Ver. 49. µ,,1ai.eiu] Laclun. Tisch. read µ,eya,.a., 
in ar..:ordance with B D* L r:.: 130. So also probably Vulg. 
It., magna (not magnalia, as at Acts ii. 11). To be preferred, 
since µ,,yui,,iu might easily have been introduced as a more 
cxact definition by a recollection of Ps. lxxi. l!J. - Ver. 50. ei; 

1ma; 1mwv] Very many variations, among which ei; 1ma; zul 

1rna; (Tisch.) is the best attested, by B C* L Syr. Copt. cocl<l. 
It. Vulg. ms. Aug.; next to this, but far more feebly, el; 1mav 
zul ymav (commended by Griesb.). The former is to be pre­
ferred ; the Rcccpta, although strongly attested, arose out of 
the current expression in sacc1tla sacculo1'll?n. - Ver. 55. The 
Codd. are divided between el; 'f"Ov ulwvu (Elz. Lachm. Tisch.) and 
i'.w; ulwvo; (Griesb. Scholz). The former has the stronger attes­
tation, but is the expression so current in the N. T. that e w;, 
etc., which does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., but is in keep­
ing with the usage of the LXX. after 7'. o-;.Epft. a.u,ov (Gen. xiii. 
15, etc.), here deserves the preference. - Ver. 59. o1 o6ri ~µ,ipq,] 
B CD L ~, min. have ~11,ip,f -rfi o1o6ri. Approved by GriesL., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Preponderantly attested, all(l 
therefore to be preferred. - Ver. Gl. iv -r~ O"uyymfq. O"b,] Lachm. 
and Tisch. read hc -r~; O"uyymia.; O"ou, following A ll U* L ~ A ~. 
min. Copt. Chron. Pasch. The latter is to be preferred, in place 
of whieh the former more readily occurred to the pen of the 
copyists. - Ver. 62. uii,6v] D D F G ~, min. have uii,6. So 
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Lachm. and Tiscl1. Rightly; the reference to 'To -::wiiDv, ver. G!J, 
was left unnoticed, and the masculine was mechanically put in 
z-.t,a G[,wm. - Ver. GG. za.i -x.eip] Lachm. Tisch. have i:a.i yap %iip, 
following B C* D L N, Copt. Aeth. V ulg. It. Goth. Approve1l 
by Rinck also, who, however, rejects ~v Oil too slight evidence. 
yap is the rather to be adopted, because of the facility with 
which it may have dropt out on occasion of the similarly 
sounding x.eip which follows, and of the difficulty with which 
another connective particle was inserted after the already 
connecting zai. - Ver.' 70. ,wv ay. 'Twv] the second 'Twv, deleted 
by Tisch., is wanting in B L 6. N, min. Or. Eus. An omission 
by a clerical error. - Ver. 7G. Afte1· ii,11,~pa, Elz. has ~r,; ~/,J~G, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. - Ver. 76. xai 11.'.,] Tisch. has 
w.i 11~ o~ (so also Scholz, following Bornem. in Roseum. Rr,pcrt. 
II. p. 25!)), Oil very considerable evidence; r.ai ... o& was often 
mutilated by copyists lacking discernment. 

Ver. 1.1 'E71"H01771'ep] Quoniwn quidcm, since indt"cd, not 
found elsewhere in the N. T., nor in the LXX., or the Apo­
crypha; frequent in classical writers, see Hartung, Partikcll. 
I. p. 342 f. Observe that €71'€£0rj denotes the fact, assumed as 
known, in such a way "ut quae inde evenerint et secuta 
:,int, nunc adhuc durent," Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 640. -
71'oXAoi] Christian writers, whose works for the most part are 
not preserved.2 The apocryphal Gospels still extant are of a 
later date ; 1lfark, however, is in any case meant to be in­
cluded. The Gospel of J,fatthcw too, in its present form which 
was then already in existence, cannot have remained unknown 
to Luke; and in using the word 71'o">..Xo{ he must have thougl1t 

1 AccorJing to Baur and others, this preface, vv. 1-4, was only ,Hldcd by tl,~ 
last haml that manipulated our Gospel, after the middle of the second century. 
Thus, the Gospel would bear on the face of it untruth in co11creto. Ewald aptly 
observes, Jahrb. II. p. 182 f., of this preamble, that in its homely simplicity, 
modesty, am! brevity, it may be called the model of a preface to an historical 
work. See on the prologue, Holtzmann, p. 243 ff. Aberle in the Tii/1. 
Quai·ta/.~chr. 1863, 1, p. 84 ff., in a peculiar but untenable way makes use 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 bein;: 
intcq,rete,l iu more senses than one. See, on the other hand, Hilgcnfeld in hi,­
Zeitsc/11·. 1864, p. 443 fr The whole hypothesis falls to the ground at oneu 
before the fact that Luke did not write till after the destruction of ,Jerusalem. 

2 There is not the remotest ground for thinking of non-Christian book~ 
written in hostility to Christianity (Aberle in the theol. Quart. 1855, p. li3 ff.). 

LUKE, S 
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of it with others (see Introd. § 2), although not as an apostolic 
writing, because the 7roXXot are distinct from the eye-witnesses, 
ver. 2. The apostolic collection of Logia was no oi~'Y7JO-tr; 
7r€pl 7wv JC.T.">..., and its author, as an apostle, belonged not 
to the 7T'OAAO[, but to the a7r' apxiJr; av'T'O'TT'Tat. But the 
Gospel to the Hebrews, if and so far as it had then already 
assumed shape, belonged to the attempts of the 7roXXot. -
E'TT'€X€lP'1JUav] have 1tndcrtakcn, 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. 15 9 (in Valckenaer) : €7T'€t0177rep 7repl TOVTou 
7roXXol E'TT'exeip11uav a7r0Xo1~uau0at. Neither in the word in 
itself, nor by comparing it with what Luke, ver. 3, says of 
his own work, is there to be found, with Kostlin, Ebrard, 
Lekebusch, and older writers, any indication of insufficiency 
.in those endeavours in general, which Origen,1 Ambrosius, 
Theophylact, Calovius, and various others even referred to 
their contrast with the inspired Gospels. But for his spcciul 
purpose he judged none of those preliminary works as sufli­
cieut. - ot~"/'1/0"tv] a narrative; see especially, Plato, Rep. 
iii. p. 392 D; Arist. Rltet. iii. 16; 2 l\facc. ii. 32. Observe 
the singnlar. Of the 7roXXol each one attempted a narra­
tive 7repl TWV JC.T.X., thus comprising the evangelic whole. 
Loose leaves or detached essays (Ebrard) Luke does not men­
tion. - dvaTli~au0ai] to set up according to 01Ylcr, Plut. lilond. 
p. 9 6 8 C, evTpe7r(uau0at, Hesychius. Neither oi1h11u. nor 
,ivaTCiuu. occurs elsewhere in the N. T. - 7repl, Twv 7T'E'TT'A-'1Jporpop. 
Jv iJµ,'iv 7rpa1µ,.J of the facts that have attliinecl to full coni,ictio,i 
ar,wng us (Christians). 7T'A'1Jporpope'iv, to bring to full convic­
tion, may be associated also with an accusative of the thin,q, 
which is brought to full acknowledgment (2 Tim. iv. 5); 
hence in a passive sense: 7T'A'1Jporpope'irn[ n, something attains 
to full belief (2 Tim. iv. 17), it is brought to full conviction 
('TT'A'1Jporpop{a 'TT'Lo-Tewr;, Heb. x. 22) among others. So here (it 
is otherwise where 7T'A-'TJporpopE'iu0at is said of a person, as Hom. 
iv. 21, xiv. 5 ; Col. iv. 12 ; Ignat. ad 11fagncs. viii. 10 ; Eccles. 

1 In Jerome: "llfatthaeus quippc et Marcus et Johannes et Lucas non suut 
conati scriberc, sctl scripser1111t." Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, 
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viii. 11 ; Phot. Bibl. p. 41, 29). Rightly so taken by the 
}'athers (Theophylact: ov ,yap ll7TAW, KaTa '1rtA-1JV 1rapaoaow 
eic;). Td- TOlJ XptCTTOU, a).,;\.,' EV aA-,,,0e{q, Ka~ 7TLCTT€t /3e/3a{q, Ka~ 
µeTa 7rac;71, 7TA1/po<f,ap{a<;), Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, 
Valckenaer, and many others, including Olshausen and Ewald. 
The explanation: "quae in no bis completae sunt" (Vulgate), 
which have fully happened, rnn their course among us (Luther, 
Hammond, Paulus, de vV ette, Ebro.rd, Ki.istlin, Bleek, and 
others), is opposed to usage, as 7TA'l'Jpacpape'iv is never, even in 
2 Tim. iv. 5, equivalent to 7TA'l'Jpavv, and therefore it cannot 
be conceived as applying, either, with Sclmeckenburger (comp. 
Lekebusch, p. 30), to the fulfilment of God's counsel and pro-
1,iise through the life of the Messiah, which besides would be 
entirely imported ; or, with Baur, to the idea of Christinnity 
realized as regards its full contents, under which the Pauline 
Christianity was essentially included. 

Ver. 2. Ka0w,] neither qnatenus, nor belonging to 1re1r"A.'l'Jpacp. 

(in opposition, as respects both, to Kuinoel, as respects the 
latter also to Olshansen), but introducing the How, the modal 
d,jinition of ava-ra~. Ot1T'f'l'JCTlV. - 1rapeoac;av] have delivered. It 
is equally erroneous to refer this merely to written (Ki.inigsm. 
de jontibus, etc., in Pott's Sylloge, III. p. 2 31 ; Hug), or merely 
to oral communication, although in the historical circum­
stances the latter was by far the preponderating.1 Holtzmann 
appropriately remarks: "The subjects of ,rapeoac;av and the 
r.oA-°'A.oL 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 7roXXo{, as 
for Luke himself, who associates himself with them by Kaµat, 
the r.apaooc;i. of the au-rcJ1T-rat was the proper source, in accord­
ance with which therefore he must have critically sifted the 
attempts of those 7TOAA-ot, so far as he knew them (ver. 3). -
a1r' apXI/'>] namely, of those 7rpa,yµa-rwv. 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 ministry (Euthymius Zigabenus, <le \Vette); comp. 

1 Of the written materials of this <ra:pi~oo-,, of the a:iJT,,,,.,a:, we kuow with cer­
tainty only the ,.,,.,,. of lllu.tthew according to Papias. 



276 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 

John xv. 2 7; Acts i. 21 f., which explanation is not "auda­
cious" (Olshausen), but necessary, because the auT01rTai Kal, 

v1r1Jpfrai Tov 'Ahyou are the same persons, and therefore under 
the auT01rTai there are not to be understood, in addition to 
the first disciples, Mary also and other members of the family. 
a1r' apx1}, therefore is not to be taken absolutely, but relatively. 
- V7r7]p€Ta£ TOV >..o,you] ministri cvangchi (the doctrine KaT' 

c~ox1iv, comp. Acts viii. 7, xiv. 25, xvi. 6, xvii. 11). These 
were the Twelve and other µ,a07JTat of Christ (as according to 
Luke also the Seventy), who were in the scnicc of the gospel 
for the purpose of announcing it. Comp. iii. 7 ; Acts vi. 4 ; 
Col. i. 23 ; Acts xxvi. 16; 1 Car. iv. 1. Others (Erasmus, 
Castalio, Beza, Grotius, l\faldonatus, al., inc:luding Kuinoel) 
take Tou >..o,you in the sense of the matter concerned, of the 
contents of the history spoken of (see on Acts viii. 21); but 
it would be just as inappropriate to v1r1Jpfrai as it would 
be quite superfluous, since Tou >..o,yov must by no means be 
attached to avT01rTai also. Finally, it is a mistake to refer it 
to Christ in accordance with John i. 1. So Origen, Athana­
sius, Euthymins Zigabenus, Valla, Calovius, and others, 
including Stein (Kommentar, Halle 1830). It is only John 
that names Christ o >..6,yor;. -Theophylact, moreover, aptly 
observes: i,c TouTov (namely, from Ka0wr; 1rapEoouav 1;µiv 

/C.T.>...) 07JAOV, on OVK 1711 I} AouKar; a,r' apxiJc, µa071T~<;, cl>..>..' 
VtTTEpoxpovo<;" aA.A.0£ ,ya-p 17uav oi a,r' apxiJr; µa071Teu0evTer; ... 

ot Kai, ,raploouav auT(ii K,T.A. By 11µ'iv the writer places him­
self in the second generation ; the first were the immediate 
disciples of Christ, oi a1r' ,ipxfJr; at1T01T"Ta£ Kai, V7r1Jp€Tat. Thi~ 
v1r71pfrai, however, is not chosen for the sake of placing the 
Twelve on an equality with Paul (Acts xxvi. 1 G). As though 
the word were so characteristic for Paul in particular! Comp. 
John xviii. 36; 1 Car. iv. 1. 

Ver. 3. Apodosis, which did not begin already in ver. 2. -
iiooge ,caµot] in itself neither excludes nor include1, inspira­
tion. V ss. add to it: et Spiritui scmcto. By the use of 
Kiiµoi Luke places himself in the same category with the 
'7ToXX.ot, in so far as he, too, had not been an eye-witness; "sic 
t:unen ut etiallllllllll nliquid ad au<f,a>..eiav ac firmitudinem 
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Theopl1ilo conferat," Bengel. - 7rap17,.;o-;\.ou0.] rift er luiving .f1'0111, 

tlte outset followed everything with accumcy. IIapa,.;o'J\,., of the 
mental tracing, 1·n1:cstigating, whereby one arriYes at a know­
ledge of the matter. See the examples in Valckenaer, Schol. 
p. 12; Dissen, ad Dem. de Gor. p. :H4 f. Comp., moreover, 
Thucyd. i. 2 2. 2 : OG'OV ovvaTOV t'ucpt{3elq, '71'Epi €1'U.t1'TOU 
t'71'ege'J\,0wv. - '71'atTw] namely, those 7rpa-'yµatTt, not rnasculinc 
(Syr.). - avw0EV] not: rndicitus, fundamentally (Grotius), 
\1·hich is comprised in a,cpi/3., but: froni the jfrst, see on 
,Tohn iii. 3. From the beginning of the history it is seen 
that in his investigation he started froni the bfrth of the 
Baptist, in doing which, doubtless, he could not but still 
lack the authentic tradition of ver. 2. Nevertheless the con­
f-Ciousness of an advantage over those 1ro'J\,'J\,o{ expresses itself 
in 1rap17,.;. avw0ev. - ,ca0eg~,] in orderly sequence, not out of 
the order of time, in which they occurred one after the other.1 

Only Luke has the word in the N. T. (viii. 1 ; Acts iii. ~,!, 
xi. 4, xviii. 23); it occurs also in Aelian, Plutarch, et al., but 
the older classical writers have l<f>eg~,. - ,.;paTttTTe 0eo4>1Ae] 
~ee Introd. § 3. That in Acts i. 1 he is addressed merely 
w 01:eicpi">..e, proves nothing against the titular use of ,.;pctTltTTE. 
See on the latter, Grotius. 

Ver. 4 .• , lvo, f.71'l"fV<f',] nt a cw rate cognoscc1·cs; see on l\fatt. 
xi. 2 7 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 12. - 1repi WV 1'aT1JXl/0,,,, Aorywv] The 
attraction is not, with the Vulgate and the majority of com­
mentators, to be resolved into : TWV Aorywv, 1repi WV 1'aT1JXl/01J,, 
as the contents of the instruction is put with 1'aT1JXE'itT0ai in 
the accusative (Acts xviii. 2 5 ; Gal. vi. 6), and only the more 
remote object to which the instruction relates is expressed 
by 1rept (Acts xxi. 21, 24), but into: 1rept TWV )..orywv, oO~ 
«aTTJXl/011, : that thou mightest know in respect of the docfrincs, 
1·,1 whic-h thoit wast in.structecl, the unshaken certainty. Comp. 

1 In the case of this •«d•;<r the lfarmonists of course make the reservation, 
that it will be "conclitionetl at one time more by a chronological interest, at 
another time more by that of the subject-matter," Lichtenstein, p. 73. Tims 
the_\· keep their ham! free to lay hol<l 110w of the one, now of the other, just 
a~ it is heltl to suit. The a~scrtion, ortcn repeated, in favour of the violences of 
harmonizers, that in Luke the arrangement by subject-matter even pretlominates 
(I::brartl, Lichtenstein), iR absolutely incompatible with that xat,;;;,. 
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Kostlin, p. 132, and Ewald. The Xo'Yo£ are not the 1rp&yµam, 
rcs ( comp. ver. 2), as is usually supposed; but it is just the 
specifically Christian doctrines, the individual parts of the 
Xo"fO,, ver. 2 (ToJV Xa"fWV Tij, 7rl<TT€W',, Euthymius Zigabenus), 
that stand in the most essential connection with the history of 
Jesus and from it receive their ciu<fuiX1:ta; in fact, they are in 
great part themselves essentially history. - ,caTTJX~eTJ~ 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 Bleck supposes)-we 
know not, but certainly it was not Luke himself (in opposition 
to Theophylact). - Thv ciucpaXetav] the michangcablc ccrtaint71, 
the character not to be shaken. Comp. Thv ,i.trcpaXEtav eivat 

Xo'Yov, Xen. lllc'ln. 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 their 
imrnovcable positive truth; according to Baur, on the other 
hand, the ciucpaAfLa 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 gi\'es 
place now to the simple Hebraizing mode of presentation in the 
preliminary history,-a circumstance explained by the nature 
of its Jewish-Christian sources, which withal were not made use 
of without being subjected to manipulation, since Luke's 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, moreo,·e1·, how the eYangelical tradition gradually 
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pushes back its beginnings from the emergence of the 
Baptist (Mark) to the ,YEV€U£<; of Jesus (Matthew), and even 
to the conception of His forerunner (Luke). - iryJ111:To] 
cxtitit, emerged in history. Comp. on l\fork i. 4. - tEpEtJ<: 

T£,] therefore not high priest. - On the twenty-four classts 
of vricsts (nt,~??, in the LXX. e<f,17µepta, also o:a{peu£,, in 
Josephus also e<f,17µeptr;), which, since the time of Solomon, 
had the temple-service for a week in turn, see Ewald, Altc1·tl1. 
p. 315; Keil, Arcltiiol. I. p. 188 f.- 'A,Bia] 1 Chron. xxiv. 10. 
From this successor of Eleazar the eighth e<f,17µepta had it~ 
11ame. - 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. 2 G ff., should be taken for granted; moreover, it would be 
11ecessary withal that the year and (as every class came in its 
turn twice in the year) the approximate time of the year of 
the birth of Jesus should already be otherwise ascertained. 
Then, in the computation we should have to reckon, not, with 
Scaliger (de cmcndat. tcmpor.), forward from the re-institution 
of the temple-service by Judas l\laccabaeus, 1 Mace. iY. 
:rn ff., because it is not known which class at that time began 
the service (see Paulus, cxeg. Hanclb. I. p. 83; Wieseler, 
,·hronol. Synopsc, 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 Abib) and the officiating 
class of priests (Jojarib) is known. Comp. also Lichtenstein, 
p. 76. - ,cal, ryvvry auT~] (see the critical remarks) scil. ~"- -
e,c Twv 0vryaT. 'Aap.] John's descent on both sides was priestly. 
Comp. Josephus, Vit. "· I. See W etstein. - 'EXiuaSeT] Such 
was also the name of Aaron's wife, Ex. vi. 2 3 (ll~p•~~. Deus 
jni-amentmn). 

Ver. 6 f. Ll{,cato£] upright, such as they ought to be accord­
ing to God's will. - evw1rw11 T. 0€ov] a familiar Hebraism : 
iii;,'. •~~?, characterizing the aX170ryr; ou,aiouv1117 (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. :H ; Judith xiii. 20. Comp. Augustine, 
ad 1.llarccU. ii. 13. - r.opwoµfvot K.T.X.] a more precise expla-
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nation of the foregoing, likewise in quite a Hebraiziug form 
(1 Kings viii. 62, al.), wherein OtKai<.,µa is legal ordinance 
(LXX. Deut. iv. 1, vi. 2, xxx. 16; Ps. cxix. 93, al.; see on 
Tiom. i. 32, v. 16), ivToA.~ joined with Sue. (Gen. xxvi. 5; 
Dent. iv. 40) is a more special idea. The distinction that 
i!vTo>..17 applies to tl1e moral, OtKatwµa to the ccrcmonfrtl pre­
cepts, is arbitrary (Calvin, Dengel, and others). ,v e may adll 
that the popular testimony to such OtKatouuv17 does not exclude 
human imperfection and sinfulness, and hence is not opposed 
to the doctrine of justification. - aµeµ7T"Tot] not equivalent to 
,iulµ7T"TrJJr:;, but prohptic: so that they were blameless. Comp. 
1 Thess. iii. 23; Winer, p. 549 f. [E. T. 778 f.].-The 
Attic ,ca0cm, here as at xix. 9, Acts ii. 24, Tobit i. 12, 
xiii. 4, corresponding to the argumentative ,ca0wr:; : as then, 
uctorrling to the fact that, occurs in the N. T. only in Luke. -
7rpo/3E/317,co-rer:; iv mir:; 17µ.] of adranccd age, C'~;~ c•~~. Gen. 
xviii. 11 ; ,Tosh. xxiii. 1 ; 1 Kings i. 1. The Greeks say 
r.po/3E/3rJ1cwr:; -rfi 17)..1,c{q,, Lys. p. 16 9, 3 7, -roir; €TECTtv (l\fochon 
i 11 Athcn. xiii. p. 592 D), also TIJV 11>..i,c{av, and the like 
(Hemlian, ii. 7. 7; comp. 2 l\facc. iv. 40; Judith xvi. 23), 
see Wetstein, and l'ierson, ad .Afocr. p. 4 7 5. Observe that 
IC. aµcp. 7rpo/3. K.T.>... is no longer connected with ,ca0on, but 
attached to ou,c 'YJV auT. TE1'V. by way of further preparation 
for the marvel which follows. 

Ver. 8 f. 'E7JvETo ... eXaxE] thus without interposition of 
Ka{. Both modes of expression, with and without ,ea{, are 
Yery frequent in Luke. See generally, Bornemann ·in loc. -
KaTil To if0or:; T~r; 1Epa-r.] according to the custom of the p;·icst­
hood, does not belong to "·hat precedes (Luther, Kuinoel, 
Bleek), to which e0or; would be inappropriate, hut to EA.aX€ 
-rov 0vµtauai ; the 11sual custoin, namely, was, that the priest 
of the class on service for the week, who was to have the 
honourable oflice of burning inceuse, was fixccl every <lay by 
lot, just as in general the several offices were assigned by lot. 
See Tr. Tamid, v. 2 ff.; Wetstein, and Paulus, cxcgd. Handb.; 
Lund, Jiid. Hcib'gth., e<l. Wolf, p. 804 f. How the casting 
,![ lots took:, place, see Gloss. Joma, f. 22, 1, in Lightfoot-, 
p. 714. - The gcin"tfrc Tov 0vµta.uai (not to be acceutcll 
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Ouµuiuat 1) is governed hy eXax1:. See ::\Iatthiae, p. 800; 
Ellemlt, Lo:. Suph. II. p. 2. Un the 1;wdc of lmming incense, 
see Lightfoot, p. 71 iJ ; Lund, l.c. p. 618 ff. ; Leyrer in Herzog's 
E'11cyl-l. XII. p. 506 ff. With this office spceially divine 
lilessing was conceiverl to be associated (Dent. xxxiii. 10 f.); 
and during it John Hyrcanus received a revelation, Josephus, 
Antt. xiii. 10. 3. - ·whether, we may ask, are we to under­
~tand here the mon1i11g (Grotius) or the ereni119 (Kuinoel) 
l1uming of incense ? The ju,mcr, as the casting lots has just 
preceded. - 1:lucXOw1, K. T.X.) can neither be something that 
.7;1!fvw, oftCi' the eXax1: T. Ouµ. (so Luther and other::;, de 
\\' ette and nleek), nor can it belong merely to 0uµtauai 

(so Winer, p. 31 G [E. T. 443], and Glockler, following the 
Yulgate ), in which case the words would be quite idle. Hather 
must they be, in the same relation as the following Kat 1rav 

TO 1rX1",00, ... f~W Tfi wpq, TOIJ f!uµu:1.µa-ro<;, an essential portion 
of the description. It is, namely, the moment that prrccdcrl 
the eXax1: TOU 0uµta.uat : the duty of burning incense fell to 
l1im, ajta he Juul rntnwl into the temple of the Lord. After 
l1i~ entrance into the temple he received this charge. - 1:li; -rov 

vaov] not €£', TO frpov (see on l\latt. iv. 5), for the altar of 
inceusc, the 0uutauT17piov, ver. 11, stood in the sanctuary 
(l,et,Yeen the table of shewbread and the golden candlestick). 

\' er. HJ. And now, while this burning of incense (symbol 
of adoration ; see lliihr, Symbol. I. p. 463-469 ; Leyrer, l.c. 
p. 510 f.) 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 (17v) in the forecourts, silently pray­
ing. This was implied in the anangernents for worship; see 
J)eyling, Obss. III. p. 34:j f.; Leyrer, l.c. p. 509. - rnii 
0uµ.iaµa-roi;J not: of burning incense (0uµ{auii;), but: of incense 
(see Yer. 11; Rev. v. 8, viii. 3, 4; Wisd. xviii. 21 ; Ecclus. 
xl Y. G; 1 1'Iacc. iv. 4 9; 2 ::\face. ii. 5; Plat. Pol. ii. p. 3 7 3 A, 
l,,·g_r1. viii. p. 84 7 C; Herod. i. 198, iv. 71, viii. \:HJ ; Soph. 
0. R. 4), namely, at which this was b'l.wnt. 

