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THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

— —p——
CHAPTER IIL

VER. 2. Instead of imi dpyrpiws, Elz. has " dpspepion, in
opposition to decisive cvidence.— Ver. 4. 2éymroc] is wanting
in B D L a®, min, Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Or. Eus. Condemned
by Griesb., deleted by Rinck, Lachm., Tisch. ; taken from Matt.
iii. 3.— Ver. 5, sddeiwv] B D =, min. Vulg. It. Or. Ir. have
¢ddeiwg,  So Lachw. and Tisch. A mechanical repetition from
ver. 4. The verse bears no trace of its having been altered to
agree with the LXX.— Ver. 10. wwfooumsv] amojowney, which
Giriesh. has recommended, and Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have
adopted, is here and at vv. 12, 14 decisively attested. — Ver, 14.
The arrangement =i sofowpesy xei apeiz is, with Lachm. and Tisch.,
to be adopted, following B C* L , min. Syr. Ar. Vulg, Rd.
Ver. DBrix. Colb.; zei #psiz was omitted, Lecause xai follows
acain,—an otission which, moreover, the analogy of vv. 10, 12
readily suggested,—and was afterwards restored in the wrong
place (before =i wupe.). — =pic wirovs] Laclin. has airers, follow-
ing BC*D L = min. Vulg. It. The Leeepta is a repetition
from ver. 13. — Ver. 17. zai diwzadapii] Tisch. has diuzad@pe, as
also afterwards x. suayayem, on too weak attestation. — Ver. 19.
After yuwerzée, Llz. has diodzsou, in opposition to decisive
evidence. — Ver. 22. 2éyovsar] is wanting in B D L ¥, Copt.
Vulg. codd. of It. Ambr. Condemned by Griesb. and Riucl,
deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Taken from Matt. iii. 17. Comp.
on ver. 4. — ¢ €7 . . . gidixgee] D, Cant. Ver. Verc. Colb. Corbh.*
id. Clem. Method. Hilar. ap., also codd. in Augustine, have viig
pov €8 av, dyd oipmepoy yeybwgund oe.  An old (Justin, ¢, Tryph. 88)
Lbionitic (Epiphan. Heer. xxx. 13) addition, which, echoing the
expression in Acts xiil. 33, found its way into the narrative,
especially in the case of Luke. — Ver. 23. Many various read-
ings, which, however, are not so well attested as to warrant
a departure from the Received text (Lachm. and Tisch. have
LUKE II A



2 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

adopted & viiz, sz deuiZere, and Tisch, has aeyin after 'Ineel)).
— Ver, Z0A0 Many variations in the writing of the proper
names. — Ver. 33, b 'Apdn] Tisch. has o7 'Adusiv 7oi 'Apvei,
following I L. X 1 &, Copt. Syit. - So also Bwald. Rightly;
the Reerpfie is a correction in accordance with Matt. i 4
1 Chron. ii. 9.

Vv. 1, 2. As, on the one hand, Matt. iii. 1 introduces the
appearance of the Daptist without any definite note of time,
only with év 8¢ Tats Yuépaws éeelvars; so, on the other, Luke
“the fivst writer who frames the Gospel history into the great
history of the woild by giving precise dates,” Ewald), in fultil-
meut of his intention, 1. 3, gives for that hizhly lmportant
starting-point of the proclumation of the Gaospel (* hie guasi
seena N, T. panditur,” Dengel) a date specilied by a sixfold
reference to the history of the period, so as to indicate the
cmperor at Rome and the governors of Palestine, as well as
the high priest of the time; namely—/(1) i the fiftecutl year
of the veign of Tiberius Cuesor.  Anzustug, who was succeeded
by his step-son Tiberius, died on the 19h August 767, or
the lourteenth year ol the ecra of Dionysius. See Suctontus,
Octar, 100, Accordingly, it might appear doubtful whether
Luke reckons the year 7G7 or the year 708 as the first;
similarly, as Tiberius became co-regent at the end of 764, ov
in Januvary 763 (Tacit. Aan. 1. 35 Sueton. 27620 £ Vielleius
Paterculus, ii. 121), whether Luke begins to reckon from the
commencment ol the co-regeney (Ussher, Voss, Paglus, Clericus,
Sepp, Lichtenstein, Tischendorl, and others), or of the sofi-
sovernuent,  Sinee, however, no indication 15 added which
would lead us away from the made of reckoning the vears of
the emperors usual among the Romans, and followed even by
Josep hus,' we must abide by the view that the filteenth ven
i the passage before us is the year from the YO Avyqust 731
fo the swme dete 7820 See also Anger, vy Clronologe o,
Lilircontes Clristi, 1., Leipzig 1848 5 Ldeler, Chreonol. 1. 418,

1 Also Antt. xviii. 6. 10, where exdv edros =5v asy 7y does not refer back (o an
carlier co-regency of Tiberius, so that izés would be equivalent to mévss 5 but
this abeis indicates simply a contrast betweeen him and Cajus, who had been
nominated his suceessor.



CIIAP. IIL 1, 2. 3

Authentication from coins; Sauley, Aéhen. frangais. 1853,
p. 639 £.—(2) When Pontius Pilate (see on Matt. xxvii. 2)
was procurator of Judaew. e leld office from the end of
778, or beginning of 779, until 789, in which year he was
recalled after an administration of ten years; Joseph. Antt.
xviil. 4. 2. — (3) When Herod was tetrareh of Galilee.  Ilerod
Antipas (see on Matt. ii. 23, xiv. 1) ; this erafty, unprineipled
man of the world became tetrarch after the death of his father
Herod the Great in 750, and remained so until his deposition
in 792, — (4) When Philip lis brother was tetraveh of Ttwraca
and Trachonitis. This paternal prince (see Ewald, Gesch. Clr.
P. 43 f.) became prince in 750, and his reign lasted till his
death in 780 or 787, Joseph. Antt. xviii. £. 6. His govern-
ment extended also over Dalanaca and Auranitis, Joseph
~Antt. xvii. 11, 4, as that of Herod Antipas also took in Peraea.
Ior information as to Zfwrcea, the north-eastern province of
Palestine (Munter, de rcbus Tturacor. 1824), and as to the
neighbouring  Truchondtis between the Antilibanus and the
Arablan mountain ranges, sce Winer, Realwort. — (5) When
Lysaiias was tetrurch of Abilene. Sce especially, Hug, Gutacht.
I. p. 119 ff.; Ebrard, p. 180 ff.; Wicseler, p. 174 {f;
Schweizer in the Theol. Jakrb. 1847, p. 1 ff. (who treats the
chronology of ILuke very unflairly); Wieseler in Ilerzog’s
Lneyll. 1. p. 64 {f; Lichtenstein, p. 131 ff.; Bleek <n loc
The Lysanias, son of Ptolemaeus, knowu from Josephus, Anft.
xv. 4. 1; Dio Cass. 49. 32, as having been murdered by
Antony at the instigation of Cleopatra in 718, cannot here be
meant, unless Luke las perpetrated a gross chronological
blunder ; which latter case, indeed, Strauss, Glrorer, B. Bauer,
Hilgenleld take for granted; while Valesius, on Lus. H. £
i. 10; Michaelis, Paulus,' Schneckenburger in the Stud. w. Kri.
1833, p. 1064, would mend matters uneritically enough by
omitting rerpapyoetrros (which is never omitted in Luke, sce
Tischendorf) ; and the rewaining expression : «at 7ijs Avoaviov

' In his Commentary. DBut in his Ereget. JTandb. he acquiesces in the text
as it stands, and forces upon it, contrary to the letter, the meaning: when
Plilip the tetrarch of Tturaca and Trachonitis was also (ctrarch over Abilene of
Lysanius.  Thus, indeed, the former old Lysanias would also hiere be meant.
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"AByrijs some have attempled to construe, others to suess
at the meaning.  After the murder of that older Lysanias
who is mentioned as ruler of (SuvacTedwr) Chaleis, hetween
Lebanon and Antilibanus (Tosepl. «Aaff. xiv. 7. 4), Auntony
presented o great part of his possessions to Cleopatra (sec
Wieseler, p. 179), and she leased them to Herod.  Soon after-
wards Zenodorus received the lease of the oives To0 Avoaviov
(Joseph. Antt. xv. 10. 1; Lell. Jud. 1. 20. 4); but Augustus
in 724 compelled him to give up a portion of his lands to
Ilerod (Joseph. as abore), who after the death of Zenodorus
in 734 obtained the rest also, Antt. xv. 10. 5. After Ierod's
death a part of the oixov Tob Zyvodwpov passed over to Lhddip
(dntt. xvit. 11, 4 ; Dl Jud. il 6. 3. It 1s eonsequently
not to be proved that no portion of the territory of that older
Lysanias remained in his family. This is rather to be assumed
(Casaubon, Krebs, Siiskind the elder, Kuinoel, Siiskind the
yvounger in the Stud. w. Arit. 1836, p. 431 1f.; Winer, and
others), if it is supposed that Abilene also belonged to the
principality of that clder Lysanias. Dut this supposition is
itself deficient in proof, since Josephus designates the territory
of the eclder Lysanias as Chalels (see above), and expressly
distinguishes the kingdom of a leter Lysanias, which Caligula
(Antt. xviil. 6. 10) and Clandius bestowed on Agrippa L
(Antt, xix, 5. 1, xx. 7. 1; Bell. ii. 11. 5, ii. 12. §) from the
region of Chalets (Dl it 12.8). But since Abila is first
mentioned as belonging to the tetrarchy of this ey Lysanius
(Antt. xix, 5. 1), and since the kingdom ol the elder Lysanias
is nowhere designated o tetrarehy, althouglhi probably the
territory of that younger one is so numed,! it must he assumed
that Juscphus, when he mentions "AB\av 7w dveaviov (att.
xix. 5. 1), and speaks of a tetravehy ol Lyscnivs (dnlt.
xx. 7. 1; comp. Zdloii 1105, it 120 18), stll desivnates
the resion in question alter that ofdes Lysanias ; but that hefore
790, when Calicula Lecame emperor, a tetvarehy of & later

1 Of whom, therefore, we have to think even in respect of the Greelk inserip-
fion which Povocke (Morgerd. 11§ 177 lound at Nodi A6 adie anvient Abilay,
and in which Lysanias is mentioned as tetrarch. Comp. Bickh, Inscr.
4521, 4523,
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Lysanias existed to which Abila' belonged, doubtless as his
residence, whereas it is quite anotlier question whether this
latter Lysanias was a descendant or a relation of that elder
one (see Krebs, Obss. p. 112). Thus the statement of Luke,
by comparison with Josephus, instead of being shown to be
crroncous, is confirmed® — (6) When Annas was high priest,
and Caiaphas. Comp. Acts iv. 6. The reigning high priest
at that time was Joseph, named Caiaphas (sce on Matt.
xxvi. 3), who had been appointed by Valerius Gratus, the
predecessor of Pontius Pilate, Joseph. Ants. xviii. 2, 2. His
father-in-law Annas held the olfice of high priest some years
before, until Valerius Gratus became procurator, when the
office was taken away from him by the new governor, and
coulerred first on Jsmacl, then on Eleazar (a son of Annas),
then on Simon, and after that on Caiaphas. See Josephus, le.
This last continued in oftice from about 770 till 788 or 789.
But Annas rctained withal very weighty influence (John
xviil. 12 1F), so that unot only did he, as did every one who
had been dpxtepets, continue to be called by the name, but,
moreover, lie also partially discharged the functions of high
priest. In this way we explain the certainly inaccurate expres-
sion of Luke (in which Lange, L. J. II. 1, p. 165, finds a touch
of drony, an clement surcly quite foreign to the simply chrono-
logical context), informing the reader who may not be acquainted
with the actual state of the case, that Annas was primarily
and properly high priest, and next to him Caiaphas also. DBut
according to Acts iv. 6, Lulke himself must have had this view,
so that it must be conceded as a result that this expression is
erroncous,—an error which, as it sprang {rom the predominat-

11t was situated in the region of the Lebanon, eighteen miles north from
Damascus, and thirty-eight miles south from Heliopolis. Ptolem. v.18; Anton.
Itiner.; Ritter, Erdk. XV. p. 1060. To be distinguished from Abila in Decapolis,
and other places of this name (Joseph. v. 1. 1; Bell. ii. 13. 2, iv. 7. 5).

2 It is, however, altogether precarious with Lichtenstein, following Holmann,
to gather from the passage before us a proof that Luke did not write till after
the destruction of Jerusalem, because, namely, after that crumbling to pieces
of the Herodian territories, no fwrther interest would be felt in discovering to
whom Abilene belonged at the time of Tiberius. But why not? Not cvena
chronological interest ?
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ing influence of Anmas, was the more easily possible in pro-
portion to the distance at which Luke stood from that time in
which the high priests had changed so f{requently; while
Anuas (whose son-in-law and five sons besides lilled the oftice,
Joseph. Aatt. xx. 9. 1) was accustomed to keep his hand on
the lielm.,  To agree with the actual historical relation, Luke
would have heen obliged to write: émi apyiepéws Kaidga xai
YAvra.  Arbitrary shilts have been resorted to, such as: that
at that period the two might have ecchanyed waivnedly in the
administration of the ollice (Beza, Chemmitz, Selden, Calovius,
Hug, Iviedlieb, drckiol. d. Leidensgeseh, p. 73 11); that Annas
was viear (o, Lightfoot, p. 744 1) of the high priest (so
Scaliger, Casaubon, Grotius, Lightfoot, Reland, Woll, Kuinoel,
and others, comp. de Wette), which, however, is shown to
be erroneous by his name being placed first; that he is here
represented as prineeps Synedric (8We, Lightfoot, p. 746).  So
Selden, Saubert, IHammond, and recently Wieseler, (ool
Synopse, p. 186 (£, and in Herzog's Encyld. L p. 354 Dut as
apyrepevs nowhere of itself means president of the Sunhedrim,
but in every case nothiug else than chicf pricst, it can in this
plucc especially he taken only in ¢his signilication, since xai
Kaiepa stunds alongside. If Luke had intended to say:
“under the president Annas and the high priest Caiaphas,”
Le could not have comprehended these distinet oflices, as they
were at that time actually distinguished (whieh Selden las
abundantly proved), under the one term dpytepéws.  Lven in
xxil, B4, @apyiep. 13 to be understood of Annas. — €éyeveto pijua
Ocod x7A] Comp. Jer. i 25 Isa. xxxviiio 4 . From this,
as from the following xat §Afev wrX., ver. 3, it is plainly
manifest that Luke by his chronological statements at vv. 1, 2
intends to fix the date of nothing clse than the edling wad
Jirst apprariiee of John, not the yeai of the death of Jisus
(Sanclemente and many of the Fathers, who, following
Luke iv. 19, comp. Isa. Ixic 111, ecrroncously ascrile to
Jesus only onte year of his ollicial ministry), but also not ol
a second appearance of the Daptist and  his dmprisonmceit
(Wieseler?), or of his beheading (Schegs).  The mention of the

} See in opposition to Wieseler, Ebrard, p. 187 ; Lichtenstein, p. 137 11
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imprisonment, vv. 19, 20, is rather to be regarded only as a
digression, as the continuance of the history proves (ver. 21).
The first appearance of John, however, was important enough
to have its chronology fixed, since it was regarded as the dapy7)
Tob edayyeriov (Mark i. 1). It was the epoch of the commence-
ment of the work of Jesus Himself (comp. Acts i. 22, x. 37,
xill, 24), and hence Luke, having arrived at this threshold
of the Gospel history, ver. 22, when Jesus is baptized by
John, makes at this point a preliminary pause, and closes
the first section of the first division of his book with the
cenealogical register, ver. 23 ff,, in order to relate mext the
Messianic ministry of Jesus, ch. iv. ff.

Ver. 3. See on Matt. iii. 1 f.; Mark i. 4. — mrepiywpov Tob
"Topd.] Matthew and Mark have év 7§ éprjuw. There is no
discrepancy ; for the apparent discrepancy vanishes with jAfe
in Luke, compared with the narrative of the daptism in
Matthew and Mark.

Vv. 4-6. See on Matt. iii. 3. Lulke continues the quota-
tion of Isa. x1. 3 down to the end of ver 5, following the
LXX. freely. The appeal to this prophetic oracle was one of
the commonplaces of the evangelic tradition in respect of the
history of John, and betokens therefore, even in Luke, no
special source ; le only gives it—unless a Pauline purpose is
to be attributed to his words (Holtzmann)—imore fully than
Matthew, Mark, and John (i. 23).— In @s wéypamrar the
same thing is implied that Matthew expresses Ly obros dp
éorw 6 pybeis. — PpdpayE] Ravine, Thuc. ii. 67. 4; Dem.
793. G; Polyb. vii. 15. 8 ; Judith ii. 8. This and the follow-
ing particulars were types of the moral obstacles which were
to be removed by the repentance demanded by John for the
restoration of the people well prepared for the reception of
the Messiah (. 17). There is much arbitrary trifling on the
part of the Fathers and others in interpreting ! the particulars
of this passage. — The fuiures are not imperative in force, but
declare what will happen in consequence of the command,

1 Well says Grotius: ‘‘Nimirum est anxia eorum eepiepyiz, qui in dictis

&rAnyspoupeivass singulas partes minutatim excutiunt . . . cum satis sit in re tota
comparationem intelligi,”
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éroipacare k. Kai §yerar k7N onght to have cuarded
against the taking the expressions imperatively. — On the wse
of the Cyrenaic (Herod. iv. 199) world Bowvwvos, 7 in Cireck,
see Schweighiiuser, Lew, Herod. 1. p. 125 {00 Stwrz, Dial. AL
. 154 Lobeck, vd Phryn. p. 356, — eds evfelav] scil. ocov.
Sce Lobeck, Pacalip. po 363 ; Winer, po 521 {E.T. 738 1],
— at Tpayeiat] s, 68od, from what follows, the rouyh, unceen
ways. — Aelas] smooth, Comp. Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1: 7a
Tpayéa kai Ta Aeta. — 10 cwtip. 7. Oeot] Sce on il 30. Tt
is an addition of the LXX. The salvation of God is the
Messionde salvation which will appear in and with the advent
of the Messiah before all eyes (oyrerac wdoa auapf). s to
wioa adp§, «ll flesh, designating men according to their necd of
deliverance, and pointing to the wnicersel destination of God's
salvation, sec on Acts ii. 16.

Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. ili. 7-10.— dyhows] Kuinoel
erromeously savs: “ Pharisacei et Sadducael.”  Sce rather on
Matt. iii. 7.' — éemop.] the present.  The people are repre-
sented as still on their way. — obv] since otherwise you cannot
escape the wrath to come. — xal ) dp€nobe x7.\] aad beyin
a0t to think, do not allow yourselves to faney ! do not dispose
vourselves to the thought! “Omuem excusationis ¢f ivm condum
praccidit,” Dengel.  Bornemann explains as though the words
were wai g malw (e likens it to the German expression,
“das alte Lied anfangen ”); and Iritzsche, «d Matth. p. 540,
as if it meant kai pndé, ne guidvm.  Comp. also Bengel.

Vv. 10, 11. Special instructions on duty as far as ver. 14
peculiar to Luke, and taken from an unknown source. — o]
in pursnance of what was said vv. T-9. — moocwuer] (see
the critical remarks) is delifuratire.  On the question itsell,
comp. Acts il 37, xvi. 30. — petadiTe] namely, a yrror. —
0 éywv Bpopata] not: “qui cibis abundat,” Kuinoel, following
older commentators.  The demand ol the stern preachier of
repentance is greater; it s that of scf-deaying loee, as 1t 1s

I The generalization proves nothing on behall of Luke’s having been ivmorant
ol our Matthew (Weiss),  From such individual instances an easy argument s
drawn, Tt with greal uneertainty, espeeially as Luke knew and mzde uee of o
multitude of evangelistic sources of which we know nothing.
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perfected from the mouth of Jesus in the Scrmon on the
Mount.

Vv. 12, 13. Terdvac] See on Matt. v. 406. — wapa 1o
daterayp. Duiv] over and above what is preseribed to yow (to
demand in payment). See Winer, p. 215 [E. T. 300 f.]. The
unrighteousness and the exactions of those who farmed the
taxes are well known. See Paunlus, Exeget. Hendd. 1. p. 353 1.
On mpagoew, to demand payment, to cract, see Blomfield,
Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 482 ; Kriger, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 17.

Ver. 14. S=parcvopevor] those who were engaged 1n military
serriee, an idea less extensive than orpatidrar  See the
passages in Wetstein. Historically, it is mot to be more
precisely defined. See references in regard to Jewish military
service in Grotius.  According to DMNichaelis, tliere were
Thracians, Germans, and Galatians in the service of Herod in
his war against Aretas; but this war was later, and certainly
Jawish soldiers are meant.  According to Ewald: soldiers
who were chiefly engaged in police inspection, eg. in connec-
tion with the customs. — wai fjueis] we also. They expect an
injunction similar («af) to that which the publicans reccived.
— Swaoelew] to do vivlence to, is used Dby later writers of
cxactions by threats and other kinds of annoyauce (to lay
under contribution), as concutere.  Comp. 3 Mace. vii. 21 ;
sce Wetstein, and Schneider, ad Xen. Mem. i1 9. 1. — ouko-
¢avrely, in its primitive meaning, although no longer occur-
ring in this sense, is fo be a flg-showcer. According to the
usual view (yet see in general, Ast, ad Plat. Rep. p. 362 ;
Westermann, ad Plut. Sol. 24), it was applied to one who
denounced for punishment those who transgressed the pro-
hibition of the export of figs from Attica. According to the
actual usage, it means to denounce falsely, to traduce, and, as
in this place, to be guilly of chicanc. It is often thus used
also in the Greek writers. See Rettig in the Stud. w. ATrit.
1838, p. 775 ff.; Becker, Char. 1. p. 289 ff. ITovrnpov,
wovnpov 0 ouxopdytys ael kai Pdoxavoy, Dem. 307. 23 ;
Herbst, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 30, p. 79 L

Ver. 15. Statement of the circumstances which elicited the
following confession ; although not found in Matthew and
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Mark, it has not Leen arbitrarily constructed by Tuke (Weisse)
in order to return again {o the connection, ver. 9 (Ililgenfeld,
IToltzmann), but was prolably derived from the same source
as ver. 10 {f, and at all events it is in keeping with the
impression made by the appearance of Jolin, and his preaching
of baptism and repentance.  Comp. John i 25, where the
more tmmediate occasion is narrated. -— wpoodokdvros] while
the people were an expectation.  The people were eagerly listen-
ing—for what 2 This is shown in what follows, namely, for
an explanation by Jolm about himself. Comp. Acts xxvii.
33. — wimore] whether mot perchance.  Comp. on (tal. ii. 2.
—-avTos] ipse, not a third, whose forerunner then he would
only be.

Ver. 16. See on Matt. ii. 11 ; Mark i 7 f. — dmexpiv.]
“interrogare cupientibus,” Bengel. — épyerac] placed first for
emphasis. — o0 . .. adTod] Comp. Mark i 7, vil. 25 ; Winer,
p- 134 [E. T.-183 f.]. — ad7ds] /e and no other.

Ver. 17. Sec on Matt, iii. 12,

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xiv. 3 ff.; Mark vi. 17ff. On
pev ody, quidem igilur, so that pév, “rem pracsentem cou-
tirmet,” and olv, “ conclusionem ex rebus ita comparatis
conficiat,” see Klotz, «d Devar. p. 662 f.— kai érepa] wnd
other malters besides, different in Find from those already
adduced.  As to xa{ with worha, see Dlomfield, ad Aesch.
Pers. 2495 Kihuer, ad Xen, Mem. 1. 2. 245 and as to érepa,
see on Gal. 1. 7.— ednpyyeritero 7. Aaov] he supplied the
people with the glad announcement of the coming Messial.
On the construction, comp. Aects viii. 25, 40, xiv. 21, xvi. 10;
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 268.— o 8¢ "Hpwdys x.r.\.] an historical
digression in which several details are brought together in
brief compass for the purpnse of at once completing the
delineation of John in its chief features.  To that description
also belonged the contrast letween his work (eonyyen .
Aaov) and his destiny.  The briel intimation of vv. 19, 20
was suflicient for this. ~— é\eyyopevos £.7X.] See Matt. xiv. 3 f.
— kai mepi mavteov w7 peculiar to Luke, but, as we
gather from Mark vi. 20, essentially historical.  The wornpdv,
attracted with it, stands thus according to classical usage.
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See Matthiae, § 473, quoted by Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor, P 177,
349, — émt waoce] to all his wicked deeds. —— xat xaté-
xheroe] simplicity in the style is maintained at the expense of
the syntax (Kiihuer, § 720). —év 19 ¢vhaxs] n the prison,
whither he had brought him. Comp. Acts xxvi. 10 ; Herodian,
v. 8. and elsewhere' Xen. Cyrop. vi. 4. 10.

Vv. 22, See on Matt. iii. 13-17; Mark i 9-11. —
¢yévero 86 x.T\.] resumes the thread dlopped at ver. 18 in
order to add another epitomized narrative, namely, that of the
baptism of Jesus.— év 79 Bamtiobijyar ] Whilst! the
assembled people (an hyperbolical expression) were being hap-
tized, it came to pass when Jesus also (xaf) was baptized and
was praying, the heaven was opened, etc. The entire people
was thevefore present (in opposition to Kuinoel, Kralbbe, and
others). The characteristic detail, xai wpoaevy., is peculiar to
Luke. — cwpatied eider woel mepiar.] so that He appeared as
a bodily dove. See, moreover, on Matthew.

Ver. 23. Adros] as Matt. iii. 4: He Himsclf, to whom this
divine anuetov, ver. 22, pointed. — 7y ocel érdv 1p.drovTa
dpyopevos] He was about thirty years of age (comp. il 42
Mark v. 42), when He made the beginning,? viz. of His Mes-
sianic office. This limitation of the meaning of dpyouevos
results from ver. 22, in which Jesus is publicly and solemunly
announced by God as the Messiah. So Origen, Euthymius
Zigabenus, Jansen, Er. Schmid, Spanheim, Calovius, Clericus,
Wolf, Bengel, Griesbach (in Velthusen, Comment. 1. p. 358),
Kuinoel, Anger (Tempor. rat. p. 19), de Wette, Banmgarten-
Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Bleek, and others. With the
reception of his baptismal consecration, Jesus entered on the

1 Bleck is in error (following de Wette) when le translates: when . .. He
was baptized. See ii. 27, viii. 40, ix. 36, xi. 87, xiv. 1, xix. 15, xxiv. 30 ; in
general, Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 226 £, [E. T. 264).

* So also Paulus, only that, alter the example of Culvisius, he further attaches
dv to &pxiperes, in which case, however, it would be useless, and the subsequent
genealogy would be without any connecting link. Wieseler, Chronol. Synops.
p- 125, placing dpxépe:vos belore deei (so Lachmann in the margin and Tisclen-
dorf), explains: ¢“and he was—namely, Jesus when He began—about thirty
vears of age.” Therefore in the most essential point his view is in agreement
with ours,
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commencement of Ilis destined ministry.  Comp. Mwk 1 1
Acts i. 21 f, x. 37. The interpretation given by others:
“ Incipichat antem Jesus aunorum esse {ere triginta,” Castalio
(so Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, and many more), could
ouly le justified either by the original running : JjpEato eivas
@GElL ETOV TPLAKOVTA, OF Y WTEL ETOUS TPLAKOGTOD (LPYOMEVOS.
It is troe that Grotius endeavours to fortily himsclt in this
interpretation by including in the clause the following v, so
that dpyopar @v érov Tpuakovra might mean: incipiv jem
csse trivenarivs.  Dut even if s . . . dv be conjoined in Greek
usage (see Dornemann, ad Ven. Cyr. il 3. 13, p. 207,
Leipzig), how clumsy would be the expression 7y dpyouevos
@v, incipirbat esse ! and, according to the arrangement of the
words, quite intolerable.  Lven épyduevos has been conjre-
tured (Casaubon). — &dv] belongs to vios 'Iwong, and s
évopilero, as he was considered (dbs é8oxer Tols "Tovdalos ws
yap 1) a\jfea eiyev, oUx v vios adrod, Euthymius Zigahenus),
is a parenthesis.  Paulus, who conunects dv with dapyop.,
explains : according o custom (Jesus did not Dbegin Ilis
ministry sooner). Comp. on Acts xvi. 13. It is true the
connecting of the two participles @pyopevos @y would not in
itself he ungrammatical (see Yfllugk, «d Heeo 358); but tlis
way of looking at the matter is altogether wrong, because, in
respeet of the appearance of the Messich, there could be no
question of a customn at all, and the fixing of the age ol
the Zeeites (Num. iv. 8, 47), which, morcover, was not a
custom, hut a lew, has nothing to do with the appearance of
a prophet, and espeeially of the Messiah,  Comp. further, on
@s dvopit, Dem. 1022, 16: of voutloperor pév viels, py
Svtes 8¢ yéver €€ adrv, and the passages in Wetstein,  Others
(quoted by Wolf, and Wolf himself, Ltosenmiiller, Osiander)
refer v to Tob "HA: cavstens {cwm pulorctur filius Josephi)
Jilius, Le. wepos Kl So also Sehleyer in the Zheol. Quartalschy,
1836, . 540 . Lven Wieseler (in the Stud. v, Nrif. 18435,
p. 361 (1)) has condescended in lie manner (comp. Lightloot,
P. 750) to the desperate expedient of excgetically making it out
to he a genealogical tree of Mury thus: “leiny « son, s i wvus
tesoylt, of Joseple (hut, in fuct, of Mary), of LG cte. Wieseler
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supports lis view by the fact that he reads, with Laclhmann
and Tischendorf, ds évouil. aficr vids (B L 8), and on weaker
evidence reads hefore ’Iweaifp the 7of which is now again
deleted even by Tischendorf. Dut as, in respect of the received
arraugement of &s évoy., it is only the &v vios "Iwaijgp, and
nothing more (in opposition to Bengel), that is marked out as
coming under the ds évouifero, so also is it in the arrangement
of Lachmann (only that the latter actually brings into stronger
prominence the supposed filiel relationship to Joseph); and
if Tob is read before 'Iwasjp, no change even in that case
arises in the meaning.! For it is not vios that would have to
be supplied in every following clause, so that Jesws should
be designated as the son of each of the persons named, cven
up to 700 Oeod inclusively (so Lightfoot, Bengel), but viod
(after 7o), as the nature of the genealogical table in itself
presents it making Tod @eod also dogmatically indubitable ;
since, according to Luke's idea of the divine sonship of Jesus,
it could not occur to him to represent this divine sonship as
having been effected through Adem. Noj; if Luke had
thought what Wiescler reads between the lines in ver. 23,
that, namely, Eli was AMry's father, he would have known
how to cepress it, and would lhave written something like
this: &y, os pév évoullero, vios 'Iwand, dvros (xxiil. 47,
xxiv. 34) 8¢ Mapias oo ‘HA krh. DBut he desires to give
the genealogy of Jesus on the side of His foster-father Joseph :
therefore he writes simply as we read, and as the fact that
he wished to express required. As to the originally Ebionitic
point of view of the geunealogies in Matthew and Lule, sece
on Matt, i. 17, Remark 3.

Rextank.—All attempts to fix the year in which Jesus was
Dorn by meaus of the passage before us are balked by the dsei
of ver. 23. Yet the era of Dionysius bases its date, although
incorrectly (754 after the foundation of Rome), on Lulke iii.

1 This indiflerent =05 came into the text with extreme fucility, in accordance
with the analogy of all the following clauses.

2 Instances ol a quite similar kind of stringing on the links of a gencalogy one
after the other Ly =ov are found in Ilerod. iv. 157, vii. 204, viii. 131, and others
in Wetstein. The Vulyate is right in simply reading, ¢ filius Joseph. qui fuit
Heli, qui fuit Matthat,” ete.
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1,23, Tlase, L. J. § 26, follows it, setting aside, hecause of its
mythical associations, the account of Matthew, that the first
childhood of Jesus occurred as carly as the time of the reign of
Ilerod the Great.  Iut these legendary ingredients do not justify
our rejecting a date lixed by a simple reference to the history
of the time, for it is rather to be regarded as the nucleus around
which the legend gathered.  As, however, 1erod died in 760
(Angev, Lt Afempor. p. 3 £ Wieseler, Cloeunol. Synopse, p. 50 {F),
the cera of Dionysius is at any rate at least about four years in
error. I further, it be necessary, according to this, to place
the birth of Jesus defore the death of Ierod, which occurred in
the Leginning of April, then, even on the assnmption that Ile
was born as carly as 730 (according to Wieseler, in Febrnary
of that year), it follows that at the time when the Daptist,
who was His senior ouly by a {ew months, appeared—accond-
ing to iil. 1, in the year from the 19th August 781 to 782—
1Ie would be about thirty-one years of aue, which perfectly
agrees with the @/ of ver. 23, and the round number rpia-
zoree; I whicll case it must be assumed as certain (comy.
Mark 1. 9) that He was baptized very soon after the appear-
ance of John, at which precise point His Messianic dpy# com-
menced. If, however, as according to Matt. ii. 7, 10 is extremely
probable, the birth of Jesus must be placed as carly as perhaps
i year before the date given above!' even the age that thus
results of about thirty-two years is sufliciently covered by the
indelinite stalement of the passage before us; and the year 749
as the year of Christ’s birth tallies well enough with the Daptist
beginning to preach in the fiflteenth year of the reign of
Tiberius.*

! Xot *“ at least two years, probably even four or more years,” Keim, D. ges-
chichtl. Christus, p. 140.

* From the fact that, aceonling to the evangelists, Jesus after His baptism
Legan His public oflicial ministry without the intervention ol any private teach-
ing, the opinion of the younger Dunsen (The Ilicdden Wisdom of Christ, cte.,
London 1865, 1I. p. 461 {f.)=—that the Lord, at the bLeginning of Ilis ollicial
carcer, was forty-six yewrs of age—loses all foundation s It rests upon the nis-
mnderslanding of John it. 20 (., viil. 57, which hadalrewdy ccemrred in e case
of Ircnaeus. See, on the other hand, Résch in the Jakrd. fo Deutsche Theol.
1566, p. 4 . The assumplion of tho latter, that the yzar 2 before the era of
Dionysius was the year of Christ's birth, rests in accordanee with ancient tradition,
tn be sure, yet on the very insceure foundation of the appearance of the star
in the history of the Magi, and on distrust o the ehvonology ol Herod amd
Lis sons as sct forth by Josephus, for which Risch hias not adduced sullicient
reasons.
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Ver. 27. Tob ZopofRdPe\, tob Sarabujr] The oljection
that in this place Luke, although giving the line of David
through Nathan, still introduces the same two cclebrated
names, and at about the same period as does Matt. i. 12, is
not arbitrarily to Le got rid of. The idenéity of these persons
hias Deen dended (so, following older comnmentators, Paulus,
Olshausen, Osiander, Wieseler, Bleek), or a levirate marringe
has been suggested as getting quit of the difliculty (so, fol-
lowing older commentators, Ebrard, who says that Matthew
mentions the legal, Luke the natural father of Salathiel), or it
has been supposed (so Hofmann, Weissag. w. Erfall. I1. p. 87)
that Salathiel adopted Zerubbabel. Dut the less reliance can
be placed on such arbitrary devices in proportion as his-
torical warranty as to details is wanting in both the divergent
cenealogies, although they both profess to give a genealogy ol
Joseph.  The attempt to reconcile the two must be given up. It
is otherwise in respect of the names Amos and Nehwm, ver. 25,
which cannot be identified with the well-known prophets, and
in respect of the names Leve, Stncon, Juda, Joseph, vv. 29, 30,
which cannot be identified with the sons of Jacob, as (in
opposition to B. Bauer) is shown by the great difference of
time.

Ver. 36. Tob Kaivav] In Gen. x. 24, xi. 12; 1 Chron. 1. 24.
Shalach (nﬁn;‘) is named as the son of Arphaxad. DBut the
genealogy follows the LXX. in Gen. (as above); and eertainly
the name of Kenan also originally stood in Genesis, although
the author of 1 Chronicles may not have read it in his eopy
of Genesis. See Bertheau on 1 Chron. p. 6.

EMARK.—TNe gencalogy in Lule, who, moreover, in accord-
ance with Lis Pauline universalism carries on the genealogical
line up to Adamn, 1s appropriately inserted af this point, just
where the Messianic consecration of Jesus and the connnence-
ment therewith made of His ministry are related. Henee, also,
the genealogy is given in an ascending line, as Luke did not
intend, like Matthew, to begin his Gospel just at the Dbirth
of Jesus, but went much further back and started with the
conception and birth of the Baptist; so in Luke the proper
and, in so far as the historical connection was concerncd, the
right place {or the genealogy could not have been, as in Mattliew,
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at the Lieginning of the Gospel.  Comp. Kostlin, p. 806, —Tn its
contents the genealogy s extremely different from that in
Matthew, sinee from Joseph to David, Luke has jur wmore
and «lmost throvghout digierent links in the genealogy ; since
Matthew gives the line of Solomon, while Luke gives that
of Nuthan (2 Sam. v. 14; 1 Chron. iii. 35), although he intro-
duces into it from the former Saredizz and Zepe3d3er.  Secking
in several ways to get rid of this last-mentioned difticulty
(sce on ver. 27), many have asswned (et Mutthor yives (he
yenedlogy of Juseph, while Luke gives that of Mury.  To reconcile
this with the text, = "1177 has been taken to meau: (ke son-
in-laie of EI, as, following many older commentators (Luther,
also Chewnitz, Calovius, Bengel), Panlus, Olshausen, Krabbe,
Ebrard, Riguenbach, Bisping, and others will have 1t but this,
according to the analogy of the rest of the links in the chain, is
quite impossible.  The attempt has been marde to connect with
this the hypothesis of Epiphanius, Grotius, Michacelis, and others,
that Mary was an Zeiress, whosc husband must therefore have
belonged to the same family, and must have had his namne
inscribed in their family register (Michaelis, Olshansen); but
this hypothesis itself, while it is equally objectivnable in being
arlitrary, and in going too far in its application, leaves the
question altogether unsolved whether the law of the heiress
was still in force at that time (see on Matt. i. 17, lem. 2), even
apart from the fact that Mary’s Davidic descent is wholly with-
out proof, and extremely doubtful. Sce on 136,14 Another
evasion, with a view to the appropriation of the genealogy to
Mary, as well as that of Wieseler, is alveady reluted! at ver. 23,
See also Bleek, Zitr. p. 101 f—Ilence the conclusion must
be maiutained, that Luke also gives e geacalogy of Jesph,
Sut if this be so, how are we to reconcile the genealogy with
that given in Matthew 2 It has heen supposed that Juseph
was adopled (Augustine, de conscns. ceangel 1. 355 Welstein,
Schewe), or more usually, that he sprang from o levirate
sarricge (Tuling Alrvicanus in BEuscbius, J10 £ 1 7), so that
Matthew adduees his natural father Jacob, while Luke adduces
his legal father El (Julius Africanus, Theophylact, Euthymius

' That Fli was the father of Mary is also inferred by Delitzach on Ilela .
200, who suggests that alter the premature death of his father Jacol, Joseph
was adopted, namely, by this Eli as his foster son, and brought up along with
Mary ; that thus, thercfore, Eli was Joseplt's foster father, Tut Mary's actual
father.  What groundless devicest  And yet the passage itsell is “as simple as
possible until we want to force it to say what it does net say,” Hotmanu, Schrist-
bew. 11. 1, p. 112,
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Zigabenus, Augustine), or wice versé (Ambrosius, Grotius, Wet-
stein, Schlelermacher). But what a complication this hypothesis,
in itself quite arbitrary, involves! In this way Eli and Jacol
must be taken to be mere half-brothers, becanse they have
difterent fathers and forefathers! So in respect of Salathiel’s
mother, we must once more call in the lelp of a levirate
marriage, and represent Neri and Jeclionia as in like manner
half-brothers! In addition to this, the obligation to the levirate
marriage for the half-brother is not authenticated, and the im-
porting of the natural father into the legal genealogy was illegal;
finally, we may make the general remark, that neither Matthew
nor Luke adds any observation at all in citing the nawe of
Josepl’s father, to call attention to any other than the ordinary
physical paternal relationship. No; the reconciliation of the
two genealogical registers, although they both refer to Josepl. is
impossible ; but it is very natural and intelligible that, as is usual
in the case of great men, whose descent in its individual steps
is obscure, no anxiety was felt to investigate his ancestry until
long after the death of Jesus—until the living presence of his
great manifestation and ministry no longer threw into the
shade this matter of subordinate interest. The genealogical
industry of the Jewish Christians had collected from tradi-
tion and from written documents several registers, which, ap-
pearing independently of one another, must have given very
different results, as far back as David, in consequence of the
obscurity of Joseph’s genealogy. The first evangelist adopted
a genealogy in accordance with the David-Solomon line; but
Luke adopted a totally different one, following the David-
Nathan line! But that Luke, as a matter of fact, rejected
the genealogy of Matthew, is according to i. 3 to be regarded
as a result of his later inquiries, as in general the great and
Irreconcilable divergence of his preliminary history trom that
of Matthew suggests the same conclusion. Only the motives
of his decision are so completely unknown to us, that to con-
cede to his genealogy the preference (v. Ammon, Z. J. L p.
179) remains unsafe, although the derivation of the Davidic
descent of Jesus from the Nathan (therefore not the royal)
line presupposes an investigation, in consequence of which the
derivation of that descent through Solomon, which doubtless
had first presented itself, was abandoned in the interest of
rectification (according to Kostlin, indeed, in the Ebionitic

1 This variation in the Davidic descent of the Messiah occurs also in the later
Jewish theology. See Delitzsch in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1860, 3, p.
460 £

LUKE IL B
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interest, in opposition to the royal line stained with crime, and
in opposition to worldly royulty in general).—As the genealogy
in Matthew is arranged in accordance with a significant
auenerical relation (three times fourteem), a shmilar relation is
also recognisable in the genealogy by Luke (eleven times seven),
even although no express reference is made to it.  See already
Basil. AL IIL p. 399 C.
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CHAPTER IV.

VER. 1. ¢iz miv {mpo] B D L &, Sahid. codd. of It. have & <
épruww.  Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.
The Recepte is a mechanical alteration in accordance with the
parallels, — Ver. 2. Before émtivase Elz. Scholz lhave torepoy, in
opposition to B D LN, vss. Cyr. Beda. From Matt. iv. 2. —
Ver. 3. Following nearly the same evidence, read with Lachm.
and Tisch. efwev 6¢ instead of xal eimen. — Ver. 4. aar’ éai
Fovrl phpart Oct] is wanting in B L &, Sahid. Left out by
Tisch. DBut almost all the versions and Fathers vouch for these
words ; if they had been added, they would, especially in an
expression so well known aud frequently quoted, have been
more closely and perfectly adapted to Matthew, — Ver. 5.
% 8idBonos] is wanting in B D L &, min. Copt. Salid. Arm. Cant.
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. Aun addition from
Matthew. There is almost quite as strong evidence against iz
¢pos b, which nevertheless is found in D, but with the addition
of 2iav. Lachm. has bracketed e/s époc inb.  Tisch. has rightly
deleted it. The expression avay. by itself seemed to be in need
of the more exact definition, and so it was added {rom Matthew.
—Ver. 7. Instead of =@ex, Elz. has sdwre, in opposition to
decisive evidence. Irom Matt. iv. 9.—Ver. 8. Insteand of
viypamras by itself, Elz. has: dzays oaiow pou suravi' yiypasras
vap. So also has Scholz, but without ydp; Lachm. has is. éa.
. o. in brackets, and has deleted ydp. Against vm. é7. p. o are
B D L =& min. and most of the vss. Or. Vigil. Ambr. Bede ;
against yap there is decisive evidence. Both the one and the
other, deleted by Tisch., are interpolations; see on Matt. iv. 10.
— Ver. 9. Instead of wviés Elz. has ¢ viégs, in opposition to
evidence so decisive that viés without the article is not to be
derived from ver. 3.— Ver. 11. Iustead of ze/ Elz. and the
Edd. have xai ¢r.  As this é= has by no means the preponder-
ance of evidence against it, and as its omission here may be so
easily accounted for by its ‘omission in the parallel passage in
Matthew, it ought not to have been condemned by Griesb. —
Ver. 17. dwasizus] A B L 2 33, Syr. Copt. Jer. have dwifas.
So Lachm, ; but it 1s an interpretation of the word diesr., which
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oceurs in the New Testament onlyin this place. — Ver, 18, The
form eivezer (Elz. s is decisively attested. Not so decisively,
Imt still with preponderating evidence, is sbayyeriousios (Elz.
ehayy:rilesdur) also attested.— After dsicrarzi wpe Llz and
Scholz (Lachm. in brackets) have idsaslar rois sursrpiunivons iy
zapdiay, which is not found in B D L =8 min. Copt. Acth.
Ve, s, It Sax. Or and wmany Fathers,  An addition from
the LXX.— Ver. 23, Instead of ¢z Kes. (Tisch. following B
[and R]: ¢z #5r Kes) Llz Scholz have &+ Kas, in opposition
to B D L ¥, min. Marcion, the reading in these authorities
being ez, An anendment.  Comp. the following év 27 sarp. 5. —
Ver. 2. éxi iry] B D, min. vss. Lhave merely {75 So Lachwm.
Dut how casily E1l would drop out as supertluous, and that
too when standing before ETIL a word not unlike ENI in
form!—Ver. 26. S65es] A B C D L X T N, min. vss, in-
cluding Vulg. It. Or, have Siéwics. Ap])lO\Utl by Griesb,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From the LXX. 1 ]\lll"s
xvit. 9.— Ver. 29, Before égeées Elz and Lachm. (the latter
by mistake) have <%;, in oppoesition to decisive evidence.
— Instead of dore Elz. and Scholz have eis =, in oppmitinu to
B D L&, min. Marcion, Or. An mterplot'ltlon — Ver. ¢£]
DDLYV=X mn Vulg. It. Or, have as'. Appw\ed Ly
Griesh. and Schulz.  Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly;
Luke always expresses himself thus. Sce immediately after-
wards the expression 2570 ax' «dred, Which is in Lonc\pon(l-
ence with Christ’s command. — Ver. 38. &] B C D L Q ¥, min.
Or. Cant. have e=é.  Approved by Griesh., adopted h) Tisch.
Rightly ; &x is from Mark 1. 29. — The article before sedzpd (In
Llz.) has decisive evidence against it. — Ver. 40. izdsiz] Lach.
and Tisch. have émraeiz, following B I) (Q =, min. Vulg. It. Or.
éxdziz was the form most familiar to the transeribers. — Ver. 41,
zpafora] Lachm. Tisch. have zpavydZovre, following A D E G
IHHQU Vra min Or. Rightly ; the more current word was
inserted.  After o0 ¢ Elz. Scholz have ¢ Xproréz, which has such
weighty evidence against it that it must be regarded as a gloss.
— Ver. 42, Instead of E'-:;Zﬁ-rouv Elz lias éZz7ew, In opposition to
decisive evidence. — Ver 43, siz redro dviorarua] Lachm. ad
Tisch. have ézi moire amsordrgy.  Rightly; éxids in I L&, min,
and ameordrgy in B D L X N, min. Doth the iz and the perfeet
form are taken from Mark 1. 38, Elz

Vv. 1-13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11.  Comp. Mark i. 13. —
According to the reading év 77 épyue (sce the critical remarkx),
Luke says: and Ilc was {ed by the (1oly) Spirit in the wildcr-
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ness, whidst Ile was for forty days tempted of the deril. Thus
the Spirit had Him in His guidance as His ruling principle
(Rom. viii. 14). Luke relates besides, varying {rom Matthew,
that Jesus (1) during forty days (comp. Mark i 13) was
tempted of the devil (how ? is not specified), and that then,
(2) moreover, the three special temptations related in detail
occurred.!  This variation from Matthew remained also in the
Recepta eis v épnpov, in respect of which the translation
would be : He was led of the Spirit tnto the wilderness tn order
to be tempted of the devil during the space of forty days (by
reason of the prescnt participle, see on il 45) — Ver. 3.
7@ Aifw TovTe] more concrete than Matt. iv. 4.— Ver. 5.
¢varyaryov] (see the critical remarks) he led Him wpwards from
the wilderness to a more loftily situated place. The “ very
high mountain ” (Matthew) is a more exact definition due to
the further developed tradition. Luke has drawn from another
source. — év oTeypt xp.] in @ point of time, in a moment, a
niagically simultaneous glimpse ; a peculiar feature of the
representation? On the expression, comp. Plut. Aor. p. 104 A ;
Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL. p. 126. — Ver. 6. adrév] tov Bao:i-
Aetwv. — Observe the emphasis of ooi. . . éuoi. .. a¥ (ver. 7).
— mapadédorar] by God, which the boastful devil cunningly
intends to kave taken for granted. — Ver. 10 . 87¢] net recita-
tive, but: that, and then xai 67c: and that. Comp. vii, 16.
Otherwise in Matt. iv. 6. — pymore] ne wunguam, not neces-

! According to Hilgenfeld, T.uke's dependence on Matthew and Mark is said
to be manifested with special clearness from his narrative of the temptation.
But just in regard to this narrative he must have followed a distinct source,
Lecause otherwise his variation in the sequence of the temptations (see on Matt.
iv. 5, Rem.), and the omission of the angels’ ministry, would be incomprehensible
(which Hilgenfeld therefore declares to be a pure invention), as, moreover, the
&xpi xzipob (ver. 13) peculiar to Luke points to another source.

2 The various attempts to make this év eriyps xpivev intelligible may be seen
in Nebe, d. Versuch. d. HHerrn, Wetzlar 1857, p. 1091, The author himselt,
regarding the temptation as an aetual external history, avails himself of the
analogy of the fatum morganum, but says that before the eye of the Lord the
magical picture immediately dissolved. But according to the conmection ir
eriyp. xp. does not mean that the appearance lasted only a single moment, but
that the whole of the kingdoms were brought within the view of Jesus, not as it

were successively, but in one moment, notwithstanding their varied local situation
upon the whole earth. Bengel says appropriately, ‘¢ «cuta tentatio.”
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sarily to De written separately (Bornemann); see rather
Ellendt, Leaw. Soph. I p. 107; Lipsius, Gromm. Unlers.
P 129 L — Ver. 13, wavra wetpacu.] crery {rinptation, so
that he had no further temptation in readiness.  “Omnia
tela consumsit,” Dengel. — dype kawpod] wald « fitding scason,
when he would appear anew against 1lim to tempt Him, It
15 to be taken svljectively of the purpose and idea of the devil ;
Le thonght at some later time, at some more fortunate honr,
to be able with better snecess to approach IHim. Ilistorieally
Le did not undertake this again directly, but indirectly, as it
repeatedly occurred hy means of the Thavisees, cete. (Joln
viil. 40 {L)), and at last by means of Judas, xxii. 3! ; but with
what glorious result for the tewmpted ! Comp. John xiv. 30.
The difference of meauning which Tittmann, Syroa. p. 37, has
asserted (according to which éype xawpod is said to be equi-
valent to éws Télous) is pure invention. Sce Fritzsche, oo
Lom. I p. 3081 Whetlier, morcover, the characteristic addi-
tion dypt rawpod is a remnant of the primitive form of this
narrative (Ewald) or is appended from lefer reflection, is an
open question.  But it is hardly an addition inserted by Lule
Jimself (Bleek, Holtzmanu, and others), since it is conneeted
with the omission of the ministry of the angels. This
omission is mnot to be attributed to a realistic ellort on
the part of Luke (Iloltzmanm, but sece xxii. 43), but must
have been a feature of the sowree used by him, and lence the
cixpe kaepod must also have alrcady formed part of it.

Ver. 14. Comp. on Mait. iv. 12; Mark & 14 The public
Cialilacan  ministry of Jesus begins, ver. 14 forming the
introduction, after whicly, in ver. 15 {f, the detailed narative
follows. Selleicrmacher, Sekr. d. Lul. p. 50, arbitrarily, and
contrary to the analogy of the parallels, says: that ver. 19 L

U According to Wivseler, Synopse, p. 201, the persceutions on the part of the
Jors are meant, which ad begun, John v, 15-18 (1. ; there would therefore De
a longer interval between vv. 13, 14.  But a comparison of ver. 14 with ver. 1
shows that this interval is infrodieeal in the havmonistic interest ;. moreover,
HoMmann’s reference to the agony in Gethsemane (Schoifthowe, 1110 p. 317) is
introdueed, sinee not this, but probably the whele opposition of the hierarchy
(ol viii, 44, and finally the erime ol Judas (John xiii. 2, 27), appuears as the
work of the devil.
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was the conclusion of a document which embraced the
baptisin, the genealogy, and the temptation. — v 7. Swvap.
7ot mv.] invested with the power of the Holy Spirit: “ post
victoriam corroboratus,” Bengel. — xai  ¢rjuny wTA] and
rumour went jforth, etc., not anticipating what follows in
ver. 15 (de Wette) ; but it is the rumour of the return of the
man who had been so distinguished at his baptism, and had
then for upwards of forty days been concealed from view,
that is meant. — xa@’ 8\ys wrN] round about the whole
neighbourhood, Acts viii. 31, 42.

Ver. 15. Avros) He Himself, the person as opposed to their
report.

Ver. 16. As to the relation of the following incident to
the similar one in Matt. xiil. 53 ff, Mark vi. 1 ff., see on
Matthew. No argument can be drawn from ver. 23 against
the view that the incidents are different, for therein a ministry
at Capernaum would alrecady be presupposed (Schleiermacher,
Kern, de Wette, Weiss, Bleek, Holtzmann, and others), as a
previous ministry in that same place in the course of a
journey (not while residing there) is fully established by
vv. 14, 15. According to Ewald (comp. also his Gesch. Chr.
P- 345), who, moreover, rightly distinguishes the present from
the subsequent appearance at Nazareth, there are incorporated
together in Luke two distinct narratives about the discourses
of Jesus in Nazareth. But with reference to the mention of
Capernaum at ver. 23, see above; the connection, however,
Letween vv. 22 and 23 is sufficiently effected by ofy olrés
éarw o vios Iwoijp.  In ver 31 ff i4 is not the first appear-
ance of Jesus at Capernaum in general that is related, but the
first portion of His ministry afler talking wp His residence
there (ver. 31), and a special fact which occurred during that
ministry is brought into prominence (ver. 33 ff). According
to Kostlin, p. 205, Luke met with the narrative at a later
place in the Gospel history, but placed it lere earlier, and
allowed the yevou. els Kadapy. inappropriately to remain
because it might at a pinch be referred to ver. 15. Assuredly
he did not proceed so frivolously and awkwardly, although
Holtzmann also (comp. Weizsiicker, p. 398), following Schleier-
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macher, ete., accuses him of such an anticipation and scll-
contradiction, and, morcover, following Bawr and Ililgenfeld,
malkes this anticipation find its motive withal in the supposeil

typical tendency of ver. 24, — oD 5jv Tefpapp.] an observation
inserted to account for the circmmstances mentioned in
vv. 22, 23. — kata 70 elwf. alTd] refers to 1lis visiting the

synagogue on the Sabbath, not also to the avéern. The
Sabbath visit to the synagogue was certainly His custom from
His youth up.  Comp. Bengel and Lange, L. J. 1L 2, p. 545.
— avéory avayrdvai] for the Scripture was read standing
(Vitringa, Synag. p. 135 £ ; Lightfoot, p. 760 f.; Wetstein 1n
loc); so when Jesus stood up it was a sign that He wished to
read. It is true, a superintendent of the synaunsue was
accustomed to swmmon to the reading the person whom lie
regarded as being fitted for it; but in the case of Jesus, His
offering Himself is as much in keeping with His peculiar
pre-cminence, as is the immediate acquiescence in IHis appli-
cation.

Ver 17. "Emedofn] it was gieen up to Him—that is to say,
by the officer of the synagogue, Lightfoot, p. 763. — ‘Haaiov]
the reading of the Lurasche (section out of the law), which
preeeded that of the aphthara (prophetic section), appears to
have been already concluded, and perhaps there was actually
in the course a ITaphthara from Isaiah.! But in accordance
with Ilis special character (as «vpios 7ob gafBatov, Matt.
xii. 8), Jesus takes the section which He lights upon as soon
as it is wnrolled (avarrr, comp. lerod. i. 48, 125), and this
was a very characteristic Messianic passage, descriling by
very definite marks the Messiah's person and work., Dy
avamrtias 1o BiBN. and edpe the lighting exactly om {(his
passage is represented as furtuitous, but just on that account
as being divinely ordered (according to Theophylact: not kata
cuvtuyiav, but avtod Behjoavros).

Vv, 18, 19. Isa Ixi. 1, 2, following the LXX. freely. The
historical meaning is: that Ile, the prophet, is inspired and or-
dained by God to announce to the deeply unfortunate people in

1 The arrangement of the presnt Haphtharas was not yet settled at the time
of Jesus.  See Zunz, Gottesd. Vortriye d. Juden, p. 6.
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their banishment their liberation from captivity, and the blessed
future of the restored and glorified theocracy that shall follow
thereupon. The Messianic fulfilinent of this announcement, z.e,
the realization of their theocratic idea, came to pass in Christ
and His ministry.—o0 elvexer] in the original text V' : because,
and to this corresponds o? efvexev: proplerea quod, because, as
otverer is very frequently thus used by the classical writers.
The expression of the LXX., which Luke preserves, is there-
fore not erroneous (de Wette and others), nor do the words o
elvexev introduce the protasis of a sentence whose apodosis is
left out (Holmann, Weissag. w. L. 11 p. 96). The form
efvexev (2 Cor. vil. 12) is, moreover, classical; it oceurs in
Pindar, Jsthm. viii. 69, frequently in Herodotus (see Schweig-
haiiser, Lex. sub. ¢eird.), Dem. 45. 11.  See generally, Kriiger,
IL. § 68. 19. 1 f.— éxpioe] a concrete description, borrowed
from the anointing of the prophets (1 Kings xix. 16) and
priests (Ex. xxviil. 41, xxx. 30), of the consecration, which in
this instance is to be conceived of as taking place Ly means of
the spiritual investiture’ — mroyois] the poor BWY.  See on
Matt. v. 3. They—in the original Hebrew the wnlhappy
criles—are more precisely designated by alypalor., as well as
by the epithets, which are to be taken in their historical sense
typically, Tuphois and rebpavopévous (crushed to pieces), whereby
the misery of the wrwyol is represented as a blinding and a
bruising. According to the typical reference to the Messiah,
these predicates refer to the miisery of the spiritual bondage, the
cessation of which the Messiah was to announce and (awoo-
Teidar) to accomplish.  Moreover, the LXX. varies consider-
ably from the original Hebrew (doubtless the result of a
various reading which mixed with this passage the parallel in
Isa. xlii. 7), and Luke again does not agree with the LXX,,
especially in amooTeihar Tefpavop. év apéoet, which words are
from Isa. lviii. 6, whence Luke (not Jesus, who indeed rcad
from the roll of the book) or his informant relating from

! Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 270f.

2 Obscrve the difference of tense, ixpos . . . éwicrarxe : He anointed me, He
hath sent me (and I am here !) ; also the lively asyndeton in the two verbs (éxéer.
without xa/), as well as also in the three infinitives,
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memory having taken them erroneously, but by an association
of ideas ecasily explained mixed them up in this place. —
éviavtor rkupiov Sextov] an «cecplualle year of the Lord, ic. a
weleome, blessed year belonging to Jehovah, whereby is to be
understood in the typical reference of the passage the Mes-
stenic period of blessing, while in the historical sense the
Ulessed future of the theorracy after the eaile is denoted by the
words ™D WY, e o ypar of satisfaction for Jehoval,
which will he for Jehoval the time to show Ilis satisfaction to
Iis people (comp. ii. 14).  The passage before us is strangely
abused by the Valentinians, Clemenus, Hom. xvii. 19, Clemens
Alexandrinus, Origen, and many more, to limit the winistry
of Jesus to the space of one yeer,! which even the connection
of the original text, in which ¢ duy of wengeance against the
enemies of God’s people follows, ought to have prevented
Iiven Wieseler, p. 272, makes an extraovdinary oronolugicol
use of éwavros and of aijuepor, ver. 21, in support of his
assunption of a parallel with John vi. 1 Il in regard to time,
according to which the sojourn of Jesus in Nazareth is said to
have fallen ou the Sabbath after Purim 782.  The year i3 an
alluston to the wyrar of jubilee (Lev. xxv. 9), as an inferiur
prefigurative type of the Messianic redemption. The thrre
infindtives are parallel and dependent on améorairé pe, whose
purpose they specify. — év agéaec] a well-known constiructio
preguans @ so that they are now <u the condition of delivcraiee
(Polybius, i. 79. 12, xxii. 9. 17), comp. ii. 39.

Vv. 20, 21. T@ dmapérn] 107, to the oficer of the synagogue,
who had to take the book-roll back to its place, after it had
Licen folded up by Jesus (mwrdfas corresponding to the ava-
wrvfas of ver. 17). — éxdfioe] in order now to teach upon the
passage which had been read,—this was done sitting (Zunz,

' Keim also, D. geschichel. Chr. p. 140 {I., has very recently arrived at this
conclusion in view of Origen’s statement, de princip. iv. 4 a year aml a fow
wenths,” and that too on the ground of the calenlation of the Daptist's death,
aceording to the account of Josephus, AAntt. xviii. 5, coneerning the war of
Antipas against Arctas.  The testing of this combination does not belong to
this place.  But the Gospel of John stands decidedly opposed to the one-year
duration of Christ's oflicial teaching.  See, besides, the diseus<ions on the stubj-ct
in Weizsicker, p. 306 (L.
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Gottesd. Vorlvige d. Juden, p. 337). — sp€are] Il began.
3engel appropriately says: “ Sollenne initium.” — év Tofs oaiv
vpov] in your ecars is this Scripture (this which is written,
sce on Mark xii. 10) fulfilled—to wit, by the fact that the
voice of Ilim of whom the prophet prophesied has entered
into yourears. A concrete individualizing mode of expression.
Comp. 1. 44, ix. 44; Acts xi. 22; Jas. v. 4; Ecclus. xxv. 9,
1 Mace. x. 7; Bar. i 3£ ; LXX. Isa. v. 9. How decisively
the passage before us testifies in favour of the fact that from
the beginning of Iis ministry Jesus already had the clear and
certain consciousness that ITe was the Messiah!! Moreover, that
nothing but the tieme of the discourse delivered by Jesus is here
oiven is manifest from the passage itself, as well as from ver. 22;
but He lias placed it remarkably close to the beginning of Ilis
discourse, and so led the hearer all at once in medicin rem
(comp. Zunz, as above, p. 353). Grotius well says: “ Hoc
exordio usus Jesus explicavit prophetae locum et explicando
implevit.”

Ver. 22. "Epaptip. adrd] festificd in His behalf, praising
Him. See Kyple, Loesner, and Krebs. Frequently in the
Acts, Rom. x. 2, Gal. iv. 15, and elsewhere. — émi Tois Aoyors
Tijs xdpiros] at the sayings of graciousness (genitivus qualitatis),
comp. on Col. iv. 6; Hom. Od. viii. 175: ydpis appimepiarépe-
Tas éméeaaw ; Eeclus, xxi 16, xxxvil. 21.— «at é\eyov] not:
at nonnalls diccbant, Iuinoel, Paulus, and older commentators ;
but their amazement, which ouglhit to have been expressed simply
at the matter of fact, showed itself, after the fashion of the
Abderites, from the background of a limited regard for the
person with whom they knew that these Aéyovs 7. ydpitos did
not correspond. — o vios "Iwarjp] If Luke had intended to an-
ticipate the later Listory of Matt. xiii. and Mark vi,, for what
purpose would he have omitted the brothers and sisters ?

Vv. 23, 24. Whether what follows, as far as ver. 27, is
taken from the ZLogic (Ewald), or from some other written
source (Kostlin), or from oral tradition (Holtzmann), cannot
be determined. But the Zogic offers itself most obviously as
the source. — mdvrws] cerfainly ; a certainty that this would

! Comp. Beyschlag, Christ. d. N. T. p. 361.
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be the case. Sce on 1 Cor. ix. 10. — latpé x.7A] a figurative
proverh (wapaBoXi, 5{-‘:[3) that oceurs also among the Greeks,
the Rowmans, and the Rabhins,  Sce Wetstein and  Lichtfoot.
The meaning heve is: If thow desivest to be « helper of others
(vv. 18,19, 21), first help thysdlf from the madady wnder which
thow «rt suffering, from the waut of consideration and esteem
which atlaches to thee ; which healing of Himself, as they think,
must be effected by means of miracle as a sign of divine
attestation. Sce what follows. Others wderstand it: Help
thine own fellow-townsmen (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigcabenus,
Calvin, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, and others, also Daulus,
de Wette, Scliegg, Bisping). This is opposed to the meaning
of the words, as ceavror and latpé can only be one person.
Morveover, the parabolic word concerning the physician is
retained only in Luke, whom it might specially interest. —
els Kapapraovp] (the name is to be written thus in Luke also,
with Laclumann and Tischendorf) indicates the dirvetion of
yevépeva, which took place aé Capernawm (Bernhardy, p. 220),
comp. on xxviil. 6. The petty jealousy felt by the small
towns against Capernaum is manifest here. — e év 73 waTp.
oov] heve (n thy birth-place.  Aflter the adverb of place comes
the place itself, by way of a more vivid designation.  Jorne-
mann, Sehol. p. 34; Iritzsche, ad Mare. p. 22— Ver. 24,
Jut the hindrance to the fulfilment of that wapaBoXs, and
also to the working here as at Capernaum, is found in the fact
that no prophet, etc. According to this, it is unfounded for
Baur, Evang. p. 500, to assume that the writer here under-
stood araTpils in a wider reference,! so that Pauls experience
in the Acts of the Apostles—of Leing compelled, when rejected
by the Jews, to turn to the Gentiles—had already had its
precedent liere in the history of Jesus Ilimself.  That the
whole scction—to wit, from xai ¢ijun, ver. 14, to ver. 30—is
au interpolation from the hand of the redactor, is asserted by

' Comyp. Iilgenfeld, Evang. p. 168, *“the Jewish home of Christianity ;"
Hollzmann also, p. 214, Whether in general Luke looked on the rejection of
Christ in Nazareth as a ““significant prelude for the rejection of Christ by Ilis
whole people” (Weiss in the Stud. w. Krit. 1861, p. 6473, cannot be decided at
all, as he gives no hint on the subject.
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Daur, Markuscvang. p. 218.— eime 6€] after ver. 23 lct a
significant pause be supposed.

Vv. 25, 26. In order, however, to quote to you listorical
cxamples, in which the miraculous power of the prophets was
put forth, not for countrymen, but for strangers, nay, for
Gentiles, I assure you, etc. Jesus knew that here this stern-
ness and open decisiveness on His part were not at all out of
place, and that IHe need not lope to win His hearers; this
is only confirmed by the later similar incident in Matt. xiil.
54 ff. — émi érn Tpia k. pijvas €€] so also Jas. v. 17. But
according to 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1, the rain returned dn
the third year. Jesus, as also James (see Huther 7 loc.),
follows, according to Luke, the Jerwish tradition (Jalkut
Schimoni on 1 Kings xvi. in Surenkusius, katadh. p. 681), in
which in general the number 34 (=& of 7) in the measure-
ment of time (especially a time of misfortune, according to
Dan. xii. 7) had become time-honoured (Lightfoot, p. 750,
050 ; Otto, Spicileg. p. 142). It was arbitrary and unsatis-
factory to reckon (before 1 Kings xvii. 1), in addition to
the three years, the naturally rainless six months preced-
iny the rainy season (Denson on Jas. v. 17; Wetstein,
Wiesinger, and others; comp. also Lange, II. p. 547 f),
or to date the third year (Deza, Olshausen, Schegg) from
the flight of Elias to Sarepta (1 Kings xvii. 9). — wacav
7. 9] not the whole reyion (Beza), but the whole carth ;
popularly hyperbolica.—On Sarepta, situated between Tyie
and Sidon, and belonging to the territory of the latter, now
the village of Surafend, see Robinson, Palestine, I11. p. 690 fI.
— Z8dvos] the name of the fown of Sidon, as that in whose
territory Sarepta lay. — uéyas] in xv. 14 hpos is femininc,
as it passed over from the Doric into the xown (Lobeck, ad
Plryn. p. 188). But in this place the reading peyansy,
approved by Valckenaer, is so weakly attested that it cannot
be thought of. — ef p7] not scd (Beza, Kuinocl), but uisi; see
on Matt. xii, 4

Ver. 27. See 2 Kings v. 14. — éml] at the time, iii. 2.

Ver. 29. "Ews 8¢pios Tob Spovs] up to the lofty brink
(supercilium) of the hill.  See Duncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost,
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p. 877, and Wetstein. This situation of Nazareth wpon «
Il (¢ oD), ie. hard by « kil is still entirely in accordance
with its present position,—* the houses stand on the lower part
of the slope of the western hill, which rises steep and high
above them,” Robinson, v/, IIT. p. 419,  ILspecially near
the present Maronite church the mountain wall descends
right down from forty to fifly fect! Robinson, le. p. 423
Litter, Erdk. XVL p. T44. — do7e] of what, as they figured
to themselves the result was to be.  Sec on Matt. xxiv. 24,
xxvii. 1; comp. Luke ix. 52, xx. 20. — «araxpnur.] 2 Chron.
xxv. 12; Dem. 446. 11 ; Josephus, A=z#t. ix. 9. 1.

Ver. 50. Airos 8¢] But He, on His purt, while they thus
dealt with Iim. — 8te péoov] emphatically: passcd throvyh
the midst of them.  According to Iaulus, it was suflicient for
this, “ that a man of the look and mien of Jesus should turn
round with determination in the face of such a mobile vulgus.”
Comp. Lange, L. J. IL p. 548: “an effect of His personal
majesty ;” and IIL. p. 376 : “a mysterious something in His
nature.”  Comp. Bleek. According to Schenkel, the whole
attempt on the person of Jesus is only a later tradition. On
the other hand, the old commientators have: ppovpoduervos 79
wwptvy alr Beornre, Luthymius Zigabenus; comp. Am-
brosius, in addition to which it has been further supposed that
Ile becraie Ancisible (Grotius and others).  The latter view is
altogether inappropriate, if' only on account of 8ia uéoov air.
But certainly there is implied a restraint of his enemies which
was aairaculows and dependent on the will of Jesus. It is
otherwise in John viii. 59 (éxpdBn). TWhy Jesus did not
surrender Himself is rightly pointed out by Theophylact: ov
70 mabeiv Pevywr, aAha TV Kkaipov dvauévwv. — EropeveTo]
weat on, that is to say, towards Capernaum, ver. 31, aml
therefore not back again to Nazareth as has been harmonisti-
cally pretended.

Vv, 31-37. Sec on Mark i 21-28, whom Luke with some
slight variations follows. — «amijAfev] Down from XNazareth,

! The place which is pointed out by tradition as the spot in question is

at too great a distance from the town.  See Robinson, Le., and Korte, ficicen,
P 215 4K
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which lay hicher wp, to Capernaum, which was situated on
the shore. Comp. Matt. iv. 13. —awoAw 1. TaXi).] for here
Capernaum occurs for the first time in Luke in the coursc of

the history (it is otherwise at ver. 23). — 7y 8ibaor.] expresses
the constent occupation of teaching on the Sulbaths (otherwise
in Mark), comp. on Aatt. vii. 29.—Ver. 33. mvetua

Satpoviov akabaprov] The genitive is a genitive of apposition
or of neaver definition (Winer, p. 470 [E. T. 666-7]); and
Sacpoviov, which, according to Greek usage, is in itself applicable
to either good or evil spirits, being used by Luke for the first
time in this passage, is qualified by drxa@dprov. — éa] not
the imperative of éaw (Vulg.: sinc; Euthymius Zigabenus,
ad Mare. ddes nuas, comp. Syr.), but “ interjectio admirationts
metw maztae” (Lllendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 465): hae! Plato,
Prot. p. 314 D.  Seldom occurring elsewhere in prose, even
in the New Testament only in this place (not Mark i. 24).
See Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 32 f., who, nevertheless, traces back
the origin of the expression to the imperative form.— fj1fes
e 1] not intervogatively. The words themselves are simply
taken from Mark ; all the less therefore is any hint to be read
into them of the redeeming ministry of Jesus to the Gentile
world (Baur, Evang. p. 429 f). — Ver. 35. pijrav] is to be
accented thus.  See Bornemann, p. 4; comp., nevertheless,
Lipsius, Gramn. Unters. p. 31 ff. — els péoov] He threw hain
down into the aidst in the synagogue. The article maight,
but must not, be added. See the instances from Homer in
Duncan, ed. Rost; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anad. i. 8. 15.  Observe,
moreover, that here Luke describes more vividly than Mark,
although his description is too unimportant “to glorify
the wmiracle” (Holtzmann). — Ver. 36. i o Aoyos obros|
not : quid hoe 7et est 2 (Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, Kuinoel,
de Wette); Dbut: what sort of a speech s this? to wit,
that which is related in ver. 85; comp. Theophylact:
Tis 1) wpoaTakis alrty Wy mpoaTdoaet, 61i éEeNOe éE alTol kal
deuwdnTi. It is otherwise at ver. 32, where Adyos is the
discourse which fcaches; here, the speech which commands.
Mark i 27 has, moreover, given the former particular (the
8i8ay) here again as the object of the people’s astonishment
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and conference ; bul Luke, working after him, distinguishes the
two, using for botlh, indeed, the meneral expression Aoyes, hut
clearly limiting this expression in ver. 32 by &dayy, and in
ver. 36 by émirdaoer.  Baur decides otherwise in the Theol.
Jahrb. 1853, p. T0. — o7 sinee ke, cte, accounts for this
question asked in astonishment. — év éfovoia k. Svvaw.] with
authority «ud power. The former is the «wthordy which He
possesses, the latter the power which e brings into operation.
— Ver. 37. 9xos] noisc (Acts i 2; Heb. xii. 19), a stronger
expression for rumowr.  The classical writers use 7yw thus
(Herod. ix. 24; Pind. Ol xiv. 29).

Vv. 38—41. See on Matt. viii. 14-16; Mark 1. 29-34.
Matthew places the narrative later, not till after the Sermon
on the Mouut!—damé 7is cwaywy] lle went from the
svnagogue into the house of Simon.  The article before
mevBepa is not nceded. Winer, p. 108 {. [ T. 148 fI].
Lule, the physician, uses the fechiical expression for violent
fever-heat : wuperos wéyas (the opposite: wixpos).  Sce Galen,
De diff: febr. 1, in Wetstein, — gpwrnaarv] they osled ; Deter,
to wit, and the members of the family,—hence it is not the
plural introduced here without reason only from dMark i. 50
(Weiss). — émdvw avtijs] so that He was bending over her.
— émeTip. T@ wupet] the fever regarded as u hostile power,
and as personal.  Mark, whom Matthew follows, has not this
detail ; whereas both lave the touching with the hand. 2\
divergence in the tradition as to the miraculous method of
cure. — avois] refers to Jesus, Simon, and the other members
of the family. Comp. jpadrgoar, ver. 38. — Ver. $0. aobe-
vobvras vooois] according to Matthew, demenives and sick
persons (eomp. Mark), with which Luke nevertheless also agrees
at ver, 417 — 7as yeipas émmifels] Matthew has Xoye, with

VThe arrangement in Luke, so far as he places (che v.) the call of Poter later,
is in any case not arbitrarily produced, although he follows the tradition which
(as Matthew) daes not include the companionship of Jumes aud Jolha (so Mark).

2 All three also agree essentially as to the time of day (35verras 705 7diov).
Until the evening Jesus had vemained in the house of Simon, therefore the sick
were fitst bronght to Him there.  Thus it was neither with a view to aveiding
the heat of the sun, nor to choosing, from *“delicacy of feeling,” as Lange
supposes, the twilight for the public exhibition of infirmities.
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reference, however, to the demoniacs, In évl éxdoTm, which
need not be pressed (Weiss, Holtzmann), are implied the
solicitude and the indefatigableness of this miraculous ministry
of love. — NaXely, §7¢] to speak, because.  See on Mark 1. 3L

Vv. 42-44. See on Mark i. 35--39, who is more precise
and more vivid. — The bringing of so many sick folks to Hiw,
ver. 40, is to be explained, not by this hasty depavture, the
appointment of which had been known (Schleiermacher), but,
in accordance with the text (ver. 37), by the fame which the
public healing of the demoniac in the synagogue had brought
Him. — éws alrod] not simply: to Him, but: cven up to
Him, they came in their search, which therefore they did not
discontinue until they found Ilim. Comp. 1 Mace. iii, 26;
Acts ix. 38, xxiil. 23. — els ToiTo] namely, to announce not
only here, but everywhere throughout the land, the kingdom of
God. — améorarpar] It is otherwise in Mark i 36, whose
expression is otiginal, but had already acquired in the tradition
that Luke liere follows a doctrinal development with a higher
meaning.

LUKE. IL c
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CITAPTER V.

VER. 2. The M3s. have éasiziwer (50 Llz. Scholz), Esnva,
tzrwe, azéarow.  Tisch. has the sceond reading, Lachm. the
third. The preponderance of evidence wavers between #sr.uwev
(B D) and émrver (C* LQ X ), and excludes the compound
form. Dut since, 1ccordmgr to this, ¢ven the ass. which read
the Reeepte (A E T G, cte) add to the evidence in favour of
{z200AN, this form receives the eritical preponderance. The
compound form is either a mere clerical error (as Iiv. 7 has
even ixizrwa), or a gloss for the sake ol more precise specilica-
tion. — Ver. U. s25des /zdiwr] So Griesh, Matth, Scholz, Tisch.,
following the greater number of the Uncials, but not I l)
which have :/zlmv 270z, which Lachm. has again restored.
Comp. Vulg. aud codd. of It. The reading of Griesh, is to he
preferred on account of its preponderating evidence, and still
more because the words =r3de; =t would more readily le
brought together by the transeribers than separated. — Ver, 15,
As iz’ adred 1s wanting in important authoritics, in olhers stands
alter axeden, and A has a=’ adrod, it 1s rightly condemned by
Griesh, struck out by Lachm. and Tischh.  An addition by way
of gloss.— Ver. 17 éngrwdires] Laclm. has sviergr., following
only A* D, min. Goth. Vere. —a&ro.&] Tisch. has adza, follow-
ing L L 28 Rightly; aiseds arose from a nnsumlual.m(lm“
hecause an accusative ol the ohject appeared necessary.—
Ver. 14, =oivz] Elz. hag ée. seiez, in opposition to decisive evi-
denee.  Aninterpretation. — Ver. 210 With Lachin. and Tisclu
read éupaprias dpeian according to D L=, Cyr Awbr. The
Lieeeptie is from Mark i, 7. But in ver. 24 the furm apeia
(Tisch.) is too weakly attested [Iisch. 8 has @gibier]. — Ver. 22,
The omission ol amexgnd. (Lachm.) 1s too feehly accredited.
— Ver. 24, separsronie] Lachm. has sopervnzs, following
important authoritics, l»ut it is taken from the parallels. —
Ver. 25, Instead of £’ 4 Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have ¢’

But the former has a preponderance of evidence in its

favour, and @ more naturally occurred to the transeribers. —
Ver, 28, gzerodizes] Lachm. and Tisch. have gzorebis, following
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B DL =69 The Reeepte is taken from the parallels, —
Ver. 29. DBefore Acvic (lisch. has on very good authority
Aewsig) the article (Elz) is on decisive evidence deleted. —
Ver. 30. adrév] is wanting in D F X &, min. vss, and is re-
carded with suspicion by Griesb., but it was omitted as being
superfluous and apparently irrelevant. The arrangement o
dapio. n o yp. avr. 15, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted in
accordance with B C D L », min, Vulg. It. and others.
The Reeepla is taken from Mark ii. 16. The article before
rirwviv, which is not found in Elz, is adopted on decisive
evidence by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. xai duapr., also, is
so decisively attested that it is now rightly defeuded even by
Tisch. — Ver. 33. &< +#] is wanting in B L =, 33, 157, Copt.;
deleted Ly Tisch. An addition from the parallels. — Ver. 36.
iuario zaned] BD L X 28, min vss. have d=d inasiov zunod
oxiows (yet oyisus is not found in X, and also otherwise too
wealkly attested). Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch.
But it is manifestly a gloss inserted for explaining the genitive,
for which there appeared a reason in this place although not
in the parallels.— sxioes is well attested by B C D L X &, min,,
and evagwion still better (by the additional evidence of A).
Approved by Schulz, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly;
oila occurred at once in consequence of the preceding
émiBarrer and of afper in the parallels, and then drew after it
Elz. has é=zi3rque ¢6 ¢ = =, So also Scliolz, Lachm.
Tisch. But with Griesh. and Rinck /8271 13 to be condemned,
as it is wantingin A EF KX MRS U V r A, min. Goth. Slav.
Theophyl.; in D it stands after zesed, and betrays itsell as a
gloss added to the absolute =é.— Ver. 38. zal énp. ouvrnp.] is
wanting in B L 8, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by
Tisch. An addition from Matt. ix. 17, from which passage also
Mark ii. 22 has been expanded. — Ver, 39. eidéwg] is wanting
in B C* L §, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Deleted by Tiscl. An
addition for more precise specification,

Vv. 1-11. Matt. iv. 18-22 and Mark i 106-20 are
parallel passages.  Nevertheless, thie history of the calling
in Luke, as compared with it in Matthew and Mark, is
cssentiadly  different, for in these latter the point of the
incident is ¢he mere summons and promise (without the
miracle, which, without altering the nature of the event, they
could not have passed over; in opposition to Ebrard and
others) ; in Luke it is the mdiracle o the draught of fishes

CULPuVEL
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Moreover, in Matthew and Mark no previous acquaintance
on the part of Jesus with Deter is presupposed, althougli,
probably, it is in Luke iv. 38 {f, whereby, at the same time,
Luke (alls into self-contradiction, since v. 8 does not allow
it to be supposed that such wmiraculous experiences have
previously occurred to him as, according to iv. 38 ff,, Peter
had alveady had in counection with Jesus. Luke follows a
source of later and more plastic tradition (in opposition to
Schleiermacher, Sieffert, Ncander, v. Ammon, who ascribe to
Luke the merit of being the ecarliest), which, fastening in
pursuit of symbolic meaning upon the promise in ver. 10
(Matt. iv. 19; Mark i 17), g¢lorilied the story of the call
of the fishermen by joining to 1t a similar story of the
draught of fishes, John xXi. (cowmp. Iiwald, Gesch. Chr, p. 288);
but in the historical sequence after iv. 38 {I. Luke has become
confused. — xai adros] not: ke also, but: and he; he on his
part, in respeet of this pressing (émexelofar) of the people
upon lhim. Comp. on vv. 15, 17; as to xal after éyévero, sce
on ver, 12, — émrivrav] “ut peracto opere,” Dengel; sce
ver. 5.— Ver. 4. émravayaye, the special word for going out
into the deep sea (Nen. Hell. vi. 2. 28 ; 2 Mace. xii. 4); tha
stngular in reference to Peter alone, who was the steersman
of the craft; but yaXdoate in reference to the whole fisher
company in the vessel. Changes of number, to be similarly
accounted for by the commnection, arc often found in the
classical writers. See Dornemanu, Sekol. p. 35 f.; Kiihner,
ad Xean. Anab. 1. 2. 27— Ver. 5. émorara] Svpcrintendent
(sec in general, Gatacker, Op. posth. p. 877 {f,, and Kypke, L
1 2238) oceurs only in Luke in the New Testament, and that,
too, always addressed to Jesus, while he has not the paB3¢
which is so frequent in the other cvamgelists.  Teter does
not yet address Him thus as Ais doctrinal chief, but gener-
ally (vv. 1, 3).  Comp. xvil. 13. — pve7os] when fishing was
accustomed to bLe carried on successfully.  See Aristotle,
Il A, viit. 19 ; Ileindorf, ad Pld. Soph. p. 287. — émwi]
ol the reason: for the salc of Thy word (on the ground of
Thy word). Comp. Winer, p. 851 [Ii T. 491]: « Senserat
DPetrus virtutem verborum Jesu,” Dengel.  Obrws 7v Tty
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wloTw Geppos kal wpo Tijs wioTews, Theophylact. — yakdcw]
Simon speaks thus in his capacity of captain. Comyp. alter-
wards mouvjoavres.— Ver. G. Steppryyprvro] The tearing asunder’
actually Dbegan, but was only beginning. See on i. 59. The
assistance for which they signalled prevented further damage.
The subsequent phrase dore Bvbilesfar is similar. Ilence
there is no exaggeration (Valckenaer, de Wette). — Ver. 7.
ratévevoav] they made signs to, according to Euthymius
Zigabenus: wn OSuvvdpevor Naljoar amo Tis ékmhifews k.
700 ¢oPBov. So also Theophylact. This would have needed
to be suid. In the whole incident nothing more is implied
than that the other craft still lying close to the shore, ver. 2,
was too jfur away for the sound of the voice to reach, and
lence they were restricted to making signs, which, moreover,
for the fishermen of the other boat—who, according to ver. 4,
were doubtless eagerly giving attention—was quite sufficient.
As to ovANaf., see on Phil. iv. 3. — Ver. 8. On wpogémeoe 7.
yovagt, comp. Sopl. 0. €. 1604. It might also be put in the
accusative (Eur. Hee. 339, and thereon PHugk). — €Eenfe] out
of the ship. He dimly recognises in Christ a something super-
Luman, the manifestation of a holy divine power, and in the
consciousness of his own sinful nature lie is terrified in the
presence of this power whieh may, perchance, cause some
misfortune to befall him ; just as men feared the like on the
appearances of God or of angels. Comp. 1 Kings xvii. 18.
Euthymius Zigabenus and Grotius #n loc. Elsner and Valcke-
naer are mistaken in saying that Peter speaks thus in
accordance with the notion that one ought not to stay on
board a ship with any eriminal (Cic. De Nut. Deor. iii. 37 ;
Diog. Lacrt. 1. 86; Horat. Od. iii. 2. 26 ff). He does not
indeed avow himself a criminal, but only as a sinful man in
general, who as such cannot without risk continue in the
presence of this fOelos xai vmeppuys dvBpomos (Euthymius

! Augustine has interpreted this tearing of the nets allegorically of the
Leresies, and the Saxon Anonymus (p. 212f.) of Judaism and the law ; both
interpretations being equally arbitrary. There is much allegorical interpreta-
tion of the whole narrative in the Fathers (the ship, the church; the net, the
doctrine ; the sea, the heathen world, ete.).
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Zigabenus).  Sce the later exasoeration of the sinfulness of
the apostles belore their call, in Barnabas 5. — Ver. 9. dypa] in
this place is not the dravght, as at ver. 4, but that whicl wos
cauglht (t6 Onpdpevov, Pol. v. 1), as Xen. De Venat. xii. 3,
xiil. 13, and frequently. — Ver. 10. This mention of James
and John at the end is one of the traces that the narrative
grew out of the older history of the call. Dut certainly
Andrew was not found in the source from which Luke drew.
— avbpdmous] instead of fishes. — Lwypdv] vives copicis—
in characteristic keeping with this ethicnl draught (winning
for the Messial's kingdom), as well as with the figure taken
from fishermen (Aristaen. Ep. ii. 23).

Vv. 12-14. See on Matt. viii. 1-4; Mark i. £0-44.
According to Matthew, immediately after the Sermon on the
Mount; in Luke (comp. Mark), without any definite state-
ment of place or time, as a fracment of the evanaelic
tradition. — éyévero . . . kal] as ii. 15; Matt. ix. 10. Kai is
not ncmpe (Fritzsche, ad Mutth. p. 341), but, in accordance
with Hebraic simplicity, the end, which, after the preparatory
and yet indefinite éyéveto, leads the narrative farther on.
The narrator, by mecans of éyévero together with a note of
time, first calls attention to the introduction of « fucf, and
then, in violation of ordinary syntax, hie brings in afterwards
what occurred by the word xai. — év @ 7. woX.] according
to Mark: in a kouse. — 7\jpns] a high degree of the sickuess.
— Ver. 14, «ai a¥ros]) and Ie, on His part. — amexfwy
xTA] a transition to the oraliv dircete.  See on Mark vi. 8.

Vv. 15, 16. Comp. Mark 1. 435.-— 8ujpyero] The report
ran throughont, was spread abroad.  So absolutely, Thue. vi.
46 : émedy Sui\bev o Aoyos, 67¢ k7. My Soph. L. 978 ; Xen.
Anad. i 4. 75 Plat. Ep. vil. p. 348 B.—pad\\] in o still
Iigher degree than before; only «ll the more,  Comp. xviii. 39.
Sce Stallbawm, ad Plat. Ap. p. 30 A ; Niigelshach on the Iliad,
ed. 3, p. 227. — adros] e, howerer, e on his part, in con-
trast with the multitudes who were longing for 1lim. — 7w
vmoywpdy év Tois éonu.] ir. 1le was engaged in withdrawing
Himself into the desert regions (that were there), and in praying,
so that IIe was therefore for the present inaceessible. — xai
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mpocevyouevos] This detail is given on several occasions by
Luke alone. See iii. 21, vi. 12 f, ix. 18, 29, and elsewhere.