VY. 11, 1 ~- "!2cfi011] not a rision, but a real angelic oppcar-
1 Comp. generally, Lipsius, Gramm. l.Inler,. p. 38 ff. 
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ancc, xxii. 43. - EiC oEgtwv J on the propitious side of the altar, 
at which Zacharias was serving. See Schoettgen, and ,v etsteiu, 
ad 1lfatt. xxv. 33; Valckenaer in loc. - a,y,ye:\o-;-] an angel. 
1Vlw it was, see ver. 19. - cpof3or; €7T"€7T'€<T€V e1r' avT.J Comp. 
Acts xix. 17; Ex. xv. 16; Judith xv. 2; Test. XIL Patr. 
p. 5 9 2. Among the Greeks usually found with a datii-e, as 
Eur. Andr. l 042 : uot µovq, e1rfoea-ov :>..v1rat. 

Vv. 13, 14. Ela-7J1Coua81J IC.T.:>...] By 17 0€7JrIL'i' a-ou cannot 
be meant the petition for offepring (yet so still Olshausen, de 
W ette, Bleek, Schegg, following l\fal<lonatus and many others); 
for, as according to ver. 7 it is not to be assumed at all that 
the pious priest still continued now to pray for children, so 
least of all can he at the burning of incense in his official 
capacity have made such a private matter the subject of 
his prayer ; but ;, OE1JrIL'i' a-ou must be referred to the prayer 
just made by him at the priestly burning of incense, in 
which also the whole of the people assembled without were 
associated (ver. 10). This prayer concerned the highest 
solicitude of all Israel, namely, the .llfcssianic deliverance of tlw 
people (Augustine, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Jansen, 
Calovius, Ewald, and others), t/l.0frw 7J /3aa-t:>..eta uou. The con­
text which follows is not opposed to this, but on the contrary 
the connection is: " Has preces angelus <licit exauditas ; jam 
cnim prae foribus esse adventum l\Iessiae, cujus anteambulo 
destinatus sit is qui Zachariae nasciturus erat filius," Grotius. 
- ICaAECTEl'i' K.T.A.] see on Matt. i. 21. - 'IwaVV'f}'i' is the 
Hebrew l~~ii1~ or l~~;, (God is ,171Yrcious, like the German 
Gottlwlcl). Tlie LXX. have 'Iwva (2 Kings xxv. 23), 'Iwvciv 
(Neh. vi. 18), 'Iwavav (Neh. xii. 13; 2 Chron. xvii. 15, 
xxiii. 1), 'Iw«v1J'i' (2 Chron. xxviii. 12). - ryeveut-;- here is 
birth (often so in the Greek writers and in the LXX.); 
Xen. l!,'p. 3 : ooov av0pw1rfv17-;- apxrw µev ryevea-w, Tf.AO'i' 0€ 
Oava'TOV. 

Ver. 15. Me,ya-;- €VW7T". 'T. KUp.] A designation of a truly 
great man; "talis enim quisqne vere est, qualis est coram 
Deo," Estius. Comp. on ver. 6. - ,cat olvov K.T.:\.] Descrip­
tion of a i'!?, as those were called, who had for the serYice o[ 
Gou bound themselves to abstain from wine and other intoxi-
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eating drinks (Num. vi. 3), and to let the hair of their head 
grow. John was a Nazarite, not for a certain time, but for life, 
like Samson (Judg. xiii. 5) and Samuel (1 Sam. i. 12). See 
in general, Ewald, Altcrth. p. 9 6 ff. ; Saalschiitz, .Aios. R. 
p. 361 f.; Keil, Archaol. I. § 67; Vilmar in the Stud. 11. 

lfrit. 1864, p. 438 ff. - TO ut,upa ci~r;\ which does not 
occur 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. Eusebius, Praep. 
Erang. vi. 10, has the genitive u{,cepor;. - en i,c ,co,Xtar; IC.T.X.] 
en never stands for ~077, but : of the Holy Spirit 1 ltc shall br 
full c1.:cn frnm his mother's u·omb, so that thus already in his 
mother's womb (see Origen) he shall be filled with the Spirit. 
A pregnant form of embracing the two points. Comp. 
Plutarch, consol. ad Apoll. p. 104-: €T£ a,7r' a,pxiJr; 1JICOXov017,cev 
(having thuefore already followed ev apxfi). 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 1\fatt. xvii. 11) 
prepares the way for the Messianic consummation of the 
theocracy. -€7rtuTpe,yH] for through sin they have turned 
themselves away from God. - ,cvpiov T. 0€0V avT.] not the 
Jllcssiah (Enthymins Zigabenus, and many of the older com­
mentators), bnt God. - ,cai avTar;J He will turn many to God, 
and he himself will, etc. - 7rpo€XevueTai] not: lw will emerge 
previously ( de W ette ), but : he will vreccde (Xen. Cyr. vi. 3, 9), 
go before Him (Gen. xxiii. 3, 14; Judith ii. 19, xv. 13).­
evw7r. avTou] can only, in accordance with the context, be 
referred to God (ver. I 6), whose preceding herald he will be. 
The prophets, namely, look upon and depict the setting in of 
the l\Iessianic kingdom as the entrance of Jehovah into the 
midst of His people, so that thereupon Goel Himself is rcprc-

1 It is quite arbitrnry in Olshausen to support the rationalistic opinion that 
the expression here is to be undcrstoo<.l not of the <.listinctivc Hol!J SJJirit, but of 
the holy power of God in general. 
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srntcd by the :\Iessiah; Isa. xl.; )fol. iii. 1, iv. 5 f. Comp. Tit. 
ii. 13. In the person of the entering l\Iessiah Jehovah Him­
self enters; but the :\Iessiah's own personal divine nature is 
not yet expressed in this ancient-prophetic view (iu opposition 
to Gess, Pas. Chi·. p. -1 7). Incorrect, because in opposition 
to this prophetic idea, is the immediate reference of avTou 
to the 1llcssiah (Heumann, Kuinoel, Valckenaer, "\Viner), as 
regards which appeal is made to the emphatic use of ~m, 
auTor;, and ipsc (comp. the Pythagorean UVTO<; ecpa), whereby 
a subject not named but well known to every one is desig­
rntted (Winer, p. 15 2 [E. T. 18 2 f.]). - iv 7rvevµan JC. 

ovvuµ. 'H;\,.] furnished therewith. Spirit and power (power 
of working) of Elias (according to :i\Ial. iii. 23 f.) is, as a 
matter of course, God's Spirit ( comp. ver. 15) and di?:inc 
power, but in the peculiar character 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 
0f repentance and prophetic preparer of the way of the Lord. 
- €7rtcnpe-fat IC.T.A.] according to l\Ialachi, l.c. : in order tv 
tur,i father.~• lw1ds to children; to be taken literally cf the 
restoration of the paternal lvvc, which in the moral degradation 
of the people had in many grown cold. Comp. Ecclus. 
xlviii. 10 and Fritzsche in loc. Kninoel incorrectly holds 
that 'TT"aTipwv means the patriarchs, and that the meaning is 
(similar to that given by Augustine, de civit. IJ. xx. 2g ; 
Bcza, Calovius, and others): "rjficict, 11t posteri crga IJcmn 
1·1tndc-m lwbeant animm,i pium, quein habcbant coruin 1110,jorcs." 
Comp. also Hengstenberg, C'hi·istol. III. p. 6 7 4, and nltek. 
The absence of any article ought in itself to have "·arncd 
against this view! - ,cal, a7ret0e'ir; iv cppov. T. St,c.] sc. f.'TT"t<T­

Tp1hfra1,. The discourse passes over from the special relation 
to the general one. a.7TEt01(ir; is the opposite of Twv oi,ca{wv, 
nnd therefore is not to be understood of the cl1iltl1-cn (Olshausen), 
but of the immoral in general, whose characteristic is dis­
obedience, namely towards God. - Jv if,pov~uet] connected 
immediately in a pregnant way with the verb of direction, 
in which the thought of the nwlt was predominant. ~cc 
Kiilmer, II. p. 316. "Sc11sus cormn, qni jnsti sunt, in 
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conversione protiuus imluitur," Bengel. rf,pov17ut, (,;ee Arist. 
Eth. Nie. vi. 5. -±), practical iutdligmcc. Comp. on Eph. i. 8. 
The pmct-ical clement follows from a7rE£0e'i,. - froiµa.uat] to 
put in rcmlincss, etc. Aim of the E'11"tCTTp~,frat K.T.A.., and so 
.final aim of the 7rpoeA.fVCTETat K.T.A.. - Kvp{<p J for God, as at 
n·. 1 G, 17. - A.aav KaTEUK£Vauµ.] a people adjusted, placed in 
the 1'1j;ht moi'{{l state (for the setting up of the Messianic 
kingdom), is related to eTotµauat as its result. " Parandus 
populus, ne Domiuus populmu imparatum inveniens nrnjestate 
sua obterat," Bengel. 

Ver. 18. Like Abraham's question, Uen. xv. 8. - Kan, Ti] 
Anwdiug to 1dwt. Zacharias asks after a u17µE'iov (ii. 12), 
in coujormity ·1cith which he should know that what had Leen 
promised (ToiiTO)-in other words, the birth of a son, with 
whom the indicated destination of Elias should associate itself 
-had really occuned. 

Yv. 19, 20. The angel now clisclose:; to Zacharias what 
ougcl hr is, by way of justifying the announcement of penalty 
which he has then to add. - I'a,8pt~A. J ~~•:~t vir Dei, one of 
the seven angel-princes (O'"!~') or archangels (comp. Auberlen 
in Herzog's Ency!.-1. IV. p. u 3 4 1), who stancl for service at the 
throne of God (Jvwmov T. 0coii), as His primary servants 
( o 1rapeuT1JKW,, comp. thereon Rev. viii. 2, and S('e Valckenaer), 
Dau. viii. 16, ix. 21. Comp. Fritzsche on Tob. xii. 15. 
" 1.Vumimi angelorum ascenderunt in mamun Israelis ex 
Baby/one," Ros llassana, f. 56, 4; Enoch :W. See later 
.Jewish fictions in respect to Gabriel, set forth in Eisenmenger, 
mtdccktcs Jmlcnth. II. p. 363 ff., !378 ff., 390, 874. -CTU1'· 
r.wv J It is only the sn bseq uent "· µ,~ ovv,iµ. XaA17uat that 
defines this more precisely as dumbness, which, howeYer, is not 
apoplectic caused by the terror (Paulus), nor the consequence 
of the agitating effect of the vision (Lange), which conse1pie11ce 
he himself recognised as a punishment; but it is a miraculo11~ 
penalty. - av0' wv] for the nason (by way of retribution) 
that; xix. 4-!; Acts xii. 2 3; 2 Thess. ii. 10 ; Hermann, cul 

1 llofmaun, Schri)U,ew. I. p. 343 f., 111:ikes some unimportant objections 
a;.:ainst the accuracy of the explanation of archangels. See in oppositiou tr, 
him, Hahn, Theo!. d. N. T. I. p. 286. 
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VigC1". p. 710; EllenJt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 170. The difficulties 
felt on account of the harshness of this measure (Paulus, 
Strauss, Bruno Bauer, comp. also de Wette), with which the 
impunity of others, such as Abraham and Sarah, has been 
compared, are, when the matter is historically viewed, not to 
be got rid of either by the assumption of a greater guilt 
which the Omniscient recognised (Calvin, comp. Lange, L. J. 
II. 1, p. G 5, and even as early as Augustine), or by an 
appeal to the lesser age of Zacharias (Hoffmann), and the like; 
but to be referred to the counsel of God (Rom. xi. 3 3 f.), 
whose various measures do not indeed disclose themselves to 
Jmman judgrnent, but at any rate admit of the reflection that, 
the nearer the dawn of the lllcssianic time, the more inviol­
ably must the requirement of faith in the promise-and the 
promise was here given through an angel and a priest-come 
into prominent relief. - o,nve,] qualitative (!Gilmer, II. p. 
407), ita comparati ut, wherein is implied a reference tlmt 
justifies the penal measure. - el, T. ,caipov auT.] denotes the 
space of time appointed for the '"Aoryot, till the completion of 
which it is still to bold that their fulfilment is setting in. 
Comp. the classical lr; ,caip/Jv, el, xpovov, el, e<1'7Tepav, anu 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 llicrns. Joma, f. 43, 2 ; Babyl. f. 
53, 2; Deyling, Obss. III. ed. 2, p. 455 f. Still the un­
usually long delay of Zacharias, which could not but strike 
the people, is suflicient in itself as a reason of their "·antler. 
- lv T'f xpovi,ew a1iTov] not ow· ( J7r{, iv. 2 2, al.), or on 
account of (:\fork vi. G, Ota), but on occasion of his failure to 
appear. So also Ecclus. xi. 21 ; Isa. lxi. G. Rightly, 
Gersdorf, Ewald, render : when he, etc. 

Vv. 22, 23. 'E7reryvw<1'av, 3n o7i'Ta<1'{av K.T.A.] by the 
inference ab effccfa ad causam; and very natmally they re­
cognise as the latter an appearance of Goel or an angel, since, 
in fact, it was in the sm1ctuar11 that the dumbness had come 
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on, ancl the agitating impres;;ion might even cause death, 
.Tudg. vi. 2 3, al. In spite of the OIJ/C ~ovvaTO A.aA~G'at, 

Olshausen thinks that this e1re,yV(J)G"av does not refer to the 
silence of Zacharias, but probably to the excitement in his 
whole appearance, which Bleek also mixes up. - auTo<;, he on 
his pad, corresponding to that which they perceived. -17v 
oiavev"'v avTOic;J he was employed in making signs to them 
(Ecclus. xxvii. 22; Lucian, V. H. 44), namely, that he had 
seen a vision. - w, er."'A.1a0. IC.T.A..] namely, the week in which 
the class of Abia (see ver. 5) had the temple service. On the 
Yerb, comp. ver. 57, ii. 6, 21 f.; also Gal. iv. 4; Eph. i. 10.-
, .. ' ~] " 9 f' 1 ~ 6 ' .. ' ~ He; T. ot/C. avTov ver . .:, ., a so ver. o : et<; T. ot,cov avTrJ<;. 

Ver. 24 f. Mmt oe Tav,. T. ~µ.ep.] 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. - 1repd,cpv/3ev eavT1v] she 
hicl herself, withdrew her own person completely (1rept, see 
V alckenaer) from the view of others. - µ,~vac; 1revTe] is of 
necessity to be understood of the first, not of the last five 
rnonths of pregnancy (in opposition to Heumann). See vv. 26, 
36, 56, 57. - Xe,yovG"a· on ,c,,-.A..] the reason which was 
uttered by her for this withdrawal; hence on is not recitative, 
but to be rendered because, as at vii. 16 : bccanse thus hath the 
Lord done to me in the days, in which He was careful to take 
away my reproach among men. Her reflection, therefore, was 
to this effect : " seeing that her pregnancy was the work of 
C:od, 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 he1· 
reproach." And God knew how to attain this His purpose. 
After she had kept herself concealed for five months, there 
occurred in the sixth month, ver. 26 ff., the annunciation to 
Mary, in which the condition of Elizabeth was disclosed to 
l\Iary, so that she rose up (ver. 3 () ff.), etc. Hence the opinions 
are not in accordance with the text, which represent Elizabeth 
as haYing kept herself concealed from shame at being with 
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child m her old age (Origen, Ambro;;e, Bella, Theophylact, 
]~uthymius Zigabenus), or in order that she might first as.sure 
herself of her condition (Paulus), and might in the meantime 
apply herself to devotion (Kninoel), or to afford no handle to 
curiosity (Schegg), or " rp10 magis appareret postm 1·qJc11lt: 

graviditas " (Bengel), or even because it was necessary to 
keep herself quiet during the first months of pregnancy (de 
vVette). No; it was because with resignation and confidence 
she awaited the emerging of the divi11e guidance. - al.] 
without repetition of the preposition. See Bemhardy, p. :rn:1; 
Bornemann, Schol. p. 5 ; Kiilmer, ad Xrn. Jl,·1,1. ii. 1. 32. -
f'r.EtOEV] lool~ccl to it, i.e. took care for ·it. l;o more frequently 
Jcpopaw is used of the providence of the gods in the classical 
writer:,; Herod. i. 124; Soph. El. 170. Comp. Acts iv. 2D. 
- 'TO oveioa, µov] Comp. Gen. XXX. 2 :~. U nfrnitfnlness wa:-; 
a dii;yrw·c, as being a token of the divine tlisfavonr (Ps. cxiii. 9 ; 
Isa. iv. 1, xliv. :1, xlvii. 9; Hos. ix. 11); the possession of many 
children was an honour and blessing (l's. cxxvii., cxxviii.). 
Uomp. the view of the Greeks, Herod. Yi. 8 fi ; l\Iiiller, Dor. I I. 
p. 19 2. - €V av0pc/J7r0t';] belongs to <i<pEAflV ; {!J//Oil!J men she 
had dishonour. 

Vv. 2G, '.!.7. T<jj e,mp] see Yer. 24. - Nasapfr] According 
to l\Iatthew, Bethlehem was the dwellin,4-place of ,Joseph and 
:Mary. See on Matt. ii. 23, Remark, and Schleiermacher, 
L. J. p. 51 ff. - J~ o,,cov Lla.vio] applies not to Mary aud 
,Joseph (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Enthymins Zigabenus, Bez,t, 
Calovius, and others, including Wieseler in the Stud. 1t. lfrit. 
1845, p. 395), but merely to the latter, ii. 4, iii. 23 ff. Tlw 
descent of l\Iary from David cannot at all he proved in tlie 
N. T. See on l\Iatt. i. 17, Tiemark 2. Comp. on Yer. 3G, 
jj_ 4 f. 

Vv. 28, :!!J. EZa-eX0wv] namely, o li-r1cXor:; (see the critical 
remarks). Panlns erroneonsly puts it: " rt person who came in 
said to her." - 1uxaptn1JµEv11] -1"1/0 has ind with kindness (from 
c:o<l).1 ,Yell remnrkfl Bengel : "non nt mater grntiae, sed ut 

1 Observe the i11g('niuu~ simih,rity uf sou111l in the words X"'P' ~'X"'f'"'"'·"''"· 
Plays on words of a like kincl arc found among Roman l'atholics ,Yith the con­
trasts of ave and Eve<. 
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:filia gratiae." Sec ver. :rn ; and Oil xaptTO(J) in gencrnl, sec 
Eph. i. G. - On ev°'Ao'Y. uu Jv 'Yuva,f in the Tcxtus 1·cc1pt11~ 
(l>ut see the critical remarks), see Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 308]. 
It would be not a i-ocatil:c, like ,uxap,rooµevr,, but a noininatii-c, 
as the added uu indicates: The Lonl is with thee, blessed (,car' 
J~ox11v) art thon among 1comcn.-Vcr. 29. The Rcccptct (but 
r-:ee the critical remarks) would have to be explained : but she, 
,,,·lien she loul.·crl 1tpon hiin, irns tcrr((lC<l at his sayiug, so that 
loouua uuly appears as au accessory element of the narrative, 
not as joiutly a reason of her terror (in opposition to Bome­
manu, de ,v ette, and others), which would rather be simply 
E7i£ Ttp AO"/(f) avrou, as is shown Ly the text which follows 
,cat, OlEA.O"/i'tero K.T.A..-7iOTa?Toc;-] qualis, what sort of a: a 
questiou of wonder. Comp. on l\iark xiii. 1 f. In accordance 
"·ith its whole tcnoi' raising her to so high distinction the 
greeting was to her enigmatical. 

Ver. 31. See on Matt. i. 21. 
Yer. :12 f. Me'Yac;-] Co1up. Yer. 15. And 1dwt greatncs;, 

belonged to this promised One, appears from what is said in 
the sequel of His future ! - u!o, vy{urou 1<t..770~u.] Description 
of His recoguition as Jllcssioh, as whom the angel still more 
dcfiuitely designates Him by Kai owue, ic.r.t... The name Son 
of Uod is not explained in a metaphysical reference until 
Yer. ::15. -TOV 0povov Llau. TOU ?Tarp. aurov] i.e. the royal 
throne of the l\Iessianic kingdom, which is the antitypical 
co11summ.alio11 of the kingdom of David (Ps. cxxxii. 11, ex.), 
as regards which, however, in the sense of the angel, which 
excludes thP bodily paternity of Joseph, David can Le meant 
as O ?TaT~p avrov 011ly according to the national theocratic 
relation of the Messiah as David's son, just as the historical 
notion or the l\Iessiah was once give11. The mode in which 
Luke (aml i\Iatthew) conceived of the Davidic descent is plain 
from the genealogical table of eh. iii., according to which 
the genealogy passed by way of Joseph as fosfr;·-fathcr. - £ic;­

-rouc;- aii:wac;] from Isa. ix. 6 ; Dau. vii. 13 f. The conception 
of au ac,·lastin!J )lessianic kingdom (according to Ps. c:x. 4) 

is also expressed in John xii. 34 ; comp. the Rabbins m 
Derthoklt, Christo!. p. 150. The "house of Jacob" is not to 

LUKE. T 
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Le idealize(l (Obhanscn, Bleck, and others : of the spfriturrl 
Israel) ; but the conception of the kingdom in our passage 
is Jewish-national, which, however, docs not exclude the 
dominion over the Gentiles according to the prophetic pre­
diction (" qnasi per accessionem," Grotius). - /3arnX. e1r£] as 
xix. 14; Rom. v. 14. 

Ver. 34 f. How is it possible that this shall be tlw rasr? 1 

namely, TO tYUAXa/3eiv fV 7ac;Tp£ Ka£ TEKEtV viov, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. - ov 7ivw<rKw] comp. l\Iatt. i. 18 ; Gen. xix. 8 ; 
,fudg. xi. 39; Xnm. xxxi. I 7, since 1 hai-c sc.1;ual intacoursc 
with no man. In this sense the pure maiden knows 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 
lie 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 /1.vSpa ov 7wwc;Kw is thus simply the 
confession of the immaculate virgin conscicnrc, and not (a 
misunderstanding, which :Mary's very bctroth(d ought to have 
precluded) the vow of pci:pctnal vfrgin-ity (Augustine, de virgin. 
4, Gregory of Nyssa, Grotius, Jansen, l\foldonatus, Bisping, 
and others), or the rcsoluticrn to that effect (Schegg). - 7rvevµa 

/17iov] In accordance with the nature of a proper name, 
without the article. Moreover, sec on Matt. i. 18. - E7Tffl.Eu­

ue-rai e1r£ o-€] will descend 1tpon thee (Acts i. 8). This, as well 
as im<rKu1<rEt <rot, 111ill oi·ci·slwdow thee (Acts v. 15), is-thP 
former without figure, the fatter figuratively-a designation of 
the connection producing the pregnaucy, which, howcrnr, is not 
conceived of in the form of copulation, for which the words 
are euphemistic expressions (Paulns, von Ammon, and older 
commentators), or yet under the notion of a bird which covers 
its eggs (Theophylact, comp. Grotius).2 Certainly the ex-

' This c1uestion is only appropriate to the virgin heart n..~ a question or doubt 
on the ground of conscious impossibility, and not ns an actual wish to learn the 
how (.-o, Tf'"'°' .-,;; ..-pa.-yµrr..-,~, 'l'hcophylact); comp. alrcatly Augustine: "i11, 
,111irendo dixit, non despcran,fo," whereas the meaning of the question of 
Zacharias, vcr. 18, is the converse. 