Vv. 17-26.- See on Matt. ix. 1-8; Mark i, 1-12.
Between this and the foregoing history Matthew has a series
of other transactions, the sequence of which he accurately
indicates. Luke vaguely says: év ued 7dv nuépwr, which,
however, specifies approzimately the time by means of the
connection (“on onc of those days” mamely, on the journey

entered upon at iv. 43 f). Comp. viil. 22.— kai av70s]
end He, as ver. 1, but here in opposition to the Dharisees,
cte, who were swrrounding IHim. — éx mdons kouns x.7.\]

popularly hyperbolical. As to wouodiddox., see on Matt.
xxil. 35, — 8dvapes xvplov k7 N] and the power of the Lord
(of God) was there (pracsto crat, as at Mark viil. 1) n aid of
His healing. So according to the reading avrév (see the
critical remarks).  According to the reading avtods, this
would have to be taken as a vague designation of the
sufferers who were present, referring back to ver. 15; atrov
is the subject, avrtovs would be the object. Others, as
Olshausen and Ewald, have incorrectly referred xupiov to
Jesus, whose healing power was stirred up (vi. 19). Wherever
Luke in his Gospel calls Christ the Lord, aud that, as would
Liere be the case, in narrative, he always writes o «Uptos with
the article.  See vii. 13 (31), x. 1, xi. 39, xii. 42, xiii. 15,
xvil. 5, 6, xviil. 6, xix. 8, xxii. 31, 61.— In the following
narrative the precedence of Mark is indeed to be recognised,
but the tracing out of the features of dependence must not be
carried too far (in opposition to Weiss in the Stud. . Krit.
1861, p. 703 £). — Ver. 19. eloevéyx.] wnto the house, where
Jesus and His hearers (ver. 17) were. Comp. afterwards 70
copa. — moias] qualitative : in what Lind of ¢ way. On the
080, which must be supplied in analysing the passage, see
Bos, Eilips., ed. Schaefer, p. 333; on the genitive of place
(comp. xix. 4), see Dernhardy, p. 138; Kriiger on Thucyd.
iv. 47. 2. Accordingly, although no instance of molas and
éxelvys used absolutely occurs elsewhere, yet the conjecture
molg and éxeivy (Bornemann) is not authorized. — bea Tdv
wepapwy] throvgh the tiles, with which the flat rool was
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covered, and which they removed from the place in question.
Mark 1i. 4 desaibes the proceeding more vividly.,  Sce the
details, sid loco, and Hug, Gutacht. 11 p. 21 f — Ver, 21,
fip€avTo] a lninging into prominence of the point of com-
meacemenl of these presumptuous thonghts, A vivid deserip-
tion. — Stakoyifeafas . . . Néyovres] See on Matlt, xvi. 7.
They expressed their thoughts to vne ¢nother; hence ver. 22
is not inappropriate (in opposition to Weiss).— Ver. 24, efme
T¢ mapaied.] is mot to be put in parcuthesis, but sce on
Matt. ix. 6.— oof] placed first for the sake of emphasis. —
Ver. 25, dpas ép’ 6 xatéxerro] hie took up that vn achich (till
now) ke ley, an expression purposely chosen to bring out the
changed relation.  With reference to €’ 6, on which L s
stretehed out, comp. the frequent eivar émi xBora, and the like.
See in general, Kihuer, § 622 h.— Ver. 26. The namrative is
semmary, but acithout precision, since the impression said to
be produced Dby the miraculous incident (ra mapa Sofav
qryvopeva, Polyh. ix. 16. 2. Comp. Wisd. xvi. 17, xix. 5;
2 Macec. ix. 24; Xen. Cyr. vii. 2, 16) applies indeed to the
people present (Matt. ix. 8), but mot to the I'havisces and
scribes.

Vv. 27-39. See on Matt. ix. 9-17; Mark ii. 13-22, —
étnbe] out of the house, ver. 19. — eéfedoaro] He looked at
him observingly. — Ver. 28, The order of events is: «fter ke
had forsaleen all, ke vose wp and followed I, The tugprerfect (<ee
the eritical remarks) is used for the sake of vividness. dwavra,
as in ver. 11, refers to the whole previous occupation and posi-
tion in life.  DBengel well adds: “quo ipso tamen non desiit
domus esse sng,” ver. 29.— Ver, 29. xai o] ¢f «deral, as in
ver. 17.— Ver. 30. avrav] of the dvcllers in the torn. —
mpos] an antagonistic direction. — Ver. 33. oi 8¢ elwov] As to
this variation from Matthew and Mark, sce on Matt. ix. 17,
Tlemark.  On the association of fusting and maling prayers,
comp. ii. 37, and on woelcfar Sejoes, 1 Tim. ii. 1. — éab. «.
mivovow] the same thing as ob pyoTevovor in the parallels,
Lut more strongly expressed. ITn accordance with the deletivn
of Stari (sce the critical remarks), there remains no guestion,
but an afirmatice reflecction.— Ver. 3L py Svwacle wx1.]
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ue cannof, cte., brings out the imappropriateness of that reflec-
tion in a wore concrete form than in Matthew and Mark., —
Ver. 35. xal] might be taken explicatively (and indced)
(Bornemann, Bleek). Dut it is more in keeping with the
profound emotion of the disconrse to take éledoovrar k.1 by
itself as a thought broken off, aud xac in the seuse of : and: But
duys shall come (and not tarry). .. and when shall be talcen away,
etc. — év éxedv. Tats fuép.] a painful solemnity of expression,
whereby the emphasis is laid upon éxelvass. Comp. on Mark
ii, 20.—Ver. 36. émriBrnpa ipat. kawoi] i.c. a patch cut off from
anew garment. By the use of (paTiov the incongruity of the
proceeding comes still more strongly into prominence than by
paxovs, whicl is used in Matthew and Mark., An unintentional
modification of the tradition—mnot an alteration proceeding
from the Paulinism of the writer, and directed against the
syncretism of the Jewish Christians, as Koéstlin, p. 174,
ingeniously maintains. Iiven Lange explains the expression
ly supposing that there floated already before the mind of
the Pauline Luke a clearer vision of the Christian community
as distinet from Judaism (L. J. 1L p. 395). — «ai 10 xawov
oxloee kal k.TN] comprises the twgfold mischicf which will
ensue (future, see the critical remarks) if one does not obey
that principle taken from experience; He will not only cut
the new (garment) n fwain (in taking off the piece), dbut,
amorcover, the (piece) of the new (garment) will not be in Lecping
with the old (garment). Comp. Kypke, Paulus, de Wette,
Bleek, Scliegg, even as early as Erasmus. On oyige, comp.
John xix. 24; Isa. xxxvil, 1. DBut wuswelly 70 rxawov is
explained as the subject, and either oyicer is taken iutransi-
tively (“scindet sc a veteri,” Bengel), or 70 walaiov {pdTtiov is
regarded as its object: the ncw picce will rend asunder the old
garment (comp. Kuinoel). Incorrectly ; since this supplying
of the object is not required by the context, but is obtruded
for the sake of the harmony with Matt. ix. 16, Mark ii. 21,
and 70 awo Tov katwod (it is not 70 xawov) clearly shows that
even to 7o xawdy we are to understand only (udTeov, not
émiBAnpa; and, moreover, T0 amo Tob watwol would be
altogether superfluous and clumsy.— Ver. 39. Peculiar to
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Luke; but it is as little to be explained as resulting from
later reflection on the difficulty of the mission to the Jews
(Weizsiicker), as is the emphasis laid upon the incompatibility
of the two, ver. 36. As Jesus in vv, 30-38 made it manifest
how unsuitable and injurious it would be to bind up the
essence and the life of the new theocracy with the forms and
iustitutions of the old, so now at ver. 39 he once more, by
means of a parabolic expression, makes it intelligible Zow
natural s that the diseiples of Jolw and of the Pharisces
should not be able to conscent to the giving up of the OLD jforms
and institutions which had become dear lo them, and to the
cwchrnnging of them for the Xew life in accordunce with 1TS
Jundamental principles.  He says that this should he as
little expected as that any one when he has drunk old wine
should long for new, since he finds that the old is hetter. So
in substance Theophylact, Iluthymius Zigabenus, Lrasmus,
Clarius, Zeger, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Paulus, Olshausen,
Lange, and others ; and rightly, since even in ver, 37 {. the
contrast of the old and new wine typilied the contrasted old
and new theoeratic life. Hence we are neither, with Wetstein,
to suppose the meaning reversed:  Pharisacornm austeritas
comparatur vino novo, Christi lenitas vino veteri;” nor, with
Grotius (comp. Estius and Clericus), to interpret: “Ilomines
non subito ad austeriorvm vitwm pertraliendos, sed per gradns
quosdam assuefaciendos esse” (Jesus, in truth, Aad no wish to
accustom them to an “austeriorem vitam !”); nor, with Schegg,
to substitute the meaning: “that not till the old wine is
expended (in reference to ver. 55) is the new druuk (which
vefers to fasts, cte, as a remedy for their being deprived of
the presence of Christ).”  Dut by the objection that the old
wine is actually better (Evclus ix. 10, and see Wolf and
Wetstein) the parable is unduly pressed (in oppozition to

! Baur, BMurkusevang. p. 202 (comp. Zeller, Apost. p. 15; Ililgenfleld,
Krit. Unters. p. 403, and in the Theol. Jahrb. 1353, p. 200 £), regards ver. 59,
which is wanting in D and codil. of It., as an anti-heretical addition. Dut the
omission is explained simply from the apparent incongruity of the sense, and
from the lack of any expression of the kind in the parallel passages, altliouzh

Lachmann also (£rasf. p. xxxvi), but from purely eritical hesitation, was
doubtful about the zenuineness of the verse.
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de Wette and others), since in vv. 37—39 the pcint of com-
parison is not the quality of the wine in itself, but the
velation of the old and the new. Outside the point of com-
parison, every parable is apt to Dbe at fault.  Morcover,
xpnoros denotes the eagrecable delicious tuste.  Comp. Plut.
MMor. p. 240 D, 1073 A. The new has, as it were, no faste
if the old has Leen found agrecable. But irony is as little to
be found in ver. 39 as in ver. 37 f,, and the gentle exculpatory
character of the discourse, ver. 39 (which must in no wise be
taken to mean full approval, in opposition to Hilgenfeld in
the Tcol. Jakrb. 1853, p. 215), is perfectly explained from
the fact that, according to Matt. ix. 14, it is to be supposed
that this conversation about fasting did not originally take
place with the DPharisees, but with the disciples of John.
See on Matthew. Comp. also Volkmar, Evang. Marcions,
p. 219 ff.  If in the two parables it were desired to abide by
the gencral thought of wnsuitableness (as it would be unsuit-
able to pour new wine into old skins, and after old wine
immediately to drink new; so also it would be unsuitable if
my disciples desired to bind themselves to the old institutions),
the figure of ver. 39 would be very muclh owt of harmony
with the appropriate figure in ver. 38, and the unsuitable
matter would at ver. 39 be represented in direct contradiction
to fuct (in opposition to de Wette); apart from this, moreover,
that fehes (not mives) applies the saying subjectively. According
to Kuinoel and Bleek, Jesus spoke the words in ver. 39 at
another time. But it is in keeping with the connection, and
is certainly taken from the ZLogia.
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CHAPTETR VI

VER. 1. Sevrepompuirw] is wanting in B L 8 and seven min. Syr.
At Perss. Copt. Aeth. codd. of It.  Condemmed by Schulg,
bracketed by Lachm. and Tisch. Syveps- See the excgetical ve-
marks. — Ver. 2. adreiz] bracketed by Lachm,, is, with Tiscl., to
be struck out, as it is wanting in I3 C* L X &, min. Copt. Verc.
Colb,, while D, Cant, read airg /e An addition in aceordance
with the parallels. Of waeiv &, the ¢v alone is to be deleted, with
Tisch., on decisive evidence, but not, with Lachmn,, the swzi also.
— Ver. 3. émére] Lachm. has ér, in accovdance, indeed, with I
CDLX a ¥ min; but taken from the parallels, from which,
morcover, the omission of &vrez (Lachm.) is to be explained, as
well as in ver. 4 the reading =&z (Lachm, following L I} X 8**
min.). — Ver. 4. The omission ol ¢ (I3 D, Cant. Marcion) is to be
regarded as a transeriber’s error (occasioned by the subsequent
£1s).  If nothing had originally lLeen found there, only =3,
not ws would have been added. — .08 z«i] Lachm. has 73wy,
following I3 C* L X 33, Syr. Copt. Theophyl.  The Recepta is
to be maintained. The words were left owvt,—an owmission occa-
sioned the more easily by the shuilar égaye zai which follows,
as the parallels have not ©.¢f8s zai.  The omission oceurs, more-
over, in D K& min. vss. Ir. - Then 2.aBdv was introduced as a
restoration in better syntactieal form, — zei #eiz] D11, 112, Sy,
Arr, Pers. Arm. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. Ir. Ambr. have merely
=¢iz.  In view of these important authorities z«/ must he traced
to Murk ii. 26 (where the evidence against it is weaker), and
should be deleted. — Ver. 6. ¢ ze:i ] Lachm. has o¢, in accordance
with B L X §, min. vss. Cyr.  DBut why should xa«/ have been
added 2 Rather the possibility of dispensing with it alongside of
trépw cave rise to its omission, — Ver. 7. With Lachm. and Tisch.
read sapsrrgoire (approved also by Griesh.), in accordance with
preponderating evidence.  See on Mark i, 2. — After é¢ Elz has
wd=iv on weighty evidence, indeed, but it is an addition.  Comp.
xiv. 1; Mark iil. 2. — depasedoss] Lachm. and Tisch. have depameis;
the future is taken from Mark. — zernyopin] B S XN uin. and
vss, have zergyepsi. o Tiseh. D also vouches [or the inlini-
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tive by reading zernyse¥ews, the infinitive being explained in the
later reading by the use of the substantive. — Ver. 8. awpiizy]
B L &, min. Cyr. have adpi.  Approved by CGriesh, adopted by
Tisch. Richtly; & avdpi was omitted by reason of the follow-
ing ra (so still D, Cant.), and then r& dvlpuwye was inserted, in
accordance with ver. 6 and Mark iil. 3, instead of =& d@idei. —
¢ #¢] Lachin. and Tisch, have zai, following BD LX N, 1, 82,
Vulg. It. Copt. Cyr. The former suggested itsclf more readily
to the transeribers. Comp. ver. 10. — Ver. 9. ofv] Lachm. and
Tisch. have &, following B D L &, min, Vulg. It. Goth. Not
to be decided ; odv, it is true, is not frequently employed in the
Gospel of Luke for continuing the narrative, and the reading
wavers mostly between ov and 6¢; yet it is established in iii. 7,
xix. 12) xxii. 30, — émspwriow] Tisch. has ézepwram, following B L
¥, 157, Copt. Vulg. Drix. For. ’d. The ZReeepte has resulted
from a reminiscence of xx. 3; Mark xi. 29. The present is
extremely appropriate to the vivacity of the whole action. —
wror =7] Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢, following B D L & 157,
Copt. Vulg. It. Cyr. Aug. In view of these important autho-
ritics, and because &/ fits in with the rcading émepwra, which,
according to the evidence, is to be approved (see above), / is Lo
be preferred. — dmoricar] also retained by Lachm. and Tisch.,
following B D L X &, vss. even Vulg. It. Griesb. and Scholz
have amoxreies, which is introduced from Mark iii. 4, whence
also comes soiz ocBBucy, instead of which Lachm. and Tiscl.
have adopted +& ouBSBdry, following B D L &, Cant, Rd. Colb.
Corb. For. Aug.— Ver. 10. Instead of «irg Elz. has r& dvipaay,
in opposition to preponderating evidence. — After ézoineer (in-
stead of which D X &, min. and most of the vss. read iZéremey,
wlhicl is from Matt. xil. 13; Mark iii. 5) Elz. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.
have obrws, which is wanting in important but still not prepon-
derating authorities, and is deleted by Griesb., but defended by
Schulz, in accordance with ix. 15, xii. 43. It is to be adopted.
The possibility of dispensing with it and the ancient gloss éZéremer
occasioned the dropping out of the word. — After «ired Elz. has
byrhs, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 13.
Moreover, as # &rxy (condemned by Griesb., bracketed by
Lachm., deleted by Tiseh.), which is wanting in B L &, min,
Copt. Vulg. Sax. Verc. For. Corb. Rd., is from Matthew, —
Ver. 12, éEin0e] Lachm. and Tisch. have Zexdew abrév; which,
in accordance with the preponderance of the Mss,, is to be pre-
ferred. — Vv. 14-16. Defore 'Tdzw?3., before diruge., before Mari.,
before ‘TexwB., and liefore Teds. “laz., is to be inserted zei, on
external evidence (Tisch.). — Ven. 16. &5 z«/] Lachu. and Tisclu
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have only i, following B L 8, miu. vss. even Vulg. It. Marcion,
Rightly; zei is from the parallels. — Ver. 18. éxrodn.] Tiscl.
has oy, following very important mss.  The compound form
was overlooked. — Instead of a«¢ Elz. has i«¢, in opposition to
decisive evidence.  An alteration arising from misunderstand-
ing, because axh v azad. Wis believed to be dependent upon
the participle (comp. Acts v. 16), which error, moreover, gave
rise to the zai before #0spum.  Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly
deleted this zai, in accordance with preponderating evidence. —
Ver. 28, Instead of ydpgre Llz. has uipers, in opposition to
deeisive evidence. — rudra or radrd] Lachm. and Tisch. have
re adrd, following B D Q X = min. Marcion. The Lleceplo
is a transeriber’s error.  The same reading is to be adopted
in ver. 26 on nearly the same evidence; so also in xvii. 3.
— Ver. 25. ouiv before oi yen. (suspected also by Griesh.) is, in
accordance with B KX L S X = &, min. Or. Ir, with Tiscl, to be
struck out. An addition to conform with what precedes. Il
has iud also before érav, ver. 26, in opposition to decisive evi-
dence. DBut iy is, with Tiscl, following very important evidence,
to be inserted after éumesr. — Ver. 26. o dwyp.] Elz. Lachn
Tisch. have adwre; oi évp. The preponderance of evidence is
in favour of edirez, and it is to be maintained in opposition to
Griesh.  The omission was occasioned by the apparently inap-
propriate relation to oi aarépss abrow. — Ver. 28, iun] Griesb,
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have du&e.  There are weighty authorities
on both sides, although the ¢vidence 1s stronger for iué:; but
tui is the more unusual, and is attested even so carly as hy
Justin (?) and Origen; dué: is from Matt. v. 44 — Defore «ze-
esvs. LIilz. has zad, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver, 54,
The reading dessiZere, althongh approved by Griesb,, Is a tran-
seriber’s error. Comp. on Rom. xiv. 8. Lachm. has éaseiayes
(Tisch.: dusignze), following only I = 8, 157. — Delore auuprarei
Lz, has e, in opposition to decisive evidence. — On evidence as
decisive 76b (in Llz) before i), ver. 33, is condemmed.  Dut
unotve (Tisch.) instead of wpzéir is too weakly attested by = N,
Sy especially as it might easily result {romn a transeriber's
error. — Ver. 36, %] is wanling in B D L = &, min. vss. and
Fathers, Condenmed by Griesb., deleted by Lachim. and Tisch,
A connective particle. although not direetly taken from Matt.
v. 48, — Ver. 39, o] Lachm, and Tisch. have é: z«i, follow-
ing preponderating evidence; the zaf, which might be dis-
pensed with, was passed over. — seaiirar] Laclim. and Tisch.
have ¢umiedhizar. The Deeeptee is from Matt, xv. 14 —Ver, 435,
¢26¢] b L = &, min. Copt. Arm. Vere, Germ. add =ér, which
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Lachm. has in brackets. With Tisch. to be adopted; the
omission of the word that might be dispensed with resulted
from DMatt. vii. 18.— Ver. 45. Read the second half of the
verse: x o wovnpds éx Tod wovnpel wpopiper b wovppv (Tiseh.). In
view of B D L 8, min. vss. the &vlpuwros and 8noavped 73¢ xapdics
abro of the Lecepta (both condemned by Griesb., and bracketed
by Lachm.) are to be regarded as supplementary additions, as
also in the next clause 7of and %5 (deleted by Lachin. and Tisch.).
— Ver. 48. rebepen, yap émi sy mérpuy] Tisch. has dre 7o xaris
cizodousiadas [oinodouFicler in Tisch. 8] airsy, following B L = §,
33, 157, Syr.® (in the margin), Copt. The FRecepta is a gloss
from Matt. vii. 25. — Ver. 49. fgeoe] svvémeoe, which Griesh. has
recomnmended and Tiseh. has adopted, is so strongly attested by
B D LR =, that é=cce is to be referred to Matthew.

Vv. 1-5. See on Matt. xii. 1-8; Mark ii. 23-28, whom
Luke, with some omission, however, follows (see especially
ver. 5). DBetween the foregoing and the present narrative
Matthew interposes a series of other incidents.— év ca8B.
Cevtepopute] all explanations are destitute of proof, because
Sevtepdmpwros mnever occurs elsewhere.  According to the
analogy of Sevrepoyduos, SevrepoBohos, SevtepoTanos, etc., it
might be: a Sabbath whick for the sccond time s the first.
Comp. Sevrepobexdrn, the second tenth, in Jerome, ad Ez 45.
According to the analogy of Sevrepéayartos, penultimus, Helio-
dorus in Soran. Clhirurg. vet. p. 94, it ight—since from
éoyaTos the reckoning must be backwards, while from mpédTos
it must be forwards, in order to get a Selrepos—De the sccond
Jirst, t.e. the second of two firsts. All accurate grammatical
information is wanting. As, however, if any definite Sab-
Laths at all had borne the name of odBBatov Sevrepémpwrov
(and this must be assumed, as Luke took for granted that the
expression was a jfamdicr one), this name would doubtless
occur elsewhere (in the Old Testament, in the LXX,, in Thilo,
Josephus, in the Talmud, cte.) ; but this is not the case, as the
whole Greek literature has not even one instance of the pecu-
liar word n itself to show ;! as among the Synoptics it was

! In Eustathius in T7ite Eutych. n. 93, the Sunday after Easter is called
3:urrpompdn xupexs 3 but this epithet manilestly originated from the passage
Lefore us.
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preciscly Loke that could least of all impute (o his reader a
kunowledge of the name; and as, finally, very ancient and im-
portant authorities have not got Sevrepompwre at all in the
passage before us {see the critical remarks), just as even so
cavly an authority as Syr®. remarks in the margin: “ non est in
omui exemplari,”—1I regard SevrepompaTe as not heing zenuine,
although, morcover, the suspicion suguests itsell that it was
omitted “rynoratione rei”" (Bengel, dpprre. Crit., and hecause
the parallel places have nothing similar to it.  In considera-
tion ol év érépw gaBf., ver. G, probably the nole 7wpoTe was
written at the side, but a comparison with iv. 31 oceuwsioned
the corrective note Sevrépr to be added, which found its way
into the text, partly without (so still A", awd ArY), partly with
mpwTe (thus Sevrépm mpwTe, so still 1 T, wmin), so that in the
next place, seeing that the two words in juxtaposition were
meaningless, the one word Sevrepompwre was coined.  Wilke
also and IHofmann, according to Lichtenstein ; and Lichtenstein
himself, as well as Bleek and Ioltzmann (cump. Schulz on
(riesbachy), reject the word ; Hilgenleld regards it as not being
altogether certain'  Of the several atécmpts atb caplienation, 1
note historically only the following : (1) Chrysostom, fom. -£0 in
Mutth. : 6rav Sumwhi) 7 dpyla 7 xai Tol caBBidTov Tol rvpiov
kai €répas €opTi)s Badeyopévns, so that thus is understood «
Joost-doy dutinediatly followioy the Sebloth.  Comp. Lpipha-
nius, Hucr. 30, 31, So also Deza, Paulus, and Olshausen.
(2) Theophylact understands « Sebbath, the duy bejore which
(rapacrevy) Lud becn @ feast-day®  (3) Isidore of Pelusiun,
Ep. il 110 (comp, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Surenhusius,
Wolf), thinks that the wpory Tér dfpor is meant, and was
called Bevrepomp@Ty : éarerly SevTepor wév Ny Tob TWdoxa, Tp@TOr

1 Thisclendorl had deleted it in his edition of 1549, but in od. 7 (1859)
[adso in ed 8 (o6 ] hind restored anid defended itz now [ 167 ] (in the Nyuopes.
¢d. 2) hie has, with Lachmann, bracketed it.

¢ Comp. Luther’s obscure gloss: ““ the second day after the high Sabbath.”
Nelere explains the expression even as a Christion desiciation, namely, of the
Sctupday after Good Friduy,  In opposition to Serno (Tay des izt Passalr.
mahilx, 1859, p. 48 I, who, acconling to his mistalken supposition of the douliling
af the first and Lst feastabaes, brings out the sioteonth N, see Wieaeler in

teuter’s Kepert. 1860, p. 138.



CHAP, VI. 1-5. 49

8t Tév alvpwr éomépas yap Blovres 10 wdaya T éEfls THY Téw
alipwy émavyyipilor Eopryy, iy kai SevrepompwToy éxdhovy,—
that cvery festival was called a Swdbath. Comp. Saalschiitz:
“ the second day of the first feast (Passover).” (4) Most pre-
valent has become the view of Scaliger (Emend. tempor. VI .
5357) and Petavius, that it is the first Sabbath after the second
day of the Passover.) Comp. already Epiphanius, Heer. xxx. 31.
From the second Easter day (on which the first ripe ears of corn
were offered on the altar, Lev. xxiii. 10 {f.; Lightfoot, p. 340)
were numbered seven Sabbaths down to Pentecost, Lev. xxiii.
15. Comp. also Winer, Realworierd. I1. p. 348 I.; Ewald,
Jahrb. I p. 72, and Gesch. Chr. p. 304, (5) Aecording to
the same reckoning, distinguishing the three first Sabbaths of
the season Letween Easter and Pentecost from the rest, Red-
slob in the Iutell. Bl. dev allgen. Lit. Zeit., Dec. 1847, p. 570 1,
says that 1t was the sccond Subbaile aftcr the second Easter day,
Sevtepompwros being equivalent to Sedrepos Tdv TpwTwy, there-
fore about fowrtcen days after Iaster. Comp. Ewald, Jeukvh.
XL p. 254: that it was the second of the two first Sabbaths
of the Passover month. (6) Von Til and Wetstein: that it
was the first Subbath of the sccond montl (Igar).  So also Storr
and others. (7) Creduer, Betfr. I p. 357, concludes that
according to the wijpvypa 7ot Ilérpov (in Clem. Strom. vi. 5,
p- 760, Pott) the Sabbatli at the full moon was called wpdTov
(2 mistaken explanation of the words, seec Wieseler, p. 252 1),
and hence that a Subbath «f the new moon was to be wnder-
stood. (8) Hitzig, Ostern und DPhingst. p. 19 ff. (agreeing with
Theophylact as to the idea conveyed by the word), conceives
that it was the fifteenth Nisan, whicl, according to Lev. xxiii.
11, had been called a Sabbath, and was named Sevrepomp.,

1 The explanation of Scaliger is followed by (asaubon, Drusius, Ligl\ltl'oot,
Schoettgen, Kuinoel, Neander, de Wette, and many more; and is defended,
especially against Paulus, by Liibkert in the Stud. w. Krit. 1835, p. 6711
Opposed to Sealiger are Wiescler, Synopse, p. 230 ; Saalschiitz, Mos. L. p. 3041 ;
and aptly Grotius in loc. Lange, L. J. IL. 2, p. 8183, tries to improve the ex-
planation of Scaliger by assuming that preceding the cycle between Easter and
Pentecost there is a shorter cycle from 1 Nisan to Easter ; that the first Sabbath

of this first cycle is therefore the first-first, while the first Salbath of that second
cycle (from Easter to Pentecost) is the second-first.

LUKE IL D
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hecause (Tut see, on the other hand, Wiescler, p. 353 (£ the
fourteentlh Nisan alwavs fell on a Saturday.  (9) Wieszeler,
Le.p. 23145} thinks that it was the sccond-first Sabbath of
the vear in a cyvele of ceven vears, <o the jipst Sulbodh of e
secoud g in o arcck of geores. Already Lo Capellus, Rhenferd,
and Lampe (ad Job. 11, 8) understood it to he the first month
in the vear (Visaa), but explained the name from the fact that
the year had two {irst Sabhaths, nawely, in Tisri, when the eivil
vear hegan, and in Nisan, wlien the ecelesiastical vear began.
(10) Lbraud, po 414 1, following Krallt (Chron. v e, d.
cier Eeang. po 18 £), regards it us the weddy Solloth that
acewrs bilwren the flrst anil lust Euster doys (east-Sabbaths
For vet otlier interpretations (Grotius and Valckenaer: that
the Sabbath hefore Laster was called the first wreat one wpw-
TompTov, the Sullutl lifure Peatceost the sceoml great one
cevrepomporoy, the Sabbath before the feast of Tabernacles
TprTompoTor®), see in Calovius, Bl [, and Liibkert, Le. —
Tovs aTayvas]) the cars of corn that offered themselves on the
way. — fjabior Yayortes k.7 A] they ate ‘the contents), rubbing
thetn out.  The two things happened «t the siine time, so that
they continually conveyed to their mouths the grains set free
by this rubbing. — Ver. 3. 008¢ 7ob70] have you s s so mueh as
vead this? ele.— omwore] quuadoguidion, sinee, Plato, Lewa. X, p.
895 B; Euthvd. p. 297 D Nene edoed dii 2025 not clsewhere
in the New Testament.  Comp. Hertann, od Soph. (L1696, —
Ver. 4. ¢€ea7e] with an accusative and infinitive, ocenrring only
Liere in the New Testament, frequently in the classical writers,
Plat. 2o/t o 290 Dy Newe Mome i 109,00 1208, and else-

U Piseliendief, Synopse, el 20 now opposes the explanation of Wiescler, with
which in ed. 1 he agreed. '

2 V. Gumpach also (ith. d. altjiid. Kalend., Briissel 1848) understands a
Sabbath of the sceond rank. Very peculiarly Weizsicker, p. 59, says: ““that
Luke iv. 16, 31 recounts two Sabbath narritives, and now vi. 1, 6 recounts
other two,” and thit the Sublathy in the passizge belore us is therefore the fesi ot
this seeond series ol narratives, consequently the second-iiest. Lut wlat realdor
would have been able todisvover this selerence, espeetadly as hetween v, 31 aml
vii 1 so many other nareatives intervened 7 Weizsieker, moreover, pertinently
olwerves, in apposition to every hvpethesis of an expluition in aceordanees witi
e caleulation of the divine services, that our Gospel stands mueh too renecte
from things of this kind.
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where; also after a preceding dative {Kiihner, ad .Yen. Mem.p.57,
ed. 2). — Ver, 5. éneyer avt.] as Mark, but without the auxiliary
thought found in Mark which introduces the conclusion.

ReMArk.—In D, which does not read ver. 5 till after ver. 10,
the following passage occurs alter ver. 4: 7 «drf smépe dswod-
nevis Toa dpyalimeor T oufBdrw iz abrd dlpwas, e piv ofdug i
0IETy, pandpios el° & 0F pa) oidus, éxmardpuros ral wupafdrns € 707
vewov. 111 substance it certainly Lears the stamp of genius, and
is sufficiently liberal-minded to admit of its being original, even
although it 1s not genuine. I regard it as an interpolated frag-
ment of a true tradition.

Vv. 6=11. See on Aatt. xii, 9-14; Mark iii. 1-6, in com-
parison with which Luke’s narrative is somewhat weakened
(see especially vv. 10, 11). — &8¢ xa{] for that whicl now
follows also took place on a Sabbath. — év érepw aafBR.]
inexact, and varying from Matthew. Whether this Sabbath
was actually the next following (which Lange finds even in
Matthew) is an open question. — Ver. 9. According to the
reading émepwtd vpds, eb (see the critical remarks): I ask
you whether.  With the Recepla, the Mss. according to the
accentuation ¢ or 7¢ favour oue or other of the two different
views: [ will ask youw somcthing, 1s it lawful, ete. ? or: I will
«sk you, what s lawful?  The future would be in favour of
the former. Comp. Matt. xxi. 24, — Ver. 11. avoias] wunt
of understanding, dementia (Vulg.: insipientic), 2 Tim. iii. 9
Wisd. xix. 3, xv. 18; Prov. xxii. 15; Herod. vi. 69 ; Plat.
Gorg. p. 514 E, and elsewlhere. Also Thueyd. iii. 45. Usually:
wadness.  Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 86 B: &vo . . . avolas yévy, 70
pév paviav, o 8¢ apabiav. As to the Folic oplative form
wowjoetay (comp. Acts xvil. 27), see Winer, p. 71 [E. T. 91].
Ellendt, ad Arrign. Alex. I p. 353,  Lachmann and Tisclien-
dorf have woujoater (a correction).

Vv. 12-49. Luke inserts at this point the choice of the
Twelve, and then a shorter and less original (see also Weiss in
the Jukrd. f. d. Th. 1864, p. 52 {f.) edition of the Sermon on
{he Mount!  According to Matthew, the choice of the Twelve

1 That Matthew and Luke gave two distinct discourses, delivered in immediate
succession (which Augusiine supposed), that were reluted to one anvother as
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had not yet occurred Lefore the Sermon on the Mount ; never-
theless it is implied in Matthew, not, indeed, sooner than at
x. 1, but after the eall of Matthew himself. Luke in substance
follows Mark in what coneerns the choice of the apostles. Dut
he here assigns to the Sermon on the Mount—whichh Mark
has not got at all—a pozition dilterent from that in Matthew,
following a tradition which attached itself to the locality of
the choice of the apostles (1o épos) as readily as to the descrip-
tion anl the contents of the sermon.  See, moreover, Commen-
tary on Matthew.  According to Daur, indeed, Luke purposcly
took [rom the discourse its place of distinction, and sought in
the Pauline interest to weaken it as much as pos<ible.

Vv. 12, 13, Comp. Mark iii. 13-13. — 70 dpey] as Matt.
v. 1. — mpocevfagfar «.7.N.] comp. on v. 16. — év 13 wpoo-
€bxn Tob Oeol] it prayer to God.  Genitive of the object (sce
Winer, p. 167 [E. T. 231 {]).— Tovs mabyras avrod] in
the wider sense.  Comp. ver. 17. — wat éxhebup. «7.X.] The
connection is: “ And after He had chosen for ITimself from
them twelve . . . and (ver. 17) had come down with them, He
took up His position on a plain, and (scil. éory, there stoud
there) a crowd of Ilis disciples, aud a great multitude of
people . .. who had come to hear Ilim and to he healed; and
they that were tormented were healed of unclean spirits : and
all the people sought,” cte.  The discovery of Schleiermacher,
that éxheEup. denotes not the actual clvice, but only a briny-
ang thew together, was a mistaken idea which the word itsell
onght to have guarded against.  Comp. Acts i 2. — obs «ai
am. owop.] An action conrurring towards the choice, and
therefore, according to Luke, contemporanesus (in opposition

esoferie (given to the disciples exclusively) and oot ric (in the ears of the
people), is neither to be established exegetically, not is it reconcilable with the
creative power of discourse manifested by Jesus at other times, in accordanee with
which e was certainly eapable, at least, of extracting from the original dis-
course what would be suituble for the people (in opposition to Lange, L. J. 1L
2, p. 566 ). And how much does the discourse in Matthew contain which
there wis no reason for Jesus keeping Lack from the people in Luke’s supposed
exoteriv discowrse ! Comp. also Matt. vii. 28, from which passage it is clear
that Matthew neither regarded the discourse as esoteric, nor knew anything of
tico discourses.
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to Schleiermacher). Comp. Mark iii, 14, which is the source
of this certainly anticipatory statement.

Vv. 14-16. Comp. on Matt. x. 2-4; Mark iii. 16-19. —
EmwTir] Comp. Acts i 13. See on Matt. x. 4. — "Tobv8av
IakdBov] Usually (including even Ebrard and Lange): Judas
the brother of James, and therefore the son of Alphaeus; but
without any foundation in exegesis. At least Jude 1 might
be appealed to, where both Jude and Jumes are natural
brothers of the Lord. In opposition to supplying ddergés,
however, we have to point out in general, that to justify the
supplying of the word a special reference must have preceded
(as Aleiphir. Ep. ii. 2), otherwise we must abide by the usunal
vios, as at ver. 15 ; further, that Matt. x. 2 mentions the pairs
of brothers among the apostles most precisely as such, but not
among them James and Lebbaeus (who is to be regarded as
identical with our Judas; see on Maitt. x. 2'). Ilence (so
also Iwald), here and at Acts 1. 13, we must read Judas son
of Jumes, of which James nothing further is known? —
mpoborns] Traitor (2 Mace. v. 15, x. 13, 22; 2 Tim. iii. 4);
ouly here in the New Testament is Judas thws designated.
Matthew has mapabots, comp. Mark. Yet comp. Acts vii. 52.
— Observe, moreover, that Luke here enumerates the four
first-named apostles i patrs, as does Matthew ; whereas in
Acts 1. 13 he places first the three wmost confidential ones, as
does Mark, We see from this simply that in Acts 1. 13 he
followed a source containing the latter order, by which lhe
held impartially and without any mechanical reconciliation
with the order of the passage before us. The conclusion is
much too hasty, which argues that Mark was not before him

1 Ewald takes a different view, that even during the lifetime of Jesus 'loddzs
’Taxafov had taken the place of the Thaddaeus (Lebbaeus), who had probably
heen cut off by death. Sec his Gesch. Chr. p. 323. In this way, indeed, the
narrative of Luke in the passage before us, where the choice of the Twelve is
related, would be incorrect. That hypothesis would only be eapable ol recon-
ciliation with Actsi. 13. According to Schleiermacher also, L. J. p. 369, the
persons of the apostolic hand were not always the same, and the diflerent
vatalogues belong to different periods. But when the evangelists wrote, the
Twelve were too well known in Christendom, nay, too world-historical, to have

allowed the enumeration of different individual members.
¢ Comp. Nonnus, Paraphrase of Joln xiv. 22: "loida; viis 'Iaxdfora,



54 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

till Aets i. 13, and that when lie wrote the Gospel he had
not yvet become acquainted with Mark’s work (Welzsiiclker).

Ver. 17. "Eni 1émov mebwob] according to the connection
of Luke (ver. 12, eis 10 dpos; ver. 17, kavaPas), cannot b
otherwise understood than: on « pluin; not: veer a plain
(Michaelis and Taulus); nov: on a smedl ocerliunying place
of the deelivity (Tholuck); comp. Lange, who calls the dis-
course 1 Matthew the Sruomit-sermon, and that in Luke the
Terrace-sermon,  The diversence from Matt. v. 1 must he
admitted, and remains still, even il a pletear is supposed
on which jutted out a crest previously ascended by Jesus
(Ebrard ; comp. Grotins, Bengel, and others; a vacillating
arbitrariness in Olshausen).  Matthew's narrative is original
Luke has a later tradition. As the erowd of hearers, aceonding
to this later tradition, came from greater distances, and were
thus represented as more nnwerous, a pdain was needed to
accommodate them. According to Daur, Eeang. p. 437, this
divergence from DMatthew is due also to the tendency of
Luke to deyrade the Sermon on the Mount, which woulid
surely be a very pefy sort of levelling — kat dylos x.1.\.]
scil. &€atn. Sce on ver. 13. A similar structure in the
narrative, viii, 1-3. ,

Vv, 18, 190 "dmoe wvevp. arxal] belongs to é0epar. Comp.
ver. 17, dabiwar émo.  The kal helore éepar. is nol genuine.
See the critical remarks.  After cfepam. only a colon is to be
placed ; the deseription of the healings is continued. — xat
laro mavr.] not to be sepwrated from what precedes by a
comma, but Stwames is the subject.  Sce v. 17. — é&py.|
Comp. viii. 46 : “ Significatur non adventitia fuisse eflicacia.
sed Christo intrinseca éx Tijs felas puocws,” Girotins,

Vv, 20, 21. Kat avrds] nd Ife, on 1lis part, as contrasted
with this multitude of people secking Iis word and 1lis
Liecaling power.  Comp. v. 1, 16. — els Tous padnt. adrob] in
the wider sense, quite as in Matt. vo 25 for see vv. 13, 17,
As in Matthew, so here also the discourse 13 delivered first
of all for the civele ol the disciples, but in presence of the
people, and, moveover, for the people (vii. 1).  The lifting
wp of Ilis eyes on the disciples is the selema vpening move-
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ment, to which in Matthew corresponds the opening of Iis
mouth. — parxdpior €.7.X.] Luke has only four beatitudes, aud
omits (just as Matthew does in the cuse of wevfovrres) all
indication, not merely that «haiovres, but also that wreyol
and mervdvres should be taken ethically, so that according ton
Luke Jesus has in view the poor and sulfering carthly position
of His disciples and followers, and promises to themn comypen-
sation for it in the AMlessial’s kingdom. The fourfold woe,
then, in ver. 24 ff. has to do with those who are rich and
prosperous on carth (analogous to the teaching in the narrative
of the rich man and Lazarus); comp. i. 53. Certainly Luke
lias the lafer form of the tradition, which of necessity toolk
its rise in consequence of the affliction of the persecuted
Christians as contrasted with the rich, satisfied, laughing,
lelauded wviols Tob aidvos TovTov; comp. the analogous
passages in the Epistle of James, 1. 5, v. 1 ff, iv. 9. This also
is especially true of the denunciations of woe, which were
still unknown to the first evangelist. Comyp. Weiss in the
Julrb. fod. Theol. 1864, p. 58 f. (in opposition to Holtz-
mann). That they were omitted in Matthew from motives
of forbearance (Schenkel) is an arbitrary assumption, cuite
opposed to the spirit of the apostolic church ; just as much
as the notion that the poverty, etc., pronounced blessed in
Matthew, should be interpreted spiritually.  The late date of
Luke’s composition, and the greater originality in general
which is to be attributed to the discourse in Matthew, taken
as it is from the Logia,! which formed the basis in an especial
manner of this latter Gospel, make the reverse view less pro-
bable, that (so also Iwald, p. 211; comp. Wittichen in the
Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1862, p. 323) the general expressions, as
Lulke has them, became more specilic at a later date, as may

! For the Logiu, not a primitive Mark (Holtzmann), was the original source
of the discourse. The form of it given by Luke is derived by Weizsiicker,
- 148, from the collection of discourses of the great intercalation (sec on ix. 51),
{rom which the evangelist transplanted it into the carlier period of the founda-
tion of the church. But for the hypothesis of such a disruption of the great
whole of the source of this intercalation, ix. 51 {I., there is no trace ol proof
elsewhere.  Morcover, Weizsiicker aptly shows the secondary eharacter of this
discourse in Luke, both in itsclf and in comparison with Matthew,
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be seen in Matthew, by reason of possible and partly of
actually occurring misunderstanding.  Morcover, the dilterence
in atself s not to be got rid of (Tholuek savs that the outer
misery awakens the inner: Olshausen, that 7. Tredpate must
in Luke be swpplicd 1), probably, however, it 1s to e conceded
that Jesus assemes as existing the ofliead condition of the
promise in the ease of Ifis alllicted people (according to Luke's
representation) os in I1Iis believing and future members of
the kingdom; hence the ewpintion is no contradiction.  The
Ebionitic spirit is foreign to the Paunline Luke (in opposition
to Stranss, I. p. 603 f; Schwegler, and others). — duerépa]
“ Applicatio solatii individualis ; conuruit aftol/lins. nam radii
oculorum indigitant,” Benacl. — yopragt. and vekas.] corre-
sponding representations of the Messianic blessedness.

Ver. 22, Comp. Matt. v. 11 f — ddopicwaw] {rom the
congreaation of the synagosue and the intercourse of common
life.  This is the excommunication 3 (Buxtorf, Lir. Talm.
s Comp. Jolm ix. 220 DBut that at that time there were
.llxmd\' lwsnlo this simple excomnunication one (8210 or two
(o and \ﬂ 2% still higher degrees (sce, in general, Cirotius
on this passage ; “mel, Lealv) is improbable (Gildemelster,
Diedirerke d. rulgar. Ration. p. 10 (1), and, moreover, is not
to be inferred from  what follows, \\]lcl(‘lll 15 depicted the
hostility: which 1s associated with the excommunication. —
kai €kfawot 1. ov. Vp. @5 wornp.] €xBalkew is just the
Gernian eopeerfen, in the sense of  conbermpluvis rejoction,
Plato, Lol . p. 577 C, (eit. p. 46 ];; .\'(11)11. O (0637, 642
Acl. 7L oL xi 105 Kypke, 1. p. 236; but 7o dropa is not
auctoridas (Kypke), nor a (kslgn.ltlon nf the ehurortor or the
faith (de Wette), nor the mune of Cheistion (wald), which
idea (comp. Matt. x. 42 ; Mark ix. 41) occurs in this place
for the first time by means of the following €vexa vob viob .
avlp.; but the actwol personal aeme, which designates the
individual in question.  Ilenee: when they sholdl Liave rojectond
gorr aome (eq. John, Peter, ete) as eri, Lo as being of evil
meaning, beeause it represents an evil man in your person—
e qecount of the Sun of mea,—yve kuow vourselves as Tis
disciples.  The singular dropa ix distribatice.  Comp. el
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H. 4. 5. 4; Dolyb. xviil. 28. 4; Kriiger, § 4+4. 1. 7; Winer,
p- 157 [E T. 218). Others interpret wrongly : When they
shall have exiled you (I uinoel), to express which would
have required duds @s movnpovs; or: when they shall have
struck out your names from the vegister of names (Beza and
others quoted by Wolf, Michaelis also), which even in form
would amount to an unusual tautology with agopic.; or:
when they shall have spread your name abroad as evil (drfunted
you) (Grotins, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Schegg), which is un-
grammatical, and not to be established by Deut. xxii. 19; or:
when they declare it as evil (Bleek), which, nevertheless,
would be very different from the classical émn éxBadiew, to
cast up words, verbe proferre (Hom. I1 vio 3245 DPind. Pyth.
ii. 148); and, withal, how feeble and inexpressive !

Ver. 23. "Ev éxelvy 7. fjpep.] in which they shall have thus
dealt with you. owpmjoate: lrap for joy.— Moreover, sce
on Matt. v. 12; and as to the 1'L])Oﬂ.t(3tl vdap, the second of
which is explanatory, on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11 ; Rom. viii. 6.

Vv. 24, 25. The woes of the later t-m(htmn closely corre-
sponding to the Dbeatitudes. Comp. on ver. 20. — m\ajv] oin
the other hand, verwmtamen, so that dAa also might be used
as at ver. 35, xt. 41, and elsewheve. See Xlotz, ad Derur.
p- 725.— dpiv] Conceive Jesus: here extending His glance
beyond the disciples (ver. 20) to a wider circle. — améyere]
see on Matt. vi. 2. — 7w maparh. vpdv] Instead of receiving
the consolation which you would receive by possession of the
Messial’s kingdom (comp. il. 23), if you belonged to the
wTwyoi, you have by anticipation what is accounted to you
nstead of that comsolation! Comp. the history of the rich
man, ch. xvi. Iere the Jlessianic vetributice punishment is
described ncgatively, and by wewdoete, wevf. k. Khave., posi-
tively. — éumemAnopévor] ye now are filled up, satisfied, Herod.
i. 112.  Comp. on Col. ii. 23. TFor the contrast, Luke i. 53.
On the nominative, Buttmann, Veus. Gr. p. 123 [Ii. T. 141].

Ver. 26. This woe also, like the prevmus ones, and opposed
to the fourth beatitude, ver. 22, must refer to the unbelicvers,
not to the disciples (so usually, see Kuinoel and de Wetle),
when perchance these latter should fall away, and thereby
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cather praise of men.  This 1s not justiiied by the reference
to the fulse prophets of carlier times, which rather shows that
in this ova: Jesus has in 1is view, as opposed to 1lis dis-
eiples, who had iueurred hatreld and persecution (ver. 23), the
universally praised dignitaries of the Jewish theoeracy and
teachers of the people, whose business was {prety avfpwmors
apéorew (Gal. L 105 Jesus does not address Ilis discourse
very definitely and expressly to Ilis followers until ver. 27.
— oi wat. avTov] (Tav dvfporwy, those recarded as Jews) so
that they all lavished praise upon the false prophets; comyp.
Jer. v. 31, xxiil. 17 ; DMie. ii. 11.

Vv, 27, 28, Nevertheless, as far as concerns yorr conduct,
those denunciations of woe are not to deter vou, cte.  Ilence
there 1s here no contrast destifute of point (Iostling, althoush
the sayings in vv, 27-36 are in Matthew more oricinally
conceived and wrranged (comp. Weiss In the Jolkeb. fo d. Theol.
1864, 1 55 £ — Tols drovovaw] to you who hiar, ic. who
gice heed, Tots wellopcvors pou, Luthymius Zigabenus.  This
is required by the eontrast.  Moreover, comp. Matt. v. 44, —
ratapwp.] with a dative, Hom. 0. xix. 350 ; Ilerod. iv. 184 ;
Dem. 270, 20, 381. 15; Xen. dAaebh. vii. 7. 48, Llsewhere
in the New Testament, in accordance with later nsage (Wisd.
xii. 115 Leclus. iv. 5 ), with an accusative. — émypeader]
fo afilict, is connected by the classical writers with 7, also
with Twos.

Ver. 29. See on Matt. v. 39 . — awo 7od x.TN] KwAiew
amo Twos, v Lecp back from awy one; Xen.o Cyeop. 103, 11
dmo oob koNdbwy; iil. 3. B1l: dmo Tdv aloypdv xw\ioai,
Gen, xxiil. 6. Erasmus says aptly @« Subito mutatus numerus
fucit ad inculeandum  pracceptum, quod unusquisque  sic
audire debeat quasi sibi uni dicatur.”

Ver. 30, Comp. Matt. v. 420 Eeegetically, the uncondi-
tional submission here required cannot to any extent be toned
down by means of limitations wmentally supplied (in opposi-
tion to Michaelis, Storr, Kuinoel, and others).  The ethical
relations alrewly subsisting in each particular case determine
what limitations must actually be made.  Comp. the renwk
after Matt v. 41, — war7(] to ceory oae. Lxclude none, uot
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even your enemy. Dut Augustine says appropriately : “ Omui
peteuti te tribue, non emnia petenti; ut id des, quod dare
lioneste et juste potes.” — dmaires] demand baek what he has
taken from thee. Herod. i. 3: amacréey “EXévnp, xai Sixas
Tiis apmayis alréew.

Ver. 31. Comp. Matt. vii. 12. To the injunction given
and specialized at ver. 27 ff. of the love of one’s enewy, Jesus
now adds the gencral moral rule (Theophylact : vouov éugurov
év Tais kapdlas Wudy éyyeypapuévor), {rom which, moreover,
results the duty of the love of one’s enemy. It is sclf-evident
that while this general principle is completely applicable to
the love of one’s enemy in itself and in general, it is applicable
to the special precepts mentioned in vv. 29, 30 only in
accordance with the <dea (of self-denial), whose concrete repre-
sentation they contain: hence ver. 31 is mot in this place
inappropricle (in opposition to de Wette). — «ai vafas «.7.).]
a simple carying forward of the discourse to the general
principle : and, in general, as 7c, etc. — fva] Contents of the
Oénere under the notion of purpose—yc will, that they should,
cte. Comp. Mark vi 25, ix. 30, x. 35; John xvii. 24;
1 Cor. xiv. 5. Sce also Niigelsbach, Anm. z Ilias, ed. 5,
p- 62 1.

Vv. 32-34. Comp. Matt. v. 46 f. — «a/] simply continuing :
And, in oxder still more closely to lay to heart this general
love—if e, ete. — moia Duiv ydpis éati ;] what thanks have
you ? i.c. what kind of a recompense is there for you? The
divine recompense is meant (ver. 35), which is represented as
a return of leneficence under the idea of #anis (* ol benevolumn
dantis affectum,” Grotius); Matthew, pioos. — oi apaprwiot]
Matthew, oi Texdva:r and oi é0mxoi. DBut Luke is speaking
not from the national, but from the cthical point of view: the
sinners (not to be interpreted : the heathen, the definite men-
tion of whom the Pauline Luke would not have avoided). As
my faithful followers, ye are to stand on a higher platform ot
morality than do such unconverted ones.—7a ica] (to e
accented thus, see on Mark xiv. 56) the rcturn cquivalent fo
the loan. Tischendorf has in ver. 34 the forms of davifew
(Anth. X1. 390).
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Ver. 35. ITaw] but, verwmtaien, as ab ver. 24 — undev
dmermifovres| The wsual view, “ aithil inde sperantes” (Vuloate
so also Iuthymius Zicabenus, Frasmus, Luther, Deza, Calvin,
(‘astalio, Salmasius, Casaubon, (ivotius, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs,
Valckenaer, Roscenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Dleek,
and others), i1s in keeping with the context, ver. 34, hut is
ungranumatical, and therelore decidedly to be given up. The
meaning of cwedwilew is disperare ; it helongs to later Greek,
and frequently occurs in Diodorus and Polyhius, which latter,
morcover (xxxi. 8. 11), has dmweNwiopss, drsprratio.  Comp.
Wetstein.  An erroncous use of the word, however, is the less
to be attributed to Luke, that it was also familiar to him from
the LXX. (Isa. xxix. 19) and the Apocrypha (2 Mace. ix. 18,
where also the accusative stands with it, Iicelus. xxii. 21,
xxvil. 315 Judith ix. 11).  ITence the true meauning is “ nikd
desperantes” (codd. of Tt.; so also Homberg, Llsner, Wetstein,
Dretschneider, Schegg). It qualifies ayaflorroieire «. Saveilete,
and undev is the accusative of the object: nasmuek as ye con-
sider wothing (nothing whiclt ye give up Ly the ayafomowety
and Savellew) as lost (comp. amedwilew 7o Cijv, Diod. xvii.
106), bring no offering Zupefessly (namely, with respect to the
reemmpense, which ye have not to expect from men),—end how
will this hope be fulfilled!  Youwr reward will be great, cle,
Thus in pyder dmedmifortes is involved the wap’ wida e’
EAmide mioTevew (Rom. iv, 18) in reference to a Aigher reward,
where the temporal recompense is not to be hoped for, the
“ qui nil potest sperare, desperet nihil” (Sencea, Med. 163),
in reference to the ecrrlasting recompense. --— xai éoeafle viot
oy.] nawely, in the Messial’s Lingdom, Sce xx. 36, and on
AMatl. v. 9, 45, In general, the desiguation of helievers as sous
of God in the temporad life is TPauline (in Jolm: téxva Ocod),
but not olten found in the synoptic Gospels.  See Naculfer in
the Sachs. Stud. 1843, p. 197 {I. — 670 adros w.7N.] Since 1lr,
on 1lis part, cte.  The reason here given rests on the cthical
presupposition that the divine Sonship in the Messial’s king-
dom is destined for those whose dealings with their fellow-men
arc similar to the dealings of the Father.

Vv, 36=38. Trom this excmplar of the divine benignity in
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gencral Jesus now passes over (without ofw, see the critical
remarks) to the special duty of beconing compassionate (yiveobe)
after God’s example (éo7¢), and connects therewith (ver. 37 f.)
other duties of love with the corresponding Messianic promises,
Ou ver. 37 {. comp. Matt. vii. 1 f. — amolvere] sct free, xxii. 68,
xxiil. 16.  The opposite of what is previously forhidden. —
pétpov xahov x.T.N.] a more explicit explanation of Sobncerar,
and a figurative description of the fulness of the Messianic
blessedness, od vydp edopévws dvTipeTpel o xUplos, aANa
mhovoiws, Theophylact. — kahov] « good, i.c. not scanty ov
insufficient, but a full measure ; among the Rabbins, nnw mm,
see Schoettgen, I p. 273,  Observe the climaa of the predi-
cates, in respect of all of which, moreover, it is a measure of
dry things that is conceived of even in the cuse of vmepexy.,
in connection wherewith Bengel incongruously conceives of
Jluidity.  Instead of Omepexyivw, Greek writers (Diodorus,
Aelian, etc.) have only the form Jmeperyéw. Instead of
garevw, of close packing by means of shakiny, Greek writers
use cardoow. Sce Lobeck, Puthol. p. 87 ; Jacobs, «d Anthol.
VIL p. 95, XL p. 70. — 8doovawr] Tives; of evepyeTnbévtes
wavTws' To0 Ocob yap dmodidovtos Umép avTdr abToi Soxobaw
amodidovar, Euthymius Zigabenus.  But the context offers no
definite subject at all. Hence in general : the persons who give
(Kihner, IL. p. 35 £). It is not doubtful who they arc: the
servants who execute the judgment, e the wngels, Matt.
xxiv. 31, Comp. on xvi. 9.— xohwos] the gathered fold of
the wide upper garment bound together by the girdle, Jer.
xxxil. 18 ; Isa. Ixv. 6; Ruth iii. 15 ; Wetstein and Kypke
i loc. — T yap avtd pérpe] The ddentity of the measure;
cy. il your measure is gicing, bencficcnee, the same measure
shall be applied in yowr recompense. The Sofjo. vuiv does
not exclude the larger queantity of the contents at the judgment
(see what precedes). Theophylact appropriately says: éore
vap &udovar 7§ alTg pétpw, ol uny ToooUTy.

Ver. 39 has no connection with what precedes; but, as
Luke himself indieates by elme «.7.1., begins a new, independent
portion of the discourse. — The mcaning of the parable: Ilc
to whom on his part the knowledge of the divire truth is
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wanting cannot lead others who have it not to the Messianic
salvation ; they will both fall into the Geliima of moral error
and confusion on the way. Comp. Matt. xv. 14, where is
the original place of the saying.

Ver, 40, The rotivaale ol the preceding statement : Loth
shall fall into a ditch,—therefore not merely the teacher, but
the diseiple also.  Otherwise the disciple must swrpass his
teacher—a result which, even in the most fortunate eircum-
stances, is not usually attained.  This is thus expressed : -1
desciple is aot abore Iis teacker, but cecry one thot s fully pre-
pared shall be A8 his teacker, e when he las veceived the
complete preparation in the school of his teaclier he will he
cqual to his teacher.  He will not swrpess him. Dut the
disciple must swrpass his teacher (in knowledge, wisdom, dis-
position, cte.) if he were not to fall into perdition along with
him, The view: ke vl be trained as his (eacker (Kuinoel,
de Wette, Dleck, and others), 7¢. he will be like him in
Lknowledge, disposition, ete., satisfes neitlier the idea of the
specially chosen word xatnpr., nor its emphatic position, nor
the correlation of tmép and @s. As to xatnpriop., sce on
1 Cor.i. 10.  The saying in Matt. x. 24 f has a different
significance and reference, and cannot be used to limit the
weaning here (in opposition to Linder’s misinterpretation in
the Stud. w. Kvit. 1862, p. 562).

Vv. 41, 42, Luke is mnot, with confusced reminiseence,
turning back to Matt. vil. 3 f (in opposition to de Wette,
but the train of thought is: “but in order not to be blind
Ieaders of the Dlind ye must, before ye would judge (ver. 41)
aud improve (ver. 42) the moral condition of others, first
sertously set about your own knowledge of yourself (ver £1)
and fmprovement ol vourself (ver. 42”7 Luke puts the two
passages together, but he does it logically.

Vv. 43, 44. Comp. Matt. vii. 16-18, xii. 33 f. Tor! a
man’s own moral disposition is related to his agency vpon
others, just ax is the nature of the trees to their fruits e
s no good {ree wlich produces corrupt Jrudd, cte), for (ver. 414)

! Bengel aptly says on this 9ép: “ Qui sua trabe laborans alienam festucam
petit, est similis arbori malac Lonum fructum aifectanti.”
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in the case of every tree the peculiar [ruit is that from
which the tree is known.— ovbé malw &évpov] (sce the
critical remarks) nor, on the other hand, vice versa, ete.  Comp.
Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 4 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 482 D, and elsewhere.

Ver. 45. The application. Comp. Matt. xii. 35. — wpopépes
k.7.\. refers here also to spoken words.  See éx yap kTN

Ver, 46. The werification, liowever, of the spoken woud
which actually goes forth out of the good treasure of the heart
lies not in an abstract confessing of Me, but in joining there-
with the doing of that which I say.

Vv. 47-149. Sece on Matt. vii. 24-27. — éowayfre «. éBaluve]
uot a Ilebraism for: ke duy deep (Grotius and many others),
but a rhetorically emphatic description of the proceeding : /e
dug and derpened.  See Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 588]. Even
Beza aptly says: “ Crescit oratio.” — émi 7. mérpav] down to
which he had deepened (sunk his shaft). This is still done
in Palestine in the case of solid bnildings. See Robinson,
DPulestine, IIT. p. 428.— &id 70 xalds oixoSouciclar avmijr]
(see the critical remarks) beceuse i¢ (in respeet of its founda-
tion) was well built (namely, with foundation laid upon the rock).
— arovoas . . . mwoujoas| shall have heard . . . shall have
doire, namely, in view of the irrnption of the last times, full
of tribulation, before the Darousia. — xat éyéveto w.T).] in
close connection with émege, and both with ebéws: and the
vutn of that howse was great ; a figure of the amoiea in
contrast with the everlasting fwyj, ver. 48, at the Messianic
judgment,
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CITAPTETR VIL

Ver. 1. éze 6¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have ézuor, following A I3
C* X 254, 299 This evidence is decisive, especially as D
(comp. codd. of It.) is not opposed, for it has zui éysero ére.
K has ézuéy 66, whence is explained the rise of the Lreepta. —
Ver. 4. cupefy] So also Lachm. and Tiseh. The Reeepto is
=apifu, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 10. aadzniira]
is not found, indeed, in B L&, min. Copt. codd. of It. (deletid
by Lachm. and Tiscl.); but it is to be maintained, as the
evidence in its favour is preponderating ; the oniission is very
casily to be explained from the possibility of dispensing with
the word, but there was no reason to sugeest its addition. —
Ver. 11. Instead of & =3 8%z which Griesb. has approved, and
Lachm. has in the margin, the edd. have & <7 23 The evidence
for the two readings is about cqually balanced.  We must cotne to
a conelusion ace mdmg to the usage ol Luke, who expresses “on
the following day ” by =7 é27¢, «lirayswithont iv (Acts xxi. 1, xxv.
17, xxvil. I8; moreover, in Lnke ix. 37, where év1s to be deleted) ;
we must therefore read in this place & =3 :5%;. Comp. vili. L.
Otherwise Schulz, — izawi] 1s wanting in I D F L &, min. and
most ol the vss.  DBracketed by Lachm. It is to be retained
(even against Rinck, Locwbe. Crit. po 521), the more so on
account of the frequeney ol the siwple oi patyrai adzes, and the
fucility, therefore, wherewith TKANOI might he passed over by
occasion of the following letters Kalo. — Ver. 12, Aftev iz
Elz. Scholz Tisel. have 7y, whicl is coudemned by Griesh,
deleted by Lachm.; it is wanting in aathorities =o important
that it appears as supplementary, as also does the 7 which
Lachm. Tiseh, rewl before ipa, :lll]mn;‘h this latter has still
stronger attestation. —— Ver. 160 dyiygra] A D C L ER, min.
have 470y, in lavowr o which, nuncmc D bears witness by
(Inyieds. On this evidence it ix, with ,.ulnn. and Tisch., to be
preferred. — Ver: 210 Instead of wizy 64, Tisch, hax izzor on
evidence too feeble, and without snlluu-nl mternal veason, —
Flz. Scholz have =i 37:7:e, This =6 mizht, in consequence of the
preceding iyopicnTO, have just as casily dropt out as slipped
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in, But on the ground of the decidedly preponderating counter
evidence, it is by Lachm. and Tisch. rightly deleted. — Ver, 22.
i=] is wanting, it is true, in important authorities (although
they are not preponderating), and is deleted by Lachm.; bLut
the omission is explained from Matt. xi. 5. — Vv. 21-26.
Instead of iZeamrddare, A B D L =& (yet in ver. 26 not A also)
have ¢Egndare; so Lachm. It is from Matt. xi. 7-9. — Ver. 27.
ivw] is wanting in B D L = &, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of
It. Maxrcion, and is left out by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition
from Matth. — Ver. 28. =psgsras] is deleted,indeed, by Lachm. (in
accordance with B X L M X = 8, min. vss. and Fathers), but was
omitted in accordance with Matt. xi. 11, from which place, on the
other hand, was added o3 Basricrod (rightly deleted by Tisch.).
— Ver. 31. Before rinv Elz. has ¢f=e 8¢ ¢ xips0z, In opposition to
decisive evidence. An exegetical addition, in respect of which
the preceding passage was taken as historical narration. — Ver.
32. Instead of xai aéyovew, Tisch. has, on too feeble evidence,
néyorez. — Ver. 34 The arrangement gires serav. is decisively
attested. The reverse order (Llz.) is {rom Matth. — Ver. 35.
=avewr] Lachm. and Tisch. Sv»ors [not Tisch. 8] have this imme-
diately alter &=¢, but in opposition to preponderating evidence.
It was omitted in accordance with Matt. xi. 19 (so still in D F
L M X, min. Arm. Syr.), and then restored to the position
suggested by the most ordinary use. — Ver. 36. The readings
riv olzey and  zerexnidy (Lachm. Tisch.) are, on important
evidence, to be adopted ; draxr. was more familiar to the tran-
seribers ; Luke alone has zerax). — Ver. 37, frs 7v] is found
in different positions. I L = §, vss. Lachim, Tisch. rightly have
it after ywa. In D it is wanting, and from this omission, which
is to Le explained fromn the possibility of dispensing with the
words, arose their restoration before épaps., to which they
appeared to belong. — Instead of dudzaras is to be read, with
Lachim. and Tisch., zardzarar.  Com). on ver. 36. — Ver. 42. &,
both here and at ver. 43, has authorities so important against it
that it appears to have been inserted as a connective particle;
it is deleted by Tisch. — ¢/« is wanting in B D L £ 8, min. Sy1.
Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug. Suspected by Griesb,
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. DBut why should it have been
added 2 The entire superfluousness of it was the evident cause
of its omission. — Ver. 44. After opiZi Elz. has oiis zeparie, in
opposition to decisive evidence. An addition from ver. 38.

Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. viii. 5-13. In the present form
of Mark’s Gospel the section must have been lost at the same
LUKE 1, E
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time with the Sermon on the Mount, iii. 19 (Iiwald, IToltz-
mann) ; both are supposed to have existed in the primitive
Mark.  Comp. on Mark iii. 19. — émhjpwae] cum absolvisset,
g0 that nothing more of them was wanting, and was lelt
behind,  Comp. 1 Mace. iv. 19 (cod. A); Eusebius, I, E.
iv. 15: mAnpwoavros Ty mpocevyry. Comp. cuveTélese,
Matt. vii. 28. — arods] as Mark vii. 35. — The bealing of
the leper, which Matthew introduces before the healing of the
servant, Luke las inserted already at v. 12 {f. — Ver. 3.
mpeaButépovs| as usually : elders of the people, who also on
their part were sufliciently interested in respect of the circum-
stance mentioned at ver. 5. Hence not : clicfs of the synoyogur;
dpyiovvasyayovs, Acts xiii. 13, xviii. 8, 17. — é&fws éorw, @)
equivalent to afos éotw, va adrd.  Sce Kiihner, § 802. 4 ;
Buttmaon, Newt. Gr. p. 198 [E. T. 229]. — éxfwr] Subse-
quently, in ver. 6, he changed lis mind ; his confidence rose (v
o higher pitch, so that he is convinced that he nceds not to
suggest to Him the coming at all. — Ver. 4. wapéfn] The
Recepta mapéed, as the secoud person, is not found anywhere ;
for éyrec and Bovher (Winer, p. 70 [E. T. 89]) are forms
suactioned by usoge, to which also is to be added ofes; but
other verbs are found only in Aristophanes and the tragic
writers (Matthaet, p. 462 ; Reisig, ad Soph. Ocd. ¢ p. xxii. £,
If mapéfer were genuine, it would Le the third person of the
future active (min. : 7apé€ess), and the words would contain
the utterance of the petitioners among themselves. — Vv, 5, 6.
adtos] ipse, namely, of his own means.'!  The Genéile builder
did not prejudice the senctity of the building, because that
came by means of the consceration.  See Lightloot, p. 775
— ¢pidovs] as xv. G Acts x. 24, Linsfolk, rclatives; sce
Niigelsbach, dum. = Iias, ed. 3, p. 37+ —Ver. 7. 30} on
account of my unworthiness. — o08€] nof at ull. — éuavrov] in
reference to those who Led been sent, who were Lo represent hiin,

1 e was sucl a friend of Judaism, anld dwelt in the Jewish Jand. This was
a sutlivient reason for Jesns treating him quite diiferently from the way in which
Heafterwards treated e Syroplioenician wonan, - Hitgenleld persists in tracing
Mutt. viii. 5 I to the supposed universalistic retouching of Matthew.  See his

Zeitschr. 1865, p. 48 Il



CHAP. VII, 11, 12. 67

ver. 3. — wais] equivalent to Sodhos, ver. 2. According to
Baur, it is an unmerited accusation against Luke that he
erroncously interpreted the mats of his original source, and
nevertheless by oversight allowced 4t fo remain in this place
(Holtzmann). — Ver. 8. ©mo éfova. Tagaodu.] an expression of
wilitary subordination : onc who is placed under orders.  Luke
might also have written Terayuévos, but the present depicts
in a more lively manner the concrete relation as 4t constantly
occurs in the serviee. — Ver. 10. 7ov doOevodyvra 8. Uyiaiv.] the
sick slave well (not: recovering). aoBevolvra, present participle,
spoken from the point of view of the wepdpfévres, ver. 6. Ov
vap dua . . . yalver Te kal vooel o dvlpwmos, Plat. Gory.
p- 495 K. As an explanation of this miraculous healing from
a distance, Schenkel can here suggest only the “ extraordinary
spiritual excitement” of the sick person.

Vv. 11, 12. The raising of the young man at Nain ("¥J, ¢
pasture ground, sitnated in a south-easterly direction from
Nazareth, now a little hamlet of the same name not far from
LEndor; see Robinson, Pal. III. p. 469 ; Ritter, Erdk. XV.
p. 407) is recorded in Luke alone ; it is uncertain whether he
derived the narrative from a written source or from oral tradi-
tion.— év 7@ éEfs] in the time that followed thereafter,to be
construed with éyév.  Comp. viii. 1. — pafnrai] in the wider
sense, vi. 13, xvii. 20. — (xawvo{] in considerable number, Mehl-
horn, De adjectivor, pro adverd. pos. ratione et usu, Glog. 1828, .
9 ff.; Kiilner, ad Xen. Anad. i. 4. 12. — o5 8¢ jyyioe. . . xal
{805] This xai introducing the apodosis is a particle denoting
sometling additional : «/so. Comp. ii. 21. When He drew near,
behold, there also was, ete.  See, moreover, Acts 1. 11, x. 17. —
Th pnTpl adrot] Comp. ix. 38 ; Herod. vil. 221 : 7oy 8¢ maida
... é&vra of povvoyevéa ; Aeschyl. Ayg. 872 : povoyevés Téxvor
marpi ; Tob. i, 15; Judg xi. 34; Winer, p. 189 [E. T.
264 f]. -~— The Zombs (éfexouilero, comp. Acts v. G) were
outside the towns. See Doughty, Anal. 1L p. 50 {f. — xat
abry xipa)] scil. %, which, moreover, is actually read after
atrn by important authorities. It should be written in its
simplest form, afry (Vulg. and most of the codd. of It. have :
haee).  Beza: . abtfi xijpa (ct ipsi quidem viduac).
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Vv. 13-15. The sympathy with the mother was in itself
sufficiently well founded, even withont the need of any
special (perhaps direct) acquaintance with her circumstances.
— uy xhate] “ Consolatio ante opus ostendit operis certo
futwri potestatem,” Dengel. — The cofin (3 gopos) was an
uncovered chest. Sce Wetstein <n loe. ; IHarmar, Beob. II.
p- 141. — The mere fovch without a word caused the bearers
to stand still. A trait of the marvellous. — veavioxe, goi \.]
The preceding touch had influenced the bearcrs. — dvexa8ioev]
He sat wpright.  Comp. Acts ix. 40; Xen. Cyr. v. 19 ; Dlat.
Phaed. p. 60 B : avarabilopevos émi iy kXivny, and thercon
Stallbaum. — édewxer] Comp. ix. 42,  Ilis work had now been
done on him.

Vv. 16, 17. ®oBos] Fear, the first natural impression,
v. 26.—67¢ . . . kai 67¢] not recitative (so usually), but
argumentative (Bornemann), as 1. 25 : (we praise God) eeause

. and because. The recitative 87¢ occurs nowliere (not even
in iv. 10) twice in the same discourse ; morcover, it is quite
arbitrary to assume that in the sccond lhall, which is by no
means specifically differeut from the first, we have the words
of others (Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek). — They saw in this miracle
a anuetov of a great prophet, and in 1lis appearance they saw
the beginning of the Messianic deliverance (comp. i. 683, 78
— 0 Noyos ovTos] This seying, namely, that a great proplet
with his claim made good by a raising from the dead, ete. —
év oap 7. 'Tovd.] a pregnant expression: in the whole of Juduca,
whither the saying had penetrated.  Comp. Thuexd. iv. 42 ép
Aevradia ampecav. Juduea is not liere to be understood in the
narrower sense of the provinee, as thouglh this were =peeilied
as the theatre of the incident (Weizsiicker), but in the wider
sense of Delesting in grneral (1. 5); and by év wdop T4
mepuywpw, which is not to be referred to the neighbourhood
of Nuin (Kostlin, p. 231), it is asserted that the runour had
spread abroad cven heyond the limits of Palestine. — wepi
avrot] so that Ile was mentioned as the subjeet of the ruour.
Comp. v. 15.

LEMARK. —The aatural explanation of this miracle as of the
awakening of a person only appurcally dead (Paulus, Animon;
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comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 233) so directly conflicts with
the Gospel narrative, and, moreover, places Jesus in so injurious
a light of dissimulation and pretence, that it is decisively to
be rejected, even apart from the fact that in itself it would be
improbable, nay monstrous, to suppose that as often as dead
people required His help, He should have chanced every time
upon people only apparently dead (to which class in the end even
He Himself also must have belonged after His crucifixion :).
Turther, the allegorical explanation (Weisse), as well asalso the
identification of this miracle with the narrative of the devghter
of Javrus (Gfrorer, Ieil. Sage, 1. p. 194), and finally, the mythical
solution (Strauss), depend upon subjective assumptions, which
are not sufficient to set aside the objective historical testimony,
all the more that this testimony is conjoined, in respect of the
nature of the miracle, with that of Matthew (Jairus’ daughter) and
that of John (Lazarus); and to suspect the three narratives of rais-
ings from the dead taken together because of the gradual elimax
of their attendant circumstances (Woolston, Strauss : death-bed,
coffin, grave) is inadmissible, because Luke has not the history of
the raising on the death-bed uutil later (viii. 50 {f.), and therefore
was not consciously aware of that progression to a climax. The
raisings of the dead, attested beyond all doubt by all the four
cvangelists, referred to by Jesus Himself among the proofs of
Ilis divine vocation (Matt. xi. 5; Luke vii. 22), kept in lively
remembrance in the most ancient church (Justin, Ap. i. 48. 22;
Origen, ¢. Cels. ii. 48), and hence not to be left on one side as
problematical (Schileiermacher, Weizsiicker), are analogous enueiu
of the specific Messianic work of the future avdorusic vexpav,

Vv. 18-35. See on Matt. xi. 2-19. Matthew has for
reasons of his own given this history a different and less
accurate position, but he has related it more fully, not
omitting just at the beginning, as Luke does, the mention
of the Baptist’s smprisonment. Luke follows another source.
— mepi wavtoy Tovtwv] such as the healing of the servant
and the raising of the young man.'— Ver. 21. Luke also,
the physician, here and elsewlere (comp. vi. 17 f, v. 40 f.)
distinguishes between the naturally sick people and demoniacs.
Desides, the whole narrative passage, vv. 20, 21, is an addi-

1 Luke also thus makes the sending of John’s disciples to be occasioned by

the works, the doings of Jesus, as Matthew ({y2). This in opposition to
Wieseler (in the Goét, Vierteljahrsschr. 1845, p. 197 ML),
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tion by Luke in his character of historian. — xai Tvg\.] and
especiadly, cte.— éyapioaro] “magnificum verbum,” Dengel.
Ver. 235, Tpugn] not to be referred to clothing, but to be taken
generally, fucury. — Ver. 27, Mal. iii. 1 is heve, as in Matt.
and in Mark 1. 2, quoted in a similarly peculiar form, whicl
differs from the LXX. The citation in this form had already
become sanctioned by usage. — Ver. 28. mpodijrns] The
reflectiveness of a later period is manifest in the insertion of
this word. Matthew is original. — Vv. 29, 30 do not con-
tain an Aistorical notice introduced by Lule by way of com-
ment (Paulus, Bornemann, Schleiecrmacher, Lachmann, Iostlin,
Hilgenfeld, Bleek, following older commentators), f{or his
manner elsewlhere is opposed to this view, and the spurious-
ness of elme 8¢ o kvpeos, ver. 31 (in Elz.), is decisive ; but the
words are spolen by Jesus, who alleges the differing result
which the advent of this greatest of the prophets had produced
among the people and among the hierarchs. In respect of
this, it is to be conceded that the words in their relation to
the power, freshness, and rhetorical vividness of what has gone
hefore bear a more Aistorical stemp, and hence might reason-
ably be regarded as a later interpolation of tradition (Weisse,
II. p. 109, makes them an echo of Matt. xxi. 31 f; comp.
de Wette, Holtzmann, and Weiss); Ewald derives them {rom
the Logi«, where, however, their original place was, according
to him, after ver. 27. — é8ikaiwoarv 1. Oeov] they justificd God,
ie. they declared by their act that His will to adopt the
haptism of John was right. — Bamriaf. is contemporancous. —
v Bovhy 1ot Oeot] namely, to become prepared by the
haptism of repentance for the approaching kingdom of Messiah.
This counsel of God’s will (Bovhsj, comp. on Eph. 1. 11) they
annulled  (5j8ér.), they abolished, sinee they frustrated its
realization through their disobedience.  Beza says pertinently :
“ Abrogarunt, nempe quod ad ipsius rel celtum attinet, quo
evasit 1psis exitii instrumentum id, quod cos ad resipiscentinn
et salutem voeabat.” — eis éavrovs] with respect to themselves, o
closer limitation of the »cfrrence of 7@éryoav.!  Bornemann
(comp. Castalio): “ quantim «b ipsis pendcbat™ (* alivs euim

! Bengel justly observes: **nam ipsum Dei consilium non potuere tollere.”
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passi sunt,” ete.). This would be 7o els éavrots (Sopl. Ocd.
R.706; Eur, Iph. 7. 697, and elsewhere).— Ver. 31. Tols
avfp. 7. yev. 7.] is related not remotely to ver. 29 (Holtzmann),
but Jesus means to have the general designation applied (see
also ver. 34) to the hicrarchs, ver. 30, not to was ¢ Aacs.
Comp. Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4. — elaiv op.] eloiv has the emphasis.
—Ver. 33. As to the form é0fwv, as we must write with
Tischendorf [Tisch. 8 has éofiwr], comp. on Mark i. 6.
The limitations dpror and oivoy, which are not found in
Matthew, betray themselves to be additions of a later tradi-
tion, the former being an echo of Matt. iii. 4; Mark 1. 6. —
Ver. 35. See on DMatt. xi. 19, and observe the appropriate
reference of the expression édicaiwfn w7\ to €dirkaidaav T.
Ocov, ver. 29. Even Theophylact, who is mistaken in his inter-
pretation of Matt. lc., expresses in this place the substantially
correct view that the divine wisdom which revealed itself in
Jesus and the Baptist received its practical justification in the
conduct of their followers! Bornemann considers these words
as a continuation of the antagonistic saying i8ov . . . duap-
Toh@v, and, indeed, as bitterly éronical : “ Et (dicitis): probari,
spectari solet sapientia, quae Johannis et Christi propria est,
in filiis ejus omnibus, 7e. in fructibus ejus omnibus.” It is
against this view that, apart from the taking of the aorist in
the sense of habitual action (see on Matt. lc), Téxva Tis
gogias can denote only persons; that, according to the
parallelisu with ver. 33, the antagonistic judgment does not
go further than dpaprordv; and that Jesus would scarcely
break off’ his discourse with the quotation of an antagonistic
sarcasm instead of delivering with His own judgment a final
decision in reference to the contradictory phenomena in ques-
tion. — wravrwv] added at the end for emphasis, not by mistake
(Holtzmann, Weiss), serves to confirm what is consolatory in
the experience declared by é8ikaiwbn k.T.\.

Ver. 36. This narrative of the anointing is distinct {rom
that given in Matt. xxvi. 6 f[.; Mark xiv. 3 ff; Jolm xii. 1 ff.

1 Comp. Pressel, Philoloy. Miscellen iib. d. Evang. Matth. (Schulprogramm),

Ulm 1865, p. 3 [., who nevertheless takes &#3 in the sense of in (Matt. vii. 16
and elsewhere), without essential diiference of meaning,.
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See on Matt. xxvi. 6, The supposition that there was only
one incident of the kind, can be indulged only at Lule's
expense. e must either Zimself have put aside the actual
circnmstances, and have added new cireumstances (Ilug,
Gutacht. 11 p. 98), which is in itselt quite improbable, or he
mnst have [ollowed a tradition which had transferred the
later incident into an earlier period; comp. Lwald, Bleck,
IToltzmann, Schienkel, Weizsiicker; Schleiermacher also, accord-
ing to whom Luke must have adopted a distorted narrative ;
aud ITilgenteld, according to whom he must have vemoddled
the older narrative on a Pauline basis.  Dut the accounts of
Mark and Matthew presuppose a tradition so constant as to
time and place, that the supposed erroneous (John xii. 1 {t;
dislocation of the tradition, conjoined with free remodelling,
as well as its preference on the part of Luke, can commend
itself only less than ¢he hypothesis that le is relating an
anointing which actually occurred earlier, and, on the other
hand, has passed over the similar subsequent incident ; hence
it is the less to be conceived that Simon could have been the
husband of Martha (IIengstenbere).  Notwithstanding the
fact that the rest of the evangelists relate an anointing, Baur
has taken our narrative as an allegoricel poem (sce his Loy
P- 501), which, according to him, has its parallel in the see-
tion concerning the woman taken in adultery.  Strauss
sought to conluse together the two narmatives of anointing
and the account of the woman taken in adultery. Accord-
ing to Eichthal, 1I. p. 252, the narrative is an interpolation,
and that the most pernicious of all from a moral point ol
view !

Vv. 37, 38. "Hrs v év 7. mohew apapr.] According to this
arrangeiment (see the critical remarks): who 4n the cily was a
sinner @ she was in the city a person practising prostitution.!
Sce on dpapTwAos in this sense, Wetstein én loe. ; Dorvill, «d
Char. p. 220,  Comp. on John viii. 7. The woman through

1 Grotius says pertinently @ Quid mirum, iales ad Christum confugisse,
cum et ad Johannis baptismum venerint? Matt. xxi. 32" Schleicrmacher
ought not to have explained it away ag the ““sinful woman iu the general sense.”
She had been a xépvn (Matt, xxi. 31),
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the influence of Jesus (it is unknown Zow; perhaps only by hear-
ing His preaching and by observation of His entire ministry)
had attained to repentance and f{aith, and thereby to moral
renewal. Now the most fervent love and reverence of grati-
tude to her deliverer urge her to show Him outward tolkens of
these sentiments. She does not speak, but her tears, etc., are
more eloquent than speech, and they are understood by Jesus.
The dmperfect v does not stand for the pluperfect (IKKuinoel and
others), but Luke narrates from the standpoint of the public
opinion, according to which the woman still was (ver. 39) what
she, and that probably not long before, iad been. The view,
handed down from ancient times in the Latin Church (see
Sepp, L. J. IL p. 281 ff.; Schegg in loc.), and still defended
by Lange,! to whom therefore the mohis is Magdala, which
identifies the woman with Mary Magdalene (for whose festival
the narrative before us is the lesson), and further identifies
the latter with the sister of Lazarus, is, though adopted even
by Hengstenberg, just as groundless (according to viil. 2,
moreover, morally inadmissible) as the supposition that the
mohis in the passage before us is Jerusalem (Paulus in his
Comment. w. Excy. Handd. ; in his Leben Jesw : Bethany). Nain
may be meant, ver. 11 (Kuinoel). It is safer to leave it
indefinite as the city @n which dwelt the Pharisce in question.
— émlow mapa T. wod. adr.] According to the well-known
custom at meals, Jesus reclined, with naked feet, and these
extended behind Him, at table. — #jpEaTo] vividness of descrip-
tion attained by making conspicuous the first thing done. —
Tiis wedalis] superfluous in itself, but contributing to the
vivid picture of the proof of affection. — watedpires] as Matt.
xxvi. 49. Comp. Polyb. xv. 1. T: dyewwds 7ods wodas
katadilotey TAv év To ouvedpip. Among the ancients the
kissing of the fect was a proof of deep veneration (Kypke, L.
p- 242; Dowvill, ad Charit. p. 203), which was manifested
especially to Rabbins (Othonius, Lez. p. 233 ; Wetstein ¢n loc.).
— The fears of the woman were those of painful remembrance
and of thankful emotion, '

Vv. 89, 40. To the Pharisee in his legal coldness and

! Heller follows him in Herzog's Encykl. IX. p. 104.
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conceit, the essenee, the moral character of the proceeding,
remains entirely unknown; he sees in the fact that Jesus
acquiesces in this homage of the sinful woman the proof that
Ile does not know her, and therclore is no prophet, because
Ile allows IMimself unawares to be defiled by her who is
unclean. — od7os] placed first with an emphasis of deprecia-
tion. — woramy] of what character, i. 2Y. — 3115 awr. adrod]
she who touches, comes in contact with Iim. — o] that she,
namely. — Ver. 40. Jesus saw into the thoughts of the
Pharisce.  The &yw «7A. is a “comis praclatio,” Dengel.
Observe that the Pharisee himself, in respect of such a scene,
does not venture to throw any suspicion of Zwonerdity on
Jesus.

Vv. 41-43. By the one dcltor' the woman is typified, iy
the other Simon, both with a view to what is to be said at
ver. 47, The supposition that both of them had been Acaled
by Jesus of « discase (Paulus, Kuinoel), does not, so far as
Simon is concerned, find any sure ground (in opposition to
Iloltzmann) in the o Xewpos of the later narrative of the
anointing (in Matthew and Mark). The ereditor is Christ, of
whose debtors the one owes Him a ten times heavier debt
(referring to the woman in her agony ol repentance) than the
other (the Pharisee regarded as the righteons mm he fancied
himself to be). The difference in the degree of guilt is
measured by the difference in the subjeetive conseionsness of
cuilt; by this also is measured the much or little of the
Jorgiveness, which again has for its result the much or little
of the grateful lore shown to Christ, ver. 41 IT. — p3) éyovrawr]
“ Ergo non solvitur debitnm subsequente amore ct grato animo,”
Dengel. — On the interpolated efmé, which makes the question
more pointed, comp. Dremi, wd Dem. ade. Phal. 1. po 119,

Vv. 44-46. Jesus places the aflectionate serviees rendered
by the woman in contrast with the cold respectable demeanonr
of the Pharisee, who had not observed towards Ilim at all the
customs of courtesy (loot-washing, kissing) and of deference

T Instead of xgpewp.. the late inferior form of writing, xsez. is on decisive

evillence to he adopted, along with Laclimann and Tischendor! (Lobeek, «dd

Dhryn. p. 691).



CHAP. VIL 47, 75

(anointing of the head).— gov eis 7. olx.] I came nfo thy
house. The oov being placed first sharpens the rebuke. —
That, morveover, even the foot-washing before meals was not
absolutely a rule (it was observed especially in the case of
guests coming off a jowrney, Gen. xviil. 4; Judg. xix. 21;
1 Sam. xxv. 41; 2 Thess. v. 10) is plain from John xiii., and
hence the neglect on the part of the heartless Pharisee is the
more easily explained. — €BpeEé pov . 7wad.] moistencd my feet.
Comp. on John xi. 32; Matt. viii. 3. — Observe the contrasts
of the less and the greater :—(1) U8wp and 7ols Sdrpuoww ; (2)
didppa, which is plainly understood as a kiss upon the
mouth, and od 8ié\. kaTag. p. Tods médas; (3) éhalw THY Kepal.
and popw A w. Tovs modas (wvpov is an aromatic anointing
oil, and more precious than érawv, see Xen. Conv. ii. 3). —
a¢’ 75 elafrbor] loosely hyperbolical in affectionate con-
sideration,—suggested by the mention of the ZLiss which was
appropriate at the enfering.