2 Approved also by Dclitzsch, /,il,l. P.<yclwl. p. llG f., and Bleck. Dut thi~ 
conception i~ here very much out or place, and is not implied even in n!:lni~, 

... ·.· - : 

Gen. i. 2, whicl1, h•:shles, has nothing to llo with the pnssa~c before us. 
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pressions nrc conclntcs of "ftvW(jKCJJ, hut ns rcgnrds the effect, 

Hot ns regnnls the form, since er.EAflJ(j. expresses simply the 
descent of the Spirit, nnd E7rL(j/C£a(j. the manifcsf,ation of divine 
power nssocinted therewith in the form of a cloud (after the 
manner of the Ohl Testament theopha11ics, Ex. xl. 45; Num. 
ix. 15; 1 Kings Yiii. 10; comp. also Luke ix. 3-!). Augustine 
and other F,1thers haYe quite mistnkenly laid stress in er.t(j,c. 

on the notion of coolness (in contrast to procreation in lust) ; 
comp. (j/Ctill;ftv TO Kauµa in Alciphr. iii. 2. - Svvaµtc; V'f'LUTOV] 

without the article : pozccr of the Highest will oYershadow thee, 
"·ill be that, which shall overshadow thee. This will set in 
i1~ immediate con~equence (,cat) of the r.vEvµa a:ywv er.€11.,fv­

crETat f7rl, a€. Strict dognuttic expositors, such as Theophy­
Inct, Calovins, haYe rightly (comp. xxiv. 49) distinguished 
uetween the Holy Spirit and the power of the Highest, but in 
<loing so hav':l already imported more precise definitions from 
the dogmatic system by explaining the power of the Highest 
of the Son of God, who with Hi-; mnjesty 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 
hreathed over the mystery.1 

- To "fEVvwµwov &'Ywv] the ltoly 
thing that is being brgottcn shall (after His birth) be called Son 
of God. Most interpreters take To "fEVvwµwov as tltat which 
,,s to be born (comp. ver. 13), which view, moreover, has drawn 
n fter it the old addition e,c (jQtf from Matt. i. 16. But tlrn 
context which immediately precedes points only to the bcgcttin!] 
(Ilengel, B!eek) ; and to this also points the neuter, which 
applies to the embryo (comp. on Matt. i. 20, and see Fritzsche, 
(I([ Aristoph. Thcsm. 564), as well as the parallel Matt. i. 20. 
The subject, we may add, is To &'Ywv, not To "fEVVwµ. (Kuinoel : 

1 Calovi11s: "Supcrvenit Spiritus non qui<lcrn ~"''PI'",,.,.;;;, S(•d ~""""FY••;;;,, 
y11tt11las scwguinea.s .Mariae, e quilms concipicntla caro Dolllini, .scmclifica11do, 
rn->clt1nfotcu11das rcclrlendo, et ex ii,dem co1·pus lwmanum r1/orma11do." .Justin, 
.Apo/. I. 33, already rightly gives the simple thought of the chaste am! delicate 
1vprcsentation : x.uo~orYi""' <7.zpt'!ll~~ o;,,.n ..,,.,.,,.o:nJCs. Schlciermnchcr, L. J. p. 62, 
erronco11~ly alfirms that the rtpresentation or Luke admits the possibility of 
,lesus beiug thought of ns conceintl with the pariie:ipation o: Joseph. It abso­
lutely excludes any such notion. 
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"prolcs vcneranda" = To ryEvvwµ. To u'Ytov), as also Dorncmmm 
assumes, when he (comp. <le \\'ette) takes ll"fLOV predicativcly: 
"proles tua, cum divinCl sit." Not as holy, but as begotten bif 
C:01l's powc1' (o,6), is the fruit of ::\Iary called the Son of God. 
Hofmann, Seit riftbciu. I. p. 117, explains : it shall be called 
holy, Son of God, so that those two appellations are to cor­
respond to the two members of the preceding promise. So 
already Tertullian, as abo ]lengel and Bleek. But the asyn­
cletic form, in which vio, Bwu would be subjoined, tells against 
this view all the more, that we should of necessity, in direct 
accordance with what precedes (Kai, ouvaµt, K.T.A..), expect Ka1, 

via, 0EOu, especially after the verb, where 110 reader coulcl 
anticipate a second predicate without Ka{. Comp. ,Tustin, 
(', Tryph. l O O : OLO Ka£ 70 'YfVvwµwov Jg auTij, ll"ft6v f<TTW 

vlo, 0€0u. 
Ver. 3 6 f. Continuation of the promise by the disclosure of 

Elizabeth's pregnancy, which, in fact, was also a deviation 
from the order of nature (Jv ry17pet), and so far presented an 
analogy, although only in an inferior sense. " En clomesticmu 
tibi exemplum ! " Grotius. After loou K.T.A.. an i,ni was as 
little needed as an elµt at ver. 38. - <TV"f"fEV{,] The ,wtm·c of 
this relationship, which is not at variance with John i. :Hi, 
nlthongh questioned by Schleiermaeher and others, is wholly 
unknown. It is, however, possible that l\fary was of the 
stock of Lci:i (so l<'austus the :l\fanichean in Augustine, c. Faust. 
xxiii. !) ; and recently, Schleicrrnachcr, Sehr. d. LJ,t.·. p. 2G ; 
Hilgenfold, Ewald, G<'sch. Chr. p. 17 7, and others), as the 
Ti'st. XII. l'atr. p. 542 makes the 1\fo:;siah proceed from the 
Htock of ,Judah (Joseph) and (comp. p. 54G) from the stock of 
Levi.1 

- On the late fouH uv'Y'Yw{,, see Loueck, ad P!tr,1111. 
p. 451 f.; and on the Ionic form of datiYe ry17pet, "\\'iner, 
p. GO [E.T. 7~1 f.].-ovToc;J subject: mul this is the si;,;//,, 
11/0Uth. - on OUK ,iouvaT. K.7.A.] Confirmation of that whieli 

1 Tlrns tlw dcsccut from the Davidic aml 111·irstly race might ha1·c 1.,ccu Usl',l 
for the glorification of ,Jesus. But from the height of the history of Jesus"' 
little importaHcc was attachcu to things of this nature that only the Dar-itli,: 
tl,•sccut, as it w:::.s necessary in the case of the J)l!-ssiah, had stress laid on it, a111l 
the family of Mary ,ms not expressly spccitic,l at all. Comp. I-:wahl, Uc,c/1. 
l'ltr. p. 177 r. 
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has jnst been said of Elizabeth by the omnipotence of G0<l. 
It is to Le uuservecl ( 1) that ouK ... 7T'av do not belong to oue 
another, but of 7T'UV p~µa it is sai<l: OUK uouvaT~lTEt (Fritzsche, 
Diss. II. i,i 2 Cor. p. 24 f.); further, (2) that the proposition 
is a grnci·al one ; hence the f11tu1·c, which, however, is pur­
posely chosen with a view to what was announced to l\Iary; 
sec Disscn, ad De1n. de Cm·. p. 3G9 ; (3) that there exists no 
rea:;un for ahandoniug the pmely Greek meaning of uovvaT€tV, 

to be wwb!c (Rettig in the Stud. n. Krit. 18:38, p. 210), any 
more than of p17µa, uttcrnncc (vcr. 38), especially with the 
reading 1rapa TOV BEDu (see the critical remarks). Hence 
the meaning is not : " 1Vith Goel nothing is impossible ; " 
hut rather : not powerless (but of success and efficacy) shall 
rtny uttc;-ancc on the part of Goel be. So also Gen. xviii. 
14. Comp. Beza: "p17µa, i.e. quicqnicl Dens se111cl fnturum 
dixerit." 

Ver. 38. Bcholcl the lwndmaicl of the Lord! without a 
verb. Comp. vcr. 36, V. 12, 18.-"f€VO£To] A.0£7T'OV OU µovov 

fT.'LlTT€VlT€V, UAA.a 11v!aTO ryEvecr0a£ auTi,, Ka0w, a ll"f'Y€AO<; 
E1'p17Ke, Euthymius Zigabenus; " eximio fiduciae cxemplo," 
Grotius. 

l:DL\l:K.-The natural explanation of the annunciation to 
::\Iary (l'aulus) is at variance with the evangelic account; 
and as the latter unfolds simply, clearly, and delicately an 
external procedure, the objective is not 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, 
lJ_y 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,1-in 
consequeucc of the circtfmstance that the divine sonship of 
,Jesus was extended to His bodily origination (see on l\latt. 
i. 18), an idea, which gave shape to legends dissimilar in cha­
racter and gaining currency iu different circles. Thus, e.g., it 
is clear that the history, adopted at l\latt. i. 19 ff., of Joseph's 
perplexity and of the angelic message which came to him 
docs not presuppose, but excludes the annunciation to Mary; 
for that )fary after such a revelation should haYe made no 

1 Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 59 fL 
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communication to Joseph, wouh1 have been not le;;s psycho­
logically unnatnml, thrm it ,rnulu. have heen a violation of the 
bridal relation anu., in<leecl, ol' the Lridal duty; 1 and to reckon 
on a special revelation, which without her aiLl would make the 
disclosure to her betrothed, she must have been expressly 
directed by the angc~lic an11ounceme11t rnac1e to her, in order to 
he 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 (Gutudtt. I. p. 81 ff), 
Krabbe, ELranl, and others. According to the viL•w invented 
hy the last-named, it is assumed that Joseph haLl learned l\Iary's 
pregnancy, immediately after the appearance of its earliest 
signs, from the pi'onulmc (" suspicious women") ; that hnmc­
diatcly there ensued the appearance of the angel to him, and 
forthwith he took her home; and that for all this a period of 
at most fourteen days sufficed. :;\lark and ,John haYe rightly 
excluded these miracles of the preliminary history from tl1e 
cycle of the errrngelical uanatiYe, ,rhich only began with the 
appearance of the Baptist (l\lark i. 1); as, indeed, J esns Hirnsdf 
never, even in His confidential circle, refers to them, and the 
unbelief of His own brothers, ,John vii. 5, and in fact even tlw 
demeanour of l\Iary, }fork iii. 21 ff, is irreconcilable with them! 
-The angelic announcement made to Zuclwrias, ,Yhich likewise 
withdraws itself from any attempt at natural explanation 
(Paulus, Ammon), appears as a parallel to the anmmciation 
to Mary, having origi11atcd a11d been elaborated in consequcncti 
of the latter as a link in the chain of the same cycle of legends 
nit.er the analogy of Old Testament models, especially that 
of Abraham and his wife. As in the case of the annunciation 
to l\'Iary the metaphysical divi11e Sonship of J csus, so in 
the announcement to Zacharias the extraordinary divine desti­
nation and mission of Jolrn (John i. G) is the real element 
on which the formatio11 of legend liccmne engrafted; but 
to derive the latter merely from the self-consci0us11css of the 

1 Lange, L. J. II. p. 83 f., rightly acknowk,lges this, but, following ohler 
writers, thinks that Illary ma,lc the connnunication to Joseph before her journey 
to Elizabeth, but that he nevertheless (" the first Ebionite ") rcfusetl to bclicrn 
her. This is 11ot compatible with :i\Iattl.tcw's narrative, especially i. 18. Arnl. 
"·hat Lange further (p. 89) adds, that tlmiug i\Iary's ahscucc a severe strngf:lc 
arose in his soul, arnl this state of fc:liug bl'c,ime the medium of the revelation 
made to him, is simply added. 

i Schlricrmacher is right in saying, L. J. p. i1 : "These occurrences ha\·e 
been entirely \\"ithout effect as regards the cumiug fonrnrJ of Christ or tlw 
origination of faith iu Him." 
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l'hmch (Bruno Bauer), arnl consequently to bke nway tl;0 
oujectirn foundation of the history, is at Yaria11ce with the 
entire N. T. and with the history of the church. For the forma­
tion ol' the le!:(end, moreover, the historical circumstances, 
that ,T olm was the son of the priest Zacharias and Elizabeth, 
and a so11 born late in life, are to ue held fast as vrcinisscs 
uctuall!J gii·cn by Mstorv (in opposition to Strauss, I. p. 135), 
all the more that for the::e simple historical data their general 
notoriety could not but bear witness. This also in opposition 
to Weisse and n. Bauer, who deriYe these traditions from tlte 
laboratory of religious contemplntion. Further, as to what 
specially concerns the late birth of John, it has its historical 
precedents in the history of Isaac, of Samson, and of Samuel; 
lmt tlte general principle deduced from such cases, "Cum 
alicujus uternm claudit, ad hoe facit, ut mimhilius denuo aperiat, 
et 11011 libidiHis esse quod nascitur, sed divini muneris cog­
noscatur" (Ernng. de Nativ. llfar. 3), became the source of 
unhistorical iuYentions in the apocryphal Gospels,• as, in par­
ticular, the ap<Jcryphal account of the birth of l\Iary herself is 
an imitation of the history of .T ohn's birth. 

Yer. 39. The angel's communication, Yer. 3G, occasions 
::\I.try to make a joumey to Elizabeth, and that with hast,, 
\µeTa U71'0U01)',, comp. l\fark \'i. 25; ]~x. xii. 11; Herod. iii. 
4, iY. 5); for how much must her heart liaYe now urged her 
,o the interchange of the deepest feelings with the friend 
,rho, in like manner, was so highly fayoured ! Thus it is 1wt 
rncrely "ne negligeret signnm," etc., Grotius. From Elizalwth 
:--lie receiYes the confirmation of that which the angel 118.<l 
announced to her concerning Elizabeth. But before her 
departure the great promise of Yer. 3 5 is already fulfilled to 
l1erself. ·with extraordinary delicacy the promised conception 
i,-; not related in its realization (comp., on the other hand, 
Yer. 24), and the veil of the unparalleled marvel is not 
attempted to· be raised; but \'V. 41-44 and the whole 
triumph of l\Iary, Yer. 4G ff., presuppose that she appears 
1 iefore Elizabeth already as the mother of the Messiah, bearing 
] Iim in her "·omb. She herself is only made certain of the 
miracle, \Yhich has already occurred in her case, by the 

1 Sec, in general, TI. Hofmann, das Lebm Jcsu ,iaclt d. Apo.b·. 181il ; aim 
Gclpkc,.J11grndyesclt. clts ller,·11, 1S42 (who, moreoYcr, gi\·cs the Je1l'isl, l<'geut!s). 
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inspired connmmication which at once meets her from the 
month of her friend. Bengel is singularly arbitrary in tmm,­
ferring the conception, which in any case lies between vv. 3 8 
and 3!), to the moment when the child leaped in the wornh 
of Elizabeth, which he concludes from 1<fp in ver. 44. - 1:i, 
TI/V opetv,jv J into the 11wuntain-nyiu1,-1CaT' efox11v, Aris tot. 
JI. A. v. 28; Judith i. G, ii. 22, iv. 7, al.; Plin. H. N v. 14. 
The mountainous country in the tribe of Judah is meant. See 
11ohinson, Pal. II. p. 422 ff., III. p. 188 ff.-d, 1ro""ll.tv 

'louoa] into a city of the tribe of Judah. Luke docs not give 
nny more precise definition, and therefore it is to be assumed 
that he himself had no more precise knowledge. Jerusalem, 
the capital, is certainly not meant (in opposition to Ambrose, 
ne<la, Camerarins); which is clenr, not indeed from the want 
1,t' the article ( comp. ii. 4, 11 ; Bornemann in loe.), but from 
the unprecedented designation itself (in 2 Chron. xxv. 28 tlw 
reading is very doubtful, see the LXX.), and from the 1:i, 
T~v op1:tv1Jv [less] appropriate to Jerusalem. It may ha.-e 
l1een the priestly city of Hebron, Josh. xxi. 11 (Baronius, 
neza, Grotius, Lightfoot, Wolf, Rosenrniiller, and others); bnt 
that it is meant as a matter of course under the "city of 
,Tndah" (see Ewald, p. 182), is not to be assumed, because iu 
that case 1r0Xtv eould uot dispense with the artiele (to the 
,1•l'll-k11own city of ,Juel ah). Others (Valesins, Epp. G G !) ; 
Helaml, Pal. p. 8 7 0 ; Wetstein, Paulus, Kuinoel, Crome, Bcit;·. 
p. 45, et al.; comp. also HolJinson, Pal. III. p. 103, arnl 
ltitter, Erdl~. XV. p. 641) have regarded Jwln a8 itself the 
1iame of the city: holding that it was the priestly city i11;)'' or 
i11;!)_' (Josh. xxi. 1 G, xv. 5.:; ; comp. Robinson, 11. p. 41 7), so 
th~t the name is wrongly written. vV e should havc to refer 
this inaccuracy to Luke himself; bnt the wl1ole hypothesis is 
an unnecessary makeshift. 

Ver. 41. Tov au1rauµ. T. Map.] the !Ji"CCti119 of )lary. See 
vv. 40, 44. This greeting on the part of l\fary (not the 
communication of the angelic announcement, ver. 2 G ff., as 
Kuinoel and others import) caused the lcapi119 of the chil1l 
(eomp. 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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:\Iessiah 1 now in the womb of His 111other. Elizaheth imme­
diately through the Huly Spirit recognises the cause of the 
lea pi Hg. Comp. Hofmann. Wcissag. 11. E1:fiill. II. p. ~ 31 f. 
Calvin, :\Iichacli8, Paulus, Olshausen, arnl many others reverse 
the matter, holding that the mental agitation of the 111othc1· 
had operated on the child (comp. also Lange, II. 1, p. 86), 
and that this circumstance had only afterwards, ver. 44, 
l,ecome sigllifica11t to the mother. Analogous to the concep­
tion in onr passnge is Solwr Ex. f. xxiii. 91 f., xxv. 9 9 : 
" Omncs Israelitae ad mare rnbmm plus videmnt quam 
l~zechicl propheta; imo etiam rmbi·,1;m1cs, qui in utcro mafris 
rmnt, 1:idaunt id, rt Dcmn S. B. cddJrarnnt." A symbolical 
significance, expressive, namely, of the thought, that at the 
appearance of a higher Spirit the ideas that lie still unborn in 
the womh of the spirit of the world and of the people are 
quickened (Weisse), is foreign to the narrati,·e,-a modern 
abstraction. 

Ver. 4:2 f. 'Ave<f>wv17ue] She cl'iccl out (only occurring here 
in the X T.; comp. 1 Chron. xv. 28, xvi. 5; 2 Chron. v. 12; 
l'olyb. iii. 33. 4; frequent in Plutarch), expressing the ont-
7)//rst of the being filled by the Spirit. - o ,cap7ror; T. ,coii\.. uov] 
Designation of the embryo, that ::\fary beurs in her womb. For 
the expression, comp. Gen. xxx. 2; Lam. ii. 20. - ,ea), 7ro0ev 
K.T.i\..] sc. ,YE,Yovev. After the first outburst now follows a 
certain njlcction, a humble pondering, from what cause (7ro0ev, 
comp. on :\fork xii. :37) she was deemed worthy of this great 
lrnppiness : avag{av i.avn',v Tijr; TOtaVT'T}, f'TT'lO'T}µlar; Tijr; 0€0'7T'Oi­

V1J', oµo'A.oryE~, Enthymius Zigabenus. - rva K.T.i\..] not equivalent 
to TO EA.0E"iv T~v µ'T}T. K.T.i\.., but tclic: that tltc mother of my 
Lonl (the l\Iessiah, comp. Ps. ex. 1) sh01lld comr to 1nc,-this is 
the TouTo, in reference to which she asks 7ro0ev µ.ot. Comp. 
on John vi. 29, xvii. 3. 

Ver. 44 f. Tap] specifies the ground of knowledge, on which 
she declares :\fary as the mother of the :\fossiah. She hacl 

1 01,lcr Lnthcrnns (sec Calovius) have wrongly used this passage as a proof of 
tl,c.fidcs in;,111/11111. There is, in fact, here sornethiug uui,1ue in character awl 
!lliracnlons. The chi!tl of Elizabeth has alrea,ly in the womb the Holy Spirit, 
ver. 15. 
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the discernment of this connection tlu·o11,r1h the liul!J Rpii'if, 
ver. 41. - on] may either he the specification of the l'ea;;Oll 
attached to µa,capia (V ulgate, Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Lau~e. 
and others), or the statement of the contents to 'TT'IUTEvuaua 

(Grotin;;, lkngel, J>aulus, Kuiuocl, Dornernann, de Wette, 
Ewald, Dleek, and others). The latter is the correct vie\\', 
:-;im:e the conception-the chief point of the XEXa/\:r;µiva, 
,d1ich Elizabeth has in Yicw-is 110 longer future, but ha,:; 
already taken place. Hence: for blessed is site '1clto has bclicutl, 
that thcrl' shall be a fulfilmcnt to all (n'r. ~~ 1 ff.), etc. As 
to -rEXdwuir;, comp. Judith x. 9; John xix. 28. 

Ver. 4 G ff. Au 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 effusion from the 
heart of :i\fary (the so-callell M((guificat) divides itself into fom 
:-strophes, namely, (1) VY. 4G-48 (as for as au-rou) ; (2) Yer. 48 
(from loov onward) as for as \'Cl'. GO; (3) YY. 51-53; m11l 

(4) VY. 54, 55. Each of these four strophes contains three 
verses. See Ewald, p. 181. - 17 ,yux11 µou] the me<liating 
organ bet"·ecn 'lT'VEvµa all(l body (Deck, bib!. Scclcnl. p. 11 ff; 
Delitzsch, bib!. Psyclwl. p. ~2~) ,d1ich receiYcs the impressions 
from without and from within, and here expresses by means 
of the mouth what has taken place in the 7rV€uµa (hence 
,},ya)l.)...{auE in the aoi'ist). The 7rVEvµa is "the highest a111l 
11oblest part of man, whereby he is qualilicd to grasp in­
comprehensible, invisible, eternal things; and is, in brief, the 
house within which faith mHI Uo<l's word abide," Lnthl'r 
(Aus!. 1521). Comp. Hahn, 'l'hcol. d. K 1'. I. p. 411 ff. That 
the spirit of l\Iary exulted full of the Holy Spirit, was scli'­
eviclcnt for the evangelist after ver. 3 b ; an obserYatio11, 
::;uch as that of vcr. -11, conceming Elizabeth: f'7r)l.1ju617 7rvEv­

µa-ror; ary., would now have been inappropriate in reference to 
:Mary. aryaXXiaw, in the actii:c, is only found l1crc and at Ile.-. 
xix. 7 (Lacluuann, Tischemlorf), which reason, however, docs 
11ot warrant the conjecture of arya)I.Xtaa-€-rai (Valckenaer, 
nrctschncillcr). - uwnjpi] bcncfactoi'. "Is est nimirnm uw-r1ip, 
qui salutcm dcdit," Cicero, Vl'1'r. ii. G3. - on ETiE/3/\.E,YEV f7i'~ 

-:- ' ' ] 1 s • 11 c·• I) • ' T. Tar., T, c;OVA.. £WT, as at ..:nlll. l. . 0111p. s. XXXI. 8 ; 
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also Luke ix.. 38. Tlie expression of the :llljcctirnl notion by 
menus of the suLstantivc (comp. 2 Kin;;s xiv. 2li; l's. xx.iv. 18) 
places the quality in the foreground. See :Fritzschc, ad Ro111. 
I. p. :; G 7 f. ; Bemlwrdy, p. 5 :3. :Mary menus the lowliness uf 
her person, in spite of which she is chosen or Gou to suclt 
greatness. She was in fact only an insignificant maiden fr0111 

the people, an artisan's betrothed bride. - a71'o Tov viiv] J,-0;,1, 

lwlClfoi'tlt; for 11011•, after Elizabeth's inspire cl words, no further 
lloubt could remain to l\Iary respecting her condition as motlier 
oi' the l\lcssiah ; J;-oin !tc11ccjurth, therefore, she could not but 
l,e the ol,ject of the general congratulation, whereof Elizabeth 
herself had just made a Legi1ming. - 71'a<ni ai ,ywmi] oil 
generations. 

Yer. 40 f. B!'C(msc the illi!Jld!J One did to me _q;·cat tlti11g», in 
making me the mother of the l\Iessiah. - Kat a,yiov K.T.A.] nut 
for ov TO ov. li,ytov (Luther, Castalio, Bengel, and many, inclu~­
ing Kuinoel), but lyrically unperiodic: wul holy is His 1wnu· ! 
Hence, also, a full stop is not to Le placell after ovvaTo<; 

(Lachman11, Tischellllorf, Hleek), but only a comma. To the 
•111 i:;ht the Ito{ iurss attaches itself. - Ei<. ,yEvEdr; "· ,YEVEas] Comp. 
Isa. li. 8 ; 1 l\Iacc. ii. 61 ; Ttsl. XII. Patr. p. 5 ti 8 : mito 

!fl'ilcrations and g1·ncmt'ions, 'i.e. e,·er 011 ward from oue genera­
tion to the following. The Rcccptu Ei<; ,YEVEa<; ,Y€VEwv wouhl 
llll•an: to the 11ttcnnost gcncmtions; these would be conceiveLl 
or n.~ forming a supcrlatfr('. Analogous Greek superlative 
designations, especially from the dramatic writers, may be seen 
in llrunck, ad Ocdip. R. 4GG; Bernhanly, p. 154. -To'i, 
cpo/3ovµ,. auT.] sc. iun. It denotes the es~ence of theocratil: 
piety. Comp. Ex. xx. 6 ; Ps. ciii. 7. 