Ver. 47. O0 xdpw, by DBeza, Grotius, Griesbach, Lach-
mann, Tischendorf, de Wette, Ewald, Dleek, and others, is
separated from Néyw gor by a comma, and connected with
apéwvtac. But the latter has its limitation by &7¢ w7 X It
is to be interpreted: on account of which I say unto thee; on
bebalf of this her manifestation of love (as a recognition and
high estimation thereof) I declare to thee. — dpéwrrar x.7.\.]
her sins are forgiven, the many (that she has committed, vv.
37, 39), since she has loved much. This 67 fydmwnoe ToAD
expresses not the cause, and therefore not the anfccedent of
forgiveness. That the words do express the antecedent of
forgiveness is the opinion of the Catholics, who maintain
thereby their doctrine of contritio charitate formate and
of the merit of works; and lately, too, of de Wette, who
recognises love for Christ and faith in Him as oune; of
Olshausen, who after his own fashion endeavours to overcome
the difficulty of the thought by regarding love as a receptive
activity; of Paunlus, who drags in what is not found in the text;
of Baumgarten - Crusius, and of Bleeck. Although dogmatic
theology is not decisive acainst this opinion (see the pertinent
observations of Melanchitlion in the Apol. iii. 31 ff. p. 87 £},
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vet perhaps the context is, because this view directly con-
tradicts the wapaBorj, vv. 41, 42, that lies at its foundation,
as well as the ¢ 8¢ ohiyov adlerar k.7 A which immediately
follows, if the love does mot appear as the conscquent of the
forgiveness ; the antecedent, i.c the subjective cause of the
forgiveness, is not the love, bhut the firith of the penitent, as is
plain from ver. 50. Contextually it is right, therefore, to
understand 67¢ of the ground af recognition or acknowledy-
ment : Her sins ave forgiven, ete., which s cerfain, since she
has manifested love in an cxalted degree.  Dengel says perti-
nently: “Ilemissio peceatoruin, Simoni non cogitata, probutur
« fruclw, ver. 42, qui est cvidens et in oculos incurrit,
quum illa sit occulta;” and Calovius : “ probat Clristus & pos-
teriors.”  Comp. Beza, Calvin, Wetstein, Hofmann, Seiriftbew.
L p. 603 f.; Hilgenfeld also, Evang. p. 175. The objection
against this view, taken by Olshausen and Dleck, that the
aorist 7ydmnoe is inappropriate, is quite a mistake, and 1is
nullified by passages such as John iii. 16. The d¢éwvrar
expresses that the woman is in the condition af forgivencss
(in stutw gratiac), and that the criterion thereof is the much
love manifested Ly her. It is thereafter in ver. 48 that Jesus
makes, even to herself, the express declaration. — & 8¢é \iyor
agletat, ohiy. ayamd] a general decision in precise opposition
to the first half of the verse, with intentional application to
the moral condition of the Pharisee, which is of such a kind
that only a little forgiveness fulls to his sharc, the conscquence
being that he also manifests but little love (vv. 44—46).  There
was too much want of self-knowledge and of repentance in
the self-righteous Simon for him to be a subject of mwck
forgiveness.

Ver. 48. The Pharisee is dismissed, and now Jesus satisfies
the wonuen’s need, and gives hier the formal and direct assur-
ance of lher pardoned coudition.  Subjeetively she wes already
in this condition through her faith (ver. 50), and her love
was the result thercof (ver. 47); but the oljective assurance,
the declared absolution on the part of the forgiver, now com-
pleted the moral deliverance (ver. 50) which her faith had
wronght.
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Ver. 49. "Hpfavro] The beginning, the rising up of this
thought, is noteworthy in Luke’s estimation.— 75 odros éoriv
x7\.] a question of displeasure. — xai: even.

Ver. 50. Jesus enters not into explanation in answer to
these thoughts, but closes the whole scene by dismissing the
woman with a parting word, intended to confirm her faith by
pointing out the grownd of her spiritual deliverance. — %
wioTis o.] “fides, non amor; fides ad nos spectat, amore con-
vincuntur alii,” Bengel. — els elpijymy] as viii. 48. See on
Mark v. 34.

REMARR.—From the correct interpretation of this section it
is manifest of itself that this passage, peculiar to Luke, contains
nothing without an adequate motive (ver. 37) or obscure (ver.
47); but, on the contrary, the self-consistency of the whole
incident, the attractive simplicity and truth with which it is
set fortl, and the profound clearness and pregnancy of meaning
characteristic of the sayings of Jesus, all bear the stamp of
originality; and this is especially true also of the description
of the woman who is thus silently eloquent by means of her
behaviour, This is in opposition to de Wette (comp. also
Weiss, 1L p. 142 ff)). A distorted narrative (Schleicrmacher),
a narrative from “a somewhat confused tradition” (Holtz-
mann), or a narrative gathering together ill - fitting elements
(Weizsiicker), is not marked by such internal truth, sensibility,
and tenderness,
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CHAPTER VIIL

VER. 3. Instead of wirs Scholz and Tisch. have aizef;, on pre-
ponderating evidence. The singular more readily oceurred to
the transcribers, partly because 7o redepemivu. had gone before,
partly Dby reminiscences of Matt, xxvii. 55; Mark xv. 41, —
Instead of a=¢ we must read, with Laclun. aud Tiscl., on deci-
sive evidence, éz.— Ver. 8. Elz. has éxi.  Dut ez has decisive
attestation, — Ver. 9. zéyeirsz] is wanting in BD L It EX, min.
Syr. Perss. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It Suspected by Griesb., rejected
by Wassenh. and Schulz, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Dut
the oratio obliqua was the cause rather of its omission than of
its addition. — Ver. 10. émmivgen] Lachm. and Tisch. have =iz-
ar. See on Mark iv. 21. — Ver. 17. o yrwediscrar] Lachm. and
Tisch. have od p4 p1wedy, in accordance with B LEN, 33, An
alteration for the sake of the following 7.5 — Ver. 20. rsyiirw ]
13 wanting in B D L A E ¥, min. vss,, also Vulg. It. Bas. Deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be maintained; the looseness of
construction occasioned in some authorities its simple omission,
in others the substitution of i, as read by Tischendorf. — Ver.
26, Faduprmiv] Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8§ lLas I'spyeonis], fol-
Inwing BC? D, Vulg. It, have I'erasrvav. LX ¥, min. vss. Iipiph.
have Tepyeondn.  Scee on Matt. — Ver. 29, Instead of supiyyane
we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., sazzy:2.7.0, on decisive
evidence. — Ver, 31. Ga.psy.d?.s:] supszdrewr (Lachm. Tisch.),
although strongly attested, is an alteration to suit the con-
neetion and following the parallels. — Ver. 52, Booreuim]
Lachm. has Beexsuntig, in accordance with B D KX U §, min, Syr.
Acth. Vere.  Irom the parallels. — sepexdren:] Lachmi and
Tisch. have =apezaneswy, in accordance with 13 C* L 2 min,  In
Matthew the former, in Mark the Iatter reading. The evidence
is not decisive, but probably the imperfect is from Matthew,
as it is only in that Gospel that the reading is without varia-
tion. — Ver. 33, Instead of ¢ierdey, eiozrdor 1s decisively attested
(Lachm. Tisch.). —Ver. 34 yeyonubia] With Griesh. Scholz,
Liuclun, Tisch., who follow deetsive evidence, read 5eyoiz —
sndivraz] which Elz. has belore @iy 5., 15 condemmned on deci-
sive evidence. — Ver. 36. zai] 15 not found in BCD L PP XN,

L
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min. Syr. Pers? Copt. Arm. Slav. It. Condemned Ly Griesb.,
deleted Ly Lachm. DBut as it might be dispensed with, and,
moreover, as it is not read in Mark v. 16, it came easily to
disappear. — Ver. 37. #purqouv] Lachm. has 4pdraes, in accord-
ance with A BCXK M P X, min. Verec. An emendation. —
Ver, 41, adriz] Lachm. lias obrog, in accordance with B D R, min.
Copt. Brix. Vere. Goth. The Eeecpta is to be maintained ; the
reference of adrés was not perceived. — Ver. 42. & & 3 badys]
Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has & 6 =& badyen] read xai éyévero
§v =@ wopevsadas, but only on the anthority of C D* P, Vulg. also,
It. Marcion. The Recepta is to be adhered to in consideration
of the preponderance of evidence in its favour, and because the
frequently used sopebesdesr would be more readily imported than
imdyew. — Ver. 43, i='] Lachm. and Tisch. have 4=, in accord-
ance with A B IR § 254. The ficeepta is a correction, instead
of which 69 bas =«p’. — Ver. 45. Instead of sov «dr@ Elz. Scholz
have uer” «drof, in opposition to decisive evidence (in B, min. and
a few vss, the words =i oi ooy alry are wanting altogether). —
#. Myest Tis & e, p] is, with Tisch, following B L &, min. Copt.
Sah. Arm,, to be deleted. Taken from Mark, on the basis of
ver. 45. — Ver. 48, 4dpoe/] An addition from Matthew; deleted by
Tachm,, Tiscl.—Ver. 49. Instead of x4 Lachm, Tisch. have pszés,
in accordance with B D &, Syr.r (marked with an asterisk), Cant.
This wsxérs, 1n consequence of Mark v. 35 (77 é=), was written in
the margin by way of gloss, and was afterwards taken in, some-
times alongside of p# (thus B: p4 pnzéz), sometimes instead of it.
— Ver. 51. Instead of éndev (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tiscl.) Elz.
has eigsnday, in accordance with B D V, min. Copt. Aeth. This
latter is to be restored ; the simple form is from Matt. ix. 23,
Mark v. 38, and was the more welcome as distinguished from the
following sisenfeiv (“et cuun venisset domuum, non permisit entrare,”
ete, Vulg.). — odéava] Lachm. and Tisch. have e oiv adrg, upon
sufficient evidence. obéiva is from Mark v. 37. — Ver. 52. obx]
B CDFLX a¥ min. vss. have o0 ydp. Commended by Griesb,,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has odx]. From Matt.
ix. 24, whence also in many authoritics =b xopdsiov is imported
after a=id. — Ver. 54, 2x8undv {fw adir. xai] is wanting in B D
L X &, min. Vulg. It. Syre Ambr. Bede. Suspected by Griesb.,
deleted by Lachm. and Tiseh. If the words had been genuine,
they would hardly, as recording a detail of the narrative made
familiar by Matthew and Mk, have been omitted here. —
éysipou] with B C D X & 1, 33, #ycs is in this place also (comp.
v. 23 f, vi. 8) to be written. So Lachw, and Tisch. [Tisch. §
has #yeipov]. Comp. on Matt. ix. 5.
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Vv. 1-3. A general historical statement in regard to the
conlinued oflicial teaching in Galilee, and the ministry of
women connected therewith. — év 7& kaflef] Comp. vii. 11.
— kai a¥ros] ad is that which carries forward the narrative
after éyévero (sec on v. 12}, and avros prepares the way for
the mention of the folluiwers of Jesus (kai of 8wdexa x.TN.). —
kata wohwv] as ver. 4. — May8.] sce on Matt. xxvii. 56. She
is neither the woman that anointed Jesus, vii. 37, nor the
sister of Lazarus. — a¢’ 7js Sawpov. émrta éfeanr.] Comp. Mark
xvi. 9. A simultancous possession by seven devils is to be
conceived of, so far similar to the condition of the possessed
man at Gadara, vili. 30.  Comp., even at so carly a period,
Tertullian, D¢ Anim. 25. Lauge, L. J. IT. 1, p. 292, ration-
alizes :! “ a convert whom Jesus had rescued from the heavy
curse of sin.”  Comp. also Hengstenberg on Joln, 1L p. 206,
according to whom she was “an emancipated woman” who
found in Christ the tranquillizing of the fumult of her emotional
nature. The express tefepamevuévar, healed, should certainly
have guarded against this view. — émirpomov] Matt. xx. S.
Ile had probably becn a steward, and she was his widow.  She
is also named at xxiv. 10.— "Hpddov] Probably lufipus,
because without any distinguishing limitation. Neither Jownn
nor Susenne is known in any other relation. — Sipxovour)
with mcans of living and other kinds of necessaries, Matr.
xxvii. 55,

Vv. 4-15. See on Matt. xiii. 1-235; Mark iv. 1-20. The
sequence of events between the message of the Daptist and this
parabolic discourse is in Matthew wholly different. — ovviovtos
&&] whilst, however, « great crowd of peaple came together, also
of thosc awho, clty by ciy, drew near to Him. Tov g1\

1 That what is here meant is ““the ethically culpalle and therefore meta-
yhorical possession of an crring soul that was complelely under the power of the
spirit of the world.”  This expluining away of the literal pussession (in which,
morecover, Fathers such as Gregory wanl Bede have already preceded him) is not
to be defended by comparison of Matt. xii. 43 ., Luke xx. 24 ff., where
certuinly the seven demons only serve the purpose ol the parable.  Besides, it is
pure invention to find in the seeea demons the repreaentation of the spirit of the
worlil in its wholr power. At least, according to this the demon in Matt, xii. 45
would only have nceded to take with him six other demons.
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depends on GyAov woANod, and «ai, «lso, shows that this
8xros molvs, besides others (such, namely, as were dwelling
there), consisted also of those wlo, city by city, <.e. by citics,
ete.  “ Ex quavis urbe erat cohors aliqua,” Bengel. — émremro-
peveaBar, not: to jouracy after (Rettig in the Stud. «. Arit.
1838, p. 486), but to journcy thither, to draw towairds. Comp.
Bar. vi. 62; Dolyb. iv. 9. 2. Nowhere else in the New
Testament ; in the Greek writers 1t 1s usually found with an
aceusative of place, in the sense of peragrare terram, and the
like. — 8ia wapaB.] by means of a parable. Luke has the
parable itself as brief and as little of the pictorial as possible
(see especially vv. 6, 8); the original representation of the
Logia (which Weiss finds in Luke) has already faded away.
— Ver. 6. The collocation o amelpwr Tod ometpar Tov cmwopov
has somewhat of simple solemnity and earnestness. —— pév]
xal follows in ver. 6. See on Mark ix. 12. — kat ratemar.]
not inappropriate, since the discourse is certainly of the foot-
path (in opposition to de Wette), but an incidental detail not
inteuded for exposition (ver. 12).— Ver. 7. év wéow] The
result of the €mecer. See on Matt. x. 16; and Kriiger,
ad Dion. Hal. Hist. . 302, -~ svppreioar] “ una cum herba
segetis,” Krasmus. — Vv. 9-11. 7i5 ... abry] namely, kata T
épunverarv, Euthymius Zigalenus. — tois 6¢ howrots €v wapaf.]
but to the rest the mysteries of the kiugdom of God are given
i parables, that they, ete.  'What follows, viz. {va BAémovres
un Brémrwar kT, is the contrast to yvadvar. —- ot 8¢ abry
n mapaBoly] lut what follows is the parable (according to its
meaning). -— ot 8¢ mapa v 68ov] to complete this expression
understand gmwapévres, which is to Le borrowed from the fore-
going 6 omopos. But since, according to ver. 11, the seed is
the Gospel, a quite fitting form into which to put the exposi-
tion would perhaps have been 76 8¢ wapa Tyv odov TovTwy
éotiv, of k.TX. Vv. 14, 15 come nearer to such a logically
exact mode of expression.— Ver. 13. Zose, howcver, (sown)
upon the vock arve they who, when they shall have heard, vecetive
the word with joy ; and these, tndeed, have no root, who for o
while belicee, ete.— Ver. 14. Lut that whick fell among the
thorns, these are they who have hewid, and, going cway among
LUKE IL F
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cares, ete., they are choked.  The olror (instead of TodrTo) is
attracted from what follows (Kiihner, ad Ve, Mem. 1. 2. 42),
as also at ver. 15. — imo pepipurdy «.7.N.] a modal limitation
to mopevopevor, so that Imwd marks the accompanying relations,
in this case the dmpulse, under which their wopeveafas, that
is, their morement therefrom (that is, their further life-guidance),
proceeds, Bornemann <n foe. ; Bernhardy, p. 268 ; Ellendt,
Lez. Soph. 11 p. 881.  The connecting of these words with
agupmyiy. (Theophylact, Castalio, Beza, Elsner, Zeger, Bengel,
Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Schegg, and others) has against it
the fact that without some qualifying phrase mopevouevo
would not be a picturesque (de Wette), but an unmeaning
addition, into which the interpreters were the livst to introduce
anything characteristic, as Beza, Elsner, Woll, Valckenaer:
digresst ab wudito verbo, and Majus, Wetstein, Kninoel, and
others : seusim «c pawlatim (following the supposed meaning
of 757, 2 Sam. iii. 1, and elsewhere).  Comp. Kwald, “ more
and more.” — 7o Biov] belongs to all the three particulars
mentioned. Temporal ceres (not merely with reference to the
poor, but in general), temporal riches, and temporal pleasures
are the conditioning cirenmstances to which their interest is
enchained, and among which their mopeveaai proceeds. —
ovpmviyovrar] the same which at ver. 7 was expressed
actively : ai drxavfar dvérvifav adro. Hence ocvumviyovrar
18 passive ; not: they choke (what was heard), but: they are
choked.  That which holds good of the seed as a type of the
teaching is asserted of the men in whose hearts the efficacy of
the teaching amounts to nothing.  This want of precision is
the result of the fact that the Zearers referred to were them-
sefves marked out as the sced among the thorns. — k. ov
tehea.] consequence of the acupmviy., they do ot bring fo
meturity, there veenrs in their case no hringing to maturity.
Examples in Wetstein and Kypke. — Ver. 15, 7o 8¢ €v 7. «.
vA] sc. mweaow, ver. 14— év kapdia x.7.X.] belongs to xazé-
yovae (keep fust, see on 1 Cor. xi 2), and daxovoavres Tov
Ady. is a qualifying clanse inserted parenthetically. — xa)7
x. ayabi] in the truly mored meaning (comp. Matt. vii. 17),
nut according to the Greek idea of elyévera denoted by xadcis
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xayafos (Welcker, Theogn. Proleg. p. xxiv. ff.; Maetzner,
«d Antiph, p. 137 ; Stallbaum, «d Plet. Rep. 8, p. 569 A).
But the lLeart is morally beautiful and good just by means of
the purifying ellicacy of the word that is heard, John xv. 3.
— év dmopovp] perscveringly.  Comp. Rom. il 7. A contrast
is found in a¢icravra:, ver. 13. Bengel well says: “est
robur animi spe bona sustentatum,” and that therein lies the
“ summa Christianismi.”

Vv. 16-18. See on Mark iv. 21-25; Matt. v. 15, x. 26,
xiil. 12.  The conncetion in Luke is substantially the same as
in Mark : But if by such explanations as I have now given
upon your question (ver. 9) I kindle a light for you, you
must also let the same shine further, etc. (see on Mark
iv. 21), and thence follows your obligation (BAémere ody,
ver. 18) to listen aright to my teaching. On the repeated
occurrence of this saying the remark of Euthymius Zigabenus
is sufficient : elxos 8¢, xata Siadopovs raipols Ta TowaiTa ToV
Xpiorov elmeiv.— Ver. 17. kai els pav. érfp] a change in
the idea. DBy the futwre yvwobOnhoerac that which is to come
is simply asserted as coming to pass; but by the subjunctive
(éxOn) it is in such a way asserted that it leads one to czpect
it out of the present, and that without &v, because it is
not conceived of as dependent on a conditioning circumstance
(Klotz, ad Dcvar. p. 158 £.): There is nothing hidden which
shall not bc known and 5 not bound to come to publicity.
Comp. on the latter clause, Plato, Gorgias, p. 480 C: els 70
davepov dyew 7o adiknua ; Thucyd. i. 6. 3, 23. 5.— Ver. 18.
7ds] xpn yap owovdaiws k. EmipeNds . . . axpodobfar, Euthymius
Zigabenus. — 65 yap av éyy k.1.\.] a ground of encouragement.
The meaning of the proverbial sayings in ¢his connection is as
in Mark iv. 25, not as in Matt. xiii. 12. — & doxel éyew] even
whut ke fancics he posscsses: it is not the liability to loss, but
the sclf-dclusion about possession, the funciful presumption of
possession, that is expressed ; the u éyew, in fact, occurs when
the knowledge has not actually been made a man’s own; a
man belicves he has it, and the slight insight which he regards
as its possession is again lost. It is not reprowch against the
apostles (Baur, Hilgenfeld), but warning that is conveyed in
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the form of a general principle. In xix. 26 the expression
with 8oxel would have heen inappropriate. But even here
the mere o éyer, as in Mark iv, 25, would have been not only
allowable, but even more significant.  The Soxe? w7\ already
shows the influence of later reflection.

Vv. 19-21. See on Matt. xit. 46-50; Mark iii. 31-35.
Luke has the scetion in accordance with Mark, but in a
shortened form,' without anything to indicate chronological
sequence or connection of subject, and he gives it a different
position. — Ver. 20. Aeyovtwv] by ifs bring said.  See Winer,
p- 519 [E. T. 736]; Bernhardy, p. 481 ; Bornemann, Schol.
P- 53. — Ver. 21, ofroe] my miother and my brethren are
those who, etc.

Vv. 22-25. Sec on Matt. viii. 18,23-27 5 Mark iv. 35-41.
In Luke there is no precise note of time, but the vovage
i the same; abridged from Mark. — Ver 23 f. adumvoir]
which means to wake wp (therefore equivalent to dgumrpi-
LeaBac), and also (as in this case) lo full usleep (consequently
cquivalent to xafvmvody *), belongs to the late and corrupt
Greek. Lobeck, «d Pliryn. p. 224, — ka7éBn] lrom the high
ground down to the lake. Comp. Polyb. xxx. 14 6: Aaiha-
mos Twos éxmemTwivias els alTols. — auvemAnpovvto] What
happened to the ship is said of the sedors.  Examples in Kypke,
I p. 248, Observe the 7wpeifeets in relation to the preceding
aovist. — Supyeepav] they awole Tim (Alatt. i 24 ; but sub-
sequently éyepfleis: having arisen (Matt. ii. 14). -— Ver. 25,
€po370.] the disciples, as Mark iv. $1. — The livst kad is: rren.

Vv. 26-39. See on Matt. viii. 28-34; Mark v. 1-20.
Luke follows DMk freely. — warémh] they crviced.  See
Wetstein. — Ver. 27, éx 7is mworews] doex not belong o
vmjeTyaer, hut to amjp 75, alongside of which it stands.  To
connect, the clause with dmijraryaey would not be coutradictory

! Therefore it is not to be said, with Baur, Evany. p. 467 ., that Luke pur-
posely omitted the words in Matthew : xai ixriivas = xtipe avros i =, pabrza;
x.«. 2., in an interest adverse to the Twelve. It is not the Twelve alone that are
meant in Matthew.

% It corresponds exactly to the German * entschlayen,” exeepl that this word
is not used in the sense of becoming free from sleep, which xafuzsesy might have
according to the connection.



CHAP. VIII 26—329. 8

(=]

to €v olkig . . . wvijupacw, but wonld require the presupposi-
tion, not presented in the text, that the demoniac had just
rushed out of the city. — Ver. 28. w3 e Bacav.] as at Mark
v. 7.— Ver. 29. mwaprjyyeAker] not in the sense of the
pluperfect, but like &ieyev, Mark v. 8. — Nothiug is to be
put in a parenthesis. — woANois yap ypovois .71} To account
for the command of Jesus the description of his frightful
condition is given: for during « long time it had fared with
him as follows. Comp. Rom. xvi. 25 ; AActs viii. 11; John
i 20 ; Herodian, i. 6. 24 : od woANG ypove ; Plut. Thes. vi.:
xpovols mwoNNois Uarepor. See generally, Bernhardy, p. 81;
Iritzsehe, ad Bom. I p. x1.  In opposition to usage, Erasmus
and Grotius render the words: often. So also Valckenaer. —
cuvnpmaker] may wmean: i had hurried him «lony with it
(Acts vi. 12, xix. 29, xxvii. 15, and very frequently in the
classical writers), but also : #¢ kad (absolutely and entirely, cuvw)
seized him (Ar. Lys. 437 ; 4 Mace. v. 3). It is usually taken
in the latter sense. But the former is the more certain of the
two according to the usage of Lule, corresponds Dbetter with
its use elsewhere, and likewise agrees perfectly with the con-
nection.  Lor édecpeito x.T.h. then relates what was accus-
tomed to be done with the sulferer in order to prevent this
tearing and dragging by the demon ; observe the dmperfect, he
was (aeenstomed to be) ehained, ete. — Ver. 31. avrois] as Mark
v. 10, from the standpoint of the consciousness of the several
demons possessing the an. — &Bvaaov] «byss, i.c. Hades
(Rom. x. 7). The context teaches that in particular Gelennc.
is meant (comp. Apoc. ix. 1 £, xi. 7, xx, 3). The demons know
and dread their plaee of punishment. Mark is different and
more ortyinal ; in opposition to Baur, Markuscrang. p. 42. —
Ver. 33. amemviyn] of choking by drowning, Dem. 833, pen.;
Taphel, Polyb. p. 199 ; Wakefield, Silv. ¢h4t. 11. p. 75. Even
Ilng (Gutackt. 11 p. 17 £.) attempts to justify the destruction of
the swine in a way which can only remind us of the maxin,
“qui cxeusnt, accusat.” — Ver. 35. éEfrfov] the people from
the city and from the farms. — mapa 7. modas] as a scholar
with his teacher. The whole of this description, indeed, and
the subsequent prohibition, ver. 39, is intended, according to
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Baur, Evang. p. 430 £, to set forth the demoniac as a repre-
senlative of the converted heothen world. — Ver, 36, xal of
i8ovres] the disciples and others who had seen it together.
The xa¢ places these in contrast even with the people who
came thither and found the cure accomplished, and to whom
the eye-witnesses also of the proceeding murated it. — Ver, 58,
édéeto] See on this Ionic form, which, however, was also
frequent among .Attic writers, Lobeck, ad Lhryn. p. 220
Schaefer, «d Grey. Cor. p. 4315 Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab.
vii. 4. 8. The reading édeiro (I L) is a correction, and é8eeito
(A T, Lachmann) is a transeriber’s mistake for this correction.
Ver. 39. wonw] Gudara, ver. 27. Mark, certainly with
greater accuracy, has év 7 dexawole:.

Vv. 40-56. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18-26; Mark v. 21-45.
In Matthew the sequence is different. The narrative of Luke,
indeed, 1s not dependent on that of Mark, but has it i view,
without, however, on the whole attaining to its clearness and
vividness. — dwedefaro] is usually understood of a joyous
veeeplion (o5 evepyétny rai coTtipa, Euthymius Zizabenus);
but quite arbitrarily.  Comp. Acts xv. 4. The narrative says
simply : that on His return the crowd received Him (com.
ix. 11), because all had been in expectation of Ilis cominy
back; so that thus immediately His ministry was again put
iu requisition. — Ver. 41. kai airos] «nd Ile, after mention
of the name comes the personal positivn.  Comp. xix, 2, —
améfvnoxer] died (imperiect), .. was dying, not: *“obicral,
absente mortuamque ignorante patre” (Fritzsche, ad Mol
p- 348).  That the death had not yet tulen place is indicated,
Bernhardy, p. 373 ; Wyttenbach, ad Plet. Phacd. p. 142 Y
— gwvémpeyor] a vivid picture : they s/if-d Him; in point of
fact the same as owwédnBov, Mark v. 24, — Ver. 43, wpo-
gavahwoaca] when she cxen in addition (over and above her
suffering) Zad eepended, Dem. 460. 2, 1025, 20 ; Dlat. Pror.
p. 311 D.—dlarpois] on physicians. As to ohov 7. Bior,
comp. Mark xii. 44.— Ver. 45. o Ilétpos uev geto mwepi
amiis émagis Méyew Tov XpigTtov . . . alTés 6¢ oU Tepi
TotavTns ENeyev, dAha wepl Tijs yevoucrys éx miorews, Futhy-
mius Zigabenus, — Ver. 49. 75 mapa tob apy.] (e one ol
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his dependants. Comp. on Mark iii. 21. — 7éfvnrev] placed
first for emphasis: ske s dead. On the distinction from
amédvnorey, ver. 42, comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 64 A: amofviorew
te xai tebvdva. — Ver. 51. eloenfetv] into the chamber
of death, — Ver, 52 relates to the bewailing crowd assembled
in the house (not in the death-chamber), with whom occurred
this conversation, ver. 02 f., while Jesus and those named
at ver. 51 were passing tnlo the chamber where the dead body
lay. Among those who laughed, the three disciples are as
little intended to be reckoned' in Luke as in Mark, whom he
follows. — éxomrovTo adriyv] a well-known custom, to express
one’s grief by beating on one’s breast. As to the construction
of xowrecfac (also Timreabac) and plangere with an accusative
of the object (xxiii. 27) on whose account one beats oneself,
see Heyne, Obss. ad Tull. 1. 7. 28, p. 71.— Ver. 55. émé-
aTpeyre k.1 \.] purposely narrates the reanimation of one that
was actually dead, whose spirit had departed. In  Acts
xx. 10 also this idea is found. — wapiyy. avrois x.7.\.]
following Mark v. 43.

! They would not, moreover, have to be understood as associated with those
who were put out, if ixBaA. fZw wavr. were genuine (but see the critical remarks).
Kostlin is right in adducing this against Baur, who detected in this passage a
Pauline side-glance to the original apostles.

2 How opposed, therefore, is this to the view of an apparent death! There
cannot remain even a shadow of uncertainty as to how the matter is to be
regarded (Weizsiicker)., Jesus Himself will not leave the crowd in any doubt,
but declares (ver. 52) in His pregnant style what must immediately of itself
be evident.
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CHAPTER IX.

VER. 1. After éwésze Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have upadyras aizod,
which is not found in A B D K M S V r A, wmin. vss. Fathers.
An addition, instead of which other authorities ol mportance
have dzosridrovs. Luke always writes o éuddeza abszolutely.  So
also do Mark and Johm, but not Matthew. — Ver, 2. reis do:-
wires] A D L= N, min. have 7. gedasiz.  Approved by Giriesh,,
adopted by Lachm.  But since in B, Syr.ee* Dial. the words are
altogetlier wanting, and, moreover, in the variants oceur zei:
vogedvraz, Tdvrag voiy aofwoivras, and omanes infiruciteles (Drix.),
the simple i@edas (as Tisch. also now has) 1s to be regarded as
original. — Ver. 3. p¢8devs in Llz., instead of £¢.36ev in Lachm. and
Tisch., has evidence of importance both for and against it. In
accordance with A BB has ¢43d0/] o, 1615 to be lll'lillt’lillcd, since
the singular might be introduced from Matt. x. 10 (zec on the
passage), and mechanically also from Mark vi. S, just as easily
as it could be retained by reason of the singulars alongside of
1t.— Ver. 3. o:fwrras] in Lz, instead of éiywires (the latter is
approved by Guriesh, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), lus
against 1t authorities so hnportant, that it must he referred to
the puallels. — zai 7. za.] This zei (bracketed by Lachm) is
wanting in B C* D L X =8, 1, 124, Copt. Salid. codd. ol It.
Omitted, in accordance with the parallels.— Ver. 7. 05 aired]
is wanting in I3 C* 1) L & min. vss. Condenmed by Griesh,
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.  An addition lor the
prrpose of more precise specilication. — Ver, 10, wozor {pru. @i,
zar. Brde] Many variants; the readiug which i best attested
18 mérv zarouuivn Brds., which Tisch, f()l](.)\\'illg‘ L LX, 33, (.'Opt.
Sahid, Lrp., has adopted. Rightly ; ¢z 2620 2.7, would of neces-
sity arouse ohjection, as what follows did not take place in a city,
hut i a desert (comp. ver. 12, and also Mark vi. 51). — Ver. 11

veZae ] Lachm. and Tisch. have @seozZdm., In accordance with I3
J) L X [also ] &, min. Richtly; the Juu}:/u is a negleet of the
compound form, which form in the New Testament oceurs only
in Luke. — Ver, 120 Instead of sepsudéizez, Elz. Scholz have
aserdiirez, In opposition to decisive evidenee; 1t is from the
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parallels. — Ver. 14. Before avé, BC DL R = 8, 33, 157, Sahid.
Cant. Or. have @oei, which Tisch. Syr°ps has adopted [aesi is
wanting in Tisch. 8]. Rightly; it was omitted, because even
Mark has no dndefinite qualifying word. — Ver. 22. éyept]
Lachm. has giasrivar.  The authorities are greatly divided, but
éyepd. is from Matthew (7. rpiry dpépa éy:pd.). — Ver. 23, Instead
of Fpxecbas, dpimocsdw Klz. Scholz have 9.4eh, asapymodoiw, in
opposition to preponderating Mss. and Or. From the parallels.
— zal’ suiper] condemmned by Griesb., deleted by Scholz, Lachm.
It has preponderating evidence in its favour; the omission is
due to the words being omitted in the parallels. — Ver. 27. ]
BLEN, 1, Cyr. have «irei. Commended by Griesb., approved
by Rinck, adopted by Tisch. Rightly; &ée is from the parallels.
— The readings torarwv and yebowrar (Elz. : iorgrérar and yeboor-
i) have (the latter strongly) preponderating cvidence in their
favour. — Ver. 35. dyamyric] B L E 8, vss, have éxrereypévos.
Commended by Griesb. and Schulz, adopted by Tisch. The
Reeepte is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. & 7 :Z7¢] &, in accord-
ance with B LS N, 1, 69, is to be deleted. See on vii. 11. —
Ver. 38. &58.] Lachm. has iBéneer, in accordance with B C D
L&, min. A neglect of the compound form, which form occurs
clsewliere in the New Testament only in Matt, xxvii. 46, and
even there is disregarded by several authorities. — Instead of
émfridar (to be accented thus) Idlz. Lachm. have é=iB82sdon.
Autlorities of importance on both sides. The latter is an inter-
pretation. The infinitive EMIBAE¥ AT was taken for an im-
perative widdle. — Ver. 43. ¢zoinoer] Griesb. Lachmn. Tisch. have
émoies ; decisively attested. — Ver. 48. Instead of éori, which is
approved by Griesb., and, morcover, adopted by Lachm. and
Tisch., Elz. Scholz have fsrar.  DBut éori 1s attested by B C L
X E 8, min. vss. (also Vulg. It.) Or. (thrice); the future was
introduced in refercnce to the future kingdom of heaven. —
Ver. 50. Instead of ipdv Elz, has sucv both tines, in opposition
to preponderating evidence. See on Mark ix. 40. — Ver. 54
@ . "Hx. ém.] Is wanting in BL E N, 71, 157, vss. (Vulg. also and
codd. of It.) Jer. (7). Suspected by Griesb. (following Mill),
deleted by Tisch. DBut how easily the indirect rebuke of Elias,
contained in what follows, would make these words oljection-
able!— Ver. 55. zai efmev . . . Yue] is wanting in A B C K,
etc, also ¥, min. Copt. Aeth. Sax. Germ. 1, Gat. Fathers. Con-
demned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. The words
have such a weight of evidence against them that they would
have to be rejected, if it could be explained how they got into
the text. How easily, on the other hand, might an infentional
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omission, out of consideration for Elias, occur! DMorenver, the
simple, short, and pregnant word of rebuke is so unlike a tran-
scriber’s addition, and so worthy of Jesus ITimself, as, on the
other hand, it is hardly to be conceived that Luke would have
limited himself on an occasion of so unprecedented a kind
only to the bare émerinnen wireiz. But the additional clause
which follows in Elz. is decidedly spurious: ¢ yap vits 765 dedpw-
0w 6hx 7MIs buyhs awewsay davhicws, GhhG 6uown — VCI. DY
syteero 6¢] Lachm. Tisch. have zwi, in accordance with B C L X
Z 8, min. Syr. Perss. Copt. Acth. Arm. Rightly; a new scc-
tion was here begun (a lection also), and attention was called
to this by adding éyéero to xai (so D, 340, Cant. Vere. Colh.), or
by wriliug éyéere 8¢, in accordance with ver. 51.— xdpic] is
wanting in B D L & &, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It
Condemned by Griesb,, deleted by Lachm. Iut since it stood
at the end of the sentence, and since the parallel passage,
Matt. viii. 19, had no corresponding word at the end, zde:
would the more easily drop out. — Ver. 62. ¢is 73¢ Seeir.] D L
2%, 1, 33, Vulg. It. Clem. Or. have 77 Busizsig.  So Lachmi. and
Tisch, The Recepta is explanatory.

Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. x. 1, 7, 9-11, 14; Mark vi
"-13. Luke follows Mark, and fto that circumstance, not to
any depreeielion of the Twelve by contrast with the Seventy
{Baur), is due the shorter form of the succeeding discourse. —
kai vooouvs fepar.] depends on Svvau. «. éEove. (powerand autlio-
rity, iv. 56).  The reference to édwxev (Dengel, Bornemann)
is more remote, since the vogovs fepamevew s actually a
ovvapts k. €fovaia. — Ver. 3. wjre ava Svo yuT. ixew] nor
ceen {o have firo under-garments (one in use and one Lo spare).
A mingling of two constructions, as though uséév aiperv had
been previously said.  See Ellendt, ad _Arricn. (A1 1. p. 167
Winer, p. 285 [E. T. 397]. Tor the explanation of the
infinitice with elme there is no need of supplying detv (Lobeck,
ad Phryn. pp. 753 £, 772); but this idea is implied in the
infinitive itself. See Nithner, ad Xen. Anad. v. 7. 34. 1t
would be possible to take the infinitive for the {mperative
{Kuinoel and many of the earlier critics, comyp. also Buttmann,
Newt, Groop.o 233 [E. T, 271 f], who understauds Aéyw)
ouly if the connection brought out a precise injunction par-
tuking of the nature of an express command (see generally,
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Winer, p. 282 [E. T. 397]; Bernhardy, p. 358 ; Pflugk, ad Evr.
Heracl. 314), whicl, however, in this case, since the imperative
precedes, and, moreover, immediately follows, is not applicable.
—Ver. 5. kai 7. kov.] Erenthe dust olso ; see Hartung, Partikell.
L p. 134. — én’ avr.] against them, more definite than Mark :
adrois. Theophylact: els éNeyyov alrdy kai kataxpioew.

Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. xiv. 1 f.; Mark vi. 14-16. — To the
sxoveer of Mark vi. 14, which Luke in this place evidently
lias before him, he adds a definite object, although taken very
generally, by means of 7a ywopeva wdvra : cverything which
was done, whereby is meant, which was done by Jesus (ver. 9).
— Supmopet] he was in great perplexity, and could not in the
least arrive at certainty as to what lie should think of the
person of Jesus. This was the uncertainty of an evil con-
science. Only Luke has the word in the New Testament. It
very often occurs in the classical writers. On the accentua-
tion Umé Twwv, see Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 49. — Ver. 8.
épavn] “ Nam Elias non erat mortuus,” Bengel. — Ver. 9. What
Matthew and Mark make Herod utter definitely, according to
Luke le leaves unceréain; the account of Luke is hardly
more original (de Wette, Bleek), but, on the contrary, follows
a more faded tradition, for the character of the secondary
writer is to be discerned in the entire narrative (in opposition
to Weizsiicker). The twofold éyd has the emphasis of the
terrified heart. — é§jres (8etv avTov] he longed to scc Him.
Comp. xxiii. 8. He hoped, by means of a personal conference
(viii. 20) with this marvellous man, to get quit of his distress-
ing uncertainty. That Herod seemed disposed to greet Him
as the risen John, and that aceordingly Christ had the prospect
of a glowing reception at court, Lange reads into the simple
words just as arbitrarily as Eichthal reads into them a
partiality for Herod on the part of Luke.

Vv. 10-17. See on Matt. xiv. 13-21; Mark vi. 30-44;
Jolm vi. 1 fi. According to the reading eis méAw xaXovuévny
Bnfa. (see the critical remarks), els is to be understood of the
direction whither (versus), and ver. 11 ff. is to be conceived
as said of what happened on the wry to Bethsaida. The
Dethsaida meant at Mark vi. 45, on the western shore of the
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lake (Byfa. 7ijs Taheh, John xii. 21; Matt. xi. 21), is not
the one intended, but Dethsaida-Julins, on the castern shore
in lower Gaulonitis (see on Mark viil. 22), as Michaelis,
Fischer, Pauluns, Robinson, Ebrard, Lange, Ewald, Schegg, and
others suppose, on the ground of Mark vi. 45, where from the
place of the miraculons feeding the passage is made across to
the western Dethsaida.  TFor the denial of this assumption, and
for the maintenance of the view that Luke, in variation from
the parallel passages, transposed the miracnlous feeding to
the western shore (Winer, de Wette, Ililgenfeld, Iloltzmann,
Eichthal, and with some hesitation Bleek), there is no founda-
tion at all in Luke’s text. TFor although Jesus had returned
from Gadara to the western side of the lake (viii. 37, 40), yet
between this point of time and the miraculous feeding come
the sending forth of the Twelve, and the period that clapsed
until their return (ix. 1-10).  Where they, on their return,
met with Jesus, Luke does not say, and for this meeting the
locahity urey be assumed to have been the eastern side of the
luke where Dethsaida-Juwlies was situated.  DBut if it is sup-
posed, as is certainly more natural, that they met with ITim
again al the place whenee they had been sent forth Ly ILim
on the western border of the lake, it is no contradiction of this
that Jesus, according to Luke, wished to retire with ITis disciples
by the country road to ¢hat Lethsaida which was situated at the
north-castern point of the lake (Bethsatda-Julias) ; and it is just
this sceking fov solitude which can alone be wrged in favour
of the more remote Dethsaida on the further side.  The whole
difference therelore comes to this, that, according to Luke, they
went to the place of the mirvaculous feeding by lvnd, but accord-
ine to Mk (and Matthew), by ship. — Ver. 11, amodeg ] Ile
did not send them back, although He desired to he alone, but
receiveld them. — émairiopov] Lrovisivis, a word which veeurs
only in this place in the New Testament, but is often found in
the classical writers.  Comp. Judith 1. 18, iv. 5. — Ver. 13,
w=Aetor ] These words do not it into the construction. See
Lobeek, wd Phrya. p. 410; Kriiger, od Dion. p. 287 ; Schoemann,
ald [so pod4b — €0 pyre 6N wnless, porchance, ete.; this is
neither to he regarded as a direct question (Kyplke, Rosemniiller),
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nor is the thought: “even therewith we caunot feed them,”
to be previously supplied (Beza, Grotius, de Wette, and others).
On the contrary, the two parts of the sentence are closely
connected : We have not more than . .. wnless, perchance, e
shall heeve bought.  The fonc of the address is not one of irony
(Camerarius, Homberg, Kuinoel), as is often expressed by e
py (Kibner, II p. 561; Maetzner, ad Lycury. in Leocr.
p- 317), but of embarrassment at the manifest <mpossibility of
carrying the order into effect (jueis . . . eis wavra Tov Aaov).
On e with a subjunctive, which is to be recognised even in
the Attic writers, although rarely, but is of frequent use in
the later Greek, see Winer, p. 263 [E. T. 368]; Kibuer, ad
Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 125 Poppo, ad Cyrop. 1. 3. 50; Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 500 ff.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 491. Winer is
mistaken in regarding the mood in this case as a deliberative
subjunctive not dependent on e, as Duttmann, p. 191 [E. T.
221), also takes it. See above for the connection; and on
the difference of meaning between the subjunctive with and
without &v (condition absolutely, without dependence upon
circumstances that may or may not happen), see Hermann,
De part. av, 11, 7, p. 956 ; Hartung, Partdhell. 11, p. 301 —
nueis] with emphasis; for previously they had advised to
leave the people themselves to procure food. — Ver. 14.
Observe the numierical relation, fice loaves, fice thousand,
ranks of companies by fifty. To form such companies is,
in Luke, said to have heen commanded even by Jesus
Huonsclf.  The tradition is gradually rounded into shape as
we advance from Matthew (and John) to Luke.— Ver. 16.
€UAoy. avTovs] an intimation of the demediction uttered in
prayer, which was cffectual in causing the increase. Matthew
and Mark bave it otherwise. — Ver. 17. shaopdror] is, in
accordance with the opinion of Valekenacer, Lachmann, and
Tischendorf, to be vegarded as governed by rxodwor Swdexa.
If, in accordance with the usnal view, it had been construed
with 7o meptoa. avt., it would have been 7dv xhagu. (comp.
Matt. xiv. 20; Soph. El 1280: 7a pév mepigoevorta TV
Noywy des; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 855 A) or 1a mepiooevoavta
avtois khdopata (John vi. 12).  Luke reproduces the xhaopud-
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Twv Swdeka xodirovs of Mark. Since, moreover, kAacudrwy
contains a refercnce to xatéxhace, ver. 16, it is manifest that
the fanciful view of Lange, L. J. IL. p. 309 £, is untenable :
that Jesus, indeed, miraculonsly fed the thousands; but that
the superfludty arose from the fuct that the people, disposed by
the love of Jesus to brotherly feeling, had immediately laid
open their own storcs.  Thus the miraculous character of the
transaction is combined with the natural explanation of I'aulus
and Ammon.  With what a unanimons wutruthfulness must
in this case all the four reporters of the history heve becn silent
about the people’s private stores. Just as perzistent are they
in their silence about the symlolic nature of the feeding
hehind which the marvellous How of the incident is put out
of sight (Weizsiicker). Schenkel mingles together most dis-
cordant elements for explaining away the miracle, not rejecting
even provisions brought with them, and in part procured in
haste. DBut what is the meaning of Mark viii. 18-20? And
are all six narratives equally a misunderstanding ?

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xvi. 13-16; Mark viit. 27-29.
As to the secoud miraculous feeding Lulke 1s silent; a silence
which Sclileiermacher and many others, even Weizsiicker, make
use of in oppousition to the reality of the second miracle (sce
in general on Matt. xv. 33).  Dnt this silence is related to
the enigmatical hiatus which Luke has left between vv. 17
and 18, entirely passing over everything that occurs in
Mark vi. 45-viil. 27, and in the parallel passage ol Matthew.
No explanation is given of this omission, and it secis to have
been occasioned Ly some casualty unknown to us.  Dossibly
the only reason was that in this place he had before him
another written source besides Mark, which did not comprise
the [ragments in question, and from which, morcover, he
horrowed the peeuliar situation with which ver. 18 begins.
Special purposes for the omission (Ililgenfeld, Weiss, p. 699 f.)
are arbitrarily assmmned, as if in lis idea the portion omitted
were, on the one hand, not of suflicient importance, on the
other, too detailed (as the history of the Canaanitish woman),
and the like. Weizsiicker, p. 606 [, proceeds more critically, but
still unsatisfactorily, when lie relegates the events to ix. 51 {1,
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where oceur several points of contact with the fragments
liere passed over.— Ver. 19. d\\oc 8¢] without a previous oi
wév. See on Matt. xxviii. 17 ; Mark x. 32. The opinion:
Todvy. 7. BanT., as that of the majority, is first of all declared
without limitation. — Ver. 20. ¢ ITérpos] mpomnda Tav
Aoy xai oTopa wdvtwy yevéuevos, Theophylact. — Tov
XpioTov 7. Ocod] See on ii. 26.

Vv. 21, 22, See on Matt. xvi. 20 f.; Markix. 30 f. Neither
the discourse of Jesus about the rock (Matt. xvi. 17-19), nor
His reproof of Peter as Satan (Matt. xvi. 22 f.; Mark viil
32 f), is found in the Pauline Luke, who did not find the
former in Mark (see on Mark viii. 29). If he had omitted
the saying concerning the rock because of a tendency (Baur
and others), he could not in the same interest have passed
over the rebuke of Peter as Satan.— Ver. 22. &re] argu-
mentative. Tell no one, etc., since it is the appointment of
God (xxiv. 26) that the Messiah, after many sufferings, etc.,
should attain to His Messianic attestation by the resurrection
(Rom. i. 4). Thus, for the present, the Lord quenches the
ardour of that confession, that it may not interfere with that
onward movement of the divine appointment which is still
first of all necessary.— dmo] on the part of. See Buttmann,
Neut. Gr. p. 280 [E. T. 326].

Vv. 23-27. See on Matt. xvi. 24-28 ; Mark viii. 34-ix. 1.
— mpos wavTas] fo all, is not to be taken as: n reference to
all, nor is it said in contrast to Peter, so that what Matthew
relates, xvi. 22 f,, may be unconsciously presupposed (de Wette
leaves the choice between the two); but as adroeis, ver 21,
refers to the apostles, mdvras must refer to a wider circle.
Luke leaves it to the reader to conclude from wdvras that
there were still others close by to whom, beside the disciples,
that which follows was addressed. Comp. on Mark viii. 34.
Ver. 18 does not exclude the approach of others which may
have occurred meanwhile. But with ver, 22 closed the con-
fidential discourse with the Twelve; what Jesus has now
yet {further to enter upon in continuation of the communica-
tion of ver. 22 is to be said not merely to them, but to all.
— «ka@ 7uépav] involuntarily snggested by the experience of



96 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

a later period; 1 Cor. xv. 31; Rom. viii. 36; 2 Cor. iv. 16 f.
—Ver. 25. éavrov 8¢ amoh. % ¢nu.] if he .. . howerver, shall
have lost himself, or have suffered demage (3, not equivalent to
xai, but introducing another word for the same idea). Ilimself,
2. nob “ s better self” (de Wette), but, according to ver, 24,
his own Ufe.  Exeluded from the DMessial’s Lkingdom, the
man is in the condition of @davatos; not living (in the fwy
aloveos), he is dead [ he Is dead as well as wo wmore present
(o¥xk elod, Matt. ii. 18), he has lost himself. — Ver. 26. év 75
Sokp wrX] A threefold glory :—(1) His own, which He has
absolutely as the exalted Messiall (comp. xxiv. 26); (2) The
glory of God, which accompanies Him who comes down from
the throne of God ; (3) The glory of the angels, who surround
with their brightness Him who comes down from God's
tlrone (comp. Matt. xxviil. 3 and elsewhere; Ilahn, Z%eol. d.
N. T § 116). The genitives have all the sume referenee,
eenitives of the subject. — Ver. 27. axnfds] not belonging to
Aéyw (in that case it would be a translation of apnw, and
would come fivst, as in xil. 44, xxi. 3), but to what follows.
—avrov] (see the critical remarks) lere, Acts xv. 34;
Matt. xxvi. 36; Plato, Lol 1. p. 327 C, and elsewhere. —
Ty Bagi. 7. Oeod] the lingdom of the Messiak, not less definite,
but simpler than Matthew and Mark.

Vv, 28-36. See on Matt. xvii. 1-13; Mark ix. 2-13. —
woel nuepar okT®] without construction (comp. ver. 13), see
on Matt. xv. 52; Winer, pp. 458, 497 [E T. 648 f., T04];
Buttmaun, Newtest, Gr. p. 122 [E T. 139]  The ool
protects Luke from the reproach of representing himself as
paying more attention than Mk to chronology (Iloltzmaun).
— mpogevfacfal] See on v. 16.— Ver. 249, 7o etdos] thr
appearance of is countenance : “ Translormatio splendorem
addidit, faciem non subtraxit,” Jerone. — Aevkos] not instead
of an adverb, but éagrp. is a sccond predicate added on
by way of climax without xai (Dissen, «d DPiad. p. 304),
white, glistewing.  On €éfaotp., comp. LXX. Lizek i 4, 7;
Nal. iii. 3; Thryphiod. 103. — Ver. 31. Tyv €&obor
abrod] Ilis deparfure, namely, from His lile and work on
carth = through His death, resurrection, and ascension (Joseph.
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Ant. iv. 8. 2). Comp. Wisd. iii. 2, vii. 6; 2 Det. i. 13,
and the passages in Suicer, Thes. L p. 287, 1142; Elsner,
Obss. p. 219.  Corresponding to this is elcodos, Acts xiii. 2.4
This sudject of the cuvdlaXetr, of which neither Matthew nor
Mark has any hint, first appeared in Luke from the latee
tradition which very naturally attained to this reflection, and,
moreover, might gather it from Mark ix. 9; Matt. xvii. 9.' —
aAgpor] The departure is conceived ol as divinely /fore-
nrdained, therefure as heing fulfilled when it actually occurred.
See Kypke, I p. 253.— Ver. 32. But Peter and his com-
panions, while this was going on before them, were weighed
dorri awith slecp (drowsy); s they nevertheless vemained wwake,
were not actnally asleep, they swe, ete. — On  BeBapnp.
Urve, comp. Matt. xxvi. 43 ; Jucobs, vl Antlhol. VI p. 77. —
Staypryy.] is not to be explained as it usuwally is, postquain
ceperrecti sunt (Castalio), but (so alsuo Schewgg), when, how-
cver, they had thovoughly sirakencd.  Comp. 1lerodian, iii
4. 8: wdons Tijs vukTos . . . Saypiryopnoavtes; Vule. (Lach-
nmann) : vigiluntes.—Ver. 33, According to Inke, Peter desires
by his proposal to prevent the departwre of Moses and Elias.
— 9 etdws 0 Aéyer] He was not conscious to himself of what
Le said (so much had the marvellous appearance that had
presented itself to lim as he struggled with sleep confused
Lim), otherwise e would not have proposed anything so i-
proper.  The whole feature of the drowsiness ol the disciples
belongs to a later form of the tradition, whieh, even as early
as Mark, is no longer so primitive as in Matthew. Ieflection
sought to make the saying about the Luilding of tabernacles
intelligible ; but the tendency-critics were the first to suggest
that therc was a design of throwing the primitive apostles,
cspecially Peter, into the shade (Baur, Evang. p. 435, Markus-
crang. p. 68; Hilgenfeld, Erany. p. 179, 181; sce, on the
other hand, Késtlin, p. 200). — Ver. 34 {. émeowiacer abrovs]
abrous, as at ver. 53, relers to Moses and Illias, who are
separating from Jesus, not to the disciples (see on Matt.
xvil. 5). It is otherwise in Matthew, who has not the detail
v 7o daywpileafar aitovs e’ avrov. — While Peter speaks
1 Comp. Weizsiicker, Evany. Gesch. p. 481.
LUKE 1I. G



98 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

with Jesus, the cloud appears which overshadows the depart-
ing Moses and Ilias. These {continning their departure) pass
away into the cloud; the voice resounds and the entire appeir-
ance is past, Jesus is alone. — éxhedeyup.] See the eritical
remarks ; comp. xxiil. 35. — Of the conversation on the sub-
jeet of Elias, Luke has nothing. Tt was remote from his
Gentile-Christian interest.  DBut all the less are we to impnte
an «ati-Jewrish purpose (such as that hie would not have John
regarded as Elias) to Luke, whose style, morecover, elsewhere
tends to abbreviation (in opposition to Daur in the Z%eol. Julori.
1853, p. 80).— Ver. 36. éaiynsarv] Of the command of
Jesus, with a view to this result, the abbreviating Luke has
nothing.

Vv. 37—15. See on Matt. xvil, 14-23; Mark ix. 14-32,
the latter of which Luke [follows on the whole, but
abbreviating. — 13 €Eijs  nuépa)l According to Luke, the
transfiguration  took place at night, ver. 32.— Ver. 38.
emiBréyrac] to look wpon, with helpful pity to cast eves
upon, Comp. i. 48; Icclus. xxxiii. 1; Tob. iii. 3, 15;
Judith xiii. 4. See the critical remarks. The wmiddle voice
does not occur. povoyers in this passage, as at viil. 42, is
found only in Luke. — Ver. 39. #palec] does not refer to the
demon (Bornemann), but to the son, since kai éfaidrys intro-
duces the result which is Dbrought about in the possessed
one by the wvedpa AapBdver avrtor. The sudden change
of the subjects i1s the less swrprising when we take into
account the rapid impassioned delineation.  Scee Winer,
p- H56 [E. T. 787], and Schoemamn, ad Is. p. 294 f—
poyes] hardly, with trouble and danger; used only liere in
the New Testament. — avvtpiBov adrov] wihilst he Lruises Jeim
‘even still—uas he yields).  Coneeive ol a paroxysm in which
the demoniae ferociously beats and knocks and throws himselt
down. This literel meaning of ovrrp. is, on account of the
vivid description in the context, to be preferved to the figuralice
meaning—/rets, wears wway (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bornemaun,
Fwald), althongh Mark has Enppadverar, in another colluca-
tion, however. — Ver. 42, ére 06 wpooepy. avrob] bl s hr
wus sl coming — not  yet  altogether fully come up. —
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ébpnEev . . . cweomapafer] a climax deseribing the con-
vulsive action, ke tore him, and convulsed him (comp. omwa-
paypos, cramp). — lacato 7. ] namely, by the expulsion
of the demon, — émi 7. peyakewor. 7. Oeod] «t the majesty
(Josephus, Antt. Prooem. p. 5; Athen. iv. p. 130 I) of God.
"fovro yap, otk €E idias OSuvdpews, AN éx Ocob TaiTa
TepaTovpyety avtov, Euthymius Zigabenus.— émolet] Im-
perfect (see the critical remarks). Thelr wonder was excited
by the miracles of Jesus as a whole, among which was to be
reckoned «lso that special case.— Ver, 14, §éafe Duels x.7.\.]
Place ye, on your part, etec. The disciples were to continue
mindful of this expression of amazement (Tods Adyouvs
TovTovs) on account of the contrast (o yap vies «.T.) in
which his own destiny would soon appear therewith. They
were therefore to build no hopes thereupon, but only thence
to recognise the uobile vulyus!  Bornemann, de Wette,
Schegg refer 7. Noy. TodT. to o yap vios x.T.\, so that ydp
would be explanatory (fo wit). So already Irasmus. DBut
the above reference of the plural Tous . Tour. most readily
sugoests itself according to the context; since, on the one
haud, mdvrey 8¢ Oavpalovrwy preceded (comp. subsequently
the singular 7o pfiua, ver. 43); and, on the other, the argumen-
tative use of ydp seems the most simple and natural. — ecs
xeip. avlpwm.] into the hands of men, He, who has just been
marvelled at as the manifestation of the majesty of God.—
Ver. 45. {va] purely a particle of purpose, expressing the
ohject of the divine decree. — aicfwvrar] that they should
not become aware of it.  The idea of the divine decree is that
their spiritual perception through the internal alcOntijpia
(Heb. v. 14), their intellectual aiafnaes (Phil. i 9), was not
to attain to the meaning of the saying. The verb occurs
only here in the New Testament.— xal égofSotvto x.T.A.
See on Mark ix. 32. — The whole description of this failure
to understand is only a superficial expansion of Mark ix. 32,
and not an intentional depreciation of the Twelve in the
T’auline interest (Baur, Hilgenfeld).

Vv. 46=50. See on Matt. xviii. 1-5; Mark ix. 33-40. —
elainle wTN] then came a thought in !heir hearts. A well-
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known precuaney of expression in vespeet of év, wherein the
result of the elaépyea@ac — the beiny in thein —is the pri-
doiminant idea.  Sce DBernhardy, po 208, Another mode of
regarding the rising of thoughts in the mind is expressed at
xxiv. 38—l av wrN] who probolly (possibly, see Kiihner,
IL p. 458) would be greater, feo more to be preferred amony
themd  Comp. on 1 Cor. xiil. 13.  This question of rauk,
which JMark introduces with greater historical detail, is not
referred in Mark and Luke specially to the Messiali's king-
dom, as 1s the caze in Matthew., See on Mark ix. 33, The
orcasion. of the question is not stated in Mark and ILuke
(otherwise in Matt. xviii. 1), and is by Theophyvlact quite
arbitrarily songht in the cuwre of the demoniac, which the
disciples had not been able to accomplisl, and in view of the
failure were throwing the blame upon one another.— wap’
éavr¢ | close {o Iimself.  In sueh a position opposite to the
disciples, as clearly fo wmele common cavse with Jesius I -
sclf (see ver. 48).— Ver. 48. The meaning and train of
thought in Luke are substantially the same as i Mark
ix. 36 [, as also in Matt. xviii. 2 ff; the same principles we
enunciated in the same sense. The edld placed there is the
living type ol the kawmdle disciple as he, iIn opposition to that
arrogant disposition in ver. 46, ought to e, And fhis oliddd
standing there as suel & moral type, e every disciple of
Christ like to him in uwnasswing hamility, is we kighly
estecpeed before God, that whosoever lovingly receives him, ete.
For (yap, introducing a conlivmatory explanation) /Je odo (:
less (Lhan the others) winony you «fl (Lo wit, sabjectively,
according  to his  own  estimadion  of  himsell) s great
(objectively, in accordance with his real worth).  Therefere
the saving ol Jesus in Luke ouglt not to have been explained
as wanling i poiat (de Wette) or without conneetion (Stranss),
nor should it have been maintained that the placing of the
¢hild before the disciples was originally without reference to

Y Not: greater than they, as Weiss in the Jakrb. f. D. Theol. p. 96, supposcs.
That their queslion, according to Luke, was not so devoid of wderatanding s
shown, moreover, by uixpireps; iv waor Ouiy, ver. 48, Luke therefore had no
wish to sel aside the contest about rauk.



CITAD. IX. 51~33. 101

the digpute about rank (Weisse). — Ver. 49. As to the con-
nection of thought with what precedes, see on Mark ix. 38.
Luke follows him with abbreviations. Dut any reference to
an attack on the ministerial efficiency of the Apostle Paul
(Kostlin, p. 201) is quite arbitrarily read into ver. 50.—
émwi 7. ovou. oov] o the ground of Tly name, giving out Him
as the authority which the demons had to obey. In this
sense they wused the mname of Jesus in the expulsion of
demons.  Comp. xxi. 8, xxiv. 47; Acts iv. 17 f.; and for
actual cases, Acts iii. G, 16, xvi. 18.~—axor. peld’ Hudv]
a frequent construction in the classical writers also, Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 353 £, Comp. Rev. vi. §, xiv. 13.

Ver. 51 ff. Luke now enters upon his narative of the journey
of Jesus to Jerusalem at the close of His earthly carcer, and
transfers to this journcy all that follows as far as xviii. 30.!
Not until xviii. 15 does he again go parallel with Matthew and
Mark. The journey is not direct, for in that case only threc
days would have been neceded for it, but it is to be con-
ceived of as a slow e/reuit whose final goal, however, is Jeru-
salem and the final development there. The dircet journey
towards Jerusalem docs not begin till the departuwre from
Jericho, xvii, 35. Jesus, with Iis face towards Jerusalem,
wishes to pass through Samaria (vv. 32, 53); but being
rejected, He turns again towards Galilee, and does not appear
aoain on the borders of Samaria till xvii. 11, whence it is
plain that Luke did nof transfer the history of Martha and
Mary (x. 38) to Bethany, in which respect, according to John,
he was assuredly in error.  This being conceded, and in con-
sideration of Luke in general having so much that is peculiar

! That there is actually before us in this place a narrative of a journey has
indecd been denied, but only under the pressure of harmonistic eritivism. Even
Weiss rightly maintains its character as the narrative of a journey whose goal is
Jerusalem.  Still its contents are not to he limited to the ministry of Jesus
outside of Galilee. Sec also Weizsticker, p. 207.

¢ Therelore it is not to Le sail that Luke makes the chiel part of the journey
pass through Samaria, wherely, according to Baur (£vang. p. 433 L}, he wished
o support the Pauline nniversalism by the authority of Jesus. In ver. 511.
Luke relates only an attempt to pass through Samaria, which, however (ver. 56),

wus abandoned.  This, moreover, is opposed to Baur's comparison of the Gospel
of Luke with that of John (p. 483), and opposed to Kistlin, p. 189,
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to himsell,—since he, following his sources and investivzations
(i. 3), so frequently varies from Matthew aud Mark in the
sequence of events and the combination of discourses,—the
Judgment of de Wette appears wrong : that the whole section,
nanely, is an unchronological and unhistorical collection, proh-
ably occusioned by the circumstance that Luke had met with
much evangelical material which he did not know Liow Lo insert
clsewhere, and therefore threw together in this place (comp. also
tenss, § 206 ; Hofmanu, Saeifth. 11, 2, p. 353).  Inthat case
the very opposite of Luke’s assurance (1. 3) would be true, and
Bruno Dauer's sneer on the subject of the journey would not be
without reason. He must actually have {found the chronologieal
arrangement ol what is recorded in this large section as belong-
ing to the end of the sojourn in Galilce, and this must have
determined his special treatment, in respect of which he inter-
sperses at xiii. 22 and xvil. 11 hints for enabling the reader to
make out his whereabouts in the history (comp. Ewald).  Dut
Kuinoel (following Marsh and Eichhorn) quite arbitrarily
deduces the section ix. 51-xviil. 14 from a guumoloyy Dearing
upon the last journey of Chiist, on the maruin of which also
much belonging to an carlier time was written.  The assumyp-
tion of Schleiermacher, moreover, is incapable of proof (comp.
Olshausen and Neander, IEbrard also, and Bleek) : that there are
Lere blended together the narratives of o journeys to Jeru-
salem—to the feast of the Dedication and to the Passover. So
also ITofmann, Weisseg. w. Evfidl 11 p. 113, Decidedly opposed
to this, however, is the fact that the intevealation ol of/ir his-
torical elements (x. 25-xviii. 31) must again he assumed.
Finally, the assertion of Wieseler ((hronol. Synopse, po 519 1),
that ix. S1-xiii. 21 is parallel with John vil. T0-x. 42 (then
xiil, 22-xvil. 10 with John xi. 1-54; and lastly, xvii. 1 1-xix.
28 with John x1. 55—x1. 11), so that thus Luke in ix. 31 is
introducing, not the Iast journey to Jerusalem, but the last hut
two, is negatived on purely exegetival grounds by 7is avaXy-
Yrews (sce subscquently).  The ofdes harmonistie schemes also
placed the journey in question parallel with John vii. 10, but
out thiemselves, awkwardly enongl, out of the dilliculty of 7is
araldrews by means of the evasion: “non cnim Lucas dicit,
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dies illos jam Zmplelos esse, sed factum hoc esse, dwm compleren-
tur,” Calovius. In various ways attempts have been made to
solve the question, whence Luke derived his narrative (see espe-
cially Ewald, Jalsb. 11 p. 222, and Evang. p. 282 ff.; Weiz-
sicker, p. 209 {f). Yet, apart from his general sources, in
regard to which, however, it is not needful, in view of the Logiu,
to presuppose a later treatiment and transposition (Ewald), it
can scarcely be inferred as to the general result that in this
peculiar portion of his Gospel down to xviii. 14 a special
evangelical document, a special sowrce containing a journcy,
must have been in Luke’s possession, and that this was rich
in fragments of discowrse, partly, indeed, in such as occur also
in the Logia, although differently arranged, and in part differ-
eutly put together, but pre-eminently rich in parabolic and
narrative discourses, such as were in accordance with the
Pauline views; for the entire omission of these discourses
by Matthew and Mark sulliciently proves that (in opposi-
tion to Holtzmann) they did aof as yet appear in the ZLogi«,
but formed an anthology of the Lord’s original sayings that
grew up out of a later development. Weizsiicker, p. 141 ff,,
has ingeniously endeavoured to indicate the relations of the
several portions to the doctrinal necessitics of the apostolic
age, in regard to which, however, much remains problematical,
and in much he takes for granted tendencies whose existence
canuot be proved. It is totally unfounded to attribute to
Luke any modification of his accounts brought about by mofives
of partisanship' (Baur, Kostlin, and others), in respect of which
Kostlin, p. 236, supposes that he vaguely and contradictorily
worked up an older narrative about the journey through
Samaria and Peraea, because after Lie hrad once brought Jesus
to Samaria he would not wish to mention expressly His leav-
ing this region again immediately. (But sce on ver. 56.)
Ver. 51. "Ev 7¢ ovumAnpobobfar k7] when the days of His
taking up (e the days when their consummation ordained by
God, His assumption, was to oceur) were cntirely completed, ie.
! That thus, for instance, by the narrative of the fiery zeal of the sons of

Zebedee he just desired to prove low little they were capable of going Leyond
the limits of Judaism, Comp. Hilgenleld, Evang. p. 182 £
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when the peiriod of TIis veecicing up (assvmplio, Vol was eory
arar.  Buthymins Zigabenus aptly savs: juépas 7i)s dvai-
Yews alrod Aéyer Tov rkaipov Tov adopialdivra  péxpe Tijs
ava\ipfrews alTod Tijs Ao vijs els odpavoy.  In the New Testa-
ment @vaigyres oceurs only in this place.  Dut it appears in
the same sense of /- faling up into hewrcn, and that likewise
of the Messialh, in the Test. XTI Pote. po 385 kai peya-
Avvbijoerar év T otrovucry Ews avalipfrews avTol ; and in the
Fathers (see Suicer, Thes. L p. 282); althouzh in the New
Testament the ) avarapBdvesfar is the costomeary word to
express this hearenly reeeption, Mark xvi. 195 Aets 2, 11,22
1 Tim. iii. 16. Comp. 1 Mace. ii. 58; Eecclus. xlviii. 9;
2 Kingsii. 11; Eeclus. xlix. 14 ; Tabit iii. 6.  The oljections
of Wieseler are unfounded: that the pluwe/ Tas rnuépas, as
well as the absence of any more precise limitation {or dvaXiye.
(els Tov ovpavov), is opposed to this view. The plusal is as
much in place here' as at ii. 6, 22; Acts ix. 23; and avd-
Aprs, without more precise Lontiation, in no way needed such
a limitation, because by meaus of avrob it leaves it absolutely
without doubt that the ecurrent idea of Christ’s assumption is
meant, as, morcover, avedngdy, Acts i 2, and 1 Tim. iii. 16,
although without any local definition, presented no ambiguity
Lo the Christian consciousness. Comp. the ecclesinstical eses
Poguendi of assuamptio without qualilication.  Wieseler him-
soAf explains: “when the days drew to an end in which
ITe found a reception (in Galilee, to wit), e jowrneyed
tywards Jerusalem in order to work there” An crroncous
deviee, the necessary result of harmonistic eudeavours.  No-
Lody could guess at the supplementary “in Galilee ;” aud
what a singulwly unsuitable representation, sinece, indeed,
Jesus up to this time almost alwayvs, and even so late as at
ver, 43, found vppreciclive vad  odiniration i Galilee ! —

VIf Luke had written =5y #aépev = ave hewonld thereby Tave declared that
what followed happened on the roey digy ol the assamption. Comp. Acts i 1.
But Bengel well says @ ““unus erat dies assumtionis in covlum, sed quadraginta
dies a resurrectione, imo etinmn hi dies ante passionem crant instar parasceves,
Inatabal adhae passio, crux, mors, sepulerim, sed perhaee omnia ad et pro-
spexit Jesus, cupes senstm imitatur siylus evangeliste.™  Comyp. John xiis 23,
zui. 3, 31, xvii., and elsewhere. :
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adrés] ipse, in view of the subsequent sending forward of Ilis
messengers. — 10 mwpoow. avtov éotyp.] He scitled (stedfastly
directed) IHis countenance,—a Hebraism (2138 D), Jer. xxi, 10,
xlii. 15, xliv. 12; Gen. xxxi. 21; 2 Kings xii. 1S; Dan.
xi. 17, to be traced to the source that he made use of.  Comp.
Gesenius (who points out the existence of the samme usage in
Arabie and Syriac) in Rosenmiiller, Rep. I. p. 136, and Thesawr.
IL p. 1109. The meaning is: He adopted His settled pur-
pose to journey to Jerusalem (vob wopedectfar, genitive of
purpose) ; apopioey, ékvpoaer, éotnae BovAsy, Theophylact.

Vv. 52, 53. "Ayyérovs does not as yet mean the Seventy
(Neander), and dote is as at iv. 29. — érowpdoar adrd] (o
make preparation for Him (comp. Mark xiv. 175), <. in this
case : étowpdoar Vrodoyny mpos kaTaywyyy avrod, Euthymius
Zigabenus. — Ver. 33. kal ovx é8éfavro avTov] which rcjec-
tion was accomplished by the refusal given to the messengers
that He had scnt before, see ver. 52. That Jesus Himself {ol-
lowed them is not implied in the passage. — 67¢ 16 mpocwmov,
not because generelly e was jowrneying towards Jerusalem
(évavtios +yap of Zapapettar wpos Tovs ‘IepocolvuiTas
Siéwervro, FEuthymius Zigabenus; so usually), for through
Samarta passed the wsual pilgrims’ road of the Galilaeans,
Josephus, An#f. xx. 6. 1; Vit. 52 ; comp. John iv. 4; nor
yet because they were unwilling to lodge “so large « Jewish
procession” as the train of disciples (Lange, of which, how-
ever, nothing appears),—but leccuse they vegarded an alleged
Messivh journeying towards Jerusalem as not leiny the actunl
Messiah.  We must think of the messengers themselves
annonneing Jesus as the Messiah, although, hesides, according
to Jolm iv., the knowledge of His Messianic call might have
already penectrated from Galilee to the Samaritan villages;
but the Samaritans did not expect of the Messiah (see the
expositors on John iv. 23) the observance of festivals in
Jerusalem, but the restoration and glorvification of the worship
upon Gerizim.  (Comp. Bertholdt, Christol. p. 21 f) The
expression 10 wpéocwm. abrod v mwopevou. is a Hebraism, Ex.
xxxiii. 14; 2 Sam. xvii, 11.

Vv. 54-36. 'T8ovres] they scw @ in the return of the
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messengers, who would not otherwise have come hack. — The
two disciples are not to be identified with the messengers
(Buthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus). — wop] Fire, not: fulmen
(Wetstein, Kuinoel), a modern mode ol explaining away, of
which, neither in 2 Kings i. 10-12 (when at the word ol
Llias fire from heaven devours the people of Ahazial) nor on
the part ol the disciples is there any notion. — obx oidate
eTA] As in respect of duels the emphatic contrast with
LElias is not to be disregarded (“retunditur provocatio ad
Fliam,” Bengel), so it is objectionable to explain, with Dorne-
mann: “Nonne perpenditis, qualem vos . . . animum pro-
datis 2 Certe non lavnaniorcin, quam modo vobis Swmaritand
proestiterunt”  The Samaritans had not, indeed, refused to
receive Jesus from lack of humanity ; see on ver. 53, Rightly
the expositors have explained ofov wreduaTos of a spirvit which
is differently disposed from that disployed by Elins.  In that
respect the fora of the saying has been taken by some afirma-
fively (so lirasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and others ;
latest of all, iwald), some enterrogatively (so Luther, Zeger, and
most of the later crities); but the mefter of it has been so
understood that Jesus is made to say to the disciples either («)
that they kuew uot that they were allowing themsclves to be
cuided by a wholly different spirit from that of ILilias (see as
carly as Augustine, €. Adimant. 17, Calvin, Grotius : “ DPuatatis
vos agi Spiritw tali, quali olim Elias . . . ; sed erratis.
ITabetis quidem &row, sed ob wat’ émiyrwow, et qui proinde
huniant est allectus, non divinae motionis ™), so in substance
Ch. F. Fritzsche also in his Now. Opuse. p. 264 ; o0 () that they
knew not that they as 1is disciples were to follow the guidance
ol w wholly different spirit from that of Elias,—the evangelical
spirit of meekness, not the legal spirit of severity (so Theophy-
luct, Erasmus, Zeger, Jansen, Bengel, and most of the later
commentalors).  The view under (o) bears ow the fuce of it
the motives on which it depeuds, viz. to avoid making Jesus
rebuke the spirit of Elias.  The view wnder (4 is simply in
accordance with the words, and is to be prelerred in the inter-
rogative form, as being more appropriate to the earnestness ol
the (uestioner; yet wvevpavos is not to be explained, as most
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of the later commentators explain it, of the Awuman spirit
(“ affectus animi,” Grotius), but (rightly, even so early as Euthy-
mius Zigabenus) of the Holy Spivit.!  To this objective wvetpa
the categorical éoré points (which does not mean: yc ought to
be). As to eivai Twos, whereby is expressed the velation of
dependence, sec on Mark ix. 41, and Winer, p. 176 [E. T.
243 [[]. — Ver. 50. érépav] into a village which was not Srenc-
sitan. Theophylact: 67¢ ok éSékavto airov, ovdé eloiiAbev
els Sapdpetav.  Thus the journey at its very commencement
diverged {rom the direct course that had been decided on
(in opposition to Wieseler, p. 326).  To suppose the {urther
progress of the journey through Samaria (in this place con-
sequently Schenkel misplaces the incident in Jolm iv.) is
altogether without authority in the text.

Vv. 57-60. See on Matt. viii. 19-22, who has placed
the incidents earlicr. These little narratives circulated pro-
bably in general without definite historical arrangement.
Arbitrarily enough, Lange” finds the three unnamed ones that
follow, vv. 57,59, 61, in Judas Iscariot, Thomas, and Matthew.
According to Luke, they were assuredly mone of the twelve
(vi. 13 I). — mopevopevor avtdv] Lo wit, eis éTépav xwpnw,
ver. 56. — év 75 08@] is to be taken with what follows (Lach-
mann). If, as is usually the case, it were conmnected with
mwop. avT., it would simply be useless. — damwehforre] Case of
attraction, Kiihuer, IL . 344. — Ver. 0. SudyyeAke kT ]
aunounce cverywhere (i, comp. Rom. ix. 17) the Ringdom of
God, the imminent establishment of the Messiall’s kingdom.

Vv. 61, 62. Peculiar to Luke. — dmwordéaabas x.T.\] to suy
Jurewell to my family. Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 13, and see on Mark
vi. 45 ; Vulg. : “ senuntiare” So also Augustine, Maldonatus,
and others.  Literally, and likewise rightly (see xiv. 33

! Tovra yap a&yabiv ieri xai dvelixzxev, Euthymius Zigabenus. But not as
though Jesus indirectly denied to Elias the Holy Spirit (comp. already on i. 17),
but in His disciples the Iloly Spirit is in His operations different from what He
was in the old prophets, seeing that He was in them the instrument of the
divine chastisement.

2 He—just as arbitrarily, since the brief narratives omit all such details—
represents the first as being of a sanguine, the second of a meclancholic, the
third of a phlegmatic temperament, Sce L. J, III. p. 424.
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Lobeck, «d Phryi. p. 24). Dat the answer o1 wesus, ver. G2,
vives for amerdf. the idea ol attieliment, not of renuuciation.
— 105 €ls x.T.\, according to the above explanation of dweTdk,,
must be maseuline, not weater. (Vuleate in Lachmann, Angus-
tine, Maldonatus, Panlus.) — els] not instead of ev (thus de
Wette, however), but a case ol attraction, such as we very
frequently weet with in the classical writers.  The two ideas,
amépyeatar eis Tov oixoy pouv and amoTdE. Tols év TE oikem
wovu, are so blended together that the former is forced into the
latter, and has driven out év for els.  See in ceneral, Kiiliner,
II. p. 318 £, ad Xen. Anab. i. 1. 5. Comp. Buttmann,
Newfo Geope 286 [E0 T 3521 — Ver. 62, The meaning of
the proverbial =aying, in which, moreover, “cum proverbio
<ignificatur, cul rei aptetur proverbivm” {Grotiug) is, No oar
who has offered to labowr in ay servive, cid withal still attochs
Lis Aaterest lo his cavlice relations (BANmov wdlw émi Tov
ncapov, Theophylact), @s well fitted (adapted, available) for the
Fingdow of the Messiak (to labour for it).  Entire devotion, not
divided service! On els ¢ B\émew, wverlos wliquo concortere,
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 112,
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CHAPTER X.

VER. 1. :88ounzovra] I D M, 42, Syr.v Perss. Arm. Vulg. Cant.
Vere. Colb. For. Rd. Sax. and many Fathers add ébe here, and
most of them likewise at ver. 17; Lachmann las adopted the
latter in brackets. Supposed to be a more exact fixing of the
number in accordance with the relation (12 times 6). — Ver. 2.
Instead of the first oy, Lachm. Tisch. have 6¢; see on vi. 9. —
Ver. 3. éyé] is wanting in A D8, min. Arm. Vulg. ms. codd, of
It. Lachm. Tisch. 1t is frown Matt. x. 16. — Ver. . sisipyp60:]
Here and at ver. 10 sisézizre must be read, on preponderating
evidence.  Approved by Griesh., adopted by Lachin. and Tisch.
If it were not original, but an alteration, eisips zede at ver. 8
would not have been acquiesced in. — Ver. 6 1. Lachm. and
Tisch. have rightly deleted wév after <y, the article lefore
vicg, and éovi, ver. 7.— Ver. 8, & ] Lachm. Tisch. have d,
aceording to evidence not preponderating ; and how easily the o,
that might be dispensed with, would drop away, since alrealy
the connecting ])'lltlcl(, was found in zaif—Ver. 11, After iunds
Giriesb. has ddded s Todc ioes 7o, 111 n(cmd'm(,e with decisive
authorities, among whieh, howey er, B 1 I¥ N min. Sax. It. want
suiw, which therefore Lachm. and Tisch. have not adopted with
the rest. DBut it was just this word zuév that occasioned the
omission of the words in question because the transeriber passed
on immediately from pév to 7uév.  lence the reading of Giies-
hach is to be nmlllhune(l 1u ats anleyrity. — After fyyimes, Elz
Scholz have ¢z duéc, in opposition to authorities so important
that it can only appear as a repetition {rom ver. 9. — Ver. 12
After 7éy0 LElz. [Tisch. 8 also] has 8¢ (Lachm. in brackets),
opposed to very important evidence. A connective addition.
— Ver. 135, éyhmre] B D L &, min. have éysidzear.  So Lachm.
and Tiscl. 'llm J.(u-pm 15 from Matt. xi. 21. — zadiusar)
Lachm. and Tisch. have zadémee, in accordance with decisive
evidence.  The Recepla is a grammatical alteration. — Ver. 15.
% tos Tob odpared Ibwdsivn] L.lLllm Tisch. have ps fw: oipared
{dwdiey, 11 accordance with B D L = &, Syre Aeth. Copt. It.
To be rejected as at Matt. xi. 24. — Ver, 19, 6idwui] Tisch. has



110 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKT.

idwra, fullowing B C* L X & vas. Or. Cacs. Das, Cyr. Epiph.
Chrys.  Rightly; the present tense more readily occurred to
the transcribers. — démsay] Lachm. and Tisch. have admses, on
authority so lmportant that démzer must he regarded as a gram-
matieal alteration. — Ver. 200 Alter ywip. 6¢ Elz, has g@rie, in
opposition to largely preponderating evidence.  An addition for

toning down the expression. — Instead of ¢ypaen Tisch. has
syyéiypmsra, following B L X ¥, 1, 33, Eus. Bas. Cyr. [Tisch. 8
lias é4yéypasras, following & B].  Dut the compound, as well

as the perfect tense, looks like a more precise definition of
the oviginal éypapn. — Ver. 21, After meduan 3 C D K L X
= 1N, min. vss. (even Vulg. 1t) have 3 ayiw.  Adopted by
Lachm. and Tisch. A pious addition; the transeribers would
hardly have omitted the adjective, especially as in ver. 20
& medpare had just gone Dbefore in an entirely dilferent
sense. — Ver. 22 is introduced in Lz Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. 8]
hy zai orpapsic apic vods puinras eize.  The wonrds are to be
retained, in opposition to Griesb. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 lhas
the words]; they are wanting in B D L M E &, min. vss. (even
Vaulg codd. of 1t.) Ir, but they were omitted partly in accond-
ance with Matthew, partly because, on account of ver. 23, they
scemed Inappropriate in this place.  If they had been adopted
out of ver. 23, xar idiev also, which in ver. 23 is omitted only
by D, vss., would have been taken up with then, and the words
would be wanting in ver. 23 in one set of the authorities.—
Ver, 27. Lachm. and Tisel. have, indeed, 2 é7z¢ 7. zapéias 0, but
then év éxn = Nuxn 6 x. év 8y 5. oy li 6. 2. & éA\g = diavoig 0., ON
evidenee so important that the fecepte, which throughout reads
éz, must he traced to the LXX. D, mi. It. have throughout
v, from Matt. xxil. 37. — Ver. 29, dxadi] Lachin, Tisch. have
ozaizeas, on decisive evidence. — Ver. 30. ruyzdmm] deleted
Ly Lachi. and Tisch,, in accordance with B D L E 8, min. Copt.
Arm. Vulg. It. It was altogether supertluons, and was there-
fure passed over; there was no motive for adding it. — IFor a
similar reason yaduseg, ver. 32, is to be maintained, in opposi-
to Tisch. [Tisch. Srmers indecd omits it, but Tisch. 8 has restored
it].— Ver. 33 edrer] is wanting in B C L 2 8, 1, 53, 254, Vere
Vind. Colb. Rd.  Dracketed by Laclan., deleted by Tisch.
Rightly. It is from ver. 31.— Ver. 35, iZe2.0dv] is wanting in
1D L X ER min Syr. A, Perss. Aeth. Copt. Vulg, It Chrys.
Condemned by Griesb. and Schulz (by the latter as * vox moles-
tissima”), deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. To be maintained.
The similar x8«ruwv which follows occasioned the omission of
the word, which, besides, appeared cumbrous. — Ver. 50, oiv]
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bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch,, in accordance with B T,
= R, min. vss. A connective addition. The arrangement «anaiov
doxsi oor (Elz. Lachm. have éox. 6. =Ans) is decisively attested. —
Instead of mapaxadisase, read, with Tisch. in ver. 39, saporo-
dselsiow, in accordance with A B C* L = 8. The Lreepla is the
casier reading. — Ver. 41. ropBcZn] Lachm. [Tisch. 8 also] has
opuBelz, in accordance with B C D L & 1, 33, Bas. Evagr. An
interpretation in accordance with the frequently occurring
ipuBos. — The reading énriywy 8 iomv ypeix % 65 (B C** L §, 1,
53, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Fathers) and similar readings have
originated from the explanation which takes the passage as
meaning one dish.

Ver. 1. The appointment and mission of the Seventy are
transferred by Luke to this last journey of Christ, and are
narrated as if they were supposed by the author to have some
reference to ix. 52 (améorehev . . . avTod). Hence: xai
étépovs, which does not refer to the Twelve (Bleek and others),
but to the intimation, which is nearer to it, hoth in place
and meaning, in ix. 52; and pera TadTa, which points back
to ix. 57-62, although de Wette regards the reference as
obscure and inappropriate.  With arbitrary erroncousness
Olshausen says that in this communication there is adopted a
fragment from an carlier peviod, and that pera Tavre is not
chronological («fter this, see v. 27, xviii. 4), but besides (fol-
lowing Schleiermacher, p. 169). — avébetfev] renuntiarvit, He
announced them as nominated, Aets i. 24; 2 Mace. ix. 25,
x. 11, xiv. 26 ; 3 Esdr. 1. 37,11. 3; occurs often in the classical
writers; comp. avddecfrs, i 80. — éBSourrovra] In accord-
ance with the apostolic number of twelve, so far as this had
reference to the ¢ribes of the people, it is probable that Jesus
had in view the ancient Hebrew analogue of the seventy
(originally seventy-two) clders of the people (see Ewald, Alterth.
p. 284f.; Saalschuitz, Ms. B. p. 39). It is unlikely that
there is any reference to the (fentile nations numbering seventy,
according to Gen. x. (Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenthuwne, I1. .
3,736 f.; Gieseler, Versuch, p. 128), since there is no mention
at all of auny destination for the Gentiles (a subject on which
Luke, least of all, would have been silent; in opposition to
Olshausen, de Wette, Dleek, Gieseler, and others, especially
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Baur and 1is schoul, Kistlin also) ; nay, according lo ix. 53-
56, and according to the particulars of the journey, Semirin
should not at all be resarded (in opposition to Wiescler,
1 326 1, Dawr, and others) a< the theatre of their ministry.
.\[chU\('l‘, no relerence s to be assumed (as with Theophylact,
Futhymius Zizabenus, Valla, and others) to the seventy palin-
trees of kx. xv. 27— ob] see Winer, p. 410 [LE 1. 592].
Lange, 11 po 1057 £, 1= wrong in explaning : into the places
which 11 Joald Inesely prceioosty dosigned to eisit ;o that Jesus,
natnely, sent the Seventy through Seoepin 5 that e Himsell
did wof mke this cwreudt, but that, nevertlieless, 770 wus ol
vdldling o ogier ep the Sanritan people (as representatives
of the =eventy Gentile nations), and  therelore determined to
convey the gospel to them by s of the Seventy, Against
this invention of a * generous revenge,” wpo wpocwmov avTod
and the imperlect fjpedder are decisive.  In gencral it is o
nmistike to assume that the mission of the Seventy woad beyond
the lesinds of Jodisie—on which assumption Bane and his
schiool Dase the supposed Pewline tendeney ol the murrative.
The region ol the samaritans 1s scaveely trodden before 1t s
again forsaken, ix. 56, prior (o the appointment of the Seventy.
Weissin the Stod. v Kedt. 1861, pe 711, s vight in saving s < Of
any appointment of the seventy diseiples for Samaria, or for
the hieathen world at all, there is not a single word said.”
Comyp. Holtzmann, p. 393

Restser. ~The werratior of e Seecd s hias been relecated inlo
the unhistorical donmin by Strauss, de Wette, Girorer (Jok -,
Al ll. P 370 Theile (0 Bioge Jopo ST D von Ainman
(L VL p S50 10 B (e, po 4098 10, Schweeler. Beano
Lauer, l\n\l in, Zeller, Ritschl, snd othiers. Dut (1} as they
aceept the position (hat this wis ouly o tenporoy mud special
appointinent Tor the preseat journey, amd wol a perianent
function, ver. I, the silence ol the rest of the evanzelists, who
indeed have not in general the detailed thread of this journey,
as well as the zilence of the subzequent history about ther
doings, is very casy to understand. — (2) That Jesus in general
had aveund IHim a larger civele of constant diseiples, besides
the Twelve, rom whom He could appoint seventy for a speeial
cottnission, is in iself; and Dot the evidenee of such passages
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as Acls 1. 13, 21,1 Cor. xv. 6, as well as John vi. 60, not to he
doubted. — (3) The tradition would hardly have restrained
itself within these narrow limits, but would have gone further
than simply to allow the Seventy to be appointed and sent forth,
and then to return and vanish; and would especially have
passed over into the apostolic history. — (4) That Jesus gave
them a counnission similar to that which He gave the Twelve,
arose {rom the similar character of their temporary relation, in
respeet whereof, moreover, it is to be conceded that the tradi-
tion involuntarily mingles elements out of the two commissions.!
(5) If the narrative had been, as has been supposed (see especi-
ally Baur, Bvang. p. 435 {t,, 498 {f), an invention of the anthor,
intended typically to keep the apostolic call of Paul in inces-
sant contrast with that of the Twelve, it would have been just
as necessary as it was casy to the inventor to relate what they
did, or at least to inweave into the commission cliaracteristic
references to thie ministry of I’aul, yet these are entirely wanting
{comp. rather xxiv. 47 £.; Acts i. 8); moreover, the Acts of the
Apostles would not have been perfectly silent about the Seventy.
In like manner as Baur, Kostlin also, p. 267 {, judges, deriving
the narrative, as an account typically preficuring the mission to
the heathen,? from the supposed Gogpel of Peter, without, how-
ever, acquicseing in the opposition to the Twelve asserted by
Baur. Liwald (Fvang. p. 285, Gesch. Chr. p. 349), with whom in
substance IToltzmann, p. 392 f., agrees, refers the narrative to a
later period, in which the gradual disappearance of the Twelve
gave to the Lord’s remaining cowmpanions so much more
Importance, that what was at first true only of the Twelve
was involuntarily transferred to a wider cirele; comp. also
Weizsiicker, p. 161 £, 409f. But against this also the rcasons
specified under 1-4 hold good. Iiwald, in his Gesch. d. Apost.
Zeitalt. p. 158, supposes that they belonged to the hundred and
twenty persons mentioned in Acts i 15.— The purposc of the
mission was not in any way to further the personal faith of
those who were sent (Hase, p. 200; Krabbe, p. 306), but, as is

! According to Baur, clements of the commission given to the Zwelve are trans-
ferred tendenticafly by the evangelist to the discourse to the Seventy, in order to
give the preference to the latter, as being the true and genuine disciples.  Comp.
also Banr, Das Christenthum der drei ersten Jahrk. p. 76 £, ; Hilgenfeld, Evany.
1 18311 Sce, in general, against such supposed tendencies of Luke in regard to
the primitive apostles, Holtzmann, p. 394 f.; Weiss, p. 709 [f. Weizsicker, p.
163, rightly emphasizes the fact that it is just these sayings which, in an eminent
measure, must have been the common property of tradition.

* Comp. Weizsicker, p. 409,

LUKE IL Ir
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cvident from the commission itself (sce cspecially ver, 93, ta
prepare, iy miraculous cures and by preaching, for the imminent
advent of the Messiall. This entive jowrney of Jesus was
intended to aflord the people an opportunity fur a final decision
belore the Lord's departure {rom what had up to this time bheen
s field of action, and to be in every quarter that Messivaie entry
which culminated in the final entry into Jerusalem.  This fune-
tion of forerunners, which, according to ver, 1, was held in that
respect by the Seventy, is at variance neither with ver. 7, which
assumes no relatively long sojourn, but only forbids the cliange
of quarters, nor with the return at ver. 17, which was necessars
for pointing out the route of the jowrney.—The sowree from
which Luke devived the section is none other than that of the
entire narrative of the journey (sce on ix. 51).  That hie gave
to a fragment of the Logie “an expansion ol the original title,
from a mere caleulation of what was probable,” is too hastily
concluded by Holtzmann, p. 146.

Ver. 2, Comp. Matt. ix. 57 [ First of all, Cluist wakes
them apprehend the greatness ol their task, and (ver. 3) their
risk, and then gives them (ver, 4 {I.) rules of conduct.! —
oAiyod] notwithstanding your numbers, ye are still far from
sullicient* mpes 1o mwAffos TéY peMortwv mioTevew (Luthy-
mius Zizabenus) | — éxBary] In this is contained the import-
ance, the urgency of the mission: should drive fortl (comp. va
Mark i. 12; 1 Mace. xii. 27).

Ver. 3. See on Matt. x. 16, where wpéBata appears.
A diflerent form of the tradition, not to he explained s
though Jesus called the Twelve wpoBara as being Teleco-
wépovs (Luthymius Zigabenus).  Comp. Jolm xxic 15-17.

Ver. 4. Comp. ix. 3; Matt. x. 9.— Baiiavrior] a puse;

1 But the prehibition against going to the heathens and the Samaritans,
Matt, x. 5, He does not give to the Seventy, and that for the simple reason
that they had precisely to make the journey only as it was delinitely marked
out to them in ver. 1 (through Galilee).  For this that prohibition woulld not
have been at all appropriate.

* According 1o Weiss, Jeans, in respeet of 2205 2, nist have theuglit oricinaliv
of Ilimn=ell, while Luke thouzht of the Twelve,  The former view contradicts
the words of the passage, the latter the context.  But that the discourse was
ovriginally addressed to the Twelve does not follow from xxii. 35, Tor the passtee
there wluded to s to be sought in ix. 3 (although with certain coincidences
from x. 4).
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found ouly in Luke in the New Testament, frequently in the
Greek writers, The spelling with AM is decisively attested
in the New Testament, although in itself the spelling with
one A would be wmore correct. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Ley. 1.
D348 D. — undéva . . . acmdanole] not a prohibition of the
desire of good-will (Olshausen, B.-Crusius), or of making a bustlc
(as Lange conjectures), which would have to be found in the
conteat, but which has opposed to it xara Tijv o08év; but a
command to make haste, so as to avoid every delay upon the
road that might not be necessary for the performance of their
task. In this respect there is no need of any reference to
the circumstantial modes of greeting (embraces, benedictions,
Lkisses, and the like). Comp. 2 Kings iv. 29. Jesus impresses
on them the properare ad vem ! in accordauce with the object
of the. mission, vv. 1, 9, and in a concrete form, which should
not be pressed to a literal meaning. Theophylact well says:
Sia 7o py amooyohelobar wepl dvlpwmivovs domacpols Kai
phoppovijoess, kal €k TouTov Tpos TO Kipuypa éumodileada.

Vv. 5, 6. Sce on Matt. x. 12 f. — The construction eis 3
«.7\ is the same as in ver. 8. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. —
vids elpnivms] a son of salvation, 1.c. one who is fit to receive
salvation, not different in substance from the &£cos in Matthew,
Its opposite is vids dpyis (Eph. il 3), Ths amwhelas (Joln
xvii. 12), tijs amefeias (Eph. v. G), vedvyys (Matt. xxiii. 15).
Comp. in general on Matt. viii. 12,

Ver. 7. Comp. ix. 4; Matt. x. 11. —év adry; 8¢ 77 olxia)
not: 4n cadem auwlem domo (Vulgate, Luther, Bleek), but as it
does not run év 73 adTy oikia: but in the howse (in question)
itsclf, which has inhabitants so worthy. — uévere] the more
specific explanation w9 peraBalvere x.7.\. follows.— As to
faBovres, as it is also to Dbe read here, see on vil. 33. — 7a
wap’ avtdv)] that which is theirs (comp. Mark v. 206). See
Bembhardy, p. 255. Not different from this is Ta mrapatiféueva
vuiv, ver. 8. The messengers were to partake without
lesitation of the provisions of the people, for, etc. This
statement of the reason, however, should have prevented DBaur
from explaining it of the wnhesituting partaking of heathen
meats (according to 1 Cor. ix. 71, x. 27), even apart from the
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fact that no mention is made of heathen nouses at all.  This
is also in opposition to Kostlin, p. 254 ; Ililgenfeld, Evvay.
p- 183, and Weizsiicker, p. 163.

Vv. 8, 9. IHoxw] It is scen [rom this that in the direction
previously given, ver. 5 (L, Jesus had contemplated villases and
single dwelling-houses.  Thus ver. 5 . corresponds to the xai
Tomov, and ver. 8 {f. to the mwohw, ver. 1.—«kal 8éy. vp.] a
transition into the demonstrative expression instead of the
continuance of the relative form; comp. Dremi, «d Dem. OL
p- 177; Buttmaun, Newt. Gr.p. 328 [L. T. 383]. — éabiere] as
though xai éav x.7 . had been previously said.  An emphatic
anacoluthon.  See Bornemann, Schol. p. 65 f. — avrois] the
inhabitants. Comp. déywvrar. — fyyirev] a promise of partici-
pation in the kingdom of Messiah near at hand. On é¢’ duas,
comp. Matt. xii. 28 ; DPs. xxvil. 2; 1 Mace. v. 40, 42.

Vv. 10, 11. Comp. ix. 5; Matt. x. 14. The refusal to re-
ccive them is represented as following immediately wpon their
entrance ; hience the prescnt elaépy. The representation of
ver. § was different : elaéndnyTe (sce the eritical remarks). —
éEenfovtes] out of the house into which ye have entered. —
vuir] so that ye should have it again; a symbol of the st
contempluous renunciation, as in Matthew. — sjyyicer x.7X] @
threatening reference to their penal exclusion from the salva-
tion of the kingdom. Sce ver. 12 [f.  Olscrve that é’ duas
is wanting this time ; sce the critical remarks.

Ver. 12. Comp. Matt. x. 15.

Vv. 13-15. Sce on Matt. xi. 21-24,  Luke has not here
any mistaken reminiscence (de Wette), but the disaster of
these Galilacan cities lay sulliciently close to the leart of
Jesus to force from ILim the denunciation of woe more thai onrr,
and here, indeed, in very appropriate connection, since this
woe brings into the light and confirus what has just been said
at ver. 12 by the examyple of the cities which had rejected Jesus
Ilimsell. — ka@ipevor (sce the eritical remarks): the inhabitants,
mamely.  See Buttimann, Newt, Graim. p. 114 [E T. 130},

Ver. 16. Comp. Matt. x. 40 ; Joln xiii. 20, xii. 48. A con-
firmation in prineiple of the fact that Ile placed on equal
grounds the cities that reject (ecm with those that veject Iivisel).
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In the sccond part the saying rises to a climax (afer. 7. dwoor.
pe). A deepening of the cmotion; a solemn conclusion.

Vv. 17-20. The fact that the account of the return of the
Seventy follows immediately cannot prove that in the history
of this journey (from ix. 51 onward) Luke is not holding
the chronological thread (Olshausen). In accordance with the
purpose of the mission (ver. 1), some must have returned
very soon, others later, so that Jesus might anticipate the
return of one portion of them before the return of those
who had gone farther, and Luke might equally exclude the
summary narration of the return without passing over any-
thing of importance that intervened. — xai 7a Sawpovia x.T.\.]
over which He had not given to them, as He had to the Twelve
(ix. 1), an express authority : *“ Plura in effectu experti sunt,
quam Jesus expresserat,” Bengel. This is nceessarily implied
in xai ; but it is not to be inferred, as Kostlin assumes, that
Luke regarded the casting out of demons as the Lighest yapiopa.
— & 7 ovép. .] by means of Thy name, by the fact of our
utterance of it. Comp. on ix. 49 ; Matt. vii. 232. Otherwise
in Mark xvi. 17.— Ver. 18. This 1 sew happen in this wise
when I sent you forth (é@edpouvy, imperf.)! This your victorious
agency against Satan (whose servants the demons are) was not
hidden from we. [ belield at that time (in the spirit, in idea)
Swtan fallen lilke a lightning flash from heaven, ie. I then'!

1 Without any ground in the context, #fespovy has been dated farther back in
various ways. Lange, L. J. 1L 2, p. 1070 f. (comp. also Philippi, Glaubenslchre,
I11. p. 308), refers it to the temptation in the desert, and conceives that with the
rebuke of Clrist, Get thee henee from me! Satan was “‘cast forth from the
heavenly circle of Christ and His people.”  Gregory Nazianzen and other
Fathers, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and others, refer it to the time of
Christ’s incarnation, by which Satan was cast down, a result which Christ here
describes as a ““ dux belli suas narrans victorias ” (Maldonatus). Other Fathers,
ineluding Origen and Theophylact, Erasmus and others, refer it to the full of
the devil by sin, whereby he lost his place in heaven. Thus also Hofmann,
Sehriftbew. 1, p. 443, who indeed would have ‘the fall from heaven " to signify
only the loss of the [ellowship of the supramundane life of God (p. 458).
According to this, the imperfect must have its reference to a fact of which
Christ was a witness when He was still the Aéyss doapros.  Dut against the
explanation of Satan’s fall by sin, it is decisive that with this overthrow of
Satan his power on earth was not broken, but it then first beyan. The explana-
tion is therefore quite opposed to the connection in which our passage stands,
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perceived the swift overthrow of Satan from his lofty power,
in so lively & manner that it presented itself to me in my
inward perception, as if he were like a flash of lightning (so
swift, so momentary {) hwrled out of heaven (weaovra, not the
present). The whole reply of Jesus (comp. vv. 19, 20) is
rich in imagination, full of vivid imagery, confirming the
trimmphant assertion of the diseiples in equally joyous excite-
ment.!  Comp. Rev. xii. 9; and on the fact itself, John
xii. 31, where no more than lere is intended any allusion to
the downfall of the hierarchical party (Schienkel). 1le does
not mean to speak of a vrision (von Amwmnon, L. J. IL p. 359),
since such a thing nowhere occurs in Ilis experience, inas-
much as in consideration of Ilis direct perception Ile had
no neced of such intermediate helps; but Ile means an intui-
tion of His knowledye, and speaks of it under a vivid, lilelike
form, which the imagination is able to grasp. The relative
tense éfewpovy might also be referred to the time of the dis-

ciples’ ministry (de Wette, Ileek, Schega; comp. Bengel, tenta-

tively, “quum egistis”); yet this is the less appropriate to the
assertion of the instantancous wegovra, and to the comparison
with the lightning’s flash, that the ministry of the Seventy

since Jesus is not at all desirous of warning against arrogance (the view of many
TFathiers), but must certainly be speaking ol the destraction of the devil's power,
of the orerthrow of the devilish strength.  Ilenee also Hilgenleld is quite mis-
taken, Evang. p. 184, in making it refer to Rev. xii. 9, saying that Jesns
saw how the devil ““even now is working witl special energy upon the carth,”
that with the near approach of the passion of Jesus (not for the first time
shortly hefore the lust day) came therclore {he point of time when the devil,
who had been driven out of the ficld, should develope his power anew. More-
over, 1lahn, T'heol. d. N. 7. 1. p. 342, rightly referring ¢/:@povv to the time of
sending out the Seventy, finds the weaning to be: I behehl Satan deseend
from heaven with the rapidity of lightning to hinder youwr work ; but fear yo
not, behold I give you power, ete. In accordance with the context, mizéivze
must mean the Lnocking down of the devil, not his descent from heaven ;
but the connection which Ilahn makes with ver. 19 is neither intimated (in
any wise by &aa’ o0 x.7.2.), nor does it suit tho correct reading d3wxa.

P Awainst this view IHofmann ohjeets that it is foreign to the conneetion
(wherefore ?), and that it gives to the mission an importance that does not
belong to it.  But was it then something of little importance to send forth
seventy new combatants against Satan's power?  Could uot the commander of
this new warrior band behold, in the spirtt, when e sent them forth, the
devil's overthrow §
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lasted for a time. — The representation éx 7ol olpavod
wegovra' does not i any way presuppose Satan’s abode in
heaven (as to Paul's representation of the abode of the demons
in the atmosphere, see on Eph. ii. 2), but corresponds to the
thought of highly exalted power, as above, ver. 15, and Isa.
xiv. 12; the representation, however, of its swiftness and
suddenness by comparison with a fash of lightning was by
reason of the 70D olpaved as natural and appropriate as is the
comparison of the lightning in Matt. xxiv. 27.— Ver. 19.
According to the reading 8édwxa (sce the critical remarks),
Jesus gives them not a mere supplementary explanation
(objection by de Wette), but He explains to them what @ much
greater power still they had received from Him and possessed
(perfeet) than that which they had experienced in the subjec-
tion of the demons. This investiture with power occurred
before the sending of them forth, although it is not ex-
pressly mentioned in the commission, ver. 2 ff.; but it was
left to become clear to their consciousness through experience,
and they had already partially begun to Dbe conscious of
it in the subjection of the demons to their power.— Tod
TaTely €mdve Spewy k. oropw.] a figurative description (in
accordance with Ps. xci. 13, and see the Rabbinical passages in
Wetstein) of the dangerous Satawnic powers, which the Seventy
were to tread under their feet, as warriors do their conquered
foes (Rom. xvi. 20). — xai] and generally. — The emphasis
of the discourse as it advances lies on wagav and ovdév. — Tobr
éxOpot] of the cneiny, of whom our Lord is speaking, and that
is none other than Satan. Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 657 :
TpogéyeTe éavtols amo Tob Satavd . .. Karivavre Tis
Baci\elas Tob éybpod amjgerar. Matt. xiil. 25; 1 Pet. v. 8.—
ovdév] is the accusative neuter: and <n nothing will it (the
Covapts Tob xOpod) harm yow; comp. Acts xxv. 10; Gal

}ix 7ov obsavev is mot to be taken with Zsrpewdv, as Schleiermaclier would
have it, who, moreover, takes pains in his Vorles, #b. d. L. J. p. 333 i, with
subtlety at variance with truc exegesis, to exclude the doctrine of the devil
from the teaching of Jesns. He says that Jesus speaks of the devil according
to a current representation,—just as people speak of ghosts, without belicving

in their reality, and as we say that the sun rises, though everybody knows that
the sun does not in reality rise,
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iv. 12; Philem. 18; Wolf, ad Dein. Lept. p. 343, — aduerjaer sce
the eritical remarks): as to the fufure after od pij, sce on Matt.
xxvi. 35; Mark xiv. 31. — Ver. 20. Nevertheless your ve-
joicing should have [or its object a higher good than that
anthority over spirits.  Theophvlact well says: maidedwr ¢
a’tols py UYrnhoppovely, ol mhgw év ToiTew kTN In
accordance with his presuppositions, Daur, Evang. p. 439,
thinks that the evangelist had Rev. xxi. 14 in view, and
that he in a partisan spirit referred! to the Sevenfy the
absolute signiicance in respect of the kingdom of God which
the apocalyptic writer attributes to the Tiwclve.— py yaipete
kT N] rejoice not . . . but rejoice.  Not a relative (non tam . . .
quam, see Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others), but an «#ao-
lute negation with rhetorical emphasis (Winer, p. 439 [ T
620, 621]), althongh “ gaudinm non vetatnr, sed in ordinem
redigitur,” Bengel. — 8¢ Ta dvop. x.7.X.] an embodiment of the
thought : that ye are destined by God to be in the future per-
ticipators in the cternal Messianic Life, in accordance with the
poetic representation of the Duok: of Life kept by God (Ex. xxxii.
321, Ps. Ixix. 29 ; Isa. iv. 35 Phil.iv. 35 lev. iii. 5 ; comp. ou
AMatt. v. 12) in which their names had been written (eypdgy).
The predestination thereby set forth is that which ocenrred be-
fore the beginuing of time in Christ (Eph. i. 4). See on hil.iv. 3.

Vv. 21, 22, See on Matt. xi. 25-27% Luke places this
thanksgiving prayer in innnediate chronological commection
(in the same hour) witle the return of the Seventy.  Theophy-
lact says: éomep waTip ayabos waibas (bwv kaTopbwcavtdas

13V hich, however, by a glance at Rev. iii. 5, xvii. 8, is shown to be erroncous.
Morecover, according to Weizsiicker, vv. 18-20 are said to Dbe of the *‘ latest
origin.”

2 Keim, Geschichtl. Christus, p. 51, sees here the climax reached of the ¢on-
setonsness of the divine Ronship, and that henee theres now appears, instead of
the *“ your Father,” as hitherto, the designation ““my Father.” DBut on tho ono
Nand ““gour Father” is still saiel at the sone time and ater (xii. 30, 82 Matt.
x. 20, xviil. 14, xxiii. 9), and on the other Jesus, not to mention ii. 49, says
““my Father " even as early as in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. vii. 21).
Jaur, indeed (Newtest. Theolo pos6), knows no other way of getting rid of the
offence which this expression of Matt, vii 21 gives him than by attributing the
words to a later period of the ministry of Jesus. It is casy in this way to st
astde what will not fit into our notions.



CIIAD. X. 21, 22. 121

T, oUT® Kkal O cwTYp dydAheTar, 6TL TolovTwy ayalbov
nEwbnoay ol améororor. Still this chronological position is
hardly the historical one. See on Matth. — 19 7veduat:]
not the Holy Spirit (see the critical remarks). Comp. i. 47.
It is His own wvedua ayiwatvys, Rom. 1. 4.  The opposite of
this, Byarh. 7. v, occurs in John xi. 33. — TavTa] finds in
Luke its reference in 676 76 évépata Tuav £.TA., ver. 20, and
is hence to Dbe understood' of the knowledge of the life
eternal in the kingdom of Messiah (comp. viii. 10 : qvovae
Ta pvoTijpia Tis Pacileias).— Ver. 22, kai oTpapeis w.T\.]
(sec the critical remarks). Trom the prayer to God He turns
in the following words to the disciples (the Seventy and the
Twelve). — mpos Tovs pafl] belougs to orpageis. Comp. vil.
44, xiv. 25.  As to the idea of the wdvra pot waped., which
is not, as with Baur, Schenkel, and others, to be referred
mevely to the spiritual and moral region, see on Matt.
xxvill. 18. — ywwore] That the Marcionite reading éyve is
the original one, and not a gnostic alteration, is rendered
probable by the very ancient date at which it is found (Justin,
the Clementines, the Marcosites). Comp. on Matt. xi. 27.
The gnostic interpretation of &ywew, which is contested by the
Clementines (xviii. 13 f), very ecasily brought about the
change into the present tense. See (after Daur, Hilgenfeld,
Semisch, Kostlin, Volkmar) Zeller, Apostcly. p. 13 f.— 7i5]
in respect of His nature, counsel, will, thought, etc. In what
way, lowever, 7és éoTw o maTijp is said to be gnostic rather
than Diblical (Kostlin, p. 161) it is not easy to see. The
Irather who has sent the Son has His perlect revelation for
the first time in Him. Comp. John xiv. 9.— ¢ éar BodA.]
Comp. concerning the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii, 11. This will of the
Son, however, in virtue of His essential and moral unity with
the I'ather, is no other than the Father's will, which the Son
has to fulfil. Comp. Gess, Pers. Che. p. 18 £ Observe, agaiun,
that the negation, whiclk is not to Dbe relatively explained
away, ovdeis . . . el p, establishes a relation of a unique kind,
namely, that of the metaphysical fellowship.

! Not, of the power over the demons, as Wittichen, d. Idee Goties als dcs
Vaters, 1865, p. 30, wishes to have it. To that also belongs xdyre, ver. 22.
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Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xiii. 16 f, where the historieal
connection is quite different.  Dut the significant beatitude
may have been spoken on different occasions, especially with
a different reference of meaning (as here in particular Bhémrew
has a dilferent sense from what it has in Matthew). — kai
atpagets k.7.X.] Ilere we have a further step in the narrative
(comp. ver. 22), which is marked by xat’ {8av, to Le taken
along with erpageis.  This turning, which cocduded the others
who were present (see ver. 25),is to be regarded as per-
ceptible by the movement and gesture of the speaker.  Lucas
accurate notare solet pansas et flexus sermonum Domini,”
Bengel.  Consequently the veproach of dnappropiicdcness,
occasioned Ly the omission of Sedre mpos we wdvres (in
Matthew), does not touch Iuke (IToltzmaun, p. 147 ; Weiss).
— kai Baagikets] peculiar to Luke. Think of David, Solomon,
Ilezekiah, and others. — i8etw . . . axovere] The point of the
contrast varies : to see what 7¢ see...and to hear what ye
(actually) hear. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 29.

Ver, 25 ff. This transaction is different from the later nar-
rative of Matt. xxii. 35 IfL (comp. Mark xii. 28 {.). The fact
that the same passages of the law are quoted cannot outweigh
the difference of time and place, of the point of the question, of
the person quoting the passages, and of the further course of
thie conference.  Comp. Strauss, I p. 650 £, who, iowever, also
holds Matthew and Mark as distinet, and thus maintains three
varialions of the tradition upon the one subject, viz. that
Jesus Inid stress on the two commandments as the foremost of
the law ; while Kostlin, p. 275, supposes that Luke arbitvarily
took the question, ver. 25, out of its original place in Matthew
and Mark, and himself made it the entire introduction to the
parable (ver. 30 {f).  Comp. Toltzmaun : “ two independent
gections Lrought by TLuke within one frume.” — éemetpadowr
avTov] mwpoaedixnoey maydeboar Tov XpiaTov els TO TarTEOS
émira€ar 7L évavriov T vopwm, Iuthymius Zigabenus,  As to
éumewpall, to try thoroughly, see on 1 Cor. x. 9.

Vv, 26, 27. Ias dvaywookes] Dp W, a customary
Tabbinical formula to eive oceasion to a scriptural citation,
Lightfoot, p. 794 — was] how, that is, with what words, not
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instead of 7/ (Kypke and others). Comp. was ¢ijs, was
Aévyess, mas Sowels, and the like. Observe that év 76 vépe is
placed fivst for the sake of emphasis, and that the doubled
expression of the question indicates the urgency of the ques-
tioner.  Lechler in the Stud. w. Kprit. 1854, p. 802, is
wrong in explaining the passage as if it were wds ov
avay. — Ver. 27. The lawyer quotes Deut. vi. 5 along with
Lev. xix. 18. The Jews had to repeat daily morning and
evening the former passage, together with Deut. xi. 13 1f
(Berac. £ 3. 3; comp. on Mark xii. 29); ¢ appeared also on
the phylacteries (see on Matt. xxiii. 5), but ot Lev. xix. 18
hence the opinion of Kuinoel: “Jesumn digito nionstrasse
thecam illam, qua se ornaverat legis peritus,” must be rejected.
The reason why the lawyer answered cnterely tn the meaning of
Jesus, aud especially adds the passage from Leviticus, is found
in the fact that his attention was divected not to what had
imaned lulcly preceded, but to the problen 7is éoti pov mAnoio;
and that he used the question 7 mowvjoas k..., ver. 25, ouly
as an introduction thereto, To this question, familiar as he
was with the principles of Jesus, he must have expeeted an
answer in which the duty of the love of one’s neighbour was
not wanting, and thereto he would then attach the special
question meant to tempt him, viz. 7 éovi pov wAyslov ;
But since the dialogue takes such a twrn that he himself
becomes the respondent, he gives the answer which he had
expected fiom Jesus ; and now for his own self-justification—
to show, to wit, that notwithstanding that corrcet answer, he
did not ask his question without rcason, but still needs more
detailed instruction, he adds the problem under cover of
which the temptation was to be brought in. The questioner,
unexpectedly made to play the part of the respondent, thus
keeps his object in view with presence of mind and craftiness,
and it can neither be asserted that by his reply, in keeping
with the meaning of Jesus, he at once gave himself up as a
captive (de Wette), nor that this reply was not suggested till
the question of Jesus was interposed (Bleek).

Vv. 28, 29. Toiro moier] Toirro has the emphasis correspond-
ing to the 7 of ver. 25.— {jon] Loy aldviov k\ypovopijcess,
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ver. 25. Tt is thus that Jesus declaved the [undamental
law of the divine retribution, as Paul, Rom. i, 15, Dut as
to the manner in which this moral, fundmmental law leads to
the neeessity of the righteousness of faith (see on Romans, lor.
cit), there was no occasion for im to explain further in the
presence of the legal tempter. — Ver, 29, Swaidear éavror]
nawely, in reference to his question, to prove that he had put
it with reason and justice; sce on ver. 26 £ Comp. also
Aaldonatus, de Wette, DBleek, Schego. The view that lhe
wished fo vepresent Timself as being honestly disposed, xvi. 15
(so wusually), has against it the purpose with which the seribe
had presented himself, éemerpalwr adror, in spite of which
hie himsell has still answered rightly, ver. 27. — «ai 75 x7\.]
Sce on the xai occurring thus abruptly and taking up the
other’s discourse, Hartung, Portilell. I. p. 146 {; Lllendt,
Leweo Soph. I p. 879 f; «Aire ad 7fos facit,” Dengel. —
wAqoilov] without an article, hence : who s neighlvur to me?
Comp. ver. 36.  See Bornemanu, Sehol. p. 69 ; Winer, p. 118 f.
[E. T. 163]. The dement of templation consisted in thix,
that from the mouth of Jesus was expected some sort of
heterodox reply which should deviate from the Rablinieal
definition that the Jew’s nearest neighbour is his fellow-Jew.
Vv. 30, 31. "TworapBdvewr, in the sensc of *“ taking up the
discourse of another by way of reply,” occurs ouly here in the
New Testament, and henee is probably taken by Luke fron
the source used by him, It i1s frequent in the LXX. ()
and in the classical writers.  Comp. erod. vii. 101 : o &é
vmoraBav édny ; Dem, 594. 21, 600, 20 ; Polyb. iv. 85, 4, xv.
8. 1. — dvbpomes Tis] without any more definite limitation,
which, however, is not to be regarded as intentivnal (Paulus
thinks that it is meant to intimate that the Samarvitan asked
1o questions ahout his nationality, comyn also Schenkel), but
leaves it to Le understood ol itself, by means ol the context,
that a Jew is meant (not a leathen, as Olshausen takes it), in

1 Lange, L. J. T p. 1076, conjectures that the seribe wished, as the diseiplis
had just returned from Samaria, to call Jesus to account in respect of this fellow-
ship with the Samaritans-——whicl could not be the way to life.  Dut the Seventy
had not been to Samaria at all.  Comp. on ver. 1 and ix. 56.
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virtue of tlie contrast between Jew and Samaritan, — “Tepeyw]
See on Matt. xx. 29. It was separated from Jerusalem by a
desert region (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3), which was unsafe because
of robbers (Jerome on Jer. iii. 2). It was not a priestly city.
— mepiémeaev] he met with robhers, fell among thew, as mepe-
wimraw Twi, tncidere . aliquem, is very often used in the
classical writers (Herod. vi. 105, viii. 94, vi. 41 ; Dem. 1264.
26; Xen. Anab. vii. 3. 38; Polyb. iii. 53. 6). There is no
question here about chancing upon unfortunate ecreumsiances,
for this would have required the dative of an abstract noun
(such as cupdopy, TOyn wx.TN.).— ot xai x.7.\.] This and the
subsequent xai correspond to one another; ¢f...c¢t. They
took his clothes off him in order to rob him of them, and
while doing so they beat him (because he resisted). The two
participles therelore stand in the correct sequence of what
actually occurred (in opposition to de Wette). — Tvyyavovra)
not equivalent to &vra, but: they left him when /e was just
half dead® (this was the condition to which he was reduced).
Comp. llat. Prot. p. 313 E, and elsewhere. See Ast, Lea.
DPlat. TII. p. 420. dvra might have Dbeen added besides,
Lobeck, «d Phryn. p. 277 — dvrimapiNev] cx adverso
practeriie (Winer, de verd. compos. IIL p. 18), he passed by
on the opposite side. This dvre gives @ elear ideq of the cold
behaviour of the hard-hearted passer-by. The word occurs
elsewhere only in Strat. vii. 2 (Jacobs, Anthol. IIL. p. 70) and
Wisd. xvi. 10 (in which place, however, it means ex adverso
advenire ; see Grimm). Comp. dvremapiévar, Xen. Anab.
iv. 3. 17 ; Hell. v. 4. 38.

Ver. 32. Observe the climax in the description—7naving
seached the place (in question), ke went, when he had come
(approached) and scen (the state of the case), by on the other
side.  On yevop. rkatd, comp. Herod. iii. 86 : @s xara Todro0
70 xwplov éyévovto; Xen. Cyrop. vil. 1. 14, and elsewhere.
Comp. ver. 33.

Ver. 34. "Emyéov x.7.\] while ke, as he was binding them
up, poured on them oil and wine, the ordinary remedy in the

! The cxpression makes us feel the unconcernedness of the robbers about the
unfortunate man whom they left to his fate just as he was,
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case of wounds (see the passages in Wetstein and Paulus’,
which lie carried with him for any casual need. — éwi 70 iStov
xTivos] on his own beast (is ass), so that thus he himself gave
up its use.— wavdoyeior] instead of the Attic wavdoxeion.
Lobeck, ad Lhryn. p. 307, The word has also passed over
into the Rabbinical vocabulary : pns, see Lightfoot, p. 799.
We must picture to ourselves a ceiwcunserar, over which pre-
sided an ordinary landlord.

Vv. 35, 86. "Ew(] as in Mark xv. 1; Actsiii. 1: fowards the
morrow, when it was about to dawn. — éfenfwv] out of the
in. e gave the money to the landlord outside (pust parti-
ciple). The small amount, however, that he gave him pre-
supposes the thought of a very corly return. — éxBarwrv] a
vivid picture; ont of his purse. Comp. datt. xiii. 52—
wpocdamay.] thow shalt have expended in addition theretu,
Tesides; Lucian, Ep. Sef. xxxix.; Corp. tnscr. 108, 8. — éyw]
with emphasis; the unfortunate man was not to have the
claim made on him. — émavépyecfar] signifies “ reditum in
cum ipsum locum,” Tittmann, Synon. p. 232. Very frc-
quently in use in the classical writers. — yeyovevac] to lerr
become by what he had done. On givecfar, in the sense of
se praestare, see Kihner, ad Yen. Anad. 1. 7. 4. TFlaciug,
Clev. 1L p. 330, well says: “ ommes quidem tres erant jure,
sed unicug facto aut ollicio.” — 7ob éumeo. eis 7. X.] who fill
amony the thicves, See Sturz, Lex. Aen. 11 p. 153.

Ver. 37, ‘0 movjoas k)] Bengel: “ Non invitus abstinet
legisperitus appellatione propria Samaritae.”  On the expres-
sion, comp. i. 72. — 7o éXeos] the compassion related ; xat ov:
thow also; not to be joined to opevov (Lachmim), Lut to
7olet.  Comp. vi. 31,

weMARK.~—Inslead of giving to the theoretieal question of
the seribe, ver. 29, a direct and theoretical decision as to whown
Le was to regard as his neighbonr, Jesus, hy the feigned
(according to Grotius and others, the eircumstance actually
occurred) history of the compassionate Samaritan, with all the
force of the contrast that puts to shame the cold Jewish arro-
gance, gives a practical lesson on the question : how one actually
breawes (he aeighbovr of ANOTHER, namely, by the exercige of
Lelplul love, independently of the nationality and religion of
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the persons concerned. And the questioner, in being dismissed
with the direction, zei 6 oz dmoiwg, has therein indirectly the
answer to his question, =i ¢67i pov wAnsiov; namely : Every one,
without distinetion of people and faith, to whom the circum-
stances analogous to the instance of the Samaritan divect thee
to exereise helpful love in order thereby to Lecowme Zis neigh-
bour, thou hast to regard as tZy neighbour. This turn on the
part of Jesus, like cvery feature of the improvised narrative,
bears the stamp of originality in the pregnancy of its meaning,
in the insight which suggested it, and in the quict and yet
perfeetly frank way in which the questioner, by a direct per-
sonal appeal, was put to the blush!

Ver. 38. "Ev 7& mopeveaflac] to be understood of the con-
tinuation of the journey to Jerusalem. See ix. 51, 57, x. 1.
But Jesus cannot yct be in Bethany (see xiii. 22, xvii. 11),
where Martha and Mary dwelt (John xi. 1, xii. 1 {), and
hence it is to be supposed that Luke, because he was un-
acquainted with the more detailed circumstances of the per-
sons concerned, transposed this incident, which must have
occurred in Bethany, and that on an earlier festal journey, not
merely to the last journey, but also to some other village, and
that a village of Galilee. The tradition, or the written source,
which he followed had preserved the fact and the names of
the persons, but mnot the time and place of the incident. If
we regard Luke as umacquainted with those particulars, the
absence of all mention of Lazarus is the less surprising, seeing
that the substance of the history concerns the sisters only (in
opposition to Strauss, L. p. 751). — kal adrés] wxai is the
usual and after éyévero, and adTos brings Jesus Himself into
prominence above the company of travellers (atTods). He, on

! The Fathers, as Origen, Ambrose, Augustine, Theophylaet, Euthymins
Zigabenus, have been able to impart mystical meanings to the individual points
of the history. Tlus the &vépwwrés 715 signifies Adam ; Jerusalem, paradise ;
Jericho, the world ; the thicves, the demons ; the priest, the law; the Levite,
the prophets ; the Samaritan, Chris¢; the beast, Christ’s body,; the inn, the
church ; the landlord, the Lishop ; the Denarii, the Old and New Testaments ;
the return, the Parousia. Sece especially Origen, Hom. 34 in Luc., and
Theophylaet, sub loc, Luther also similarly allegorises in his sermons.  Calvin
wisely says: ** Scripturac major habenda est revercntia, quam ut germanum
ejus sensum hac licentia transfigurare liceat.”
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s pait, without the disciples, went into the village and abode
at the house of Martha. — The notion that Juithe was the
wife (Dleek, Iengstenberg) or wilow (Paulus) of Simou the
leper, is based upon mistaken havmonisties.  Sce on vii. 36 {1
and Matt. xxvi. 6 f. Whether she was a widow at all
(Grotius) does not appear. She was the housekeeper and
manager of the houschold, and probably the clder sister.

Vv, 39, 40. Thd€] This word usually refers to what follows,
but here in a vividly realizing manuer it points to whaf has gone
Iefore, as sonmetimes also occurs in the classical writers.  See
Dernhady, p. 278 ; Kihner, «d Xen. Jew. 1. 20 3, 11 3. 12,
— ) kal] xai is not: cren (Bornemann), which would have
uo referenee to explain it in the context; but: mwrcorer,
hringing into prominence the fact that Mary, besides whatever
¢lse she did in her mind after the coming of Jesus, niorcorcr
seated herself at His feet, ete.  See Klotz, «d Devar. p. G50,
— The form maparabecfeica] (sec the critical remarks), from
maparabélopar, to sit down wcar to, belongs to later Greek.
Joseph. Antt. vi. 11, 9. — Mary sits there as a Je«rner (Acts
xxil. 3), not as a compeanion «t table (at the right of Jesus,
where Ilis outstretelied feet were), as Paulus and I{uinoel will
have it (women sat at table ; sce Wetstein 7n loc.).  Tor the
text as yet says nothing of the aiced, but only of the hospitalile
reception in general (ver. 38), and, morcover, ver. 40 alludes
venerally to the attendance on and entertainment of the
Lionoured and beloved Guest, wherein Martha was exhansting
lLier hospitality.  There is no trace of auy reclining at table;
the context in «. sjxove T. Aoy. adr. points only to the idea of
the female disciple. — mepiomaaar, in the sense of the beiny
withdraaen from aftention and solicitude by reason of oceipu-
tions, belongs to later Greek.  See Lobeck, ¢d Lhrya. p. £15.
Comp. Plut. Jur. p. 317 C: wepiomaopos «. pebolen Tis
morvrpayupoovyys.  The expression mepi i, «hout somctliiny,
connected with verbs of being busicd, of tuleiing Lroulle, aud the
like, is also very frequent in Greck writers. — xaTélime]
reliquit ; she had therefore gone away from what she was
doing, and had placed herself at the feet of Jesus. — iva]

therefore speak to her n order thaet.  Comp. on Matt. iv. S.
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— As to ovvavtvapBavesfai T, lo give a hand witl any-
body, i.e. to help anybody, comp. on Rom. viii. 26.

Vv. 41, 42, IIept moAXa] Thou art anxious, and weariest
thysell (art in the confusion of business) alout many things,
see ver. 40. On TvpBalecOar mepi Ti, comp. Aristoph. Ran.
1007. — évos 8¢ éomi ypela]l A contrast with olka : but of
one thing theve is nced ; one thing is necessary, that is to say,
vs an object of cure and trouble. Dy these words Jesus, in
accordance with the context, can mean nothing else than that
from which Martha had withdrawn, while Mary was bestowing
pains upon it—ihe wundivided devotion to Hes word for the sale
of salvation, although in tenderness He abstains from mention-
ing it by name, but leaves the reference of the expression, in
itself ounly general, to be first discovered from the words whicl
follow. In respect of the neuter évés nothing is to be sup-
plemented any more than there is in respect of 7oA.
Tollowing Gregory, Dede, Theophylact, Zeger, Michaelis, and
others (comp. Erasmus in the Annotations), Paulus under-
stands : one dish, “ we need not many kinds,” and v dryabyy
pepiba is then taken as meaning the really good portion,' which
figuratively represents the participation in communion with
Jesus. The former, especially after the impressive Mdpba,
MdapOa, would have been just as trivial and out of harmony
with the serious manner of Jesus as the latter would have
been discourteous to the well-intentioned hostess. Nachtigall
also mistakes (in Henke’s Magez. VI. p. 355), and Stolz agrees
with him in interpreting : onc pevson is cnough (in the kitchen),
in opposition to whicli the contrast of zoAa is decisive,
seeing that according to it éves must be uculer. — Ty dyany
pepida] the good part. That, namely, about which care and
pains are taken, comsists, according to the various kinds of
these objects, of several parts. Mary has sclected for herself
among these, for her care and pains, the good part; and this
is, in accordance with the subject, nothing else than precisely
that év whiclr is necessary—that portion of the objects of
solicitude and labour which is the good one, the good portion,

1 Comp. the form of specch, xpss pspdas Jumeiv, to dine in portions, and sce
examples in Wetstein,

LUKE IL I
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which only one can be. More vaguely Grotius, Elsner, Kypke,
Kuinoel, and others put it: the good occupation ; and de Wette,
ceneralizing this: the good dvstination of life. Comp. also
Euthymius Zigabenus : 8o pepibes wohirelas éraweral, 7)
pev mparTic), 1 8¢ OewpnTiy). — Ty dayabiv] neither means
optiman (Kuinoel and others), nor does it imply that the care
of Martha, in which assuredly love also was expressed, was
male (Iritzsche, Conject. 1. p. 19) 5 but it designates the portion
us the good one rat’ €Eoyrjv. — iimis obk adaip. dm’ abr]
refers certainly, first of all, to Martha’s appeal, ver. 40.
Ilence it means: whick shall not be taken «way from her; she
shall Zeep it, Mark iv. 23, whereby, hiowever, Jesus at the
same time, in thoughtful reference to further issues, points, in
Ilis characteristically significant manmner, to the ceerlasting
possession of this pepis. DBy 4j7es, which is not equivalent
1o 7, what follows is described as lelonging to the essence of
the dyaBy pepis : quippe quac.  “ Transit amor multitudinis
et remanet caritas unitatis,” Augustine. — Those who lave
found in Mary’s devotion the representation of the Iauline
wioTis, and in the nature of Martha that of zeal for the law,
<o that the evangelist is made to describe the party relations
of his own day (Baur, Zeller, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld), have,
by a coup quite as unjustifiable as it was clumsy, transferred
this relic of the home life of Jesus into the foreign region
of allegory, where it would only inaptly idealize the party
relations of the later period.
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CHAPTER X1,

Vv. 2-4. Elz. and Scholz have after aarsp: 5uiv 6 v soie odpavoi,

) -~ 3

and after Suah. oou: yandirw b fiAqud cov, ws iv obpavw, xeil imi
s yhe.  After supasudy Elz. has dara pSoar qudis dad roi wovnpod.
Lachm. also (not Tisch.) reads all this; but he has as & odpavg
#ai émi %s (without 7#g) in brackets. The important autho-
rities both for and against these additions lead us to regard
them as supplements taken from the usual form of the Lord’s
Prayer in Matt. vi. 6, 9 ff. According to Gregory of Nyssa
(comp. Maxim.), instead of ¢adizw . . . sov Luke must have
written irw 70 dyiov mvebud oov ' nuds ral ralapicdrw udc.
An ancient gloss.! — Ver. 4. The form dpisner is, on decisive
evidence, to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch. — Vv. 9, 10. The
authorities for dvauyfeeras and avorydiocrws are about equally
balanced. Tiseh. has rightly adopted the latter. The Recepte
is from Matt. vii. 7 f.— Ver. 11. Instead of £ tuav Elz. has
simply imév, in opposition to decisive evidence. On similar
evidence, morcover, # is subsequently adopted instead of ¢/
(Elz.), and at ver. 13 déuara ¢dyadd (reversed in Elz.).— Ver. 12,
Instead of # xa! éav Tisch. has merely % x«i, following I3 L &,
min. DBut édv was the more easily omitted, since it does not
occur in the foregoing verse. On the other hand, e/rjes: is so
decisively attested that it is, with Tisch., to be adopted instead
of the Recepta airisy.— Ver. 15. =g before dpsovrs is wanting in
Elz. Scholz, but is decisively attested ; the omission is explained
from Matt. xii. 24.— Ver. 19. xpirat dudv wdvei] B D, Lachm.
Tisch. have airoi dpiv npisei. A C K L M U, min. Vulg. It.

1 Thus or similarly Marcion read the first petition, and Hilgenfeld, Kritil.
Unters. p. 470, and Volkmar, p. 196, regard the petition in this place about
the Holy Ghost as original (because specifically Pauline), and the canonical text
as an alteration in accordance with Matthew ; see also Hilgenfeld in the Z%eof.
Jahrb, 1853, p. 222 f., and in his Evangel. p. 187 1. ; Zeller, Apostclgesch.
p- 14. But ver. 13 easily occasioned the alteration, welcome as it was to the
onc-sided Paulinism, secing that by its means the Holy Spirit was represented
as the chief of what was to be asked for from God. Comp. Tholuck, Bergpred.
p- 347 f.
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have adred zpimad Loz So oalso haz 8, which, however, places
sairas before o, [Tisele 8 has adopted the reading of x|
Aecordingly, the evidenee is decisive apainst the Leecpte. The
omission of elrei (it is wanting still in 113) oceasioned its being
very variously placed when it was reintroduced.  The place
assigned to it by Laclim. is the vather to be preferred, as B D, the
authovities in itz favour, have in Matt, xiL 27 @ adrol zpirai toor.
Lz, and have not thevefore borrowed their arrangement in this
passire frome Matthew. The Vulgate, on the other hand, has
also in Matt. Lo worol zpirai Suis foerea: hience the reading of
A etes s probably due to a conformity with Matthew, —
Ver. 220 The article before i(/.r w15 wanting in DD LW,
and is, with Lachm. and Tisch to Le deleted. Tt was intro-
dueed in aecordance with ¢ m,@, over, 2L — Yer 25, Instead
ol &ad, important authorities (but not A B L N) have sz
Rightly; see on Matt. xi 45— Ver. 290 After "twa Bl
Scholz have 3 szeg77e0, I oppozition to important evidence.
It is from Matt. xi1. 89, whencee, however, the Jiceopte imlnm:i
was also derived, instead of wlhich Zz7:7, with ll\Lll s to lu-
vead.  Moreover, iu accordance with Lachm. and Tisel., 7t

iz agnin to be inzerted before sezpd. — Ver, 520 Nesi] -\] (,'
E* G L MU X AN min Sy Vulg It have Nosvired.
Recoummended by Griesh., adopted by Scholz, Lachn. [Tisch. 8
has Nnsvsirer],  Rightly: Luke has followed Matthew (xii. 41)
verfatim. — Ver, 04, After the tirst éodar u.a-, Griesb. and the
Tater editors have rightly added 6. The omission is explained
from Matt. vi 225 its Insertion, however, is decisively attested,
— &] after érar is wanting in preponderating anthorities,
Suzpected hy (‘-rieib “deleted by Lachme and Tisch. 1t is an
addition from Matt, 20— Ve 420 Alter salze Griesh. has
inserted &4, whieli [.mhm. brackets, while Tisch. has deleted i ;
it iz too weakly altested, and 1s [rom JMatt. xxiii. 25, — ay ,--cu]
Lachmn. and Tiseh. have =esiias, in accordance with BY L x"
wmin.  The Zeeeptis iz from Matthew. .\ has a fusion of the
two: sepapitver; D, Ver. have not got the word at all. —
Ver, 44 Atfter iga Lz (and Lachm. in brackets) has s sanzeur::
% bapieals, irerai, S0 alwo Selwlz, hut i opposition to evi-
denee so important, that it can only he recarded as an addition
from Matt. xxiii. 27, —¢i before == 1%, on preponderating
evidence, to be deleted. It arose frow the preceding =vllable.
Suspected by Griesh, deleted by Lachm. [ret: ained by Tiseh. 8],
— Voer. 48 "/.’{5.'.4,:1..] Tisch. has wesrveis éors, N “aecordance
with B L&, Ov. The Leeepfe s from Matt, xxiil, 31 —aisl:
r& ez s not found in B D L, Cant. Ver. Vere. Bd. Vind.
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Condemned by Griesh,, bracketed by Lachm, deleted by Tisch.
The words, Loth read and arranged differently by dillerent
authorities, are a supplement, in accordance with Matthew. —
Ver. 51, The article before eizare; in hoth cases is, with Lachin.
and Tisch., in accordance with important evidence, to be struck
out as an addition. — Ver. 33, réiyovros 8: adrod rudra aphs abrels]
B C LK, 33, Copt. have wdxeie $Zer.0ivrng adred.  This is, with
Tisch., to be adopted.  The authorities in favour of the Liceepln,
have variations and additions, which indicate that they have
originated as glosses. — Ver. 5+ Many variations in the forin
ol glosses. Lachm. follows the Lecepte, only omitting zei helore
Zqr. Tisch. has simply évdp, Onpsdoni =1 éx 705 crimmres adrod,
founding it mainly on B L & All the rest consists of additions
for the sake of more explicit statement.

Vv. 1-4. See on Matt. vi. 9 ff In Luke it is only
apparent that the Lord’s Prayer is placed too late,! to the
extent of his having passed it over in the Sermmon on the
Mount, and from another source related a later occasion for it
(whicli, according to Baur, indeed, he only created from his
own reflection).  Hence its position in Luke is not to be
described as historically more correct (Calvin, Schleiermacher,
Olshausen, Neauder, Ewald, Bleck, Weizsiicker, Sclienkel, and
others), but both the positions are to he regarded as correct.”
Comp. on Matt. vi. 9. So far as concerns the prayer itsell,
we have the full flow of its primitive fulness and excel-
Ience in Matthew. The peculiar and shorter form in Luke
(sce the critical remarks) is one of the proofs that the apostolic
church did not use the Lord's Draver as a formewln. — The
matter of fact referred to in rabws xal Iwdvvys kT s
altogether unknown.  Trobably, however, John’s disciples had
a definitely formadeted prayer given them by their teacher.
— The 7is 7@y pabprav is to be regarded as belonging to the

1 Schenkel, p. 291, transposes the circumstance of the giving of the prayer to
the disciples cven to the period after the arrival in Judaea, since, indeed, the
seene at Bethany, x. 38 f., was already rclated. Dut Luke did not think of
Bethany at all as the loeality of this scene.

* Without, however, by means of harmonistic violence, doing away with the
bistorical ditference of the two situations, as does Ebrard, p. 356 . In Luke,
time, place, and occasion are different frem what they are in Matthew, comp.
Luyke vi, 17 1T,



134 TIIF, GOSPEL OF LUKE.

wider eircle of disciples.  After so long and confilential an
interconrse of prayer with the Lovd Ilimscli, one of the Twwlre
would hardly have now made the request, or had need to do
so.  Lrobably it was a later disciple, perhaps formerly one of
John’s disciples, who, at the time of the Sermon on the Mount,
was not yet in the company of Jesus. The sight, possibly
also the hearing of the Lord praying, had now deeply stirred
in him the need which he expresses, and in answer he receives
the same prayer in substance which was given at an carlier
stage to the first disciples. — adTols, ver. 2: to the disciples
who were present, one of whom had made the request, ver. 1.
émovaiov] erastinum, see on Matt. vi. 11.) — 70 «a’ sjuépav]
necded day by day, daily.  See Bernhardy, p. 329. — kat
yap avroic] The special consideration placed before God for the
exercise of 1lis forgivemess, founded in the divine order ol
grace (Matt. vi. 14; Mark xi. 25), is here more dirvectly and
more strongly expressed than in Matthew. — ddioper] (see
the critical remarks) f{rom the formn d¢iw, Lecles. 1. 18
Mark i 34, xi. 16. See generally, Iritzsche, ad Ion. L
p. 174 — mwavti opeihovre Huiv] to cecry one, when he s
indcbted to ws (in an ethical sense). Comp. Winer, p. 101
[E. T. 138). The article before opechovre is too weakly
attested, and is a grammatical addition.

Vv. 5-8. After He had tawght them to pray, Ile gives
them the ecrteinty that the prayer will be hevrd.  The con-
struction is iaferrogelive down to wapathjow avTd, ver. 65 at
xareivos, ver. 7, the interrogative construction is abandoned,

! The attempt of Ilitzig (in the Theol. Jakvh. p. 1854, 131) to explain the
enigmatical word, to wit, by éri Jrov, sncconding to which it is made to mean, the
nourishment equivalent to the hunger, is without any real etymological analoay,
and probubly was only a passing fney.  Weizsicker, po 407, is mistaken in
finding as a parallel the word $zeEs6a0; in respect of the idea pancm necessarium.
This, indeed, does not come from odeie, but Irom i3sveiz, and this latter from
t2ier. Moreover, the D of the Gospel to the llebrews cannot betray that
the first understanding ol the word liud decome lost at an early date, but,
considering the high antiquity of this Gospel, it can only appear as a pre-
servation of the fivst mode of undevstanding it, especially as the Logia wuas
written in ITebrew. In order to express the idea: necessary (thus dvayxazio;,
imirasues), there assuredly was no need of any free and, for that purpose, faulty
word-making.
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and the sentence proceeds as if it were a conditional one (éav),
in accordance with which also the apodosis beginning at ver. 8
(Méyw Dpiv kTA) is turned. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9. This
anacoluthon is occasioned by the long dialogue in the oratio
dirvectae : ¢dide w7\, after whiclh it is not observed that the
first elmp (ver. 5) had no éav to govern it, but was inde-
pendent.! — 7is €€ Judv é€er x.TA.] The sentence has become
unmanageable ; but its drift, as originally conceived, though
not carried out, was probably : TFhick of you shall be so circu-
stanced as to have a friend, and to go to him, ete., and would
not reeetve from him the answer, ete.?  Newvertheless I say unto
sou, ete. — kai ey avte] The sentence passes over into the
deliberative form. The converse case is found in Antiph. Or.
i. 4: mwpos Tivas odv éNOp Tis Bonbols, 3) ol THv KaTaduy)y
moujoetas . . .; See thereon, Maetzner, p. 130. — Ver. 7. 7a
mawdia pov) the father does not wish to disturb his litéle chil-
dren in their sleep. — els 7. rkoiTnv] they are info bed. See
on Mark ii. 1. — Ver. 8. &id ye w.TN] «t least on account of
liis impudence.  On the structure of the sentence, comp.
xviii, 4 .  On the position of yé before the idea to which it
gives emphasis, see Niigelsbach, Anm. 2 Ilias, ed. 3, p. 118.
Vv. 9, 10. Comp. Matt. vii. 7 {. Practical application of
the above, extending to ver. 13, in propositions which Christ
may have repeatedly made use of in His exhortations to prayer.
— karyw vpiv Aéyw] Comp. Luke xvi. 9. Also I say unto you.
Olserve (1) that xdyo places what Jesus is here saying in an
incidental parallel with the Swoer aiTd Gowy yprfer which
immediately precedes : that according to the measure of this
granting of prayer, to that extent goes also His precept to the
disciples, ete.; (2) that next to xayeo the emphasis rests on
vpiv (in ver. 8 tlie emphasis rested upon Aéyw), inasmuch as
Jesus declares what He also, on Iis part, gives to the disciples to
take to heart. Consequently xdyw corresponds to the subject
1 Hence the less diflicult reading of Lachmann, iz, ver. 5, following A D, ete.,
is a correct indication of the construction, namely, that not with ¢»y, ver. 5
(Bleek, Ewald), but, first of all, with xéxeives, ver. 7, does the sentence proceed
as if what went before were conditionally stated. If, with Lachmann and

Tischendorf, a point is placed before Aiyw dxiv, ver. 8, a complete break in the
sentence needlessly arises,
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of 8woe, and Tuiv to the adre of ver. 8. The teacking sy,
xo for as Jesus deduces it from that 7apaBohy, depends on
the argument « minort ad mojus: 1f o friend in your usual
relations of intercourse grants to his friend even a trouble-
some petition, although not from friendship, yet at least for
the sake of getting quit of the petitioner's importunity ; how
much more should you trust in God that He will give you
what you pray for! The tendency of the mapaBoArs points
therefore not, as it is usually understood, to perscrercice n
prayer, for of this, indeed, Jesus says nothing in His applica-
tion, vv. 9, 10, but to the eertuinty of prayer being heard.

¥v. 11-13. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9-11.  Still on the hear-
ing of prayer, but now in respect of the oljret petitioned for,
which is introduced by the particle 8¢ expressing transition
from one subject to another. — The econstruction lere alzo
is an instance of anacoluthon (comp. on ver. 35), so that
the sentence is continued by wy Afov 7., as if instead
of the question a conditional protasis (as at ver. 12) had
1receded. — 7ov warépa] Whom of you will his son ask
as his father for a loaf?— o €€ olpaved dwaed] Altraction,
instead of o év olpav éf olpavod Swaec. See on ix. 61, and
Juttmann, Newt. G, p. 323 [E. T. 377]. — wvedua dyov] this
highest and best gift; a more definite, but a later form of the
tradition than that which is found in Matthew.  Comp. the
critical remarks on ver. 2.

Vv. 14-22, Sce on Matt, xii. 22-29; Mark 1. 22 ff
Luke acrees with Matthew rather than with Mark. — 7jv
éxBanx.] Lie was busied therein, — wai avré] and he himsell,
the demon, by way of distinguishing him from the possessed
person. — kwgor] See on Mark ix. 17.— Ver. 16. A varia-
tion from Matthew in the connection of this (in Luke pre-
niature) demand for a sign (see on Malt. xil. $8), and in its
purport (€€ odpavod). — Ver. 17. xai oixos €mi olkov mimwTel]
a graphic desceription ol the desolation just indicated by
épnpobrac: and house fallith wpon house.  This is to be taken
quite literally of the overthrow of towns, in which a building
fumlling into ruins strikes on the one adjoining it, and falls
upon it.  Thus rightly Vuleate, Luther, Erasmus, and othay,
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Bleck also. Comp. Thucyd. ii. 84. 2 : vads re vyi wposemimre.
This meaning, inasmuch as it is still more strongly descriptive,
is to be preferred to the view of Buttmann, which in itself is
equally correct (Newt. Gr. p. 291 [E. T. 3387): Housc aftcr
Louse.  Many other commentators take oixos as meaning
Jaomily, and explain cither (Bornemann), “and onc jfamily
Judls away after another” (on émi, comp. Phil. ii. 27), or
(so the greater number, Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius,
Valckenaer, Kuinoel, Paulus, de Wette) they supply &ia-
pepiobels after oixov, and take éml oixov as equivalent to
€’ éavroy: “ et familia a se ipsa dissidens salva esse nequit”
(Kuinoel}). It may be argued against the latter view, that if
the meaning expressed by é¢' éavrov had been intended, the
very parallelism of the passage would have required é¢’ éavrdy
to be tuscrted, and that oixos éml oixor could not in any wise
express this reflexive mcaning, but could only signify: one
house against the other. The whole explanation is the work
of the Harmonists. It may be argued against Bornemanu,
that after épnpotrar the thought which his interpretation
brings out is much too weak, and consequently is not suifi-
ciently in accordance with the context. We are to picture to
ourselves a kingdom which is devastated by civil war.—
Ver. 18. «xai o Satav.] Satan also, corresponding with the
instance just referred to. — &7¢ Aéyere «.7.1.] the reason of the
question. — Ver. 20. év Saxtule Ocod] Matthew : év mvedpare
Ocov. Luke’s mode of expressing the divine agency (Ex.
vill, 19 Ps. viii. 3; Philo, Vit. Mos. p. 619 C; Suicer, Thes.
I. p. 820) appeals more to the senses, especially that of sight.
It is a more concrete form of the later tradition.— Ver. 21.
o loyvpos] as Tob layupod, Matt. xii. 29. — kabwmAicpévos)
not the subject (Luther), but: armed. — v éavrol aiMijv]
not: his palace (see on Matt, xxvi. 3), but: his own premises,
at whose entrance he keeps watch. — €v etpsjvy éoi x.7.\.] This
is the wsual result of that watching. But the case is other-
wise if a stronger than he, etc. See what follows. Thus in
me has a stronger than Satan come upon him, and vanquished
him ! — 7a oxdha adrod] the spoils taken from him.

Ver. 23. After Jesus has repelled the accusation: ¢y Beeh-
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EefouN k.7, ver. 15, Ile pronounces upon the welation to Ilim
of those men spoken of 1n ver. 15 (see on Matt. xii. 30), and
then adds—

Vv, 24-26, a figurative discourse, in which Ile sets forth
their ducorrigibility.  Sec on Matt. xii. 43—43.  Luke, indeed,
gives the saving concerning the sin against the Holy Ghost
(Mark iii. 28 £.; Matt. xii. 31 {), Lbut not until xii, 10 ; and
therefore it is wrong to say that he omitted it in the interest
of the Pauline doctrine of the foraiveness of sing (Baur).

Vv. 27,28, A woman (assuredly a mofler), following with-
out restraint lier true understanding and impulse, publicly and
carnestly pays to Jesus her tribute of admiration. Lulke alone
has this feminine type of character also (comp. x. 38 ff.), which
bears the stamp of originality, on the one hand, in the genuine
saiveté of the woman (“bene sentit, sed muliebriter loqui-
tur,” Bengel); on the other, in the reply of Jesus forthwith
turning to the lighest practical interest. This answer con-
tains so absolutely the highest truth that lay at the heart of
Jesus 1u Iis ministry, that Strauss, I p. 719 (comp. Weizsiicker,
1- 169), concludes, very erroneously, from the resemblance of
the passage to viii. 21, that there were two dillerent frames
or moulds of the tradition in which this saying of Christ was
set. The incident is not parallel even with Mark iii. 3111
(Holtzmann), even although in its idea it is similar. — éxdpacal
roguaa’ adodpa yap amodeEapévn Tols Niyous alrol, peya-
Aopovws éuardpioe THY yevmjoacay alToy @ TOOUTOU UITEPR
vevéolar afiwbeigay, Luthymius Zigabenus. — éx 7ob dyAov]
out of the crowd she lifted up her voice. — parapia k7\]
See analogous beatitudes from the Rabbins and elassteal writers
in Wetstein, Schoettgen, and Elsner, Obss. p. 226.— Ver 28,
pevotrye] may serve as coreeclice (Gno wvere) as well as coit-
Jirmatory (wtique).  See  generally, Hartung, Parctidell. 1L .
400 ; Kihner, «d JXYea, Mem. 1. 3. 9,11 7. 5. In this passage
it is the former, comp. Rowm. ix. 20, x. 18; Jesus does nog
deny His mother's blessedness, but Ile defines the predicate
pardptos, not as the woman had done, as a speecial caterna!
relation, but as a general moral velation, which wmight be
cstablished in the case of crery one, and under which even
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Mary was brought, so that thus the benediction upon the
mother, merely considered as mother, is corrected. The posi-
tion of pevody and pevobrye at the beginning of the sentence
belongs to the later Greek usage. See examples in Wetstein,
Sturz, Dial. AL p. 203 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 342,

Vv. 29-32. See on Matt. xii. 39-42. Jesus now, down
to ver. 36, turns His attention to the dismissal of those érepo:
who had craved from Him o onueiov é€ odpaved (ver. 10).
— yjp€ato] He first began this portion of His address when
the crowds were still assembling thither, <.e. were assembling
in still greater numbers (érafpoil.), comp. Plut. Anton. 44.
But it is arbitrary to regard this introductory notice of the
assembling of the people as deduced by Luke himself {row
the condemnation of the entire generation (Weizsicker). —
Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. xvi. 4. Jonal was for the Ninevites a
sign (divinely sent) by means ot his personal destiny, 67:
UTeppuis éx Tijs kothias Tob kiTovs éppiatn Tpujpepos. Jesus
Decame for that generation a sign (divinely sent, and that
as Messiah) likewise by His personal destiny, 67 vmeppuds éx
75 kotNias Tis yijs avéeTn Tpujpepos, Euthymius Zigabenus.
In opposition to those who interpret the sign of Jonah only
of Christ's word (as even Schenkel and Weizsiicker, p. 431),
see on Matt. xii. 40, Remark. The sign of Jonah belongs
entirely to the future (8ofnceras . . . éatar). — Ver. 31 f. does
not stand in a wrong order (de Wette), although the order in
Matthew is probably the original, while that in Luke is
arranged chronologically and by way of climax. — pera Tov
avdpov x.7.\] she will appear with the men, ete., brings into
greater prominence the woman's condemning example. — dvdpes
Nwevitar] without an article : Men of Nineveh.

Vv. 33-36. Comp. viii. 16 ; Mark iv. 21 ; and see on Matt.
v. 15, vi. 22 f —No awkward (Baur), unconnected (Bleek,
titschl) interpolation, but the introduction of the passage in
this place depends on the connection of thought: “ Here is
nwore than Solomon, more than Jonah (vv. 31, 32). DBut this
knowledge (the exceeding knowledge of Christ, Phil. iii. 8),
once kindled at my word, ought not to be suppressed and
made inoperative, but, like a light placed upon a candlestick,
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it ouzht to be allowed to operate unresirainedly upon others
also;' for the attainment of which result (ver. 341{f) it is
indeed nceessary to preserve clear and undimmed one’s own
inner light, <.e. the power of pereeption that receives the divine
truth.”  Certainly the train of theught in Matthew is easier
and clearer, but Luke found them in the source whence he
ohtained them in the connection in which he gives them. —
els xpvmmi'v] not instead of the nculer, for which the feminine
never stands in the New Testamment (not even in Matt. xxi.
42), nor is it according to the analozy of els parpdy, eis plav,
and the like (see Dernbardy, p. 221) adverbial (see Dorne-
mann), since no instance of such a use of xpvwryr can be
produced, but the accent must be placed on the peuult, eis
kpumwTnw : ialo a concealed passage, mto a vanlt (cellar).  Thus
# kpvmrry in Athen. iv. p. 205 A, Comp. the Latin rryptu,
Sucton. Celiy. 38 Vitruv. vi. 8; Drudent. lippol. 154 :
“ Mersa latebrosis erypta patet foveis.” The certainty of the
nsus loguendi and the appropriateness of the meaning confirm
this explanation, although it occurs in none of the versioms, and
among the Mss. only in I Yet Euthymius Zigabenus seems to
give it in Ty @amoxpupor olkiav: in recent times, Valckenaer,
Matthaci (ed. min. I p. 395), Kuinoel, Bretschuneider, Bleck,
loltzmann, Winer, p. 213 [E. T. 298], have it.  Comp. Beza.

Ver. 35. Sec theiefore ; take care, lest, ete.  Deza well says:
“ Considera, . Comp, Buttmann, Newt. G p. 209 [E. T.
2143])  Gal vi. 1 is not quite similar, for there py stands
with the suljunctive, and means : that nol. — 70 ¢pds 16 €v gol |
o rois o poTaywyos Tijs Yrvyis oov, Enthymius Zizabenus, —
akotos éoTiv] vmo Tov wabdy, Euthymins Zigabenus.

Ver. 36. Odv] taking up again the thought of ver. 34: xai
GNov T6 ddpc gov ¢wTewor éaTw. — In the profasis the em-
phasis lies on 6oy, which therefore is more precisely explained
by wy éyov Ti pép. oxor.; but in the apodosis porenidv has

1 These words have nothing further to do with the refusal of the sign. This
is in opposition to Hilgenfeld, who regards the conneetion as being : that there
is no need at all of such a sign, since, indeed, Jesus does not conceal His light,
ete.  Comp. also Weizsiicker, p. 157, Besides, the discourse, ver. 33, manilestly
does not describe a procedure that takes place, but a duty,
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the emyphasis, and the kind and degree of this light are illus-
trated (comp. ver. 34) by @s étav xr.h: “ If therefore thy
body is absolutely and entirely bright, without having any part
dark, then bright shall it be absolutely and entirely, as when
the Light wilh 4ts beam enlightens thee”  For then is the eye
rightly constituted, fulfilling its purpose (sce on Matt. vi. 22);
but the eye stands to the body in the relation of the light,
ver, 34, It is complete enlightemment, therefore, not merely
partial, of which this normal condition of light (es érav
k1) is allimed. 'Awo Tob kata TO cdpa wapadeiypatos
wepi Tijs Yuyiis 88wae voelw . .. 'Edv alty oAy dwTew) ein,
wy) éxovea undev pépos éowotiouévor malbler, wite TO Noyio-
Ticoy, unTe 70 Qupikov, pnte To émibupikov, éoTar PwTewy
O\ oUTws, @5 GTay o A\vxros T doTpami avtov ¢wTily oF,
Futhymius Zigabenus.  The observation of the above diversity
ol emphasis in the protasis and apodosis, which is clearly indi-
cated by the varied position of oXov with respect to dwTewoy,
removes the appeuarance ol tautology in the two members,
renders needless the awkward chanye of the pusctvation advo-
cated by Vouel (dv congecturae usw in ciisé N 7% p. 37 1) and
Rinck : el olv 70 o6ud oov Ghov, pwTewcy py Exov Ti pepos,
oroTewcy, éoTal pwTewov ohov k..., aud sets uside the conjre-
{ires that have been broached, such as those of Michiaelis (£7u/.
L p. 73Y): éorar pwt. 16 6Mov (body and soul}, or ohoov; of
Bornemann : that the first 6xov is a gloss; of Lichthal: that
instead of “ thy body” must be meant “ thine eye” (comp. alveady
Maldonatus). — o Avypos] the lamp ol the room, ver. 33.

Vv. 37-54. See on Matt. xxiii. 1.

Yer. 37. "Ev 8¢ 70 halijead] that 1s to say, what Liad pre-
ceded at ver. 29 f[. — dpiation] refers no more than dpioTor
at Matt. xxii. 4 to the principal meal, but to the brealfest
(in opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others). See xiv. 12,
—"Hiber pév mw 76v Papicalwv oraibmra o xipos, dAN
Spws ouveoTidTar avTols 8. alTd TobTo, OTL ToVnpOL Noav kai
Stopbwaews éxpnbov, Theophylact. — In the following disconrse
itsel(, Luke, under the guidance of the source he is using,
gives a much more limited selection from the Logi«, abbreviat-
ing and generalizing much of the contents,
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Vv. 38, 39. "EBawt. mpo 7. dpior.] See on Mark vii. 2
Tuke does not say that the Pharisee capressed his surprise;
Jesus recognises his thoughts immediately. Comp. Augustine.
Schleiermacher, p. 180 f, directly contradicts the narrative
when lie places these sayings of Jesus after the meal, saying
that they were first spoken owtside the house.  See, on the other
hand, Strauss, I. p. 654, who, however, likewise takes objec-
tion to their supposed awkwardness (comp. Gfrorer, Heil. Suge,
I. p. 243, de Wette, Ritschl, Holtzmann, Eichthal). This
judgment applies an inappropriate standard to the special rela-
tion in which Jesus stood to the Pharisees, sceing that when
confronting them He felt a higher destiny than the mainten-
ance of the respect due to @ host moving Ilim (comp. vil
39 1) ; and hence the perception of the fitness of things which
cuided the tradition to connecting these sayings with a menl was
not in itsclf erroneous, although, if we follow Matt. xxiii., we
must conclude that this connection was first made at a later
date. Apart from this, however, the connection is quite cap-
able of being explained, not, perhaps, from the mention of cups
and platters, but from the circumstance that Jesus several times
when occasion offered, and possibly about that period when He
was a guest in the houses of Pharisees, gave vent to 1lis right-
cous moral indignation in His anti-Pharisaic sayings. Comp.
xiv. 1 1. — vr] a silent contrast with a hetter warac: as it now
stands with you, as far as things have gone with vou, cte.  Comny.
Girotius, who DLrings into comparison: 7 rerea atry. — 70 8¢
éowber vuav] vpwr does not belong to dpm. «. mormp. (Kypke,
Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and others, following Deza’s sugges-
tion), so that what is inside, the contents of the rivp and platicr,
Ta €vovra, ver. 41, would be meant, which would asree with
Matt. xxiii. 25, but is opposed to the order of the words here.
On the contrary, the outside of the cup, ete, is contrasted with
the sncard natvre of the persons.  Ye cleanse the former, but
the latter is full of robbery and corruption (comp. on Rom.
i 29). The concrete expression cpmayn, as the object of

! Jesus had just come out of the crowd, nay, Ie had just expellnd a demon,

ver. 14, Tlenee they expected that He would first cleanse limsell by o bath
before the morning meal (comp. on Mark vii. 4),
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endeavour, corresponds to the disposition of m\eovefia, which
in Mark vii. 22, Rom. i. 29, is associated with wovnppia. —
Matt, xxiii. 25 has the saying in a more original form. The
conception in Luke, although not in itself inappropriate (Weiss),
shows traces of the influence of reflective interpretation, as is
also evident from a comparison of ver. 40 with Matt. xxiii, 26,

Ver. 40. Jesus now shows how drrational (Gppoves) this is
from the religious point of view.— oy o wovjoas x.T.N.] did
not He (God) who made that which is without (v.c. everything
external in general, res externas) also make that which is within
(res wnternas)?  Iow absurd, therefore, for you to cleanse
what belongs to the rchus cxternis, the outside of the cup,
but allow that which belongs to the rchus tnternis, your
inner life and effort, to be full of robbery, ete.; that ye do
not devote to the one and to the other (therefore to both)
the cleansing care that is due to God’s work! Consequently
70 ¢Ewlev is the category to which belongs 7o éwfev T. wor.
. 7. wiv.,, ver. 39, and 76 éowlev the category to which belongs
70 éowbev Tudy, ver. 39. In opposition to the context, others
limit the words to the relation of dody and spirit (Theophy-
lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, Bornemann also),
which is not permitted by 7o éfwfev Tod mornpiov, ver. 39,
Others limit them to the materiale patinac ct pocult and the
cibum et potum, which 70 éowler Dudv, ver. 39, does not allow
(in opposition to Starck, Notae sclect. p. 91, and Wolf, Paulus
also and Bleek). Kuinoel (following Elsner and Kyplke) makes
the sentence affirmative: “ Non qui exterius purgawit, pocula
patinasque, (eadem opera) ctiam tnteriuws purgavit, cibos ;” but
this view, besides being open to the objection drawn from 7o
éowlev budy, ver. 39, is opposed to the wusus loquendi of the
words émoipae and mojoac.

Ver. 41. A prescription how they are to effect the true
purification. II\gjv is wverumtamen (see on vi. 24): S¢ll, in
order to sct aside this foolish incomgruity, give that which is
therern (the contents of your cups and platters) as aims, and
behold cverything s pure unto you . . . this loving activity
will then make your entire ceremonial purifications superflnous
for you. All that you now believe you are compelled to
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subordinate to your customs of washings (the context gives
this as the reference of the wdvra) will stand to you (to your
consciousness) in the relation of purity. On the ides, comp.
Hos. vi. 6 (Matt. ix. 13, xil. 7). 7a evovra has the cmphasis:
yel awhal s in thew, ete. Moreover, it is ol itself obvious,
according to the meaning of desus, tlmt He sets this value
not on the external work of love in itself, but on the disposi-
tion c¢vineed thereby.  Comp. xvi. 9. The more nnnecessary
was the view which recarded the passage as dronical/ (Lrasmus,
Lightfoot, and others, including Kuinocl, Schleiermacher,
Neander, Bormnemann), and according to which Jesus repeats
thie peculiar waxim of the Plarisces tor attaining righteous-
ness by works: “ Attamen date modo stipem pauperibus, tunc
ex vestra opinione parum solliciti essc potestis de vietu injuste
comparato, tune vobis ommia pura sunt,” Kuinoel.  Irony
would come in ouly if in the text were expressed, not dedtr,
It datis. DMoreover, the Ihariseces would not have said 7a
évovra, but éx Tdv évovtor.  DBesides, notwithstanding the
Old Testament praise of this virtue (Prov. xvi. 6 ; Dan. iv, 24
Iiccles. i1 30, xxix. 12; Tob. iv. 10, xii. 9, and elsewhere),
and notwithstanding the Rabbinical * Eleemosyna aequipollet
ommibus virtutibus 7 (Bara bothra, £9. 1), charitableness
(upart from ostentelious almsgiving, Matt. vi. 2) was so fav
from being tll(, strony side of the Pharisees (Matt. xxi. 135, 145
Mark vii. 11) that Jesus had suflicient reason to inculeate
on them that vivtue instead of their worthless washings, —
Ta évovra) (hal wrlich ds therein. It sight also mean, not.:
quod superest, e, 76 Xoeméy (Vulgate , but perbiaps: that ok
s al hond, that «lich ye Love ('l'h('n])h\‘l'lct' Td UTapyorTa
vutv; Buthywmius Zigabenus: 1a éramoxeiuera; Lutler: Of
thed aclich as there), ov wliach o possdde (Grotius, Morus), to
justify which Svdrac would have to bLe understood ; but the
connection requires the reference to the enps and platters.

Vv, 42,43, See on Matt. xxiil. 23, 6 [ DBut woe unto you,
ye lave guite different maxims | — wapepyeate] ye livre ont
of consideration, as al xv. 29, and frequently in Greek writers,
Judith xi. 10. — avyamare] ye place a igh value thercupon.
Comp. Jolm xii. 43,
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Ver. 44. See on Matt. xxiii. 27. Yet here the com-
parison is different. — 7@ @énia] the undiscernible, which ave
not noticeable as graves in consequence of whitewash (Matt. /.c.)
ot othierwise. — «al] simplicity of style; the periodic struc-
ture would have linked on the clause by means of a relative,
but this loose construction adds tie point more independently
and more emphatically. — mepimaToivTes] without an article
(see the critical remarks): while they walk.— ol oldaciv]
know it not, that they are walking on graves.

Ver. 45. This vopiros was no Sudducec (Paulus, yet sec
his Excget. Handb.), because he otherwise would not have
applied these reproaches to himself as well as to the Pharisees,
and Jesus would not have continued to discourse so entirely
in an anti-Pharisaie tone, but he likewise was a Pharisce, as
in general were most of the vouerol. That he only partially
professed the principles of the Pharisces is assumed by de
Wette on account of wai fjuds, in which, however, is implied
“not merely the common Pharisees (the laity), but cven s,
the learned, thou art aspersing.” The scribe calls what was a
righteous ovedibery (Matt. xi. 20 ; Mark xvi. 14) by the name
of dBpilewr (xviil. 32; Acts xiv. 5; Matt. xxii. 6). Although
this episode is not mentioned in Matthew, there is no sufficient
ground to doubt its historiecal character. Comp. on xii. 41.
Couscquently, all that follows down to ver. 52 is addressed to
the voutkor, as they are once again addressed at the close by
naule, ver, 52.  Dut it is not to be proved that Luke in Lis
representation had in view the legalists of the apostolic time
(Weizsidcker), although the words recorded must needs touch
them, just as they were also concerned in the denunciations
of Matt. xxiii.

Ver. 46. See on Matt. xxiii. 4.

Vv. 47, 48. Sce on Matt. xxiii. 29-31. The sting of the
discourse is in Matthew keener and sharper. — 67¢ olkoSopctte

. of 8¢ matépes w1\ because ye build .. . but your
Jathers slew them. DBy this dudlding, which renews the re-
membrance of the murder of the prophets, ye actually give
lestimony and consent to the deeds of your fathers, ver 48.
Otherwise ye would leave to ruin aud forgetfulness those

LUKE II, K
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graves which recall these deeds of shame! Tt is true the
graves were built for the purpose of honouring the prophets,
but the conduet of the builders was such that their way of
regarding the prophets, as proved by this hostile behaviour,
was reasonably and truly declared by Jesus to be a practical
contradiction of that purpose. 1le declares how, in accord-
ance with this Lehaviour, the matter oljectively and actually
stood. Consequently, there is neither any deeper meaning to
be supposed as needing to be introduced, as Lange, L. J. IL
2, p. 840, has unhappily enough attempted ; nor is dpa to he
taken as interrogative (Schleiermacher). The second clause of
the contrast, oc 8¢ matépes k.7, is introduced without any
preparation (without a previous pév; otherwise at ver. 48),
but just with so much the greater force, and hence no uév is
to be supplied (Kuinoel; see, on the other hand, Klotz, «d
Devar. p. 356 f.; Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 423). — In view
of the reading dpuels 8¢ olxobopeire, ver. 48 (without advrav
Td pvnuela, see the critical remarks), we must translate: but
ye build! ye carry on buildings. That this building had
reference to the tombs of the prophets is sclf-evident. The
brief expression is more passionate, pregnant, incisive.

Vv. 49-51. See on Matt. xxiii. 84-39.— 8ua TovT0] ON
account of this your agreement with your fathers as mur-
derers of the proplets, which affinity the wisdom of God had
in view when it gave its judgment. Under the gridance of
the doctors of the law, the people among whom the gospel
teachers were sent (els avrovs) rejected these latter, ete.  See
ver. 52, — 9 gopia 7. Oeod] Doubtless a quotuting, as is proved
by eimer and avrovs, but ant from the Old Lestvinent, since
no such passage oceurs in it (Olshausen mentions 2 Chron.
xxiv, 19 interrogatively, but what a difference §), and quota-
tions from the Old Testament are never introduced by % godia
7. @eot! To suppose u lost Jewish writing, however, which

UThe passage is very inacenrately treated by Kostlin, p. 163, aceording tn
whom Luke has here Licaped misunderstanding one misunderstanding. e i3
saidd to have referred the entire ntterance to the Qld Trstament prophiets, and on
that aceount to have placed belore it x. 4 gopiz «. Gusl dry, in order to give to
it the character of an aneient propliecy, which, however, had no existencee at
all, ete.
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either may have had this title (Ewald, Dleek, Daumgarten-
Crusius, Weizsiicker) or may have introduced the mm nnoon as
speaking (Paulus),' is contrary to the analogy of all the rest of
the quotations made by Jesus, as well as to the evangelical
tradition itself, which, according to Matt. xxiii. 34, attributed
these words to Jesus. Accordingly, it is to be supposed
(Neander, L. J. p. 655 ; Gess, Person Chr. p. 29 ; comp. also
Ritschl, Evang. Marcions, p. 89) that Jesus is here quoting
onc of His own earlicr utterances (observe the past tense elmev),
so that He represents thc wisdom of God (Wisd. vii. 27 ; Matt.
xi. 19 ; Luke vii. 35) as having spoken through Him, Allied
to this is the idea of the Adoyos. According to this, however,
the original form of the passage is not to be found in Luke
(Olshausen, Bleek); for while Matthew gives this remarkable
utterance in a directly present form, Luke’s method of record-
ing it transfers to the mouth of Jesus what rather was a later
mode of citing it, and gives it in the shape of a result of
reflective theology akin to the doctrine of the Logos®—

1 Strauss also, in Ililgenfeld's Zeitschrift, 1863, p. 87 L., who is thinking
entirely of a Christian document.

2 The utterance in Matthew, iyw dxsrsididw x.7.A., was historically indicated
in the Church by: # csple o0 Otot eimev' &woorird x.7.2. And Luke here
makes Jesus Himsely speak in this later mode of indicating it. Itis a forepar
apirepov in form. According to Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. p. 101 (comp. also
Schegg), Jesus announces God’s counsel in the form of a word of God.
Comp. Grotius and van Hengel, Annot. p. 16 f. To this view eis abrois
(instead of e/ fzzs) would certainly not be opposed, since those whom the
speech concerned might be opposed as third persons to the wisdom of God
which was speaking. But instead of efrev 1might be expected Aéys ; for now
through Jesus the divine wisdom would declare its counsel (Heb. iit. 10, to
which Hofmann refers, is differcnt, because there efxov in conneetion with
wpordxbica actually relates to the past). Moreover, if by # sopia «ov ©cob were
not meant the personal wisdom of God that appeared in Christ, and emitted the
utterance, it would not be conceivable why it should not simply have becn
said : Ji& Tovro vai & Oz Atyu. Nowhere clsec in the New Testament is a
declaration of God called a declaration of the divine wisdom. Besides, accord-
ing to Matt. xxiii. 34, Jesus is the subject of &worreas ; and this is also the
case in the passage before us, if # sogic 7. 6:00 is understood of the person of
Clrist as being the personal self-revelation of the divine wisdom. Christ sends
to His Church the prophets and apostles (x. 8), Eph. iv. 11. Riggenbach’s
explanation (Stud. w. KArit. 1855, p. 5991f.) is similar to that of Holmann,—
though miore correct in taking the sopiz =. ©:03 in the Logos-sense, hut interpret-
ing the past tense sizev Ly an *‘ at all Limes "' arbitrarily supplied.
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éediwf] to drive out of the land. — va éelyr. w7 A] an
appointiment in the divine decree. The expression corresponds
to the Ilebrew 27 t93, 2 Sam. iv. 11; Ezek iii. 18, 20,
which sets forth the vengeance for Llood. — The series of
prophets in the more general sense bLegins with Abcl us the
first Zoly man.

Ver. 52. Sce on Matt. xxiii, 14.  The genitive of the thing
with 7. xX\efba denotes that which is opened by the kev
(Matt. xvi. 19; Rev. 1. 18, ix. 1, xx. 1), since here we are
not to supply 7ijs Bacrelus with xielda, and take 7. yracews
as a genitive of apposition (Diisterdicck in the Stud. w. Arit.
1865, p. 730). Cowmp. Isa. xxii. 22.—The yvdos, the
knowledge ka7’ éoxiv, i.c. the knowledge of the divine saving
truth, as this was given in the manifestation and the preach-
ing of Christ, is compared to a closed Zouse, to get into which
the Zcy is needed.  The vopcroi have tolken away this key, 4.c.
they have by mecans of their teaching, opposed as it is to the
saving truth (because only directed to traditional knowledge
and fulfilling of the law), made the people incapable of recoy-
nising this truth. — #jpave] fulistis (Vulgate) ; the reading
amexpiraTe found in D is a correct gloss.  1f they had recog-
nised and taunght, as Paul did subsequently, the law as
wadaywyos s Xpioror (Gal. 1ii. 24), they would have ws
the key for the true knowledge for themselves and others, but
not faken it cway! and made it turceessilie for use. They have
fulen i «way; so entively in opposition to their theocratic
position of being the shedodyor have they acted. — On the
ficurative idea of the key of knowledae, comp. viii. 10 @ vulv
Séotar yvdvar Ta pvomipta wis Paciheias 7. Oeod.  The
aorists are altogether to be taken in the sense of fhe completed
{reatment 5 they indicate what the vomiwol lcce accomplished

1 Ahrens, Amt d. Schliissel, p. 91I., takes #razae as: ye bear (more strictly :
ve have taken to you) the key of knowledze, to wit: as these who ought to Te
its ofxovéuer. Thus, howover, the reason of the ofai would not yet appear in &=
#art x.m.2., nor until the following adsi c¢ix x.=.a.; and hence tho latter
would have required to be Jinked on hy @256, or at least by 8¢5 or cla insteal
of #are the participle would have required to be used. Many of the older
commentaiors, as Erasmus, Elsner, Wolf, Maldenatus, took #z7e as 0 yo have
arrogated to yourselres, which, however, it docs not mean.
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Ly their efforts: Tods eloepyouévous, Liowever, are those who
were intending to enter.

Vv. 53, 54 Kareifev éfenfovros altoi] (see the critical
remarks) and when Ie had gone forth thence (from the Pharisee’s
Louse, ver. 37). — As to the distinction between ypaupateis
and voutxof, sce on Matt. xxii. 35. The voutol are included
in the ypaupat. k. Papio.  Comp. on ver. 45. — évéyewv] not:
to be angry (as usually interpreted), which would require a
qualifying addition such as yoroyv (Herod. i 118, vi. 119,
viil. 27), but: they began {crribly o give heed o Him, which
in accordance with the context is to be understood of hostilc
attention (enmity). So also Mark vi 19; Gen. xlix. 23;
Test. X11. Patr. p. 682 ; in the good sense: Jamblichus, Vit.
Pyth. 6.— amooTopatifer'] means first of all: fo recite away
Sfrom the mouth, 1.e. by heart (Plat. Euthyd. p. 276 C, 277 A;
Wetstein in loc.) ; then transitively : to get out of one by ques-
tioning (Pollux, il. 102; Suidas: amooTopatilew ¢aosi Tov
Siddaalov, 6Tay kehelver Tov maida Aéyew dTTa ATO GTOMATOS).
See Ruhuken, %m. p. 43 . So here; it is the amacrelv adroo-
xedlovs k. avemaxémrous amokpioels épwTnudTey Solepdy,
Euthymius Zigabenus. — Ver. 54. According to the corrected
reading (see the critical remarks): whele they lay in wait for
Ilim, in order to catch up (to get by lunting) something out
of His mouth. See instances of Oypedoas in this metaphorical
sense, in Wetstein.