Yer. 51 ff. l\fary now sees the l\1essianic catastrophe, which 
Goel will Li-ing about by means of her son, and she announces 
it prophetically as haring a/i-rndy happened; for she bears in 
fact the accomplisher of it already in her womb, and thus the 
wurk of GOll, which He is tu execute, is before her enlightened 
gaze already as good a~ completed ; in that way she sees nnd 
describes it.-The catasfrophc itself is the restoration of the 
state of things to the divine rightful order, the 01:c1·thro1!1 of 
tltc Grntilcs and t!tc cJ:altation of the dl'1ply-opp;·cssctl thcocmtic 
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people (comp. vv. GS, 71, 74); the former are set forth by the 
words u1rep1Jcpc,vovc;, ovvct<rTa<;, 1rll.ovTovvTa<;; the latter, by 
Ta1rELvo1J;; and 1rewwvTac;. This i11temle1l concrete application 
ot' the general expressions is pnt beyond doubt by avTe">..a/3eTo 

'Iupa~ll. ic.T."A.., ver. 54 f. - u1rep71cf,avovc;] such as are arrogant 
1·n tltc thoughts of tltcir heart; oiavofq, is the dative of more 
precise definition; and on the notion (thinking and willing 
as directed outwanh), comp. Beck, Salen!. p. 58; on icapota 

as the centre of the spiritual and psychic life, Delitzsch, bib/. 
Ps!Jcltol. p. 248 ff.; finally, iu oieuicop1r. the h:mghty are con­
ceived of as congregated and keeping together; comp. l\fatt. 
xxvi. 31 ; Acts v. 3 7 ; Ps. lxxxix. 10. " That through 
Christianity the proud were humbled" (de "\Vette), is not the 
thought expressed by Mary, but a generalization of it, as is also 
the "confnsio diabolieae superhiae" (Calovius and others), and 
the like. Comp. Ecclus. x. 14 ff. -Ver. 52. He has cast dou;;i 
nrlersfroin thrones, docs not apply to the demons and Pharisees 
(Theophylact), but to the Gentile holders of power. Comp. 
on the idea of the overthrow of thrones in the times of 
the l\fessiah, "\Visel. v. 23 ; Enoch xxxviii. 4, and Dillmann 
thereon. - Ver. 5 3. a,ya0wv] not merely mcmzs of subsisfrnci: 
(Valckenaer, Bornemann, de "\Vette), but earthly possessions in 
general, among which the means of subsistence arc included. 
Comp. xii. 18 f. De "\Vette, moreover, is in error in sayiug 
(comp. Olshausen) that it is spiritual hunger and spiritual 
satisfying that are to be thought of, and that the rich are a 
type of the wise men of this wodd. The whole is to be taken 
literally; the idealizing is not warrantml according to the 
context. CJmp. Ps. xxxiv. 11. - iga1re<rT. icevouc;] So that 
they retain nothing of their possessions, and have rcccfrcd 
';10thing from the l\Iessiah. On the expression, comp. xx. 
10 f. ; Job xxii. 9 ; J u<lith x. 11 ; Hom. ll. ii. 2 !) 8, Od. 
xiii. 214.-For descriptions of the divine inversion of rela­
tions from the classical ,n-iters, see W etstein and Bornemann. 

Ver. 54 ff. What was expressed dcscriptii•cly in vv. 51-53, 
nncl that by means of antitheses, is now definitely and 
particularly condensed in avTell.c,/3eTo 'Iupa~">.. 1raioo,; avTou 

( comp. Isa. xli. 8 f.), which is the .sumnwry of what has been 
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pre,·ionsly saiLl. Tlte aorist is to be taken quite like tlie 
jil"eYious aorists. - tivn),a/3ero] He has intcrcsfrd Himself fin· 
Ismcl His scrrnnt (1??)- Comp. on avre°Aa/3., Acts xx. 3.i; 
Thuc. iii. 22; Dio<l. Sic. xi. UL Euthymius Zigabenns ex­
plains it: €71"€CTIC€'faTO TOV 'Icrpa7JALTl/COV Aaov, TOV OOVAOV 
avTou. Others, including Paulus, Gli.ickler, Kuiuoel, take 
r.aiooi, as jilii (comp. Ex. iY. 22; Hos. xi. 1). But the 
thcoc;-atic notion of s011ship is never expressed by 7ra'ii, (not 
eYen in Acts iii. 13 ). - µ,v11u0r,vai e°Afoui, J not: "ita 1rt 

;1apct110 mrnw1· sit," etc. (Kuinoel, l.Heek), but: in onlc1· to 
be mindful of mercy. "\Ve haYe to note the connectio11 
with the ew, alwvo, emphatically put at the end. God ha,; 
interested Himself for Israel, in ordc1· to be mindful of mere/! 
cn:n to demit;;, in order 11eYer again to forget mercy. - ,w0w-; 
i°Aa°A. 7rpo, -r. 7raT. 11µ,.] not indeed a parenthesis, but au 
inserted clause, ,rhicl1 makes one feel that the telic µ,v71u0i'Jval 
hiou, takes place in consequence of the divine trnll1julnr8s. 
- T<p 'A/3paaµ, "· T. CT7rEpµ,. avr.] lJativus commod·i to µ,v71u-
0i'wai. Comp. l's. xcviii. 3; Xen. Uyr. i. 4. 12; Bornemann, 
Si-7,ul. p. 14 f. It might belong to e°Aa°A71ue (Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther. Calvin, Beza, Kuinoel), sinc1J 
AaAELV may be joined as well with 7rpo, as with a. dative; 
lint against tl,is 111a.y be mged IC. T<p <T7rEpµ,an avTOU, which 
denotes 1 the whole posterity of ALrnham without limitation, 
and therefore e:rnuot be iucluded in apposition to 7rpoi, Tou, 
7raTipa, 11µ.wv. - Observe, moreover, that here (comp. ver. 72) 
.Abraham, the progenitor of the race, is coneeived of as jointly 
affectell by ::rnd interested in the destiny of his descernlants ; 
Isa. xxix. 22 f.; :i\fo:. vii. 20. Comp. John viii. 5G; 1'cst. XII. 
J',,tl'. V· GS7. Abraham l-i'i:cth unto God, xx. 38. - iiµ,ewe 
oi K.T.A.] but not uutil the delirnry of Elizabeth (iu opposition 
to Calvin, l\Ialdouatus, anu others) ; see ver. 5 7. 

ltE~IAI:K 1. -The harmonizers, even the most recent, Irnxe 
adopted very different ways for the fitting of this !1ist0ry into 
the narrative of l\Iatthew. According to Lange, L. J. II. 1, 
p. 8-! ff., l\fary is driven to Elizabeth by her grief at being 

1 In what mmmer it was the u<rip,,.,,. "A;;p,,J.1• th,1t actually rccci\·etl the com­
passion ,I:om. iv., Gal. iv.), was not hero the question. 
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Ebionitically mi;;_j11dgcll and Lliscanlcll by J oscph; :.iccor,ling 
to Hug, Gutaclit. I. p. 85, Ebranl, ltiggenlmch, 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. 

RE~L\r:K :!.--The historical character of the Visitation of 
:i\Iary stands or falls with that of the ,\nnunciation. But the 
1isychological and moral impossiLility, that )lary, al'ter the 
certainly as tu her condition acquired ,rhile she was with 
Elizabeth, arnl after the theocratic inspiration with which she 
declares herself Llessed on account of that condition, should 
uot ha\'e made any communication at all to Joseph on the sub­
ject (as must nevertheless, according to )latthew, he assumed, 
so that thus 011r narrative and that, of )fatt. i. 18 If. exchHle one 
another); further, the ntter want of :my trace elsewhere of such 
an intimate and confidential relation as, acconling to our 
history, mnst have subsisted between the two holy families; 
moreover, the design of the narrative to invest Jesns with a 
sing11lar glory, according to which even the yet unuorn Johu 
signifies his rejoicing homage Lefore the )Ics::;iah when bnt 
jnst conceived in His mother'::; womb; the circumstance, not to 
he explained away (see the untenable suggestion of Lange, p. 
!J2), that it is only after the leaping of tlie babe that Elizabeth 
receives the Holy Spirit, and by means of this Spirit recognises 
from that leaping the mother of the l\lessiah as such ; the 
hymnic scene annexed thereto, the poetic splendour a1Hl truth 
of which lifts it out of the historical sphere, in whkh subse­
!ptently the house of l\:Iary was not the abode of the faith that 
is here proclaimed from the mo11th of the Virgin with so lofty a 
triumph (}Ia1·k iii. 31; John vii. 3),-all this is not adapted to 
support or to uphold its historical character, even apart from 
the fact that tradition has not even convevcd to Lnke the 
name of the mountain-town. The apocrypl;al poor and pafo 
copy of the Annunciation and the Visitation may be seen in 
the Protcvrrng. Jacob£, c. xi., xii.; acconling to which, moreover, 
-quite differently from the course followed by the modern 
Harmonists,-it is not till after the visitation, only in the sixth 
mouth of pregnancy, when Mary is recognised as in this con­
dition and called to account by Joseph, that she asserls l1er 
innocence, and then the dream-revelation of the angel is im­
parted to Joseph (eh. xiii. f.). 

Ver. 57 f. Tau TEKe'iv ar.i-r.J genitive goYerne(l by o xpovor;: 
the time, which had to elapse until her delivery. Comp. ii. 7, 
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22; Gen. xxv. 2-!. - ~n iµeyciXvvE 1C.T.11..] that He has 
·11wvniJial (:\Iatt. xxiii. 5; 2 Cor. x. 15 ; 1 Sam. xii. ~-!), 
unmely, by this birth still bestowed, contrary to all expec­
tation, in which they saw a proof of especially great divine 
compassion. The c:,-7n·cs~ion is quite as in Gen. xix. 19. -
avvixa1pov] they 1·1joiml tagctltcr with her. Others, like 
Valckcnner (following the Vulgate): they congmtulatcd her 
(see 011 J>hil. ii. 1 7). The former is more appropriate on account 
of vcr. 14; and comp. xv. 6, 9. 

Ver. G9 f. With the circumcision was associated the gfriug 
of the name, Gen. xxi. 3. Sec Ewald, Alterth. p. 110. 
Among the Greeks and Romans it took place 011 the dies 
lustrieus. See Dougtaeus, Anal. II. p. 44 f.; Hermann, 
J>rirataltcrth. § 3 2. 1 7. - 1jX0ov] The subject is evident o t' 
itself, namely, the persons pcrtaiuing to the circumcision: 
" amici ad eam rem vocati," Grotius. Any Israelite might Le 
the circumciser (in case of necessity even a woman, Ex. iv. 
:!5). See Lund, Hciligth., ed. Wolf, p. 949; Keil, .Arclu1ol. I. 
p. 3 0 7 f. - iKaXouv J They actually uttered this name (this 
took place immediately after the circumcision was performed ; 
~ee Lund, l.c., Iluxtorf, Synago,IJ. 4): but the mother (for the 
father was still dumb) took exception to it, ver. GO. "Vere 
1•11im incipit actus, sed ob impedimenta caret eventu," 
:-:chaefer, ad Phocn. 81 ; Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 178 [E. T. 2 0 G J. 
-The naming of the child after the father (Tob. i. 9; Josepli . 
..-lntt. xiv. 1. 3) or after a rclatii:c (ver. 61 ; Lightfoot, p. 
72G) was very common, as it was also among the Greeks 
(Hermann, l.c. 18). On brt, comp. Neh. vii. G3; l'lut. Dcmctr. 
•) The idea is: in rcfci'Cncc to. - ovxt, all.A.it K/\.7)0. 'Iwavv.] 
The usual supposition (Paulus, Kuinoel, Ebrar<l, Blcek, follow­
ing Calvin and others), that Zacharias after his return from 
the temple made known to Elizaloeth by writing the words of 
the a11gel, ver. 13, is the more arbitrary, the ler<s it is in 
kcepi11g with tlic miraculous impress of the whole history. 
TlieophJ1nct is right in saying: ?] 0€ 'EA1<ru/3€T W', r.poq,iju, 

€1\.lL/\.'T}Uf r.Ept TOU ovoµaTO',; and Euthymius Zigalienns: f./C 

r.vEvµaTO', cirytou Kai, UUT~ TO ovoµa TOU r.atOO', µEµa0ryKe 

(cowp. Ol'igi:11 and ~.\mbrn~e), aud this, imkcd, at the moment 
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of that JicaAovv, Yer. 39, else it woulJ 11ot be ~1sy to perceiYe 
why she should not at the very beginning lmn carried out 
the giving of the divinely-appointed name. 

Ver. G:2 f. 'Evevwov] They conveyed by signs to him the 
rpiestion (To, see Kriiger, acl Xcn. Anab. iv. 4. 1 7 ; Kiihner, 
ll. p. 138), how (Ti= Ti lJvoµ,a, comp. Aesch. Ag. 1205) he 
perchance (av, sec Winer, p. 273 [E. T. ~rnGJ) would wish 
that the child (auTo, see the critical remarks) should be 
11a11Jed. The 11wkin!J siyns does not 1n·psnppose rlmfncss and 
dumbness (Cln-ysostolll, Thcophylaet, E11thy111ins Zigabenus, 
,Jansen, ::\Inldonatus, Lightfoot, Grotiu;;, Wolf, and other,;, 
including Ewald), against whidt may lie mged nr. 20 ; nor 
is it to be explained by the fact, that we are inclined to com­
municate Ly rneanfl of signs with dumb people ns with deaf 
people (Dengel, Michaelis, l'aulus, Olshausen, de \Vette1, 

which can only be arbitrarily applie(l to Zacharias, since he 
had only been dumu for a short time and people had pre­
Yicnsly been accnstolllecl to spcak with hilll. l'robrrbly it wrrs 
only from the wish to spare the motha that the decision of 
the father, who had all along ueen listening to the discussion, 
was calle(l for not aloud, but by signs. - aiT1ua,] oµ,ofo,, o,a 
vEuµ,aTOr;, Eutl1yrnius Zigabeuus. - 7Twaic[owv] probably a little 
tablet covered with wax. Tertulliau, de i,lolol. 2 3: "Zacharias 
ioquitnr in stylo, auditnr in cera." - rypa'f'E ")-,,,erywv] sci'ipi;it 
hacc 1:crba. Con~p- 2 Kings x. G; 1 Mace. viii. 31, xi. 57. 
A Helirnis111 (1 b~?). On the same 11:;age in the Syriac, SCl' 

Uesenius iu Rosemniiller's Rep. I. p. 1 :-Li. An example from 
,Josephus is found in Kypke, I. p. :.! 11 ; Krebs, p. \I 8. The 
return of speech does not occur till ver. 64. Comp. vv. 20, 
] 3. -'Iwuvv,,, £(jT~ T. lJv. aUTou] Shortly and categorically, in 
the consciousness of \\'hat had been already divinely detl•r­
mined: ,o-:i pm•. "Non tam jubet, qua111 jussum divim1m 
indicat," Bengel. - J0auµ,.] because Zacharias agreed with 
Elizabeth in a name foreign to the family. 

Ver. <i4. 'AvE~vx011 ... ,YAWO'U-a auTOv] (/ ::rngma; in the 
case of the tougne J")-,,,v011 may IJe rnentally supplied; comp., 
on the other hand, l\fark vii. :) 5. Thi8 recu,·ery of speech is 
to be regarded nut as the effect of liYely emotion (Gell. v. ~ ; 
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Yal. :rifax. i. 8. 3), or of the deli\'erance of his soul from the 
reproach that had oppressell it (Lange), or of his own will 
(Paulus), but of divine ea11sation (ver. 20). 

V cr. G 5 f. An historical digression, narrating the impression 
which these marvellous events at the circumcision produced 
in wiLler circles. - q,o/3or;;J not amazement, but jea1', the first 
impression of the extraordinary (comp. I\fark iv. 41 ; Acts 
ii. 43). - avTOur;;] applies to Zacharias and Elizabeth. On 
"'cptotKEiv Twa, comp. Herod. v. 78; Xen. Anab. v. G. 16: 
l'lut. Cmss. 34. - OtEi\ai\EiTO] were 11mt11ally talked of, Polyb. 
i. 85. 2, ix. 32. 1.-Ta p17µara Taiira] these utterances, which 
had occnrred with such marvellous significance at the circum­
cision of the chikl from ver. 59 to ver. 64; ii. 19. -WEvro 
... EV TV ,capo. avTWV] Comp. :i2 'P Cl'!? ( 1 Sam. xxi. 12), and 
the Home1·ic Tl0'1'/µt Jv un70wcn, Jv <ppmi, and see Valckenaer 
in Zoe. They made those utterances the subject of their 
further reflection. Comp. ii. 19. - Ti &pa] q_itid igitnr, under 
these circumstances, according to these auspices, what then 
now will, etc.; see Klotz, acl Dcrar. p. 176; Nrigelsbach, 
Anm. z. llias, ed. 3, p. 10 f. Comp. viii. 25, xii. 42. On 
the neutc1" T{, which is more in keeping with the uncertainty 
and the emotion of the inquirers than T{r;;, comp. Acts xii. 18 ; 
Schaefer, l',Jdct. p. 9 8 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 15. - ,cal, 7ap 
x1:1p ,cvplov 'i/V µEr' avTOii] An observation of Luke, in which 
he would indicate that the people 1'ightly asked this question, 
expecting something unusual of the child : j(Jf• also (,cal, 7ap, 
see the critical remarks) the hand of the Lord was with him. 
The emphasis rests on XE)p ,cvplov, which, with ,ea{, makes 
l:uown to us the mighty help of God (so XElp ,cvp{ov very 
frequently in the 0. T.; comp. also Hermann, ad Vig. p. 732) 
as in J;ccping with the ominous phenomena. Others, like 
Storr, Kuinoei, Paulus, Ewald, place these words too in the 
mouth of those asking the question (so also Rettig in the 
Stud, 11. Jfrit. 1838, p. 219, who, following the Reccpta, places a 
colon after Ka{: ancl otltc1'S suicl). But this reflective specifying 
of n reason would have Leen superfluous in the mouth of 
those people, and little in keeping with the emotion of their 
question. And instead of ~v they would haYe said foT{, in-

LUKE. U 



306 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 

ferring, namely, the help of God from the events at the 
circumcision; while the ,ea{ would be but tame and 
cumbrous. 

Ver. 67. After the historical episode of ver. 65 there now 
follows, in reference to eu'A.o"fWV T. 0Eov, ver. 64, the hymn 
itself (the so-called Benedietus) into which Zacharias broke 
forth, and that on the spot (Kuinoel erroneously suggests that 
it was only composed subsequently by Zacharias). At the 
same time the remark J7r'A.11u011 'TT'veuµ. CL"f. is repeated, and 
the hymn is in respect of its nature more precisely designated 
as prophecy. It is, like that of l\iary, ver. 46 ff., constructed 
in strophes, containing five strophes, each of three verses. See 
Ewald. - 7rpoeq,1Tevue] 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 grent 
cause, which his new-born son is to serve - the :Alcssianic 
deliverance and blessing of the people, which he now at once 
looks upon as already accamplishcd, for in his new-born son 
there has, in fact, already appeared the preparer of the way 
for the Messiah ( ver. 1 G f.). Comp. on ver. 51. The entire 
hymn bears the priestly character, which even the apostrophe 
to the infant, ver. 76, does not efface. - euXo"/11-ror; ,c.-r.X.] sc. 
e,11. Comp. Ps. xli. 14, lxxii. 18, cvi. 48.-Xu-rpwuw (comp. 
ii. :3 8) applies primarily to the Messianic deliverance under its 
political aspect. Comp. vv. 71, 51 ff.; Plut. Arat. 11 : XuTp. 
alXJJ,a'A.w-rwv. ·with this, however, Zacharias knew ( comp. 
also ver. 16 f.) that the religious and moral regeneration of 
the people was inseparably combined, so as to form the ouc 
Messianic work, vv. 7 5, 7 7, 7 9.1 The l'TT'eu,ce'fr. is absolute, 
as in Ecclns. xxxii. 1 7 : he has looked to, he has matle au 
inspection. Comp. Acts xv. 14. -1hetpe] still dependent 
upon on. - Kepa<; UWT'l)plac.J a horn of deliverance (genitive 
of apposition), i.e. a strong, mighty deliverance, according to the 

1 ITofrmnn appropriately remarks, W,isrng. u. Eifii//. II. p. 253 (in opposi­
tion to Olshansen), that the purity of the lllcssianic views ol' Zacharias con,i,ls 
in the unadulterated reprocluclion of Old 'l'estammt knowlcclgo. 
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figurative nsc of the Hebrew nr, 1 Sam. ii. 10 ; Ps. xviii. 3, 
lxxxix. 18, cxxxii. 16 f., cxlviii. 14; Ecclus. xlvii. 5, 7, 11, al.; 
Gesenius, Thcs. III. p. 1238; Grimm on 1 Mace. ii. 48. Sec 
TiabLinical passages in Schi:ittgen, Hor. p. 258 f. ,cepa,· 
17 iaxv, 1rapa -rfi 0dq, rypa<f,fl, €/C µE-ra<popa, TWV twwv TWV 
Ka0wn-">1.tG'µevwv TO£<; ,cepaG't ,ea~ TOUTOt<; aµvvoµevwv, Sui<las. 
Comp. the Latin cornua addcrc, cornua swncrc, and the like. 
It is true that J ensius (Fae. lit. p. 34), Fischer (de vit. Lex. 
p. 214), an<l Paulus find the reference in the horns of the 
altar of burnt-offering which served as an asylum (1 Kings 
i. 5 0, ii. 2 8 ff. ; Biibr, Symbol. I. p. 4 7 3 f.; Knobel on Ex. 
xxvii. 2). But apart from the inappropriate relation to the 
frequent use of the 0. T. figure elsewhere, how inadequate for 
the due and distinct expression of the Messianic i<lea would be 
the conception of the mere protection, which was afforded by 
the laying hold of the horns of the altar ! - 17'YEtpE] cxcitavit, 
i.e. according to the context, he has made to grow up (J!ava­
TEA.W, Ps. cxxxii. 1 7). -- -rov 1ratoo, av-rov] Acts iv. 2 5. 

Ver. 70. No parenthesis.--rwv arylwv] not used substan­
tirnlly (Dornemann), but see Bernhardy, p. 322 ; Krliger, 
§ 5 0. 9. 7. -- a1r' aiwvo,] not absolutely, as though there had 
been prophets even ab orbc eondito (" imo per os Adami," 
Calovius), but rclatfrcly; when the oldest prophets emerged 
(and nioses 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 : TOIi<; a1r' aiwvo<; piJTOpa,. 

Ver. 71 f. ~ w-r1Jp{av] might be attached to l> .. a"71.1JG'E, ver. 7 0 
(Beza, Grotius, Ewald, and others), Lut it is simpler to retain 
,ca0w, K.T.A.. as a parenthetical clause, like ver. 5 5, so that 
,cepa, G'WTTJP•, ver. 6 9, is resumed by G'WTTJp{av (yet only as to 
the fact, withont the figure) for the sake of adding the more 
precise definition. Such a resumption may occur with oe (Hom. 
iii. 22) and without it (Hom. iii. 26). Sec generally, Kiihner, 
ad Xm. 1lfcin. i. 1. 1. \Vithout U the expression is more 
rhetorical. - The enemies and hatcl's arc the heathen, as in 
Yer. 51 ff., not the demons, sin, and the like. - 1rot1jG'ai] 
Infinitive of the aim, as at vcr. 54. In this our deliverance 
God designed to show mercy to (pE-ra, Cl¥, \'er. 5 8, x. 3 7) our 
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fathers ( comp. ver. 5 5, deeply afflicted by the decline of 
their people), and to remember (practically, hy the fulfilment 
of what was therein promised) His holy covenant. Euthymins 
Zigabenns : o,a01"'1JV 'Yap A-€,Yf£ T1JV hra"f,ye)..{av· µv17µ71v 0€ 

, ... ' , aUT1/<; 'T'1JV 7rEpaTCJJ<1W. 
V v. 7 3-7 5. "Op,cov] neither accnsati ve of more precise 

definition (Calvin, Beza, L. Bos, Rosenmiiller), nor governed 
by µv71u01'jvai (Euthymius Zigabenus, Olsbausen, Bleck 1), hut 
climactic apposition to Ota017,c71<; ll"f, auTOu, in which the 
accusative is attracted by i5v, Matt. xxi. 42 ; 1 Cor. x. 1 G ; 
Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 24 7 [E. T. 288]; Bornemann, Sclw1. 
p. 16 f. -7rpoi;J denotes the swearing to. Comp. Hom. Ocl. 
xiv. 331, xix. 288. The expression with the dative is more 
usual. Sec the oath itself in Gen. xxii. 1 G-18. - Tou oouva, 
K.T.A-.] in order to grant to 1ts, the purpose, on account of 
which God swore the oath. - J,c XEtpoi; K.T.A-.] more precisely 
defines the previous a<fa6{3wi;, an<l that as regards its objcctia 
relation. On the accusative puu0evTa<; ( not dative), see 
Bornemann, l.c.; Pfiugk, (l(l Em·. ]fed. 815; Kruger, Gmmm. 
Untcrs. III. § 148. -Ver. 7 5. Religious-moral restoration of 
the people of God. As to the distinction between 6utoT71i; 
and OtKatouv1171 (Plat. Prot. p. 329 C), sec on Eph. iv. 24. 
Holiness is the divine consecration and inner truth of 
righteousness, so that the latter without the former "·ouhl be 
only external or seeming; both together constitute the justitin 
spfritnalis. 

Ver. 76 f. '1E'TT'EtTa µ.Ern/3afvei Tfj 7rpo<p71TEL(f Kal 7,po<; 
EaUTOU 7,a'ioa 'lwavv71v, Euthymius Zigabcnus. - Kal <1'U oti] 
but thou also (sec the critical remarks). See Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 181 f.; Ellendt, Lex Soph. I. p. 884. The Ka{ 
places the 7raiolov-for e'i:cn of hhn he has only "·hat is 
great to say-on a parallel with the subject, to which hitherto 
in bis song of praise to Goel his prophetic glance was directed 
(with the Messiah), and OE is the coutinuative autcni. - 7rpo­
r.op. 'Yap 7rpo 7rp0<1'W7rOV ,cup.] as at vcr. 1 7 J hence ,cvpto<; is God. 

1 M,fl-,;,~,w,Pu., is not seldom joinctl with nn accusatin by the classicnl writers 
(Hom. ll. vi. 222; Hero,!. vii. 18; 8oph. 0. R. 105i), but never in the N. 'I'., 
although it is so in the LXX. and Apocrypha. 
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- frotµucrnt ooou, aiiTou] sec on Matt. iii. 3. - '!'OU oovvat 
/C,7',A.] Aim of €7'0lµucrat IC.7'.A., and so final aim of 7rpo1ropeucrn 
... ,cupfou. - lv cicpJcrei ciµapT. a1i'l'.J In forgiveness of their sins, 
which is to be imparte<l to them through the Messiah (see 
Yer. 78 f.) for the sake of Gocl's mercy (which is thereby 
satisfied; Ota cr7rX. e"A. 0eou), they are to discern deliverance; 
they are to discern that salvation comes through the 
::\Iessianic forgiveness of sins ( comp. on l\Iark i. 4), and to 
this knowlerlge of salvation John is to guide his people. 
Accordingly, €V cicp. aµ. au'!'. does not belong to CT(JJ7"1Jpta, 
done (7'1/', "fWOµEV'T}', €V 7'<jJ acpeMwai /C.7'.A., Euthymins 
Zigabenus, Beza, Bengel, Kuinoel, Olslmusen, Baumgarten­
Crusius, de ·w ette, Illeek, and others), but to "fVwcr,v CT(JJ'1''1]p{ac; 
(Theophylact) = "fVWVat CT(JJ'!''T]plav €V acp. T. aµ. au'!'. So also 
Luther, Ewald, and others. Calvin aptly remarks: "Prae­
cipuum cvangelii caput nunc attingit Zacharias, dum scientiani 
salutis in rcmissionc pccratorn1n positcwi cssc docet." 

Ver. 78 f. Aia u1rAa"fxva eAeou, K.7'.A.] is not to be 
separated from what precedes by punctuation, but to be 
immediately connected with €V acp. aµ. avT. : ev acpEUEt 0€ 
<tµapnc';,v ... '1'fi OtOoµivy Ota '!'~V uuµ7ra.0eiav '!'OU EAEOV', 
avTov, Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Theophylact. The 
reference to all that is said from 7rpo1ropeucry onwards, 
-ver. 7 G (Grotius, Kuinoel, de "\V ette, and others), is the more 
arbitrary, in proportion to the natural and essential connec­
tion that suh;ists between the forgiveness of sins and God's 
compassion. - Sia] not through, but for tltc sake of, see on 
Yer. 77; cr1rAa~;xva is not merely, according to the Hebrew 
c•r~n; (see Gesenius), but also in the Greek poetical lan­
guage, the seat of the affections, as, for instance, of anger 
(Arist. Ean. 1004) and of sympathy (Aesch. Ch. 407). So 
here. Comp. Col. iii. 12 ; Phil. ii. 1. EAEou, is genitivus 
qurditatis, and 0eou 17µwv depends on U'TT'A.a"fxva £1\,EOU',: for 
the sal;c vf the compassionate heart of our God. - lv ok] 
i"nstrmncntal: iy ,,;irtuc of which. - €7T'€CT/C€,Ya7'0 17µas avaTOA~ 
i~ u,[r.] to be taken together: has visited us, etc., has become 
present to us with His saving help ( comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 10; 
Ecclus. xh-i. 14; Judith viii. 33; Luke vii. Hi). It is 
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c1ppropriatc to uvaT. Jg vy., as the latter is personified. The 
figurative designation of the Messiah: Dayspri11g f,·oni on 
high, is borrowed from the rising of the snn (llev. vii. 2 ; 
Matt. v. 45; Hom. Ocl. xii. 4; Herod. iv. 8), or as is more 
in keeping with the Jg uytcTTov, from the rising of a bright­
heaming star of the night (Num. xxiv. 1 7; Valek. ad Eui·. 
Phocn. 506), not (in opposition to Beza, Scultetus, Lightfoot, 
\Vetstcin) from an ascending shoot (nl?~, Isa. iv. 2; Jer. 
xxiii. 5, xxxiii. 15 ; Zech. iii. 8, vi. 12), against which may 
be urged Jg uy. and Jm<pavat.1 Comp. Isa. ix. 2. - Jm<pavat] 
Infinitive of the aim. On the form sec Lobeck:, ad Phry11. 
p. 25 f. - Tot, Jv <TICOTEt IC. <TIC. 0av. 1Ca017,u.] those who sit in 

rlnrkness and (climactic) the shadow of death-a pictmesciuc 
delineation of the people totally destitute of divine tmth and 
the true tw,, (~,uwv, ver. 79). - :The shadow of death (11.)1?~~) 
is such a shadow as surrounds dmth (personifiecl), and they 
are sitting in this shadow, because death is rnliug among 
them, namely, in the spiritual sense, the opposite of the tme 
life whose sphere is the light of divine truth. l\Ioreover, 
comp. Isa. ix. 2, and on l\Iatt. iv. 1 G ; on 1Ca017,u. also, 
Kiigelsbach, An1n. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 6 5. - Tou 1CaTEv0vvat 

IC.T.A.] The aim of J7Tt<pavai IC.T.A., and so the final aim of 
J7rfa-1CeyaTO IC.T.A. Comp. on Tov oouvat, ver. 77. '' Con­
tinuatur translatio, nam lux dirigit nos," Grotius. Obse1Te also 
the correlation of TOLi', 'TroOa, with the preceding 1Ca01)µEvot,. 

- El, ooov Elp,Jv.] in vimn ad salttlcni (l\fossianam) ducc11fcm. 
Elp1fv11 = ciS:j, opposite of all the misery denoted uy a-1C0To, 

K.T.A. (hence not merely peace). It has anotlrnr sense in 
Rom. iii. 17. But comp. Acts xvi. 17. 

Ver. 80. A summary account (comp. Judg. xiii. 24) of the 
further development of J olm. More particular accounts 
were perhaps altogether wanting, but were not essential to 

1 13lcck wishes to combine the two senses, nnd inf,·rs from this that the sourco 
whence Luke drew was Greek arnl not Hebrew, because nr.i~ wouhl not havo 
arlmitteu a reference to the rising of the sun. But the whole mixing up of two 
incongmous figures is excluclecl by ver. 79 ; henco the inference umwn by 
meek (sec also his Ei11leit. p. 277 f.), anu npprovccl by Holtzmann, falls to the 
ground. The source may have been Greek ; but if it was Hebrew, nr.i~ 1Jccu !lot 
have stoocl in it. 
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the matter here. - 7JutavE] the bodily growing up, and, con­
nected therewith : EKpaT. wvEvµ., the mental gaining of strength 
that took place El, Tov fow av0pww. (Eph. iii 16). Comp. 
the description of the development of Jesus, ii. 40, 52. 
yvxf1 is not mentioned, for the wvEvµa is the 1hEµovt,cov, in 
"·hose vigour and strength the ,frv;d shares. Comp. Delitzsch, 
Ayclwl. p. 217. - 1jv Jv Toi, Jp,jµot.] in the well-known 
desert regions. It is tltc desert of Judah KaT' Jgox~v that is 
meant (see on l\Iatt. iii. 1). In that desert dwelt also the 
L',i.,cncs (l'lin. J.l. II. v. 17). How for their principles and 
11sl:csis, which at least could not have remained unknown to 
,T olm, may have indirectly exercised an influence on his 
peculiar character, cannot be determined ; a true Essene 
this greatest and last pheP.omenon 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. - avaOEtgEw<; auTOV wpo, T. 'Iap.] His being 

publicly mad,.; bwwn to Israel, when he was announced to the 
Israelites as the forerunner of the Messiah. This was done 
on the command of God by John himself. See iii. 2-6. 
civc10Etgt<; is the making known (rcnuntiatio) of official 
nomination; Polyb. xv. 26. 4; Plnt. Illar. 8; see Wetstein. 
Comp. x. 1. 
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CHAPTER II. 

VEr.. 3. ioiav] Lnchm. Tisch. hnve iau,0:1, following D D L r:.:''* 
Eus. Au interpretation, which is further found completely ii1 
D (iau,oii -::'a,p,oa). ~* has 1au,wv. - Ver. 5. fl,E/l,V'firi,. See 011 

i. 27. - 1u,wx,] is wanting in D C* (F) D L ::: r:.:, min. vss. 
Fathers. Deleted by Lachm., and now also agniu by Tisch. 
An addition; Efl,vr,d,wp,Ev'fJ wns objectionable, hence 1 ,vwr., \\'as 
added, and in part Efl,>1Jrinu,1J,. was even deleted (Ver. Vere. Colo.). 
There "·ns less probability that offence might ue taken after 
J.\Iatt. i. 24 at 1uvwr.i. Cyril of Jerusalem expresses liimself too 
obscurely in this respect. - Ver. 7. ,ii itcfrvr,] ,ii is wantin~ in 
preponderatiug witnesses. It is delet~d by'Lnchm. Tisch .... The 
article was added here and at ver. 12, in order to designate the 
definite manger, i.e. the well-known mnnger of the Saviour. -
Ver. 12. r.ei11,svov] B L PS s ~u min. Syr. utr. Vulg. coclll. It. 
Eus. Arno b. and Tisch. have r.al r.e:,IJ,.; xai was easily inserted to 
connect the two participles. - Ver. 14. ,uoor.ia] A 13* D ~, Goth. 
Sax. Vulg. It., Fathers, have e!Jonr.ia;. So Lnchm. and Tisch. 
Recommended by Beza, Mill, Dengel, and others. There is 
considerable evidence on both sides, but it preponderates i11 
favour of the genitive. Now, as the unfamiliar expression 
/J.vOpw-::'01 euoor.ia; is not to be put clown to the account of the 
transcribers, but, on the contrary, these, not apprehending the 
symmetry of the passage, had after the analo_[!y of o6~a nml 
eip~v1J sufficient inducement to put instead of euoo;,.ia; the no­
minative likewise, e!Joox.ia; is to be preferred. - Ver. 15. r.ai 
oi uvOrw-::'01] is wanting in ll L s r:.:, min. Syr. Perss. Ar. p. Copt. 
Sahitl. Arm. Vulg. It. Eus. Aug. Bracketed Ly Lnchm. 
Deleted by Tisch. But the homoeotelentou (/J.11e~.o, ... /J.,upw­
"o,) the more easily gave occasion to the omission, as the 
\\'ords are superfluous and there was no motive for their 
addition. - Ver. 17. 01,1vwp,aav] Lnchm. Tisch. luwe i1vwp,r;av, 
following B D L s ~, min. Ens. Ent the syllable AI after oi 
was more ensily passed over than added, especially as the simple 
form was present in ver. 15. - Ver. 20. Instead of v•::-fo,pF.--}a,, 
Elz. has f,.f(!Tf,'1,av; allll at ver. 21, iusteau of a~;6v: .,.1, ,:;-a,oio,, 
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in opposition to preponderant evidence. - Ver. 33. 'foHrr.it ?.r:J.J 
ii :1,r,;r;p r:J.u;o~J D D L ~, min. vss. (also Vulg.) Or. and seYeral 
Fathers haYe o ,.(l.;i-,p r:J.u;o:i ic. ii µ,~'t"f'iP, So Griesbach and Tisch. 
(who after 11,r,;r;p retains r:J.u;o~). The mention of thefatlter gave 
offence, and in this place the name might be introduced instead 
of it, but not appropriately also at ver. 48. - Ver. 37. ~,;] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have ew;, in accor1lance with A B L z ~* 
min. Copt. Sahid. Ar. p. Vulg. codd. It. Aug. Rightly ; the 
,;,;, frequently used in the case of numbers, intrucled itself. -
Yer. 38. '"~ni] on preponderant evidence, and because ?.r:J.i' r:J.~ni 
presrntecl itself mechanically from ver. 37, is to be deleted, 
with Lachm. and Tisch. - Ev 'IepouD'.] lv is wanting in B s II~, 
min. vss. (inclmling Vulg. ms. and coclcl. It.) and Fathers, and 
is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachrn. and Tisch. An 
addition from misunderstanding. - Ver. 3!). ;~v ,.CA,v C1.L;w,] 
Lachm. and Tisch. Im.Ye ,.CA" er:J.u;wv. In accordance with 
decisive evidence ~r:J.u;wv is to he adopted; but the omission of 
;f,v is only attested by B D* ~ 1. - Ver. 40. ,.m'.i:w;,J has 
testimonies against it of such weight, and it can so little 
conceal its origin from i. 80, that with reason it is condemned 
uy :i\Iill and Griesb., exclmleLl by Lachm. and Tisch. - Ver. 42. 
a,r:J.;3r.h;wv] Lachm. and Tisch. have avr:J.{3aiv6vr~JV, in accordance 
with .A B K L X II~, min. Vnlg. codd. It. A copyist's error; 
the aorist is necessary. - fl; 'frpM.J is wanting in B D L ,{, 
min. vss. Tisch. It betrays itself by the form 'I,po1T6'A.u1u1, as an 
addition of another hand. - Ver. 43. syvw 'Iwar,ip x. ~ 11,r,;r;p 

(l.~;ou] B D L ~, min. yss. (including Vulg. and cocld. It.) Jerome 
1mm syvwo-C1.v ~; 1&v,i; r:J.:irou. 1-:Ccommendetl by Griesb., adopted 
by Laclnn. and Tisch. Comp. also Rinck on l\fatt. xxiv. 36. 
I regard oi 1ov,i; r:J.i:i;ov as written in the margin from ver. 41. 
Comp. on ver. 33. Were it original, and had 'IwO'. x. ~ µ,r,rr,p 

r:J.u;ou been subsequently put for it, why should not this alteration 
ha,·e been already umlertaken before at ver. 41 (where only 
codd. It. have: Juscph et Jlfarici)? and why should s1vwD'r:J.v (which 
would have stood originally) not have been left? This plural 
so naturally suggested itself, even with the words of the Rccrpta, 
that some witnesses for the Rcecpta (~, for instance) actually 
read it. - Ver. 45. After eupov;e; Elz. Scholz have au;6v (Laclnu. 
in brackets), in opposition to B C* D L ~, min. Arm . .Aeth. 
Yulg. codLl. It. A current addition. - ~r,;ou,re,:J nearly the same 
,vitnesses have a}C1.~r,;ovvn;. So Lachm. and Tisch. From ver. 4-!. 

The genuineness of the podion from eh. i. 5 to tlie end of 
eh. ii. has been contested by Evanson (The Dissonance of tli,J 
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fow· generally received Ernngcl,ists, etc., Ips\\'ich 1702), ,J. E. 
Chr. Schmidt (in Henke's ]lfa_r;az. vol. III. p. 473 JL), 1-Io!',;t 
(Henke's llfascum, I. 3, p. 44G ff.), C. C. L. Schmidt (in the 
Rcpcrt. f d. Literat. d. Eibel, I. p. 58 ff.), Jones (Sequel to 
Ecclesiastical Researches, etc., London 1803), Eichhorn, Einl. I. 
p. G30 f. naur reckons the section among the portions which 
have been introduced into our Gospel by the agency of a 
reviser (the author of the Acts of the Apostles). See his 
lllarkusc1:an.1J. p. 218 ff. But the genuineness was defended hy 
Ammon (.Novct Opusc. p. 32 ff.), Siiskind (Symbolac, II. p. 1 ff.), 
von Schubert (de injantiae J. Ch. historiac a llfatth. et Luc. 
rxhibitae authcntia atque indole, Gripeswald. 1815), Tieuterclahl 
( Obss. erit. in priora duo cv. Luc. capita, Lond. 1823), 
Dertholdt, Paulus, Schott, Feilmoser, Oredner, N euclecker, 
Kuinoel, Volkmar, Guericke, and almost all the more recent 
writers. In opposition to Baur, see also Kostlin, p. 30G ff. -
The genuineness is rendered certain hy the c:ctcrnal testimonies 
without exception. It is true that the section was wanting in 
the Gospel of l\farcion (see Tertullian, c. ]lfarc. iv. 7); but 
l\farcion mutilated and falsified the Gospel of Luke in accord­
ance with his dogma,tic aims, and thus formed his Gospel, 
which, according to Tertullian, Epiphanius, Origen, and others, 
began: 'Ev fr., ;.-EV,rna,o,xa,'I' 'T'ls r, 1,:1,oviai; T,{3,pfov Kai<rapo; o 0i/,; 
:r.a,,p,O,v ,li; Kwpapvao:iµ,, r.:61.,v ,ii; ra1,1:>..aia~, ;,.al ;j, 01oaG;,.w, i, ,o,; 
r;appctG1v (iii. 1, iv. 31). And the internal character of the 
section, much as it differs from the preface by its Hebraic 
calouring in accordnnce with the sonrces made use of, contains 
the same peculiarities of Luke as are apparent in the other 
portions of the Gospel and in the Acts of the Apostles (see 
Gersdorff, p. IGO ff.; Oredner, I. p. 132 ff.), and betrays in the 
whole peculiar character of the representation documental 
sources, "·hose characteristic and in part highly poetic stamp 
Luke with correct tact has known how to preserYe in working 
them up. ,v e may add, that a renson against the genuineness 
can as little be derived from Acts i. 1 as a conclusion in its 
favour cnn be gathered from Luke i. 3. For there mention of the 
Gospel is made only as regards its main contents; and the /l,w0fv 
nt Luke i. 3 would, even ifi. 5-ii. 52 were not genuine, find war­
rant enough in the beginning of the history from the emergence 
of J olm nnd in the genealogy contnined in the third chapter. 

V v. 1, 2. See especially Huschke, iib. den z. Zcit cl. Gcburt 
J. Chr. gclwlt. Census, Dreslau 1840 (Hoeck, Rom. Gcsch. Dd. I. 
Auth. II.); Wieseler, cltro11ol. S!Jnopsc, p. 73 ff.; von Gumpach 



CHAP. II. 1, 315 

in the Sturl. 11. Krit. 1852, p. GG3 ff., "·here also the older 
literature is specified, aud in his Kritil.; mul Antikritil.:, Hei<lelb. 
1853 ; Zumpt, Com11101tatt. epigraph. II. p. 73 ff.; Kohler in 
Ilerzog's l:.,'ncyl.-l. XIII. p. 4G3 ff.; Aberle in the thcol. Qual'lal­
sd1r. lSG;i, p. 103 ff.; Gerlach, d. Rumischcn Statthalte1· in Syr. 
11. J11dc1a, 18 G 5, p. 2 2 ff., 44 ff.; Strauss, die Halben n. d. Ganzcn, 
18 G 5, p. 7 0 ff. ; Hilgenfold in his Zcitschi·. 18 G 5, p. 40 8 ff. 

Yer. 1. 'Ev m'i<; 1JµEpat<, J,c.J approxirnate specification of 
time in relation to the principal contents of what precedes, 
the birth of the Baptist. - oo,yµa] an o1'dinance, an edict. 
Acts xYii. 7; Theodotion, Dan. ii. 13; Dern. 278. 17, 77 4. 
1 V ; Plat. Legg. i. p. 644 D; and the passages in Wetstein. -
ch.o,ypacf,Eu0ai] that thae should be recorded, cannot at all be 
meant of a mere registration, which Augustus had caused to 
be made (if also with the design of regulating in future a 
taxing of the Jews) for a statistical object, possibly with a 
Yiew to the Brci:iariurn impcrii which he wrote with his own 
hand (in which " opes publicae continebantur; quantum 
ci\'inm sociorurnqne in armis; qnot classes, regna, provinciae, 
tributa aut vectigalia et necessitates ac largitiones," Tacitns, 
Ann. i. 11), as is held by Kuinoel, Olshausen, Ebranl, 
"'ieseler, Ewald, and older expositors, but must, on account of 
wr. 2, be placed on the same footing in respect of its nature 
"·ith the census Qairinii, and is therefore to be regarded as 
the direct ngistmtion into the tax-lists, belonging to the census 
proper (a:rroTlµ'T}ut<;, -rlµ'T]µa) and forming its essential element, 
as, in fact, U'TT'O,Ypacpew, U'TT'O,Ypacf,Eu0ai, ll7r0,Ypacp~ (Acts v. 3 7) 
are the stu11<liug expressions for the recording of estate, whether 
in affairs of law-procedure (see Reiske, Ind. Deni. p. 63 f.; 
Hermann, Staatsaltcrth. § 136. 13), or in those of taxing 
(Plato, Legg. vi. p. 7 54 D ; Poly b. x. 1 7. 10 ; and see Elsner 
and ,Yetstein). On the subject-matter itself, see Huschke, 
iib. d. Crnsus 1t. cl. Stcuencrjass. d. friiltcrn Rom. J{ai·scrzcit, 
Derl. 18 4 7. - 'TT'G.uav n711 olKovµ,.J not : the whole of 
Palestine (Flacius, Clm.:is; Paulus, Hug, and others), to which 
the expression is never limited,1 not even in Josephus, Antt. 

1 Justin, c. Tr. i8, 11:1s: a.,,,.oi'p«~Y.; tJil(Tn, h 'Tf, 'Iov~a:'1 ,rOT! ~pr!irr·ru. But this 
h .;; '1,.t manifestly has its rcfcn·ucc to "I.,""'· Comp. Ap. i. 34, l'· 75 E. 
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viii. 13. 5, but, as the context by 7rapa Ka{a-apor:; A ~,yoi5a--rov 
imperatively requires, the whole Roman empire (o1'bis tcrnmrni). 
See the passages in \Vetstein, and comp. Dissen, ad Dcin. de 
Cor. p. 215 ; l\faetzner, Lycurg. p. 10 0. Hence the Tioman 
emperors were called dptot T1J'> oiKovµ,ev17r:; (Franz, Carp. 
Inser. III. p. 205). Luke narrates a general census of tlzc 
empire (Huschke); and even the limitation of the meaning 
merely to a general provincial census (Wieseler) has 110 

foundation at all in the text, any more than the fanciful 
suggestion of Lange (L. J. II. 1, p. 93), that Mary, who is 
assumed as the sonrce of information for the history of the 
infancy, had, "in acconlance with the policy of a lofty femi­
nine sentiment," referred the determinatiun of H(:i-ocl, 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 ver. 2. See, in opposition to this, 
Ebrard, p. 16 9 f. Comp. also Au\.Jerlen, Daniel n. d. Apo!:. 
p. 248 f. 

Ver. 2. In a critical respect no change is to be made. 
Lachmann has, indeed, struck out the article before a7rD'YP· 
(in which Wieseler, and now also Tischenclorf agree with 
him), but the witnesses which omit it are only Il D (the 
latter having f.,Y€V€TO a7ro,ypaqJ17 7rpw-r17), ~ (?) 131, Eus.; and 
how easily might ~' which in itself is superfluous (see Butt­
mann, ncut. Gr. p. 10 5 [E. T. 2 21 J ; Bremi, ad Lys. Exe. II. 
p. 43 G ff.), be merged in the last letter of auTTf ! If 11 is not 
read, au-r17 is the subject, and a7ro,yp. 7rp. is the predicate 
(this became the first a7ro,ypacp17). Ileza, ed. 1, 2, :~, Pfaff, 
Valckenaer have declared the entire vers3 to \.Je au inter­
polated scholion ; but this is a violent suggestion opposed to 
all the evidence. Co11fccturcs are given by Huetius: Ku"iv­
n),.,{ov ; Heumann : l(pavtov ( = Saturnini) ; Valesius : ~ a-rovp­

vfvov; Michaelis: 7rpw-r17 f.')'EV€TO 7rpo n7r:; 1j,yfJJ,DV€UOVTOr:; K.T.A., 

al.; see Bowyer, Confect. I. p. 11 7 ff. -The observation con­
tained in ver. 2, which, moreover, is not to be put in a 
parenthesis, is inten<led to tell the reader that this census wa8 
the first of those held un<ler the presidency of Quirinius, aud 
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consequently to guard against confounding it with ihnt 
which "·as held about eleven years later (Acts v. 3 7). The 
words signify: This census was the first n•hilc Quirinius iur(S 

pmcscs of Syria.1 There wns known, namely, to the reader ,t 

second census of Quirinins (Acts, l.c.) ; but the one recorded 
at present "·as the fi1·st, which occurred under the Syrian 
presidency of this num.2 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 Tertullinn (e. Jlfarc. iv. 19), Q. Scntius Satnr11in11s 
"·as governor of Syria ; Publius Sulpicius Quirinius did not 
become so till about ten years later.3 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, whe11,-came to be carried out not earlier tlian when 
Quirinius, etc. Lichtenstein, p. 81 f., comes ultimately to this meaning. How 
can this be expressed by "'"P°'""" 1 Instca<l of ,;rp,l,.-,-" Luke must have written 
1,recisely the opposite, namely, ;;",,.'P", or i",,.'P" ~;, ,,,,,.,,.. ,._,,._ >... Hofmann is 
similarly mistaken, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 120 f. 

< Quite definitely Justin also says, in agreement with Luke, that Christ 
was born '""' Kup,,:ou (.AJJo/. i. 46), ancl even that His birth was to be seen 
i" trZw U.'7t'o)'pa~Zv trZw ,.,B1 tJ,cth•fdt1 brl Kup1111:011 'TO; tlp.1.rr,pt1u lw 'Iou~r.dq: 'lt'p~rrou 

"l'""I-'''•" ior,.-p,.,,ou, Apol. i. 34; so that ho in another erroneous manner 
bee Credner, Beilr. I. p. 230) makes the man to be Roman procurator in Judaea. 
This was Ooponius, Joseph. Bell. ii. 8. 1. 