! The Vulgate has os ¢jus opprimere, whereby it expresses the reading iziovo.
wiZew, which still oecurs in a few cursives. Luther follows the Vulgate,
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CHAPTER XIIL

VER. 4. Ilere also (comp. on DMatt. x. 28; Mark xii. 5) read,
following A EX LU V r aN, min, with Lachm. and Tisch,,
amoxsewbrav. — Ver. 7. obv] is wanting in B L R 157, Copt.
Sahid. codd. of It. Ambr. DBracketed by Lachm., deleted by
Tisch. Irom Matt. x. 31. — Ver. 11. =pespipwon] D L X &, min.
Vulg. codd. of It. have sispépwon.  So Tisch. D, Clem. Or. Cyr.
of Jerus. Ver. have ¢épworm. The lalter is to lLe preferred; the
compound forms are attempts at more accurate definition; had
cither of them been original there was no occasion for substitut-
ing the shmple form.— Ver. 14. dizasrsv] Lachm. and Tiscl.
have zpiczy, in accordance with B L &, min. Sahid,, as also D,
28, 33, Cant. Colb. Marcion, which have not 3 ruspiae. — bixaor.
was introduced by way of nrloss through a comparison of Acts
vii. 27, 35, — Ver. 15. wdene 2e0vsl. 1S to be adopted on decisive
evidence (Elz. Scholz have <35 "/..).-—Illst ad of the second
adrod, Lachm, and Tiscl. have «d73, in favour of which is the
evidence of BD F L R&** min. Bas. Titus of Dostra, Cyr.
Rightly ; «dzed is a mechanical repetition of what has gone
before. — Ver, 22. After Juy7 Elz. Scholz have du2:.  Con-
demued by Griesb,, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. on decisive
evidence. It is from Matt. vi. 25 ; whence also in B, min. vss.
Swav has also been interpolated after swuar. — Ver. 23. 3 5
Juys is indeed attested by autherities of importance (B D L
M SV XN min vss. Clement) ; yet yép (bracketed by Lachm,,
deleted by Tisch.) Detrays itxell as a connective addition, in
opposition to which is the evidenee also of i 7 oy in min.
(following  Matthew). — Ver. 25. The  omission of jusppw: v
(Tisch.) is too weakly attested by D and two cursives for us to
he able to regard the word as an addition from Matthew
[Tisch. 8 has restored it]. The Ilomoioteleuton after gusy
micht casily cause its being dvopped out.— Ver. 20. obre]
Lachm. and Tisch. have edoi.  Necessary, and sulliciently
attested by D LN, ete.— Ver. 27, =0; ailaver b xow. Y03 Lil's:]
D, Vere. Syrews Marcion 7 Clem. have «5; obee vida obre S2ani.
So Tisch, and rightly; the Leegpla is from Matt. vio 28—
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Ver. 28. v siprov & v dypd ohu. bvre] many variations. Both
the word =3 and the order of the Lecepta are due to Matt,
vi. 30. Tollowing B L , ete., we must read with Tisch. & dypg
wiv iprov enuepov vra [Tisch. 8, following &, B L A, 262, Sah.
Copt., has Hra oruspov] (Lachm. has = yéprov oip. & dyp. tvra). —
Ver. 81. Elz Scholz have i @05, DBut the well-attested adred
was supplanted by 7o ©:03, following Matt. vi. 33, whence also
was imported wavre after raire (Elz. Scholz).— Ver. 36.
avarbeer] avarvey is decisively attested, and is hence, with
Lachm. and Tisch,, to be preferred. — Ver. 38. oi dob20/] is want-
ing in B D LN, vss. Ir. Suspected by Griesb, deleted by
Tisch. An addition in accordance with ver. 37 [Tisch. 8 has
also deleted #xesios, which is wanting in 8*].— Ver. 40. oiv] is
to be struck out with Lachm. and Tisch., as also is «ir@ [not
omitted by Tisch. 8], ver. 41. — Ver. 42. Instead of ¢ gpin, Lilz.
Scholz have =ai gpév., in opposition to preponderating evidence.
zei 1s from Matt. xxiv. 45, — Ver. 47, tavret] Lachm. and Tisch.
have adzed on very weighty evidence. The Recepta is to be
maintained. The significance of the reciprocal pronoun was
very often not observed by the transcribers. — Ver, 49. Instead
of eig, Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢z, The authorities are much
aivided, but é=7 bears the suspicion of hiaving come in through
a reminiscence of Matt. x. 34— Ver. 53. diapeprodfosrar]
Lachm. and Tisch. (both of them joining it to what lhas gone
betorej have diapspisdiooras, in  accordance with important
uuncials (including B D &) and a few cursives, Sahid. Vulg.
codd. of It. Fathers. Rightly; it was attracted to what follows
(so also most of the editions), which appeared to need a verb,
and therefore was put in the singular. According to almost
equally strong attestation we must read =4y dvyuripe and iy
pacipa instead of duyarpi aud parpi (Lachun. and Tisch. omitting
the unequally attested article). The Recepte resulted from
involuntary conformity to what precedes.— Ver. 54. =4v vegin.]
The article is wanting in A B L X a 8, min. Lachm. Tisch.
But how easily was sy, which in itself is supertluous, passed
over between 737TE and Nepér, !— Ver. 58, sapudz] Lachm.
and Tisch. have wupuddeer. Rightly ; the transcribers carried
on the construction, as in Matt. v. 25. So also subsequently,
instead of Burzy (Elz.) or Bdry (Griesb. Sclhiolz) is to be read,
witlh Lachm. and Tisch., Baxer

Ver. 1. During what was narrated in xi. 53, 54 (év ok),
therefore while the seribes and IPharvisees are pressing the
Lord after e has left the house with captious questions, the
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crowd, without number, had aathered together (émigvray.),
and now at various intervals Ile holds the following discourse,
primarily indeed addressing is disciples {wpos Tods pafnras
avrol, ver. 223, yet turning at times expressly to the people
(vv. 15 {f, 54 (1), and in general in such a manner (ver. 41)
that the multitude also was intended to hear the whole, and
in its more general refereuce to apply it to themselves,  With
the exeeption of the interlude, vv. 1:3-21, the discourse is
original only in this way, that very diverse, certainly in them-
selves original, fragments ol the Loyie are put together; hut
when the result is compared with the aunalogous procedure of
Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew is found to
be the more original of the two. Awmong the longer discourses
in Lulke none is so much of a mosaic as the present.  Althongh
the historical situation of ver. 1 is not invented, yet by the
designed and plainly exaggerated liringing together of a great
multitude of people it is confused. It would be too dispro-
portioned an apparatus merely to illustrate the contents of
ver. 2 f. (Weizsiicker). — 1@y pupuwidwr] The article denotes
the innumerable asseadled mess ol the people (very hyperboli-

cally, comp. Acts xxi. 20). — doTe katamar. dAMA] obTws
€piépevor éxactos mAnaialew adrd, Theophylact. — fjpEaro]

He beyan, pictorial style. — mwpdTov] befure «ll, is to be tiken
with 7pogéyere, comp. ix. 61, x. 5; Gersdorf, p. 107. It
does mnot belong to what precedes (Luther, Dengel, napp,
Schulz, Scholz, Paulus, Laclimann, Tischendorf), in connection
with which it would be absolutely superflunus, although A C
D N, cle, do take it thus. Iwald well says, “As a first duty”
— 7ijs Eoums] see on Matt. xvi. 6; Mark viil, 15, Iere also
is not meant the vice of hypoerisy (the usual interpretation?,
because in that case the next clause would have 4 vwékpiass
(with the article); but it glances hack to the subject of the
previous conversation at the table,! and means : fhe peraieious
doctrines and principls. Of these He says: (helr nature s
Toypociisy 5 therein lies what constitudes the reason of the warn-
ing (75, quippe quac).

1 Therelore not o be interpreted of the Judaizars of the apostolic times (Weiz-
sicker, p. 364); just as little is xvi. 14,
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Vv. 2-10. See on Matt. x. 26-33. The connection is indi-
cated Ly neans of the continuative 8é: “Ye must the more,
however, be on your guard against this hypocritical Liun, since
vour teaching is destined to the greatest publicity for the
future.”  Comp. Mark iv. 22, Publicity which lies open to
the world’s judgment, and hypoeritical character whichh must
shun disclosure, are irrcconcilable. If you would ot dread
the former, the latter must remain far from you. According
to Weiss, Luke has given to the whole saying only the mean-
ing, that everything concealed by hypocrisy nevertheless one
day comes to light, and therefore, even every word, however
secretly it is spoken, shall come one day to publicity. DBut
this supposition, without any ground for it, attributes to Luke
a complete misapprehension of the meaning. — Ver. 3. av8’
av] quarve, wherefore.  See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 710
Schaefer, Appar. Dem. 1. p. 846. — boa év 75 oxotia x.T.\.]
Everything which (in dread of persecutions) ye shall have
spoken in the darkness, <.c. shall have taught in secret, shall
(in the triumph of my cause) be heard in the clear daylight,
7¢. shall be known in full publicity by your preaching and
the preaching of others. The expression év 1) orotia used
of the upestolic agency is not inappropriate (de Wette), since
it characterizes it not in general, but only under certain
circwnstances (ver. 4). DBut certainly the original form of the
saying is fonnd in Matt. x. 27, while in Luke it was altered
to suit the apostolic experiences after these had often enough
proved the necessity of teaching in secret what at a later
period came to be publicly proclaimed before the whole world,!
when the gospel, as in Luke’s time, was triwmnphantly spread
abroad. — év 7¢ ¢w7(] in the clear day; Hom. Od. xxi. 429 ;
Xen. Cyr. iv. 2. 26 ; Wisd. xviii. 4.— Ver. 4. If Jesus
reminded His disciples by év 1§ orotia and wpos 10 obs . . .

1 According to Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 192 (comp. his Zeitschrift, 1863, p. 192),
and Bostlin, p. 147, this publicity is regarded as having Deen meant as a con-
trast to the ministry of the Twelve, Lecause they had chiefly limited themsclves
to the circle of Judaism. 1t isnot indeed in agrecement with this that that
which is sceret should so purposely Le made prominent. The Twelve neither

limited their ministry merely to Judaism, nor did they minister among the Jews
in quietness and secrecy like preachers in a corner,
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év 7. Tapelots, ver. 3, of the impending pressure of perse-
cutions, II¢ now exhorts them to fearlessncss in preseace of
their persccutors. — ToZs  ¢ihows pov] for as such they were
the object of persecution. — pera Taira) pera To GTokTeElvaL.
The plurel depends on the iden of being put to death, cuupris-
1y «ll the modes of taling auy life.  See Kiihner, 11 p. 423,
—Ver. 5. Observe the marked emphasis on the ¢oBnfnre. —
Vv. 8—10. Not an admonition for the disciples to remain
faithful, for ver. 10 would not be appropriate to that, inas-
nmuch as there was no occasion to be anxious at all about their
speaking against the Son of man, and it would have Leen even
inappropriate to bid them beware of the blasphemy against the
IToly Ghost ;' but Jesus adds to the previous encourazciients
a new one (Méyw 6¢ Duiv, comp. ver. 4), sayving to them low
aronentous for the cternal desting of men is the apostolic work
couducted by the Holy Spivit, how cecn the decision of the
Judgment on men would be given in accordunee wdl the result
of the work of the apostlies amony them,  1lence, ver. 10 has
been wrongly regarded as not pertinent to this (Kuinoel,
de Wette); while, on the other lhand, Schleiermacher con-
siders the arrangement of Matt. xii. as less appropriate, in
that Le introduces a contrast of the prescut fime (in which
the Son is vesisted) with the fufwre (when the more rapid
and mighty agency of the Spirit is blasphemed). In itself
the saying is appropriate in both places, nay, it may
lhave Dbeen uttered more than once; but in Matthew and
Mark we have its closest Listorical comnection and pusition.

1 [Tofmann, Sekrifthar, 1102, p. 312, insists on regarding {he Llusphemy
against the Spirit in this place as not distinet from the denial of Jesus. e says
that this denial, in the case of thoese, namely, who had not only had the
earthly hwoan manifestation of Jesus belore them, but had received the IHoly
Spirit, is blasphemy against the Spirit. But it is very arbilrary to assume,
in contradiction to Matt, xii. 31, Mark iii. 29, that the blasphemy against
the Ioly Spirit presupposes that the Spivit Tas already been reeeived. The
Dlasphemers of the Spirit are malevolently conscious and hardened opposers of
Christ.  They may certainly have already hal the Spivit and have apostatized
and Dbecome such opposers (Heb. x. 20) 5 but if such people were to be under-
stood in this passage, some clearer indication shonld have been given.  Still,
Liow [ar from the Lord must even the wmere thouglt have been, that the disciples,
1lis [riends, ver. 4, could ever change into such malignant blasphemers !
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— As to the Vesphemy against the Holy Spirit, see on Matt.
xii, 31 f.

Vv, 11, 12. But when they bring you—{following out this
denial of me and blasphemy against the Spirit—to the syna-
gogues, ete, — wds 7 7¢] Care not about the kind and manner,
or the substance of your defence. See also on Matt. x. 19
Mark xiii. 11. On émohoy. 7, comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 4 ;
Dem. 227, 13; Plat. Gorg. p. 521 A, Phacd. p. 69 D,
Lolit. 4, p. 420 B; Acts xxiv. 10.

Vv. 13-21. Peculiar to Luke; from his source containing
the account of the journey. — Ver. 13 f. 7is] certainly no attend-
ant of Jesus (Lightfoot, Kuinoel, and others), as Luke himself
points out by éx Tod éyAov; besides, such a one would have
known Jesus Dbetter than is betraycd Dby this uncongenial
request. It was a Jew on whom the endowments and autho-
rity of Jesus produced such an impression that he thought
he might be able to make use of Him in the matter of his
inheritance. 'Whether he was a younger brother who grudged
to the first-born his double share of the inheritance (Ewald),
must be left in doubt. — éx 7. §xA.] belongs to elme, as is
shown Dby the order. The mode of address, dvfpome, has a
tone of disapproval, Rom. ii. 1, ix. 20 ; Plat. Protay. p. 350 D ;
Soph. 47. 778, 1132. Observe that Jesus instantly rejects
the application that concerns a purely worldly matter; on the
other hand, He elsewhere gives a decision on the question of
divorce.!

Ver. 15. Jesus recognised mAeovefia as that which lad
stirred up the quarrel letween the Dbrothers, and uses the
occasion to utter a warning against it.— mwpos adTovs] f.c.
mpos Tov GxAov, ver. 13.— 87¢ otk &y TH mepiocedew k.TA]
Jor mot by the fuct of @ man’s possessing abundance docs Lis life
(the support of his life) consist in his posscssions, This—the
Tact that one’s life consists in one’s possessions—is not depend-
ent on the abundance of the possession, but—this, the contrast
unexpressed, but resulting from ver. 30—on the will of God,

! This is worthy of considcration also in respect of the question: whether

matters of marriage belong to the competeney of the spiritual or the temporal
tribunal 2
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who calls away the selli=h collector of treasures from the midst
of his abundance.  The simple thought then i1s: ¢ is st
supcrfludly ot ovaids to soppoet @ mo’s Lfe by what L possess s,
“ Vivitur parvo bene”  To this literal meaning, morcover, the
following parable corresponds
to understand Lo in its pregnant reference: true lile, corypia,
or the like (Kuinocl, Dornemann, Olshausen, Lwald, and the
older comnnentators); on the other hand, Kaculler, De fwijs
alwv. ant. p. 12 £1 Observe, morcover, that odx hus been
placed at the beginning, belore év 76 wepoc., liecause of the
contrast which is implied, and that 7ad, according o the usual
construction, that of the Vulgate, goes most readily with wepio-
gevery (xxi. 45 Tob. iv. 16; Dion. IIul iii. 11), and is not
governed by what follows.  An additional reason for this
construction lies in the fact that thus the following adTod is
not superfluous.  Finally, it is to be noted that elvac éx is the
frequent proficisci cx, prodive . e Welle is wrong in saying:
“Jor though any one has superfludy, his life is not @ part of
Iits possessions, .. ie retains it not beceuse he has these posses-
sions.”  In this manner elvac ée would mean, to which blony ;
but it is decisive against this view entirely that ovx év 70
repwaelﬁew must be taken fegether, while in respect thereol,
according to the former view, no eontrast can be coneeived; for
the life is 7n no cose a part of our possessions (in the above seuse).

Vv. 16-19. On the idea of this parable, eomp. Ps. xlix. 18
Ecelus. xi. 17 I — edpopnaer] not in the sense of the pluper-
fect (Luther, Castalio, and others), but: bore el Exaunples
of this late and rare verb (ipp. Ep. 1274, 20; Joseph. L.
i 21 2) may be found in Kypke. Cowmp. ebpipws ¢épew
(Lobeek, Laralip. p. 533). — 9 x@pa] the cstete, Xen. Cyr.

since it dves not authorize us

]

! Kuinoel: *“ Non o1 quis in abundantia divitiavum versatur, felicitas ejus a
divitils pendet.™  Dornernann (Nekol, po 82, and in the Stwd, w. Krit, 1843, .
128 (1) ““Nemini propterea, quod abumde habet, Telicitas paratur ex opibus, quas
possidet (sed ex pictate ol fiducicin Deo positad.”  Olshansen says that there are
two propositions blended together 0 ¢ Lile consists not in superllnity " (the true
life), and *“nothing spiritual can proceed from earthly possessions.”  Lwald
savs ;I man has not from his external wealtle in general what ean be rightly
called his life, he has it not, or rather he has it still less by the fact that this,
Lis external wealtl, increases by his appeasing his covetousness.”
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viil. 4. 28 ; Jerome, x. 5, and elsewhere. — Ver, 17 {f. Observe
the increasing vivacity of the description of the “ animi sine

requie quieti” (Bengel). — otk éxyw mod] “quasi nusqnam
essent quibus pascendis possent impendi,” Grotius, — xaferd

pov kT N.] I will pull down wmy storchouses (Matt. iii, 12), —
Ta yevvypata] see on Matt. xxvii 2Y.—«kai 1. ay. p.] wnd
i general, my possessions. — T Yrvyi wov] not equivalent
to miki, but: to my soul, the seat of the affections; in this
case, of the excessive longing for pleasure. Comp. on i. 46,
and see Jacobs, ad Dcl. Epigr. VII. 1. How frequently also
in the Greek writers the actions of the Ego are predicated of
the soul, may be seen in Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. IL p. 365 A.—
avawavov k.T.A] An instance of “ asyndeton,” expressing eager
anticipation of the enjoyment longed for. On the thought,
comp. Ecelus. xi. 19 ; Tob. vii. 9; Plaut. Ml Glor. 1ii, 1. 83
Soph. Dan. V1. (181, Dind.): &3, mive, ¢pépBov.

Vv. 20, 21. Efme «.1.\.] is not to be converted into a decrevat
(Kuinoel), ete. We have, indced, no history ; midrrerac yap
TabTa 1) wapafBo\ij, Theophylact. — Tadry] with emplasis. —
amartodow] Lhe categoric plural (see on Matt. il 20), which
therefore does not prevent our regarding God Himsclf as the
author of what was done, although the subject is left unde-
termined.  The thought of a robber and wurdercr (Paulus,
Dornemann) is not to be allowed on account of ver. 21. —
Tive éotac] not to thee will it belong, but to others ! — Ver. 21,
So, having incurred the loss of his happiness by the unex-
peeted appearance of death, s ke who collects treasure for him-
self (for his own possession and enjoyment), and 7s not vich <
reference {0 God ; 4.e. is not rich in such wise that his wealth
passes over to God (Rlom. x. 12), by his possession, namely,
of treasures in heaven, which God saves up in order to impart
them to the man when Messial’s kingdom shall be set up.
Sec on Matt. v. 12, vi. 20. Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 19, and on
Col. i. 5. The mhovteiv els fedv (unless, however, els is to be
taken for év, as Luther, Beza, Calovius, and others would have
it) is substantially the same as éyew Onoavpovs év olpaved
(comp. ver. 33), and it is realized through 6&watoavrn, and in
the casc of the rich man, especially through loving activity



158 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

(Matt. xix. 21; Inke xvi. 9), such as Christ desires, Matt.
vi. 2-4. It is not temporal possession of wealth whiclh
is applicd in usum ct honorem Det (Qlajus, Elsner, Kypke,
comp. Moller, Newue Ansichicn, p. 201 {f), but the higher ddeal
possession of wealth, the being rich in Messianic possessions
laid up with God, and one day to be received from Him, which
is wanting to the egoistic Opoavpilwr éavrep.  Against the
former view, entertained by Majus and the rest, it is decisive
that the negation of the being rich in relation to God (not of
the becoming rich) is regarded as bound up with the selfish
leaping up of treasure. This withal in opposition to Borne-
mann : “qui quod dives est prosperoque in augendis divitiis
successu utitur, sibe triduit, non Deo.”

Vv, 22-31. Sec on Matt. vi. 25-33. Jesus now turns
from the people (ver. 16) again to His disciples. — &wa TodTo]
because this is the state of things with the fpoavpilwr éavre
k. uy els Beov mhovrdv. — Ver. 24, Tols xopaxas] not in
reference to the goung ravens forsaken by the old ones (Job
xxxviii. 41 ; Ps. exlvii. 9); but a common and very numerous
species of bird is mentioned (the pulli corvorum must other-
wise have been expressly named: in opposition to Grotius
and others). — Ver. 28. According to the Recepla (but see the
eritical remarks), év 7é ayp@ would have to be connected with
évTa ; on the other hand, following the rcading of the amended
texts: but if in the ficld God in such wise clothes the yruss, which
to-day is here and to-morrow 1s cast into an oven, cte.  Instead
of duiévvvar, we must read, with Lachmann, dpdealer, or,
with Tischendorf, éugeéler. Both forms beloug to later Greck
(Themist., Plut., LXX.). — Ver. 29. «xai duels] as the ravens
and the lilics.— pun perewpileafe] The Vulgate rightly
translates: “unolite in sublime tolli;” and Luther: “be not
hich-minded.”  Eealt a0t yourselves ; Tift not yoursclees vp o
lofty claims, which is to be taken as relerring not to mere
cating and drinking, but gencrally.  The wsus loguendi of
petewpiteabar, cfferri, physically and (Avistoph. Ade. 1447 ;
Polyb. iii. 70. 1, iv. 59. 4, vil. 4. 6; Diodor. xi. 32. 41)
psychically is well known.  See also the passuges from Philo
in Loesner, p. 116.  But others (Castalio, Deza, Grotius,



CHAP. XII. 32-34. 159

Maldonatus, Hammond, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, Valckenacr,
rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and many more) have:
nec tnter spem nelumque fuctuctis. Comp. Ewald: “waver not,
lose not your balance.” The view of Euthymius Zigabenus
also is that Clrist refers to Tov wepiomacudy Tov amo Taw
odpaviov émi Ta yjiva. Certainly, as peréwpos may mean:
Jluctuens (see Schweighiuser, Ler. Pol. p. 387 ; Josephus,
Antt. iv. 3. 1, Bell. iv. 2. B), perewpilery may signify: to
mele wavering (Dem. 169. 23; Polyb. v. 70. 10; Schol. ad
Soph. Ocd. R. 924 ; Burip. Or. 1537); but there appears no
reason in the connection for departing from the above, which
is the wsual meaning in which the word is currently employed,
even in the LXX. and in the apocryphal writers (2 Macc.
vii. 34,v. 17; 3 Mace. vi. 5). This perewp. has for its opposite
the cvvardyeafar Tots Tametvois, Rom. xii. 16.

Ver. 32. Peculiar to Luke. An encouragement to fearless-
ness in the endeavour after the Messial'’s kingdom, by means
of the promise of the divinely-assured final result. — py ¢oBoi]
in consideration of their external powerlessness and weakness
(70 purp. woipviov). But Christians gencrally, as such, are not
the little® flock (which is not to be changed into a poor
oppressed band, as de Wette, following Grotius, does), but the
little community of the disciples (ver. 22), as whose head He
was their shepherd (comp. John x. 12 ; Matt. xxvi. 31). —
evdoxnoer] it has pleased your Father. See on Rom. xv. 26 ;
Col. i. 19. — 8obvar duiy 7. B.] see xx. 29 £.

Vv. 33, 34. Comp. Matt. vi. 19-21. This end is so im-
portant that, in order to strive thereafter with your wlole
Interest (ver. 34), ye must renounce your earthly possessions,
etc. This selling and giving up of the proceeds as alms
(éenpoo., as xi. 41) is not required of all Christians (ver. 22),
as de Wette will lLave it, but of the disciples, who, in the
discharge of their office, necded perfect release from what is
temporal.  All the less do the words furnish a basis for the
consiltum cvangelicum and the vow of poverty (Bisping). —
éavrois] while ye give to others. — Baihdvmia (x. 4) py

1 But moigeviov is not a diminutive, as Bengel supposed, but is a contraction for
Toiptviov.
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mahatovpeva is explained by the following @noavpov . .
olbpavois.!  As to this @ncavpés, comp. on ver. 21.

Vv, 35, 36. Only cchoes of the following references to the
Larousiv occur at Matt. xxiv. 42 {f.  All the less is the
originality to be attributed only to Luke (Olshausen) or to
Matthew (Kuinoel). In Luke the exhortations to prepared-
ness lor the DParousie are readily accounted lor by the pre-
vious promise of the Messiali's kingdom (ver. 32) and the
requircment associated therewith (ver. 33). — éorwoav .
xatopevor] The meaning stripped of figure is: B in veediness,
upright and faithful to your culling be “prepured to receive the
coming dMessick.  The nimble movement that was necessary
to the servant made requisite the girding wp of the outrr
gurment round the loins (1 Det. 1. 13, and see Wetstein), and
slaves must naturally have had burning e ps for the reception
of the master when he returned home at night. The duov
emphatically placed first, as Juefs at ver. 36, corresponds to
the special duty of disciples; that your loins should be girded,

. and that »e like men, cte. — dvfparois] i.c. according to
the context: slaves, as it is frequently used in the classical
writers, Mark xiv. 12. — éx 76 yapwr] not: from Zis mar-
ringe, but from the marriage, «t whivk he (as a guest) has been
present. Tov hies marritage is «fter the Dirousic (see on
Matt. xxil. 2, xxv. 1), The detail of the figure is not to he
pressed into interpretation further than to imply the Ulessed
condilion (Thy dve ebdppocivyy k. dyaiiiacw, Luthymius
Zizabenus) from which the Messiah returns, — éX@ovros . . .
avolE. av7e] a well-known construction, Winer, p. 156 [T
253 1], On the dircet wore, see Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 215 1.
[E. T. 251].

Ver. 37. A symbolic representation of the most blessed
seeompense, which the servants of Christ, who are faithful to
their calling, shall reecive from Ilim at Iis Derousia. It i3
not the idea of the great and general Messianic banquets
(Matt. viil. 11) that underlies this, hut it is the thought of a

1 To refer the ferrave, pn war. to the “cverlastingly fresh power of appre-

Jension i vespeet of the etermal possessivus,”™ was o faney of Lange’s opposed
the context (L, J. 11 2, p, 851)
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special marriage-feast for those servants (the disciples). That
the washing of the disciples’ feet by Jesus, John xiii,, gave
occasion (de Wette) to the mode of representation, according
to which the Lord Himself serves (“ promissio de ministrando
honorificentissima et maxima omnium,” Bengel), is the less
probable the greater the difference is seen to be between the
idea expressed by the foot-washing and that which is here
set forth. The thought of the Swturnalic (Grotius, comp.
Paulus and Olshausen) brings in something wholly foreign,
as also the calling of the slaves to partake in certain sacred
feasts according to the Jaw, Deut. xii. 17 f, xvi. 11 f,
is something very different from the idea of this feast (in
opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others), in respect of
whicly, morcover, it has been assumed (see Hemmann, Kuinoel,
de Wette) that the Lord brought with Huin meats from the
wedding feast,—an assumption which is as needless as it is
incapable of proof. — mepilwaerar xr A} a vivid representa-
tion of the individual details among which even the drawing
neer to those waiting (mapeNfov) is not wanting. — The
parable, xvii. 7-10, has an entirely different lesson in view ;
lience there is no contradiction between the two.

Ver. 38. The earlier or later téme of the Advent will make
no difference in this blessed recompense. Jesus does not
mention the first of the four night-watches (see on Matt.
xiv. 25), because in this the marriage-feast took place; nor
the fourth, because so late a return would have been unusual,
and in this place contrary to the decorum of the events that
were represented.

Vv. 39, 40. See on Matt. xxiv. 43 £ The less, however,
should ye be wanting in watchfulness, since the Messiah will
appear unexpectedly like a thief in the night. A sudden
change of fisures, but appropriate for sharpening the warning
in question, and not at all startling to people accustomed to
the sudden turns of Oriental imagery. Whether, moreover,
the passage has received its true historical place here or in
the discourse on the end of the world, Matt. xxiv., cannot be
decided.

Ver. 41. Certainly original (in opposition to de Wette,

LUKE IL L
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Holtzimann, Weizsiicker, Weiss), the more certainly, the finer
are the threads with which what follows down to ver. 48 is
linked on to sucka question. The succeeding passage at least
offered 1o occasion for either the tradition or Luke inventing
the question. If it had Dbeen suggested to Luke by Mark
xiil. 37, the answer of Jesus would also have been in closer
agrecment with the meaning of the passage in Mark. — mpos]
in reference to, for us, comp. xx. 19; Rom. x. 21. — v wapaB.
TavT.] to wit, of the slaves who wait for their lord, ver. 36 1I.
See ver. 42 ff. The reference to the master of the house and
the thief, ver. 89, belonged also thereto as a conerete warning
example. — 7 «al] Peter asks whether the parable is intended
for the disciples, or also (or at the same time also) has a
general reference.

Vv. 42—-44. In the pregnant style characteristic of Jesus as
it most of all appears in John, He makes no direct reply to
that question, but proceeds with His parable of the servants,
and among these He mnow for the first time begins to speak
of that onc (the apostles generally cannot be described in
vv. 42-46) whom He, before His departure, would set over
the rest of the household as olxovéuos (the post destined for
Peter ). He depicts his great recompense in the event of his
being faithful, and his heavy punishment in the event of his
being unfaithful (down to ver. 48); and He consequently made
Peter, whose question Detrayed an inconsiderate exaltation
above the crowd, understand Ilis reply to mean: Instead of
meddling with that question, thou hast thine own consequent
position tu kecp in view with fear and trembling! Then,
Lowever, ver. 47 £, he links on the geaeral law of retribution
under which erery one comes, and whicl cvery one has to lay
to heart. As to the reference of 7és dpa, and the relation of
the question to ver. 43, sec on Matt. xxiv. 45 f.

Vv. 45, 46. Dut if that slave, whom the lord will place
over his servants as olxovéuos (ver. 42), instead of being
faithful, shall have thoucht, ete.— Morcover, see on Matt.
xxv. 48-51. — perd Tov amiar.] with the fuithless (ver. 42),
whose final destiny is the punishment of Gehenna {ver. 5).

Vv. 47, 48. This passage, which is peculiar to Luke, gives
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explanatory information of a general kind, yet related to
Matt. xxv. 14 ff, to account for the scverity of the punish-
ment, ver. 46. This will ensue, in accordance with the
general rule of retribution coming into operation at the
return of the Lord: that that slave, etc. ’Eeivos, though
placed first for emplasis, does not refer to the single concrete
person indicated at ver. 43, but is a general term indicating
the class to which the oiwovouos also belongs; and &é
carries on the meaning with an czplanatory force (Hermann,
ad Viger. p. 845 ; Kiilmer, ad Xen. Mein. ii. 1. 1). — éavrod)
of his own Lord, makes the responsibility to be felt the
more strongly. — éroiudoas] éavrov is not to be supplied
(Luther, Kuinoel, and many others), but: and Aas not nade
ready, has made no preparation. Cowmp. ix. 52. Tt belongs
also to mpos To GéN. alrod. — dapicerar mwoAAds] wAnyds
Snhovare (see Schacfer, ad Bos. Ell p. 387 ; Valckenaer, Schol.
p- 214; Winer, p. 520 [E. T. 737]), TovréoTt xohacOricovras
xakerds, 8ioTe elboTes ratedpornsay, Euthymius Zigabenus.
On the accusative, comp. pacTeyotobar mAnyds, Plat. Legy.
viii, p. 845 B, and see Duttmann, Newf. Gr. p. 164 [E. T.
189]. — Ver. 48. o 8¢ w7 qyrovs] but the slave, who shail not
have learnt to Enow 4t. Such a one cannot be left without
punishment, not because he has not obeyed the Lord’s will
(for that has remained unknown to him), but because he
has done that which descrres punishment ; even for such a
one there is that which deserves punishment, because, in
general, he had the immediate moral consciousness of his
relation to his Lord as a subjective standard (comp. Rom.
ii. 12 ff)), even although he did not possess the objective law
of the Lord’s will positively made known to him, on which
account also a lighter punishment ensues. Theophylact and
Euthymius Zigabenus are wrong in thinking here of such as
could have learnt to know the Lord’s will, but from laziness
and frivolity have ot learnt to know it. An arbitrary limita-
tion; and can suchk an ignorance diminish the responsibility ?
Rom. i. 28 ff. We can the less regard the responsibility as
diminished when we remember that by o 8¢ us yvovs is described
the case of a slave of Christ, who has remained ignorant of
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his Lovd’s will. — wavti 6¢ «.1.N] Uut of crery one, in order,
woreover, still to add this general law as explauatory informa-
tion on the subject of that so severe punishment, ver. 46, cte.
-— €800y woAv] in oflicial dutirs, as to the olkovouos. — mworv
Eymjeerad] inollicial ¢ficiency.  The collocation of rohd, oAy,
and then wo\v, weptoaaoTepor, hus a special cuphasis. — The
seccond member @ wapéfevro (the categoric plural, as at
ver. 20 in reality «vpeos is the subject) xr.h. is a parallel
similar in meaning to the first, but with the c/anax: mwepio-
gotepor, whicl is not to be taken as: “ plus quain alils, quibus
non tam multa concredita sunt” (Kuinoel, Dleek, following
Deza, Grotius, and others, whichh would be insipid, and a mere
matter of course), but: in the case of him to whom much has
been entrusted (with whom a large swin has been deposited;,
still snore than this entrusted woAd will be required ol lLim.
In this statement is implied the presupposition that the capital
sum must have been <ncrcased by interest of exchange or by
profit of commerce. Comp. Matt. xxv. 15 fI.  The deposit
was 1ot to lic idle.  On waparifesfar, comp. Herod. vi. 86 ;
Xen, B, Ath. ii. 16 ; Polybius, 1ii. 17. 10, xxxiil. 12, 3 ; Tob.
. 14; 1 Mace. ix. 335. The construetion in bhoth mewmbers is a
well-known form of attraction, Kithuer, IT. p. 512 ; Duttmann,
Neut. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 288].

Ver, 49 . The sequence of thought is found in this, that
the whole of that carnest sense of responsilility, which charac-
terizes the faithfulness just demanded, must he only infinitely
mtensilied by the heavy trials of the near future, which the
Lord Lrings vividly before 1is view. — wop] Fire, Is a ficura-
tive designation, not of the Iluly Spirdt, as most of the Fathers
and others, including Bengel, will have it, nor of the word of
Glod with its puwifying power (Bleck) ; but, as is manifest {rom
ver. 5111, of the velhiement spirdral creitement, forcing its
way through all earthly relations, and loosing their closest ties,
which Christ was destined to kindle.  The lighting up of this
lire, which by means of is teaching and work Ile had already
prepared, was to be elfected by 1lis death (see amo Tov row,
ver. 52), which became the subject of olfence, as, on the
other hand, of His divine courage of faith and life (comyp.
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ii. 33). The expression itself Bahety émi 7. iy proceeded
from the consciousness of His keavenly origin. Comp. Matt.
X. 834, — kai 7{ Ao r7] It is the usual and the correct
view, held also by Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, which
interprets : and lLow carncstly I wish, if (that) it were already
kindled !  émiomwevder ~ydp THv dvayrv TouTov TOD TUPSS,
Theophylact. Regarding the 7 see on Matt. vii. 14, More-
over, the wsus loquendi of e with 6éle (instead of the
more confident &re, as with favudfw, ete.; see on Mark
xv. 44) is not to be disputed. See Ecclus. xxiii. 14: fery-
aets € pn éyevmibns; Herod. ix. 14, also vi. 52: Bovhouévny
8¢ el kws aupoTepor yevoiato PBaoihées.  Aecordingly, there is
no sufficient reason for the view of Grotius, which disjoins
the utterance into question and answer: Aad what do I wish ?
I7 it showld be already kindled ! This is less simple, and fails
to bring out the correspondence between the expression in
question and the parallel exclamation in ver. 50. The particle
el is used not merely with the optative (see Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee.
§36), but also with the indicative in the imperfect and aorist
in the sense of utinam, dummodo; in the latter case the non-
accomplishment is known to the person who utters the wish.
Comp. xix. 42; Josh. vil. 7; Grotius @ loc. ; Klotz, ad Devar.
P 516 ; in the Greek prose writers it is usual to find elfe or
el ydp in such a sense. Bornemann takes ¢ for eur, and e
as émel: “et cur ignem volo in terram conficere, cwm jam ac-
census sit? remota quaestione: non opus est accendam.”  But
without considering the extremely insipid thought which is
thus expressed, ver. 52 in this way requires that the kindling
of the fire should be regarded as still future. This, moreover,
is in opposition to Ewald : and what will I (can I be surprised),
1f it be already lindled 2 — Jesus entertains the wish that the
fire were already kindled, because between the present time and
this kindling lay His approaching gricvous passion, which must
still first be undergone ; see ver. 50.

Ver. 50. 8] places in face of the el %0y dwmjpfy! just
wished for, what is still to happen first : But I fave a baptism
to be baptized with. This baptism is His deep passion awaiting
ITim, into which He is to be plunged (comp. on Mark x. 38):
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and He Zas this baptism as the destiny ordained for ITim, and
consequently appropriated to Ilim. — wai wds cuvvéyouar
e N] and how am I distressed (comp. viii. 37 ; Dem. 1484,
23, 1472, 18) il the time that it shall be accomplished ! A
true and vivid expression of human shrinking at the present-
ment of the agonies that were imminent, similar to what we
find in Gethsemane and at John xii. 27. It was a misappre-
hension of the human feeling of Jesus and of the wlole tenor
of the context, to make out of guveyouar an urgency of longiny
(doavel aywvid &ia Tiv Bpaduvrira, Luthymius Zigabenus,
comp. Theophylact). So also de Wette and Bleek, who
wrongly appeal to Phil. i. 253. Sce on the passage, also on
2 Cor. v. 14,  Jesus does not long for and hwsten to death,
but He submils Himself (o and obeys the counsel of God (comy.
John xii. 27 ; Thil. ii. 8; Rom. v. 19, and elsewhere), when
His hour is come (John xiii. 1 and elsewhere). Ewald takes
the question as making in sense a ncyative assertion: I must
a0t make myself anxious (comp. on aras, ver. 56), I must
in all patience allow this worst suffering to befall me. This
agrees with Lwalds view of 7/ 8w xrX, ver. 49; but,
according to our view, it does mnot correspond with the
parallelism.  And Jesus actually experienced angunish of heart
(comp. 2 Cor. ii. 4, ovwoyy xapdias) at the thought of His
passion, without detracting from Ilis paticnee and submis-
siveness.

Vv. 51-53. See on Matt. x. 34 f, where the representa-
tion is partly simplificd, partly, on the model of Mic. vii. 6,
envichod. — adAN 7)) but only, originated from dxdo and ij,
without, however, its being required to write dAN 7. See on
this expression in general, Kriger, - forncule XN 3 ¢t
affintum particel. cle, nefura ot use, Drunsvig. 1834; Klotz,
ad Devar, p. B1 It Comp. on 2 Cor. 1. 13. Otherwise
Stallbaum, «d Pld. Phaedr. p. 81 B.— awo 7ob viv] Jesus
already realizes Ilis approaching devth. Comp. xxii. 69. —
In ver. 53 are theee hostde couples ; the deseription therelore is
diffrrent from that at ver. 52, not a 1ore detailed statement
ol the circustances mentioncd in ver. 52 (Bleek).

Vv. D4-56. Sce on Matt. xvi. 2L The reason of those
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hostile separations, spoken of in ver. 52 f, lay, on the part
of the people in whose bosom they were sure to arise, in the
mistalking of the Mcssianic period as such. Hence the rebuke
that now follows is addressed o the people ; it is otherwise in
the historical connection that appears in Matthew. Still the
significant saying, in different formes, may have been uttered
on two different occasions.— v vedpéqy] the clowd, which
shows itself. — amo Svop.] therefore from the region of the
sea. Comp. 1 Kings viii. 44, and see Robinson, Pal. II.
D 305. — evféws] so undoubted it is to you.— Ver. 55.
voTov mvéovTa) scil. idnTe, to wit, in the objects moved Dby it.
— Ver. 56. Umokpetal] sec on Matt. xvi. 3. Not unsuitable
as an address to the people (de Wette), but it has in vici among
the people, especially through pharisaical influence (xii. 1), the
wntrue nelure (the Umowpiais) which, as such, made them
blind to the signs of the times!— Tor 8¢ raipov TovTov] but
this scason, the phenomena of which so unmistakeably present
to you the nearness of the Messial's kingdom (and Jesus
Himself as the Messiah), how is it possible that ye should
leave it so unexamined ?

Vv. 57-59. See on Matt. v. 25 f. Pott (de aaature . . . orat.
mont. p. 13), Kuinoel, de Wette refuse to acknowledge any
connection (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus: é¢’ €repov peréBy
Adyov), and assume a mistaken reminiscence, suggested by the
affinity of Sowudlecr and xpiver. DBut Luke did not weave
together the discourses of Jesus in so thoughtless a manner.
The train of thought, even although the connection is less clear
and appropriate, is as follows: As, however, it turns to your
reproach that ye do not rightly estimate the present téme, so
not less also is it your reproach that ye do not of your own
se'res judge what is duty. Jesus refers to the duty of sepent-
ance which is still scasonable, and by means of the rhetorical
ligure mctaschematismus—since He pictures repentance as an
agreement with an adversary who has a pecuniary claim to
make, but by this adversary He means (not the devil, Euthy-
mius Zigabenus, nor tlie poor, Michaelis; but) God, to whom
man is a debtor—IHe represents this duty of repentance as still
scasonable, in order not to incur the divine punishment, like
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the accused person who still seasonalily comes to terms with
his creditor. — xai ad’ éavrav] ceen of yoursclees, even of
your own independent judgment. Comp. Bengel: “sine signis
et citra considerationem hujus temporis.” These words indi-
cate the progressive advance of the discourse. Comp. on
xxi. 30. — Ver. 58. qap] explanatory. — @s] is the simple
sieuti: As thou, namely, art in the act of going wway with
thine adversary to an archon (in correspondence with this
condition of time and circumstance), yive diligence on the way,
cte.; while you are still on the way, before it is too late, make
the attempt, that may avert the danger. Iwavers has the
emphasis  (comp. subsequently év 75 666); so close is the
time of decision! Doth the dpywr and the xpemjs must be
considered as local magistrates (kpemjs not as an assessor of
the Swenhedrim, with which karacipy is not in accord, for this
certainly cannot be taken as a dragging to Jerusalem).  Comyp.
kpiaes, Matt. v. 21, and the remark thereafter. DBy one of the
wrchons, 1c. of the chief city officials, who, namely, is «
competent person in matters of debt, the accused is recognised
as liable to pay, and in default of pavment the rperys, who
happens to Dbe subordinate to the é&pywy, orders compul-
sion to be used. Ior the rest, this handing over from onc
oflicial to another Dbelongs to the details of civic procedure,
without heing intended for special tnterprdution. — bcs épya-
giav] da opcrem, a Latin idiom, probably taken from {he
common speeel, Hernogenes, de Tnrent. dii. 5. 7; Salmasius and
Tittmaun (Synon. p. 102), following Theophylact, erroncounsly
interpret: gyice dnterest.  This is not the meaniny ol épyactia,
and the Israclites were forbidden to take interest from one
another (Michaclis, Mos. I8, § 154 {05 Saalschiitz, 17 2. pp. 184,
278, 837). — ampAhdyfar aw alrob] in order to be delivered
Srom him, Xew. Aneh vilo 1, 45 Plat. Logy. ix. po 868 g
Josephus, Anxtt. x. €. 2, and elsewlere.  The genitive micht
also stand alone, Thuc. iii. 63 ; Dem. 11. 16, 237. 14, and
clsewhere, and the passages in Kypke aud Loesner.  Settle-
ment is to be conceived ol as obtained by payment or by
arrangement,  Comp. Dem. 54 22— 0 wpdrtwp] ceaclor,
collector, bailiff,. In Athens the collector of the court fees
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and fines was so called (Bockh, Stuwtshaush. I. pp. 167, 403 ;
1lermann, Staatsclterth. § 151. 3).  The mpdxrtwp also is part
of the magery, without contemplating thereby any special
interpretation (otherwise, the angels would have to be under-
stood, Matt. xiii. 41 f.). — 76 éay. Nemrov] (Mark xii. 42): to
wit, of the debt sued for. But this terminus in the punitive
condition depicted (in the Gehenna) is ncrer attained.  Comp.
on Matt. xviil. 34.
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CHAPTER XIIIL

Vv. 3 and 5. The evidence in the two verses is so divided
between peraroire (Elz)) and geravesorrs (Lach.), as also between
woeiras and ézein: (Lachm. has in both places éuoiws, which Elz.
reads onlyinver.5), that it afiords us no means of decision. Tisch.
reads In ver. 3, peraeise . . . éuoiwg, hub In ver. , uerarciones . . .
woabrws. It is certain that the one passage was changed in
accordance with the other,—most probably ver. 5 in accordance
with ver. 3, and that consequently both passages are not, as by
Lachi., to be read alike, because in that case no reason would
have been sugaested for the variation. — Ver. 4. Instead ol cbrer
Lachm. and Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, aisei.  The
Liccepter is a frequent alteration. — Ver. 6. The arrangement «egu-
reu. & 7. dus. ade. (Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderatingly qttested
and still more stlonu]y is Zgriv zapa. (LBlz. has zaps. ). — Ver.
After #my Tisch. has d¢’ ¢b, following B D L T3 N, «l. Ihglltly,
it was passed over beeause it could De dispensed with. — Ver. 8.
Elz. has zezpiav. DBut decisive authorities have zézpe. The
feminine form was more common from its use in the LXX, —
Ver. 11. 7] is wanting after yus in B L T? X N, min. vss,
Lachm. Tisch. A frequent addition. — Ver. 12, #%;] Lachm. has
a=b r%g, in accordance with A I) X 11 &, min.  An exegetical
expansion. — Ver. 14, sadrass] A B L, cte. have adzaiz.  So too
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; radras; occnrred readily to the tran-
scribers; comp. on ver. 4. — Ver. 15. Instead of izoxpira (Iilz)),
dmexprrai 1s rightly approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm.
and Tisch,, in accordance with conciderably preponderating
evidence.  The singular was introduced in accordance with the
foregoing «drg. In the previous clause instead of «bv read é:,
with Lachm, and Tisch., in accordance with I 1) L ¥, min. Syr.
Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It.  This o¢ easily dropped out after the last
svllable of a=expity (thus still in one cod. of It.), and the con-
nection that was thus broken was wrongly restored in some
authorities by ods, in others l)} zai (16, Acth.). ——On the other
land, in ver. 18, instead of 6: we are to adopt esv with Tisch,,
full o\\mgl L &, min. Vule It «l, the reference of which wus
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not understood. — Ver, 19, wéye] is wanting in B D L T® ¥,
251, vss. Ambr. Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by Lachu.
[omitted by Tisch. 8). Omitted in accordance with Matt. xiii. 32.
— Ver. 24. =iang] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have ¢ipa;. The Reeepta
is from Matt. vii. 13. — Ver. 25. We are here to read zipse only
once, with Tisch.,, following B L &, 157, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It.
Sax.  The repetition is from Matt. xxv. 11. — Ver. 31, fuépe]
Tisch. has @pg, which is so weightily attested by A D* D L It
X N, min, and is so frequent in Luke, that zuépe appears as
having come in by means of the subsequent numeration of days.
— Ver. 32. émraw] Lachm. and Tisch. have &=orsad, in accord-
ance with B L &, 33, 124, to which also I is associated by
gmorehofuar,—it was displaced by the more familiar word ézire..
— Ver. 35. After iuav Elz. has #psuoes, in opposition to prepon-
derating evidence. An exegetical addition in this place and at
Matt. xxiil. 38. — fws ¢v] this &v is wanting in B D K L I, min,,
in accordance with Matt. xxiii. 39. — 7] Lachm. and Tisch.
have #Zq, in accordance with A DV A A, min. The weight
of these authorities is all the more considerable in this place
that B L M R X & have not #Zs &= at all, which omission
occurred in accordance with Matthew.

Vv. 1-9. Peculiar to Luke ;! from the source of his account
of the journey. At the same moment (svhen Jesus had spoken
the foregoing discourse) there were some there with the news
(mapiicdv Twes amayyélhovtes, Diod. Sic. xvii. 8) of the Gali-
leans (t@v Taheh. indicates by the article that their fate was
Lnown) whose blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices.
This expression is a tragically vivid representation of the
thought: “ whem Pilate caused to be put to death while

! The narrative, vv. 1-5 (also vv. 6-9), was not found, according to Epiphanius
and Tertullian, in the text of Marcion. This omission is certainly not to be
regarded as intentional, or proceeding from dogmatic motives, but yet it is not
to be explained by the supposition that the fragment did not originally appear
in Luke (Baur, Markusevang. p. 195 £.). 1t bears in itself so clearly the stamnp
of primitive originality that Ewald, p. 292, is able to ascribe it to the oldest
evangclieal source, Kostlin, p. 231, to a Jewish local source. In opposition
to Volkmar’s attempt (p. 102 f.) to prove the omission in Marcion as having
been dogmatically occasioned (comp. also Zeller, Apostely. p. 21), see Hilgen-
feld in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 224 ff.  Yet even Kostlin, p. 304, sceks dog-
matically to account for the omission by Marcion, on assumptions, indeed, in
accordance with which Marcion would have been obliged to strike out wo one
can tell how much more.
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enoaged in their sacrilices.”  See similar passages in Wetstein.
That the communication was made with evil intention to
represent the murdered people as special sinners (Lange), is o
Lasty inlerence from the answer of Jesus. — pera 7ov Quaiiov
avt.] not instead of pera 7ol aipartos Tov Bus. adr., which
abbreviation, although in itsell allowable, would lere be arbi-
trarily assumed; but we may regard the people as actually
engaged in the slaughter or eutting up, or in vtherwise work-
ing with their sacrifice at the altar (in the outer court) (Saal-
schittz, ML L. . 318), in which they were struck down or
stubbed, so that their blood streamed forth on their otlering.
— The tncident itsclf, which the 7wés who had arrived men-
tion as a novelty, is not otherwise known to us,  Josephus,
ntts xviil. 5, is speaking of the Swwmeritens, and what hLe
savs belongs Lo a later date (in opposition to Beza). To think
of followers of Judws the Guaulonite (Theophylact, Euthymius
Zigabenus, Grotius, and others) is arbitrary; but the conjec-
ture that they were enthusiastic devotees of Jesus (Lange) is
preposterous, because it does not agree with the subsequent
explimation of the Lord.  T’robably they had made themsclves
suspected or guilty of (sceret) sedition, to which the Galileans
were extreniely prone (Joseph. slaft. xvii. 9. 3 ; Wetstein on
the passage; see especially Rettig in the Stud. wnd Kriil.
1858, p. 980 1). It is possible also that in the tumult that
avosc on account of the aqueduct built by Pilate (Joseply lu/t.
xvilie 3. 25 they also had been drawn in (Lwald, Gesedr. Chr.
- 40), with which building, morcover, mizht be connected
the falling of the tower, ver. 4.

Vv 2, 3.0 Jesus makes use of this news by way of warning,
and to stir them up to repentance. e points to the slanghter
of those people as an examyple of the divine punisliment, which
teaches not that the persons concerned are the most deserving
ol punishment, but that punishment, if carried into effect
acainst individuels, ninst fall upon «fl (to wit, the whole class,
so that in the application the Messianie punishment of cternal
amorea is mtended ') i they should not have repented. —
wapd| wmore than; sce Demmbardy, po 2595 Dattmann, Newd,

1 Not the destruction of Jerusalem, as Grotius and many will have it.
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Gr. p. 292 [E T. 339]. — éyévovto] not were (jjoav), but
becawme (see generally, C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opuse.
p- 284 f)—to wit, declaratory: that they became Anown as
sinners by the fact, namely, that they suffered such things
(mwemovf.), perf., see Winer, p. 242 [E. T. 338]

Vv. 4, 5. Likewise historically unknown. — o wdpyos] the
well-known tower. What sort of a one it was is altogether
uncertain ; perhaps a tower of the town-walls (Joseph. Bell. v.
4. 2), so that the spring of Siloah is here meant (Joseph. /..
says of the walls of the ancient city, mpos vorov Umép T
Swap émoTpépoy wyyiy).  As to the spring (on the south-cast
side of the ancient city) and the pool of Siloah, sece on Joln
ix. 7.—¢év 7. J\] év of the immediate neighbourhood, «!.
Comp. Xen. Anabd. iv. 8. 32, and thereon, Kihner, Howm. I/.
xviil, 521, and clsewliere. — xai dméxt. adroids] a genuine
Greek transition from a relative to a demonstrative sentence
on account of the different government of the two verbs.
Comp. on x. 8. —adro/] (see the critical remarks) they on
their part, in opposition to the others, taking them up empha-
tically, Bornemann, ad Sympos. iv. 63, p. 154; Berahardy,
P- 290.  Observe that doavrws is stronger than opoiws, and
Lience most appropriately used at ver. 3.

Vv. 6-9. Doctrine : the forbearance of God (of the Lord of
the vineyard) endures only a short time longer; the ministry
of me (the apmerovpyds) to you is the last attempt, and on it
follows the decision—the decision of the Messianic judgment.
Comp. iii. 9. Explanations entering more into detail, for
instance, ol the three years (Augustine, Theophylact, Bisping,
and others: the times of the law, the prophets, and Jesus;
Suthymius Zigabenus: the Tpels mworerelac of the judges, the
kings, and the high priests), in which, moreover, are not to be
found the years of the ministry of Jesus (Jansen, Bengel,
Michaelis, Wieseler, Synopse, p. 202, but that there would
appear, besides the three years, a jfourth also, in which the
results of the manuring were to show themselves), mistake the
colouring of the parable for its purpose.! — ovkiy elxé Tis]

¥ Grotius aptly says that the three years indicatc in general the whole
period before Christ: ‘“quo Deus patientissime expeetavit Judacorum emenda-
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« certuin prison possessed a fig-tiee.  The fiy-tree in the vine-
gard is not opposed to Deut. xxil 9, for there frees are mnot
spoken of. — Ver. 7. According to the reading 7p. étn ¢’ od
(sce the eritical remarks): J¢ 1s threc years since I, ete.  Comp.
Thueyd. i. 18. 2. — (vat{ kai x7.\] whercfore also (besides
that it itself bears nothing), see Iermann, nd Viger. p. 837 ;
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 635 ff.  The xai belongs, as is often the
case in questions, to the whole sentence (Baewmlein, Partilela,
D. 132). — katapyet] it makes the land wseless—to wit, by
useless occupation of the space, by exhausting and shading it.
Examples of warapyeiw, incrtem fucere, Eur. Phocn. 760 ; Lzra
iv. 21, 23, v. 5, vi. 8.— Ver. 8. rai TodTo 76 &ros] the present
year olso—as already those three inelfectual past years. —
€ws oTov kTN wntd the time that I shall have duy, etc—
wherenpon there shall occur, even according to the result,
what is said at ver. 9. — wdv pév moujay rxapmov] and in cas
perchance it shall have brought forth fruit—even in the classical
writers a frequent aposiopesis of the apodosis xalas éyer. See
Valckenaer, Schol. p. 217 ; Hermann, ad Viger, p. 833 ; Butt-
mann, Neut. Gr. p. 339 [E. T. 396].  On the interchange of
éav and el in such antitheses, in which the first conditional
sentence is spoken with reference to the result, comp. Sauppe,
ad Xen. Mem. il 6. 37; Stallbaum, ad Plat. DPhaed. p. 93 D,
(foryg. p. 470 A; Winer, p. 263 [E. T. 369]. — els 76 péArov]
s, €1os, at the following year, which thercfore comes in with
the next year’s fig-harvest, thou shalt cut it down. Let it still
therefore remain so long. Comp. on i. 20. To supply éros ix
by means of the correlation to ToiTo 70 é7os, ver. 8, more strictly
textual than the general notion postee (as it is wuswally taken),
— éxroyrers] “ Non dicit vinitor : exseindam, coll. ver. 7, sed rem
refert ad dominum ; desinit tamen pro ficu deprecari,” Bengel.

Vv. 10-17. A Sabbath cure peculiar to Luke, without any
more precise specifying of time and place. He might find
a motive for inserting it just in this place in his source of
the narrative of the journey itself. Dut to explain its posi-

tionem.” Within three years, asa rule, the tree when planted bore froit, Wetstein
in le. The people addressed are the zwis, ver, 1 as ver. 2, but as memlers
of Gud’s people (the vineyard), not as inhabitants of Jorusalem (Weizsicker),
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tion here from the fact that the three years of ver. 7 had
reminded him of the eighteen years of ver. 11 (Holtzmann,
p- 153) would be fantastic. — Ver. 11. 3] adcrat. — mwvetpa
aofeveias] « spirit of weakness, i.c. a demon (see ver. 16), who
paralyzed her muscular powers, so that she could not straighten
herself. This conception of ao@év. is more in accordance
with the context than the general one of sichness.— els 7o
mavrehés] comp. Heb. vil. 25, and thereon Dleek ; Ael. xii. 20,
v. 7. It Lelougs adverbially not to wz Svvau. (de Wette,
Bleck, and most commentators), but to dvaxinrar, with which
it stands. She was bowed together (Ecclus. xii. 11, xix. 26 f,
and in the Greek writers), and from this position to straighten
herself up perfectly was to her impossible. — Ver. 12. dmwo-
Aervaar] thow art loosed ; that which will immediately oceur is
represented as alveady completed.— Ver. 14. amorpifels] See
on Matt. xi. 25. — 7& 8yAe] Taking his stand upon Deut.
v. 13, he blames—not directly Jesus, for he could not for
shame do so, but—tke people, not specially the woman at all:
Jesus was to be attacked indirectly.— Ver. 15. vmoxperal]
luthymius Zigabenus aptly says: Umoxpitas @véuace ToUs
kata Tov apyovvaywyov (the class of men to which he be-
longed, the hierarchical opposition, comp. ver. 17), ws mo-
kpivopévous pév Tepdv Tob caBBdTov vouov, éxdikobvras 8&
Tov $p@ovoy éavrdy. — amayaywy] pictorially, “ad opus demon-
stranduw,” Bengel. — Ver. 16. The argument is « mineri ad
majus (as xiv. 5), and the majus is significantly indicated by
the doubled description @vyarépa "ABp. oveav (comp. xix. 9)
and H ébnoev o Saravdas wrh “ Singula verba habent
cmphasin” (Grotius),—a remark which holds good also of the
vividly introduced {8od, comp. Deut. viii. 4. As « duughtcer
of Abraham, she belongs to the special people of God, and
must hence be wrested from the devil. Of spiritual relation-
ship with Abrabam (Lechler in the Stud. w. Krit. 1854, p.
821) nothing is said. —#v €bnoer o oar.] since he, namely,
by means of one of his servants, a demon, has taken away ler
liberty in the manner mentioned at ver. 11.— &éka k... is
not a nomanative, but an accusative of the duration of time.
Comp. ver. 8, xv. 29, and elsewhere. — Ver. 17. karpoyiv.
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mavt. of avtuce. avr.] Comp. Isa. xlv. 16. — ywouévors] Pre-
sent 5 describing the glorious work of Jesus as continuing.

Vv. 18-20. Comp. on Matt. xiii. 31-33; Mark iv. 31 f.
— &\eye obv] does not introduce the parables which follow
in an indefinite and random manner (Strauss, I. p. 626 ; comy.
de Wette and Holtzmann), which is erroneously inferred from
ver. 17 regarded as a closing remark, and denies to Lulke even
the commeonest skill in the management of his materials; but
after the conclusion of the preceding incident (ver. 17) Jesus,
in consequence (odw, sece the critical remarks) of the joy
manifested by the people, sees Himself justified in conceiving
the fairest hopes on behalf of the Messianic kingdom, and
these He gives utterance to in these parables. This is how
we find it in Luke; and his mode of connecting them with
the context is so consistent with the facts, that from this
quarter there is no opposition to our assnming as original in
this place what, if not an exact repetition of the two parables
already spoken at Matt. xifi. and Mark iv., was at least an
express reference to them. IEven in the source of his narra-
tive of the jowrney from which Luke draws from ix. 51
onwards, they might have been connected with the foregoing
section, vv. 10-17.— Ver. 19. eis «ijmov éavrod] into @
garden belonging to énself, where it was protected, where he
could obscrve and foster it, ete. — Ver, 20. walew] once mere ;
for the question of ver. 18 is repeated.

Ver. 21. Introduction of a mew aet in the progress of
the jowrney (ix. 67, x. 238, xvii. 11).  The mention of the
journey holds the historical thread. — kai wop. worovp.] teach-
ing, and at the sume time, ete.

Ver. 235, This questioner was certainly o confessor of Jesus,
ver. 24 {f.  There is nothing Dbesides this that we can define
more precisely, except that the question itsell might be called
forth by the stringency of the claims of Jesus. — As to e
see on Matt. xii. 10, :

T That in diveet questions «f shoulidl he used as e recitative dr, which would
have to he explained by a trnsition of the oratio obligua into the oratio directa,
even after the learned investigation of Lipsius, Paulin. Rechtfertipungstchre,
1853, p. 50 15, 1 must doubt, since we should find this use ol '« much more
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Ver. 24. Ipos adrods] refers to those who were present, of
whom the questioner was one. Jesus, giving after His manner
a practical application to the theoretical question, answers
not directly, but by means of the admeonition: Strive to enter
in (to the Messial’s kingdom, to which that question referred,
conceived of as a house) by the narrow door, sincc many in
vain shall attempt to enter.  Therein is implied: “ Instead of
coucerning yourselves with the question whether they who
attain to salvation are only few, reflect rather that many siall
not attain it, and set out therefore on the right road to attaining
it.” — 8wa 7ijs arevijs Bipas] (see the critical remarks) reminds
us of a house which has, besides the usual door, also a distinct
sinall one, and only by means of this is admission possible:
so the attainment of salvation is possible only by means of
the peravora. The figurative representation, which Jesus has
already made use of in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt.
vii. 13, is here repeated and modified; the stmple S Tijs
orev. Oip., without any more definite explanation (comp., on
the other hand, Matt. L¢.), bears the stamp of a reference to
something already previously propounded (in opposition to
de Wette, Weiss, and others, who are in doulbt as to the

originality of the saying in this place). — &prrioovaw] weaker
than dyovifecle. — eloenbeiv] in general; &wa Tis oTevijs

Opas is not repeated. — «. odk loyloovaw] because they
omit aywvileclar elcehbeiv Sid Tis oreviis Bipas, 1.c. they have
not repented.

Vv. 25-27.! If you are cxcluded {rom the kingdom of
Messiah, you shall then iu vain urge your external connection
with me! IIAdTTer vyap oikodeamorny Twa rabijpevov k.

frequently elsewhere, and since in the isolated places where it oceurs it is just
the meaning of the doubtful question (whether indeed ?) which is very appro-
priate (Matt, xii, 10, xix. 3; Luke xiii. 23, xxii. 49; Acts i. 6, vii. 1, xix. 2,
xxi. 87, xxii. 25). On the classical beginnings of this usage, nothing likewise is
to be decided other than on the New Testament usage, to wit, with Ast, Lea.
Plat. 1. p. 601: ¢ Dulitanter interrogat, ita ut interrogatio videatur directa
esse.”

1 Down to ver. 29 we have a series of reminiscences of very varied discourses
linked together in Luke's source of the journey, which are found in several
portions of Matthew taken from the Logia.

LUKE II. M
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dmodeyopevor (at the repast, ver. 29) Tods ¢irovs alrob ‘rather
Lis family; see subsequently on wofev), eita éverpopevor «.
dmokhelovra Thy Bipav Tob olkov avTob, k. py cuvyxwpoivTa
Tols dAAoes eloelfetv, Futhymius Zigabenus.  The constraction
is such that the apodosis begins with ToTe, ver. 26 (Dengel,
Bornemaun), and confinves down to adixias, ver. 27, in ac-
cordance with which the punctnation should be adjusted.  The
apodosis does not begin as ecarly as xai amoxpibeis, ver. 23
(the wusual mode of punctuation), so that with ver. 26 a ncw
sentence would begin ; for the former xaf, which would not be
a sign of the apodosis (de Wette), but would mean «lso, would
be superfluous and confusing, whereas Tote presents itself,
according to a usage known to every one (v. 35, xxi. 20, and
elsewhere), of itself, and according to the meaning, as the divi-
sion of the sentence. It is wccording to the meaning, fur thus
the apodosis brings out the principal point, namely, the urging
of the relation of external connection and (observe only the
continuation of the apodosis through ver. 27) its fruitlessness,
Lachmann (following Beza) connects a¢’ ol . . . dvoifov Huiv
(after which he places a full stop) with xai otx loyvoovow,
ver. 24. Schegg follows him. Dut opposed to this is the
sccond person dpEnabe, which is not in accordance with ioyvaov-
aw, but carries forward the address that began with aywvifesfe.
Ewald conceives the apodosis as beginning as ecarly as «ai
apknabe, ver. 25, hut in such a manner that this apodosis is
transformed into a secoud protasis.  The harshness of this
supposition is increased still more by the fact that il we read
apfnale, ver. 26, the force of the protasis must come up
anew with the repetition of the sound.! — al dpfnobe] can
only arbitrarily be limited to xpodew, as though it ran dpf.
éfw éotaTes kpoveww (Iritzsche, ad Mudth. p. 541). Tt refers
to both the infinitives. The people have begun the persistent
standing there and knocking, in respeet of which they say :
Lord, open to us; then the master of the house answers that
lie knows themn not (Alatt. xxv. 12), cte.; next, they begin to

1 This reading, indced, hasin itsfavour AD K L M T> X r a 1 R and
many min., but it is a mechanical repetition of the subjunctive from ver. 25,
Yet it is now adopted Ly Tischendorf [Tisch. 8 has &Z:aéc].
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say something else, to wit, their épdyouev k.7 X  Thus there
appears in dpfnabe and dpeabe, ver. 26, a very vivid repre-
sentation of their several fruitless attempts. — xal amokp. épei
Up. ] a graphic transition to the future: after that ... ye shall
have begun . . . and he shall say. At the same time, however,
it is a departure from the regular construction,' as though dv
hiad not gone before (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 142). — odk 0lda vpds
w6fev éaré] Comp. John vii. 27; Winer, p. 551 [E. T. 781].
— mobfev] ve. of what family (see on John vii. 27); ye arc not
mewmbers of my house, but of another that is unknown to me.
— Ver. 26 f. évdmwov gov] before thine eycs, as thy guests,
but corresponding in a more lively manner to the expression
of the master of the house than the mere pera gov. — év Tais
mAat. fp. €8iak] A divergence from the person describing
to the person described, which occurs in ver. 27 in amcoryTe
... a8wclas? and at ver. 28 f.  Bengel aptly says on ver. 27 :
“ Tterantur eadem verba; stat sententia; sed iterantur cuin
emphasi.” TFor the rest, comp. on Matt. vii. 22 f. According
to the tendency-critics, the doers of iniquity in Matthew must
be Pauline-Christians, but in Luke Jewish-Christians; see
Hilgenfeld, Kvrit. Unters. p. 184 f, Evang. p. 196, Zeitschr.
1865, p. 192. What crafty twrns the evangelists have got
credit for! dAntinomians (Weizsiicker) are not meant at all,
but immoral adherents.

Vv. 28, 29. Comp. on Matt. viii. 11 . The words of Jesus.
— éxet] there, in the place to which ye shall thus be turned
away. For the most part it is understood temporally, év
éxelvey ¢ kaipw, Euthymius Zigabenus. Rarely thas in the
classical writers (Soph. Phil. 394 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 90 £)),
but never (yet comp. éxetfev, Acts xiii. 21) in the New Testa-
ment ; and lLere the context points definitely by dmooryTe am’
éuod to the well-known locality, as, moreover, the standing type

! On the question discussed in so many ways whether in the classical writers
(except Homer) &» stands with the future (Brunck, Heindorf, Hermann, Hartung,
Stallbaum, Reisig, Kiihner, Kriiger, and many others) or not, see especially
Hermann, de part. év, p. 30 {I. ; Hartung, Partikell. 11. p. 282 (L. (both in
Javour of it) ; and Klotz, ad Devar. p. 118 {f. (against it).

2 On ipydans, @ docr of good or evil (so only in this place in the New Testa-
ment), comp. Xen, Mem. ii. 1, 27 : 7dy xardy xai oeperiv fpydrav 3 1 Mace, iii. 6.
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of this formula sanctioned by wse (AMatt. xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 173,
xxiv, 51, xxv. 850) with éxei leads one to think only of that
locality. — 6Tav éyrnotle] What contrasts ! They saw the patri-
archs and prophets established in the Zingdom, but in theanselives
experience the seuse of being cast ont, and instead of them come
heathens from the east and west, cte.  On the subjunctive
form &yrmabe, sce Buttmaun, Newt. G¢r. p. 51 [1 T. 36] —
*ABp. x. 'Io. k. 'TaxoB] Comp. Matt. viii. 11.  The Marcionite
reading mdvras Tovs Sikaiovs is an intentional removal of the
patviarchs (Volkmar, comp. Zeller, dpostcly. p. 17). It was
not original, so that the canonical reading cannot be said to
have been introduced in accordance with Matt. le, or in
opposition to Marcion’s views (Ililgenfeld, Baur). — éxBaitop.
¢fw] agrees with the figure, although the persons concerncil
are not admitted «t all; for they ave members of the fiinidy,
and as sucl, 4c as originally Dbelonging to the theocratic
community of the patriarchs and prophets, they are by their
rejection practically éxBarAduevor éfw. The present tense is
justifiable, since the opav w7 at the time of the éoTac 5
whavluds will Le already past. Hence: if ye shall have secn
yourselves as such, become (not arc) the cast out.  After thev
shall have seen this measure carried out, they shall be in hell,
where there shall be weeping, etec.

Ver. 30. Comp. on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16. — elgiv] (befure
the establishment of the kingdom; &sovrar) alter it, wn the
kingdom. — éoyaro:] .. those who have not become helievers
till very late (as such, born heathens, ver. 29). — éoorrar
wpéTor] Members of the first rank in the kingdom of Messiali
The originality of this maxim, uttered in several forms and
in various connections, is to be claimed exclusively for no
particular place.

Ver. 31 it as far as ver. 33 peculiar to Luke from the
source of his narrative of the journey. — According to xvii, 11,
the incident ocenrred in Galilee, with which ix. 51 1. (see on
the passage) is not incousistent. — That the Pharisces did not
merely give out on pretenee their statement in reference to
Autipas (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and
others, including Olshausen and Ibrard), but actually had
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instructions from him, because he himself wished to Le rid of
the dreaded miracle-worker (ix. 7, 9) out of lis dominions, is
plain from 7§ dxémwexe ravTy, ver. 32, whereby is declared
His penetration of the subtle cunning® of Herod (not of the
Pharisees); in the contrary case, Jesus would have had no
ground for characterizing him just as He did, and that too in
the consciousness of His higher prophetic and regal dignity.
Dut that Herod used even the enemies of Jesus for this pur-
Pose was not unwisely calculated, because he could rely upon
them, since they also, on their part, must be glad to see Him
removed out of their district, and because the cunning of the
Pharisees for the execution of such like purposes was at all
events better known to him than were the frequent exposures
which they had expervienced at the hands of Jesus. On the
proverbial dxemnf, comp. Pind. Pyih. ii. 141; Plat. Pol. il
D. 365 C; and thereupon, Stallbaum ; Plut. Sol. 30. Comp.
arxomexiew in Aristoph. Vesp. 1241 ; also xivados, Dem. 281.
22, 307. 23 ; Soph. 4j. 103.

Ver. 32. 'I8ov, ékBil\w . . . Tehetobuar] Dehold, I cast out
deneons, and I accomplish cures to-day and to-morrow, and on
the third day I come to an end ; to wit, not in general with my
work, with my course (Acts xx. 24),or the like, but, according
to the context, with these castings out and cures. A definitely
appropriate answer, frank and free, in opposition to timid
cunning. To-day and to-morrow I allow myself not to be dis-
turbed in my work here in the land of Herod, but prosecute
it without hindrance till the day after to-morrow, when I
come to a conclusion with it.  Jesus, lowever, mentions
precisely Ilis miraculons working, not His teaching, because He
knew that the former, but not the latter, had excited the
apprehension of Herod. — TeXetovpar] (the present of the
certain future, not the Attic future) might be the middle
(Jamblichus, Vit Pyth. 158); but in all the passages of the New

! As a type of cunning and knavery, the epithet fox is so generally frequent,
and this figure is lhere so appropriate, that it appears (uite groundless for
Hofmann, Schriftbew, 11 1, p. 315, to suppose that by the fox is meant the
destroyer of the vineyard (comp. Cant. ii. 15). References to the Song of Songs

are not in general to be discerned anywhere in the New Testament, comp. on
Joln il 29.
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Testament, and, as a rule, among the Greeck writers, Telet-
otagBar is passive.  So also liere; comp. Vulg. It.: consumumor.
Tehetody means ad finam perducere, the passive Tehetobofar
ad finem pervenire,  Hence: [ come to a conclusion, I Tave
done ; with what? the context shows, see above. Against
the explanation of the end of {ife, so that the meaning would
amount to morior (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Deza,
Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, and many others ; comp. also
Neander, DBaumgarten-Crusius, Schegg, DBisping, Linder in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1862, p. 564), are decisive even the
statements of the days which, in their definitenecss,' could
not be taken (as even Kuinoel, Ewald, and others will have
them) proverhially (orjuepov . alp.: per bicve tempus, and 74
Tpity: pawlo post; comp. Hos. vi. 2), as also wopevesfar,
ver. 33. Just as little reason is there for secing prefigured in
the three days, the three years of the oflicial ministry of Jesus
(Weizsiicker, p. 312).

Ver. 33. Nevertheless (although I am not, through your
advice, disconcerted in that three days’ ministry) the neerssity
still lies before me, to-day and to-morrow and the next duy, (o
olvy your wopevov Evtedbev, since it 4s a0l allowable that «
prophet, cte.  Jesus means to say, “ Nevertheless it cannot
at all be otherwise than that I should conjoin with this work,
which is still to be done to-day and to-morrow and the next
day, the departure from Galilee, since 1 shall not perish iu
Galilee, as Herod threatens, hut in order to perish must pro-
ceed to Jerusalem, which after all has the monopoly, that a
prophet must not he slain out of it.” In the answer, which
as lovking approaching death in the face at once holdly
contemus the threatening of the timid prinee, are accordingly
involved the three positions—(1) I have undertaken to labour
three days more in Galilee, and in that undertaking I will not
be disconcerted ; (2) meverthieless, I must in these three days

contrive my departure from Galilee ;* and wherefore this? in

! E.g. the expression is different in Dem. De Cor. § 193 : piz nuipe xazi 3
rai 7pis. See Dissen on the passage, p. 362.

2 The inference is not Liere to be drawn 1so Wieseler, Synopse, po 821) that
Jesus was still distant three days” journey from the end of 1lis expudition
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order to escape the death with which Herod threatens me ?
No; (3) I must do this because I must not in Galilee—not
outside of Jerusalem, but just in that place of the murder of
prophets—dic ; and therefore must make for Jerusalem.! —
wopeveabacr] depart, ver. 31. It is not in contradiction with
ver. 22, for while travelling Jesus was accustomed to cast out
demons, and to perform cures. If He wished to do the latter,
He could at the same time do the former. Most of the com-
mentators (even Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen) are grammatically
and contextually wrong (sce ver. 31) in the explanation:
travel about wundisturbed in my occupations. When others,
following Syr., limit wopevesfar merely to 75 éxouéry,
interpreting it either as fo depart (Theophylact, Casaubon)
or to dic (Euthymius Zigabenus, Elsner), they supply (comp.
also Neander) after abpiov a thought such as épyaleafar or
€vepyijoas & etmov. This is indeed to make the impossible
possible ! — odx évbéyeTas] it cannot be done, it is not possible
(2 Mace. xi. 18, and see Stallbawumn, ad Plat. Ecp. vi. p. 501 C),
with ironically excited emotion makes the frequent and usual
hyperbolically to appear as mneccessary (for all the prophets
were 7ot actually slain in Jerusalem, as is shown even in
the instance of the DBaptist) for the purpose of showing how
cempty the threatening of Herod appears to Jesus, since He
must rather go to Jerusalem to die. The opinion (Grotius,
Drusius, Knatchbull, Lightfoot, Wolf, and others) that He

(Jerusalem, not Bethany, as Wieseler will have it, see ver. 22, and on ix. 51 {I.).
'The occupation of tliese three days is rather, according to ver. 32, principally
the casting out of demons and healings ; but the journey must have been bound
up therewith, so that Jesus intends on the third day to reach the limit to
which in xvii. 11 He has already come.

1 Schleiermacher is wrong in assuming (Schr. d. Luk. p. 195) that Jesus
means to say that He must still abide two days in the place, and then for two
days more journey quietly, ctc. In ver. 83 they are indeed the same days as
in ver. 32. De Wette considers the saying as unimportant,—that it is pro-
bably incorrectly reported ; and Holtzinann finds the section so obscure that on
that account Matthew omitted it. According to Baur, Jesus marks out the
~opsicdes, the progress on His journey never to be interrupted as His proper
fask. which would be in harmony with the Pauline character of the Gospel.
With this conflicts the statement giving the reason & aix bdixsva:i x.7.2,
Bleek conjectures that e#gx. x. alp, xa/ was introduced from ver. 82 by a tran-
scriber’s error at an early period.
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refers to the rizlit bLelonging cxclusively to the Sanhedrim
of judging prophets and condemning them to death (Swnliedr,
f..2.1,1 89. 1, and clsewhere) is mistaken, since the matter
here in question is of the actual dmoléafar, and since Jesus
could not place Ilimself on a level with those who were con-
demmned as felse prophets.  Comp. Winer in Zimmerman's
Monatsschr. 11. 3, p. 206.

Vv. 34, 35, Sce on Matt. xxiii. 37 {ff. The original place
of this exclamation is in Matthew (in opposition to Olshausen,
Wieseler, Holtzmann, and others), although the connection in
which Luke gives it from his source of the journey is aof to
be called duappropricte (in opposition to Sclileicrmacher, de
Wette, Bleek). The painful reminder and announcement
appears on the part of Jesus natural enough after ver. 33, and
in the face of the theocratic hypocrites, ver. 35 is a striking
dismissal. — Ty éavTijs vogauiv] her own nest, namcely, with
the chickens thercin, her own brool.  Comp. Plat. Iol. viil.
I 548 A; Herod. iil. 111, often in the LXX. As to the
testimony of the passace hefore us to an alrendy frequent
nministry of Jesus in Jerusalem, see on Matt. xxiii. 38 f,
Remark., Comp. Weizsiicker, p. 310. Dut Schenkel, in oppo-
sition to all the evangelical notices, conjectures that during
ITis supposed single sojourn in Judea (where Ile now is) He
was oftener in Jerusalem.  According to Keim (2. geseliichil.
Chr. p. 34), Luke must at least have understood «ll the Jiirs
as the children of Jerusalem, which, however, according to
the context (vv. 33, 35), is not correct. In Luke the
apostrophe refers to the zcmote inhabitants of the central sen
of the thicocracy. — Ver. 35. Continued apostrophe to the
inhabitants of Jerusalem. — Aéyw 8¢ Guiv k7.)\.] cannot refer
to the festal procession that was close at hand (Erasmus, L
Schmid, Stein ; Panlus, according to whom the meaning must
lie, “before the festival caravans I shall not come '), which
would yield the most nugatory and inappropriate thought in
a pompous form, as the conclusion of a solemn denunciation

! Com). Wiescler, Synopse, p. 522, whom this erroncous refercuce drives to

explain the passage in Matthew as a spurious addition,  Ree on Matthew.  Even
Holtzmann sces here nothing but the dismissal “aatil the nert Passvrer pestival.”
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of threatening. It rvefers to the Parousic (see already Theophy-
lact), and the train of thought is: “The divine protection departs
from your city (ddietar Suiv 6 oix. vp., sec on Matt. xxiii. 38),
and in this abandonment I shall not appear to you as a helper,
—-ye shall not see mie until I come to the establishment of
my kingdom, and shall receive your (then no further to be
withheld) homage as the Messiah.” The meauing is somewhat
different from what it is in Matthew. Obscrve, namely—(1)
that Lulke has not the amdpTe of Matthew (and, moreover, could
not have it, since he has the saying before the festal entry);
(2) that, therefore, in Lulke the time of the od u1j pe i8y7e must
be the duration of the previously declared abandonment; (3)
that instead of Aéyw ydap (Matt.) Luke places Aéyw 8¢, which
8¢ is muot to be taken as explanatory, in the sruse of wdp
(because it is not followed by dmdpre as in Matthew), but as
in continuation, autem, as an advance towards a new point
in the announcement: “Ye shall be abandoned, but low long?
abandoned cven till my Parousic.”  Comp. the expression
{nmijoeté pe k. ovy eVpjoere in John vii. 34 : the restoration.
of Isracl, so that by éws «.7.\. would be meant the conversion
of the people (Holmann, Scirifto. 11. 2, p. 90 ff)), is neither
licre nor elsewhere taught in the New Testament. — €ws e
(see the critical remarks) &te elmryre] till 4t (the point of
time) shall be, when ye shall have said.  The subjunctive after
ote without &v: “si res non ad cogitationem refertur et
eventus tantummodo spectatur,” Klotz, ed Devar. p. 688.
See on this specially Homeric use, even Thiersch in the Aet.
Monac. 1. p. 13 fl.; Bernhardy, p. 397 £, 400. In this place
to consider the subjunctive as occasioned by €ws (Buttmann,
Neut. Gr, p. 199 [E. T. 231 f.]) is arbitrary,
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CHAPTER XIV.

VER. 3. ¢/] is wanting in B D L &, min. Pers. Copt. Syrte~ Cant.
drix.  Condenned Ly Griesh. and Schulz, deleted by Tisch.
It is from DMatt. xil. 10. — dspameden] B D L 8, min. have
Oespaeloas, to which these authorities and vss. add 7 o2 This
dspaseioas 9 ob is, with Lachm. (who, however, brackets 7 of) and
Tisch., to be adopted. The Fecepta i1s from Matt. xii. 10. —
Ver. 5. Instead of &z in Elz, viés 1s to be read, on preponderat-
ing cvidence. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Matth.
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. ; comp. also Rinck. The heterogencous
collocation viéz 3 B3z excited objection, so that vics was displaced
in some authorities hy #: (following xii. 15), in others by
apiBarov (D, Cant., following Matt. xii. 11). — Ver. 10. Elz has
aviasoor, Which on decisive evidence is to be rejected. The most
important Mss. are divided between dvdmes: (Matth. Scholz,
Rinck, Lachm. Tisch.) and évamsoos (Griesb. Schulz, Fritzsche,
ad Mare. p. 640),  Although the attestation of didweoe (A I* I
II K S UV ry, min,) is still stronger than that of dvd=esas, yet
the latter is to be preferred.  The less familiar form gave place
to one that was better known.  To regard d.d=:oas as a clerical
error (so Tisch. and Winer, p. 69 [E. T. 87]) is the more pre-
carions, as the same clerical error must be assumed also at
xvil. 7.— Ver. 16. péiye] B** D A, min. Clem. have péyan
So Lachm.  Rightly; séye is an amendment [Tisch. 8 has
wiya].— Ver. 18. The order adires aapasr. is, with Lachm. and
Tisch., to be preferred on decisive evidence. — Ver, 21, Alter
oovro: Klz. has ixsivez, which is condemned by Griesh., and on
decisive evidence struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. An
exegetical addition, — swrads x. supreds] Lachm. and Tisch. have
ropreds z. ywrovs.  Rightly; the evidence in favour thereof
prepouderates ; the omission of zei ywr. (A, min. Syrier) ocea-
sioned the restoration in the order civen at ver. 13, — Ver. 27.
siv oravp. favred 1s found in A DB L** M A min. Laclim. Tisch.
The Recepte = or. wirod is from Matt. x. 38.— Ver, 28, Elz has
=& =phg dmupr., N opposition Lo decisive evidence,  With Griesh.
Scholz, Tisch. merely ez amapr. is to be vead, in accordance
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with B D L R, min, =& was added as a completion (A E G IL
KMSUraan min Lachm. have s¢ eis), and e/s was
explained by =péz. Comp. ver. 32.— Ver. 31. The arrangement
irépw Baa, oupB. (Lachmn. Tisch.) is decisively attested, as well
as also twavrFoasr. — Ver. 34, Instead of xanév read, with Tisch.,
following B L X &, min. vss.,, xaAd oiv. DBeing apparently in-
appropriate, otv dropped out the more easily after the syllable
ON.— év 6¢] B D L X &, min. vss, Fathers have éav é: xai.  So
rightly, Lachm. and Tisch. x«i was passed over in accordance
with Matt. v. 13; Mark ix. 50, '

Vv. 1-6 peculiar to Luke from his source of the parrative
of the journey. —'Ev 7¢ é\feiv x.T.\.] when He came, to wit,
in the progress of the journey, xiii. 33.-— Tdv apyévrov T.
Papisaiov] not: of the members of the Sanhedrim blonging fo
the Pharisces (Grotius, Kuinoel, and many others), such as
Nicodemus thervefore, John iii. 1 ; for the incident is in Galilee
(not Jerusalem, as Grotius; not Judea, as Schenkel will have
it), and, literally, it means nothing more than : of the Pharisce
leaders, ie. of the chicfs of the Pharisces. It is not to le
defined more precisely ; but men such as IHillel, Schammai,
Gamaliel, and others belong to this category. — caSBdre]
the loliness of which (the preparation occurred previously)
was not opposed to it, nay, “lautiores erant isto die illis
mensae . . . idque ipsis judicantibus ex pietate et religione,”
Lightfoot. Comp. Neh. viii. 10 ; Tob. ii. 1 ; also John xii. 2;
Wetstein in loc. ; Spencer, de leg. rit. p. 87 {f. — payelv dprov]
comp. Matt. xv. 2. Jesus was dwvited, ver. 12. — kai abro(]
This is the common use of xai after éyévero; ai7ol, they on
their part, the Pharisees. -— maparnpovp.] generally, whether
He would give them occasion for charge or complaint.  Other-
wise, vi. 7. — Ver. 2. Aad behold a dropsical man was there
in His presence. This denotes the unexpected sight of the
presence (not as a guest, see ver. 4) of the sick man, who v
(oTdpevos, xai py Toludy péy {nricar Oepameiav Sia TO
cdfSBarov kai Tovs Papicaiovs: awiduevos 8¢ pévov, iva lSwv
olktelpiion TobTov a4’ éavrod kal dmalhdfn Tob Udpwmos,
LEuthymius Zigabenus. The view of many (see also Wetstein,
Kuinoel, Glockler, Lange), that the sick man was intentionally
brought in by the Pharisees, is the more arbitrary, as ver. 2 is
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not linked on by qap. NMoreover, the cure oceurred lufoirr
the dinner, ver. 7. — Ver. 3. amwoxpd.] at this appearance of
the sick man. — Ver. 4. emxaBopevos| a taking lhold which
brought about the miraculous cure, stronger than dyrdpevos.
Otherwise Mark vill. 23, The accusative adror is not
dependent on ém/\. Seec Duttmann, Ncut. Gr p. 140
[E. T. 160} — Ver. 5. Comp. on Matt. xii. 11. The con-
struetion is such that the nowinative of Tlvos Tudv is the
subject in the scecond hall of the sentence. Comp. generally,
Dernhardy, p. 468 ; Stallbanm, ad Plet. Phaed. p. 72 B, —
Tn respect of the reading vios {sce the critical remarks ; Mill,
Dornemann, and  Lachmann, Pracf. IL . vil, unjustifiably
conjecture dis), which is mnot inappropriate (de Wette), the
conclusion of Jesus is not drawn, as xiii. 151, @ minert ad
majus,? but from the ethical principle that the helpful com-
passion which we show in reference to that which is ous own
(he it son or beast) on the Sabbath, we are also bound to show
to others (love thy neighbour as thyself).

Vv. 7-11. On the special propriety of this table conversa-
tion (in opposition to Gfvorer, Heil. Sage, I. p. 265, de Wette,
Schenkel, Eichthal), comp. on xi. 38f.  Ilere, again, the
circumstance especially which had just occwrred with the
dropsical man had prepared a point of view widely different
from that of customary politeness. — mapaBohijy] “ sumtam
a moribus externis, spectantem interna,” Bengel.  The moral
sienificance of this fivurative apophthegm Gen) may be seen

at ver. 11. — éméywv] attendens, comp. on Acts iii. 5, aud see
Valckenacr. — wpwtorhte.] See on Matt. xxiii. 6 ; Lightfoot,
- 836. — Veu 8. els yapovs] not generally : to an enécrtain-

mend, but @ Lo o weedd{ay, in respeet of whicl, however, a special
purpose is not to be assumed (Bengel thinks that “cividitatis
cansa” Jusus did not name a feast in general) ; but the tvpieal
repre=entation of the future establishment of the kingdom as

1 Taulus after his fushion makes use of the word for the naturalizing of the
miracle : ¢ Prolubly Jesus took him aside, and looked after the operation of
the means previously employed.”