3 Between these t'll"o <Juintilius Varus had been invested with this dignity, 
Joseph. A11tt. xvii. 5. 2. But the position that Quirinius had not been already 
goi·er11or of Syria at an earlier <late (according to Zumpt, from 4 to 1 before 
Christ) must be adhered to, according to all tho accounts given of him by 
,Josephus (especially Anti. xviii. 1. l ). Comp. Ewald, Gesclt. Ohr. p. 140 f. 
The words ITEUVll. SYRIAM. of the Tiburtiue inscription are of too uncertain 
interpretation, if the inscription applies to Quirinius, precisely to prove his two­
fold praesidium Syriae, since we know neither what stood after Syriam, etc., 
nor whether itentm is to be referred forward or backward. Comp. Strauss, p. 75. 
,rhat still remains of the whole damaged inscription runs thus (according 
to :tilommsen in Bergmann):-

GEM. QVA. I:EDACTA, POT 

AYGVSTI, l'UPVLIQVE. l:Ol!ANI. 8ENATY 

SVPPLICATIONES. DINAS. on. nEs. l'l:OSI' 

!PSI. OnNAMENTA. TRIYMrll 

rno. CONSVL. ASlill. PROVINCIAMOP 

DIVI. AVGVSTI. ITEIIVM. SYRIAM. El'. ru 

Sec Bergmann, cle i11script. Latina ad P. Sulp. Quir. Cos. a i 42 ut 1:idctur 
r,fer. 1851. 
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nature, wMch must, nevertheless, leave untoucl1etl the in­
correct statement about the taxation as an impc1'ial census, 
are (1) that of Herwart (Chronol. 241 f.), Bynaeus, l\Iarck, 
Er. Schmid, Clcricus, Keuchen, Perizonins (de Augustca o1'l,is 
tcrrar. dcscript., Oxon. 1G38), Ussher, Petavius, Calovius, 
Heumann, Storr, Siiskintl, and others, including Tholuck 
(Glaitbwiirdigk. cl. evang. Gcsch. p. 184), Huschke, Wieseler, 
who holds that 7rpwT1J 1heµ. /C.T.A. means : sooner titan 
Quirim'.u8 was praeses. Comp. also Bornemann, Schol. p. lxvi., 
and Ewald (Gesch. Chr. p. 140), who compares the Sanscrit 
and translates : " this taxation occurred 1nuch earlier (snpc1·­
lative) titan when Quirinius ruled." But instead of citing 
passages in which, as at John i. 15, xv. 18, 1rp00To<; TWO<;, 

according to the real meaning, is so01ie1· than some one (Beruhanly, 
{((l Dionys. Pcricg. p. 770, and Eratosth. p. 122; "\Vesseling, 
ad Hcrncl. ii. 2, ix. 27; Schaefer, acl Dion. Hal. c. v. p. 228; 
}'ritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 421), proofs ought to have been 
adduced for such a participial connection as in the passage 
liefore us; but certainly not Jer. xxix. 2, where Jge"'1-..0ovTo'> IC.T."'1-... 

is a genitive absolute, even apart from the fact that the use 
of vuTepov there cannot vouch for our 7rpwT1J. In a similarly 
erroneous manner ·wieselcr has adduced Soph. Ant. G 3 7 f., 
701 f., 703 f. Luke would have known how to express the 
meaning: sooner than, etc., simply, definitely, and accurately, 
by 7rpo TOU ~"fEµovevew IC.T."ll,. ( comp. ver. 21, xii. 15 ; Acts 
xxiii. 1 ii), or by 7rp{v, or 7rptv ij.1 (2) The expedient of Beza, 
Casanbon (Excrcitatt. Antibaron. p. 126 f.), Jos. Scaliger (de 
emend. temp. 4, p. 41 7), Grotius, \V emsdorf (de ccnsu, qucni 
C'acs. Oct. Aug. fccit, Viteh. 1720), Dcyliug (Obss. I. ed. 3, 
p. 242 f.), Nalnumacher (de Augusto tCJ' ccnsmn agcntc, Hclmst. 
1758), Volborth (de ccnsu Qui1'., Gott. 1785), Birch (de ccnsn 
Qnir., lfavn. 1790), Sanclcmcnte (de 1:ulg. acme Dionys. cmciul., 
ltom. 1703), Idclcr (llandb. d. C'!tronol. II. p. 394), l\li.inter, 
(Stern d. Wciscn, p. SS ff.), Neamler, Hug (Gutacht.), and 
others : that 1heµ,ovevov-r. is here to be taken in a wider 
meaning, awl that Quirinius had held that first a7ro"fpac/l1J in 

1 "rrorecto miranclum est, homincs cnulitissimos in rjusmodi intcrpr,•• 
ht:onum lu,lilnfa a prnejuclicatis opinioniLus pcrcluctos la Li," Valckcnacr, l'· li8. 
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Syria as c.tlmm·clinary commissioner of the emperor, as to which 
appeal is made, partly in general 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 commissions, partly to the analogy of the 
Gallic census held by Germanicus (Tac. Ann. i. 31), and so 
forth. This expedient would only be possible, if ~ryEµov. stood 
by itself in the passage, aml not -r17<, '$up{a, beside it. And if 
,jryEµov. were meant prolcptically: under the subsequent praeses 
( Lardner in Bowyer, Confect. I. p. 12 0 ; Mi.inter), Luke coulcl 
hardly have proceP.ded more awkwardly than by thus omitting 
the point whereon his being understood depended (it must have 
been expressed in some such way as Kup11vlou -rou iJunpov 
1jryEµ. -r17, '$up{a,). (3) Gerlach thinks that at the time of 
Christ's birth Yarns, indeed, was ~ryEµwv of Syria, but Quirinius 
was placed by his side as lc,(Jatus Cacsaris proconsulari potcstatc 
for the purpose of making war upon the I-Iomonades, ancl 
hacl at that time-consequently likewise as ~ryEµwv-under­
taken the census, which, however, he brought to no right 
conclusion, and only carried out subsequently under his second 
7Jmcsidimn. But granted that the Tiburtine inscription (see 
upon that subject Gerlach, p. 25, 39 ff.), which I-Iuschke 
refers to Agrippa, Zmnpt to Saturninus, is rightly referred, 
"·ith 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 ancl 
leave the reader to guess it? 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 Gumpnch. ( 4) At variance with the text is the expedient 
of Paulus, who substantially is followed by Gersdorf, Glockler, 
Krabbe, Mack (Bcricltt iib. Strauss, l.;rit. Ecarb. cl. Lcb. J. 
p. 84 ff.), Hofmann, Wcissag. u. Eif II. p. 54, El.Jrard, Lange, 
L. J. II. 1, p. 94 (comp. also Tholuck, Glcmbu:ii;·digk. p. 184 ff., 
and Olshausen): that the word is to be accented as aun; 
(1'psa): the first recording itself took place while Quirinius, 
etc. ; the issuing of the edict ensued at the time of the birth 
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of Jesus, but tltc census itself did not occur till uncler Quirinius.1 

This is erroneous, as in fact ver. 3 relates the very carryin!J 
out 2 of the a7ro,ypacfmr0ai, and this vcr. 3 ff. must be _conceived 
as following imme<liately upon the edict. (5) Von Gumpacli 
lays stress 011 i,yevcro,3 whereby he regards Luke as indicating 
that in ver. 1 he has spoken only of the placing on thr: 
,'C!Jistcr, and would not have the same confou11Cled with the 
actual levying of taxation, which was not cm'ricd into execution 
mdil under Quirinius. Against this it may be urged that 
Luke would have known how to express the realization, as con­
trasted with what was intended, otherwise than by the simple 
i,yivcro, or that he would at least have placed this word, and that 
with a more preci8e definition (lJvrw,; oi d,yivcro, or the like), at 
the head of the sentence ; as well as that he, in order to have the 
ll'TT'o,ypa<f>IJ recognised as something different from and later 
than the mere registration, must have made use of anotl1u· 
word, and not again of a'TT'o,ypa4>1j so similar to the ar.o­
,ypaqmr0ai. (6) Aberle seeks by learned cumuination to 
1,how that even before the death of Herod Quirinius had 
actually become pracscs Syriac, but that as rector jztvcntutis 
to the emperor's grandson Caius, he was still temporarily 
detained in Rome by Augustns,4 and his governorship remained 

I Glocklcr, Krabbe, llfack, nml Tholuck, however, do not hohl the accentua­
tion a,m, ns requisite, a.nu Kohler rejects it. 

2 Ebrani, p. 17i, wishes to set aside this difficulty by the explanation that 
while an 1,.,,,-•ypa.qw,!a, in the sense of a registmtion alrca1ly occurrc1l a.t the time 
of the birth of Jesus, Luke availcu. himself of the u.ouhle meaning of l,,,,-oyprzq,11, 
"·hich nlso signifies the actual cmsus, "in an ca.5y and u11restrai11ecl mm1110·" 

to set forth how the work begun ·in the regi.<tmtion wns compieted in the taxation 
of Quirinius. This is a makeshift, which imputes to Luke a very enigmatical 
and awl.ward use of the word a,,,..,,,,,_q,;,. 

a So also uocs Kohler, who bcsi,lcs, with Hofmann an<l Ehrar.J, lays stress on 
the fact that the passage runs not ns ~ vrp.,Tn, h•1t simply ,,,,.,,,.._ Luke is thus 
made to say : this taxation wa.5 comzil~ted as tlte first tax,ilion, etc.; it wns, 
namely, begun doubtless, but was ~oon .,topped anti wa.~ only carried out m11lc1· 

Quirinins. Comp. already Calvin nn1l Gerlach above. Nothing of this appears 
in the text, and. the article with "'P.,.,." would. make no difference at all, since, 
as is well known, the ordinal numbers may sta.n<l with or without an article 
(Poppo, ad Th11cyd. ii. 70. 5, iv. 00. 3, Goth.). 

4 Va.rus having in the meanwhile continued still to exercise the powers of 
cro,·ernor. As well a.ccor<ling to Gerlach as according to A herlc, Varus is hchl 
t'o have a.lremly, a.t the time of Christ's birth, filled. the ofiicc of governor iu 
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Yirtually unknown in the east and west, but is to be assigned 
to the year 7 49. But while there is certain attestation that 
he was 1·ccto;• jw:cntutis to Caius (Tacitus, Ann. 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 pracsiclimn Sy1·iac, which he must have held nominally 
(thus somewhat like an episcopus in 1mrtibus). And how 
should this state of things, which had remained unknown 
and was only noticed by jurists and notaries for the sake or 
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 pracscs Syriac in the primary and usual sense, according to 
which the pracses resides in his province and administers the 
same ?-It is not to be inferred, moreover, from the ignorance 
which Luke betrays at Acts v. 3 6 ff., that the addition 7rpwT1J 

proceeds not from Luke, but from an older Jewish-Christian 
writer (Kustlin, p. 245); for that ignorance concerned not the 
census of Quirinius, but the time of the insurrection of Theudas. 
- ~ryEµov.] the general word for the post of a chief, here shown 
by the context (-riji, '$up{ai,) to Le used of the provincial chief, 
pmcscs (proconsul). Comp. Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 2: '$up{a~ 

'T1]V ~ryEµov{av exwv. In Luke iii. 1, used of the Procurator. -
Kup17v{ou] P. Sulpicius Qnirinius previously in the year 7 42 
consul, pracscs of Syria in the years 6-11 after Christ, died in 
Home in the year 21 after Christ. See Ewald, Gesch. CM. p. 
18 f. ; Gerlach, l.c. His name is usually written Quirintts; by 
c•thers (so \Vetsteiu, Valckenaer, Ewald, Gerlach, al.), Qnirinius. 
In the case of the Homan writers (especially Florus, iY. 12. 41 ; 
Tacitus, Ann. ii. 30, iii. 22. 48) the manuscripts vary; from 
a coin and inscription, which have Qziirinus, nothing can be 
decided in view of the great doubt as to their genuineness.1 

Rut it is certain that among the Greeks (Strabo, xii. 6, p. 569; 
Syria, which, moreover, Norisius, Ce110lcrph. Pi,•. lI. l'· 82 f., and others main­
tained. Ilut this is at variance with Tcrtullian, l.c., comp. c. 7, where it can 
only ue regarded as a very arbitrnry assumption that Saturninus is no loni;c1· 
meant as governor. 

1 See G~rlach, p. 37, \\·ho cites another iusuiptiou, wbich actually reads 
Quirinio, from Marini, .Act. II. 782. 

LUK& X 
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Josephus, Justin l\fartyr) the name is written with t11e ter­
mination JO%; and, as this manner of writing is at all events 
decidedly correct in our passage (C D E F, etc., including ~. 
likewise Eusebius, Chrysostom, etc.), whereas among the codices 
only B reads Kvpdvou (hence Lachmann reads Kuptvou), the 
form Quiriniiis, which easily became confoundecl with the 
familiar Roman word Quirinus (= Quirinalis), is to be pre­
ferred. The confusion occurred the more easily, as Qnirinus, 
l{up'ivoc; (Plutarch), or K11ptvoc; (Leon. phil. 1) was also a Roman 
mrne. At all events, Luke himself had in his mind the name 
Quirinius. 

REMARK.-The statement of Luke, so far as it affirms that 
at the time of the birth of Christ an imperial census was taken, 
and that it was the first that was provincially ca1Ticd out by 
the Syrian praeses Quirinius, is manifestly inconect. For (1) 
the pracsidi1i1n 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 Le proved, for the passages of 
Christian authors, Cassiodorus, Var. iii. 52, Suidas, s.v. a--:.oypa~~' 
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, 1 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 measure, which 
assureclly would not be carried through without tumultuary 
resistance-would have been so uncommonly important for 
,Jewish history, that Josephus would certainly not have passecl 
it over in absolute silence (Antt. xvii. 1. 1 does not bear on it) ; 
especially as it was not the rc,c socius himself, Herod, but 
the Roman governor, who was, according to Luke (in opposition 
to Wieseler), the authority 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 .llfonnm . ..A.nc.1Jran. in Wolf, ed. Sneton. II. p. 3G9 ff.; 
comp. Sueton. Aug. 27) that Augustus thrice, in 72G, 74G, 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, iu 
opposition to Huschke, Wieseler, p. 84 ff.). Shoulcl we, on the 

1 See ~Iommscn in Borgm. p. iv. IT. 
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otl1er lrnllll, assume, ,vith " 1ieseler, that the census had only 
the prm;i,1ccs in view and had been taken up in the different 
proYinces in different years, and ,vith the utmost indulgence 
to provincial peculiarities, - the object aimed at being the 
settling of an uniform system of taxation (comp. Savigny in 
the Zcitschr. fiir ycschiclttl. Rcchtswiss. VI. p. 350), - the text 
of Luke would stand opposed to it. :For, according to that 
text, (a) the whole Roman empire is sulu·ccted to ci census; 
(b) this quite universal census is ordained at once in the 
edict, which, on ,vieseler's hypothesis of the gradual and in­
clulgent mode of its execution by the politic Augustus, would 
have been imprudent; and (c) it is representnl 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 judgrnent on itself, when it 
designates the whole account as to the census as an invention of 
legend (Strauss; comp. Kern, Urspr. des Evang. p. 113 ff.; vVeisse, 
I. p. 23G), or even of Luke (B. Bauer), which is made in order 
to bring l\fary with Joseph to Bethlehem. Comp. the frivolous 
opinion of Eichthal, II. p. 184 f. What a strange and dispro­
portionate machinery for this purpo3e ! No ; something of the 
natnre of a census, and that by command of the emperor, must 
have taken place in the Roman empire 1-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 l1alestine, the dependence of the vassal-king Herod, 
take away from it all historical improbability, even apart from 
the analogous measure-that ltad already preceded it-of the 
survey of the whole Roman empire instituted by Augustus 
(Frontinus in the Auct. rei agrar., ed. Goes. p. 109; Aethicus 
lster, Cosmogr., ed Gronov. p. 2G). Further, as Quirinius was 
not at that time praeses, he can only have acted in this 
statistical measure as extraordinary commissioner, which is the 
less improbable, because apart from this he was then in the 
East by order of the emperor (sec above), and because the 
politic .Augustus very naturally as to that business put more 
confiuence in an approved impartial commissioner than in the 

1 Possil,Jy of the population, of the civil aml military resources, of tho 
finances, etc., ns, according to Tacitus, Ann. i. 11, the Breviarium totius 
imp,rii (Sueton. Octav. 28, 101) of Augustus contnine<l columns of that kind. 
See above on ver. 1. 
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rcges socii themselves or in the interested proconsuls. And 
this action of Qnirinius enables us to understand how traditiou, 
in the gradual obscuring and mixiug up of its recollections, 
should have made him pmcses Syriac at that time, since he was 
so subsequently, and how the registration in question was made 
into a censir.s, because subsequently he actually as Syrian 
governor I had charge of a census; and from this mixing up 
of times and matters resultec.l. at the same time the c.l.esignation 
of the &,;;-oyparp~ as -::-rw•"11, which occurred ~,e,uovevov,o; ,ij. "J.up,a. 
Kupriviov. Thus Luke has 1ia1'1'atcd what actually happened in 
the erroneous fonn which it received from the tradition. But if 
we conceive of the &.,.<J1pa:p~ as merely a revision of the gcnm­
logical family registers (Schleiermacher, Olshausen, ed. 1, Bleek), 
which probably was ordained only by the spiritual authorities, 
and perhaps had referenee 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 tlieol. Jaltrb. 
1847, p. 1 ff., Luke has really in the passage before us, at 
variance with iii. 1, made Jesus be born in the year of the 
taxing of Quirinius, Acts v. 37, and thus long after the death 
of Herod, - in spite of his own distinct statement, i. 5 ! -
The hypotheses, moreover, that Luke intendocl by the enrol­
ment of Jesus(?) in the register of the Empire to point to 
the unive1·sal destination of the Redeemer (\Vieseler; comp. 
Erasmus, Bengel, and already Theophylact and Euthymius 
Zigabenus), or to the coincidence of the birth of the 1\Iessiah arnl 
the redemption of Israel with the political bo11duye of tlte people 
(Ebrard), or to the manner in which Jesus in His mother's 
womb was most surprisingly dealt with as a Roman subjcd 
(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 f[ llavw;-] in the Jewish laud, for which ver. :.l 
has prepared, and see ver. 4. Obviously only all those are 
meant, who did not dwell in their iola 71'0At',; eKaU''TO', is a 

1 Aberle, in<lce<l, calls this iu <1uestio11, hol<liug that Quiriuius was at the 
h.ter census merely a simple Lrgatus Caesaris. Although Josephus <loes not 
expressly name him ~y,p..;,, he is still, iu A net. xviii. 1. 1, su!liciently indicatc,l 
as such. Comp. Hilgenfcld, p. 413 ff. Apart from this, the expression ;,y,­
,,_,,,,,.,,,,; in the passage before us is only an erroneously anticipating r~ftex 
of that, which subsequ~ntly Quirinius was in/nee, and 110/oriously, as respects his 
real census atteu<lecl by consequences so grave. 
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<listribntive apposition (Ameis on Homer, Od. x. 397). - 1;[<; T. 

ic1·av r.oAtv] the more precise definition is furnished by ver. 4. 
This statement, too, does not suit a census proper; for to this 
every oue was required to subject himself at his dwelling 
place, or at the place where he had his fornm, originis (see 
Huschke, p. llu ff), whereas in our passage the Jewish 
principle of tribe is the basis. And if the matter 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 fm·m. The 
actual historical state of the case shines here through the 
traditional dress of a census. - woAcv Llau.] The city where 
David was born, 1 Sam. xvii. 11. - B1;0)..1;ciµ.] see on Matt. 
ii. 1. - ig 011'0" "· r.arptas Llau.] The tribes proceeding from 
the sons of Jacob were called q,u)\a[ (nilalt;,); the branches 
proceeding from the sons of these patriarchs, 1rarptat (nin~tp~) ; 
the single families of such a tribal branch, o1,cot (ni:::it;: n'.~). 
See Kypke, I. p. 213 ; ·winer, Rcalwortc1·b. s.v. Staminc; 
l:esenius, Thcs. I. p. 1!:l3, 111. p. 1463. ,Joseph was thus of 
the family descending from David, and belonged to the same 
branch of the tribe to which David had belonged. A circum­
stantial designation of this important relationship. As to 
r.arpui, moreover, see on Eph. iii. 15. - uw Maptaµ.] does 
not beloug to <ivef:J11 (Paulus, Hofmann, Ebrard), but to 
,i1ro1pc.hfr. beside which it stands: in otder to have himself 
i:nrollccl with 11Iary, etc. But that Mary had of necessity to share 
the journey with him (which was not requisite in the case 
of a census, when only the names of the women and children 
had to be specified, 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 a1rorypaq,11 was the Jewish one, ver. 3. 
:Nevertheless, wives (in this case 1\fary as one betrothed, 
who according to Jewish law was placed on the same foot­
ing as the wife) had to be likewise entered in tlte rcgiste1·, 
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 
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abide by the view that Mary unclertook the journey with her 
husband 1:ofontarily, according to her own and ,J oseph's wish, 
in order to remain under the protection of her betrothecl (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 poll-toJJ 
(Huschke); that she wished still as a maiden to represent her 
father's house, and longed after Bethlehem in t!te theocratic 
feeling of maternity (Lrmge); 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 "·as an heiress, who 
had an estate in Bethlehem (:Michaelis, Kuinoel, Olshausen; 
with hesitation Bleck and Kohler), is utterly unfounded as 
regards Luke in particular, since he has not the smallest 
trace of any earlier connection with Bethlehem and makes 
l\fary in her travail not find even friendly lodging there. -
,-fi iµ,v'T}uT. aimp] Thus, according to Luke, she was still only 
his betrothed (i. 2 7 ; Matt. i. 18), and the maniage was not 
yet completecl. At variance with :Matt. i. ~4. A different 
form assumed by the tradition of the virgin birth. Evasive 
suggestions are resorted to by Beza, Grotius, and others, 
including Schegg and Bisping (that Luke expresses himself 
tl1i.is, because Joseph had only conducted himself as one be­
trothed towards Mary). - ovur, iry,cvcp] not: because she was 
pregnant (von Gnmpach), but: 1cho was pregnant (Acts xxiv. 
24; Rom. i. 16, and frequently). The observation forms the 
transition to what follows. 

RE~IARK.-From :Mary's sharing in the joumcy we are not to 
conclude that she likewise was of the family of David (Grotiu~, 
Kuinoel, and others). She journeyed voluntarily with Joseph 
as his f11t111·c wife, and Joseph junmeyed 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 cml of ver. 5, il,a -:-b El,a, au-:-o~; r..:-.1 .. 
But comp. on i. 36, and on Matt. i. 17, Remark 2. 

Ver. G f. 'E1rA17u87Juav ai 11µcf.pai 7"0U 7"€/C€LV avniv] comp. 
i. 57. The supposition (see as early as Protci-ang. Jae. 17) 
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th:1t ~fary was surprised by the pains of labour on tlte mry, is 
set aside by the iv 7,p elvai av7018 J,ce'i. And probably she 
had hoped to be able to fiuish the journey before her deli­
Ycry. "Non vidctur scisse, se vi prophetiac (~lie. v. 2) debere 
Ilethlchemi parere, sed proviclentia coelestis omnia gubernavit, 
ut ita fieret," Ilengel. -That Mary was delivered without pain 
(l)Ul injury is proYed by :Fathers and expositors, such as even 
)faldonatns and Estins, from the fact that she herself swaddled 
the child and laid it in the manger! - -rov 7rpCtl7o7oKov] See 
on :i\Iatt. i. 2 5. The eYasiYe suggestion resorted to, that this 
word is used without reference to later born children, appears 
the more groundless in view of the agreement of Matthew and 
Luke. - ia-7rap-yav.] She swaddled him; frequently used in 
Greek writers. - iv rpchvy] without the article (see the critical 
remarks): she deposited him in a 11ut11ger. Many, including 
Paulus and Kuinoel, have, contrary to linguistic usage, made 
of it a stable. 1 See, on the other band, Gersdorf; p. 221; Borne­
mann, Schol. p. 18. - iv 7~';, Ka7aA.vµ,an] in the inn (x. 3J), 
"·here they lodged-probably on account of the number of 
strangers who were present on the same occasion. If we should 
wish to understand it as : tlte ltouse of a fricndlJJ host (for the 
signification of ,ca7aAvµ,a is generally a place of sltcltcr, lodging, 
comp. xxii. 11), it would remain improbable that a friendly 
liost, even with ever so great restriction of room, should not 
have made a chamber in the house available for sitch an 
exigency. The text suggests nothing in<licatiYe of an inhos­
pitable treatment (Calvin). 