* This reading, moreover, scts aside the opinion of Schleiermacher, p. 196,
that in vespeet of the quotation of this expression there is no reference back to
xii, 10,
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2 wedding celebration obviously suggested the expression
(Matt. xxii). — Ver. 9. ¢ o¢ . adrov xaléoas] not: who
invited thysclf also (Bornemann), which would lay upon o€ an
unfounded emphasis, so much as: qui fe et <lum vocavit
(Vulaate), the empartial host who must be just to loth. —
épel ooi] future, not dependent on pijmote (comp. on Matt.
v. 25), but an independent clause begins with xai é\fov. —
kai Tote dpfn] the shame of the nitial movement of taking
possession of the last place in which he now must acquiesce,'
after his previously assuined mpw7Toxhicia is here made pro-
minent. — Ver. 10. avamecar} 1 «or. tmperative widdle,
which tense occurs also in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 4 (Swewmé-
cacbac) ; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 641, takes it as future, formed
after the analogy of ¢dyesar and wiecar (xvii. 8). But these
forms come from the future forms ¢ayopar and wiopar, and
hence are not analogous to the one before us. — iva] corre-
sponds to the uijmore, ver. 8, and denotes the purpose of the
dvdmeoar els 7. éoy. Tomov. The result is theu specified by
To1€ €orat. — wpoocavdfBnfi] The host occupies the position
where the higher place is (wpos=hither). Comp. moreover,
Prov. xxv. 7. — Ver. 11. Comp. Matt. xxiii. 12. A general
law of retribution, but with an intentional application to the
Messiande retribution.  Comyp. Zrubin, f. xiii. 2 : “ Qui semet
ipsum deprimit; eum S. B. exaltat; et qui se ipsun exaltat,
eum S, B. deprimit.”

Vv. 12-14. Doubtless the collocation of the company at
table suggested these words, which likewise are meant not
probably as an actual table arrangement, but parabolically, as
a foil to the customary teaching, that instead of arranging the
manifestations of human friendliness with a view to receiving
a return, we should make such manifestations just to those
who cannot repay them again; then shall we receive requital
in the kingdom of the Messiah. At the root of this lies the
idea that the temporal requital striven after excludes the
Messianic compensation, the idea of the améyew Tov mafov
(Matt. vi. 2, v. 16). There is no allusion in this place to the

! For the intervening places are already rightly arranged, and not to le
changed. *‘ Qui semel cedere jubetur, longe removetur,” Bengel.
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calling of the Zcathen (Schenkel). — wij] not: non tam or non
tanfwin (Kuinoel, and many others), which here would be even
loyically wrong on account of pijmeTe x. avtol ge avrk. Jesus
gives, indeed, only a fiyurative discourse. — ¢aver] purposcly
chosen ; the manifest, obvious element of the xakeiv (ver. 13

is denoted. — mhovaiovs] Lelongs only to seiTovas (in opposi-
tion to Grotius). — pijmore x.7.x.] “ 1ic metus mundo ignotus
est, ut wmetus divitiarum,” Bengel — dvrikarécwad) Coump.
Xen. Symp. 1. 15: olre pjv @s dvruchnOnaopeves, vakel pé
Ti5, €mel wavTes loacw, 8Tu dpx Ny ovde vouiletar ers THv éuyy
otkiay Oelmvov elodépecfai. — In respect of xai avroel the
eeneral idea of the <nwitation has preseuted itself. — Ver. 13,
avamipovs] maimed; Plat. Crit. p. 53 A: yw)oi xai Tuplol
kai dXlot avamnpor. — Ver. 14. avramobofioerar] Thucyd.
iii. 40 ; Plat. Phacdr. p. 236 C; Rom. xi. 35 ; 1 Thess.iii. 9;
placed first for emphasis. — év 7 dvacrices TOV Sikaiwv)
This is the dvacraces fwijs, see on Johm v. 28. The Jewish
doctrine of a double resurrection is confirmed not only by Paul
(1 Cor. xv. 22 f.; 1 Thess. iv. 16 ; comp. Acts xxiv. 15), but
also in this place by Christ (comp. also Matt. xxiv. 31).
Comp. xx. 34-36. Otherwise Tdv Siraiwy would be a super-
fluous and unmmeaning addition! Moreover, it could not be
taken by the pharisaic Zewrers in any other sense than in the
particularistic one, but not in such a manner as that Jesus,
because He had the Swxaiovs dircctly in view, ouly mentioned
the resurrection of fhese, without thereby excluding that of the
remaining people as contemporary (in opposition to Kacufer,
De twils alwv. not. p. 52). The doctrine of the millennial
kingdom between the first and second resmrrection adopted
in the Apocalypse (Bertholdt, Christol. § 38) is not, however,
confirmed, nor are the Rabbinical traditions, partly varying
very much amonyg themselves on the several stages of the resur-
rection (Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenth. I1. p. 901 {I); further,
the asswuption is not confirmed, according to which the
Lsraclites in thonselves were understood as the Suwcalovs who

LIt would be so also if it il not presuppose any évéoras wov &dixwv at all,
This is against Georgii in Zeller's Jakrh, 1845, L p. 141, who finds in the
Synoptic Gospels only a resurrcction of the pious.
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should first arise (Bertholdt, § 35; Eisenmenger, IT. p. 902}, or
at least the righteous among the Israclites (Lisemmenger, /.c.).
Jesus means the righteous in the moral sense, as the context
shows (see vv. 13 f, 16 {f), without limitation of race. The
specific definition of the idea of those first to be awakened
as oi o0 Xpiorod (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16) lay
of necessity in the development of the Christian consciousness
of the Sikaioadvy only to be attained in Christ.

Ver. 15. To the idea of the dvaoragis 7év Sikalwv is very
naturally linked in the case of this fellow-guest the thought
ot the future eating (¢pdyeras, future) with the patriarchs of
the nation (Matt. viii. 11; Luke xiii. 28 f.; DBertholdt,
Christol. § 39) in the (millennial) Messianic kingdom about
to be set up. This transporting prospect, in which his mis-
taken security is manilested, compels his exclamation.

Vv. 16, 17. Jesus answers with a parable which comes
from the source of the account of the journey (not iden-
tical, but similar is Matt. xxii. 1 fl;, see <n loc.), in which
He keeps to the idea of a banquet, and thereby depicts the
Messianic Dblessedness, but without reserve cuts off the
prospect of that guest in reference to it and its like by
teaching figuratively that they, the representatives of the
theocracy, would deprive themselves of the Messianic salva-
tion (ver. 24), because for the sake of their earthly objects of
ambition they despised the repeated invitation to the Messiaric
kingdom (vv. 17-20). On the other hand, the poor and the
unfortunate of the people (ver. 21), and even the heathen
(ver. 23), are called, and Dbeing obedient to the call are
adopted into the kingdom. “Irogreditur vocatio ad remotiores,
vi semper majore pensans moram,” Bengel. — péyav (see the
critical remarks) : the masculine form &efmrvos is rare (Aecsop.
Fragm, 129) and late. See Bast, Ep. Cr. App. p. 22, 61. —
éxaleae] refers in the interpretation to the call by the prophets.
— Ver. 17. 7ov Soihov adrod] kat éfoxiv. Grotius well says
vocatorem, to be interpreted of the Messialh at whose advent
dyryixe 7 Bacikela Tév olpaviv, Matt. iv. 17. — On the custom
cven now in use in the East of a repetition of the invitation
when all is prepared, see Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. V. p. 192 f.
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Vv. 18-20. "Hpavro] brings into prominence the begin-
ning as a striking contrast to what has gone before. Comy.
Fritzscle, ad Matth. p. 541. — amwo peas] “ Utut enim diversas
causas adferaut, in eo tamen conveniunt, quod sua practexanc
negotin,” Calovins, On the adverbial use of amwo wids, comyp.
amo Tijs lons (Thue 1. 15. 3), am’ edfeias (Plut. Symp. i. 4. 8),
¢E opfijs (Polyb. xv. 27), 6a wdons (Thucyd. i 14. 3), and
wmany others. It may be explained on the principle that the
prepositions which originally express concrete local relations,
come in time to denote the more abstract relations of mode;
see especially, Lobeck, Puralip. p. 363. — waparreicfas] to
deprecate ; praying to excuse, 2 DMace. il 31; Acts xxv. 11,
and clsewhere; and see Wetsicin and Held, ad Plut. Timo-
leon, p. 496. — kai éyw avdykny x7X] not as though he
had bought the estate without secing it (Wetstein, de Wetle,
and others), which is unnatural, even if a recommendation of
it on the part of others, and the like, is supposed; but because
even after a completed purchase there is the natural necessity
to male a proper inspection of one’s new possession in order
to become acquainted with it, to make further arrangements,
and the like. The excuses are therefore not in themselves
absurd, which, according to Lange, Z. . IL. 1, p. 376, must be
the intention in order to represent the velhement conlusedness.
— &éxe pe wapyT.] have me as onc who s begyed off ; not a
Latinism (Kuinoel, Bleek, and many older commentators),
nor to be interpreted: regurd me as one, ete. (Kypke), but
éxeww Twa, with an added accusative of a substantive,
participle, or adjective, expresses the relation of possession
according to a special quality. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. iil. 1. 35
ob Gappoivrd pe Efes; Ages. vi. 5: ToUs e pny molepiovs
elxe Yréyew pev o durapevous, kTN ; 2 Mace. xv. 36; 3 Mace,
ix. 21, See also on Matt. xiv. 5. 1lence: LPlace thysclf in
such awisc to me that I am an cecused person ; let me be to thee
an cacused person, 1o according to the meaning: aceept my
apology. — Ver. 19. wopevopar] Already in idea he is just
voing forth. — Ver. 20. “Ilic excusator, quo speciosiorem et
lLionestiorem videtur habere causam, co est ceteris importunior,”
Dengel.  On the excuse itself, comp. Deut. xxiv. §; Ilom. J/.



CITAP. XIV. 21—24. 193

il. 231 ; Tlerod. 1. 306, where Croesus declines for Lis son the
Mysian propusal for a hunting expedition : vedyauos Te wyip
€aTe kal Tabre of vov péree. 1 Cor. vil. 33 is to the point.
Vv. 21-24. Eis Tas mhatelas & pipas] into the (hroad)
strects and (narrow) lanes. Comp. Isa. xv. 3. On piun=
ateveomos, see Phrynichus, p. 404, and thercon Lobeck. —
Ver. 22, Ilere the narrative is supposed to be silent, leaving
it to be understood that the servant went away again,
and after {ulfilment of the commission retwned.  Dut with
what reason is this supposed in the narrative, otherwise so
circumstantial ¢ No; the servant, when repulsed by those
who had been invited, did of Zis own arcord what the master
Tiere direets him, so that hie can say «f onee to this behest @ 4
¢s done, cte.  This point in the Interpretation is, morcover,
strikingly appropriate to Jesvs, who, by the preaching of
the gospel to the poor and wmiserable among the people,
had already belore Ilis return to God fulfilled this divine
counsel, in regard to which He did not need further instruc-
tion, — Ver. 23, 7%is commission to the servaut is {ulfilled
by Him through the apostles, comp. Eph. il 17. — ¢pary-
pous| not: pluces fenced én, which the word does not mean,
but: go forth into the weys (highways and other roads
outside the town: «nd  hedyes  (beside which  wanderers,
begoars, houseless fulk have canped). In the interpretation :
ai katowiar oy éBvop, Luthymius Zigabenus. — avdygasov)
as Matt. xiv. 22, The time presses! A strikingly picturesque
touch, which, moreover, fouud its corresponding history in the
wzent holy zeal of the apestles (especially of Panl) {or
winning the heathien to the faith; but its pernicious abuse, in
the case of Avgustive and wauy others, in their approval of
the cocreion of hereties (see, on the other hand, Grotius and
Calovius).  Maldonatus well says: “adeo rogandos, adeo
incitandos, ut quodammodo compelli videantur.” — yepts 3]
“Nee natura neg gratia patitur vacuum.  Multitudo beatorum:
extremis  mundi  temporibus mmaximam  plenitudinis  suac
partem nanciscens,” Dengel. — Ver, 24, Not an assertion of
Jesus (Kuinoel, Paulus, and others), hut of the wmaster of the
horse, which is certain {rom pov T0d Sefmvov (none shedl taste
LUKE IL N
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of wmy supper), since Jesus in the parable appears as tlie
sercant. — qap] for the cmpty place is 2ot to be occupied by
goir.— vpiv] spoken to the servant, and to those who were
supposed to be elsewhere than there present.  Luthymius
Zigabenus, morcover, says aptly : & TodTov obv Tov Aoyov 1)
oy mapaBoly ovverédn.  Comp. ver. 15, to the substance of
which this conclusion reverts.  Those who are crveluded are
thus those Jews who have despised the call of Christ, but
wlo, as the representatives aud chiefs of God's people, were
lirst of all Ly the gospel invited and laid under obligation
to follow the invitation to the kingdom (kexAnpévor and
mapattovpevot, ver. 17 {I.); not the Jews in gencral, as Baur
supposes, in accordance with his assumption of a Gentile-
Christian tendency.

Vv, 25, 26. After the meal was over, Jesus coes forward on
His journey towards Jerusalem, and draws with IHim much
people, as they thronged cverywhere in Galilee upon the
marvellous teacher (xii i, ix. 11, and elsewhere). DBut the
nearer Ile is to His own painful self-surrender, the more
decidedly and ideally His claims emerge. To the dependent
and undecided people going with Him He addresses Himself
with the claim of the perfect, most self-denying surrender
required of 1lis diseiples. Comp. Matt. x. 37, where the
same  claim, although less ideal in formi, is made, and is
addressed exclusively to the apostles.  With the Christian
communions (Weizsiicker) these instructions have even in

Luke nothing to do.— e 7is cpyerar mpos pe] namely, with
a view to Lhearken to me as a confessor and follower. — uioet)

not minus amat, or the like (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many
others); see, on the other liand, on Matt. vi. 24, Father,
motlier, ete, as even also the special desire for the preserva-
tion of onc’s own lile (comp. Matt. x. 3Y), are assumed as
being in opposifion to fellowship with Clrist (comp. xii. 53),
so that, according to Matt. vi. 24, comp. Luke xvi. 3, in
respect of the love of the one Lord the Aatred of others must
tind p]{luc.]— ¢TL O€ xaL'] besides, «lsn, morcorer ; the extreme
case of all is yet added.  “Sacpe qui inleriorem sancti orlil
¥ Comp, Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 327 £
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cradum visus erat assequi, in altiore deficit,” Bengel.— pafyras
sivas] ver. 27, eivar pafypmis. The emphasis in both cases
Tests on pafnris, but in ver. 27 more strongly.

Ver. 27, Comp. Matt. x. 38, xvi 24; Mark viii. 34, x. 21;
Luke ix. 23. He who docs not as the bearer of his own cross
Jollow me, etc.

Vv. 28-33. Peculiar to Luke from the source that he has
followed since ix. 51. — ¢dp] Reason for the od ddvaras .. .
pafntis.  Since he, namely, is as little able to fulfil this
creat and heavy task! as any one is able to build a tower if
he has not the necessary means, etc.: thus the latter serves
for corroboration of the former. Comp. ver. 33.— férwv]
if he widl. The article (who will) is unnecessary, and too
weakly attested (in opposition to Bornemann). — xaficas
Yrnpiber] “ut intelligas diligentem atque exactam supputa-
tionem,” Erasmus. — el éyet] sc. myy damwdvny. — dwapTiocuos,
coinpletion, only to be found in Dion. Hal. De compos. verb. 24.
On the use of @maptifew in Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p. 447. — Ver. 30. odTos] with scornful emphasis: this man,
Jursooth I — Ver. 31. cupfaleiv] intrausitive: fo encounter,
confligere, 1 Mace. iv. 34; 2 Mace. viii. 23, xiv, 17. See
Wetstein and Kypke. — eis méhepor] belongs to ovuBaeiv :
Jor a battle.  Thus frequently cupBdA\ew Twe els paxnv (see
Kypke); els in the sense of the purpose. Comp. wpos payny,
Polyb. x. 37. 4, also Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 20: els povopayiav
mpos Twa ; Strabo, xiv. p. 676. — BovAeverar] deliberates with
his generals and counsellors. Comp. Acts v. 33, xv. 37. —
€v Séxa N} év, in the midst of, surrounded by, amongst.
Comp. Jude 14. — Ver. 32. €l 8¢ prjrye] sc. Svvatos ein. See
on Matt. vi. 1, and Dindorf, ad Dem. Pracf. p. v. f.— 1a wpos
elpnmy] quac ad pacem componendam spectant, arrangements
for peace. Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 599. Contrast: Ta mpos
Tov mohepov, Xen. Anab, iv. 3. 10. On the whole sentence,

1 More precise interpretations of the figures are not justified. Fspecially the
second ought not to have been expounded, as it has often been, of the struggle
against the devil (Augustine : *“simplicitatem Christiani dimicaturi cum dupli-
citate diaboli"), to which, indeed, the peacemaking of ver. 32 would be wholly
inappropriate.
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comp, Xen. Jea i 6. 8. — Ver. 335, The epplivation, and
conscequently the doetrine, of both eximples as a commentary
on the ydp of ver. 28. — wao Tols éavtod Umapy.] the general
statement to which the special instances, ver. 26, belong.
éavrot has the cmphasis of the se/f-denial. Comp. ver. 27,
Vv, 54, 35, Comp. on Matt. v. 13 ; Mark ix. 50, Jesus
uttered the saying about salt more than once, and with
differences in the details.  Here [Ie commits Lo Ilis hearers
by o éxwv ®Ta axovew, drovitw, the charge of themselves
giving the interpretation aceording to what hax gone before.
But this interpretation depends on the fact that 7o dxas muxt
represeut the preeeding pov elvae palyris.  Comp. Matl. /o
Henee: 1t is therefore \obw, see the critical remarks, swaething
gloriows—to wit, in vespect of this all-renouncing decision
wlich is appropriate to it—+o be wmy disciple, ond us sech lo
cffeet the mainteaance of the pomreer of spivitund Lije wunony men,
ws soll @5 the means of amaintainiey the fresloaess of e G0 the
reglon of naturc.  Dut of ever oy diseiple (through turning
hack to sclfish interests) luses (his his peculiority, this spiritnal
sulting poaer, by whal adans can he aguin atluin 0! Such o
pabnTis is then absolutely wselvss, and he s corluded (at the
jwdgment) frow the Messicd's leingdom. —— éav 8¢ kai] (see the
critical vemarks): 47, dowecer, ceen the soll, ete, which s
no longer to be expeeted vom this substanee necording to its
nature. — otrre eis yiw £ TN A ds filted wcitlor for lead aer
Jor mesore (Lo Improve neither the former nor the latter).
In respect of the salt that has become insipid, no other use
would be conceivable than to be emploved as manure, hut
neither “mmetliotely nov swcdivtely 1s 10 ol use for that; it is
prefeetly wseless ! Guard against such interpretations as that
of Euthymius Zicabenus: yijy péy Néyer Tovs palyrds .
kompiav 8¢ Tovs Owdagrulovs ! — cEw] wilh strong emphasis
placed first—out it is cast!
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CHAPTER XV,

VER. 2. of dape] With Lachm. and Tisch. read o r. dapic, In
accordance with B D L%, The =¢ is certainly not an addition
of the transeribers. — Ver. 9. Instead of ovyzarsiras Tisch. has
suyxahsi, on important yet not preponderating evidence [Tisch. 8
has owxaner]. It is from ver. 6, where svyzahs is decisively
attested. — Ver. 14. isyopic] A B D L R &, min. have ieyupd.
recommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.
Those ss. preponderate, and the masculine is an amendment,
in accordance with customary usage, and according to iv. 25.
Comp. on Acts xi. 28. — Ver. 10. ysuisou =3y zohiay airol d,ﬂ.é]
DD LRY min vss. have yopracdives éz.  An interpretation.
— Ver. 17. =spoocdoven] A B P and a few min, Tit. have =spro-
chovres,  Rightly; the active was introduced, in accordance
with the wonted usage, — The &ée added by Griesb. is not found,
indeed, in important authorities, and it stands in B I &, Lachm.
«fter apd, but it has plainly been absorbed by éyé 8% ; hence
also the placing of it before aea, in accordance with D I U,
min. vss. Chrys,, is, with Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., to be preferred
[Tisch. 8 has ag wde]. — Ver. 19. Defore odxérs Elz. has xei, but
m opposition to decisive evidence. Moreover, at ver. 21 this
zai 18 to be deleted, on preponderating evidence. — Ver. 22.
Lachm. and Tisch. [not Tisch. 8] have rayi before éEaiyrars,
in accordance with B L X ¥, vss, also Vulg. It. Jer. D also
adds weight to the evidence with rayiws saxd is to be
regarded as genuine. Copyists would have added a more
familiar word as eiféwg, or at least as, with D, raséws (xiv. 21).
~ax b does not occur at all elsewhere in Luke; still the omis-
sion is not to be explained by this fact, but simply as an old
clerical error. — =7y ororiv] v has decisive Mss. against it, and
i3, according to Lachin. and Tiscly, to be deleted as an addition.
— Ver. 23. é&iyzavreg] B L RRX N, Vulg., It. Copt. Sahid. have
gépere. So Tisch.  The participle is an attempt to improve the
style. D also testifies in favour of the imperative by éviyxars
(ver. 22).— Ver. 24 xai dmor.] zai is rightly condemned by
Griesb., on decisive evidence, and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.
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The second 7:, however, has against it, in D Q, min., evidence
too feeble for it to be deleted.  Yet, according to A B L N* it
must be placed orfure awor. (Lachm. Tisch.). The position astrr
am=er. 15 @ harmonizing of it with wzp. 7v. — Ver, 32. Instead of
avilzen, read with Tisch., following B L D A ¥, min., ¢Zznee. The
former is from ver. 24 — In the same manner is to be explained
the omission of z«i before amor. in Tisch. (following D X w).
But #v is here to be deleted, on decisive Mss., (Lachm. Tisch.;
condemned also by Griesb.).

Vv. 1, 2. Introduction to a new, important, and for the most
part parabolic set of discourses (down to xvii. 10), which
were uttered after the incidents previously narrated on the
continuance of the journey (xiv. 23), and are sct forth by
Luke in accordance with his source of the story of the journcy.
After that exacting discourse, to wit, xiv. 25-35, muny of
the publicans and sinners at once attached themsclves to
Jesus (which psychologically was intelligible enough); and ¢
was so far from rejecting themn, that Ie even fraternized with
them at table. This arouses the murmuring of the Pharisces,
and thereupon He takes the opportunity of directing the dis-
course as far as xv. 32 to tkese (ver. 3), and then of address-
ing xvi. 1-13 tv His jfollowers; whereupon He again being
speciully induced (xvi. 14) discourses anew against the
Pharisces (xvi. 15-51), and finally closes the scene with
instructions to Ilis disciples. — jjoav éynid] They were actually
engaged in, busied with, drawing near to Ilim. The wsual
view: solebont accedere, is arbitrary, beeanse in that way the
connection with what precedes is necdlessly abandoned. —
avtes] a hyperbole of simple narrative.  The throng ol
such people beeame greater and greater.  Comp. v. 29 f —
xai ol apapt.] as Matt. ix. 10. — Sieyoyyvlov] Sut “ certandi
significationem addit,” ILermaam, ad Feger. po 856, Hence
always ol scvevel, whose @lternefe murmuring is meant, xix, 7;
Leclus, xxxiv, 24 Exo xvio 2, 8§, xvil. 3, and elsewhere;
Hcliodor. vii. 27. — mpoadexerar] recrires them, does not reject
them, Tt is quite general, and ouly with «. cvvecfier avrois
does any special meaning come in.

Vv. 4-7. Comp. on Matt. xviii. 12-14  Dut in Luke
there is still the primitive freshness in the pictorial repre-
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senlation, neverthicless the reference and the application are
different. — émi] after, with the purpose of fetching it.  See
Bernhardy, p. 252. — Ver. 5. émwi 1. dpovs éavrod] on lis own
shoulders ; éavrot strengtheus the description of the joyous
solicitude which relieves the Dleloved creature from further
running alonc. — ¢pihovs] Linsmen, as at vil, 6.— Ver. 0.
éorac] The future refers to every circumstance of the kind
that occurs. — 3} éwt x.7.A.] As to 7 without a preceding com-
Jrarative, see on Matt. xviil. §, and Duttmann, Newt. G p. 309
[E. T. 360]. By the nincty and nine rightcous Jesus means
the legally righteous, whom He characterizes by ofrives (quippe
gui) ob xpelav &y. perav. from the legal standpoint, not from
that of the inner character. They nced not repentance, so far
as they have not swerved from the standard prescribed by
the law, while in a purely moral relation their condition
sy be altogether different, and as a rule was altogether
different (as in the case of the Pharisees). Hence, moreover,
is explained the greafer joy over a single sinner that repents.
The eldest son in the parable of the prodigal son is distine-
tively and aptly described as such a righteous man, so that,
in accordance with the context, an actually virtwous man (as
wsually) cannot be conceived of, for in that case the greates
joy would have to be regarded as only an anthropopatiic detail
(* quia insperata aut prope desperata magis nos afficiunt,”
Grotius).

Vv. 8-10. The same teaching Dy means of a similar
parable, which, however, is not found also in Matthew, yet
without express repetition of the comparative joy. — ovyra-
AetTas] convocat sibi, describing the action more precisely thau
ovykalel, ver. 6. Cowmp. ix. 1, xxiii. 13; Acts x. 24,
xxviil. 17.— évam. 7. dyyéhwy 7. feod] a special expression
of what is meant by év 7 obpavg, ver. 7. The joy of God
is rendered perceptible, as He, surrounded by the angels, allows
it to be recognised in the presenee of them. Comp. xii. 8.

Ver. 11. Jesus Himself has very definitely declared the
doctrinal contents of the two foregoing parables, vv. 7, 10.
In order now by more special detail and by all the liveliness
of contrast to make palpable this doctrine, and especially the



200 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

growth and course of sin, the crowth and conrzse of repentance,
*the joy of God thercupon, and the demeanour ol the lecally
righteons towards this joy, Tle adds a tlird parable, as distin-
vuished and complete in its psyehological delicaey and it=
pictnresque  truth in depicting human  circamstances  and
affections as in its clear and prolound insight into  the
divine disposition,—the pear]l among the doctrinal ntterances
of Jesus, which are preserved to us by Luke alone, and among
all parables the most beantiful and nmost comprehensive.  The
pavable has Mothing to do with Matt. xxic 28-30 (in opposi-
tion to Holtzmann, p. 155), nor is it a new form of the parable
of the lost sheep (Eichthal). Dy the yowagrst son Jesus
denotes generally the sinner who vepeads, by the eldest son
wenerally the /legally vighteous; not specially by the former
the publicons, and by the latter the Pherisees (so also Wittichen,
Idee Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 35 {1.); the application, however,
of the characteristic featnres in uestion to both of these could
not he mistaken any more than the application of the doctrine
declared in ver. 7. The interpretation of the two sons—of
the eldest by the Jews, of the youngest by the Genfiles, in
accordance with the relation of both to Christianity (alveady
Augnstine, Quoest. e i, 33 5 Bede, and others; recently carried
out in great detail, especially by Zeller in the Theol. Jakih,
1843, p. 81 L; Daur, @brd. 1845, p. 522 £ Baur, . krnon.
Erang. p. 510 5 comp. Schiwegler, Nochapost, Zedalter, T1
p. 47 £ Ritsehl, Eeang. Moreivns, p. 282 £ Volkwar, Keany.
Mrcions, p. GG L, 248 Tilgenfeld, Eeany. p. 198 ; Schenkel,
p. 195)-—confuses the applicability of the parable with s
necaston. and purpose, and was in the lighest degree weleome
to the view which attributed to the gospel a tendential
reference to later concrete conditions; but, in accordance
with the occasion of the whole discourse as stated at vv. 1, 2,
and in accordance with the doctrine of the same declaved at
vv. 7, 10, 1t is wholly mistaken, comp. Kostlin, p. 225 {T. Tt
Jid not at all enter into the perpose of the eompilution to refer
to such a secondary interpretation (in opposition to Weizsiicker),
Moreover, the more this parable is a trivmph of the purely
ethical agpeet of the teaching of Jesus, and the more important
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it is on the side of practical Christianity, so much the more
have we to guard against attaching undue significance to
special points which constitute the drapery of the parable,
and to details which are merely artistic (Ifathers, and espe-
cially Catholic expositors down to the time of Schegg and
Bisping, partially also Olshausen). Thus, for example, Augns-
tine understood by the squandered 1neans, the tmage of God ;
by the Awuds, the tndigentic verbi veritatis; Dby the citizen of
the far country, the devil ; by the swine, the demons; by the
hwisks, the doctrinas sacerlares, ete. So, in substance, Ainbrose,
Jerome, and others. Diverging in certain particulars, Theo-
phylact and Euthymius Zigabenus.

Vv. 12, 13. ‘O vewrepos] vedrepoy 6¢ ovoudler Tov dpap-
TwNOY @5 vnmioppova kal evefamdTyrov, Euthymius Zigabenus.
— 70 émBarnoy pépos] the portion fulling to vy share, that
which belongs to me, Herod. iv. 115; Dem. 512. 2, 317. 1
Diod. Sic. xiv. 17; DPolyb. xviii. 24. 1, vi. 34 1, and else-
where. See also Wetstein and Kypke, I. p. 289.  According
to the Hebrew law of inheritance, there fell to the younger
«on only half as much as the first-born received (Deut.
xxi. 17 ; Michaelis, Mos. R. § 79 ; Saalschiitz, p. 820 £). The
son asks that this his future portion of inheritance be given
to him in advance. The father greats “ non quod oportebat,
sed quod licebat facere,” Maldonatus.  An agreement, accord-
ing to an approximate estimate, must be presupposed. Dut
the granting of his request is o necessary part of the parable,
on account of human freedone. “ Discedentes a se non pro-
hibet, redeuntes amplectitur,” Maldonatus. — &iether adrois]
to Loth the sons, in such wise, however, as to reserve to him-
«elf until his death the right of wsufruct over the portion of
the eldest, and the latter remained in his service, vv. 29-31.
-—tov Biov] Mark xii. 44; Luke viil. 43 : that whercon the
Jaindly lived, i.c. nothing clse than their meens. Hesiod. Op.
230. 375 ; Herod. i. 31, viii. 51, and frequently. Paulus
(comp. Michaelis) makes, withont reason, a distinction betieen
this and oveia, which, according to him, is the w/hole means,
saying that the father, however, divided merely %is stock of
provisions, not his capital.  See, on the other lLand, ver. 31,
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— Ver. 15, per’ ov woAX. jjuép.] The grecdiness for unlimitid
pleasure urged him to haste. — amwavra] what, namely, he had
received as his portion of the inheritance, partly 7 nafv e,
partly in money in settlement of what could not be taken
with him. — dowtws] recklessly, Dem. 1025, 19 ; Josephus,
Antt. xii. 4. 8. Comyp. on Epl. v. 18, The sinful natuie 4~
deceloped from an independence which, under the wnjluence of
sinful longing, shakes itse(f loose froimn God (comp. Ps. 1xxiii. 27)
by the satisfaction of tmmoral pleasure.

Vv, 14-17. The divine ordinance of external misery, hoir-
ceer, i connection with the consequences of sin, redrwalkens
consideration and scf-knowledge and the craving ajter God!
— ioyvpd] (see the eritical remarks) comyp. on iv. 25. — kata
Ty xwpar] rata of extension, throvyhout, as viiil. 39. Winer,
D- 356 [E T. 499). — «ai adros] and he, on his part. —
npkato]l The commencement of his new state is regarded as
important. — Ver. 15. éxoAA70n] he cluwe to, attached himself to,
makes the obtrusiveness of his action palpable. — «ai émreprer
adror] The previous object becomes the subject. Sec Stall-
baum, ad Protag. p. 320 A, B; Kiihner, «d Xen. Anad. i 4.5
Bernhardy, p. 468. — Booxew yolpovs] fo keep swine; what an
ienominous occupation for the ruined Jew f — Ver. 16. yeuioar
7. kotAlav adTod] to fill his belly (comp. Themist. Or. xxiii. p.
243 D); a choice expression lor the impetuous eraving of the
hungry man. — amwo] from, t.c. hy means of a portion, as with
verbs of cating, Winer, p. 179 [E. T. 248] — kepariov]
Cornicle, the sweetish {ruit of the locust-tree (cerafonic siligra
ol Linnacus), used as fvod for swine, and by the poor as
a means of nourishment, Galen. VI. p. 355, Sce Bochart,
Ilievoz. 1. p. 708 ; Rosenmiiller, Morgral. V. p. 198 £ ; Robin-
son, Ped. TIL 1. 272, — . ovbets €6idov alre] not food (Wolf,
Losenmiiller, Paulus), but, according to the context, kepdtia.
When the swine driven home were fed therewith, which was
the occupation of others, e was hungry even for that brutish
provender, and no one gave it to him.  No man troubled him-
self concerning the hungry one, to satisfy him even in this
manner.  That he should eat with the swine is appropriately
Lot recarded as a possibility.  Morcover, it is not presupposed
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that he received std/l worse food than wxepdmia (Kuinoel, de
Wette), but only that he received his maintenance on account
of the famine in excessively small guantity, by reason whereot
his hunger was so great that he, etc. — Ver. 17. eis éavrov 8¢
éNfav] els éavtov preceding, in contrast to the external misery,
but Laving come to himself (i.c. having recovered his senses).
See examples in Kypke. Comp. év éavrg vyiveafar, Xen.
Anab. i 5. 17; Acts xii, 11. It is the moral self-understand-
ing, which had become strange and remote to him, in respect
of his condition and his need. — mepiao. and Aiug are cor-
relative ; &pTwy is not contrasted with xepatiots (Olshausen),
but weptoa. dpt. is the contrast to the little bread, which did
not appease his hunger.  mepisaedovrar (see the critical
remarks) is passive.  They are provided with more than envugh,
receive superfluity of bread, Matt. xiii. 12, xxv. 29.  Comj.
mepioaevery Twwd, 1 Thess. iii. 12; Athen. ii. p. 42 D.

Vv. 18, 19. With this coming to himself and longing is
associated the corresponding determination, namely, to turi
back to God, to confess to Hum his guilt end unworthiness, and to
petition for grace. In this petition, however, the humility which
belongs to the consciousness of guilt sets aside the thought of
complete Testoration. — els Tov obpavov] against heaven. Comy.
Matt. xviii. 15, 21, and elsewhere ; eis To Geiov, Plat. Phacdr.
- 243 C.  Heaven does not denote God, but is, as the abode
of the Godhead and of the pure spirits, pcrsonificd, so that this
holy heavenly world appears as injured and offended by sin.
— évamiov got] comp. 1 Sam. vii. 6,x.1; Ps. li.4; Tob.iii. 3;
Judith v. 17 ; Susann. 23. The meaning is: I have so sinned
that I have transgressed before Thee, ie. in rclation to Thee.
The moral relation of the deed to the offended subject is thus
rendered palpable, as though this subject had suffered in
respect of the deed; the moral reference is set forth as wisible.
Grotius, morcover, well says: “ Non in aetatem, non in malos
consultatores culpam rejieit, sed nudam parat sine excusatione
confessionem.” — Ver. 19. odxére] not: not yet (Paulus), but:
no longer. — moinaov we x.7.N.] 4.c place me in the position of
being as one of thy day-labourers. Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20 ; Isa.
xli. 15. TlMithout @s the petition would aim at the result of
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making him a day-labourer; wifl @s its purport is: although
he is a son, yet to place him no otherwise thai {f he were
one of the day-labourers.

Vv, 20=-24. (ful's eoipassion in the carvying out of the
vepeadant vesolee s wfter it s caevicd out, the joyous receiving of
Iim. again to perfect sopship, — wai avaords k.7.)] the resoln-
tion is no sooner taken than its execution begins. —mpos 7.
waTépa éavtov] to his own futher; no other became the refuge
of the unhappy son. There is an affecting touch in éavrobd.
— watedidnaev] he Lissed him again and again ; sce on Matt.
xxvi. 48, —Ver. 21, The woinoor pe ws €va 7. pal. gov of
ver. 19 is repressed by the demeanour of his father's love;
the deeply moved son cannot bring these words to his lips in
the presence of such paternal affection. A psvehologically
delicate and significant representation. — Ver. 22, “ I'ilio re-
spondet re ipsa,” Bengel. — arodny iy wpdTnv] « robe, the first
that we have in the bouse—to wit, according to its rank
aud worth, Ze. Ty Tepwordrny, Euthymius Zigabenus. The
idea—the one that had picriously been aworn by him (Theophy-
lact, Calovius), which would be the righteousness lost in
Adin—is opposed to ver. 13 in the service of dogmatic inter-
pretation.  Morcover, avtod would have been added in that
connection.  With regard to the article after the anarthrous
substantive, see Winer, p. 126 f. [ T. 174f). The orory
is the long and wide overcoat of the people of distinction,
Mark xii. 38, xvi. 55 Rev. vio 11, The Saxrvlios, i.c. sigudt
ring (Merod. ii. 38), and the Imodjpara (slaves went Dbarve-
fuoted), are sizns of the free man, which he who had returned
was to be as a son of the house. — Ver. 23. Tov poayov Tov

o:7.} the well-known one which stands in the stall. — @doare]
saughter, as at ver. 30, not: seerifice (Llsner). — dayivres

cvppavl.] not: lucti eprlemusr (Kuinoel), but : epulantes luctemu .
Beware of forced interpretations like the following: according
1o Olshausen (comp. Jerome, Enthymius Zigabenus, and others),
the oTony wpwry denotes the divine righteousness (Rev. iil. 18,
vil. 13, xix. 8); the ring, the scal of the Spivit; the sandals,
the capacity to walk in God’s ways (Eph. vi. 13): according to
Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophy-
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lact, and others, the fatted calf is Clvist ! Comp. also Tange,
Lo J. 11 1, p. 381.—Ver. 24. vexpos s x. avél. xT\] is
meant by the father in a moral sense: véwpwow pev xai dmeo-
Aetay @nol T Ao THS dupaptias, dvalbwaw 8¢ xai elpeaiw
T amo Tijs petavoias, Euthymius Zigabenus. A well-known
mode of speaking of death and life (Matt. iv. 16, viit. 22
1 Tim. v. 6; Eph. v. 14; Rom. vi. 13; passages [rom the
Rabbins, Schoettgen, Hor. p. 877 f.; from the classical writers,
Jornemann, Sekol. p. 97).  In favour of this view it is mani-
fest of itselt that the father says absolutely vexpos 7w, which
he cannot mean in the literal sense of the words; further,
that after the approach related in ver. 20 f. his soul could
be full only of the moial change of his son's condition;
finally, that he utters the same words, ver. 32, to the eldest
son, who, being acquainted with the previous condition of his
Lrother (ver. 30, could mderstand them only morally. The
utterance of the servant, 61¢ vyiadvovra abrov amérafey, ver.
27, is not opposed to this; for he speaks thus of the returned
son of the house, only generally of his condition as it first
presents itsell to him, beyond which the slave has not to
go. e has the right feeling of discretion, that respectfully,
in accordance with his position, it does not become him to
repeat the judgment of the father, hut rather to abide by that
external circumstance (that he Jies recedved Rime bk svund).
LEven this feature belongs to the lilelike delicate points of this
history. On all accounts the view 1s to be dismissed of Paulus,
de Wette, and Bleek : wvexpos, dead os far as I vu coneerned
(by his remoteness and his dissolute life, and dmolorws : lost,
in the scnse of disappeared). — evppaiveafai] to be gind.  The
feast is naturally understood according to ver. 23.

Vv. 25-82. The leyadly vighteous one.  Instead ol sharing
the diviue joy over the converted sinner, he is cuvious, regards
Limself—in respect of his legality, according to which he
has been on his guard against momentary transgression—as
neglected, and judges wnlovingly about hix Drother, and
discontentedly alout God. A striking connnentary on
ver. 7; and how fitted to put to the blush the murmur-
ing Pharisees aud scribes, ver. 2! — cuvudwr. x. xopor] not:
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the singing and the dancing Luther), but, without the article:
coneert and choral donce, 51!‘1."3, .‘I'ginp, Music and dancing (comn-
monly given by hired people) belonged to the entertainments
of solemn festivals.  See Matt. xiv. 6 ; Rosemniiller, Jorgenl.
/i loe. ; Wetstein, — Ver. 26. 7( eip Tadral what this would be
llely to signify. Comp. Acts x. 17, See Matthiae, § 488. 7;
Kriiger, ad Yea. Anab. 1. 10. 14— Ver, 27. The slave men-
tions only the fatted calf, because this happened to be most
closely associated with the festival of music and dancing. —
Uywaivorta] not: morally safe and sound (amoBalovra Tiw
vogov Sia ThHs peravoias, Euthymius Zigabenus, Kypke,
IXuinoel, and many more), but, as is only fitting in the mouth
of the slere (comp. on ver. 24), lodify safe and sound. —
Ver. 28. oov] in consequence of this refusal of the son.  Yet,
as with Lachmann and Tischendorf, the more strongly attested
8¢ is to be read. — mapexared] he cchorted lLim to come in,
—Ne spoke him fair; see on 1 Cor. iv. 13.— Ver. 29. «ai
épol] The €uof placed first has the emphasis of wounded selfish
feeling.  Contrast ver. 30. — €peov] « young Iid, of far less
value than the fatted calf! Still more significant is the read-
ing épigeor in B, Sahid. (a young ZXidling), which Ewald
approves, and the delicacy of which the transcribers might
easily have passed over. Comp. Matt. xxv. 33; Tob. ii. 11.
— Ver. 30. o vios aov odros] (his son of thine, in the highest
degree contemyptuous.  He was not going to call him his
brother.  On the other hand, the father, ver. 32: o adegos
oov odros.  1low Ditter, moreover, is: “ who has devoured for
thee thy liring)” and peTa wopvaw, as contrasted with pera Tédv
¢Adv pov!— Ver. 31. téwvor] full of love.— ad wdavrore
w7 X] represents to the heart of the jealous brother the two
ureat prerogatives that he had above his brother (hence the
emphatic av).  Thy constant assvciwtion with me (while, on
thie other hand, thy brother was separated far and long from
me), and the clrcwmstance that my whole possessions belong to
thee (as to the future heir of all, ver. 12), ought to raise thee
Juar above such envious dispositions and judgments ! — Ver. 32
evppavfirvar] stands first with the emphasis of coutrast, in
vpposition to such ill-humour, — &er] not to be supplemented
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by o€, but generally it was fitling or nccessary,—a justification
of the prearranged joy of the house, which, under the eircum-
stances, was a moral necessity. — &lnoer] (see the criticul
remarks) was dead, and has become alive, Matt. ix. 18 ; Joln
v. 25; Rom. xiv. 9.

Reaark.—(1) The exclusive title to the zinrovsmiz, which,
according to ver. 31, is adjudged to those who are legally
upright, has its justification <n principle ; of somrai viwou
dizaswdzcoras, Rom. ii. 13.— (2) For the adoption of sinners
into this prerogative, which belongs in principle to the legally
righteous, the parable indicates the method of self-knowledge,
of repentance, and of confidence in the grace of God (faith).
But the interposition of this grace through the death of recon-
ciliation, and consequently the more specific definition of that
confidence, Jesus leaves unnoticed, leaving these particulars to
the further development of faith and doctrine after the atoning
death Lad taken place ; just as, moreover, He in general, accord-
ing to the synoptic Gospels, limits Himself only to single hints
of the doctrine of reconciliation as seed-corn for the future
(Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28; otherwisc in John). — (3) As the reality
does not correspond to the idea of legal righteousness, He points
to the example of the son who has continued in outward con-
formity to the law, but therewith is proud of his virtue, unbro-
therly and unfilial, and consequently holds up to the Pharisees
a mirror for self-contemplation, the picture in which must tell
them low very much they also needed repentance (in order
to see the title in principle to legal righteousness realized in
themselves), instead of censuring the fellowship of Jesus with
publicans and sinners (vv. 7, 1, 2).
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CHAPTER XVI

VER 2. éwder] B D PN mine have by, which Dornemann
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 121, approves, and Tisch. has now
adopted.  Dut if it were genuine, it would have been changed,
not into éwiey, but into ébveaes.  The prescns came more readily
to the transcribers, henee also oduy was introduced. — Ver. 6
zai size] Lachm. and Tisch. have 4 8: sz, in accordance with
A DL RN min Copt. Theophyl (D has v oty The Lecepla
casily mwnmted n ﬂlL (onm- to vary the expression used in
the 1)1(-Lulmg achm. and Tisch. have e
ypdmpare, 1N uccordamte \\'ith BD L Copt. Goth, codd. of 1t
Soalso inver. 7. Rightly ; the singular came more readily to the
transeribers, hecause one writing was thought of (Vultr secd ionew,
Cod. Pal.:eheirograpliom, X: ri /puu.u.armu\ —VNor 7. zai véyer] rai
ix 10 be struck out, ag with Luchm. and Tiscli., In accordance
with B L R win. vss, as a connective addition, m»u- wl of which
D has 6 o:. — Ver. L éxiiarrs] LG II RN M 2V 1A a0 min have
ézreimnrs (A has fxreimers). D* D L ID N have ézizn; A B**
X, ézreimp, Several versions also read oneof these two.  Ience
the ]uu[i/rl has decisive evidenee against it Sinee to under-
stand the everlasting habitations as the wond for dioth, and
consequently to change it into the plural o readily suggested
itsell, 1 rvecard the sivgedor as oviginal, thongh not éxiisr
(Schulz, Scholz, Lachm. Tisclu)., bt éerzizg, sinee the importinn
authorities which read ézreizgz: (<o Matthaei) wre also i Lvour
of this present form; just as morcover, the aorist in itself,
according to the seuse (emn defieerils. presented  itsell most
readily to the uneritieal transeribers.— Ver. 180 The second
=iz has evidence so mmportant agains=t it that  (condenmned
hy Grieshach, deleted by Laclm and Tiseh) it must be re-
agarded as o mechanical vepetition. — Ver. 200 22 and 6z are
wanting in B D LN N min vs< Cloin Suspected by Gries-
bach, bracketed by Lachm deleted by Tiselie Bataf 72 had
heen swlded, zes would have heen inserted jnstead ol oz, after
the model of ver. 190 On thie other hand, after anZe 0x il
was casy Lo pass over a; which then also caused the omis-
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sion of #v.— Ver, 21, i riv] is wanting in B L 8* min.
vss. Fathers. Dracketed by Lachm.,, deleted by Rinck and Tisch.
A gloss, following Matt. xv. 27. — Instead of daéreryov is to be
written, with Lachm. and Tisch., éxérexo, in accordance with
A B L X & (D has #xeryo). — Ver. 25. 60, which Elz. Lachm.
have after a=éraBe, is not found in B D G H L&, min. vss.
(including Vulg. It.), Fathers; and in A it does not conee in till
after ocu.  An addition for the sake of the contrast. — dde is so
decisively attested, that 33 (I5lz.) can only appear as an altera-
tion for the sake of the contrast. — Ver. 26. Instead of iwdev Elz.
lias érebder, in opposition to decisive evidence. The more {re-
quent form forced itself in (¢wev does not elswhere oceur in the
N. T.). The entire omission of the word is too weakly attested
by D, Cant. Colb. Dial, c. Marc. — oi exsier] B D 8% Arm. Vulg.
1t. Ambr. Lachm. have merely ézeidsr.  Rightly; oi is an addi-
tion in accordance with what has gone before.

On the parable of thie dishonest steward, see Schreiber, /is-
torico-critica cxplicationum parabolac de improbo occon. descriptio,
Lips. 1803 (in which the earlier literature is detailed); Loeffler
in the Magaz. f Pred. TH. 1, p. 80 ff. (in his KI. Sthr. IL p.
196 1f.); Keil in the Anal. II. 2, p. 152 {f. ; Bertholdt in five Pro-
grammes, Erl. 1814-1819; Schleiermacher, S¢/.~. d. Luk. 1817,
p- 203 {f.; D. Schulz, diber dic Parab. vom Verwalter, Bresl. 1821 ;
Méller, neue Ansichécn, p. 206 ff.; Grossmann, de procurat. parab.
Christi cx ve provincialt Lom. tllustr., Lips. 1824; Rauch in
Winer's Kvit. Journ. 1825, p. 285 {f.; Niedner, Disseré., Lips.
1826, in the Commentatt. theol. ed. Rosenmiiller et Maurer,
IL. 1, p. 74 ff.; Balinmeyer in Klaiber's Stud. 1. 1, p. 271f.;
Gelpke, nov. tentam. parab. etc., Lips. 1829 ; Jensen in the
Stud. und Krit. 1829, p. 699 ff.; Hartmann, Comm. de occon.
smpr., Lips. 1830 ; Zyro in the Stud. ». Krit. 1831, p. 776 ff.;
Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 53 ff.; Dettinger in the Tiibingen
Zettschr. 1834, 4, p. 40 fI. ; Steudel, ibid. p. 96 fI.; Fink in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1834, p. 313 ff.; Steinwerder, 4d. d. Gleichn. vom
angerecht. Huushalt., Stuttg. 1840 ; Brauns in the Stud. w. Krit.
1842, p. 1012 {f. ; Francke in the Stud. d. Sdchs. Geustl. 1842, p.
45 ff.; Heppe, Diss. d. loco Luc. xvi. 1-9, Marb. 1844 (in opposi-
tion to Francke): H. Bauer in Zeller's Theol. Jakrh. 1845, 3, p.
519 ff. ; Eichstildt, parabolam J. Chr. de oeconomo impr. vetrac-

LUKE IL 0
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tavit, Jen, 1847 ; Harnisch also, e. Lilliiring des Gleichan, ele.,
Magdeburg, 1847; Wicseler in the Gott. 1iertelj.-Schr. 1849,
P 190 ff. ; Meuss, tn parab. J. Chr.de occon. {njusto, Vratisl. 1857 ;
Hoélbe in the Stud. w. Arit. 1858, p. 327 (.; Engelhardt in
“Gesetz und Zvugniss,” 1859, p. 262 {15 (Tylaw) in Meklend.
Kivehenbl. 1862, Nr. 4-6; Lahmeyer, Liined. Schulprogr. 1863 ;
Koster in the Stud. «. Kiit. 1863, p. 725 ff.

Ver. 1. After Jesus has given, as far as xv. 32, the need-
ful explanation to the I’harisees and scribes in relerence to
their inunnuring at His associating Himsell with the publicans
and sinners, He now turns also (8¢ xac) o His disciples with
the parabolic discussion of the doctrine hows they were to use
earthly posscssions in order to come into the Messicl's Lingdun,
For according to ver. 9 nothing else is the teaching of the
following parable, which consequently is, even in its vocabu-
lary (Kostlin, p. 274), similar to the parable at xii. 16 {f.
Every other doctrine that has been found therein has first
been put there. The évfpwmos whovaios is Mamnion, comp. ver.
13; the olkovopos represents the wafnrai. Just as (1) the
steward was denounced for squandering the property of his
lord, so also the wpabnpral, maintaining in Christ an entirely
dilferent interest and a dilferent purpose of life from that of
collecting carthly wealth (Matt. vi. 19 f.; Luke xii. 33, xviil.
22), must needs appear to the enemies, the rather that these
were themselves covetous (ver. 14), as wastelul managers of
the riches of Mammon (Matt. vi. 24), and as such must be
decried by them, ver. 1. As, further, (2) the steward came
into the position of having his dismissal from his scrvice
announced to him by the rich man, so also it wonld come
upon the pabyrai that Mammon would withdraw from them
the stewardship of his goods, 7.e that they would come into
poverty, ver. 2 . As, however, (3) the steward was prudent
cnouch before his dismissal, while he still had the disposal of
his lord’s wealth, to make use of the latter for his subsequent
provision by making for himsell friends therewith who would
receive him into their houses, which prudence the rich man
praised in spite of the dishonesty of the wmeasure ; so also should
the palnrai by liberal expenditure of the gouds of Mammon,
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which were still at their disposal, provide for themsclves
friends, so as subsequently to attain in their impoverishment
provision for eternity, the reception into the Messialh’s king-
dom. The more detailed explanation will be found on the
special passages. The text in itself does not indicate any
delinite conmection with what has preceded, but is only linked
on externally, without any mention of an internal progress
in the discussion: but He said also—as the foregoing to the
Pharisees, so that which now follows (o His disciples DBut
Jesus very naturally comes direct to the treatment of #his
theme, because just at that time there were very many publicans
among His pabfypral (xv. 1) on whom, after their decision in
His favour, devolved as their first duty the application of the
goods of Mammon in the way mentioned (xii. 33). It is just
as natural that, at the same time, the contrast with the Phari-
sees, just before so humiliatingly rebuked, those covetous ones
(ver. 14) to whom the mowely éavrols ¢pidovs éx 7. pap. Tis
adicias was so extremely foreion (xi 41, xx. 47), helped to
urge to this theme. Other attempts to make out the connec-
tion are arbitrary, as, for instance, that of Schleiermacher
(besides that it depends on an erroneous interpretation of the
parable itself), that Jesus is passing over to a windication of
the publicans, so far as they showed themselves gentle and
beneficent towards their people; or that of Olshausen, that
He wishes to represent the compassion that in ch. xv. He has
exhibited 7n God, now also in ch. xvi. as the duty of men.
Jut there is no reason for denying the existence of any connec-
tion, as de Wette does.— mpos 7. pabyr. adrol] not merely
the Twelve, but the disciples in the morc extended sense, in
contrast with the opposition which was likewise present.
Comp. Matt. viii. 21; Luke vi. 13, vii. 11, xix. 37, and else-
where. The parable had the first reference to the publicans
that happened to be among them (xv. 1), but it concerned
also, so far as there were generally still wealthy people among
them, the disciples in general. Sece above. — dvpwmos Tis
N mhovoios] not to be defined more particularly than these
words themselves and vv. 5-7 indicate. To think of the

1 Not as Wiescler will have it, beside the Pharisees, to IIis disciples aleo,
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Romans (Schleiermacher), or the Roman Emperor (Grossmann'),
in the interpretation, is quite foreign to the subject. More-
over, it is not, as is wsually explained, God*® that is to be
understood ; with which notion ver. S would conlilict, as well
as the circumstance that actually the dismissal {rom the service
of the rich man Dbrings with it the same shelter to which, in
the application, ver. 9 corresponds,” the reception into the

1 He finds in the sixovizos @ Roman provincial governor, who, towards the cad
of his oppressive government, has adopted indulgent measures, in order to earn for
himself the favour of the inhabitants of the province. ITe says that thence Jesus,
ver. 9, draws the doctrine that as such a one in worldly things behaved himsell
wisely for an earthly end, so in divine things prudence should be manifested, in
order to attain eternal life. Schleiermacher thinks that the rich man repre-
sents the Romans, the steward the publicans, the debtors the Jewish people, and
that Clrist intends to say, that if the publicans in their calling show themselves
gentle and beneficent, the Romans, the enemices of the people, will themsclves
praise them in their hearts; and thus also have ye every cause to concede to
them, even in antieipation of the time when this relation ceases (according to
the reading éxairs, ver. 9), the citizenship in the fasiasig . .

* Observe that this interpretation proceeds on an @ prioré basis, and is there-
fore improbable ; because in both the other passages, where it Luke &vlpwrés =5
Tasvgios is the subjeet of a parable (xii. 16, xvi. 19), the rich man represents a
very unholy personality, in which is typified the service of Mammon and of Juxury.

3 The usual interpretation (substantially followed also by Wieseler, Dleek,
Kéoster) is in its leading features that of Theophylact and Enthymius Zigabenus :
that the possessor of earthly wealth is not the actual proprictor, that being God,
hut only the steward.  If he Tas not used the wealth according to God’s will, ho
is accused, but dismissed by death.  Ience he should be prudent enough, while
there is still time, to apply the wealth entrusted to Lim charitably according to
God's will, in ovder to get into heaven.  Comp. Ewald, p. 209: ““Every rich
man, since he must again surrender all carthly riches at least at death, is yet only
placed over them as a steward by God, as by a lord who is far removed, but who
one day will claim a reckoning ; and he is certainly wise and prudent not Lo allow
the riches to lie uscless, hut rather, by his eflectual application of them, to make to
himself friends for the vight time ; but one ought only to gain for himself fricnds
with his riches for the purpose that in the moment when he must, at least as
constrained by death, give them up, he should be received by them iuto the
everlasting tabernacles of heaven.” Baur, Evang. p. 450 {I., proceeding from
the fundamentally Ebionitic view, says that the rich man is God in His
absolute dominion over all ; that in the steward is represented the elar osros,
whose doings, liowever, are determined by the adequate relation of the means to
the end ; that this prudence is a quality which even the children of light need,
since they must know how to set the eidv oi7o; in the right relation to the aiay
wéirdwv, and hencee to be willing to renounce all that pertains to the former in
order to attain the latter; that ver. 9 means that he is not at all to trouble
himsell with Mammon, but entircly to rid himsell of wealth, and lience (o
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everlasting habitations.  But neither is it the devil, as dpyor
Tob kG pmov TovToy, as Olshausen' would have it, that is meant,
since in the connection of the parable the relation to the
xoopos® In general, and its representatives, is not spoken of,
but specially the relation to temporal wealth? Hence 4fs repre-
sentative, 7.e. Mammon, is to be understood ; but we must not,
with de Wette, give the matter up in despair, and say that
the rich man has no significance, or (Ebrard) that he serves only
as filling up (comp. also Lahmeyer); he has the significance of
a definite person feigned, who, however, as such, was well known
to the hearers (Matt. vi. 24), and also at ver. 13 is expressly

use it for an object of beneficcnce, because the aiav of7os and the aidv péawy re-
ciprocally exclude one another. To this Ebionitic view of wealth, as of a benelit
in itself unlawful and foreign to the kingdom of God, Hilgenfeld also recurs.

! Hlis view is that the publicans may be conceived of as being, by their ex-
ternal relations, in the service of the &gxwy 7ot xiepov.  According to ver. 13, God
was to be regarded as the other true Lord who stood opposed (as the representa-
tive of the 35;\55/4”01 s vas alwviovs oxavis, ver. 9) to this oixodioweens. 1t was
just the prudent dizoxoprilov 72 Smdpyovra Tov avépimov wAovsioy, who in a right
manner serves this true Lord ; he despises the one in order wholly to belong to
the other; he labours with the possessions of the one for the purpose of the
other. But n opposition to his true advantage, therefore not prudently, does
hie act who, like the Pharisees, seeks to place the service of the one on an equality
with that of the other.  See, in opposition to Olshausen, Schneckenburger, le.

2 Midway between Olshausen’s interpretation and mine (of Mammon, see
subsequently), Schegg makes the rich man mean the personified xéomos. But
the idea of xésuos is here foo wide, the point in the subject is definitely the
being rich; hence also at ver. 14, @iradpyvper. Schenkel also has adopted the
interpretation of the rich man as of Mammon. Comp. Lange, L. J. 11. 1, p.
391, 111. p. 463.

3 This also in opposition to H. Bauer, Le. p. 52911, who finds in the rich
man the theocratic chiefs of the people, whose chief wealth was the theocracy
itsell. The oixoviuos must have been the Jewish Christians ; the debtors, the dpap-
Twhol and ivixol, to whom the primitive community more and more conceded a
shere in the Messianic blessings. The dismissal of the sixevigeoc was the excom-
munication of the primitive church ; the friends were the Gentiles, to whom a
portion of the legal claims had been remitfed by the Christians. The digging
and begging must be a new subjection under the chiefs of Israel, with which the
primitive church will no longer exchange their free position! The 3ixeedas cis
oixovs probably points to the necessity of restoring a perfect living intercourse
with the converted Gentiles! An arbitrary exercise of ingenuity, making an
Uorepov wgorepov of the parables of Jesus, by which they are wrenched away from
the living present and changed into enigmatical predictions. According to the
Séchs. Anonymus, the steward is even held to be Paul, who disposed of the
wealth of salvation for the benefit of the Gentiles,
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sanien.  The eoncluding wards of ver. 15 are the by of e
perable : lience. alse. it is not to be mainwined, with Kéeter, tha
a rich men iz only eonceived of with reference to the stewaml.
— aixarvuer] & Aviias doward, Tapip, who hed to take the super-
vision of the demesties, the stewardship of the household, dhe
rental of the property, ete. Comp. xii. 42, and swe eppe,
p- 9 f; Alrens, Ame¢ d. Schliissel, p. 12 Such were
wsnally sorevs o Lt it iz imphed vy §, 4 that the case ol a
Jres o 1s contemplated in this paesage.  To conceive of the
GiAeNOuOs A5 A Jurwiy of periven of the prepenty, is neither per-
mitted by the word nor Ly the context (in oppesition to I1olhel,
In the interpretation of the pamble the ecacrvues neither
1epresonts men in general. nor syecially the wvalthi (thus most
mterpresers, fullowing the Fathers), nor yet the Jereeldtiad
pruple and their leaders Meuss), nor sinners Maldonatue and
others’, not even Jivns Jsemrisd |Dertholdt), alsn nedher the
Dharise (Vitringa, Zyro, Baumgarten-Crusius ', nor the pnd-
fizany (Sechleiermaciier, Holbe), but the wanred, as is plain
trom ver. 9. where the ecnduct analowous to the ivhaviour of
the oixordéuos iz enjoined upen them.  The palyrai. cepe-
cially those whio were publicans Uefure they jassed over to

I Aveoniing & Zyra, the ineking of thee paratle &0 Yo Plearisese are stosmatel:
i 3 heaveuly tresoure—the law bt we are und:tkful stewscds. indulmnt v
vwanis yormives, strict tewands others @ s vitielrss, evel ye ame sivesuly doame!,
a3 wos lo IR The powad v o and «VeR vour |ewer atd vaur dignity wiil meu dis-
appear.  Therefore, as ye are like to him in your &lixia, be ye also like to him
in yvour i, strict towards yourselves, benevolent towanls others, and that
ol v Ao b Tetmgarton Umelis, Cheeist i - e g o -
disposition and conduct of the Plarisees in respect of the works of love—to
direet the disiphkes te approprimt: 0 theinselves suethitg theniof in a tting
manner. That, namely, which the Pharisees did as sinners in order to cover
their sins, and in so-called good works, the disciples were to Jo, not as sinners,
Tors in ordvd e vt by s3inpetiont s teim becim the daouslity of the nile-
tions of life. Bornemann also explains the eixsviues of the Pharisees.  See on
ver, . Welamm ko similariy istboguishe, o in the proralde @ the proviipad mim
(see on xv. 11), the primitire meaning (according to which the steward was a
Leathen fumctionary who oppressed the Jews, but afterwards took their part)
thoon U Weailing ottas del 10 it b N Comipoidr, am =t ding to whind the stawani
wag 8 17) ¢ of the unlelieving » 4 Jowm, wito might Pemdve 2 Tevorvioy of whe
Linglom o hrovem if due¥ 1ol ) the wne of thedr frlbow. bpliovers wie bol
tw omie UCLtistiabs, This is o sert @ daitlils manizg. wiizh meivhor ie sesll
vor in its twofold contents has any foundation in the text.
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Clivist, were concerned with temporal wealth, and were there-
fore stewards, not of God, but of Malamon. — cieBA78n adrn]
ke wus denounced to hiza (on the dative, comp. Ierod. v. 35,
viii. 22; Plat. Polit. viii. p. 566 B; Soph. Phil. 578 ; Eur.
Iee. 863, and thereon, Pllugk; elsewhere also with eis or
7pos with accusative). Although the word, which occurs only
in this place in the New Testament, is not always used of
groundless, fuls: aceuzations, though this is mostly the case
see Schweighiduser, Lex. Herod. I p. 154, yet it is still no vox
medin, but expresses, even where a corresponding matter of
fact lies at the foundation fas Num. xxii. 22; Dan. iii. 8, vi.
25; 2 Mace. iii. 11; 4 Mace. iv. 1, and in the passages in
Kypke, 1. 1. 296), Lostile denunciation, accusutivn, Niedner,
p- 321 Cowmp. the passages from Xenophon in Sturz, I.
p- 673. See also Dew. 155. 7, where the éiaBdMhovres
and the xéhuxes are contrasted. So also here; Luther aptly
says: “he was 1/l spoken of” Vulg.: ¢ diffamnatus est”
There was some foundation in fact ‘hence, moreover, the
steward does not defend bhimself), but the manner in which
he was denounced manifested a hostile purpose.  Thus, more-
over, in the relation portrayed in that of the pafnrai to
temporal riches, as the unfaithful stewards of which they
manifested themselves to the covetous Pharisees by their
entrance into the Christian couversion, there lay at the founda-
tion the fuct that they had no further interest in Marmon,
and were no longer ¢ehdpyupor. Compare the instance of
Zacchaeus. Koster sayvs wrongly that the hitherto jfaith/v/
steward liad only been slandired, and had only allowed him-
self to be betrayed into a knavish trick for the first time by
the necessity arising from the dismissal No; this knavish
trick was only the path of unfaithfulness on which he had
Litherto walked, and on which Le took a new start to get out
of his difficulty. Against the supposition of the faithfulness
of the steward, see on ver. 3. — a5 dtackopmilwv] as squai-
dering /xv. 135, de. g0 he was represented?  Comp. Xen. Hell.

! To gather from «; that the indebtedness was unfounded (Hilbe) is unjusti-

fiable. &; might also Le used in the case of a well-founded @:2725.2¢7¢2s, and henr -
in itsell decides nothing at all Comp. Buttmann, Neuf. Gr. 1. 263 TE. T. 307 .
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il. 3. 23: 8éBadhov ds Avpawipevoy, and Lhus frequently ;
Jas. ii. 9. It might also have been as with the optetive ;
Herod. viii. 90, and elsewhere. Erroneously, morcover, in
view of the present, the Vulg. reads (comp. Luther): quasi
dissipassct. — Ta Umapyovra avrob] therefore the possessions,
the means and property (xi. 21, xii. 15, 83, xix. 8), of kis
lord?

Ver. 2. T roiro drodw wepl agob ;] what 1s this that I hear
concerning thee ! quid hoc est, quod de te audioc? A well-
kunown contraction of a relative clause with an interrocative
clause ; Plat, Gorg. p. 452 D, and elsewhere.  See Kithner, II.
§ 841. 1; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. T80 ; Bornemann, Schol.
p- 97, and in the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 120.  Comp. Zest.
XII. Patr. p. 715 : 7i Tabra drovw; Acts xiv. 15.  The fre-
quency of this wusus loguend?s, and the appropriateness of the
sense just at the opening of the reckoning, gives to the inter-
pretation the preference over this: wherefore do I hear, cte,
Kuinoel, de Wette, Meuss, and others (comp. Luther, and so
early as the Gothic version). — dmodos x.7.\.] give the (due)
reckoning of thy stewardship. The master desires to sce the
state of affairs made plain. On Aoyor Sidovai, dmodidovac
(Matt. xii. 36; Acts xix. 40; Rom. xiv. 12), see Schweig-
hituser's Lex. Herod. 11 p. 74. Comp. Tov Aiyov amsrtouw,
Dem. 868. 5.— ob qap] for thow shalt not, etc. The master
decides thus accordinz to what he had heard, and what he
regards as established.

Ver. 3. This reflexion of the steward issued from the con-
sciousness that he cannot deny his guilt, for he sces his
disiissal as the near and certain result (agacpeirae, present) of
the rendering of the account demanded of him. 1f he were
to be represented as innocent, the parable must needs have
placed in his mouth a justification, or at least have assizned
to himn the corresponding epithet.  This is also in opposi-

! Therefore not the possessions of the deblors, to which result van Oosterzee
comnes, assuming that the steward had made the debtors (who were tenants) pay
more than he had given up and paill over to his lord ; in the alteration of the
leases he had only the right suwns introduced which he had hitherto Lronght
into account.
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tion to Francke! Holbe. —— &7¢] cquivalent to els éretvo 67,
see on Mark xvi. 14.— gxdwrew] in fields, gardens, vine-
yards; it is represented in Greek writers also as the last
resource of the impoverished ;> Aristoph. Av. 1432 : ordmrew
yap ovk émictapar. See Wolf and Kypke. — odx loyvw] not
being accustomed to such labour, he feels that his strength is
not equal to it.— émacretv] infinitive, not participial. On
the distinction in sense, see Maetzner, ad Lycurg. p. 165.
These reflections are not inserted with a view to the néei-
pretation, but only for the depicting of the crisis.

Ver. 4. The word éyvov, coming in without any connecting
particle, depicts in a lively manner what was passing in his
mind, and is true to nature. The aorist is used not as being
the same as the perfect, although de Wette will have it so,
but expresses the moment of occurrence: I have come to the
Inowledge. Bengel well says: “ Subito consilium cepit.” —
otav peracTald] when (quando) I shall have been dismisscd.
He thus expresses himself to indicate the critical point of
time, imminent to him by reason of the near experience that
he is expecting, after the occurrence of which the Séyesfas
k.7 is to take place. Comp. ver. 9. — 8é€wvrar] the debtors

1 According to Francke, Jesus desires to represent the risks of being rich in
the passionate rich man, who arranges the dismissal without any inquiry. FHe is
the indebted chief person. Tho steward is falsely accused : he is driven from
the house as not &dmss 3 but the rich man, first of all, drives him by his cruelty
to the &dixiz, which, morcover, was only a momentary one, as the (inequitable)
ypdppara were only once used ; while, on the other hand, they were only used
for the purpose of putting matters on an equitable footing again. In the latter
reference Dav. Schulz precedes with the assumption, that the steward wished
Lefore his dismissal to do some good. He assumes with equal eontradiction of
the text, that the setting down of the items of account was done with the know-
ledge of the master. Comp. also Schneckenburger, p. 57.

2 Hence—for the steward, before he decides on the expedient, ver. 4, sces
digging and begging before him—it is not to be supposed, with Brauns, that he
paid the amounts written down, ver. 6 f., from his own funds. Contrary to the
text, contrary to ver. 3 f., and contrary to =is #&dmizs, ver. 8, which refers to
that writing down. This, moreover, is in opposition to Holbe, who, in a similar
misinterpretation of vv. 6, 7, brings out as the meaning of the parable, that
‘“the publicans, decried by the Pharisees as robbers, etc., are frequently not so.
In spite of their being repudiated, they are equitable people, and frequently
combine with great experience of life and prudence a lheart so noble that
they acquire friends as soon as this is only known.”
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of his masler. of pnfijvar péAdovres, Luthymius Zigabenus.
See Buitmann, Neut. Gr.p. 117 [ T. 134] — oikovs] houss,
not families (Schulz), comp. ver. 9.

Vv, 5-7. Tav ypewdei\] of (he debtors, they had borrowed
the natural products named from the stores of the rich man.
This agrees better with the word, the opposite of which is
davetaTys (vil. 41; Plut. Caes. 12), than the notion of fenants.
— I'rom éra éxacTov it is scen that subsequently the firo
debtors are mentioned by wwy of cxample. — 7o kupiov éavrob]
By the debtors of his own master he knew how to help him-
sell. — wooov odeileis x.TN] Going to work promptly and
surcly, he questions their own acknowledgment of obligation,
which must agree with the contents of the bond. — Ver. (.
BdTous] o 8¢ Bdtos (N2) Stvarar ywpiicar Eéotas éBSourikovra
Svo, Josephus, Antt. viii. 2. 9. Therefore equal to an Attic
petpnTijs. — 8€kar] take away. The steward, who has the
documents in his keeping, gives up the bill (r& ypdupara,
that which is written, in the plural used even of one docu-
ment, sce on Gal. vi. 11), that the debtor may alter the number.
Usually, that he may write a new bond with the smaller amount.
Dut this is not contained in the words; moreover, for that
purpose not the surrender of the document, but its destruction,
would lhave been necessary. — xafioas] pictorial.  Tayéws
belones not to this graphic detail, xafiocas (Luther and others,
including Ewald), but to ypdyrov; the latter corresponds to the

haste to which the carrying out of an injustice urges. — Ver. 7.
érép] to anothier.  Comp. xix. 20.— wdpows] o 3¢ wopos (1)

Svvatar pedipvous drTekovs Séka, Jusephus, Anlt. xv. 9. 2 —
The diversity of the deduetion, vv. 6, 7, is merely the change
ol the conercete picturing without any special purpose in view.
Comp. already Euthymius Zigabenus.

Ver. 8. ‘O «tpos] not Jesus (Erasmus, Luther, Pred.;
Weizsiicker also, p. 213 1), but, as is proved by ver. 9, the
waster of the staward, to whom the measure taken by the
Jatter had hecome known. — tor olkovop. Tijs adik.] ¢dix. is a
venitive of qualify (sce on ii. 14), the vurightcous steward ; ol
sreh a quality he had shown himself in his service, as well by
the waste in general as speeially by his proceeding with the
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debtors!  The degmatic idea (Schulz) is out of place in the
context. Schleiermacher and Bornemann (comp. also Paulus)
construe 7ijs adikias with émprecer: iniquitatis causa. Gram-
matically correct (Dion. Hal. Rhet. xiv.; Joseph. Anft. xii.
4. 5; Bernhardy, p. 152; Kiihner, IL. p. 192; Dornemann,
Seliol. p. 98), but here it is in contradiction with the parallel
expression: éx Tob papwva Ths abucias, ver. 9.  Comp. also
0 kpeTis Tis dueias, xviii. 6. And it is not the adixia, hut
the prudence, that is the subject of the praise® as is shown
from the analogy of ver. 9. #s adicias is intended to make
it clear that the aster praised the steward even in spite of
his dishonest behaviour, becuuse he had dealt prudently. In
the dishonest man he praised “his procedure, so well advised
and to the purpose, with the property that still remained
under his control” (Schulz, p. 103), even although from a
moral point of view this prudence was only the wisdom of
the serpent (Matt. x. 1G), so that he was not the wioTos
oiravopos 6 dpovipos (xil. 42), but only ¢poveunos, who had hit
on the practical savoir faire.— 87¢ of vioi x.7.\.] Immediately
after the words ¢ppovipws émoinoer, Jesus adds a gencral
wmaxim,” in justification of the predicate used (¢ppovipws). Con-
sequently : “ Et merito quidem illius prudentiam laudavit,
nam quod prudentiam quidem attinet, filii hujus saeculi,
cte,” Maldonatus. Francke erroneously says (compare the

! The expression =%; 4dixiz; contains the jidgment of Jesus on the conduct of
the eixovopes, vv. 5-7, which, nevertheless, the master praised with reference to
the prudence employed. Ience =75 ddixias is decidedly opposed to the assump-
tion that the steward was honest, and it is only 2 device springing from necessity
to which Hélbe clings, that the faithlul steward is called oixov. 7755 ddixizs only
in the sense of his calumniators.

* We may imagine the master calling out to the steward from his own worldly
standpoint something like this : Truly thou hast accomplished a prudent stroke!
Thy practical wisdom is worthy of all honour! Comp. Terent. Heaut. iii. 2. 24.
But to conclude that the steward remained in his service, is altogether opposed
to the teaching of the parable (in opposition to Baumgarten-Crusius, Holbe).

3 Not a piece of irony upon the Pharisees (Zyro), as Brauns also assumes, un-
derstanding by the children of this world the publicans, who were contemned as
children of the world; and by the children of light, the Pharisees, as the educated
children of light. So ulso Holbe. Extorted by an erroncous interpretation of
the whole parable. Textually the children of the world could only be those to
whom the steward belonged by virtue of his unrighteous dealing (=% ddveius).
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“ perhaps,” cte., of de Wette) that 67¢ of vioi w7\ refers to
the émpveder o xUpros. This the context forbids by the cor-
relation of ¢povipws and ¢povipdrepor. The sons (see on
Matt. viil. 12) of this generation (M2 D?iv, sce on Malt. xii. 32)
are those who belong in their moral nature and endeavour to
the period of the world prior to the Messianic times, not men
who are aspiring after the Baciheia To0 Ocob rai Thv Sikaio-
cvvgr abrob (Matt. vi. 33). Comp. xx. 34. See examples
of the Rabbinical anby wa in Schocttgen, Hor. p. 298, and
Wetstein.  The sons of light are those who, withdrawn from
temporal interests, have devoted themselves wholly to the
divine d\sjfeia revealed by Christ, and are enlightened and
voverned by it, John xii. 36; 1 Thess. v. 5; Eph. v. 8. Tl
Jormer are amore prudent than the latter, not absolutely, but els
TNV yeveav Ty éavtdy, in reference to their own generation, ie.
in relation to thelr own kindred, if they have to do with those
who, like themselves, are children of this world, as that
steward was so prudent in reference to the debtors. The
whole body of the children of the world—a category of like-
minded men—is described as a gencration, a clan of connections;
and how appropriately, since they appear precisely as vioi!
Observe, morcover, the marked prominence of Tov éavrdv,
which includes the contrasted saying that that higher degree
-f prudence is not exercised, if they have to deal with others
who are not of their own kind. With unerring sagacity they
know, as is shown by that steward in his dealing with the
debtors, how, in their relations to companions of their own
stamp, to turn the advantage of the latter to their own proper
advantage.  On the other hand, in relation to the children
of light, they are not in a condition for such prudent
measures, because these are not available for the immoral
adjustment of the selfish ends of those men, as was the
case with those dcbtors who by their own dishonesty were
serviccable to the dishonest sagacity of the steward by the
falsification of their bonds.' Kuinoel and TPaulus, follow-
ing older commentators, explain: in relation to their con-

145 is thercfore Lo be taken in the quite usual sense of + in reference to, but
1.0t tu be twisted into: qter the maaner, or ajter the measure (Labmeyes), aml
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temporaries.  Dut how unmeaning would be this addition,
and how neglected would be the emphatic Ty éavrav!
Grotius, in opposition to the words themselves, explains: *“in
rebus suis;” Wieseler: for the duration of their life, for the
brief time of their earthly existence; Hélbe: in their own
manner, according to their own fasiion. Comp. Schulz, Lange,
and others: after their Lind; de Wette, Eylau: in their
sphere of lifc. — Moreover, eis 7. yer. kTN is not to be
referred to both classes of men (IXuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette,
Baumgarten-Crusius, Brauns, and others), but merely to the
viods 7. koop. 7. (comp. Dettinger, as above, p. 60 £.), as the
words themselves require it as well as the sense; for the
prudence of the children of light W gencral, not merely in
their relation to those like them, is surpassed by that prudence
which the children of the world know how to apply els Ty
yevear Ty éavrdw. On such wisdom the latter concentrate
and use their effort, whereas the children of light can pursue
only holy purposes with moral means, and consequently (as
sons of wisdom) must necessarily fall behind in the worldly
prudence, in which morality is of no account. As, however,
He also from them (rdyw duiv) requires prudence, Jesus says,

Ver. 9, giving the application of the whole parable for
His disciples who were present — xdy@ duiv AMéyw, not : xdye
Aéyw Uuiv; comp. on xi. 9. kdyd corresponds to the preced-
ing 0 xdpios, and uiv to Tov oikov. Tijs adik. As the master
praised that steward on account of his prudence, so also must
I commend fo you an analogous prudent course of conduct,!
but in how much higher a sense ! — mouvjoate éavrois $ilovs
T N] provide for yoursclves firiends, ete. It is evident whom
Jesus means by these friends from the final sentence, va
oékwrrar Dpas k.TA.  Those who receive you, to wit, are the
angels (Matt. xxiv. 31 ; Mark xiii. 27); and {Zese are made
Jriends of by the heneficent application of riches {comp. xv. 10 ;
to be explained from the mode of expression : =easiv is “EArzvag, and the like (see
Saupp, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 37).

1 An argument a minori ad majus (‘‘si laudari potuit ille . . . (uanto am-
plius placent Domino,” etc. Augustine, comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius,

Cornelius a Lapide, Maldonatus, and others, including Ebrard, p. 424) is a pure
importation,
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Matt. xviii. 10, xxv. 31, xxiv. 31).  Thus toey correspond to
the ypewdeherals of the parable, but indirectly.  Ambrose,
at so carlv a period, has this true interpretation, and very
recently Ewald.  The reference to God (Wolf, Kuinoel, Niedner,
and others) or to Christ (Olshausen), either alone or with the
addition of the angels (see also Bleck), is not appropriate, since
the reception into the Messial’s kingdom is the duty of the
ministering spirits, accompanied by whom the Lord appears
in 1lis glory (ix. 26). According to the wsu«l interpretation,
those to whom deeds of love have been done, the poor, etc., are
meant (so also Wieseler, Meuss, Lahmeyer), whose gratitude is
earned as the steward has earned the gratitude of the debtors.
But in this case fva S¢fwvrar duds must be subjected to a
strained interpretation. See Lelow. The éavrols, fo yoursclves,
standing emphatically even before moujo. m B L 11 &* Tisch,,
corresponds to the idea that the (higher) analogy of an appli-
cation for their own wse, as in the case of that steward, is to
be admitted.— éx 7ol pau. Tijs adik.] ée denotes that the
result proceeds from making use of Mammon, Matthiae, p.
1333 ; Bernhardy, p. 230; Ellendt, Zex Soph. 1. p. 550 f.
Sut Mamanon, the idea of wlu(,h is, moreover, in no way to be
extended to the totality of the earthly life (1iylau), is not to be
taken in this place as at ver. 13, personally (comp. on Matt.
vi. 24), but as aewter, as at ver. 11, wealth. — Tijs ddurias]
Genitivus qualitatis, as at ver. 8 : of the unrighteons Mmmon,
As at ver. 8 this predicate is attached to the sterrrd, hecause
hie had eeled unrighteously towards his lord, so here it is
attached to wealth, Leeause it, as in the case of that steward,
serves, according to usual experience (comp. xviii. 24 £3, as «n
iustrioment of wnvighicous dealing.  The moral characteristic
of the use of it is represented as «dhering to itsclf.  Other
explanations, instead ol being suggested by the context, are
read into the passage 1soldted from the context, to wit,
that of Jerome, Augustine! Calvin, Olearius, Maldonatus,
Lightfoot, Bertholdt, Rosenmuller, Moller, Dornemann, and
U Stll Augustine admits (Commuent. in Px. xIviii) even the communistic

interpretation @ “ quia ea ipsa iniguitas est, quod tu habes, aller non habet, ta
abundas ct alter eget.”  'T'lis is foreign to the context.
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others: opes njustc partae (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus:
os éE aduclas Onoavpiabévra, Tis éx Tob p7 Siapepilecfar Ta
mepLTTa ToUTOU Tois mévnow); that of Drusius, Michaelis,
Schreiter, Kuinoel, Wieseler, and others (comp. Dettinger and
H. Bauer): opes fallaces, or wealth whick .allures (LofHer,
Koster) ; that of Paulus (Excg. Handl.): that Mammon is
designated as unrighteous fowards the disciples, to whom lie has
comimunicated little; that of Schulz and Olshausen: opes
{mpias (Olshausen : “the bond by which every individual is
linked to the alwy odros and its .princes”); that of Heppe:
that wealth is so designated as being no truc actual pos-
session (ver. 11); and others. Morcover, a hidden rony
(Eylau) against an Ebionitic error of the disciples, as if they
had immputed to what is earthly in itself the character of
aderla, is remote from the words, since the predicate is taken
from the conduct of the steward. There are analogous ex-
pressions of the Targumists, in which the characteristic
peculiarity of Mammon is given by means of a superadded
substantive (as apws pon, v pend); see in Lightfoot, p. 844.
The value of the predicate Tijs adux., so far as the structure of
the discourse is concerned, seems to be, that this application
of wealth for selfish advantage is entirely conformable to the
improba indoles thereof, according to which it allows itself to
be used, instead of only for the purpose of serving the interest
of its possessor (Mammon), for the selfish advantage of those
who have it to administer. Tle epithet is contempluous. Ye
cannot, considering its nature, better make usc of so worthless
a thing! Bornemann, Schol. p. 98 {f, and in the Stud. .
Krit. 1843, p. 116 ff, finds the whole precept woujoaTe x. 7.\
to be in contradiction with the moral teaching of Christ, and
conjectures : o woujcere K.TA., “mnon factetis (nolite facere)
vobis amicos cx opibus inguste collectis,” ete.! without any trace
in the evidence for the text. And the doubt of Bornemnann is

! Bornemann assumes as the meaning of the parable : ‘“ Pharisacos Christus
ait de alienis bonis liberales esse, idque sui commodi causa, atque eorum praefec-
tos (&vPpwires mAovsies, ver. 1) non modo hanc in subditis perversitatem et
vitiositatenu non vituperare et punire, sed etiam laudare prudentiam eorum et

calliditatem. At suos id nunquam imitaturos esse Christus certo confidit,” ete.
This interpretation is erroneous, if only for the reason, that the steward is
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solved Dy tlie consideration that (1) Jesus does not bid the
aisciples provide themselves with Mammon in a similar way
to the steward (the steward did not provide himself with
wealth at all, rather he bestowed it on the debtors, but for his
own advantage), but to apply the riches which they, as having
hitherto been olkovopor of Mammon, still had at their disposal,
in a similar way to that steward, to make themselves friends ;
(2) that Jesus requires of His disciples to forsake all (v. 27,
xviii. 22 {E, comp. xii. 33) is the less in conflict with the
passage belore us, that at that time there were around Him so
many publicans and sinners who had previously entered into His
service (out of the service of Mammon), and for these the wonds
of Jesus contained the command to forsake all just in the
special form appropriate to the relations in which they stoed.
In respect of paBnrds, ver. 1, we are not to conceive exclu-
sively only of the Twelve, and of such as already Zad forsaken
all ; (3) our text does not conflict with the context (ver. 13,
as it rather claims in substance the giving up of the service
of Mammon, and its claim corresponds to the uy Onoavpilere
vutv k.7.\, Lesides allowing the idea of laying up treaswre in
heaven (sce iva dtav éxh. x.T\.) to appear in a concrete form.
— 67av éxhelmpn] (see the critical remarks) whea it fails, ic.
when it eeases.  Comp. xxii. $2; Heb.1. 12 ; Xen. Hell 5. 5. 2:
éxwv 8¢ Tjkew TdNavTa wevtakooia éav 8¢ Tavra éXNiT) KT |
1 Sam. ix. 7; 1 Mace. iil. 29, 45; Eecelus. xiv. 19, xlii. 2.4 :
and frequently in the LXX. and in the Apocrvpha.  This otar
éeh. indeed corresponds to the point of the parable: érar
uetagTabo, ver. 4, but signifies in the application intended to
be made—the catastrophe of the Farousie, at the appearance
ol which, in the oyfua Tob xeopov TevTov which precedes
it, the temporal riches come to an end and cerse fo eaist
(vi. 24 Jas. v. 1 {,; Luke xvii. 26 (1), whereas then the
treasures laid up in heaven (Matr. vi. 20; Luke xii 33,
xviii. 22) oceupy their place (comp. also 1 Thm. vi. 19), and

liberal with the property of his own master.  Consequently the Pharisers would
be represented as liberal, not de bonis alienis, but with the property of their
own caiefs.  In general, however, it is decisive against Bornemann that o
parable is intended to teach the opposite of itsclf.
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the complele dmary ol riches (Matt. xiii. 22) is revealed.
This reference to the LPurousie is required in the context by
the alwviovs oxqvas, whereby the setting up of the Lingdoue
(here also conceived of as near) is referred to.  The Lecepte
éenimyre ! would wmean: when ye shall have died (Plat. Legy.
Vi p. 789 E ix. p. 836 I5: Nen. Cyr. viil. 7. 206 ; Isa. xi. 10,
LXX.; Gen. xxv. 8, xlix. 35 Tob. xiv. 11 ; Test. X1 Patr.
P 524 . Duat after death that which is first to be expected
is not the kingdom of Messiah, or the life én Aeoven to which
refercuce is usually made (even by Bleek}, but the paradise in
Sheol (ver. 22, to which. however, the predicate alwviovs is
not appropriate (in opposition to Engelbhardt). MMoreover, Jesus
could not refer His disciples to the condition after their devt/,
sinee, nceording to the svnoptic Gospels (and see also on John
xiv. 3), He had placed the fSwrousic and the setting up ol
the kingdom in the lifetime even of that generation® (Luke
xxi. 32, ix. 27 . Hence the LRecepte is to he rejected even
ou these nternal grownds, and to be traced to the idea of the
later eschatology.  The eerrlusting tabernacles correspond to
the eis Tovs oixous alrdv iu the parable, ver. 4, and typically
deunote, probably in reference to the moveable tabernacles in the
wilderness (comp. Hos. xil. 10 ; Zecl. xiv. 106 ; Ps. exviii 13),
the kingdom of Messiak in respect of its everlasting duration.
Thus God promises in 4 Esdr. ii. 11: “lit dabo eis tabei-
aneile oelerne, quae pragparaveram illis)” where, in accord-
ance with the context, doubtless the kingdom of Messiah is
meant. — 8éfwrrar] not impersonal (Koster and others), but
in respect of @chovs, and according to the analogy of ver. 4,
the frieads provided are to he understood, consequently the
angels (see above); comp. Ambrose.  If ¢dihovs be explained

! Luther translates: ‘‘when ye faint,” but explains this of dying, when ye
““ must leave all behind you.”  Comp, Ewald (reading txsirynse) : when ye can
no longer help yourselves, i.e. when ye die. Contextually Meuss refers (ixAeiraze)
it to the last judgment; but with what far-fetched and artilicial interpre-
tation : *“ quando emigratis, scil. e mammone iniquitatis, gui adhuc refugio
vobis fuit! " ’

? Hence also the reading which gives the singular ixasizz (Wieseler ixaioy)
is not to be understood, with Wicseler : it he leares you in the lurch (indeath);
which, apart from there being no sxas expressed, would be very harsh.