Ver. 8 f. liotµ,Eve,] not 0£ 7r0£,U.€VE',. - a,ypaVA.OUVTE,] staying 
out in tlte open fields; Plut. Nmn. 4; Parthen. Erot. x..·dx. 1, 
and the 7r0t,U.€VE', a-ypaVA.0£ already in Homer, Il. xviii. 162. -

1 That a stable (in opposition to Ebrard) was the place of the bii-th, follou,s 
from ,, ,,,,..,.,,, 'il,,.,., '"· -.. "-· It is possible that the stable was a rock-cave, which 
an old legend (Justin. c. Trypli. 78; Orig. c. Gels. i. 51; Protei-a119. Jae. 18) 
designates as the place of the birth, not without suspicion, howe\·er, by reason 
of its appeal to Isa. xxxiii. 16, LXX. llloreo,·er, that tradition transfers the 
cave expressly only to the nei9hbo11rhootl of the little town, and states withal 
or Joseph: ,;,,. ,T,::o ,, .,.~ K.,f'-, ,..,,;,, ,..,;; '"""'"""""''• Justin, l.c. Over this grotto 
designated by the legend Helena built the church .llfariae tle pmesepio. Comp. 
also Uobinson, Pal. lI. p. 28,l ff. ; Ritter, Erclk. XVI. p. 292 ff. 
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cpuXacnr. cpuXa,car;] often conjoined also among the Greek 
writers; Plat. Phacdr. p. 240 E; Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 10, and the 
passages in Kypke. Comp. n\,'?tf;~ i~tj, Num. i. 5:-3, al. The 
plnml applies to the different watch-stations. -Tfji, vuKToi,] 

not belonging to cpuXa,car;, bnt: by niyltt, definition of time 
for arypauX. and cf>uXauu.-According to this statement, Jesus 
cannot have been born in Dcccmbc1·, in the middle of the rainy 
season (Robinson, Pal. II. p. 505 f.), as has been since the 
fourth century supposed with a probable joining on of the 
festival to the Natalcs solis in-victi (see Gieseler, Kircltengcsch. 
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 bringing in of them in 
November (see Lightfoot) ; and if this is established at least 
as the 11sual com·sc, it certainly is not in favour of the hypo­
thesis (Wieseler) that Jesus was born in Febr1ta1·y (750), 
and necessitates precarious accessory assumptions. - e7riuT77] 
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 (It. xxiii. 106, x. 496), de­
r,Gting their sudden emergence, which nevertheless is implied 
not in the word in itself, but in the text. - oo!a ,cup{ou] 
i1ii1; i\::1?, radiance by which God is surrounded. Comp. Ewald, 
ad Apoc. p. 311. God's glorious radiance ( comp. Acts vii. 2) 
had streamed down with the angel. " In omni humiliatione 
Christi per decorum quamlam protcstationem cautum est 
gloriae ejus- di vinae," Bengel. 

Ver. 10 ff. IIavT~ T<tJ Xaip] to the whole (Israelitish) people. 
- eTex011 vµ,i:v] that (that, namely) there was born to yon this 
day, etc. The vµ,i:v, in reference to the shepherds, is indi­
vidnalizing. - uo,T~P JC.T.X.] a dclivcrc1·-and now comes His 
special more precise definition: who is .Afcssiah, Lord! XptuTo<, 

,cuptor; is not to be taken together, as it never occurs thus 
in the N. T. -- ev 7ro>.. Llau.] belonging to hex011. " Haec 
periphrasis remittit pastores ad prophetiam, quae tum imple-
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batnr," Dengel. l\Iic. v. 2. - To u71µ,Eio11] the appointed sign 
of recognition.1 

- /3peipo,;] not: tltc child (Luther), but: a cMld. 
The worcl denotes either the still unborn chikl (as i. 41; Horn. 
Jl. xxii. 2 fi 6 ), or, as in this case ( comp. xviii. 15 ; Acts vii. 
19 ; 1 Pet. ii. 2 ; also as a strong expression of the thought, 
2 Tim. iii. 15) and very often in the classical writers, the new­
Lorn child. - lur.ap,y.] adjectival : a swaddled child, ver. 7. 

Ver. 13 f. ffXij0o,; u-rp. ovp.] a 1nultitmle of the heavenly 
host (C'.t;i~;:i ~:?-¥), a multitude of angels. The (satellite-) host 
of the angels surrounds God's throne, 1 Kings xxii. 19 ; 
2 Chron. xviii. 18 ; l)s. ciii. 21, cxlviii. 2 ; :\fatt. xxvi. 5 3 ; 
I:ev. xix. 14, al. On ,ytvEu0a£ uvv Tlllt, to be associated with 
(!ny one, comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 3. 8. On u-rpa-ria, comp. Plat. 
Pltaedr. p. 246 E: u-rpa-ria 0Ewll TE /Cat, Oatµ,ovc,JIJ. - oo~a 
iv u'[r{uTot<; 1e.-r.-X. According to the reading Evoo,da,; (see 
the critical remarks, and :Ni.isselt, Exereitatt. p. 171 ff.) : 
Glory ( is, comp. 1 Pet. iv. 11) in the heaven to God, and on 
mrth safration among men who nre well-pleasing! The angels 
1leclare to the praise of God (ver. 13) that on account of the 
birth of the Messiah God is glorified in heaven (by the angels), 
and that on the earth there is now salvation among men, to 
whom in and with the new-born child lias been imparted 
God's good pleasnre.2 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 by supplying fo-rw or Et1J, but far stronger, - a 
triumphant affirmation of the existing blessed state of things. 
The iv av0pw1r. Evoo,c{a,; (genitive of quality, see Winer, p. 211 f. 
[E. T. 2 U 6 f.]) adds to the scene of the Elp171111 the subjects, 

1 According to the notice .,;,,,_,P", and in view of the smallness of Dethlehcm, 
the sign specified by ,.,;,,_.,., i, ~,..,,.~ was sufficiently certain at once to guide 
inquiry to the child in tho village. Olsliausen, but not the text, adds to this 
the secret impulse of tl,e Spirit, which le<l the shepher<ls to the right place. 

2 Olshausen (following Alberti, Obss., and Tittmann, Dis.,., Viteb. 1777) places 
a stop a[ter .,,;;,, so that the first clause says: "God is now praised as in he~.ven, 
so also in the earth." This is e1Toneous, because, according to the order of the 
words in Luke, the emphatic point would be not,.,,.; y;;;, as in the Lord's Prayer, 
but i, r;-4,;trTru». 
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amm1g whom it prentils (cump. Plat. Symp. p. 197 C); these, 
Hamely, are those who believe in the l\Icssiah, designated in 
reference to Goel whose grace they possess, as 1ncn who arc 
well-pleasing (to Him). Comp. Test. XII. J>atr. p. 587: Ka~ 

€VDO/CI/CT€t Kvpw, e1n 'TOt', cvya1r7JTOt', aVTOU €00', atoovoov. 

Observe, moreover, the correlation which exists (1) between 
oo~a and elp171171 ; (2) between £11 u,Jrla-Tot, and brl. 7ij, ; and 
(3) between E>erj, and €1/ av0pw7T'Ot', evoo,c{a,. By €1/ vt{CT'TOt', 

(in regions, 1chich a1'c the ltiglicst of all, xix. 38) the angels 
declare what takes place in the highest heaYen, wl1ence they 
have just come down. Comp. l\fatt. xxi. 9 ; Wisd. ix. 17; 
Ecclus. xliii. 9 ; Job xvi. 19 ; Heb. i. 3. - By elp111111 they 
mean not only peace (usually understood of the peace of recon­
ciliation), but the entire salration, of which the new- born 
child is the bearer; comp. i. 79.-·with the Ilcccptn evoo,c{a, 

the hymn would also consist of only two parts, divided by 
Ka{,1 which is not for (Bengel, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others, 
comp. Theoph,rlact), but ancl. 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 
( £7T't 717, elp1j1171 ), while the second designates it from the point 
of view of God's subjectivity (€11 av0p. evDoK{a): on earth fs 
salvation, among men is (God's) good pleasure ; EV av0p., namely, 
would not be in the case of men (::\fatt. iii. 17 ; so usually), but 
local, as previously £11 v,fr{a-T. and brl. 717,. Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 372, takes evoo,c{a as delight; "in genere humano 
(l\fessia nato) volitptas est et lactitfri." But evoo,c{a nowhere 
expresses this strong idea, but only the state of ,vell-pleased 
satisfaction (as I's. cxliv. 16, LXX.), and the latter idea 

1 N everthcless Eur:ml (on Olshansen) still defends the tlireffold dhJision. 
According to him, the angels exult (1) that in l,eai·en honour is given to God for 
the redemption now brought auout ; (2) that upon eai·tlt a kingdom of peace is 
110w founded; (3) that between l,e,wen and eartlt the right relation is restored, 
that God's eye may a.gain rest with good pleasure on mankind. This alleged 
third clause of 11ccessity contaius somewhat of tautology ; and the text itself 
Ly its ,.,.; aud by its contrast of heaven aud earth yields only two clauses. 
I,ange also, L. J. II. 1, p. 103, mulerstamls it in a threl'fohl sense, but nrr 
nruitrnrily takes 11'.Ju:a of the didne good plrasure mc111ifested i11 a Per~on, 
rcfen'ing to passages such as Eph. i. 5, G. 
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woulJ in this place be too weak ; we coulu not but expect 
xapa Ka£ u~,aAt..taUL<;, or the like. ).foreoYer, according to 
ver. 13 (ai11ov11Twv T. 0€011) it is more in harmony with the 
text to understand fvOo,c{a on the pm·t of God, in which 
case the quite usual meaning of the word (hrava1ravuic; Tou 
0rnu, Theophylact) is retained; "quod sc. Deus gratuito 
!-;UO f,n-ore homines diguatus sit" (Cal Yin). The opposite : 
Eph. ii. 3. Bornemann, Scltol. p. 19 ff., considers the whole 
as aflinned of Christ : " XptUTO', o ,cvpto<; Soga €C'TaL €1/ 

i"friuToic; ovn 0€cp ,c.T.'A., h. c. 1llcssias cclcbrabit in coclis Dcmn 
et in terrain dcclucd paccin dirinam, docmnentmn (iu apposition) 
l1r•ncrolcntiac dirinac C1'[fll lwmincs." But Luke himself specifies 
the contents as praise of God (ver. 13); and the assumption 
of Borneniann (after J>anlus), that Luke has giYen only a 
1'mall fragment of the hymn, is the more arbitrary, the more 
the few pregnant words are preciseiy in keeping with a 
heavenly song of praise. 

Yer. l;j f. Kal oi av0p.] This ,catis not also, but the simple 
and after €"f€1/€TO; see 011 v. 12. - oi av0pw1roi oi 1TOLJJ,€V€<;, 
not: the shepherd people (Grotius, Paulus, and others), against 
which the second article is decisive (comp. l\fatt. xviii. 23, 
xxii. 2, al.; see Deruharcly, p. 48; !Gilmer, II. p. 120), but 
a contrast to oi a~l"f€'i\oi, in which case, however, we must 
not lay upon the expression a stress which is foreign to the 
connection (" totum genus humauum quoclammodo reprae­
sentantes," Dengel), but rather must adhere to the simple and 
artless mode of representation : after the departure of the 
angels the ';_Jeople too, the shepherds, said, etc. - odt..0wµ€v] 
through the fields as far as to Bethlehem, Acts ix. 38, 
xi. 19. - o,i] denotes what is drfinitive, without more ado. 
See Klotz, ml Dci:m·. p. 395; Niigelshach, Amn. z. llias, ed. 3, 
J). 43 3 f. - To p']µa J u·hich ha.~ been said; & o ,cup. 11µ,. is au 
epexegesis of it. - uv€upov] they cliscorc,·cd ( after previous 
search, in conformity with the direction at ver. 12). The 
word only occurs in the N. T. again at Acts xxi. 4, comp. 
4 Mace. iii. 14; more frequently among Greek writers. 

Yer. 17 f. LI l€"/11Wptuav] they gau, cJ:act information (o,a). 
The ,rnrd is only found besides in Schol. in Beck. Anccd. 
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p. 787, 15, but in the sense of accurate distinguishing, which 
it cannot have in this place (Vulg. : cognovernnt) ; comp. 
rather f'Yvwpir;ev, 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 l\Iary (ver. 19), 
etc. - 7rept Twv XaX710.J does not belong to aKovr;avw~ 
(Gersdorf), but to J0avµ,., with which indeed 7rept is very 
rarely associated elsewhere ; but the thought is : they fell 
into amazement in consideration of that, which, etc. Comp. Plat. 
Ti11i. p. 8 0 C : Ta 0avµasoµ,eva rJAEKTpwv 7r€pt Tiji, eXfewi,. 

Ver. 19 f. LU] leading over to the special thing, ,v hich 
l\Iary 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 Mµ,aTa) of 
the shepherds. Observe in the narrative the emphasis of 
7ravTa, as well as the purposely chosen adumbrative tense 
r;vveT~pei (previously the aorist). On r;11vT71petv, alta mente re­
positmn sc1·vare, comp. Dan. vii. 28; Ecclus. xiii. 12, xxxix. 2, 
xxviii. 3. - r;vµ,{3aXAovr;a K.T.X.J The Vulgate well renders: 
r·onjcrcns, inasmuch as she put thc11i togctlw·, i.e. in silent 
heart-pondering she compared and interpreted them to herself. 
Comp. I'lat. Crat. p. 348 A: r;vµ/3a;\.e1,v T~v KpaTvAov µ,av­
Teiav, p. 412 C; Soph. Occl. l'. 1472; Pind. Nc1n. xi. 43; 
Eur. Or. 1394. - v'TT'E<TTpey.] to their flocks, ver. 8. - Sofa­
sovTei, Kat alvouvTe'>] Glorifying and giving approval. The latter 
is more special than the former. - J7r1, 7riiuw K.T.A.] ovc1· all 
things, which they had just heard an<l seen in Bethlehem after 
such manner as was spoken to them by the angel at vv. 10-12. 

REMATIK.-To make of these angelic appearances a naforal 
(phosphoric) phenomenon, which had first been single and then 
Imel divided itself and moved to and fro, and which the shep­
herds, to whom was known l\Iary's hope of bringing forth the 
Messiah, interpreted to themselves of this l,irth (l'aulus; comp. 
Ammon, L. J. I. 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 ns the most distinguisl1ed portion of the 
cycle of legend, which surrounded the birth and the enrly 
life of Jesus. The truth of the history of the shepherds and 
the angels lies in the sphere of the idea, not in that of historical 
reality, although Luke narrates it as a real event. Regarded 
as renlity, the history loses its truth, as a premiss, with which 
the notorious subsequent want of knowledge and non-recogni­
tion of ,Jesus as the l\Iessiah, as well as the absolute silence 
of evangelic p1'cachi11g as to this heavenly crangclimn, do not 
nccord as a sequel, - npart from the fact, that it is not at 
nll consistent with l\fatthew'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. 1 The contrast of the lowliness of Jesus 
and of His divine glory, which pervade His entire history 011 

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 ,;.-:-wxo; E~ayye1.i~o)-:-ai (vii. 22) 
is already even now realized. 

Ver. 21. Toi, r.Epm,µE'iv aiiTov] The genitive, not as at 
ver. 22, i. 57, ii. 6, but as genitive of the aim: in order to 
circmncisc Him, that He might be circumcised. Comp. Butt­
mann, ncut. Gr. p. 230 [E. T. 267]. - ,ea~ etc"X~011] was also 
named, indicating the naming as supcradded to the rite of cir­
cumc1s1on. See Ntigelsbach, z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 16 4. And the 
8011 of Go<l had to become circmnciscd, as ,yEvoµEvor; e,c ,yuvattcor;, 
,Y€Voµ€VO, inro voµov, Gal. iv. 4. This was the divine arrange­
ment for His appearing as the God-man in necessary association 

1 In opposition to Schleiermacher, who in tlie cas<· of flUr passage lays stress, 
in opposition to the mythical view, on the lll>sence of lyrical poetry, failing to seo 
that precisely the most exalted and purest poetry is found in the contents of 0111· 

passage with all its simplicity of presentation ; see the appropriate remarks of 
Strauss, I. p. 245. Lange, L. J. II. p. 103, in his own manner transfers the 
appearances to the souls of the shepherds, which were of such elevated aml 
snpramumlanc mood that they couhl discern the joy of an angelic host; and 
holds 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 Goel (llom. ix. 3). There is mnch importa­
tion of the dogmatic element here among the older commeu­
tators.1 

- i-o KA1J0€v K.T.A.] See i. 31. Comp. Matt. i. 21, 
where, however, the legend quite differently refers the g1nng 
of the name to the angel. 

Ver. 2 2. Women after childbirth, when the child was a 
boy, were unclean for seven days, and had besides to stay at 
home thirty-three daya more (at the birth of a girl these 
periods were doubled). Then they were bound to present in 
the temple an offering of purification, namely, a lamb of a year 
old as a burnt-offering, and a young pigeon or turtle-dove as 
a sin-offering ; or else, if their means were too small for this, 
two turtle-doves or young pigeons, the one as a burnt-offering, 
the other as a sin-offering. See Lev. xii. 2 ff. ; Lund, Jiid. 
llciligth., eel. Wolf, p. 7 51 ; l\fichaelis, Jlfos. R. § 19 2 ; Ewald, 
Altcrth. p. 178 f. ; Keil, Archiiol. I. p. 2 9G. Accordingly 
ai ~µlpai i-ov Ka0apurµ. ainwv: the days, which ( i.e. the lapse 
of them) were appointed for their legal cleansing (,ca0apurµor;, 
passive, comp. ver. 14). Mary brought the offering of the 
poor, ver. 24. -auTwv] applies contextually (av~ryaryov avTov) 
not to the Jews (van Hengel, Annot. p. 199), but to Jllary and 
Joseph. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, also Bleck. 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 synecdoehc, 
which is usually referred to the mother and the child (so also 
by Kuinocl, Winer, de Wettc). - ,ca,-a TOV voµov M.J applies 
to e1r).~u011uav K.T.A., indicating the legal duration thereof. -­
av1haryov, like a1·a/3a[vEiv of the journeying to Jerusalem. -
?Tapaui-ijaai] All first-born sons were the property of Jehovah, 
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 His special property, 

1 Cnlovius says that Christ allowed Himself to bo circumcise,! "tum ob 
clemonsti·anclmn naturae lrnmanae verita(em . . . tum ad probcrndarn e semi,.-, 
Abralu,e originem . .. tum imprimis ob meriti et ndtmptio11is Christi cei-tifiw­
tioncm." 
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hnt were recleemecl from Him for five ,:;hekcls, Ex. xiii. 2; 
N nm. viii. 16, xviii. 15 f. ; Lightfoot, p. 7 5 3 ; Lund, l.c. p. 7 5 3 ; 
)Iichaelis, 1l[os. R. § 227, 276; Saalschi.itz, 11£0s. R. p. 97. 

Yer. 2 3. Kot to be put in a parenthesis. - A very free 
q notation from Ex. xiii. 2. - otavo'i'Yov µ11Tpav] C~~ "I~~; 

comp. LXX. Hardly according to the passage before us has 
Luke conceived, with Amurosins and many others, that Mary 
brought forth clauso 11tcro and only voluntarily subjected her­
self to this law (as Bisping still holds). 

Ver. 2 ,!, Kal TOV oovvat] continues the narrative after the 
interposed sentence ver. 2 3: and in order to .r;ive an offering. 
-KaTa TO ,dp71µ. IC.T.X.] Lev. xii. 8. - V€00'0'0V<,] On the later 
form rejected by the Atticists, vouuo~,; (so Tischendorf), see 
Sturz, Dial. Jllae. p. 185; Lobeck, ad PMyn. p. 206 f. 

Ver. 2 5 f. Who this Simeon was (" prim us prop he ta, qni 
diceret Christum venisse," Dengel), is utterly unknown. The 
supposition that he was son of Hille}, and father of Gamaliel 
()Iichaelis, J>aulns, and older commentators), who became 
presiuent of the Sanhedrim in A.D. 13, does not agree with 
vv. :2G, 29, where he appears as an aged man; and there 
is generally the less ground for entertaining it, in pro­
portion to the freq nency of the name jilJ~;:i. - otKaio,; "· 
EvXa/311,;] Comp. Plat. Polit. p. 311 B: To ot~a,ov "· €11Xa/3e,;, 
and shortly before: 17871 1;uXa/3ij ,cal, olKata. The word €11Xa/3,j,; 
is only used in the N. T. by Luke. It denotes rnligious con­
scientionsness.1 

- ,rapaKX17u,v] The Messianic blessing of the 
nation, as its practical consolation after its sufferings (comp. 
11.LTpwuw, ver. 3 tJ), is called, according to prophetic pre­
cedent (Isa. xl. 1 ), in the Rabbinical literature also very 
often m~m. See Vitringa, Obs. V. p. 8 3 ; Lightfoot and 
'\Vetstein in Zoe. The Messiah Himself: cnm. See Sehottgen, 
JI01·. II. p. 18. The same iu substance is : ,rpou'SExoµ. n)v 
/3au,XE{av TOV 0eou, l\fork xv. 43. - E7l"1 avTov] having come 
'1tpon. - ""XP1Jµanuµ.] a divine rcsponsmn, see on Matt. ii. 
12. There is no hint of a dream (Kuinoel). - 7rpiv ~'] See on 
:Matt. i. 18. - Tov XptuTov tcuplov] comp. ix. 20: the 1lfcssiah 
of Goel (whom God has destined and sent as iiessiah). - For 

1 Comp. Delitzsch on Heb. v. 7 f., p. 191. 
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the expression tu sec death, comp. HeL. xi. 5; John viii. 51; 
Vs. lxxxix. 48. On the classical use of opav in the sense of 
cxpci·inndo cognoscerc, Dorvill. ad Char. p. 483; Jacobs, ad 
Antliol. VII. p. 108. 

Ver. 2 7 f. 'Ev T<[J ,rvfuµan] by ?.:ii'tuc of the Holy Spirit, 
" instigante Spiritu," Grotius; comp. Matt. xxii. 43. - The 
11xpression TOll'> ryov€'i'> (procreators) is not appropriate to the 
bodily Sonship of Goel, which Luke narrates, and it betrays 
an original source resting 011 a different view. Comp. ver. 41. 
On the form ryov€t8, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 69. - ,caTa To 

€l0,uµ,€vov Tou voµou] Accorcling to the custom prescribed by 
the law. - Kat auTo'>] also on J[,is pad, for the parents ha<l 
just carried Hirn in, ver. 2 7. The reference to the p1'icst, 
" qui eum Domino sistendum amplexus erat" ('Volf; Kuinoel 
also mixes np this), is erroneous, since it is i,i the bringiu:; 
in that the child is also taken into his arms by Simeon. -­
Simeou has 1·ccvgniscd the llfcssiah-ckild immediately th1·ough 
the Spirit. He needed not for this " the august form of the 
mother" (in opposition to Lange). 

Ver. 29 ff. Now (after I have seen the l\Iessiah, vv. :26, 30) 
Tho1i lcttcst '1.'l1y ser?.:ant depart, 0 Ruler, according to Thine utter­
/Ince (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.1 -

1i,r0Xvt:t,] p1·cscnt, of that which is nearly an-1 certainly im­
pending. There is no need to supply Tou t7Jv, or e,c T'TJ, ry71,, or 
the like (as is usually done), as the absolute li,roA.V€tv is at all 
eYents used (comp. Soph. Ant. 1254; Gen. xv. 2; Num. xx. 29; 
Toh. iii. 6), but Simeon conceives of his death figuratively as an 
,·11/mnchiscmcnt .from sc1Ticc, as is signified by the context in 
T. oouXov uou, ofo,rom. The servant of God dies and is 
thereby released from his service. - f:tOov prefixed with em­
phasis, in retrospective reference to ver. 2 6. - To uooT~ptov 

uou] the dcli?.:crancc bestowed by Thee, the l\:Iessianic deliver­
ance, which has begun with the birth of the l\Iessiah. Comp. 
iii. u ; Acts xxviii. 2 8. - ,ea Ta ,rpouoo,rov 71'lLIJ7'. 7'. ">..awv] in 
the face of all peoples, so that this deliverance is set forth 

1 Ruthymiu8 Zigabenus well remarks: p.n,.,,,., Au,,.,.;,,..,., ""''f ,,.;;, <Awl<f''" ,,.,;; 
'Jo-pa.~A. 
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hcforc nll peoples, is visible nnd mnnifcst to them. Comp. 
on IWTa r.po(J'W11"., Jacobs, ad Aeh. Tat. iii. 1, p. G 12. The 
prophet sees the <rwn1pwv already in its unfolded 11wnifcslri­
tion to all. This is then, in Yer. 32, further spcciallr 
characterized as respects the two portions of the 1ravTwv Twv 
Aawv, in which <pw<, and oofav are nppositional definitions to TO 
(J'WT1Jptov (J'OV: light, which is destined to bring rci:clation to th,· 
heathen, (Ill([ glol'y of Thy 11coplc Israel. The progression of the 
climax lies in <f,wr, nnrl oofa. For the heathen the (J'WTl]plOv is 
light, \Yhcn, namely, they come in accordance with the time­
hallowed promise (Isa. ii. 2 ff., xi. 10, xliv. 5, lx. 1 ff., and many 
other pa.asages), and subject themselves to the l\Iessianic theo­
cracy, whereby they become enlightened and sharers in the un­
veiling of the divine truth. For the people Israel the (J'WTIJptov 
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 distinguished above all peoples as the 
scat and posse:-;scr of salvation. Llofav might be included as 
still dependent on Elr; (Theophylact, Euthymins Zigabenus, 
Luther, Bleck, and other;;), but by taking it independently, 
the great destination of the (J'WTIJptov for the people of Israel 
is brought into more forcible prominence. -Ver. 33. And 
thc;-c 1cas ( on the singular 1jv and the plural participles that 
follow, see Kiihner, § 433, 1; comp. l\Iatt. xvii. 3) His fatltcr 
and His mother in amazcmrnt, etc. In this there is no incon­
sistency with the earlie1· angelic revelations (Strauss). The 
thing was great enough in ffsclj, and they learned it here 
in another form of revelation, the vrophetic. 

Ver. 34. A1hovr,] the parents, ver. 33. -After he has 
lJlessed them (has in prayer promised them God's grace and 
sah·ation), he again specially addresses the 1notltc1·, whose 
mmTellons relation to the new-born infant he has, accordin~ 
to Luke, recognised ev m,evµan. - "Eirni] I-le is placed there, 
i.e. He has the destination, see on Phil. i. 16. - Eir; 11"TW(J'tV 
"-T,A.] designates, in reference to Isa. viii. 14 (comp. l\Intt. 
xxi. 22, 44; Acts h·. 11; Rom. ix. 33; 1 Pet. ii. 6), the 
1110ml j11dg1ncnt (John iii. 10 ff), which is to set in by means 
of the appearuuce and the ministry of the l\Iessiah. Accord-

LUKE. Y 
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ing to divine decree many must take offence at Him and fall 
-namely, through unbelief-into ol.Hluracy 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 
falling, in that of the publicans and sinners the rising, in that 
of Paul both; comp. Rom. xi. 11 ff. - ,ml d., u'T]µe'iov avn­
)..eryoµ.] ·what was previously affirmed was His destination for 
others; now follows the special versonal experience, which is 
destined for Him. His manifestation is to be a s1·gn, a mar­
vellous token (signal) of the divine counsel, which cxperiencrs 
contradiction from the world (see on Rom. x. 21). The 
fulfilment of this prediction attained its culmination in the 
crucifixion ; hence ver. 3 5. Comp. Heb. xii. 3. But it 
continues onward even to the last day, 1 Cor. xv. 2 5. 

Ver. 35. Since the construction does not, indicate that Kat 

. . . poµ<J,afa 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, a1Tw<; tc.T.A. 

is to be referred to ,ca,1, ... poµ<J,a{a, not to u11µe'iov avTLAery. 
(Kninoel, <le Wette, Ewald, and many others). - Ka£ uou oci] 
:::lee on i. 76. This ,ea{ and avTf/'> places the anguish of the 
mothe1· herself on a parallel with the fate of her Son intimated 
by u11µe'iov UIJT£Aery. ; and <TOU 0€ auTfi,; is a bringing of the 
contrast into stronger relief than ueavTf/'> oci. See Schaefer, ad 
Dem. de Cor. 319, 6.-poµ<f>a(av oe wvoµaue (not tlrn martyr­
death of Mary, as Epiphanius and Lightfoot hold, but) Thv 

TJJ,1]T£1'WTQ,T'TJV ICQ,t agi:'iav aovv17v,1 fiw, Ot17X0e Thv Kapofav T1]'> 
0eoµ1Topo,;, OT(; 0 vlo,; avTfJ,; 1Tporr11"Jl.w011 Trj, <TTavp~o, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. Similar figurative designations of pain may be 
seen in Wetstein. Bleck is mistaken in referring it to doubts 
of tlic J,fcssialiship of lie1· Son, which for a while were to cause 
division in Mary's heart. For this thought 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. ll. xix. 125: .,.,, ~• rix.•s 0;11 ,. .. .,." f>f''"' •'f• /311/,i..,, 
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<lircct cvhlcnce before us of tcmpomry unbelief on the part 
of )fary (at the most, :lfark iii. 21 ). - o71"w, K.T.A-.] a divine 
aim, which is to be attained by oVTo<; KftTat ... pop.rpala; a 
great crisis in the spiritual world is to be brought to light, 
,John ix. 39, iii. 19, v. 22; 1 Cor. i. 23 f.; 2 Cor. ii. 15. 
The conditional uv expresses : in order that, when that which 
·is just pl"Cllictcd to thee sets in. - '" 71"o'A..X. Kapo.] forth fro1n 
,,,umy hearts. Comp. Rom. i. 17. - oia:\o,yia-µol] not o[ 
o,a'A..o,y. ; tltougltts, consequently what is otherwise hidden. 
The reYealing itself takes place tlirough declared belief or 
unbelief in Him who is put to death. 

Ver. 36 ff. 'Hv] adcrat, as at J\fark viii. 1, xv. 40; also 1 Cor. 
xiv. 48. -After aih71, ver. 36, the copula 17v is not unneces­
sarily to be supplied, in which case (so usually, as also by 
Lachmann and Tischendorf) a point is placed after vcr. 3 7 ; 
but this aiJT7J is the subject to which av0wµo"A.o,y£tTo belongs 
as verb, so that all that intervenes contains accompanying 
definitions of the subject, namely tlms : This one, being advanced 
in g;'CCit age, after she had lived with a lmsband seven years from 
ltcr virginity, she too et widow 1tp to eighty-four years, who 
dcpcti·tccl not from the teinple, with f astings and prayers rendering 
se;-viee to Goel niglit and dcty ancl having eoinc forward at that 
same hour, offered praise to the Lord, etc. Observe as to this­
(1) that ?;11a-aa-a ... ah~,, ver. 36, is subo1·dinate to the 7rpo­
/3E/37J"· iv ~µ. 7ro-,..x. ; (2) that at ver. 3 7 there is to be written, 
with Tischendorf and Ewald, Kal. aimj (not as usually, Kal. ailT71), 
so that the definition Kal. avTh x~pa ... €71WTQ.<Ta, vv. 3 7 J 3 8 J 

contains a further description of the woman co-ordinated with 
the 7rpo/3E/371K. iv ~µ. 'TT"OA.A.. ; (3) that Ka~ auTfj TV wpq. €11"L­

a-Taa-a (see the critical remarks) without any separation links 
itself on continuously to the preceding participial definition; 
finally, ( 4) that Kal avT~, vcr. 3 7, she too, places Anna on 
a parallel with Simeon; as the latter had come forward a 
pious aged man, so she also a pious aged woman. - 7rporp,7n, J 
J>lat. Plwcclr. p. 244 A; Eur. Ion. 42, 321; LXX. Ex. xv. 20; 
Isa. viii. 3, al. Hebrew i1f:;i~, an interp1·ctrcss of God, a 
woman. icilh the .r11ft of apocalyptic discou?"Se, Tiev. ii. 2 0 ; Acts 
xxi. 0, ii. 17. She makes use of this gift, ver. 38. - J7rn1] 
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consequently a bi-icf and (li:r.o T. 1rap0ev. auT.) her only mar­
riage, after which she remained in "·i<lowhood, which amoug 
the ancients ,ms accouuted very houourable. See Grotius 
and ,vetstein on 1 Tim. iii. 2, V. 9. 

Ver. 37. ''Ewe, (sec the critical remarks) fr. D)'OD>JIC.: crcn 
to eighty-four years, she had come cnn to this age of life in 
l!er widowl10od. Comp. l\Iatt. :xYiii. 21 f. Rettig is mi:staken 
in his judgmcnt upon ewe, in the Stud. it. Krit. 1838, p. 2:21. 
Comp. Dcm. 2G2, 5. - ou,c a<f,iuTaTo IC.T.X.] a popular descrip­
tion of um·cmittiilg zeal (comp. Hum. Oil. ii. 345, Il. :xxiv. 7:!.) 

in the puLlic wor,;hip of God. Comp. xxiv. 53. - vu,cTa "· 
1jµEfp.] Thus also at .\.cts xxvi. 7; :i\Iark iv. 28; 1 Tim. v. 5. 
Ebewhere tl1c order is inverted. Instances of Loth arrnuge­
ments may be seen in Bornemann, Schol. p. 2 7; Lo Leck, 
Pamlip. p. G2 f., and from the Latin: Heindorf on Humt. 
Sat. i. 1. 77. In this place vu,crn is prefixed in order, as in 
Acts, l.c., aud 1 Tim. v. 5, to make the fervency of tltc pious 

tc111plc-scn·icc the more prominent. The case is otherwise, 
where it is simply a question of definition of time, at Esth. 
iv. 15. 

Ver. 38. AvT[J T?l wpq] in which occurred the previously 
described scene with Simeon. - J1rtuTaua] having mwlc her 

appearance, namely, to speak. Comp. Aescbin. p. 65, 5 ; 
Xen. Anab. v. 8. 9, Sympos. ii. 7. The suddenness and 
uuexpecteduess in the demeanour of the aged widow is implic1l 
also here (comp. on ver. 9) in the context. On av0oµo>..o'Ye'iu­
Oat (comp. LXX. I's. lxxix. 13; 3 l\Iacc. vi. 33), iu the case 
of ,Yhich avTt "rcferendi rcprchcmlendiquc sensmn babet," 
sec "\Yiner, de i·crbor. compos. 1tsn, III. p. 18 ff. The tcno1' of 
her utterance of pmise to Goel ( Trj. ,cup{~,,) is after "·hat was 
related of Simeon obvious of itself, and is therefore not more 
precisely specified. - 'Trrpi aLTou] on oVToc, f.UTLV b XuTpwT'J'-, 
Euthymius ZigaLcnus. Jc;us is the sul,ject still preseut, as 
a matter of course, iu the conception of the narrator (from 
ver. 34 f. onwards), although not mentioned in the context 
(Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 180 f.]). -Tote, 1rpouliexoµ. AUTpwutv] 
Comp. vcr. 25. ,vith the reading 'Iepouu. without EV (see the 
critical remarks), dcl-ii:crancc of Jerusalc1n is not essentially 
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distinct from '1Tap<1.K"ll.1wtr:; -rou 'lap., ver. 25, comp. i. GS, 
since J ernsalcm is the theocratic central seat of God's people. 
Comp. Isa. xl. ~- ,ve may ad<l, the JXdXH K.-r.X. took place on 
her part likewise au-rfj TV c/Jpq,, namely, after she had presented 
her praise to God. The pious ones waiting for the l\Icssiah are 
\\·ith her in the temple, and to them all she makes communi­
eation about the child that is present. Bnt this is not to Le 
conceived or as a pulilic utterance, for which the limitation -roir:; 
r.pouoex. would not be appropriate. 

Yer. 3 9. N asap fr] therefore not in the first instance again 
to Bethlehem. Of the l\Iagi, of the slaughter of the children, 
of the flight to Egypt, Luke has nothing. They Lelong to 
quite another cycle of legend, which he has not followed. 
lteconciliation is impossible; a preference for Luke, however, 
at the expense of l\Intthew (Schleiermacher, Schneckenburger, 
Sieffert, and others), is at least in so far well founded, as 
Dethlehem was not, as ~Iatthew reports (sec on l\Iatt. ii. 23, 
Tiem.), the original dwelling-place of the parents of Jesus, but 
became the birth-place of the latter on occasion of the a,ro­
~1pacp1;. If Det!tlehem had Leen the original dwelling-place, 
it was natural, considering the Davidico-l\Iessianic tendency 
of the legend, that no change should Le made under these 
circumstances. But, in opposition to the Lold assumption of 
the more recent exponents of the mythical theory,1 that Jesus 
\YUS Lorn in :Nazareth, so that Loth the earlier residence of the 
parents at Bethlehem (::\Iatthew) and their journey thither 
(Luke) are held to be the work of tradition on the basis of 
::\lie. v. 1 (but only l\Iatthew Lases his statement upon this 
prophecy !), see on ::\Iatt. l.c. Even de ,v ette fiuds this probable, 
especially on account of John vii. 42, comp. i. 4G ff., where 
,J ulm adds no correction of the popular view. But to infer 
from this that J ohu knew nothing of the birth in Bethlehem 
i::; Ull\\ arr:tutetl, siuce the tlaclition of }.fatthew nud Luke, 

1 Sec also ·w ~i,sr, Era11grlirnf,. p. 181 f., who holds thnt the reference to the 
Lorcl's place of birth Ly the name of Bet/, /,-/1(-ni i;; to Le un<lcrstood ,,,,..,,_a.,,,,,;;s. 
~chleicrruaehcr, L. J. p. fiG f., lea Yes the Lirth-plncc altogether clouLtful; ho!tling 
that the <[Ucstion is wholly inclillercnt for our faith, which remark, however, is 
inappropriate on account of the prophetic promise. 



342 Tm: GOSPEL OF LUKE. 

agreeing in this very particnln.r, certainly suggests the pre­
sumption that the birth at Bethlehem was generally known 
ri.mong the Christians and was believed, so that there was not 
at all any neeu for a correcting remark on the part of John. 

REllIATIK.-As the presentation of Jesus in the temple bears of 
it3elf in its legal aspect the stamp of history, so what occurred 
with Simeon and Anna cannot in its general outlines be reason­
nbly relegated to the domain of myth (see, in opposition to Strauss 
and B. Bauer, Ebrard, p. 225 ff.), although it remains doubtful 
whether the prophetic glance of the seers (to whose help Paulus 
comes by suggesting, iu spite of the remark at ver. 33, com­
munications ou the part of Mary; and Hofmann, p. ~76, 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 gl'Ow up to be the organ of truth and 
grace. Comp. ver. 52. - 1rX71pouµ,. aorf,.] the internal state of 
things accompanying the e1'pa-ra,ovro; He became a vigorous 
child (i1'par.1), while at the same time He became filled, etc. 
- xapt, 0cov] not to be taken of distinguished bodily grace­
/illness (Raphel, Wolf, Wetstein), but as: the jm:ou-r of God, 
which was dircctecl upon Him. Comp. ver. 52. On e1r' auTc, 
comp. Acts iv. 33. 

Ver. 41 f. Tfi loprfi] Dative of time. Comp. Winer, p. l!J5, 
19 3 [E. T. 2 7 3, 2 6 9]. 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. s:i.ys : """f.1,,.,,Tu;,, ,yfr,p ,,t,;,.,,11, x,d i"pa-.,.,,,oUTo, r:-Z, ,,,_.,.,;, 
11u,adpu,oµ,,.,, .-; a/,f,,,1111. Observe that in our passage """µa.-, is not aJJc,l as 
at i. 80 ; the mental development follow~ in ,rJ..~p. ~•f· 
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maintaining and elevating the common theocratic spirit; Ex. 
xxiii. 14 ff., xxxiv. 2 3 ; Dent. xvi. 1 G. See Ewald, Altcrth. p. 
406 ff.; Saalschiitz, JJl R. p. 421 ff. The annual passover­
journey was shared also by Mary, doubtless independently of 
Hillel's precept to that effect (Tanchwna, t: 33, 4), and in virtue 
of her piety (comp. 1 Sam. i. 7; JJfechilta, f. 17, 2). As to the 
Passoi-ei·, see on Matt. xxvi. 2. - owoeKa] At this age in the 
case of the boy, who now was called il;ir-li:i P, began the 
instruction in the law, the accustoming to worship, fasting, 
and the like, see Lightfoot, p. 739; Wetstein. 

Ver. 43 f. Tar; 17µ,ipa,;] 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 carelessness (Schuderoff in the JJfagaz. von Fcstprcd. 
III. p. 63 ff., and in his Jahrb. X. 1, p. 7 ff.; Olshausen) is 
unwarranted, as voµ,{uavTe<; OE auTav Jv Tf, uuvoo{q, dvai 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 instinct, 
mightily stimulated as it was on this His first sojourn in J eru­
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.). - uuvoUa] company sharing the 
Journey. See Kypke, I. p. 2 2 0 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). - ave{1Touv] 
when they assembled together to pass the night. 

Ver. 45 f. Z17ToiiVTe<;] p1'esent participle: "ubi res aliqua 
nondmn quidem peragitur, sed tamen nut revera aut cogitatione 
instituitur paraturve," Kuhner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 3. 16. Comp. 
Dissen, acl Pincl. Ol. vii. 14, p. 81. - µ,e0' 17µ,fpa,; Tpe,,;] is 
reckoned, in most accordance with the text, from the point at 
which the search meant by /;77T. alrrov began, consequently from 
their return to Jerusalem, the day of this return being counted as 
the first, and thnt of the finding as the third. Comp. the designa­
tion of the time of Christ's resurrection as "after three diiys." 
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Others explain it otherwise. "Grotius: Diem unnm iter fecerant, 
altero rernensi erant iter, tcrtio demum quaesitum inveniunt." 
So also Paulns, Bleek, and others, following Euthymius Zign.­
benus. - dv T<p iepi,J "\Ve n.re to think of the synagogue, which 
"erat prope atrium in rnonte templi," Gloss. Joma, f. G 8, 2 ; 
Lightfoot in Zoe.; Dey ling, Obss. III. ed. 2, p. 285 f. - Ka0e­
soµEvov J The Rabbinic assertion: " a die bus l\Iosis ad Tiabban 
Gmualielcm non didieerunt legem nisi stantcs," 1lftgillah, f. 21, 1 
(Wagenseil, ad Sotah, 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, ,~1/il"!.f· p. 1 G 7, and more recent 
expositors. - dv µEiuip] has its reforcnce to the sccNng of the 
parents; Jesus was not hidden, bnt He sat there in the midst 
among the teachers. "\Ve 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 extraordinary to be discerned,1 since 
Jesus was already a" son of the law" (see on ver. 42). But to 
find here a sitting on an equality with the teachers 2 (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 aKovEw and e'TT'EpwT. - €7T'EpwT. auTov<;-] The Rabbinical 
instruction did not consist merely in teaching and interrogating 
t.he disciples, but these latter themselves also asked questions 
and received answers. See Lightfoot, p. 7 42 ff.; \Vetstein in Zoe. 
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 W ette ). 

Ver. 4 7 ff. 'E7r'i, TV uuvEuEt Ka£ K.T.A.] over His understanding 
in general, and especially over His answers. - loovTE<;-] Joseph 
and l\lary. They were astonished ; for they had not expected 

1 Lange, II. 1, p. 130, invents the idea that" the genius of the new humanity 
soared aho,·o the heroes of the old decomm." 

2 Su His•> older dogmatic writers. "Ccu doctor doctorum," snys Calovins, 
who spccilies tho fourfold aim : ob yloriae templi posterioris i//11.,tra!io11em, 
l lag. ii. 10 ; oh adi:ml11s s1ti ma11ife.-taliouem; ob sapie11tiae dfri11ae demon,ti-a­
tioneni; ob doclormn i11formatio11rm.-Iuto what apocryphal forms the con­
versation of Jesus with the doctors might be fashioned, may be seen in the 
J:-vnn11- ·infant. 50 If. Even by Chcmnitz He is sai,I to have <liscomscd nlreatly 
"de persona et o.fficiis Messiae, de discrimi11e leyi.j et ei-anyelii," etc. 
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to find Him either in this place, or so ocwpfrd. - 11 µ11n1p aihoii] 
not merely because maternal feeling is in general more keeu, 
quick, and ready to show itself, nor yet because Joseph had 
not been e(ptal to this scene (Lange), lmt rightly in accordance 
with Luke's view of the maternal relation of 1.Iary. Bengel: 
:• non loquebatur Josephus; 1iwJor crat ncccssitudo matris." -
Ti on] 1chC1'£forc? See Oil l\Iark ii. lG. - €V TOi.<; TOV TraTpo, 

µov] i.l'. in tlte house of my Falha. See examples of this well­
known mode of expression in Lo heck, ad l'hryn. p. 10 0. So, 
follo,ring Syr. and the :Fathers, most modern commentators. 
Others, such as Castalio, Erasmus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jauseu, 
\Y olf, Loesner, Valckenaer, Rosenrntiller, Bomemaun, de \V ette, 
Ewald, al. : in tlte affairs of my Fathci·. This also is lin­
guistically correct. See 1 Tim. iv. 15 ; Bornemann, Schol. 
p. 2 9 ; Bernhardy, p. 210 ; Schaefer, jjfclct. p. 31 f. But a5 
Jesus in His reply refers expressly to the search of the parents, 
which He represents as having been made needlessly, it is most 
uatural to find in this answer the designation of the locality, 
in which they ought to ha.Ye known that He was to Le found, 
without seeking Him in 1·cbus Patris. He might also be else­
where. To combine both modes of taking it (Olshausen, Dleek) 
is a priori inappropriate. - OEt] as Son. This follows from 
Tou TraTpor; µov. This breaking forth of the consciousness of 
DiYine Sonship 1 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 
holy observances of the festiYal an<l the temple. According 
to ver. 50, it must not have preYiously asserted itself thus 
amidst the quiet course of His domestic development (" non 
multum antea, nee tamen nihil, de Patre locutus erat," Bengel 
on Yer. 50), but now there had emerged with Him an epoch 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, unnatural and indeli-

1 At all c.ents already in :\[essinnic presentiment, yet not with the conception 
fully unfohletl, hut in the tl"wning apprehension of the child, which coultl ouil· 
,cry gradually give place to clearness, vcr. 52. • 
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cate, is the intention of dmwing et contrast which has been 
imputed to Him: 'T1J~ rytip wap0evov 'TOV 'IwO"~cf> waTepa 
elwoVO"TJ~ auTOU, e,ce'ivo~ </YTJO"tv· OU/C aUTO~ EO"'Tl,V ci aA.TJ01~ 
µov waT~P, t, ryap &v EV Trj, oi'JC~,J aUTOU -ljµTJV, aXX' ci 0e6~ 
f.O"Tt µov r.aT~p. ,cat, Ota 'TOU'TO EV 'TCf oi',ccp au'TOU elµt, Theo­
phylact. Erroneous in an opposite manner is the opinion of 
Schenkel, that the boy Jesus named God His Father, "jiist as 
every pious Jewish child might do." Such a conclusion could 
only be arrived at, if He had said 'T. 7TaTpo~ ~ µwv; but with 
,Jesus in the connection of His entire history T. waTpo~ µov 
points to a higher individual relation. And this too it was, 
which made the answer unintelligible to the parents. ,vhat 
every pious Jewish child might have answered, they woulcJ. 
have understood. See, besides, Keim, gcschichtl. Chr. p. 48 f. 

Ver. 50 f. If the angelic announcement, i. 26 ff., especially 
vv. 32, 35, and ii. 10 ff. (comp. especially ver. 19), be histori, 
cal, it is altogether incomprehensible how the words of Jesus 
could be unintelligible to His parents. Ernsive explanations 
are given by Olshausen, and even Bleek and older expositors 
(that they had simply not understood the deeper meaning of 
the unity of the Son and the Father), Ebrard (that Mary had 
no inner perception of the fact that the Father's word could 
become so absolutely exclitsive a comfort of souls, and be so even 
in the boy), and others. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 78, gives a 
candid judgment. - V7rOTaO"O"oµ. auTo'i~] 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 fttlfilment of filial duty, the 
highest proof of which was subsequently given by the Crucified 
One, John xix. 2 G ff. - ~ oe µ1n1p ,c. T.X.] significant as in ver. 
19 ; oia-rTJpt:'iv denotes the careful preservation. Comp. Acts 
xv. 29; Gen. xxxvii. 11. 

RE!IIARK.-The rejection of this significant history as a myth 
(GaLler in Ncucst. tlwol. Joiirn. III. 1, 36 ff.; Strauss, ,veisse,1 

1 Weisse interprets it allegorically: that the youthful spirit of Christianity 
withdrew itself from the care and the supervision of its parents, i.e. from the 
restrictions of Jewish law and from the wisdom of the ancestral schools, etc. 
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I. p. 212 ff.), as regards which the analogies of the chil<lhood of 
~loses (Joseph. Antt. ii. 9. 6; Philo, de 1:ita lllos. II. p. 83 f.) 
and of Samuel (1 Sam. iii.; Joseph. Antt. v. 10. 4) have been 
ma<le use of, is the less to be acquiesced in, in proportion to 
the greatness of the impression that must naturally have been 
mn<le 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 simplie;ity of the 
nnrr:1tiYe and its internal truth as contrasted with the fabulous 
disfigurements of it in the apocryphal E1:angelium infantiac, 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 xu-ra <::v£uµ,u God's Son. 

Ver. 52. Comp. 1 Sam. ii. 26. - ~Xudq.J 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, Bengel, Ewald, Bleek, 
and others). Sec on Matt. vi. 2 7 ; Luke xix. 3. Comp. 
'T}iigavf Kat EKpaTatoirro, ver. 40. "Justam proceritatem nactus 
est ac decorum," Bengel. Luke expresses His mental ( uo<p{q,) 

and bodily (fA.tKtq,) development.2 In favour of this explana­
tion we have also the evidence of 1 Sam. l.c. : e7rop€V€To 

11-f'Ya"A.vvoµovov, which element is here given by ~"A.tK{Cf,. -

xapin] gracious Ja1:our, 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 Kal av0pw­
rrot<,. Comp. 1 Sam. l.c. : c•~~~-cp C~) ;i;;i;-c.v c~ Ji~? ; Test. 
XII. Patr. p. 528. Observe, moreover, that the advancing in 
God's gracious favour assumes the sinless perfection of Jesus 
as growing, as in the way of moral dc1:clopmcnt. Comp. on l\Iark 

1 Comp. Beyschla.g, C!tristol. d. N. T. p. 45. 
2 In this place he prefixes ~•'P;ff, because he hns just related so brilliant a 

trait of the mental development of Jesus. - \Vhnt shifts, moreover, have been 
rcsortetl to, especially sioce the time of Athanasius nnd Ambrose, to fence 
with rcscn·ation, the progress of Jesus in wisdom in such a way as to leave 1w 

y,rogrcss, but merely a successive rei•ealin!J of His inherent wisdom, or else only 
a growth in the wisdom to be attained th1·0119!& human experience (scientia 
uc11uisita) I 
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x. 18. Ilnt this does not exclude child-like innocence, nrnl 
does not include youthful moral perplexities. Comp. Keim, 
.'fCschichtl. Chr. p. 110 ff. It is a normal growth, from child­
like innocence to full holiness of the life. Comp. also Dey­
schlag, Christo!. d. N. T. p. 4 7 ff. 
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