LUKE IL r
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as denoting wenr, the poor and the like, since the text hints
nothing ol a future eclevation of these to the dignity of
stewards (in opposition to Meuss), 8éfwprrar must be under-
stood of the thanktul and welroming reception; but in tlhis
interpretation it would be strangely presupposed that the
diroe wonld be already in the everlasting habitations when
the benefactors come thither, or there must someliow be under-
stood a medinte Séyes@ar (Grotins ¢ *“ efiiviunt ut recipiamini ),
wherein there would be especial reference to the meritorions-
aess of s (xi. 41, see especially Maldonatus and Hilgenfeld,
the latter of whom reealls the preysr of the poor in the Pastor
ol Hermas); but for an interpretation of that kind there iz,
according to ver. 4, absuvlutely no justification, and as little
for an explanation according to the idea comtained in Matt.
xxv. 40 (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Wieseler) ; comy.
Luther (Fred): “Men shall not do it, but they shall be
witacssses of our faith which is proved to them, for the sake
of which God reccives us into the everlasting habitations.”
Luther, however, further adds appropriately that in this there
is taught no merit of works.

REMARK. — The cireumstance that Jesus sets before ITis
disciples the prudence of a dishonesé proceeding as an example,
would not have been the occasion of such unspeakable mis-
representations and such unrighteous judgments (most con-
tomptibly in Eichthal) if the yprinciple: o olwweals de 8ovrelen
rai puwwd, ver. 13, had been kept in view, and it had been
considered accordingly that even the padsrai, in fack, by benefi-
cent application of their property, wmust heve acted wnguithful’y
towards JMawinon in oxder to be fuitl ful towards their contrasted
Master, towards God!  In this wnyuidhfulness their prudence

T {lence also the expedient which many have adopted of maintaining that
attention is not directed to the morality of the steward’s conduet, but only 1o
the prudence in itsely" worthy of imitation (se¢ Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Michaclis,
Liililer, Dleek, and many others) must be regarded as mistaken, as on general
crounds it is gnaworthy of Christ.  The unfaithfulness which is represented is
manifested towards Marmon, and this was intendel to appear to the diseiplis
not merely as pradence, but also as duty.  Hence also there was no need fur
attempting to prevent the misunderstanding, that for a good end an evil means
was commended (which Kester tinds in vv. 10 13).  Einud (on Olshausr,
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was to consist, because that was the way to attain for them-
selves the Messianic provision. If further objection has heen
taken on the ground that in the expedient of the steward no
special prudence 1s contained, it is to be considered that the
doctrinal precept intended at ver. 9 claimed to set forth just
such or a similar manilestation of prudence as the parable
contains. On the other hand, the device of a more complicated
and refined subtlety would not have corresponded with that
simple doctrine which was to be rendered palpable, to make to
themselves friends of the unrighteous Mammon, etc.

Vv. 10-12. These verses give more detailed information
regarding the precept in ver. 9. “ Without the specified appli-
cation of the possessions of Mammon, to wit, ye cannot reccive
the Messianic riches” This is shown, on the ground of a
general principle of experience (ver. 10) from a twofold
specific peculiarity of both kinds of wealth, by the argument
a minort ad wiagus.— The faithful in the least is also faithful in
muchk ; and the unvighteous in the least s also unrightcous
in much' — a locus communis which is to be left in its
entire proverbial generality. It is fitted for very varied
application to individual eases. Ior what special conclusion
it s Zere intended to serve as a major proposition is eontained
in ver. 11f — mioros év éhay. is conceived as one united
idea. Comp. on Gal. iii. 26 ; Eph. iv. 1. — Ver. 11. In the un-
rightcous Mammon (here also neuter, and altogether as in ver.
9) those are faithful who, according to the precept in ver. 9,
so apply it that they make for themselves friends therewith.
This faithfulness is meant not from the standpoint of the
mammon-mind, but of the divine mind (ver. 13). — éyévesbe]
have become, before the Messianic decision,—an expression of
the moral development. — 70 dAnfwov] placed first as a more
cmphatic contrast to év 7@ dbike pap. (comp. ix. 20, xxiii.

p. 678 f.) says: that the dishomest steward is not so much a symbol as an in-
~tance of 2 man who, in the sphere of unrighteousness and sin, practises the virtue
of prudence ; that from him the Christian was to learn the practice of prudence,
Lt in the sphere of righteousness. But thus the contrast in which the point
would lie is first of all put into the passage.

! Views in harmony with vv. 10 and 12 occur in Clem. Cor. ii. § ; but to con-
clude therefrom that there is a relationship with the gospel of the Egyptians
(Kostlin, p. 223) is very arbitrary.
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S1): thet wlick s {ree, which is not merely a wealth that is
regavded as sucl, but (“dJesus loquitur ¢ sensu coelesti,”
DBengel) the ideally real and genuine riches (comp. on John
1. 9), Le. the salvation of the Lingdoin of Messiak.  Observe the
demonstrative force of the article. De Wette, Bleek, and
many others, following older writers, wrongly understand the
spirdtual wealth, the Spirit; compare Olshausen: “heavenly
powers of the Spirit.” It must be that which previously was
symbolized by the reception into the everlasting habitations
hence also it cannot be “the revealed truths, the Gospel”
(Ewald), or “the spiritual riches of the kingdom of heaven”
(Wieseler), the “ gifts of yrace” (Lalmeyer}, and the like. The
objection against our view, that meTedger is uot in harmony
with it (Wieseler), is nol fatal, comp. xix. 17. The contrust
indeed is not verbally complete (&8wxov . . . 8ikator’, hut sub-
stantially just, since auything that is unrighteous cannot be
7o dAnpfuwor, but the two are essentially in contrast. — Ver. 12.
€r 7o dAhoTpiw] another specific attribute of the temporal
viches, {n whot is alien, ie. i that awlich belonys (o another.
Lor we arve not the possessor, but Mawmmon (in the parable the
rich man whose wealth the olxovouos did not possess, bhut only
wmanaged).  Altogether arbitrary is the spiritualizing explana-
tion of de Wette, that it is “ what does not immediately belouy
to the sphere of light and Spirit” (comp. Lahmeyer), as well
as that of Holbe, “in the truth which helongs to Gol.”  The
contrary : 7o vuétepov, Mhatl which dis yowrs, by which again i<
characterized not spivitual wealth, but the saleation of t
Messionic eingdoin,—to wit, as that which shall be the propcrty
of man, for that is indeed the hereditary possession, the
whppovopia (Acts xx. 521 Ronw vilio 175 Gal. iil. 185 Eph.
i. 14; Matt. xxv. 34, and eclsewhere, the treasure laid up by
Lim in heaven (Matt, vi. 19-213 his woliTevpa in leaven
{Phil. 1ii. 203, not a mere possession by sfesrardship of that
whicli helongs to another as its owner, as is the case in respect
of carthly wealth. It is an arbitrary interpolation in I Gauer,
op. cit. p. 540 1, who understands éddyearor and @ANoTpror
as the @ducos pap. of the leye/ condition, Lo which is to he
attributed no abzolute significance.
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Ver. 13. A principle which does not cohere with it
JSollows (Holtzmann), but proves as indubitable the denial
which is implied in the previous question: “ye shall in the
supposed case not receive the Messianic salvation.” Ye are,
to wit, in this case servants of Manrmon, and cannot as such
be God’s servants, because to serve two masters is wmorally
impossible, Moreover, see on Matt. vi. 24.

Vv. 14, 15. The mocking sneer (éxpvernpile:v, xxiii 35 ;
2 Sam. xix. 21; DPs i 4, xxxiv. 193 3 Xsdr. i 53) of the
Pharisees, who indeed so well knew their pretended sanctity
to be compatible with their striving after temporal possessions,
Jesus, in ver. 15, discloses at its sowrce, which was the self-
conceit of their righteousness. vueis éorte w7\, yc arc the
people who male yourselves righteous (Le. declare yourselves as
righteous) before men.  Contrast: the dirine Suwealwois as it
especially became the substance of the I'auline Gospel.!  The
Pharisee in the temple, xviii. 11 f., gives a repulsive illustra-
tion of the Swxatotv éavrov, and le even ventures it in the
presence of God.—dém 70 év avbpwmors . kTA] since,
andeed, that which is lofty (standing in high estimation) oy
men 18 an abomination before (od.  Comp. Ps. exxxvill, 6.
Thence it is plainly evident that (iod knows your (evil) hearts,
otherwise that which is lofty among men would also be highly
esteemed with Him, and not appear as an abomination. This
generally expressed judgment of God has as its concrete back-
ground the seemingly holy condition of the Iharisees, and
lience is not indeed to be arbitrarily limited (multe, quae, ete.,
Kuinoel); but, moreover, neither is 1t to be pressed to an
absolute and equal application to all, although in relative
variation of degrees it is valid without exception. Schleier-
macher and Paulus find a coneealed reference to Herod Antipas ;
but this without the slightest hint in the connection could not
possibly present itself to the hearers; the less that even ver.
18 cannot be referred to the relation of Herod to Herodias

' To attribute Jixzisdvn as the fundamental demand of Christianity to the
‘itluence of Pharisaism on the development of Christ (see especially, Keim, Der
(feschichtl. Chr. p. 35) is the more doubtful, as this fundamental thought
prevails throughout the whole Old Testament.
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(sce already Tertullian, c¢. Marc. iv. 34), since this latter was
not forsaken by Philip, but had separated herself arbitrarily
from him.

Vv. 16, 17. The sequence of thought is: after Jesus had
declared His judgment on Ilis adversaries, according to which,
morcover, they belong to the category of the S8é vyua évamiov
7. @cov, He now tells them on the ground of what standord
this judgment has reference to them, nawmely, on e yround of
the Mosaic laar (comp. John v. 435), of which not the smallest
clement should losc its validity by the fact that since John
the kingdom of the Messiuh was announced, and cvery man
endeavoured forcibly to come into it. The stress lies on ver.
17, and ver. 16 is preparatory, but finds its motive in the fact
that the announcement of the kingdow, and the gencral en-
deavour after the kingdom which had begun from the time of
John, might casily throw upon Jesus the suspicion of putting
back the old principle, that of the law, into the shade. Dut
10 ; no single xepara of the law fails, and that is the standard
according to which ye are an abomination in the sight of God.'
The want of conncction is only external, not in the sequence of
thought, and hence is not, as with Schulz, Strauss, and de
Wette (comp. also Bleek), to be referred to mistaken recollec-
tions from Matthew. Already the source of Luke’s account of
the journey had Zcre operated in vv. 16—18, which in Matthew
has its Zistorical position.  Luke follows his source of infor-
mation, but it is not without plan that he has supplemented
from the Loy« (Holtzmmann), nor has he pieced the passages
tooether like mosaic (Weizsiicker). — o vopos «. of wpodijrar
€ws "Twarv.] We are not to supply (following Matt. xi. 13)
wpoedyrevaay (Luthymius Zigabenus, and many others), but

2

from what follows (see Kiihmer, 1I. p. 605), éxnpicaovro’

! Grotius and others assume as the couneetion: ““ Ne miremini, si majora
dilectionis opera nune quian olim exigantur ; id enim postulat temporum ratio.
. . . Mosis ¢t prophetarum lilri . . . functi sunt velut puerornm magisterio ;. . .
a Johanne incipit actas melior,” cte.  Against this is ver. 17, and, in gencral
(comp. Calovius), the manner in which Jesus Lionours the law (comp. ver. 31).

¢ Others supplement #eay (de Wette, comp. Ewald), which likewise i3 allow-”
uble, and instead of this Theophylact, correctly explaining, places elyn 7o
wepsv. Inthe place of the OMd Testament preaching bas now appeared sinwe
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As the law and the proplets were announced down to the time
of Jolin, so from that time onwards (even through John hi-
self) the joyful tidings of the kingdom of the Messial appeared,
and with what vesult! Every man® presses forcibly into it ;
“vi ingruit pie,” Bengel. Comp. Xen. Cyr. il 3. 69 : € xai
BuicaiTo elow ; Thueyd.i. 63. 4 : Budoacbas és iy Ilotibatay,
vii. 69. 4: Budgacbar é 7o éfw. Sce on Matt. xi. 12, —
weaeiv] to fall intfo decay, with reference to its obligation, the
opposite of remaining in force,  Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. §; Rom.
ix. 6; Ruth iii. 18; Judith vi. 9, and elsewhere; Herod. vii.
18; Plat. Eut. p. 14 . DMoreover, see on Matt. v. 18. —
The vopos, ver. 17, is not to be taken in any other sense thun
in ver. 16 (in opposition to Volkmar, p. 208, who understands
the moral law contained in the legal code); but assuredly the
continuance hiere declared, the remaining in force of the véuos,
is referred to its ideal contents. The reading of Marcion: 7w
Aoywy pov, instead of Tob wopov, is” not the original text, as
though Luke had transposed Matt. v. 18 into its opposite,
lmt an inappropriate dogmatic alteration (in opposition to
Dauwr, Hilgenfeld). Comp. Ritschl in the Theol. Jakib, 1851,
- 351 f.; Kostlin, p. 303 £.; Zeller, Apost. p. 15 f.; Franck
in the Stud. v. Krit. 1855, p. 311 f.; Volkmar, p. 207 ff,
whose conjecture, Tév Aoywv Tob Oeob, is, moreover, quite super-
fluous. Against the supposed antinomianism ol Lulke, see
generally Holtzmann, p. 397 ; Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 157 £
Ver. 18. See on Matt. v. 32, xix. 9. Of what Christ has
just said of the continual obligation of the law he now gives
John the New Testament preaching. DBut thereby the annulling of the law is
not declared (in opposition to Baur, according to whom Luke must have trans-
formed the words of Matt. xi. 13 to this meaning), but, as ver. 17 shows, the
obligation of the law is established in a higher sense. This is also in opposition
to Schenkel, p. 385, who, mistaking the connection, considers ver. 17 as an
assertion of the Pharisces, and ver. 18 as its confutation, but that already Luke
himself has ceased to perceive the relation between the two verses. Nay,
Schenkel even strikes at datt. v. 18 f.  Keim rightly says that Jesus nowhere

in the synoptic Gospels has declared the abolition of the law.  See his Geschichil.
Chr. p. 57 f.

L A pupular expression of the general urgency. Mence ~as is neither to be
pressed, nor, with Bengel, to be supplemented by Bizdsueres. Moreover, Bidleras
is not to be taken of that ‘‘quod fieri dcbeat ™ (so Elwert, Quaest. et observutt,
ad philol, sacr. 1860, p. 20). i
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an isolated eremple, as Luke found it here aheady in his
original source.  For the ehoice of this place (not the original
one) a special inducement must have been conceived of, which
Luke does not mention ; perhaps only, in general, the remem-
brance ol the varieties of doctrine prevailing at that time on
the question of divoree (see on Matt. xix. 3); perhaps, also,
the thonght that among those Tharisees were such as had done
that which the verse meutions (comp. Enthymius Zigabenus),
— The saying, however, in the mind of Jesus, serves as a
voucher for the obligetion of the lrir without exception, on the
oround of Gen. 1. 24, See on Matt. xix. 4 T ; Mark xvi. 6 1.
Olshauseu explains this of spirifual fornication,' that what
tiod had joined together (Z.e. the law according to its everlast-
ing significance, ver. 17), the Pharisces had arbitrarily loosed
(in that they loved money and wealth niore than God), and
that which Grod had lonsed (i.~. the Old Testament theocracy
in its temporary aspect, ver. 16), they wished to maintain as
abligatory, and had thus practised a twofold spiritual adultery.
How arbitrary, without the slichtest hint in the text! The
supposed meaning of the second member would be altogether
without correspondence to the expressions, and the Pharisees
uight have used the first member directly for their justifica-
tion, in order to confirm their prohibition of any accession to
the Gospel. As to the obvionsness of the coeception which
adultery makes in reference to the prohibition of divoree. see
on Matt. v. 32.

Ver. 19. After Jesus in vv. 15-18 has rebuked the
Pharisees, 1Ie now justisics in oppozitinn to them the doctrines,
vv. 9--13,on account of which they had derided ITim,-—show-
ing thein in the following fictitious doctrinal narrative (which
is not, as with Hengsteuberg, to be transferred to the repast
of Bethany) /0 what viches lead if they are not applied in. the
manacr preseiibed i ver. V, to the motely éavrd  didovs.”

Y Comip. also I, Bauer, op. cit. p. 544, who thinks the meaning is that Tsrael
is not to scparate himself from the Mosaic law, and not to urge it upon the
heathens.

2 The opinion, that by the rich man is meant Herod Antipas (S-hleiermacher,
Paulus), is a pure invention.
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Comp. Theophylact. De Wette (comp. Holtzmann) wrongly
denies all connection with what goes before, and finds set
forth only the thought: Blessed are the poor ; woe to the rich
(vi. 20, 24), so that there is wanting any moral view of
the future retribution, and hence the suspicion arises that
in the first portion, vv. 19-26, “the well - known pre-
judice ” of Luke, or of his informant, against riches and in
favour of poverty, is arbitrarily introduced. Comp. Schwegler,
I.p. 539; also Kostlin, p. 271, and Hilgenfeld, according to
whom the parable no longer appears in its primitive form, and
must have received from ILunke an appendix hostile to the
Jews. The moral standard of the retribution is at ver. 27 ff.,
so emphatically made prominent' that it is unreasonable to
separate it from the first part of the narrative, and (Strauss, I.
p- 632; comp. Schwegler, Baur, Zeller) to speak of the Essene-
like contempt of riches (Josephus, Bell. ii. 8. 3). — 5¢] transi-
tional, but fo put the matlicr now, so as to act upon yowur will,
etc. See above. — xai évedibuax.] a simple connective link,
where the periodic style would have turned the plrase by
meaus of a relative, as is done subsequently m ver. 20. —
woppup. . 8vas.] His upper garment was of purple wool, his
underclothing of Egyptian byssus (white cotton), which among

1 See also H. Bauer in Zeller's Theol. Jahrd. 1845, 3, p. 525, who, however,
understands by the rich man the Jewish popular rulers, and by Lazarus the poor
Jewish Christians (Ebionites), to the assistance of whom, in their hodily needs,
the Gentile Christians (the xdves) had come (Acts xi. 29 f., xxiv. 17, and else-
where).  Such [foreed interpretations readily occur if the parable is to be
explained agcording to assumed tendencies of the author. Zeller in the Theol.
Jahrb, 1843, p. 83 1., explains riches and poverty in the parable before us in o
spiritual sense of Judaism and heathenism ; according to Schwegler, however,
the similitude is, at least {rom ver. 27 onward, carried on in the anti-Judaic
sense.  Baur is of the same opinion, and lays stress upon the manner in which
the conclusion exhibits the relation of the Jews (who did not believe in the
risen Christ) to Christianity ; comp. also Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 201 f.  Weiz-
siicker also finds in it the influence of Ibionitic ideas. Comp. on ver. 1, xv. 11.
But in his opinion (see p. 215) the parable concerning Lazarus received @ wider
development, according to which it now typifies the unbelieving Judaism, which
does not allow itself to be converted by Moses and the prophets, and does not
believe, moreover, in the risen Christ ; the rich Judaism as opposed to the poor
Jewish Christianity (comp. p. 502). Thus, moreover, the whole parable, as

given by Luke, is turned into a $ozepev 7piregor on the ground of the abstractions
of church history,
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the Hebrews was frequently used for delicate and luxurious
materials, — Jesus does not give any awine for the rich man,
wlich is not to be taken, as by many of the Fathers, as a sug-
gestion of reproech (Euthymins Zigabenus relers to s, xv. 43,
and in general, the absence of the name i1s to be resarded as
unintentional ; for the poor man, however, even a significant
naite readily presented itsell to the sympathy of Jesus.  Tradi-
tion calls the rich man Newevys, which, according to a Scholiast,
appeared also in certain Mss.; as, moreover, the Sahidie version
has the addition : ecwjus erat nomen Nincuc.

Vv, 20, 21. In view of the siynificcnce of the nane, we
can the less conclude, with Calvin and others, foilowing
Tertullian, that this is an actuol history, since even at so carly
a period Theophylact describes the occurrence ol the circuin-
stances as avojtws!  Adlapos, ic. 7,7;”.5, abbreviated for MM,
Deus «uxilivm, as frequently also awong the Rabbins.  See
Livhtfoot on Jolm xi. 1. Not: W N, wweidin destituios
(Olshausen, Dammgarten-Crusius, and others).  Dut that any
kind of confusion with the Lazarus from Bethany had arisen
(de Wette) is a quite arbitrary conjecture.  Just as ground-
less, moreover, is it either to doubt ol the historical reality
of the Lazuus of the fourth Gospel and his resurrection,
beeause of the Lazarus of the parable being fictitious; or, on
the other hand, to support this historical character by the
assumption that Jesus in the parable veferred to the actual
Lazarus (Hengstenberg).  The two men called Lazarus have
nothing to do with one wuother.  The name which the
Lazarus of Dethany actually bore is here a symbol icollyy chosen
naue, and how appropriate it is!— éBéAAyTo] not : s laid
down (Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), hut pluperfect, heed luen
thrown down.  The poor sick man had been cast down there
i order to procure fur him what flell from the rich man's
table.  Even in Matt. viii. 6, ix. 2, the idea is not mercly
that of {yiny, but of beiny cont down. --- wpos Tor wviava)
there ot the gate (see on Matt. xxvi. 71), whicl led [rom the
wpoavrcor into the house.  The form etAkwpérvos (Lachmann,

! Nevertheless, the houses of the rich man and ol Lazatus are still slown to
this day on the Via dolorosa (Itobinson, 1. p. 587).
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Tischendorf), aflicted with wleers (from élxow), is convincingly
attested, and that in opposition to the usage elsewhere (ISur.
Ale. 878 : ikwoev; Plut. Phoc. 2: Td HAxwuéva); but it was
probably formed by Luke, according to the analogy of the
augment ol éarw and éAxveo (Lobeck, Paral. p. 35f). —
Ver. 21. émbuuav] desiring, craving after it. Whether Le
reccived of what fell or not is left undecided by the expression
in itsclf, and de Wette (comp. Bleek) leaves the matter as it
i3, there Dbeing, as he thinks, nothing at all said about what
wus done or not done, but only about a lot and a condition.
Dut the following aAXa kai x.1.\. shows that the craving was
not satisfied, whicl, moreover, presents itself « piiort according
to the purpose of the description as the most natural thing.
The addition borrowed from xv. 16 : «ai ov8eis €8ibov adrd, in
win, and vss., after mheovaioy, is hence (comp. xv. 16) a gloss
correet in sense. — aANa  kal oi kvves .T.\.] but, instead of
being satisfied, even still (xai, see Hartung, Partilell. 1. p. 134
the dogs came, ete.  An aggravation of the misery, and that too
not merely as depicting the negative evil of neglect (adlha xal
épnuos Tdv Oepamevaovtwy, Theophylact ; comp. Euthymius
Zigabenus), but also positively : the unclean beasts and their
licking (éméleryov) agoravating the pain of the lelpless
creature ! According to others (Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin,
Wetstein, Michaelis, and others, including Kuinoel, Paulus,
Daumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek), cven the dogs
appeared to have compassion upon him. So also Klinckhardt,
super pavab. de hom. divite et Lazaro, Lips. 1831. Dut the ddre
of contrast which dM\d must introduce would not thus be
made prominent, nor the «accumadlation which xal indicatcs,
nor would the whole strength of the contrast between
vv. 21, 22 remain.  According to Bornemann, the meaning
is: ob povov éxoprdafn ... d\\d kal xr)., “egestati ejus
micae de divitis mensa allatae, vulneribus sucenrrebant canes.”
This is opposed to the purpose of the doctrinal narrative, to
whicl purpose corresponds rather the wnmitigated greatness
of the suffering (ver. 25 ; moreover, the rich man’s suffering in
Hades is not nitigated).

Vv. 22, 23, "dmevexOijrar avtov] not his soul merely (“ non



236 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

possunt ingredi Parvadiswm nisi justl, quorum wnimae eo
feruntur per angelos,” Twrgun on Cantie. iv. 12), but the
dead person who 15 not buried (as the rich man was, ver, 23),
but instead thereot & eoricd away by the angels (“ antequam
eerederentur socii ex hac area, mortui sunt IR. Jose et Ii.
Chiskia et I Jesa; et viderunt, quod angeli sancti cos de-
portarent in illud velum expansum,” Idre Rabba, 1137 1), and
that too into Abrahain’s bosom, where he lives once more and
15 Dlessed (ver. 24f). Ewald also, and Schegg, hold the
correct view. The wusual device, that the Lurial of the poor
man was left without mention, as being worthy of no consi-
deration, is an evasion, the more arbitrary in proportion as the
narrative is a fictitious one, the doetrine of which indeed concerns
ouly the condition of the souls in Hades, while its concrete
poetic representation concerns the whole mean ; hence Hofmann,
Selriftbew. 1. p. 359, mistaking very inconsiderately the poetic
character of the description, calls our explanation folly. — eis
Tov konm. "ABp.] oA S pna, among the Rabbins also a
frequent sensuous representation of special Dlessedness in
Paradise,! where the departed referred to are in intimate
fellowship with the patriarch who loves them (resting on his
breast). Comp. Wetstein. See also -+ Mace. xiil. 16, where
Abraliam, Isaac, and Jacol receive the dead into their bosom.
The xoAn. 'ABp. is thercfore not of the same tmport as Paradise,
xxiil, 43, but ddraham 1s in Laradise (comp. on John viii. 56),
and has there received Lazarus fo Ais bosom.  The representa-

) Not of the heavenly blessedness, in respect of which the xsxrs *A5s. has
heen made into ‘sinus gratiae divinae, in quem Abraham pater credentium
receptus est ” (Calovius).  In this way dogmatic theology is at no loss to come to
terms with exegesis, naintaining that the sinus Abralae is not to be understood
subyjectively, ““ quasi ab Abralumo et in ipsius sinn reeeptus Lazarus sit” (and
this is nevertheless the only correct view), but objectively, as that bosom which
““ Abrahamum cen objectum fovet in complexu suo.”  Fven Leehler in the
Stwd. w. Krit. 1854, p. 820 f., doubts that an abode of Abraliam in Hades may
be meant ; but without sullicient reason.  Ilis reason, at least,—that the angels
elsewhere bring about the intercourse between earth and heaven, not between
carth and Sheol,—-1s not to the purpose.  For theangels have also, in the passage
before us, the service of mediation between heaven and earth ; they are sent
from heaven to the earth to bear Lazarus into Abraham’s bosom in the paradise
of Sheol.  The veveries of the later Jews about the angels in the lower paradise,
see in Eisenmenger, 11. p. 309 II
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tion of a wepast (Grotius, Dengel, Michuelis, Kuinoel, and
others) does not belong to this place, but refers to the Mes-
sianic kingdow (Matt. viii. 11). — rai éradn] so that there-
fore it was not with himm as it was with Lazarus, who was
carried by the angels, ete. Tt is usnally supposed by wuy of
addition to this: splendidly, iu accordance awith Iis  position,
and the like. This is purely arbitrary. — Ver. 235, Hedes
corresponds to the Hebrew Shro/, which in the LXX. is trans-
lated Dby adps, and hence denotes the whole subterrancan
place of abode of departed souls until the resurrection, divided
into Laradise (xxiii. 43) for the pious, and Gelicina for the
godless.  Ruth R i 1: “Ih descendunt in Paradisu, hi
vero descendunt in Gehennam.” That adns in itself does not
mean the place of punishment alone—hell, althongh the con-
text may bring with it the reference thercto, is very clearly
evident in the New Testament from Acts ii. 27, 31.'  This is
in opposition to West in the Stud. w. Kril. 1858, p. 265,
I'rom the Old Testament, compure especially Gen. xxxvii. 33.
The reward and punishment in Hades is a preliminary one
until the full retribution after resurrection and judgment. The
apper Paradise, which is in heaven, i+ not to be confounded
with that loicer one.  See on 2 Cor. xii. 5 £ — év 7@ adp] whick
region of Hades 1s meant, is shown by the context.  Moreover,
let it be observed that tlie poetry of the narrative transfers
even the rich man as to his whole person to Hades, see ver, 24,
whither he, however, comes down from the grere” — émdpas .
ogf. opa "ABp.] for « Paradisus et Gelienna it posita sunt, ut
ex une in alterum prospiciant,” Aidr. on Kecles. vii. 14, Tara-
dise i1s not couceived of as kiyher in situation {see, on the other
hand, ver. 26, but the rielr man in his torment has not yet

! Comp. Giider in Merzog's Encyklop. V. p. 442, aud sce Grotius on the
passage.

*In view of the poetic character of these representations, it is very pre-
carious (see Delitzseh, Bibl. Psychol. p. 429 1) to seek to gather {rom them
anything on the constitution of a peychical body in the intermediate state (to
give instruction on which subject is not at all the purpose of the narrative).
Neripture (even 2 Cor. v. 1) leaves us without any disclosure on this point ;
hence all the less are we to give heed to declarations of clairvoyants, aml to
theosophic and other kind of speculations.
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until now lifted up his eyves in order to look around him,
beyond his mearest neighbourhood. — év Tois xoiwors] the
plural, as is often the case also in the classical writers since
Homer.

Ver. 24, Kai advos] i he, on his part, as opposed to the
patriarel and to  Lazarus. — The poctical discourse as it
advances now gives us a’ conrersafivic from the two parts of
Tades (for Rabbinical analogies, sce in Liglhtfoot, p. 864 f),
in which, however, the prayer for the service of Lazurus is nut
om the part of the rich man continued preswmption ' (Lange, L.
JOII 1, po 304 “ that Lazarus was to be sent on an errand
for him ), but finds its motive simply in the fact that it ix
precisely Lazrerus whom he sees reposing on Abraham’s bosom.
The text does not go further, but leaves to be felt with sullicient
profundity what is the humiliating scversel of the relation
(that the despised beggar was mow to be the reviver of the
vich man). — 70 dxpor 7. 8axr.] cven only such a sutallst
~noling, what a favour it would be to him in his glowing heat !
Lange grotesquely conjectures that he asks only for such a
delicate touching, because he had seen Lazarus in the impurity
of kis sores.  In his condition hie certainly had done with such
refleetions. — U8atos] Genitivus wmuterivr.  Sce Bernhardy,
p. 168; Duttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 148 [E. T. 170].

Ver. 235, Térvor] an address of sympathizing patviarehal
love, — The emphasis of the refusal lies on améiaBes, which
is hence placed fivst: that thou hast seeedeed thy  goad
things ; theee ds aothing wore in arecar for thee as thy der
acquiftance (see on xviii. 30), hence to thy lot canmot fall
the refreshing craved.  Compare the améyew Tyv wapaxiy-
ow, vi. 26, T the rich man had not used his treasures for
splendour and pleasure, but charitubly for others (ver. 9), he
would, when that splendour and pleasure had passed away
from him, have still retained as arrears in his favour the hap-
piness which he had dispensed with. — 7a dyabi gov] ir the
sum of thy happiness. — opoiws) 1.c. dwénaBev év Tj Lwh adrori.
— 7a kakd] ie. the swm oof the cril, corvesponding by way «f
contrast to the 7a a@yafa ogov. Observe that alTed 1s nt

! Comp. also Bengel: ‘“ Adhue vilipendit Lazarum heluo.”
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added. — viv 8¢ k7] but now, the reversed condition! He
has the happiness lett in arrear for him; thou, the sufferings
left in arrear for thee! That Lazarus is not to le conceived
of as stmply a poor man and unfortunate, but as a piows man,
who, without special deserving, is a suffering vietim, is plain
by virtue of the contrast from the unconverted state of
the rich man, which bronght him into Gehenna, ver. 28 ff.
He was one of those to whom applied the paxdpior oi wrwyol
e, vi. 21, Only this is not to be concluded from the
silence of Lazarus before the rich man's door and in the bosomn
of Abraham (Lange: “ a princely proud, silent begaar—a
limmble Dblessed child of God without self-exaltation in the
hosom of glory ), fur the chief person, and thercfore the speaker,
is the 7ich man. — mwaparaieitar] sce on Matt. v. 4; 2 Thess.
it. 16. The notion that the earthly happiness of the rich man
had been the recompense for his Twa daperyr, and the misery
of Lazarus the punishment for his 7wa kaxiav (Futhymius
Zigabenus, Theophylact; comp. Rabbins in Wetstein), is an
incongruous reflection.

Ver. 26. Ewi waoge Todros] Morcover, i addition to all.
Comp. iil. 20. Nee on Eph. vi 106, and Wetstein. There
follows now after the argumentum ab aequo, ver. 25, still the
argumentum ab empossibile for the non-compliance with the
request. — ydopal « yawning chasm, eleft, frequently found in
the classical writers ; comp. ydopa wéya in the LXX. 2 Sam.
xviii. 17.  The idea of sweh a separation between the two
portions of Hades does not occur among the Rabbins, among
whom sometimes a separating we!l is mentioned, sometimes it
is said that the intervening space is only a hand, nay, only a
thread in breadth. See Lightfoot, p. 857; Eiscnmenger,
Entdeckt. Judenth. 1. p. 314 1. The chasm belongs to the
poctical representation ; the thowght is the unalterable separa-
tion. The reference to Hesiod, Z%eog. 740, where in Turtarus
itself is a ydopa (comp. Eur. LPhoer. 1599), is inappropriate.
— éomipieTac] is established, so that it is never again closed.
— omws] purpose of the petafd down to éorip. — Siafijvat]
puss over.— pn8e k.T\.] omitting the article before éxeiflev :
wnd therewith they may not cross over thenee to us.  The subject
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is self-evident.  The Lecepta ol éxeiBer would lave to he
explained either, with Buttmann, by supplying féxovres Sia-
Bivar, or as a case of attraction instead of of éxei éxeibev,
Kihner, IT. p. 519 Comp. Plat. Cratyl. p. 403 D; Thue.
viil. 107, 2.

Vv, 27 .51 What riches lead to when they are not applied
according to ver. 9, is shown vv, 19-26.  In order, however,
to escape from this perdition while there is still time, 2epent-
cure 1s necessary, and for this the law end the prophets ave the
appointed means (comp. vv. 16, 17); and, indeed, these are so
perfectly sufficient that even the return of a dead person to
life would not be more effectual. — Ver. 28, dwws] Purpose ol
the sending; éxw . . . adend. is a parenthetic clanse; lhis
style is pathetic. — Suapaptip.] that he may testify to them, to
wit, of the situation in which I am placed, beecause T have not
repented. “Opa was Umo Tijs kohdoews els cvvaiaOnow HAber,
Theophylact. — Ver. 29, axovodtwear avtov] luy shorhl
give heed (listen) fo them I'— Ver. 30. ovy(| ney ! they will
not hear them. The echio of his own experience gained in
the position of secure obduracy | — dmo vexpwr] belonws to
wopevldi. — Ver. 81, odde éav] nof eren (not at all}. . —
wee@ijoovrar] not immediately moreveovow (Vulg, Luthy-
mius Zisabenus, Luther, and others), but: they will e muced,
wdl e aron orer. namely, to repent. — A reference to the
resurreetion ol /eses (Olshausen), or to the nanilestation of
Lliws (Banwmgarten-Crusiug), is altogether remote, although the
word of Alnahan has certainly opproved dtself listorienlly even
in reference to the vigsen Christ. The illustration, moreover,
by the example of Lazarns of Dethany, who brought intel-
ligenee from Hades, and whom the Jews would have killed,
John xii. 10, ix not to the pomt (Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Tuthymins Zigabenus),
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CHAPTER XVIL

Ver. 1. Tnstead of =03 u% Elz. has merely z4. But rof is de-
cisively attested. Tischendorf has the arrangement oS rd ox.
vy érd., following B L X w; the usual order of the words was
favoured because of Matt. xviii. 7. — ole/ 8¢] B D L N, min. vss.
Lachm. have =4y odai. From Matt. xviii. 7.— Ver. 2. wihog
duzis] B D L R, min. vss, including Vulg. It., have Aidos pvheés.
lecommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ;
the Feeepta is from Matt. xviil. 6. — Ver. 3. 8] is wanting in
DD L XN, min, vss, also Vulg. It. Condemned by Griesb,,
deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. A connective addition, in
accordance with Matt. xviil. 15, from which place, moreover,
e/s of 15 intruded, in Elz. Scholz, after audpry. — Ver. 4. audpry]
Decisive authorities have &paprion. Approved by Griesb.,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; dudprn is a mechanical repetition
from ver. 3.— The second #: auépes has such important evi-
dence against it, that Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. have rightly deleted
it. An exegetical addition to balance the previous clause. —
After émiorpiy Elz. adds é=/ 2.  In any case wrong; since A I
DL X AN min Clem. have =pic o: (approved by Griesh,,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), while EFGHEKMSU VT 4,
nin. vss. Or. Dam. have nothing at all (so Griesb. Matth,
Scholz).  =pic o is preponderatingly attested ; it was variously
supplied (é=/, eis) when passed over as superfluous. — Ver. 6.
Instead of <isre there is stronger evidence in favour of #ere
(so Tisch.); the former is an emendation.— Ver. 7. dvdmesns]
Between this form and dvamoe (Matth. Lachm. Tisch.), the
authorities arc very much divided. The former was correctedl
by the latter as in xiv. 10.— Ver. 9. izeive] is not found in deci-
sive witnesses; deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for
the sake of more precise statement, which, moreover, is accom-
plished in Elz. by adding =g after diarazd. — ob dox&] is wanting
i B L XN, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Verc. Cypr. Dracketed by
Lachm,, deleted by Tisch. But how easily might the following
¢irw become an occasion for the omission! Ior the addition
Just of these superfluous and yet peculiar words there was nu
LUKE II Q
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reason. — Ver, 10, The second ¢ is wanting in A B D L,
min. Slav, Vulg 1t Or. and other Fathers. Suspected by
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tiseh. A connective addition.
— Ver. 11. aie wéaeu] 1 has mercly péses, which, dependent on
érnpyero, 18 to be considered as an excuetic marginal note.  The
wfeor written on the margin oceasioned the readings 6% méom
(B L%, 28, Lachm. [Tisch. 8]), which wswus loguend{ is foreign to
the New Testament, and ave gico (1. 13. 69, ). — Ver. 23,
Defore the second icey Iilz. Scholz, Lachm. have # hut in oppo-
sition to B D K L X 11, min. Slav. Vule, ms. Theophylact.  An
addition, according to the analogy of Matt. xxiv. 23. Tisch. has
the arrangement ided éxsh; jood woe, following I L, Copt., and in
any case it occwrred more naturally to the transeribers, partly
on its own account, partly following ver. 21 and Matt. xxiv. 25,
to place dé: first. — Ver. 24, After foras Elz. has nai Inacketed
by Lachm,, deleted by Tisch. A very easily occeurring addition
(comp. ver. 26), which has preponderating evidence against it.
Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 27. — &v 77 Auése adred] is, indeed, deleted
by Lachm., but is wanting only in I 1), 220, codd. of It., and
is to be maintained. If it had been added, & =3 supevsic aired
would have been wiitten, according to Matt. xxiv. 27, and this
would have had not merely a few (248, codd. of It. Ambr.), but
preponderating authorities. The omission may casily have
arisen by means of the homocoteleuton dvlpwzOT . . . «irOT.
— Yer. 27, iSeyauiloro] Lachni Tisch., on preponderating evi-
dence, have syaniZoro.  Rightly ; the former is a kind of gloss,
following Matt. xxiv. 38, — Ver. 30. 1lere also, as at vi. 23, 7
wira 1s to be read, in accordance with I3 1) K X 11 8** min. —
Ver. 534 f. The articles before «; and before wiw in Iz Tisch.
(the scecond also in Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. 8]) have such strong
evidence acainst them, that they appear to have been added,
according to the qnn]onv of 6 ='sprl and 7'7 éripe. — Afler ver,
35 Elz. Scholz have (\ er. .;()) Abo fseror & Ty Gyp’ 6 iz Tup-

zlnoerar, %. o £ripos aPlio Against such dL‘L’lsl\L evidence,
Ih.lt we cannot su]npo\e an omission occasioned by the homoeo-
teleuton (Scholz) 2}, but an interpolation from Matt. xxiv. 24
— awasdiowras o aeroi] Tisch. hias zei o deroi izisuiaydionras,
on verv important evidence,  The Leepfe 35 Irom Matt,
xxiv. 28.

Vv. 1-4. The Tharisces (xvi. 14) are despatched and dis-
missed (xvi. 15-31), aud Jesus now again turns Ilimsell, as
at xvi. I, to Ilis disciples, and that with an instrection and
wlmonition (n vefercnee (o oxardaa, o subject which 1le
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approached the more naturally that it was precisely the con-
duct of the Pharisees which had occasioned the entire set
of discourses (xv. 2), and especially had introduced the last
portion (xvi. 14), that was of a very offensive nature to the
disciples of Jesus, and might become injurious to their moral
judgment and behaviour. Comp. already Theophylact. The
course of the previous discourse therefore still goes on, and it
is unfair to Luke to deny to the formula eime 8¢ x.7.\. the
attestation of the point of time, and to maintain that there is
no connection with the entire section, vv. 1-10 (de Wette,
Holtzmann ; comp. Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel). — The con-
tents of vv. 1-4 are of such a kind that these sayings,
especially in a dissimilar form, might e used several times
on various occasions (comp. Matt. xviii. 7, 6, 15, 21 £). In
the form in which Luke gives them, he found them in his
original source of the journey.! — dvévSextov éoti] equivalent
to odx évbéyeras, xiil 33, not preserved elsewhere than in
Gregor. Cor. and Artem. Oncir, ii. 70. The expression évdex-
Tov éoTe occurs in Apollonius, de Constr. p. 181, 10, de Adw.
p. 544, 1.— 7od py éNbelv] the genitive dependeunt on the
neuter adjective used as a substantive (Kiihner, I1. p. 122):
the dmpossible (impossibility) of their not coming oceurs.
Winer views it otherwise, p. 293 [E. T. 412]. — Avairehel
abtd, €] it is profitadble for him, if. In what follows
observe the perfects, cast around, and he is thrown, by which
the matter is declared as completed, and in its completion is
made present. — %] as xv. 7. — la] than to deccive, 1.c. than
if he remained alive ?o deccive. The Dbeing drowned is here
conceived of as U¢fore the completion of the deceiving. Matthew
has it otherwise, xviii. 6. — 7@y pikpar TovTwr] pointing to
those present, not, however, clildren (Bengel and others), but
disciples, who were still feeble, and therefore easily led astray,
—little ones among the disciples, beginners and simple ones.

¥ According to Holtzmann (comp. Weisse), Luke attempts the return to Mark
ix. 42 (Matt. xviii. 6), but finds the assertions of Mark ix. 43-47 *‘ too glaring
and paradoxical.” But these assertions were already from the Logia too widely
known and current for this ; and how wanting in motive would be that return,

which still would not be carricd out! Comp. Weiss in the Jakrb. /. D. Theol,
1864, p. 101.
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According to xv. 1, 2, it is to be supposed that some of them
at least were converted publicans and sinners.  To explain
the expression from Magt. xviii. 6 or x. 42 is not allowable,
since there it has in its connection a reason for its insertion,
which does not occur liere.— Ver. 3. “ Considering that offences
agninst the weak are thus inevitable and punishable, I warn
vou: Ji¢ on guard for yoursclves, take care of yourselves lest
offences oceur in your own circle”  In what 1wy especially
such olfences are to be avoided, the following cxhortation then
declares, to wit, by indefatigalle forgiving love, by that dis-
position therefore which was, in fact, so greatly wanting to
the Pharisces, that they could murmur, as at xv. 2. — audpTn]
shall kave committed a fawlt, namely, against thee, which the
context proves by dpes avrd and ver. 4 — émiTip. adrd)
censure him, émimhnEov ddeddirnds Te rar SuopfwTikds, Luthy-
mius Zigabenus. Comp. 2 Tim. iv. 2. — émarpéyrn] a graphir
touch, shall have twurned sound, .e. shall have come back to
thee (mwpos ge belongs to this). He has previously turned
away from him, and departed. — The representation by means
of émrrares k.7 (comp. DI’s. exix. 164) finds its justification
in its purpose, to wit, to lay stress upon forgiveness as tice -
able of being wearied out; hence we are not to think of the pos-
sible want of principle of such an offender, nor to regard the
expression either as a misunderstanding (Michaelis) or as a
transformation from Matt. xviii. 21 f. (de Wette, Weiss).
Whether ver. 4 stood in the ZLogie after Matt. xviii. 15 is an
open question, at least it does not {orm the necessary pre-
supposition of Matt. xviii. 21.

Vv. 5, 6. At the conclusion ol the whole of the great set
of discourses, now at length appear separately the Twclec {of
amogTohot, 1ot Lo be identified with the pafnyrais in general,
ver. 1, xvi. 1) with a special request.  They feel that the
moral strength of their faith in Jesus, <o just the loving
power of their faith, is not great cnough for that great task
which is just set them at ver. 4, and ask openly, and with
entire confidence in His divine spiritual power, Give us more
faith, 7.r. stronger energetic faith ! 1t is addition in the sense
ol inteasifying the quaelity.  To suppose « wanl of connsclion
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(Paulus, Schlelermacher, de Wette, Holtzmann), would be
justitiable only if it were necessary for wioTes to mean belicf
in miracles (comp. Matt. xvii. 20); but this the answer in
nowise requires, The answer, ver. 6, says: “ This your prayer
shows that faith (which Jesus, indeed, conceives of in the
ideal sense, as it ought to be) is still wholly wanting to you'!
If you had it even only in very small measure, instead of
finding obedience to that rule too difficult, ye would undertake
and see accomplished that even which appears impossible
(which requires the highest moral power and strength).”
According to the reading &yere (see the critical remarks) the
idea changes. In the protasis the relation is simply stated,
but the apodosis is conditioned by the idea that that which
is stated <s nof, howcver, actually present. Comp. on 2 Cor.
xi. 4; Kihner, ad Xen. Anad. vii. 6. 15.! — Imijxovaer] not
again imperfect, but aorist: ye would say, ... and ¢ would
have obeyed you (immediately even upon your saying). Comp.
Xeun. Anab. v. 8. 13.  On the mulberry trec, see Pliny, N. J.
xiii. 14; Dioscor. i. 182,

Vv. 7-10. To such efficiency will faith bring you, but
guard yourselves withal from any claim of your own meri-
toriousness ! Thus, instead of an immediate fulfilment of their
prayer, ver. 5, as conceived by them, Jesus, by the suggestion,
quite as humbling as it was encouraging, that is contained in
ver. 6, and by the warning that is contained in ver. 7 ff,
opens up to His disciples the way on which He has to lead
them in psychological development to the desired increase of
faith., Here also Maldonatus, Kuinoel, de Wette, Neander,
Bleek, Holtzmann deny the connection. — ds x.1.\.] éori is to
be supplied before. — ed@éws] is connected by Erasmus, Beza,
Calvin, de Wette, Dleek, and others with épel.  But that it
belongs to what follows (Luther, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischen-

1 Otherwise Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 483 : ‘“ Yc ask for an
increase of your faith? Have ye then not enough? Verily, and if ye only had
faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye would be able, if ye wished (i.e. il ye had
confidence in your own faith,—the courage of faith,—or made the right use of
your [aith), to say to this fig tree,” etc. But the ‘“if ye would ” is interpolated ;
the & with iriyers simply signifies: in a case that may happen il the case of
such a miraculous transplantation were supposed.
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dorf, Ewald, and others) is indicated in the context Ly uera
Taira payesar k.7, which is the opposite of edféws wapend.
avdameogar. As to avdmesat, see on xiv. 10.— Ver, 8. @A)’
ovyi k7N but will he not say to him? aXia vefers to the
negative meaning of the fovegoing question.  See Kriiger, «d
Aunab. ii. 1. 10; Kihner, ad Mem. 1. 2. 2, — éws payw x.T.\.]
until I shell have eaten and drunk, so long must the Suaxoveiw
last. — ¢dyegar k. wileoar] fulures. See Winer, pp. 81, 82
[E. T. 109, 110]. — Ver. 9. py ydpw éxet] still he docs nof
jeel thanlkful to the servant, does he? which would be the
case if the master did nof first have Himself served. On
xdpw €xe, comp. 1 Tim. i 12 it is purely classical, Dremi,
od Lys. . 152, — 1a Siatayf.] the ploughing or tending.
Ver. 10. obro xai vpels «71.\] like the slave, to whom no
thanks are due. We are not to supply éore after dpeis. —
uxpem] wnpmjztablc slaves. Comp. Xen. Mewm. i. 2. 54: 6 7
axpewu 7 xal auw¢e7\€s‘ On the contempluous meaning, sce
Lobeck, «d Aj. T45. The point of view of this predicate ' is,
according to tlie context (see what follows), this, that the profi
does not begin until the servant goes beyond his obligation.
If he do Icss than Lis obligation, he is hurtful ; if he come up
to his duty, it is true he has caused no damage, but still
neither has he achieved any positive ypeia, and must hence
acknowledge himself a Sodhos aypeios, who as being such has
1o claims to make on his Lord for praisc and reward.  Judged
by this ethical standard, the ypeia lies beyond the point of
duty, for the coming up to this point simply averts the dvmage
which, arising from the defect of performance, would otherwise
accrue. The impossibility, however, even of coming up to this
point not ouly excludes all opera supererogative, but, morcover,
catting ofl «// merit of works, forms the ethical foundation of
justification Ly fuith. The meaning < aworthicss” (J. DMuller,
v. d. Stunde, 1. p. 74) is not the sn»nlhmtlon of the word
(any more than in LXX. 2 Sau vi. 22,7 ‘“'), but it fullows

! Otherwise Matt. xxv. 30. The different reference in the two passages is
explained from the relative nature of the conceplion.  Lengel aptly says -
¢ Miser est, quem Dominus servum inutilem appellat Matt. xxv. 30 ; beatus,
qui se ipse. . . . Etium angeli possunt se servos inutiles appellare Dei.”
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at once from this, Doreover, the passage bLefore us does
not stand in contradiction to xii. 37, since the absence of
merit on the part of man, by which Jesus here desires to
humbdle him, does not exclude the divine reward of grace, by
which in xii. 37 He encourages him. It is incorrect to say
that Jesus promised to His disciples no other reward than that
which is found in the fulfilment of duty itself (Schenkel).
Vv.11-19. The great discussion from xv. 1 onwards is now
concluded. Now, before proceeding with his narration, Luke
tirst gives into the reader’s hands again the thread of the
account of the journey (comp. ix. 51, xiii. 22). According to
de Wette, indeed, this is a confused reminiscence of the journey,
and according to Schleiermacher an original introductory formula
left standing by the compiler. — xai adros] As to xal, see on
v.12. ad7ros: ke on his part, independently of other travellers
to the festival who were wont to travel direct through
Samaria, Joseph. Anft. xx. 6. 1. — 8ia pégov Sauap. . Tak]
According to the usage of péooy (with or without an article,
see Sturz, Lex, Xen, 1L p. 120) with a genitive, this may meau
either through the midst of Samaria and Galilee (iv. 30 ; Jer.
xxxvil. 4; Awmos v. 17; Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. 1. 2. 23),
or through the strip of country jforming the common boundaiy
of Samaria and Galilee, t.c. between the two countries on the
borders. So Xen. Anad.i. 4.4 : &wa péoov (in the midst through
between the two walls) 6¢ pel TovTwy worauds; Plat. Leg. vil
p- 805 E. Comp. dva péoov, Ezek. xxii. 26; Judg. xv. 4;
1 Kings v. 12. The former (Vulg. and many others, includ-
ing de Wette) is opposed to the context, since Samaria is
named first, but the wopedecbfar eis ‘Iepovoarnu led first
through Galilce! No; according to Luke, Jesus Himself jour-

! According to this understanding Jesus must have journeyed, not southwards,
but northwards, which Paulus and Olshausen actually suppose, understanding
it of a suborlinate journey from Ephraim (Jobn xi. 54). DBut this is totally
opposed to the direction (eis ‘I¢zove.) specified in the context, in respect of which
Jesus is wrongly transferred already at x. 38 to Bethany. See onix. 51. Schleier-
macher’s view of this passage is altogether untenable, as well as that of de Wette,
according to whom (comp. Strauss, 1I. p. 202) the notice is only intended to
explain the presence of a Samaritan, and therefore Sepapeizs is put first. As
though Luke would have written in such a thoughtless mechanical fashion!
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neyed v the midst, between (“in confinio,” Dengel), trough the
two countrics, so that e kept on the boundary, having belore
Him on the south Samaria, on the north Galilee. Sec also
Wetstein, Schleiermacher, Bleek, Hofmann, IWeissay. a., Erfill.
IL p. 113; Lange, L. J. IL. 2, p. 1065. 1lis direction is to
be regarded as from west to east, as in xviil. 35 He comes into
the neighbourhood of Jericho. Now as Jericho is situated not
far from the Jordan, but Luke says nothing ol any passing
over to I'eraca (nevertheless Wetstein assumes this crossing
over, which is said to have occurred at Scythopolis, so also
Lichtenstein, p. 318), it is thus, according to Luke, to be
assumed that Jesus journeyed across on the boundary of
Samaria and Galilee eastward as far as the Jordan, and then
passing downwards on the Jordan reached Jericho. A dis-
agrecment with Matthew and Mark, who make Him journey
through Peraea. See on Matt. xix. 1. — That Japapeias is
named first, has its natural reason in the previous statement of
the direction els ‘Iepovo., in accordance with which, in men-
tioning the borders, Luke has first of all in view the forward
amorement corresponding to this direction. The narrative con-
tained in ver. 12 ff. Luke has not “ constructed out of tradi-
tion” (I{oltzmann), but has borrowed it from his source of the
journey. — 8éxa] oi évvéa pév ’Iovdaior joav, o 8¢ eis Zapa-
peiTns 1) xowwvia 8¢ Tis vigov ToTe cuvifpoioer alTovs dxov-
gavtas, 61c Siépyetrar o Xpioros, Luthymius Zigabenus. —
woppwler] py) Torpdvres éyyicar (Theopliylact'—to wit, as
being unclean, to whom ecloser inlercourse with others was
forbidden (Lev. xiil. 46 ; Num. v. 2£).  Sce on Mark i 43,
and the relative Rabbinical regulations in Lightfoot, Schoettgen,
and Wetstein. — Ver. 13. adrol] they on their part took the
initiative. — Ver, 14. 8wv] when Ile had looked wpon them,
had His attention first directed to them by their ery for help.
— mopevdévres 7 X] for on the road their leprosy was to
disappear; sce what follows, where indeed Paulus, in spite of
the év 7¢ Umdyew (which is made to mean: when they agreed
to go?), interprets éwallapict., they were declared to be net
infectiors I — Tols tepevae] the Samaritan to Dbe inspected
and deelared clean must go to a Samaritan priest—Ver. 10.
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{8@v, 871 ldfn] even before his coming to the priest,! who had
therefore communicated to him zno remedy (in opposition to
Paulus). — Ver. 16. &. avros nv Zapapeir.) and as for him,
he was a Swmaritan (by way of distinction from the rest).
This is made use of (Strauss, IL p. 53 f.) for the view that the
entire narrative is woven together from traditions of the heal-
ings of leprosy and from parables which recorded Samaritan
examples. This andacious scepticism is emulated by Eichthal,
1. p. 285 f.— Ver. 17. o 8éxa] all the ten; ol évvéa, the
rematning nine.  See IKiihner, II. p. 135f — Ver. 18. ody
€Upél. x.7.\.] have they not been found as returning, etc. Comp.
on Matt. i. 18. — 7@ feg] who through me has accomplished
their cure. Comp. ver. 15. Proper gratitude to God does
not detract from hem who s the medium of the benefit. Comp.
ver. 16. — o0 d\\oyevrjs] hieightens the guilt of the nine. The
word does mot occur in classical Greek; often in the LXX,
and the Apocrypha, especially of Gentiles. The Greeks use
dANOPuros, dANoedrijs. The Samaritans were of foreign
deseent, on account of their Cuthaic blood. Comp. on Matt.
x. 5; 2 Kings xvii. 24.— Ver. 19. Jesus dismisses the
thankful one, giving him, however, to understand what was
the cause of his deliverance —a germ for the further de-
velopment of his inner life! Thy feith (in my divine
power, ver. 15) hath delivered thee. This faith had not
yet the specific Alessianic substance; as yet, Jesus to him
was only a divine, miraculously powerful teacher. See
ver. 13.

Vv. 20, 21. What follows, and indeed as far as xviii. 30,
still belongs to these border villages, ver. 12. It is mnot till
xviii. 31 that the further journey is intimated, on which, at
xviii. 35, follows the approach to Jerieho.— To consider the
question of the Pharisees as a mocking one (Theophylact,
Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Paulus, Xuinoel, and others),

1 If the Samaritan had first been to the priest (Calvin, Schleiermacher), Jesus
conld not have put the question which He asks at ver. 17 {., since the nine Jews
had a much farther journey to the priests. The return of the Samaritan is to
be conceived of as very soon after the departure, so that the whole scene took
place while still in the village,
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15 unfounded. According to the analugy of other Pluvrisaic
questions, and according to the indirect manner of the answer
of Jesus, an intention to fempt Ifim is rather to be supposzed,
They wished to perplex IIim, since he represented Himself by
words and (as just at this moment) by deeds as the Messial,
by the problem, When is the kingdom of Messial coming ? —
petd maparnpyoews] pera of accompanying circumstances
(Bernhardy, p. 255): under observation, i.e. the coming of the
Messiah's kingdom is not so conditioned that this coming could
be observed as a visible development, or that it could be said,
in consequence of such observation, that lere or there is the
kingdom. See what follows. The coming is awaparijpnror—
it developes itself unnoticed. This statement, however, does
not deny that the kingdom s « thing of the future (Iliwald:
“as something whichh should first come in the future, as a
wonderful occurrence, and for which men must first bhe on the
wateh ”), but only that in its approach ¢ will meet the cye.
In the signification of watching and waiting for, maparipnas
would convey the idea of melice (insidiosa obserrotio, Polybius,
xvi. 22. 8); but in the further descriptive ové (not cven)
épotiow w1, is implied only the denial of the wisibility of
the event which, developing itself (“ gradatim et successive,”
Bengel), might be able to be obserred (comp. mapatipnois Téw
dorpwy, Diod. Sic. i. 28).  Dut if the advent of the kingdom
happens in such a manuer that it cannot be subjected to human
observation, it is thereby at the same time asserted that neither
can any limited point of time w/en it shall come (woTe, ver. 20)
be specified.  The idea: with pomp (Beza, Grotius, Wetstein,
com). Kuinoel and others), conveys weore than the text, which,
morcover, does not indicate any reference to heathenish astro-
logy or aungury (Lange). — ovdé épotaewr] (irotins aptly says:
“mnon crit quod dicatur.”  On the more delinite future after
thie more general preseat, sce Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 368 I
— i80v wdp] a lively and emphatic repetition of the {800 at
the Leginning of the argument urged against them.  This, as
well as the repetition of the subject, % Bageh. 7. Oeod, has in
it something solemn. — évros vpdv] the contrary of extos, éfw :
fadra vos, i your clide, dn the midst of you.  Comp. Xeuw.
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Anab. i. 10. 3: owica évrds abTdv xai xpripata xai dvfpwmor
éylvovro; Hell ii. 3. 19; Thue. vii. 5. 3; Dem. 977. 7; Dlat.
Leg. vil. p. 789 A: évros Tdv éavrdwv pnrepwv; Aelian, IHist.
ii. 5. 15. So Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius,
Wolf, Bengel, and others, including Kuinoel, Paulus, Schleier-
macher, Fleck in Winer's Zzeg. Stud. I. p. 150 ff,, Bornemann,
Kaeuffer, de {wiis ai. not. p. 51, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek,
Iofiann, Sehriftbcw. I1. 2, p. 146.  In the midst of them the
Messianic kingdom was, so far as He, the Messiak, was and
worked (comp. xi. 20; Matt. xii. 28) among themn (uécos
vpdv, Jolm 1. 26). For where He was and worked, He, the
legitimate King and Dearer of the kingdom, ordained thereto
of the TFather (xxii. 29), there was the Messianic kingdom
(which was to be formally and completely established at
the Parousia) in its temporal development, like the seed,
the grain of mustard seed, the leaven, ete. Rightly, there-
fore, does Jesus argue (yap) from the évros vudv éotw that
it comes unnoticed, and not in an appearance to be observed,
wherein He certainly evades the point of the Pharisaic
question which referred to the currently expected appearing of
the kingdom (comp. ix. 27, xxi. 28) in so far as the &yeabur,
which He means refers to the development <n time; an
evasion, however, which was fully calculated to make them
feel the impudent prying spirit of the question they had started,
and to bring near to the questioners the highest practical
necessity in respect of the coming of the kingdom (the per-
ception of the Messiah who was already in the midst of them).
It others® have explained évros Uudv by in animis vestris (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, and
others, including Ch. F. Iritzsche in Rosenmiiller, Repert.
II. p. 154 {f, Olshausen, Gléckler, Schaubach in the Stud. .
Krit. 1845, p. 169 ff, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Schegg), there
is, it is true, no objection to be raised on the score of grammar
(comp. Plat. T%m. p. 45 B, Soph. p. 263 E, Pol. iii. p. 401 D;
D's. xxxviil. 4, eix. 22, ciii 1; Ecclus. xix. 23; Matt. xxiil. 26);
but it is decidedly opposed to this that Judv refers to the

! So also Lange, L. J. IL 2, p. 1080, yet blending with ‘it the other
explanation.
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Lharisecs, in whose hearts nothing certainly found a place
less than did the ethical kingdom of Ciod,! as well as the fact
that the idea itself—to wit, of the kingdom of God, as of an
ethical condition in the internal nature of the Ego (“a divine-
human heart-phenomenon,” Lange)—is odern, not historico-
biblical (not even contained in Rlom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 20;
Col. 1. 13).

Ver. 22, The Pharisees have got their answer. DBut Jesus
does not allow the point of their question to be lost thereby,
but turns now to His disciples (probably after the departure of
the Pharisces, as they do not appear again in what follows,
and as the discourses themselves bear an unreserved character,
wholly different from ver. 20 f.), in order to give to them
instructions in reference to the question raised by the Pharvisees,
and that not on the temporal development of the kingdom
of the Messiah wherewith He had despatched them, but on
the actual solemn appearing of the Messiak in the Purousia.
“ (Calamities will arouse in them the longing after it, and false
Messiahs will appear, whom they are not to follow; for, like
the lightning, so immediately and universally will He reveal
Himself in His glorious manifestation,” vv. 22-24,  Sec
further on ver. 25. We have lere the discourse of the future
from the source of the account of the journcy. This and the
synoptic discourse on the same subject, xxi. 5 f,, Luke keeps
scparate.  Comp. Weizsiicker, pp. 82 f, 182, and see the
remark after ver. 37.— plav Tév Ypepdv Tob vied T. avfp.
Loetv] t.e. to sce the appearance of « single day of the Messianin
period (of the aidv péAlwy), in order, to wit, to refresh
yourselves Dby its Dlessedness. Comp. Grotius, Olshausen,
de Wette, Lange, Bleek. Your longing will Le: Oh, for
only one Messianic day in this time of tribulation !—a
longing indeed not to be realized, but a natural outbreak
under the pressure of alllictions.— Uswadly, yet not suitably
in accordance with ver. 26 : “erit tempus, guo vel uno dic mco

! Quite opposed to the words of the passage is the evasion of Olshausen, that
1hie expression only establishes the possibility of the reception of the Pharisees
into the kingdom, inasmuch as the inwardness of its revelation is laid down as
its general criterion,
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conspeelu, mea consuctudine, qua jom perfruiming, frur cupialis,”
XKuinoel ; comp. Ewald. — xai obx dyreafe] because, to wit, the
point of time of the Parousia is not yet come ; it has its horas
et moras.

Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xxiv. 25-27. — épovow «.T.A.] on
the occasion of the appearance of false Messiahs. A locality
of fixed limits, moreover (comp. ver. 21), does not charac-
terize the solemn appearing of the kingdom.— cbod . .. d8e]
namely : is the Messiah | — ug dmwérd. pundé Swf] a climax:
Go not forth, nor follow afler (seetamanz), to wit, those of whom
this is asserted. — Ver. 24. The Ughtning which lightens ;
comp. similar expressions in Lobeck, Paral. p. 503. — éx 775]
Supply ywpas. See Bos, Ellips. ed. Schaefer, pp. 560, 562;
Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 740]: flashing out fron the onc region
under the heaven (which expands under the heaven, Jmo with
an accusative) lightens cven to the other (opposite one!).—
oftws] in such a manner of appearance as manifests itself in
a moment and universally.

Ver. 25. What will yet first precede the Parousia, and (1) in
respect of the Messiali Himself: He must (comp. ix. 22, xxiv.
26) first suffer and be rejected, ver. 25 ; and (2) in respect of
the profane world: it will continue in security in its usual
earthly doing and striving, until the crisis, universally ruinous
for it, shall suddenly break in as in the days of Noah and of
Lot, vv. 26-30. See further on ver. 31.

Vv. 26, 27. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 37 f — xabws éyévero
xT\] to wit, that men carelessly and securely pursued their
accustomed striving till they were overtaken Ly the flood. —
év Tals Nuépats T. viod T. avfpdmov] in the days in which the
appearance of the Messiah will come.— Ver. 27. sjabiov,
émwor x.TA.] a vividly graphic asyndeton. — kai H\ev] not
to be connected with &ype s juépas (Bleek). See Gen. vii.
4, 10.

Vv. 28-30. ‘Opolws] does not belong to d&wavras (Borne-
mann, who assumes a Latinism : perdidit omnes pariter atque
ut aecidaf), against which is to be set the similarity of the

! What Lange reads into the passage, ‘‘from the old world to the new,” is
not there at all. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 27.
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twoluld xat amwheger dmavras, vv. 27 and 29. Aorcover,
we are not to conceive of éorar again after éu. xal (Paulus,
Bleck), against which is ver. 30; but similiter quoque, sicvl:
aceidit, ete.  This opolws kal is alterwards agein taken up by
kata Ta avtd, ver. 30, and the 5oy . . . awavras that lies
between the two is epeceyetically annexed to the s éyévero,
as in vii. 11, viil. 40, and {requently; so that #%g6€eov . ..
amwavras 1S not to be put in a parenthesis at all (Lachmann),
but neither is any point to be placed alter @mravras (Tischen-
dorl;. — Ver. 29 f. €Bpefe] scil. Beos.  Comp. Matt. v. 45 ;
Gen. xix. 24, In remembrance of the latter passage the
subject 1s presnpposed as known, and lience the verb is not
intransitive, as at Rev. xi. 6 (Grotius). On the use of the
word in classical Greek, see Lobeek, o Phryi. p. 291. — wip
x. Betor] Comp. Hom. 0. xxii. 493 ; it is not to be trunsformed
into lightnings (KXuinoel) ; Jesus follows the representation of
Gen. xix. — dmoxakbmrerar] s revealed, 1 Pet. v. 4; 1 Joln
ii. 28, iii. 2. Up to that time He is kidden with God in 1is
glory, Col. iil. 3f; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Cor. i. 7; 1 Pet. i. 7,
1w, 13.

Vv. 31-33. At that day it is well to abandon all carthly
Possession, wherefore I call to your remembrance the example
of Lot’s wife.  Even the temporal Zife must be abandoned by him
who wishes not to lose the life eternal. — 65 éorar émi Tov S
w7 A] indicates certainly the undelayed fight il ahetndun-
ment of carthly possession, but not, as at Matt. xxiv, 17, Mark
xiil. 15, the flight in the destruction of Jerusalem, of which
Lere there is 1o mention, but the fight for deliveranee to tie
coming Messich at the catastrophe which immediately pre-
cedes Ilis Parousie, Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Then nothing of
temporal possession should any more fetter the interest.
Ilence de Wette is wrong in regarding (comp. Weiss) the
expression as unsuitably occurring in this place. — wat 7. ox.
abrot] see Bernhardy, p. 304 — Ver. 32, 7ijs yuvawos dor
whose fate was the consequence of her looking back contrary
to ihe injunction (Gen. xix. 26), which she would not have
done if she had given up all attachment to the perishing
pussessions, and had only hastened to the divine deliverance.
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Comp. Wisd. x. 7f— Ver. 33. Comp. ix. 24, and on
Matt. x. 39; Mark viil. 35. — {pmjop . . . awokéayn] in the
time of that final catastrophe amohéoer . . . Lwoyov.: in the
decision «i the Parousia——Eworyovely, to preserve «live, as Acts
vil. 19, and in the LXX. Sec Biel and Schleusner.

Vv. 34, 35. But the decision at the Paiousie, what a
sepaiation it will be —a separation of those who are in the
temporal life united in a perfectly common position. This is
symbolically represented in two examples. Comp., morcover,
on Matt. xxiv. 40 f.— radry 75 wuxr(] which DBengel, in
opposition to the context, explains: in this present night, is
neither to be interpreted n fempore tllo ealamitoso (Kuinoel,
who says that the night is ©inago miscriae ; Micah iii. 6 ; comp.
Grotius and Bleek), nor to be pressed to the conclusion that the
Larousia is definitely ordained to take place by night (de Wette,
wlo finds the ground for this view in the comparison of the
Messiah with a thief in the night), in respect of which the
following grinding at the mill as an occupation of the day-time
is held as left standing inappropriately from Matthew, but the
horror of the might belongs to the umugery of the concrete
representation! At ver. 35, however, there is again a depart-
ure from this feature, because a graphic touch of a different
kind is added to the idea. Day and hour, even the Son knowetl
not, Matt. xxiv. 36; comp. Acts i. 7.— émi whivns mdas] not
in general : they shall be ded-fellows (Lange), but, according to
the words and the concrete representation : they shall find
themselves on onc bed. A warning against precipitate separa-
tion of mingled domestic relations (Lange) is altogether foreign
to this passage.

Ver. 37. ITod] not: guomodo (IKuinoel), against which
ungrammatical rendering even the following émov ought to
have guarded him; but: where will this separation occur ?
As to what follows, see on Matt. xxiv. 28. On copa, corpse
(of man or beast, the latter here), see Duncan, Lex. Homer. ed.
Rost, p. 1069. Comp. xxiil. 52; Acts ix. 40.

11t is not on account of the example of the two in led together that the
night is named (Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 626), but couversely the idea of
the night-time suggested that illustration,
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LREMARK—With regard to the discourses which are set furth
here, vv. 22-37, but in Matt. xxiv. at another time and in
another connection, viz. in that of the great discourse on the
end of the world (comp. Luke xxi.), some have attributed
(Schleiermacher, p. 215 T, 265 ff., Neander, Olshausen, Bleek),
others have denied (de Wette), originality to Luke. The latter
view depends upon the assertion of a want of connection, and
partial inappropriateness of the expressions in Luke, which
assumption, however, is not justiied by the exposition. Dut
the former cannot be allowed at the expense of Matthew (scc
especially Schleicrmacher, who supposes in Matthew a mingling
of the originally separate discourses, Luke xvii. 22 {f. and
xxi. 5 1), since even in Matthew everything stands in strictly
linked connection ; but Luke xxi,, in the same way as Matthew,
places the Parousia in connection with the destruction of
Jerusalem, xxi. 25 fl. (comp. Strauss, II. p. 338). Without
doing injustice to the one or the other evangelist, originality is
to Le conceded to both, so that Luke xvii. 22 ff. lias preserved,
in accordance with his original source, a discourse spoken by
Jesus, which, not preserved by Matthew, and belonging to an
carlier period than Matt. xxiv. and Luke xxi., has the chu-
racteristic feature that @6 remains entively apart from conncetion
with the destruction of Jerusalem. That the substance of its
contents was repeated by Jesus Himself in the great discourse
of Matt. xxiv,, 1s, in respect of the similarity of the material,
intelligible enongh, and this holds good especially of the cha-
racteristic words—lightning, deluge, eagles. But it cannot he
decided how much in the execution and form is carried ovev
from the one discourse into the other by the mingling processes
of reminiscence and tradition, the rather that in general we
can ascribe to the discourses in the synoptic Gospels on the
cud of the world originality ouly within certain limits, 7.r.
originality modified by the reflection and expectation ol the
church (see on Matt. xxiv., Remarks).
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CHAPTER XVIIL

VER. 1, 8 za/] B L M &, min. Copt. codd. of 1t. Or. have 8. So
Lachm. Tisch. DBut the ze/, which might be dispensed with,
was easily passed over; it is wanting also in ver. 9 in not
unimportant authorities (bracketed by Lachm.). After =pooeis,.
Lachm. and Tisch. have adreds. It is preponderatingly attested ;
there would have been no reason for its addition; while in
favour of its omission, the word leing superfluous, it may be
noticed that spessiyss0AI would the more readily be followed
by =Al, that in the doctrine of the parable the generality of the
refercnce most readily presented itself. — Ver. 5. iswmidlr]
Griesh. recoinmends vzomidZy on insufficient attestation. It was
altered {rom misunderstanding, as also in the case of the variant
bmemisln.  Comp. on 1 Cor. ix. 27. — Ver. 7. zofeu] soien is so
decizively attested that, with Lachm. Tisch., it is to be adopted.
The future was iutroduced by anticipation of ver. 8. — uaxpo-
oveeet (Lachm. Tisch.) is also attested quite decisively, instead
of which uazpefuusy (Elz.) was intended to assist the construc-
tion of the sentence. — Ver. 13. ¢ig before «. oriides is wanting in
BDXLQX o8 min Slav. Arm. Vulg. It. Or. Antioch. Cypr.
Deleted Ly Lachm. and Tisch. DBut why should it have been
added ? As Dbeing perfectly superfluous (comp. xxiii. 48, xxii.
64), it was overlooked. — Ver. 14. Elz. has 3 éxsioc, which, on
decisive evidence, is to be condemmned. Griesb. Matth. Scholz,
Tisch. have 7 yap éxeivoz. following AEGHKMPQSUVX
I' & A, min. Syr.> Gotl. Das. ms. Theophyl. Grot. and Lachm,
liave wap ézsivov, in accordance with B L &, min. Copt. Sahid. Or.
Naz. (Vulg.: ab illo). To these is added also indirectly D, with
pENMoy Tap’ dzsioy vov dapidaioy (comp. Syr. Pers? It. Cypr. Hilar.
Ambr. Ang.). Thereadingof Lachm. is consequently the oldest ;
and since 7 yap éxefos is opposed to the sense, it is to be judged
that TAP came into the text instead of AP by a transcribet’s
error of ancient date, and became blended with the gloss 7 éxenos.
—Ver. 15, imsrigneey] B D G L &, min. Lachm. Tisch. have
emerinwy; the Reeepta is from Matt. xix, 13. — Ver. 22. 8:ddos]
ADLDMBR a ¥, min. Fathers have 8z So Luclun. It is
LUKE IL L




258 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

from the parallels, from which, morcover, came also & odpav, in-
stead of which is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following
B D, év 7oi; odpaseiz (A L I 8 [Tisch. 8] read : év odpareis).— Ver. 24,
mepidva. yedm, ] 1s wanting in B L &, min. Copt. ; deleted by Tisch.
Dut it was in accordance with the parallels more easily passed
over than added. — Ver. 23, rpyuera@:] Lachm. and Tisch. have
cpruaros, in accordance with I3 I 8, 49, Tightly; in accord-
ance with Matthew and Mark, there was introduced in some
authorities spuaquare; (L I}, min.), in others rprpadigic (AE T G,
ete. Elz). — Instead of papides read, with Lachm. and Tisch.,
Berdvyg, in accordance with B D L 8, min.  The former is from
the parallels. — eisenden] Lachm. has ée2.0¢w. It is more weakly
attested, and the reading is to be decided as at Matt. xix. 24, —
Ver. 28. apazaper savre zai] Lachm. and Tisch. have agévre; 7a
7ose, in accordance with B D L &** min. vss., and this Griesh.
also recommended. The Reeepla is from the parallels. — Ver. 30.
g¢morgBn] B D M, min. have 2¢B8s. So Lachm. The simple
form is from the parallels, just as D, in particular, takes iav up
»afn from Mark x. 30. — Ver. 39. siwaion] The preponderatingly
attested aoiyzon 1s adopted by Schulz, Lachm. and Tisch. The
Leecepta is from the parallels. In the New Testament only Luke
and Paul have the verb sryar. — Ver. 41. 2éywv before 7 1s, with
Tisch., to be deleted, in accordance with B D L X 8, 57, as a
familiar addition, instead of which Or. has sizwy.

Ver. 1. What Jesus has hitherto said of Ilis Parousic was
of such weighty and everlastingly decisive concern for His
disciples, that it was calculated to stimulate them to unre-
mitting prayer, that they might become partakers of the éxdi-
renaes which the Parousia was to bring to them (ver. 7).
Ilence (without the omission of any intervening dialogue,
Nchleiermacher, Olshausen) now follows the parable of the
widow and the unjust judge, peculiar to Lulke, and its appli-
cation (vv, 1-8). This parable is no addition inserted without
a motive (Kostlin, Holtzmann), nor is it taken from the Logiu ;
but it comes from the source of the account of the jowrney.
Weizsiicker alleges that it must have been a lafer growth,
annezed by Luke to his source of the narrative of the journey ;
that the judge is the heathen magistracy; the widow, the church
bereaved after the departure of Christ; her adversary, the
hostile Judaism. Here also (comp. on xv. 11, xvi. 1, 19) 1s
a transferring of later relations to an early period without
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sufficient reason. — wpos] n reference to. — mwdvrore] Tt is not
the continual disposition of prayer (“ as the breath of the inner
man,” Olshausen) that is meant, but the constant actual prayer,
in respect of which, however, wdvrore is not to be pressed, but
to Le taken in a popularly hyperbolical sense. Comp. ver. 7 ;
1 Thess. i. 17. — éxrxaretv] to become discouraged, not: <n their
vocation (Schleiermacher), but, according to the context: in
thetr prayers. As to the form éxx., for which Lachm. has
éyx. (and Tischendorf: évk.), which, although here prepon-
deratingly attested, is to be regarded as an improvement, see
on 2 Cor. iv. 1.

Vv. 2, 3. Tov feov ...« dvlpom. xrA] Similar charac-
terizations from profane writers may be seen in Wetstein.
Bengel well says: “ Horum respectuum alterutrun certe pleros-
que mortalinin movere solet et injustitiam (ver. 6) judicum
cohibere.” — évrpemop.] standing in awe of, Matt. xxi. 37;
Tuke xx. 13; 2 Thess. iii. 15; Heb. xii. 9. In the Greek
writers more frequently used with a genitive. The disposi-
tion implied Ly évrpemdu. is respect and regard. — ijpyeTo)
Grotius aptly says: wentitabat. See Kiilmer, II. p. 76 f. —
éxdiknaov pe amo r.TA.] revenge me (and deliver me by this
1y judicial restitution) of, ete. Comp. Judg. xi. 36 : mromoar
aou kipiov Ediknaw . . . amwo TV vidy "Apudy.

Vv. 4, 5. "Emi xpovov] for a time, Hom. Il ii. 299 ; Plat.
Protag. p. 344 B, Phaed. p. 84 C; Niigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias,
ed. 3, p. 284. — Sudye] as at xi. 8. — wa uy x7A] is ex-
plained : that she may not continually (els Téhos equal to &
Téhovs, see Kypke and Wetstein ; comp. w5, n}',_J,'?) come and
plague me.  Sce also Luther’s gloss. But that Jmwmidio (fo
strike any onc’s eycs black and blue, see Wetstein) is to be
taken in the general sense of harass, annoy, there is no proof,
since it is an error to adduce not merely 1 Cor. ix. 27, but
also Aristoph. Paz 541, where the woless Umwmiacuévar are
represented as smitten and wounded persons, and hence the
word is to be taken in the literal sense, to beat back and bluc.
But the assumption of a Latinism, after the manner of obtun-
dere (Beza, Grotius), is arbitrary, and does not at all correspond
with the special idea of the Greek word. Accordingly there
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is nothing left us Lut to interpret: that she may not af lust
come and beat my face black and bluc. The judge mockingly
puts the case of the woman at length becoming desperate, and
actually laying hands ou him and beating his face black and
blue. The Vulgate rightly has it: sugillet me. Comp. also
Sleek and Schegg. On els 7éhos, «f the end, finally, comy.
Herod. iii. 40, ix. 37; Xen. Oce. xvii. 10 ; Soph. Phil. 407,
and therecupon Hermann ; Gen. xlvi. 4, and elsewhere.  7éhos,
without any preposition, might also have been used.

Vv. 6, 7. Hear what the wnrighteous judge (o xpitys Tijs
aduwelas, sce on xvi. 8) says! Dut God, will IIe nol, etc.
In this contrast lies the conclusion that the éxdixnaois, on
which that worthless judge decided in respect of the persever-
ingly praying widow who was so troublesome to him, is the
more certainly to be expected from God in respect of the
elect, who are so dear to Him, and who so constantly ery to
Him for the final decision. On od w7 in a question, see
Winer, pp. 449, 454 [E. T. 654, 642].— According to the
reading «. parpoBupel ém’ adrols (see the critical remarks), the
most simple explanation is: but God, will He not fulfil the
avenging of His elect, and docs He tarry® for their sakes? and
is it His concern, in reference to them, to delay His interposi-
tion, or postpone His aid? See Leclus. xxxii. 18. Comy.
Maldonatus, Grotius, Dormemann in the Stud. d. Secks.
Geistl. 1842, p. 69 f., Bleck. In respect of the delay which
nevertheless, according to human judgment, does occur, Grotius
rightly observes: “illud ipsum tempus, quamvis longwumn inter-
dum ferentibus videatur, re vera cxiguum est 1mo momenta-
neum, unde 76 wapavrika Tijs Ohijrews dixit Paulus, 2 Cor
iv. 177 According to Dengel and Ewald, xai paxpofvuet en
avT. 1s connected hebraistically with 7édv Boewvtwv: and orcr
them He s forbearing ; whereby the delay of the éxbixyois
would be derived f{rom the paticnce with which God still
allows to Iis clect further time for more perfect sanctification
(2 Pet. iil. 9).  According to the construction, this would be
harder, and in its meaning less in correspoudence with the

VThe expression gaxpebvusi corresponds to the idea of the ixdizisis, which
includes within it the punishment of the enemies.
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subsequent év Tayer. The Recepte would have to e under-
stood: will He not . . . fulfil, even although I dclays in
reference to them 2'—that is to say, with that éediknos of them ;
kalror pakpobuudv xal pawopevos dvnroveTew TV Seopivwy
adTod vukTos kai puépas, Theophylact, not, with Hassler (in the
L'ieh. Zettschrift, 1832): since He 4s still patient towards them,
i.c. does not lose patience as that judge did. For, apart from
the incorrect view of the use of the wxaf, the thought itself is
unsuited to the doctrinal narrative, since it was actually through
the judge’s loss of patience (rather: his becoming annoyed) that
the éxdiknois of the woman was brought about. Moreover,
de Wette is wrong in remarking against the rcading uarxpo-
Ouuet, and its meaning, that if the thought that God delays
were removed, the parable would have no meaning at all,
since paxpol. corresponds to the odx #6e\. émi xpovov, ver. 4.
Therein is lost sight of the fact that the example of the
unrighteous judge teaches ¢ contrario (see already Augustine,
Serm. 36) the procedure of God. — The €xdiknots TOV éxhexTdr
consists in the deliverance from their enemies who are punished
at the Parousia, and in their own exaltation to the salvation
of the Messiah’s kingdom for which they are chosen. Comp.
xxi. 22.  The idea of this éxdiknois enters so essentially into
the texture of the New Testament eschatology, that in various
forms it runs through the entire New Testament, and hence
it is not easily to be seen why it should be regarded as stand-
ing apart from the views of our evangelist, and should remind
us of the fiery zeal of the apocalyptic writer (KXéstlin, Hilgen-
feld). Comp. preceding passages in Luke (i. 51 ff,, 71 ff).
Ver. 8. An answer to the two parts of the preceding
question: (1) mowjoer . . . ad7dy, and (2) év Tdye. — This
€y Tdye is the opposite of delay (uaxpoBupuei, ver. 7): quickly,
without delay (Acts xit. 7, xxii. 18, xxv. 4; Rom. xvi. 20;
1 Tim. iii. 14; Rev. i. 1,1l 5, xxii. 6 ; Wisd. xviii. 14; Pind.
Nem. v. 35; Xen. Cyr. vi 1. 12), declaring the speedy advent *

! Lange is wrong in saying : although even over them He rules Zigh-mindedly
(and therefore inscrutably).

21t is in vain to weary oneself and twist about in the attempt to explain
away this simple meaning of the words, as, for example, Ebrard does on Lev.
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of the Perousia (ix. 27), at which shall follow the éxéikyas.
— A o vios k] It is to be accentuated @pa (so also
Lachmanmn and Tischendorf); comp. on Gal. ii. 17. In con-
nection with the glad promise, to wit, which Jesus has just
given in reference to the clect, there comes painfully into Ilis
consciousness the thought what a want of faith in Ilim lle
would nevertheless meet with at His Parousiv. This e
expresses in the sorrowful question: Nevertheless will the Son
of man when He is come find faith on the eavth 2 Theophylact
well says: év ayijuate épwmjcews T0 amdvior TGV ToTE evpeln-
gopévwy maTdy Umoonualvev. The sulject: o vios 7. avfp.
and é\Bov is, with a sorrowful cmphasis, placed before the
interrogative @pa, on account of the contrast with what follows.
Sce Klotz, ad Devar. p. 183.  The wiores is the fuith in Jesus
the dessiak, which many of His confessors not persevering
unto the end will have given up, so that they do not belong
to the elect (Matt. xxiv. 5, 10 {I., 24), and 1le will meet them
as unbelievers.! Hence therc is no reason for concluding from
the passage before us (de Wette), that the putting of the
parable into its present shape probably belongs to a time when
the hope of the LPerousic had begun somewhat to waver
(2 Pet. i1k 3 £). — émi Tijs yijs] is correlative with the cowing
down from lLeaven, which is meant by éxfww.

Ver. 9. It is the more arbitrary to assume that the follow-
ing doctrinal narrative was originally delivered in another
connection (Paulus, Olshausen, de Wette; comp. Kuinoel),
that it rather affords a confirmation of the probability (sce on
xvii. 22) that the Pharisees, after our Lord’s rejoinder to them,
xvil. 20 f, were no longer present. The Zistorical conneetion
with what precedes is not more closely to be indicated than

1. 1, p. 104, There is only this to be said, that the final deliverance, how long
soever it may appear to be delayed as to its beginning, shall still be so internaliy
and potentially hastened that it shall be made an wnerpectediy hasty ending to
the condition of tribulation that precedes it See, on the other hand, Dister-
dieck.

! So many, as the Lord sces, shall be seduced into unbelicef (as to tho biera;
aidy wovmpés, comp. on Gal. i, 4), that in gricl thereat He puts the question
yenerally, whether He shall find fuith.  Ilerein lies a sorrowlul Jyperbole of
expression,
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is pointed out by the characterization of the Twés as Tods
aemotd. kTN,  These men, according to ver. ), must in some
way or another have made manifest their disposition, and
thereby have given oceasion to Jesus to deliver the following
discourse as far as ver. 14, Who are the people 2 Assuredly
not Lharisces, since it i1s actually a Pharisee that Jesus
presents as a warning example.  Possibly they were conceited
Sollowers of Jesus (Schleiermacher, de Wette, Bawmgarten-
Crusius), but more probably : Jews ol a Phavisaic disposition,
since Luke does not here, as at ver. 1, designale the disciples
expressly, and it was just for Jews of this kind that not only
the example of the Pharisee, but also that of the publican, was
the most hmmiliating. — mwpos] e spoke to them.  To take
it as at ver. 1 (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others) is un-
suitable, sinee there are persons iu this place, and the context
suggests no oceasion for departing [rom the usual ad quosdam
(Vulgate). — 1was Tovs memofoTas] designates the persons
in the abstract indefinitely, but in the quality in question
specilically.  See on Gal. 1. 7, and Bornewann, Schol. p. 113 ;
Dernhardy, p. 318. — €¢’ éavr.] they put on themselres the con-
fidence that they were righteous. For ofhers they did not enter-
tain this conlidence, but assuined the contrary and despised them.

Vv. 11, 12. Zvabels] Sce on Matt. vi. 5. Ile took his
stand, a trait of assurance, comp, xix. §; Aets ii. 14, See, on
the other hand, ver. 13: pakpofev éotws. — mwpis éavrov]
does not belong to orabels, so that it would mean apart (Syr.,
Deza, Grotius, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusiug, Iwald, and others),
which would be xa6 éavrov (Xen. An«d. v. 10. 11; Acts
xxviil. 16; Jas. 1. 17; Zeeh. xil. 12), as D actually reads;
but to wpooniyero (Luther, Castalio, Bengel, Wetstein, and
others, including Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek"): by himself,
fo himself, apud animum suum, as at 2 Mace. xi. 13, and
frequently in the classical wrilers: Néyew mpos éavrop, to
speak in thought, and the like. Nuturally he would not
allow such a prayer to be Lheard.  The publican is otherwise,
ver. 15, — 67e ovk eipt k.7.\N.| TpoTepov yap elmer & ovk éaTuw,

T From this construetion it is plain that in B L 8™ min. Vulg. Copt. Anu.
Slav. Or. Bas. Cypr. mpis iave. slands after raira.
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xai ToTe watéhefev a éorw, Theophylact. — of Nowwoi Tdw
avBp.] comp. Rev. ix. 20; Kiihmer, IL p. 122.'— d8ikoc]
unjust in the more limited sense. — @s od7os 0 Tehwwrns] con-

temptuously, this publican here I' < who skins and scrapes every
one, and clutches wherever hie can,” Luther, Predigt. — Ver. 12,
moTevw ]| of private fusting, which was observed ficice in the
week (tob oaBB., Mark xvi. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 2), on Thursday
and Monday. See on Matt. vi. 16, ix. 14; Lightfoot, p.
8606. — kr@pac] not possideo (Vulgate, Castalio, Beza, and
others), which would be xéxkrnuac, but: what I «wcquire for
myse(f. He gives tithes of cverything, what he gains in
natural products, everything without exception. The vain-
clorious warta 6oa has the ewnphasis; his payment of tithes
1s beyond what the law required, as at Matt. xxiii. 23.  More-
over, comp. Pirke Aboth, ii. 13 : “ Quando oras, noli in precibus
bona tua enumerare, sed fac preces misericordiarum et pro
gratia impetranda coram Deo.”

Vv. 13, 14. Makpofer] comp. xxiii. 49. The context
gives as the meaning neither: the forccourt of the Gentiles (the
publican was a Jew), nor: far from the sanctuary, but: far
away from the Pharisee, of whom hitherto our Lord has been
speaking. Behind this bold, self-righteous man the humble
one in the diffidence of his consciousness of sin had remained
at a distance, not venturing to advance further. — éoTws]
“Nec agrabels, nec in genua procumbens, ne spectetur orans,”
Bengel. — ovoé Tovs odpfarpovs] not cren his cyes, to say
nothing of his whole head and his hands (1 Tim. ii. 8; and
sce Grotius). Comp. Tacitus, IIist. iv. 72: “ Stabant con-
scientia flagitii moestae fixis in terram oculis.”—Z%¢ beating
of the breast was the outward sige of seouraing.  Sce on viii.
52, If the Pharisee had only a proud thanksgiving, the
publican has only a kumble petition. — pot T dpapt.] Observe
the article. DBengel rightly says: “de nemine alio homine
cogitat.”— Ver. 14. xateBn x7A.] a lively picture of the
result, in which the emphasis rests on mwap’ éxeivov, as is
shown Dy the following 67¢ 7as k.7 A. — 8ebix.] in the Pauline

1 ¢ Duas classes Pharisaeus facit ; in alteram conjicit totum genus humanum,
altera, melior, ipse sibi solus esse videtur,” Bengel.
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sense: justified, i.c. accepted by God as righteous. The Epistle
to the Romans is the most complete commentary on the whole
of this doctrinal history, without, however, it being necessary to
take the publican as the representative of Leathenism (Schenkel).
— The reading wap’ éxeivov (see the critical remarks) is in the
sense of the comparison (xiii. 2, 4; Bernhardy, p. 258 £.): prae
illo, in respect of which the context decides whether what is
declared is applicable to the other one in question, only in a
lesser degree (as xiil. 2, 4), or not at all (as here; comn. Xen.
Mem. 1. 4. 14), whether, therefore, the expressed preference is
relative or absolute! Comp. Luther’s gloss: “The former went
home, not justified, but condemned.” It is similar at Datt.
xxi. 31; John iii. 19; 1 Tim. i. 4. The reading: 5 «ap
éxetvos, would have to be explained intcrrogatively, and that
not in the seuse of the familiar interrogative form: 7 ydp, s it
not true? (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 594), but, with Dornemann (and
Gléockler): “or did the former one go justified to his housc?”
But how unsuitable in the connection (it is otherwise at xx. 4),
since Aéyo vuiv leads one to expect, and actually supplies,
only a categorical statement! And this use of yap after the
interrogative # is rationally conceivable, it is true, but no
instance of it can be produced. The Recepta 7 éxeivos,
although ecritically oljectionable, is founded on the correct
feeling that # in this place could only be the usual com-
parative, but ydp alongside of it would be meaningless. —
ore was k7] as xiv. 11,

Vv. 15-17. See on Matt. xix. 13-15; Mark x. 13-16.
The peculiar source of which Luke has hitherto availed him-
self, which supplied the material from ix. 51, now ends, or
Luke leaves it, and becomes substantially synoptic again, fol-
lowing Mark especially, although, while he does so, le still
has special passages of his own (see especially xix. 1-10).
The place and time of what follows as far as ver. 31 are,
according to Luke, still the same as of what has preceded
(from xvii. 11). — rat Ta Bpédn] their children also, so that not
merely the people themselves came to Him. The word itself
marks out the children more specially (infants, ii. 12, 16)

1 See also van Hengel, ad Rom, 1. p. 138f.
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than waidia in Matthew and Mark, the latter of whom Tuke
follows, although omitting his conclusion, ver. 16, to which
abbreviating treatment no special purpose (in opposition to
Hofmann, II. 2, p. 194) is to be imputed. — awryrac] the
present tease, brings the situation before us. — Ver. 16. wpoo-
kaX. avra] He divected His call to the nfunts themselves
(probably : come to e, little ones:), and then spoke to those
who carried them, ete.

Vv. 18-27. See on Malt. xix. 16-26; Mark x. 17-27. —
dpywr] perhaps a ruler of the synagogue; comp. Matt. ix. 18.
Luke alone has this more precise designation of the man
from tradition, and herein diverges from Matt. xix. 20. — 1n
the answer of Jesus, ver. 19, Luke simply follows Mark,
abbreviating also at ver. 20.  The Marcionite reading: o yap
ayabos €is éativ, o Beos o mamip, is nothing but an old gloss
(in opposition to Volkmar, Hilgenfeld), not more Marcionite
than the reading of the text, and this latter is no anti-
Marcionite alteration.  Doth forms of the expression are
alrcady found in Justin, and our Gospel of Luke is to be
regarded (Zeller, Apostely. p. 32 {.) as his source for the form
which agrees with the passage before us (c. Tryph. 101).
Comp. on Mark x. 17. — Ver. 22, &7¢ &v gou Aeime] does nob
presuppose the frutkh, but only the case of what is aflirmed by
the dpywr. It does not, morcover, assert the necessity of
selling one’s goods and distributing them to the poor, in order
to be perfect in general, but only for the person in question,
in accordance with his special circumstances, for the sake of
special trial.  See on Matt. xix. 21.  Ilence there is not to he
found, with de Wette, in the words an application of the saying
of Jesus that gives any pretext for mistaken representations.

Vv. 28-30. Sce on Matt. xix. 27-29; Mark x. 28-3
the latter of whom Luke follows with abridgment, — &s o0 p)
kaX] Comp. Mark xiii. 2. In respect of no one who has
forsaken, cte, will it be the case that he does not receive, ete.
In the elwoice of dwolafBy there is implied the idea of what
Lie reccives being dwe.  Comp. xvi 25, vi 54, xxiii. 41
Dem. 78. 3: dv 7e NdBn7e, dv T dmoldfyTe; 162. 17:
AapeBivew pév odr cwv, amolapSaveaw 8¢ ovveBovhevor.,
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Vv. 81-34. Sce on Matt. xx. 17-19; Mark x. 32-34.
Luke, it is true, abridges Mark’s narrative, yet he also expands
it by the reference to the fulfilment of Scripture, ver. 31, and
Ly the observation in ver. 34. — maparaBwy x.TA.] A con-
tinuation of the journey, on which at ver. 35 ff. the narrative
then again lingers at Jericho. — 7é vig 7. dvfp.] belongs to
Td ryeypapp., next to which it stands: everything shall be com-
pleted, i.c. shall come to its complete actual fulfilment (comp.
xxil. 37), which 1s written by the prophets with reference to the
Son of man (with the destination for Him, in order to become
actual in Him). On the dative of reference with rypddecw,
comp. 3 Macc. vi. 41. The reading wepi 7o vi. 7. avfp. (D,
Vulg. al.) is an inaccurate gloss on the correct construction.
Others (Castalio and many more, including Kuinoel, Borne-
mann, Schegg, comp. Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 154 [E. T. 178],
who refers it to both Terecf. aud yeypapp.) connect it with
Teheol., and explain either: upon the Son of man, as Matt.
xiii. 14 (so the majority), or of Him (Bornemann, following
Beza). But even apart from the fact that the position of the
words rather suggests the connection given above, the unlimited
wdvTa Ta yeyp. is opposed to the latter, since the prophets have
written much, which was neither to be fulfilled «pon nor of the
Messiah. Besides, the following ver. 32 f. is opposed to Borne-
mann, seeing it is not there said what the Messiah should do,
but what He should swffer. — Ver. 34. An emphatic prolixity,
even more than at ix. 45. The failure to understand has
reference not to the meaning of the words, but to the fuct as
the Messianic destiny. — am’ ad7ov] comp. ix. 45, x. 21,
xix. 42, frequently in the LXX.

Vv, 356—-43. See on Matt. xx. 29-34; Mark x. 46-52.
Luke, reproducing Mark’s narrative in an abridged form, adds
nevertheless independently the important conclusion (ver. 43),
and follows a variation of the tradition in transposing the
circumstance so as to make it precede the entry. DBut the
purpose of anmexing the history of Zaccheus was in no wise
needed to occasion this departure from Mark (in opposition to
Bleek and Holtzmann). — Ver. 36. 7( eip Tod7o] without
av (see the critical remarks), asks, quite specifically, what this
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should be (not: what this might possibly be).  See ITermann,
ad Viger. p. 742, Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Lach. p. 190 13 ;
Maetzner, ad dntiph. p. 130.— Ver. 43. The poetic alvos
(see Buttmaun, Lezel. IL p. 112 {f) appears only here and in
Matt. xxi. 16 (a quotation from the LXX.) in the New Tes-
tament ; more frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha.
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CHAPTER XIX.

VER. 2. oiroz #v] Lachm. has «iris [#]. B K 1, min. Arm.
Vulg. Ver. For. Vind. have only «irés. Tisch. has av only,
following L &, min. Copt. Goth. only. The Recepta is to be
maintained ; obros was in some authorities altered mechanically
into @iz, in accordance with the foregoing word; in others,
omitted as Dbeing superfluous, on which assumption, some-
times also #, nay, even zai (D), dropped away also. — Ver. 4.
suouopéav] see the exegetical remarks. — Instead of izsigs Elz
has &7 éxeims, in opposition to decisive evidence, on the
strength of which, also at ver. 7, =dvrs; is to be read instead
of dmarrse. — Ver. 5. efdey abriv zai] is wanting in I3 L 8, min.
vss. Tisch. The transcriber passed at once from EIés to
Elzsn. — Ver, 13, fu¢] A B D K LR &, min. Or. Lucif. have
i o Approved by Griesb., adopted by Laclhm. and Tisch.;
tws Is an interpretation. — Ver. 15. #6wzs] Lachm. Tisch. have
é20wzer, in accordance with 13 D L 8, min. Cant. Verc. (Or.:
sozowzzr).  An emendation. — Ver. 17. ] Lachm. and Tisch.
have eiye, following B D, min. Vulg. It. Or. Lucif. The Becepto
1s from Matt. xxv. 23. — Ver. 20. érepec] Lachm. and Tisch. have
6 §repog, in accordance with B D L IR 8** min. A mechanical
repetition of the article, in accordance with vv. 16, 18. —
Ver. 23. =] 1s wanting in authorities so decisive, that, with
Matth. Lachm. Tisch., it must Le deleted. — The position of «iri
immediately after ¢ has, it is true, A B L & in its favour (Lachm,
Tisch.), yet the old reading avizpale in A is against it, as it
manifestly originated fromn the collocation of é&v and émpafe. So
in A, ANENPAZA is written as one word, although translated
as two words. The separation might easily be marked by aizé
placed between them.— Ver. 26. Since ¢dp is wanting in
important authorities, while Vulg. It. have autem, it is to be
recarded, with Tisch., as a connective addition, in accordance
with Matt. xxv. 29.— 4% «dred] is bracketed by Lachm,
deleted by Tisch. It is wanting in B L &, min. Luecif.,, and has
slipped in mechanically from Matt. xiii. 12, although there the
construction is different. Comp. Markiv. 25. — Ver. 27, ézsivouz]
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K L M, min. Didym. have redrovs.  To be preferred, with
Dornem. and Tisch. ; ix. is an amendment by way of designating
the absent. — Ver. \Jl «brg] is wanting in BD F L I N, nin.
vss. Or.  Dracketed by Lachm., deleted l)} Tiscli. The omission
is occasioned by its absence in ‘the parallels. — Ver. 3+. Before
¢ zupio; Lachm. Tisch. have ¢ri, certainly on preponderating evi-
dence, hut it is repeated from ver. 31. — Ver. 37. sasiv] Lachm.
has sdrwy, following I3 1. But =dirwy came in through the
reading ymontray (mstmd of duraye.), which is still found in D. —
Yer. -L() Lachm. and Tisch. have swsscway, in accordance with
A B LR Ay min, to which also I adds confirmation by
cryfowvary. The Leeepta is by way of an improvement. — Instead
of zexpaZoras B L X have xpdZovay, which rare form Tisch. has
11~)htly '1dupte(1 — Ver. 41. Elz Griesb. Scholz have i ais7.
But é5 airiy is decisively attested. So Schulz, Lachm. Tisch. —
Ver. 42, »ai a0 xai ye v o5 qu. oov zabry] Lachm. has bracketed
zai e, and deleted oov; the former is wanting in I D L §, 157,
vss. Or.; the latter in ABD L &, min. vss. Or. Eus. Bas. Both
are to be retained ; zar pe (hopped out in consequence of the
preceding zai ov, and then this drew after it the omission of sov,
which after the simple #ai of (Without zai y¢) did not seem in
place. — The second oou is, indeed, wanting in B L ¥, 259, Or. Ir.
(bracketed by Lachm.) ; but how easily might the word, whieh,
moreover,might be dispensed with, drop out between the syllables
NN and NYN ! — Ver. 45. & «irg] is wanting in B € L 8, min.
Copt. Arm. Goth. Rd. Or.  In most of these authorities xai
ayopdlovras is also wanting. Tisch. deletes both, and both are
from the parallels, from w which D A, vss. have added still more.
— Ver. 46. Tisch. has xai forar 6 oz pov ofx. spos:vy., following
I L R & (in which, however, . fsras is wanting by the first hand),
min. Copt. Arm. Or.  Rightly; the Rreepta is from the parallels,
from which, moreover, appears in C** zJ.5i50:ras Instead of forin

Vv. 1, 2. This history® with the stamp of Luke’s Janguagze
is worked up by him from tradition. — évépare xahovu.]
Comp. i. 61.  Classical writers would have said dvoua xal.
(Herod. i. 173 ; Plat. (ret. p. 483 D). — Zawyalos] =21, puit,
Lzra ii. 9; Neh. vil 14, Lven the name (among the RRabbins
also, see Lightfoot, p. 870) shows him to be a Jew. Sce on
ver, 9 and Castalio i» loc.  The Clementines represent him
as a companion of Peter, and by him conscerated as bishop of

1 According to Eichithal, 11, 1. 291, a mistaken copy of the call of Matthew
(Matt, ix.)!
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Caesarea. See Ifom. iil. 63, Recogn. 1ii. 065. Comp. Constit.
Apost. vi. 8. 3, vii. 46. 1. — avros] after the name (as viiL 41),
his personal condition. — dpyerehavns] chicf publican or taz-
collector, probably a steward of the Iloman farmer of the taxcs,
entrusted with supervision of the ordinary tax-collectors.
Comp. Salmasius, de foen. trapez. p. 245 f.; Burm. wectiy.
populi Rom. p. 134. The tribute in Jevicho may have had
to do especially with the trade carried on there in the pro-
duction and export of dalsamn (a trade which now no longer
exists, see Robinson, Pal. II. p. 537). —kai oftos sv] a
prolix simplicity of style. Comp. ii. 37, vil. 12, xx. 28,

Vv. 3, 4. Tis éomi] v.c. which among those who were pass-
ing by is Jesus. “ Fama notum wultw noscere cupiebat,”
Grotius. — mpodpapawr éumposfer] Comp. Tob. xi. 2; Plat.
Gorg. p. 497 A; Xen. Cyrop. iv. 2. 23. — ovkopopéav] The
form popéa occurs in Nicander as quoted by Athen. I p. 51,
and ovxopopéa, Geop. x. 3. 7; more frequently cuxdpopos
(Dioscor. 1. 184 ; Aq. Am. vii. 14 ; Suidas). The authorities,
however, are very much divided between guvxopopéav (so now
Tischendorf also, following B L D &) and gukouwpéar (Lach-
mann) ; Galen also has pwpéa, de comp. med. 5 (in Wetstein
on xvil. 6). As, nevertheless, the reading cvxopopaiav also
adds to the support of ouroudp., although it is plainly a
transcriber’s error, the Recepter is to be maintained. The word
itself is = guxduiwos (see Dioscor. i. 184): Egyptian fig tree,
xvil. 6. — ékelvns] see on v. 9. — Suépyeafar] to pass through,
through the city, ver. 1.

Vv. 5-7. Whether Jesus had any personal knowledge of
Zacchaeus, is a matter which could be decided ornly by
circumstances unknown to us; and hence to bring in the
higher knowledge of Jesus (Olshausen), as seeing himn never-
theless directly in his <nner nature, is in the case before us a
course without sufficient justification, although Strauss, 1. p.
575 £, builds thereon the view that the history is a variation
of the theme of the intercourse with the publicans. According
to Paulus, some cne named the man to him. — avjuepor]
emphatically, comp. ver. 9. This day is the day so important
to thee, when I must abide in thy house (stay the night,
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John i. 59). 8¢l is spoken from the consciousness of the dicine
appoinfment (ver. 10), “as if He could not dispense with
Zacchaens, whom, nevertheless, everybody else avoided as a
arcat sinmer” (Luther, Prediyt). — Ver. 7. The murmurers
(Oteyoyy., sce on xv. 2) are Jews, who accompanied Jesus to
the house of Zacchacus, situated (ver. 1) before the city on
the way towards Jerusalem, and here at the entrance, probably
in the forecourt where the publican came to meet Jesus, saw
liow joyously he receives 1lim. Comp. on ver. 11. — wapa
aup. avdpi] belongs to xatariear.

Ver. 8. The supposition “Jesu cohortationes et mouitiones
tantam vim habuisse in Zacchaei animum,” ete. (Kuinoel,
comyp. Grotius), and that the murmuring and the vow did not
occur till the morning of the departure (Schleiermiacher,
Olshausen), has no fouundation in the text, in accordance with
which it was rather the dmmediate personal tmpression of Jesus
that seized and took possession of the wealthy chief publican
in that mamner. Iis zow includes the consciousness of his
unworthiness of the great happiness that has befallen him
through the entertainment of the Messialy, and his determina-
tion, for the sake of this happiness, to make abundant com-
pensation for his former guilt.  Acconding to Paulus, the
publican wished to confute the chavee wapa dupapr. drdpd,
and said el Twos 7o éovkod. wrA. in the conviction of lis
inmoeence.  This is opposed to the context, opposed to the
preceding 7d fule. xr.h., and opposed to ver, 10; moreover.
his whole style ol asserting his innocence would he an
unbecoming piece of parade. — araflels] Lo sfood  furth Define
Jesug—a joyful confidence.  Comp. on xviii. 11, — quion]
The form Nuicea (Lachmann), which Altic writers approve, is
a correction either from Jupiey or from 7uiceal  As to the
substantival neuter, see Kithner, § 479 1; Boruemanu, ed Vea,
Cyrop. villo 3. 41— ¢ Twos 70 éovkod.] [f 1 hove tolen

P liseliendorl, namely, has adoptel s 2uizua, in accordance with 15 L 3 K.
Certainly in the classical writers sgisaz (el peipz or pig) is the substantival
Jreminine of gaous, Thue, vio 620 45 PLd. Leg. 12, p. 936 1D, Ep. vid. po 347 0
Dem. 4300 8; Lucian, /erm. 48; while =2 Zeieae oceurs also at least in Antonin,

Lib, ii. p. 16; hence it is all the more probable that Luke wrote it, but it
was then changed into azisiz, and finally into sgirn.
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anything from any onc by fravd. The verb (iii. 14) is con-
strued like amooTepety Twés t¢ (Plut. Dem. iv.; Soph. IAil.
1267), dmoravew Twos T (Xen. Iier. vii. 9, Mem. i. 6. 2
Plat. Crit. p. 54 A; Arist. Nub. 1231); among the Greeks
with mapi, Lys. p. 177, 32. The e is not to make the
matter unecertain, as though he were conscious to himself of
no such extortion, but e ... 7¢is the milder expression of
sclf-confession instead of 6,7¢. See Dissen, ad Dem. de cor.
p. 195. — reTpamhovr] he professes himself ready for a measure
of compensation, such as was ordained for theft, Exxxi. 37 ;
1 Sam. xii, 3. Comp. Keil, drch. § 154. 3. In respect of
breach of trust and the like, it was vrdained only that a fifth
part above the value should be restored (Lev. v. 21 f.; Num.
v. 6 f).

Vv. 9,10. IIpos avrov] lo him, wpos, as vv. 5, §; not: n
veferenee to him (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, and
others), so that Jesus spoke to the disciples or to the people
(Paulus). He speaks to Zacchaeus, but not in the sccond person
(7¢ olke gou), because what He said was to serve at the same
time as a correction for those murmurers (ver. 7, comp. on
ver. 11), and consequently was to have a more general desti-
nation. Hence it is also at least unnecessary, with Ewald,
to assume an audible soliloguy of Jesus, and to read pos
avrov (to kimsclf) (comp. wpos éavrov, xviil. 11). — xabore xai
avros x.7N] in accordance with the fuct that (i. 7; Actsii. 21;
in the New Testament used only by Luke) Ze¢ also (as other
Jews, although he is despised as a sinner) s @ son of Abrahan,
as which he belongs to the saving solicitude of the Messiab.
Comp. xiii. 16. It is not the worthiness (Grotius, Kuinoel,
Bleck, and others), but the theocratic claim that is meant.
Cyprian, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and others,
including Schenkel, who regard Zacchaeus as a Gentile, are
compelled to take wvios 'ABp. in an ethical sense (“quamvis
genere non sit,.tamen fide est,” Maldonatus). Dut that he
was a Gentile is in itself (see also on ver. 2), and according
to ver. 8, not to be supposed, and is not implied in ver. 7. —
Ver. 10. vydp] justifics what is said at ver. 9: with full right
do I say that this day is salvation come to this house (the

LUKE IL s
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family of this house), cte., for the Messivl has come to seel: and
o save that which is lust, i.c. those who have incurred cternal
rnin.  The collective ncuter used of persons, as in John xvii. 2;
on the thought, see 1 Tim. i. 15. — 5jAfe] emphatically placed
first; for Jesus deelares the purpose of Ilis appearance. —
&yrijead] might be suggested by the idea of a shepherd (xv. 4) ;
still the text contains no closer reference of that kind.  Ience
it is rather a general expression of the seel:ing of the love that
is solicitous for souls.  Comp. 2 Cor. xit. 14, Moreover, comp.
on Matt. xviii. 11.

Ver. 11. As to the relation of the following parable to Matt.
xxv. 14-30, seec on Matthew; the form in Luke is not the
original one ; sce also Weiss in the Julod. f. D. Th. 1864, .
128 ff. — arovovtov 8¢ abtdv Tadra] But because they heard
this (ver. 8 fI.), whereby their Messianic anticipations could
only Dbe strengthened; sce what follows. Not the disciples
(Grotius and others), but only those wmurmurers, ver, 7, could
be the subject—the single plural-subject which preceded. The
scene is this—the people in attendance lave accompanied
Jesus as far as the entrance into the lhouse (as far as into the
forecourt), when they also observe how Zacchaeus joyously
welcones Jesus, and they murmur; whereon Zacchaeus speaks
the words, ver. 8, and Jesus the rejoinder, vv. 9 and 10. —

Joth utterances therefore are spoken while they are still at
the entrance, so that the murmuring crowd also listens to
what is said. The connection is neither disclosed first of all
froni the contents of the parable (Weizsiicker), nor is it obscure
(de Wette, Iloltzmann), but it is darkened by the interpreters
(see also Schleiermacher). — mpoofleis] addiny to, still con-
tinuing—a Ilebraism, as at Gen. xxxviil. 5, Job xxix. 1, and
clsewhere ; Winer, p. 416 [I. T. 538]. In pure Greek the
expression would run mpocfeis wapaQ. eimwev. — elme wapaf.]

Comp. xviit. 9. — éyyus] 150 stadia, Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3.

!'In aflinity with the contents of this parable is the word which Christ,
according to Clem. Homdl. hi. 51, iii. 50, xviil. 20, and Apelles in Epiphan,
Haer. 44. 2, is said to have spoken: yivels déxipos zpamilirai. The wide
publication of this saying in Christian antiquity (Clem. Alex., Origen, etc.)
tmkes it probable (in opposition to Lechler, Adpwst. Zeit. po 453) that it
actually was a word of Christ’s,
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— o1 mapaypipa x.T\] UménaBov, 61t &id TolTo dvetor viy
ets Iepova., iva Baoihebon év avrh, Euthymius Zigabenus, —
dvapaiveafar] to come to light.— The people think of the
glorious setting up of the kingdom believed in by them. This
verse, moreover, does not exclude from the connection of Luke
the history of the entrance, ver. 29 ff,, which Marcion rejected.
Comp. Hilgenfeld, Krit. Unters. p. 466.

Vv. 12, 13. Here is represented a man of noble descent, a
nobleman, who journeys into the far country to the governor,
who possesses the supremacy, in order to receive, as a vassal,
from him regal power over those who have been lLis fellow-
citizens up to that time. This representation is borrowed
from the circumstances of governors in Palestine at that time,
the kings of which, the Herods, received from IRlome their
Baagihela ; especially the instance of Archelaus, in respect of
the fruitless protest raised against him by the Jews (Joseph.
Antt. xvii. 11. 1), is sufficiently similar, reasonably to derive
the parabolic narrative, so far as that part of it is concerned,
from the remembrance of that transaction.! — els ydpav parpdv]
a contrast with the wapaypipa, ver. 11, for Jesus must first go
into heaven to the Father, but not consequently removing the
Larousia beyond the duration of the lifetime of the genera-
tion (Baur, Zeller), since the reckoning at the retwrn has to
do with the same servants. — éavrg] he wished to receive the
kingly dignity for himsclf, although till then there had been
another king. — Ver. 13. éavrod] ten slaves of his own, of whom
therefore he might rightly expect the care of his interest.
Comp. on Matt. xxv. 14. — Séxa uvds] to wit, to cach onc?
The Attic mina = 100 drachmas, <.e. according to Wurm, de
ponderum cte. rationtbus, p. 266, = from 22 thal. 16 grosch.
to 24 thal. 3 grosch. Vienna standard money [seil. =from

! Possibly even the locality suggested to Jesus the reference to Archelaus.
For in Jericho stood the royal palace which Archelaus had built with great
magnificence, Joseph. Antt. xvii. 13, 1.

* An essential variation from Matt. xxv. The equality of the pecuniary sum
which is given to all shows that it was not the (very varied) charismatic endow-
ment for office, but the office itself, that was meant to be typified, whose equal
claims and duties, however, were observed by the individuals very differently
and with very unequal result.
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£3,7s. 8d. to £3, 12s. 4d.]. The small sum astonishes us
(even if we should understand thereby Helrew minae; one
M =100 shekels, 1 Kings x. 17; 2 Chron. ix. 16). Com-
pare, on the other hand, the talents, Matt. xxv. Dut in
Matt. Le. the lord transfers to his servants Zis whole property;
Lere, he has only devoted « definite sum of moncy to the
purpose of putting ten servants to the proof therewith, and
the smallness of this amount corresponds to what is so care-
fully emphasized in our parable, viz. the relation of faith-
fulness @n the leust to its great recompense, ver. 17, which
relation is less regarded in the parable in Matthew ; hence in
his Gospel (xxv. 21, 23) it is only said émi oAiya (not as in
Luke xix. 17, év éhayioTw); and the recompense of the indi-
viduals is stated indefinitely and in similar terms. The device
that the lord took most of his money with kim on the jowrncy
(Kuinoel) explains nothing; but the assumption of a mis-
take in the translation (Michaelis), whereby out of minae is
made portions (M), is sheer invention. — wpayuar.] follow
commerciel purswits, Plut. Swll. vii. 17, Cat. min. 54 ; Lucian,
Philops. 36. — év & Epyopar] during which (to wit, during this
your wpayparebesfar) L come, 1e. in the midst of which I return.
As to épy. in the sense of coming «gain, which the context
affords, sce on John iv. 10.

Vv. 14, 15. The embassy sent forth after him (omiow
avtov) woes to the bestower of the Iingdom; hence Tobror;
“fastidios: loquuntur,” Bengel. — of woAiTar avTod] kis fellow-
cllizens, Plat. Protug. p. 315 C, and frequently ; Gen. xxiii
11. — o Oéroper wrA] not iustead of Béouer TodTOV oV
Bask. QMarkland, ad ZLys. 1. p. 280 f.; DBornemann), bul
definite #gjection: we will aof that this man skall be Ling.
On Bagievoar (Aor.), see Schaeler, App. ald Do, II1. . 4357,
— Ver. 15. In respeet of the form yvoei (Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf), see on Mark v. 45. — 75 (] who guturd anything, ond
what he gained 7 See on Mark xv. 24, — Stampaypat.] not :
“ negotiundo lucratus esset” (Castalio, so usually), but: Jed/
wadertalen.  Comp. Dion. Ial. iii. 72, Tassages where &a-
wpayp. means perscrudery are not in point here, Vlal, ko,
p. 77D, 95 L.
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Vv. 10, 17. ‘H pvd gov x.7.\.] ¢ Modeste lucram aceeplum
fert herili pecuniae, non industriae suae,” Grotius, comparing
1 Cor. xv. 10. On wpocepyas., has gained to ¢, comp. Xen.
Il i 1. 28, — ebye (sce the critical remarks): well donc !
bravo! Comp. on Matt. xxv. 21.— Sirce thow in the least
hast become faithful (actually, not: hast been), be thow rulicr
over ten eities.  Comp. xvi. 10.

Ver. 21. As to this apology and its rejection, ver. 22 f, see
on Matt. xxv. 24 ff. — alpets k.7.1.] a closer reference to the
meaning of dvfp. adornpos e, comp. ver. 22, hence no longer
dependent on &7¢, thow talest up what thow hast wot laid down.
This is to be left in the generality of its proverbial form as
an expression of the unsparingness of the property of others,
which, lhowever, is here conceived of not as dishonest, but
in stringent vindication of legitimate claims. The servant
pretends that hie was afraid for the possible case ol the loss of
the mina; that the rigorous lord would indemnify himself for
it from his property. De Wette and Bleek are wrong in read-
g : thou claimest baclk what thou hast not enfrustcd,—opposed
to which is the literal meaning of aipets and its correlation
with éfnras. Moreover, ver. 23 is not in Liarmony therewitl.
C'omp. rather the injunction in Josephus, c. Ap. 2: & uy xaté-
Onxé Tes, 00k avarprjoerar, and the law of Solon in Diog. Laert.
1.2.9: & py &Bov, uy avény.  The austere character (adoTmpos)
consists in the regardlessness of the inhumanity, in respect of
which is experienced the “ summum jus, summa injuria” The
cepithet axhnpds in Matthew denotes the same thing, but under
a different figurative represeutation (in opposition to Tittmann,
Synon. p. 139).

Vv. 23, 24. The question comes in abruptly with «a(, laying
Dare the contradiction betwecen the clauses. See IHartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 147. —émi rpamelav (without an article, sce
the critical remarks), on @ banker’s tablc. The sign of inter-
rogation is to be placed, with Laclunann and Tischendorf,
after Tpdmrefay. wai éyw (Lachmann, Tischendorf: xdy®) «.7.\.
is then the result which, in the event hinted at by &a =i
k.7 (dv, see Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 187 [E. T. 216]), would
have followed, — Ver. 24, 7. wapeor.] 4.c. the salellites, 1. 19.
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— Tas 8éka pvas] the ten minae mentioned at ver. 16, there-
fore not those which e had from the beginning, but those
which he has «eguired for himself with the mina that was
entrusted to him.

Ver. 25 interrupts the dizcourse, since at ver. 26 the king
(not Jesus) continues, as is proved by ver. 27 ; hence, with
Lachmann and Lwald, ver. 25 is to be put in parentheses, hut
not, with Bleck, to be set aside as an interpolation. — Ver. 26
justifies (even without rap, see the critical remarks) the
direction contained in ver. 24 by a generval principle; but the
parenthesis of ver. 25 contains the reason wihercfoie the king
added this justification.

Ver. 27. ITAyw] Besides—breaking off.  The further arrange-
ment of the king turns away now, that is to say, from the
slaves just conferred with, and has to do with those cnemirs,
ver. 14, about whom the decision is still pending. — TodTovs
(see the critical remarks), although referring to those who
were absent, describes them as present in the idea of the
speaker and the hearcrs, Wolf, «d Dem. Lept. p. 295 ; Iein-
dorf, ad Phacd. p. 60 ; Bornemamn, Schol. p. 120. — xaTacpa.]
Slay them ; the strong expression is chosen as shadowing forth
the completeness of the condemnation to everlasting death at
the final judgment. Comp. Xen. Aneb. iv. 1. 23; Herod
viil, 127; Sopl. 0. Z. 730; Diod. Sic. xii. 76; 2 Mace.
v. 12.

The doetrine of the parable, according to Luke's formn of it,
concerns, on the one hand, the Jewish people that would not
receive Jesus as the Messiah (comp. Johm 1. 11); and, on the
other, the disciples who were to make application of the
official charge entrusted to them (the prd which each had
equally received) zealously as far as possible in the interest
of the Messiah until 1lis Lvrowsiv.  The Messiali thus appears
in a twofold relation: to 1lis perverse people and to Ilis ser-
vauts.  The latter ave to be called to account at the LPerowsie,
and aecording to the measure ol the actual discharge of ollicial
duty committed equally to all, will be exalted to a propor-
tionally hizh degree of participation in the Messianic dominion
(comp. Rom. v. 17, viii. 17; 1 Cor. iv. §; 2 Tim. ii. 12).
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This happiness, however, will be so fur from falling to the
lot of the indolent servant, who in any case is inexcusable!
that he was rather to be deprived of the official position of
service which he had received, and consequently was to
receive no kind of share in the future glory of the kingdom,
to which, nevertheless, he also had been appointed. DBut ¢/e
Jormer, the antagonistic Jews, are to be dealt with by the
returning Messiah with the heaviest punishments.

Ver. 28. The narrative is wanting in precision, since, accord-
ing to ver. 5 f., this émopedero did not take place till the next
morning. — &umpoofev] Ife went before (“ praccedebat,” Vulg.),
i.c. according to the context (ver. 29), at the head of His
disciples.  Comp. Mark x. 32. Erasmus, Kypke, Kuinoel,
Iiwald, and others have: He went forwards, He pursued His
journey. This would be the simple émopedero (xiil. 33 and
clsewhere) or émop. eis 70 éumpocfev.

Vv. 29-38. See on Matt. xxi. 1-9; Mark xi. 1-10. Luke
follows Mark, yet not without something peculiar to himself
towards the end. With Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 794 f, Lach-
mann, and Tischendorf, we must certainly place the accent
thus on the word éAawdv, olive-grove, olivetum ; not as though,
if it were eéAawww, the article would in 4iself be necessary
(after éAac. dpos would have to be repeated), but because Luke,
when he designates the mountain as the “ Mount of Olives,”
constantly has the article (ver. 37, xxii. 39); but besides, in
Acts i. 12, where he likewise adds xaMotu., he undoubtedly
uses the form éawdr as a name. Hence, at Luke xxi. 37
also, Aatdr is to be written. Comp. Joseph. Anti. vii. 9. 2:
Sz Tod aidvos fpovs. On the nominative, in respect of a
verb of naming, sece Lobeck, ad Plryn. p. 517 ; Fritzsche, le. ;
Bernhardy, p. 66. — Ver. 31. 6r¢] because, an answer to &ua
Ti. — Ver. 33. of xUpiot] the actual possessor and those
belonging to him. — Ver. 35. éavrdv] they use their own upper
germents for a riding cushion in their reverence and love

! Ver. 23 scrves to mark this inexcusableness in the concrete illustration.
The text does not give any further verbal interpretation of the banker’s counter.
Lange, L. J. 11. 1, p. 414, finds that by the wpé7eZa is depicted the church or
the congregation to which the office might have been given back.



280 TIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

for the Lord.  So éavrav serves for a vivid rcolovring of the
narrative. — Ver. 37. éyyilovros . .. wpos 75 xaraB.] mwpos,
not of the movement whither (de Wette), but a pregnant
union ol the divection (éyyi¢) with the awhere (when 1le
approached at the declivity). Sec generally, Kithner LI.
P 316.  In Homer wpos is often found thus with the dative.
— fp€avro] for this was only the last station of the Messial'’s
entry. — 7@v palyrev] in the wider sense. — eidor] for all
the Messianic mighty works which they, as companions of
Jesus, had scen. — Ver. 38. év ovop. «.] belongs to épyop.,
according to a frequent transposition. See Dornemann, Selol.
P 121 f.; Kiihner, ad Yen. Anad. iv. 2. 18. Comp. xxili. 48,
— etprvy k.7.\] The thought that “with God is salvation (which
He is now purposing to communicate by means of the Messiah),
and He s praised (or it) in the Leight (by the angels, comp.
il 14),” Is expressed in a hymnic form by the parallelism :
“ Salvation is in the heaven, and glory in the highest.” Luke
gives the acclamation, according to a tradition, which had
avoided the Hebrew Hosanna.

Ver. 39 ff. Peculiar to Luke, and as far as ver. 44 taken {rom
tradition. — amo 7ol dyNov] from out of the multitude, among
whom they fouud themselves. — émeriunoor] rebule (this
crying). — awwmijgovow] (see the critical remarks) indicative
after éav, so that the meaning of av clings wholly to the con-
ditioning parvticle, and docs not affect the verh: ¢f these hecome
silent.  Sce Klotz, ud Devar. p. 474 — of Mboi kpaf] The
sense is: this outbreak ol the divine praise is not to be
restrained.  Comp. Iab. il 11; Servius, ad Vieg. Eil. v, 28,
Chagiga, £ 16, 1: “Ne dicas: quis testabitur contra me!?
Lapides domus cjus . . . testabuntur contra eum.”  See also
the passages in Wetstein.— Ver. 41, e’ admyw] orer «,
comp. xxiii. 28.  The direction of the weeping to its ohject;
in the classical writers with a simple aceusative, also with ewd
7wt (Rev. xviii. 11).  Observe, {urther, the «udible weeping
of Jesus at the view of Jerusalem, not the silent Saxpvew as
at the grave of Lazarus, John xi. 35, — € éyrews k7] if only
thow hadst nown and, indeed, in this thy day, what belongs to
thy saleativn!  Tathetic aposiopesis, and conscquently an
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expression of the fiuitlessuess of the wish ; comp. on xxii. 42,
and on John vi. 62; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 339 [E.T. 396].
Euthymius Zigabenus aptly says: eiw@act yap oi xhaiovres
émikomrreafar Tous Aoyous Umo Ths Tob wdBovs opodpoTnTos.
What served for the salvation of Jerusalem was the reception
of Jesus as the Messiah. — xai o¥] as my palnrai. — xail «ye]
et quidem. See on Acts ii. 18.— év 75 7. gov] 4e In this
day given to thee for thy deliverance. Comp. Tov xatpov Tijs
émiaromiis oov, ver. 44 ; Ps. cxviil. 24. — vy 8¢] as, however,
now the circumstances actually are, but thus; often thus since
ITomer after conditional clauses (Johu viii. 40 ; 1 Cor. xii. 20).
— éxpuBn] by divine decree; see John xii. 37 {f.; Rom.
xi. 7 f. — Ver. 43. é7¢ fjfovow x.1.\] 87¢ does not introduce
what has been concealed (this is rather Ta mpos elpiivnr aov),
but it brings a prophetic eonfirmation of the viv &€ x.7.\. that
has just been said: for there shall eome (not tarry), ete.  The
certainty of this miserable future proves that what serves for
thy salvation las become veiled from thine eyes. IFollowing
Lachmann, only a comma is to be placed before é7e. In
what follows, observe the solemn five-fold repetition of «xaf in
the affecting nnperiodic discourse. The first takes the place of
ote (xvil. 22, xxiii. 44; Rom. ii. 16; John iv. 21; and see
on Mark xv. 25). — ydpaxa] masculine: a palisaded wall,
Polyb. i. 29. 3, viii. 34. 3, x. 39. 1, xviii. 1. 1. On ydpaka
BdaAhew, see Plut. dem. P. 17, Morcell. 18.  As a feminine, it
is limited by the grammarians to the signification of vine-prop,
but see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 61 f.— ooc] Comp. Xen. Mem.
iil. 1. 14: 7als wokeow épluara mepySdihovrar. According
to Herod. i. 163, and elsewhere, oé might also Le used. In
the Jewish war the rampart was actually erected (hence
Schenkel considers this point as vaticinium ez evenfu), burnt
up by the Jews, and replaced by Titus with a wall. See
Joseph. v. 6. 2, v. 12. 2 ff. — ouvvéfovar] keep closc, see on
Phil. i. 23. — Ver. 44. édagrodal ae] they shall level thee (Polyb.
vi. 33. 6), le. make thee like to the ground. Comp. Amos
ix. 14; also rxaracxdmwrew els €Sagos, Thuc. iv. 109. 1.
Comp. iii. 68. 2. The following «. Ta Tékva o. év oot is
added by a zeugma, so that now édagilw has the signification,



282 TIIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

frequent in the LXX,, to dask on the giound (Tos. xiv. 1;
Nal. ii. 10; Ps. exxxvii. 9).  The children of the city are its
inhabitants, Matt. xxiii. 37 ; Luke xiii. 34; Gal iv. 25, The
city is figuratively regarded as a mother, hence Ta Téxva are
not to be understood (Kuinoel) of the actual children (enfuntes).
— 7oy ratp. T. émiak. gov] the time of the solicitude concerning
thee, when God interested Ilimself for thee by means of the
offer of the Messianic salvation through me. Comp. 1 Pet.
il. 12; Prov. xxix. 13; Job xxix. 4; Wisd. ii. 10, iii. 7;
Feclus, xviii, 19; 3 Mace. v. 42, and thereon Grinm.  émeo-
xorrj in itself is « vox media, and in the LXX. and Apocrypha
(Wisd. xiv. 11, xix. 15) is frequently also used when God
concerns Iimself with any one in punishment. The word does
not oceur in the classical writers.

Vv. 45, 46. Sce on Matt. xxi. 12 f.; Mark xi. 15-17.
Luke yproceeds by Dbrief extracts, and, moreover, gives the
saying in Isa. lvi. 7 not as Mark gives it, but in the abbre-
viated form of Matthew. — fjpfaro] He legun therewith His
Messianic ministry in the temple.  Schleiermacher erroneously
regards vv. 45, 46 as the concluding formula of the narrative
of the journey.

Vv, 47, 48. Kai ol mpator 7. Aaod] The worldly aris-
tocracy, yet with special emphasis. — éfexpéparo x.T.N] the
people Teeay wupon Hon as they hearkencd to Hon.  « Populi
assiduitas aditum hostibus obstruebat,” Bengel. On éxxpépapar
with a genitive, comp. Plut. Mer. 12, and the passages in
Wetstein,  With éx, Gen. xliv. 50; Plat. Zeg. v p. 751 L



o
w
94

CHAP. XX.

CHAPTER XX

VER. 1. {xeivwr] is wanting in the authorities of greatest import-
ance. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.
An addition for greater precision. — dpyuepeis] A EG HEK U
V T A A, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl. have jepeiz.  Recommended
by Griesb., adopted by Matth. and Tisch. The Recepia is from
the parallels. — Ver. 3. ¢«] is wanting in B L R &, min. Syr.
Copt. Colb. For. Tol. It stands aftcr réy. in A K M U* min.
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It is
from the parallels, from which also ofv is introduced after did =,
ver. 5. — Ver. 10. d4aw] duoouow is so strongly attested by A I3
LM Q &, min., that it is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch.,
and 8%ew to be regarded as a grammatical emendation.—
Ver. 13. /dévrec] is wanting in B C D L Q &, min. vss. Ambr,
and is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.
The superfluous word was omitted on account of the parallels;
there was no reason for its addition. — Ver. 14. ixvrods] Tisch.
has arrgreug, following B D L R &, min, vss, The Recepta is
from ver. 5 and Mark xii. 7; comp. Matt. xxi. 38. From the
parallels also comes éeire, which, in accordance with very import-
ant evidence, is deleted by Rinck, Lachm. and Tisch. Luke
nowlhere has the word. — Ver. 19. With Lachm. and Tisch., on
preponderant evidence, read: of yprup. xui oi dpyisp.— Ver. 20.
sig 7] 3 C D L & have dare, which, with Bornemann, Lachm. and
Tisclw, is to be adopted ; the /s =4, foreign to Lulke, is an inter-
pretation. — Ver. 23. 17 ue wepalere] condemned by Griesb. and
Rinck, deleted by Tisch., following B L 8, min. Copt. Arm.
Rightly; it is from Matt. xxii. 18, whence also in C imexpirai,
too, is interpolated. — Ver. 24. Instead of &eilurs Elz. has ém-
3¢ifure, In opposition to decisive evidence; it i1s from Matth. —
After dnvdpiov Lachm. has in brackets of 6 #0esfuy, xai efmev.  Not
strongly enough attested by B L &, min. vss. to appear other-
wise than a gloss in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 27.
evriréyoreg] B C D LN, min. vss. have xéyovrss. Approved by
Schulz and Fritzsche, ad Mare. XII. 8. An emendation, accord-
ing to the parallels.— Ver. 28. Instead of the second &wofdvy,
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B L P&** min. vss. (including Vulg. It.) Lachm. [Tisch. 8] have
merely 2. An attempt at improvement suggested by ignorance.
— Vv, 30, 31. Much confusion among the authorities. Lachm.
has retained the Recepte, nevertheless he places before doudrws
another wezdrwz in brackets, and throws out the »«/ which Elz,
has after i=r¢, with Griesh. and Scholz. T agree with Tisch. in
regarding as original the text of B D LN, 157: zal ¢ debrepos
zal ¢ vpivoz Erudiv alriy Goudrw: 0¢ xal of ivvd oV xavik, Timvg A
=z Comp. Bornem. in the Stud. «. Awit. 1843, p. 136 ; also
Rinck, Zucubr. p. 333, To this text the gloss £2.«fSev «dirsy was
added to ¢ dedr.; this occasioned the dropping out of these
words in their true place, and there appeared : zai ¢ sdrepoz 2.aBev
abriv % ¢ pivos ze . Thus still Copt. The deleting of {.aSe
adriv in this spurious place, without restoring them again to the
venuine one, occasioned the text of D: xai o dsdmspog 2. 6 wpizo;
(without #. «is.). The Iceepta has grown up out of circun-
stantial glosses. Even the double woxirws (A E 11 V 1 A, min.
Goth. Syr., taken by DMatth. into the text) is a gloss; it was
thought to be necessary to complete the simple e.¢8ev adrsy.
The zai, which Elz. has after i=rq, is indeed defended by Rinck,
but decisively condemned by the authoritics. A connective
addition made from misunderstanding. — Ver. 32 is, as Dby
Tisch., to be read: dorepor xai f yun daidarer (Lachm.: tor. d=éd. .
7 ). The Recepte is from Matth. — Ver. 33. The order ol the
words : 4 yws oy & 77 dvaor. (B L), is, with Tisch., to be preferred ;
it was altered in accordance with the parallels. — Ver, 34,
suyapionarar] objectionable, since A X M I’ U 1 A, min. have
Seyamiloror, while B L &, min. Or. Epiph. Nyss. have yamiszor-
rar,  Llead the latter, with Lachm. and Tisch, The flecrptre and
seyauiforar are glosses to give greater precision.  Equally, how-
ever, at ver, 39 also 1s not to be read yoawiZoras, with Matth,
Lachm. Tisch,, in accordance with 1) 1, Q IV A 8, bub yeuiozaras,
in accordance with B.— Ver. 40. 6:] B L &, min. Copt. Tisch,
liave »dp. Rightly; ydp was not understood.

Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27; Mark xii 27-33.
Luke follows Mark with some ablreviation, and with some
material peculiar to himself, as also in the further portions of
this chapter. — év ped@ Tév uepdv] (without érelvor, sce the
critical remarks) is, as v. 17, vill. 22, an approvimale state-
ment of the date; the days in question are meant, to wit, of
the stay in Jerusalem.  Schleiermacher is arbitrary in secing
Lere the begining of a special document. — éméornoar] ceme
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upon. The idea of suddenness and wncypectedicss is not of
itself contained in the word, and needed to be expressed (as
xxi. 34; Isocr. viii. 41; PThilo Flace. p. 981 C, «l in
Loesner), or at least suggested hy the context (comyp. on ii. 9).
— Ver. 2. 7] introduces a more definite idea of the point of
the question. — Ver. 3. kai elwaté poc] xai is the simple «nd :
I will ask you, and {cll me (what I shall ask you). Theu
follows the question itself. — cuvelory.] they reckoned, they con-
sidered,  Only here in the New Testament, frequently in the
classical writers, — Ver. 6. ds ¢ Aaos xarald. fuas] a later
form of the tradition. The word is not elsewhere retained.
Comp. xvarahtfoiv in Josephus, xarahifoBoreiv, Ex. xvii. 4.
It denotes the stoning down.

Vv. 9-19. See on Matt. xxi. 33-46; Mark xii. 1-12. —
ip€ato] after that despatch of the members of the Sanhedrin.
—mpos 7. Aaoy] “ muniendum contra interpellationem anti-
stitum,” DBengel. Otherwise in Matt. and Mark, according
to whom the discourse is addressed dercetly to the members
of the Sonhedrim, and these, according to Luke, are also
present (ver. 19). — Ver. 10. Swoovew] (see the critical
remarks): see on 1 Cor. ix. 18 ; Eph. vi. 3. — adre] fo kim,
the possessor of the vineyard, by the servants. — Ver. 11.
mpocéfeto mépyrar] a Hebraism, Gen. iv. 2, and elsewhere.
Comp. on xix. 11, and see Valckenaer, p. 253 f — Ver. 13.
icws] perchance.  The corresponding German word (vielleickt)
expresses not nere conjecture, but, although in a still doubt-
ing form, his expectation (“spem rationi congruentem,” Bengel).
See Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 213 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 122 f, ;
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 855. Only here in the New Testa-
ment. — Ver. 14. (Sovres 8¢ adrov] with emphasis, corre-
sponding to the previons TobTov idovres.— Ver. 16. eimov]
Persons from the people in ver. 9, who have comprehended,
although dimly, the foreshadowing of evil. — u7 «yévorro] (sec
on Rom. iii. 4), to wit, that the yewpyor lay hands themselves
on the son, kill him, and bring about the amorécer kTN | —
Ver. 17. odw] what then, if your ps yévorro is to be allowed,
what then s this seriptural saying, ete. It is meaningless,
there is nothing in it. — Ver. 19. «ai é¢oB.] xai, and yct ;
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comp. on Mark xii. 12. — éywwaav] the people, to wit,! whose
understanding the passage of Scripture, ver. 17 £, accompanied
by the heart - penetrating glance of Jesus (épBAéfas), has
opened.

Vv, 20-26. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22; Mark xit. 135-17.
— wapaTnpijo.] having walched, so that they had thus further
lain in wait for Ilim after that hour, ver. 19, in order to be

able to entrap 1lim. — éyrkabérouvs] people instiyated, secretly
commissioned, Plat. Aziock. p. 368 IE; Dem. 1483. 1;
Polyb. xiii. 5. 1; Joseph. Anil. vi. 5. 2. — éavrols Sixalovs

etvar] who feigned that they themsclees were stiict obseivers of
the law, who, therefore, by the pressure of their own con-
sciences (not instigated by other people), came with the [ollow-
ing question. These therefore are such “qui tum, quum
maxime fellunt, id agunt, ut zird bont videantur,” Cicero, Oy
i. 13. — émedaB.] The subject is the members of the Sunhe-
drim. — ad7od Noyov] in order lo take hold of Him on a wird.
adrob does not depend on Aoyov (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bleek), but
on émdaf., and Aoyov is the secondary ohject. See Job
xxx. 18. Xen. Aunad. iv. 7. 12: émauBdverar adrod Tijs
{tvos. The Vuleate rightly lhas: “eum in sermone.” — doTe
(see the ecritical remarks), as iv. 29; Matt. xxiv. 24 — 79
apy k. T €fova. 1. 9y.] lo the supremacy and (and especially)
the power of the procurator. To combine the two (“the
supremacy and power of the magistrate,” Deza, de Wette,
Bleek) is not indeed fordidden by the repetition of the urticle,
but it is opposed by it, because this repetition would have no
motive. — Ver. 21. AapBdv. wpocww.] art not a purtisan.
See on Gal. il 6.— Ver. 22. ¢opov] capitation and land-
tribute, to be distinguished from Téhos, the indirect tribute (the
tax on merchandise), see Iypke, IL p. 183 f, and already
Thomas Magister, p. 900, ed. Bern. Comp. Rom. xiii. 7.
Luke uses the Grecl: instead of the Roman word «ijreov, found
in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 26. Observe the careful depict-
ing of the triumph of Jesus. Comp. ver. 39 f.

¥ See on Mark xii. 12, The relerence 1o Lhe seribes and chiel priests involves

us in subtleties as in Grotius, Lange, L. J. IIL. p. 494, and others. o5
abrovs refers first of all to the hicrarchs.
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Vv. 27-40. Sce on Matt. xxii. 23-33 ; Mark xii. 18-27.
— oi avTiéyovres] does not belong by an abnormal apposi-
tion to Téy Jaddovkaidy (thus usually, including Winer, p. 471
[15. T. 668]), but to Twés. These Tewés, namely, so for as
they awere Tives Tov Zadbouk., are more precisely characterized
by of avrinéy. kN People who there concerted together (parti-
ciple with article, see Kiihner, IL. p. 131). — avdor. uy €ivac)
On w7 and infinitive after avridéy., comp. Xen. Anad. ii. 5. 29,
and see in general Bernhardy, p. 364 ; Hartung, Partilell. 11
P. 168.— Ver, 28. «kai obros k7N] and indeed shall have
died without children.  See Matthiae, p. 1040. — Ver. 29,
otv] for the subsequent procedure took place n conscquence of
that law. — Ver. 30 f. According to the rectified text (see the
critical remarks): And the sccond and the third took her; in
[{ke manner, morcover, also (as those three who had taken her
and died childless) the scven (collectively, comp. xvii. 17) left
behind no children, and died. Logically dméfavor ought to
precede, but the emnphasis of od xaté\. Téxva has occasioned
the UoTepov mwpoTepov. See Kiihner, I p. 629 ; Bornemann,
Sehol. p. 125.— Ver. 34 f. ot viol Tob aldvos TovTov] Comp.
on xvi. 8.  Yet here what is meant is not according to the
ethical, but the physical idea: the men of the pre-Messianie
periods of the world. — ot 8¢ ratabiwd. k.7 N] but they who (at
the Parousia) shall be counted worthy (comp. 2 Thess. i. 5) to
become partakers of the future age (the Messianic period), and
of the resurreetion from the dead. Herein is to be observed—
(1) that here is likewise a wpoTepoy Yorepoy (comp. on
ver. 31), for the resurrection discloscs the participation in the
alov éxeivos; but the context (see also Tijs dvastdo. vioi
ovTes, ver. 36) shows that Jesus has in view only those who
are to be raised, apart from those who are still living here
at the Purousia, comp. Rom. viil. 11 ; (2) according to the
connection (xvarafiwd., and see ver, 36), the resurrection here
meant is defined as the first, the dvdoTacis Tdv Sikalwy (see
on xiv. 14). — The genitives 1ot aidv. éx. and Tis dvaor. are
governed by Tuyeiv.  Comp. Aesch. Prom. 239: TowdTov
tuxetv ovx nEwbny; Winer, p. 566 [E. T. 761). Morcover,
comp. the Rabbinical dignus futuro sacenlo wan ohy mom, in
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Schoettgen and Wetstein. — Ver. 36. With Lachmann, follow-
ing A BD L P, we must write o0dé' (Winer, p. 434 £ [E. T.
G14]; Buttmann, p. 315 [I. T. 368]): for neither can they
dic any more. The immortality of those who have risen again,
cven if it does not exclude the dilference of sex absolutely
(comp. Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 459 *), still excludes marriage
among them, since propagation presupposes a mortal race;
évraifa pév vyap émei Bavatos, ia TovTo ryapos, Theophylact.
— lodyy. . . . bvTes] gives the reason of the ovée dmoBaveiv
ér¢ 8bvavrar ; their immortality depends upon their changed
nature, which will be—(1) equality with the angels; and (2)
sonship of God.  The former in respect of their higher and no
longer fleshly corporeality (in opposition to lofmann, Sehrifi-
bee. I p. 3161f.; Delitzsch, and others; comp. on Matt.
xxii. 30); the latter plainly not in the moral, hut in the meta-
physical semse; they, as risen again, have entered into the
privticipation of divine life and divine glory (comp. on Matt.
v. 9, 45), in respect of which the freedom from death is
essential.  See on viol @e¢od, so far as it is used in Matthew
and Luke (in Mark this desiguation does not occur) of the
faithful only in respect of their condition aficr the LParousia,
the apt remarks of Kaculfer in the Sicks. Stud. 1843, p. 202 fI.
But the expression caunot be borrowed from the Old Testa-
ment designation of the angels as sons of God (so Wittichen,
Idecn Gottes als d. Veters, p. 43), since the risen ones shall
only he angel-/de, not angels.— Ver. 37. Observe the special
selected word éuijrvaer, which denotes the aunouncement of
something conccaled (Johm xi. 57 : Acts xxiii. 30: 1 Cor.
x. 28; Thue. iv. 89; Herod. i. 235 Soph. 0. L& 102 ; Plut.
Tim. p. 27T 8), — xar M. ic. ecen Moses, to whom ye are

! Comp. the critical remarks on xii. 26, The Recepta o7 is 1o Le regarded as
w mechanical repetition from what has gone before.  Dornemann defends zo=¢
Ly the supposition that it corresponds with the following xa/. Dut in that case
irdyy. yip eier nust be placed in a parenthesis, which, indecd, Lachmann does,
although it is nowise notilied, not cven by the twofold ¢iré, whereby the two
predicates are emphatically kept apart.

* Who nevertheless assumes without proof (p. 102) that Adawm’s body, hefore
the ereation of the woman, was exlernally without scr, and that this also is the
case with the bodies of the risen.
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nevertheless appealing for a proof of the contrary, ver. 28, —
@5 Néyer kvpwov wTA] “narrando sc. quod Deus dixerat,”
Grotius, — Ver. 38. wdvres yap avre {dow] for all (whose
God He is) arc living to Him. The emphasis lies on mdvres:
70 onc is dead to llim. adrg is the dative of reference: in
vespect of Him, that is, dn velation to Him who is their God,
they are—cven although dead in relation to men—Isving.!
This state of living actually has place in the intermediate
state of Paradise,” where they, although dead in reference to
living men, continue to live to God, and therewith is estab-
lished the future resurrection as the necessary completion of
this state of living. The argumentation in Luke is accord-
ingly, by the addition of ver. 38, not different from that in
Matthew and Mark, and it takes no inappropriate turn (de
Wette), whereby the thought must have suffered (Weizsicker),
but is the same grand application of the divine utterance
as in Matthew and Mark (see on Matthew), only enriched
by that short explanatory clause dMa fwvtwy, which was
introduced into the tradition,® certainly at a later date, but
without affecting the substance, exeept in the way of indi-
cating the point of thie argument. The adTg, however, cannot
without arbitrariness be taken, according to Acts xvii. 28§, as
though it were év adre (Ewald: “all men, so far as they have
a true life, have it only in God”). — Ver. 40. ryap] (see the
critical remarks) gives an explanation as to ver. 39. The
tables had been turned; a few praised Him, for any further

14 Bace. xvi. 25: of 3k v ©cdv dacdvicrovres Lom 76 ©sa, womep "Alpras,
"lezir, xai 'luxdf, xai wivres of waspdpyes, is so far parallel as in that place
Looe «5 O:w 1s likewise said of the state of existence in relation to God in Para-
dise. Morcover, 4 Mace. vii. 19 belongs to this subject, as being a passage in
harmony with the text before us. Comp. Grimm thereupon, p. 332.

2 The aow subsists not merely in the view of God, who considers them in

reference to their future resurrection as living, as J. Miller, v. d. Sinde, 11.
- 897, makes out.

4 The syllogism of the passage is correctly and clearly expressed in substance
by Beza : ““Quorum Deus est Deus, illi vivunt, ver. 88 ; Abrahawmi, Isaaci et
Jacobi Deus est Deus, ver. 87 ; ergo illi vivunt, et quum nondum revixerint
corpore, necesse est, ut suo tempore sint corporibus cxcitatis revicturi.” On the
penetrating and fruitful exegesis of Jesus which leaves untouched the historical

" meaning, but is able to develope its ideal contents (comp. Matt. v. 17), see the
apt remarks in Weizsicker, p. 359f.

LUKE, T
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hostile putting of questions, such as might be expected insteal
of praise, was no more to be thought of. So completely He
stood as wviclor there again (comp. on ver. 26). With the
narrative of the greatest commandment, Mark xii. 28-34, of
which Luke is said to have rctained only the beginning and
the end (vv. 39, 40), the evangelist has lere mnothing at
all to do (in opposition to IHoltzmann). There is nothing
of a remviniscence of Marlk xii. 28 (Weiss) in ver. 39 ; there
appears no sort of reason to attribute such poverty to Luke.
Vv. 41-44. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46 ; Mark xil. 35-37.
eiwe 8¢ wpos avr.] to the scribes, ver. 39 £, and indeed (other-
wise Matthew and Mark) immediately after what is lefore
related.  Without reason, Grotius says: de illis, as ver, 19.
Vv. 45-47. Sce on Matt, xxiii. 1, 6, 7, 14; Mark
xii. 38-40; which latter Luke closely follows after lie has
proceeded with considerable abbreviation in vv, $1-44,
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CHAPTER XX

VER. 2. Kai] bracketed by Lachm. It is wantingin B K L M
QX n§minOr. Bt AEGHSTU VI a4 min have it after
rwvee. Thus Tisch. [not Tisch. 8]. Thisis correct. I‘rom ignorance
objection was taken to this arrangement, and x«/ was sometimes
placed before, and sometimes was struck out altogether.—
Ver. 3. aaciov] Lachm. and Tisch. have «aeiw, whicli would have
to be adopted if it were not too feebly attested by D Q X, min.
— Ver. 4. 7od ©:03] is wanting in B L X &, min. Copt. Syr.®
Syrder Deleted by Tisch. An exegetical addition. — Ver. .
After aidw Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. P, but not Tisch. 8]
have @d, in accordance with B L 8, min, Copt. Other authori-
ties have it before aitos. D, codd. of It. have év roigw dds. An
addition from Matthew.— Ver. 8. ofv] is to be deleted, with
Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L X & min. vss.
A connective addition.— Ver. 14. The reading & ruis zapdiog
(Lachm. Tiscl.), instead of ¢i¢ ra¢ =.,is decisively attested.—
Ver. 15. Elz. Matth. Scholz have dvremedy oldt cvrioriyvar. But
instead of 0364, A K M R, min. Slav. Brix. Or. Cyr. Didym.
Griesb. have 7. Sometimes with 7, sometimes with o0é¢, D L
N, min. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Or. have the two verbs iu
the reverse order. Hence Lachm. has dvriorives 008 arvrermed, and
Tisch. has dvriorives 4 @vresmeiv.  These variations are to be ex-
plained from the fact that dvreme, with 4 or o384, on account of
the similar beginning of the following verb, was passed over.
So according to D, Syr. Pers. Vulg. ms. codd. of It. Cypr. Aug.
Rinck. When the passage was restored, the verbs were placed
in different order; and instead of # after the previous od, ¢do:
was inserted. Accordingly, read with Griesbach: dvresse i dyvrior.
— Ver. 19. Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have xsjoasls. But A I,
min. Syr.om2 Arr. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Or. Maecar.
Marcion, #Ccording to Tertullian, have xr#ssode. Llecommended
Ly Griesb approved by Rinck, adopted by Lachm. The Recepte
is an interpretation of the future taken imperatively. — Ver. 22,
Elz. has aanputivar.  But =rgetiver is decisively attested. —
Ver, 23, 8¢] deleted by Lachm, and Tisch., following B D L, Arr.
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Tt. Theophyl.  An addition from the parallels. — After épy % Flz.
has ¢, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 24, d@xzp] Lachm.
Tisch. have &ypez (Tisclh édypi) of, on decisive evidence,  Tuke
alrays Joins dyer to o genitive.— Ver 25, & awopie, 7nberz]
Griesh. Lachm. Tisch. have év dzopie 7500z, on decisive evidence.
The Lecepte 1s an interpretation. — Ver. 33, sapir.dwe] Lachin.
and Tisch. have sapersisorras, it accordanee with B D L &, min.
Richtly. See on Mark xiil 31.— Ver. 3. Lachm. and Tisch.
plice ydp afler ézercboerar, so that s suyis belongs to ver. 34
Thus I} D L 8,157, Copt. 1t. Meth. Marcion, according to Tertull.
I regand the Fecepte as being rvight, as the preceding clause
contains a qualifying word (eipviies), but what follows in ver. 35
weeded o stmilar qualifiction (@; <ayiz).  Through mistaking
this, and attracting ws suyi; as a correlative of wigyo. to the pue-
ceding clause, ydg has heen put out of its vight place.  Instewd of
izeredosras, however, read with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance
with I3 D §, ézeassrstoizas. The doubly compounded form disap-
peaved through error on the part of the transeribers, as {requently
happened. — Ver. 3U. zaral] Tisch. has zasisyienss, following
B L X ¥, min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Rizhtly; the Lreeepte is a
very old gloss in accordance with xx. 35, comp. 2 Thess. 1. 5.
—radra i deleted by Matth. and Tisch. [Tischsymors, not
Tisch. 8]. Dut most of the principal Mss. [including 8e] (not
®) and vss. have it.  Nevertheless, it remains doubtful whether
it is to he vead before (B D L X, [8¢] Elz. Lachm. [Tisch. 8]) ur
alter savra (A C* M), I #mdira radra 7 13 original, the omis-
sion ol the superiluous sedze is the more casily explained. —
After ver. 58 four cursives have the section concerning the
woman taken in adultery, John vii. 5§3-viii. 11.

Vv. 1-4. See on Mark xii. 41-44 — dvaBNédras] previ-
ously, xx. 45 1L, Jesus spoke to Tis diseiples stwrrounding i ;
now Ife lifts up Ilis glwee from these to the people farther
off, and sces, ete. Ile must therefore have stoud not far from
the yaloduhak. — Tovs BaMovTas . . . whovaiovs] is con-
neeted together s the rick men costing . Alter mhovatovs might
also be supplivd érras (Burnemann), in which case, however, the
meaning comes owh less appropriately, for they were not rich
people only who were casting in (comp. Mark xii. 41). —
Ver. 2. Twa kai ypav (see the critical remarks) « «liyin, cin-
gue ciduen egenam, Comp. Plat. Zheed, p. 58 D, e thereon
sStallbaum.  Kad is: end {adicd. — Ver, L. ob7oe relers to the
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more remote subject (Fortseh, Obss. <t Lys. p. 74; Winer,
p. 142 [ T. 195]).  Jesus points to the persons in question.
— els 7a 8dpa] to the yifts (that were in the treasury), not:
quae donarent (Beza), to which the article is opposed.

Vv. 5-38. See on Natt. xxiv. 25; Mark xiil. In Luke
a very free reproduction from the Logie and Alark. That this
discourse was spoken on the Mount of Olives (Matt. Mark),
there is in him no trace. IRather, according to hinn, it still
Lelongs to the transactions in the temple, which begau xx. 1
(comp. ver. 37); hence, moreover, the dvafjuara are found
only in Luke.

Vv. 5, 6. Kai Tiwwv Aey. x.7.X.] These expressions gave the
oceasion for Jesus to utter the following discourse, and that,
as is plain from the discourse itself, to His disciples (the
apostles also ineluded), to whom, morceover, the Tevés belonged.
— dvabijpaai] Lachmann and Tiscliendorf, following A I X R,
have the Hellenistic form dvafépas: (see Lobeck, ad Plhryn.
D. 249, 445 ; Puralip. p. 391 {f, 417, 424). On the many
rotiee offerings of the temple, partly also such as the two
Ilerods had given, and even I’tolemy ILuergetes, see Joseph.
Bell. vi. 5. 2; Antt. xv. 11. 3, xvii. 6. 3; ¢. Apion. 1. 1064 ;
Ottii  Spicileg. p. 176 f, and geuerally, Ewald, dltcrth. p.
81 {lL  The most splendid was the golden vine, presented by
Herod the Great. See Grotius. Tor the votive gifts of Juliv,
see in Philo, p. 1036 D.— raira a fewp.] Nominative
absolute. Seeon Matt. vii. 24 ; Dernhardy, p. 69 ; Buttmann,
Neut. Gr.p. 3256 f. [E. T. 379 £].

Vv. 7-10. Emnpdt.] those Tiwés.— o] since in conse-
quence of this assurance of thine that destruction shall occur;
when, therefore, shall it occur? — 7( 76 anuetor x.7.1.] not an
mecorrect departure from Matt. xxiv. 3 (de Wette), but substan-
tially as Mark xiil. 4, from whom Matthew differs by a more
precise statement of the point of the question.— Ver. 8. ¢ xaipos]
the Messianic point of time—that of the setting up of the king-
dom. — Ver. 9. axataot.] tumults; see on 2 Cor. vi. 5. —
Ver. 10. 767e &\eyev adrois] then, after these preliminary
warnings, entering upon the further description of the impend-
ing judgment. Casaubon, following Beza, connects Toe with
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éyepf. In that case the insertion of é\eyer avrois would he
absolutely without motive. The motive is found precisely in
Tote, which, however, notifies simiply only a resting-point of
the discourse, not “ a much later point of time,” to which what
follows would belong (IIoltzmann, following I6stlin), which
variation as to time Luke might have put into the mouth of
Jesus as easily as at ver. 12.

Ver. 11. "A7' otpavot belongs not only to onueta (B, Lach-
mann: am odpaved onu.), but also to ¢oB7nTpa, because in the
connection the latter needs some qualifying clause. peydia
belongs to both.  Moreover, comp. with reference to this detail
which Luke has here, 4 Esdr. v. 4. On ¢oByrpa (terrific
appearances), comp. Plat. dx. p. 67 A ; Lucian, Philup. 9 ; Isa.
xix. 17. As to xatd Témous, see on Matt. xxiv. 7.

Vv. 12, 13. IIpo 6¢ Tobtwy 7.] otherwise in Matthew and
Mark. DBut Luke follows a later modification of the tradition
moulded after the result! In opposition to the words of the
passage (for 7pé means nothing else than defore, previously), but
with a harmonistic end in view, Ebrard, Diss. adv. crron. non-
awllor. opinion. ete. p. 34, says : “ persecutiones non post ceteras
demum calamitates,sed tnfer primas csse perferendas.” —Ver. 13.
els paptupiov] but it shall turn (comp. Phil. i. 19) to you fuira
wilness, 1.e. not: els éheyyov T@Y pi) miorevoarter (Euthymius
Zigabeuus), but it will have for you the result that ye bear
witness for me.  The context requires this by means of évexer
ToD ovou. pov, ver, 12, and sce ver. 14 £,  The matter itself is
regarded as something grevt and lonowrable (els paprupiov
doEav, Theophylact).  Comp. Acts v. 41, For the testimony
itself, see for example Acts iv. 11 £ The reference to marfy. -
dom (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ifoltzmann) is opposed to the context
and brings in a later usus loquends.

Vv. 14, 15, Comp. xii. 11 f.; Matt. x. 19 £ ; Mark xiii.
11 . — éyw] stands with great emphasis at the beginning,

1 In respect of this Baur, Evang. p. 477 (comp. his Markuserang. p. 99 £.), thinks
that Luke desires to claim what has been previously said by Jesus ““altogether
specially for His Apostle Paul.”  Comp. also Kostlin, p. 158, and Holtzmann.

But then it would have been an easy thing for him to name more specially
DPiruline sufferings.  Compare rather Matt, x. 171,
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opposcd to the mpoueker. amohoy. of the disciples. TBengel
well says: “Jesus loquitur pro statu exaltationis suac.” —
aropal a concrete representation of specch. Comp. Soph. Ocd.
L. 671, Oed. C. 685. A kindred idea, Ex. iv. 16 ; Isa.xv. 19,
— dwrevreiv] corresponds to oropa, and dvTioT. to codlav
(comp. Acts vi. 10).— The promise was to be fulfilled by
the Holy Ghost as the Paraclete, John xiv. Comp. Acts vi. 10.
Dut a reference to the fate of Stephen (Holtzmann) is not
sufficiently indicated.

Ver. 16. Ka¢] Dengel rightly says: “non modo ab alienis.”
Comp., besides, Mark xiii. 12 f.

Vv. 18, 19. Comp. 1 Sam. xiv. 45; 2 Sam. xiv. 11;
1 Kingsi. 52; Actsxxvii. 34. Dut the meaning cannot be, “ ye
shall remain wnhkarmed in life and limb,” against which inter-
pretation the preceding «ai favar. €€ vpudv, ver. 16, is decisive,
since favar. cannot be taken, as by Volkmar, of mere danger
of death; rather dmoAgrar is to be taken in a Messianic sense,
Comp. the following xTricecfe Tas Yrvyas vudv. Hence: no
hair of your head shall be subject to the everlasting amwheta,
ie. you shall not come by the slightest harm as to the Messianic
salvation ; but rather, ver. 19 : through your endurance (Matt.
x. 22, xxiv. 13 ; Mark xiii. 13), in these persecutions, ye shall
gain your souls, whereby is denoted the acquisition of the
Messianic salvation ; the latter is regarded as the life, and the
opposite as death. Comp. ix. 25, xvii. 33, also {puiodobar
7w Yvyiy, Mark viii. 36. The form of the expression fpif
ée 7. rked. k1. has therefore a proverbial character (Matt.
x. 30), and is not to be taken in such a manner as that God
would restore again every hair at the resurrection (Zeller in
the Zheol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 336 ; comp. his Apostelg. p. 18 f.).
The omission of the verse in Marcion shows that at an early
period there was already found therein a contradiction to
ver. 16, as Gfrorer, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and others still find
there. This apparent impropriety makes it the more impro-
bable that ver. 18 should be a later addition (Wilke, Baur,
Hilgenfeld), perhaps from Acts xvii. 34.

Vv. 20-22. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 15-18; Mark xiii. 14-16.

What was to happen wpo Todror wdvrwy, ver. 12, is now con-
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cluded. From this point the discourse continues where it broke
oll at ver. 12, — xuxhovp.] representing the oliject as already
coneeived in the situation and therein perceived (Dernhardy,
p. 477 ; Kihner, 1L p. 337), being surrounded on all sides!
— Ver. 21. of év 7. ’Iovd.] velers to the Christians; this
follows from ver. 20. — ad7is] has reference to Jrruselem, as
subsequently els avrijy. Theophylact: éxrparywdel odv Ta dewa
& 70Te TV TOMY TeEploTITETAL . . . ) TPOTOOKUTWTAY, OTL 1)
woMts TeLx)pns ovoa ¢uldfe adrols. — év Tals ywpais] not
in the provinces (de Wette), but in the firlds (xii. 16), in con-
trast to the city into which one elgépyerar from the country.
T'eople are not to do this, but to flee — Ver. 22, 7oi wAno-
Gijvar k1] a statement of the divine eounsel: thaé «/l moy br
Julfilled which s written. Without this day of venzeance, an
essential portion of the prophetic predictions, in which the
desolation of the city and the country is in so many different
ways announced as a judgment, must remain unfullilled. The
prophecy of Daniel is, moreover, meant «long awith the others,
but not exclusively.  Comp. already Euthymius Zigabenus.
Vv. 23, 24, Comp. Matt. xxiv. 19 {f; Mark xiit 17 (L, to
botli of which Luke is rclated sometimes by abridgment, some-
times by more precise statements ca ceentv. — "Eml 7ijs oijs]
o the carth, without special definition (comp. v. 24, xviil. §,
xxi. 25). The latter is then introduced in the second member
(7® Aa® ToUTe) by kai (and especially); but peyaln belongs
to both.  On the divine épys, which is punitively aceom-
plished in such calamities, comp. 1 Mace. i 64, 1. 4U;

1 Wieseler, in the profound disenssion in the Gott Viepteljakisehr, 2 Talivg,
2 Heft, p. 210, finds in the words xzvxd, éxs orparom. z.7.A. an explanation of
the feirvype 77s gprpaasws, Matt. xxiv, 15, which Luke wave lor his Gentile-
Chyistian readers.  He thereby maintains his interpritation of the 2300y ga of
the oman standards, and of the =imo; &y445, Matt, Le., of the environs ot Jeru-
stlem, Certainly our passage corvesponds to the £ainvyua %5 igruae. in Matthew
and Mark,  Dut Luke did not want to erpfiein the expression of Danicl, lat
instead of it lie stated something of a more goncral character, and thar [tom
Lis later standpoinut, at which the time of the abomination of desolation on the
tomple are must needs appear to him a teem oo date for flight,. We have hiere
an alteration of the original ex eventu.

2 But the expressions ave too general for o reference divectly to the flight «f
the Christians to Pelle (Volkmar, Evang. Marcion’s, p. 69).



CHAP; XXI. 23, 24. 297

2 Mace. v. 17; Dan. viii. 19.— 7¢ A, 7.] dependent on éota.
— Ver. 24. oropatt payaipas] by the mouth of the sword,
Ieb. xi. 84. Thus frequently 313 '8, Gen. xxxiv. 26 ; Deut.
xiit. 16, and elsewhere. Comp. Eecclus. xxviii. 18; Judith
il. 27; 1 Mace. v. 28. The sword is poetically (Howm. IL
xv. 389 ; Porson, ad Eurip. Or. 1279 ; Schaefer) represented
as a biting animal (by its sharpness; hence udy. digTomos,
two-edged). Comp. moréuov oropa, Hom. Il x. 8, xix. 313.
The subject of meo. and alypaX. is: those who belong to this
people. — alyparwT.] According to Joseph. Bell. vi. 9. 2,
ninety-seven thousand were taken prisoners, and, for the most
part, dragged to Egypt and into the provinees. — ‘Iepovoal.]
when conquered and laid waste (ver. 20), in opposition to
Paulus, who finds merely the besetting of the city by a hostile
force Lere expressed.—é&aTat waTovy. ¥md é9vv] shall be trodden
wnder foot of the Gentiles, a contemptuous ill-treatment ; the holy
city thus profaned is personified. Comp. Isa. x. 6; 1 Mace.
. 45 (see Grimm, 7% loe.), iv. 60 ; Rev. xi. 2 ; Philo, In Flace.
D. 974 C; Soph. 4nt. 741. —axpf,q eBuwv] Lll the times
of the (*cntzlcs shall be fulfilled, i.e. till the time that the periods
which are appointed to the Gentile nations for the completion
of divine judgments (not the period gf graec for the Gentiles,
as Ebrard foists into the passage) shall have run out. Comp.
Rev. xi. 2. Such times of the Gentiles are ended in the case
in question by the Purousia (vv. 25 £, 27), which is to oceur
during the lifetime of the hearers (ver. 28); hence those
xawpol are in no way to be regarded as of longer duration,'
which Dorner, de orat. Ch. cschatolog. p. 73, ought not to
have concluded from the plural, since it makes no difference
with respect to duration whether a period of time is regarded
as unity, or according to the plurality of its constituent parts.
See, for example, 2 Tim, iii. 1 comp. with iv. 3; 1 Tim.
iv. 1; Eeclus. xxxix. 31; 1 Mace. iv. 59; 2 Mace. xii. 30.
In opposition to Schwegler, who likewise finds betrayed in the
passage a knowledge of along duration, and therein the late com-
position of the Gospel ; see Franck in the Stud. w. Krit. 1855,

1 ¢ Non infertur hine, templum cultumque umbratilem instauratum iri,”
Bengel,  Comp. Calov. in loc., and our remark after Iiom. xi. 27,



298 TIHE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

D- 347 £ Hofmann, Sekrifther:, I1. 2, p. 643, erroncously dates
the beginning of the xacpoi é9vdv not from the taking of Jeru-
salem, supposing, on the contrary, the meaning to be: till zir
tine, in which the world belongs to the nations, shall be at an end,
and the people of God shall receive the dominion. In answer
to this, it may be said, on the one hand, that the thought of
the dominion of the world (according to Dan. vii. 14, 27) is
a pure interpolation; on the other, that the xapoi éfvav would
be the xaspoi, which were fumilior to all from the prophreirs,
and which had already beyun to run their course, so that at
the time of Jesus and long before they were regarded as in
process of fulfilment. This is the reason for our having o¢
ratpoi with the article (comp. xix. 44). Comp. on xaipoi
without the article, Tob. xiv. §5; Acts iii. 20, 21. Dy a
perverse appeal to history, it has been explained as having
reference to the fall of heathenism under Constantine (Clericus),
and to the conversion® of the heathen-world (see in Woll;
also Dorner, Lc. p. 68). Cowp. Lange, who suggests withal
the thought of the Mohammedans,

Vv. 25, 26. There now follows what should come to pass
at the end of the said times of the Gentiles before the Parousii.
Since Luke, writing in the time in which such «awpoi éfviv
are still passing, has adopted these also into the prophecy
from the tradition expanded ex eventw, the Parousice in his
statement could not be immediately linked on to the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, as was the case in Mark xiii. 24, and still
more definitely by means of edféws in Matt. xxiv. 29, In
the midst between these two catastrophes actually already
came those kawpol. — cvvoyn é0vdv xrN.] Distress (2 Cor. ii.
4) of nations tn perplexity atb the roaring of the scus and waves.
Luke alone has this fearful feature. The genitive 7yods’
(see the eritical remarks) indicates that fo which the dwopia
vefers.  Comp. erod. iv. 83: tdv Xwvbéov Ty dmopiny;
1lerodian, iv. 14. 1: év ... dmwopia Tob mwpaxtéov. Ground-

! Comp. Luther's gloss : *“till the heathens shall be converted to the faith,
i.e. till the end of the world.” .

2 From the nominative sxe (not #xos) ; hence not to be accented 7zxsvs, bt
U5,
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lessly Bornemann conjectures év amewpia. The xal “ vocem
angustiorem (odos, Dreakers) anmectit latiori,” Kypke. —
Ver. 26. dmoyruy. avBpom] while men give wup the ghost
(Thue. i. 134. 3; Bion, i. 9; Alciphr. Ep. iii. 72; 4 Mace.
xv. 15) for fear, etc. It might be taken, moreover, of mere
Jaintness (Hom. Od. xxiv. 348), but the stronger expression
corresponds more to the progressive colouring of the descrip-
tion. — a¢ wyap Suvvap. k.7.N] not a clause limping after (dc
Wette), but an energetic declaration coming in at the close as to
the cause of these phenomena. See, besides, on Matt. xxiv. 29,

Vv. 27, 28. Comp. on ver. 27; Matt. xxiv. 30; Mark
xiil. 26, — Kai Tote] and then ; after the previous occurrence
of these onueta. — dpyop. 8¢ Toutwv] but when these begin ;
these appearances, ver. 25 f.  They are therefore not conceived
of as of long continuance. — dvaxinfrate k.7.N] lift yourselves
up, raise yourselves (till then Dbowed down under afflictions,
ver. 12 ff., comp. xi1. 32) erect (hopefully). Comp. Dorville,
ad Charit. p. 177.— 7 dmond7p. ] which shall follow by
means of my Parousiec. Comp. the éxbiknois TV échexTdv,
xviil. 7.

Vv. 29-33. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-35; Mark xiii. 28-31.
—&¢’ éavrdv] “etiamsi nemo vos doceat,” Bengel. Comp.
xil, 57; John xviii. 34, xi. 51; 2 Cor. ili. 5. — yweoxere
is indicative in ver. 30, imperative in ver. 31.

Vv. 34-36, peculiar to Luke. ‘Eawrols has the emphasis;
from the external phenomena the attention of the hearers is
directed to themselves. The Judv placed first contains a con-
trast with others who are in such a condition as is here for-
bidden.! — Bapnfdow] even in the classical writers often
used of the psychical oppression that presses down the energy
of the spiritual activity by means of wine, sorrow, etc. Hom,
Od. iii. 139 ; Theocr. xvii. 61 ; Plut. dem. P. 34. See
generally, Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 77. On the distinction
between xpaiwdhy, giddiness from yesterday's debauch, and
pébn, see Valckenaer, Schol. p. 262. The figurative interpre-

! Comp. on these warnings the expression quoted by Justin, ¢. T'r. 47, as a

snying of Christ ¢ v ofs 2y uzs xacadafa, tv ToUTOIS K&i Xpivi, Similnrly Clem.
Alex., quis dives salv. 40, quotes it.
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tation (Bleek) of wunt of moral circwinspection is arbitrary,
Comp. xii. 45 ; Eph. v. 18, This want is the consequcnce of
the Bapnd., whereby it happens “that the heart cannot turn
itself to Christ’'s word,” Luther, Predigt, — pepiuv. Biwrikals)
with eares, “ quae ad vietun parandum vitaeque usum faciunt,”
Erasmus.  Comp. 1 Cov. vi. 3; Polyb. iv. 73. 8: Biwrikal
xpetae ; and sce Lobeck, ad LPhryn. p. 355. — aidvideos] «s
ane who 15 wncepected (1 Thess. v. 3, often in Thueydides) ;
thus conceived adjectivally, nct adverbially. See Kriicer,
§ 07,5, A 4; Winer, . 412 [E. T. 583]. — éd’ vpuas émiati]
shonld come upon yow, which, according to the context, is con-
ceived of as something sudden (comyp. on ii. 9). The day is
personified. — Ver. 35. @s waryis yap x.7.1.] vives a reason for
the warning kai (wijmore) aldridios €d’ vpas wtX. All the
more were they to guard against this, as the LPwrovsic will
come upon all as a snare (Isa. xxiv. 17), thus wnobscived, aid
suddenly bringing destruction on them. This must arouse you
to hold yowrselves in readiness for it, because otherwise ye
also shall be overtaken and hurried away by this universal
sudden ruin.  For the figure, comp. Rom. xi. 9. It is a snare
which is thrown over a wild beast. — éreioeredoerar] (see the
eritical remarks) it will come ¢a upon all.  In the doubly
compounded form (comp. 1 Mace. xvi. 16, often in the clas-
sival writers) €md denotes the direction, and els the coming in
from without (from leaven). — kaflpuévovs] not cencrally :
who dwell, Tmt: who sit (comp. Jer. xxv. 20), expressing
the comfortable, sccure condition. Comp. on Matt. iv. 16.
Theophylact : v duepiuvia Siayovres wkai apyia. — Ver. 30.

év mavti kap®] belongs to Seomevor.  Comp, xviil. 1, 7.
Others, as Luther and DBleck, conuect it with ayp. — {va] the

pmrpose, and therelore coutents of the prayer. — vaTioyvoyTe)
(scc the critieal remarks) have the poweer; be in the position,
Ro kaTioy. with infinitive, Wisd. xvil. 55 Isa, xxii 4, and
often in the later Greek writers. — exduyelv w.T.N.] (o cseupe
Jront all this, ete., 4.1 all the perilous cirenmstances whose
acenrrence I have announced to you as preceding the Purvusic
{from ver. 8 onward), to deliver vour life, which is to he
understood in the higher meaning of ver. 19, — kat o7alijrac
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wTN] and to be pluced Uofore the Messich.  This will be done
by the angels who shall bring together the éxhexrovs from the
whole earth to the Messiah appearing in glory. Matt. xxiv.
31 ; Mark xiii, 27. Nothing is said here about slanding in
the judgment (in opposition to Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel,
and many others).

Vv. 37, 38. The discourse, begun at xx, 1, with its varied
scenes, is now closed. There is even now a gencral historical
communication upon those last days of Jesus in Jerusalem,
from which it is plain that according to Luke 1le still con-
tinued to teach in the temple. There is a difference from
Matthew (comp. Mark xiii. 1), according to whom He is no
longer in the temple when He delivers His eschatological
discourse, and does not again set foot in it after xxiil. 39. —
édawr] Thus to be accented in this place also. See on xix.
29. — éEepyopevos] participle present, because pilifero (with
ets, comp. Tob. xiv. 10) is conceived of in the seunse of the
direction : going out (from the temple into the open air) He et
to ITis wightly abode on the Mount of Olives.— Ver, 38. dpbpite
apos abTov] rosc up carly fo resort to Him, to hear Him in
the temple. Thus rightly Luther (comp. Vulgate), Iirasinus,
Deza, Bengel, and many others, including Lange, Ewald, Bleel,
and as early as Tertullian and Theophylact. Others, including
de Wette, have: there sought Him cagerly, following LXX.
Ps. Ixxviii. 34 ; Teclus, iv. 12, vi. 36 (not Job viii. 5). Dut
the context, according to ver. 37, justifies only the above
explanation, which, moreover, corresponds to the general
classical usage of opfpedw (for which, according to Moeris,
0pbpito is the Hellenistic form). See Theocritus, x. 58 ;
Eurip. Tro. 182 ; Luc. Gall. i.; also the LXX. in Biel and
Schleusner, sub voce 6pbpilew; 1 Mace. iv. 52, vi. 33, xi. 67
(dpbptoay 70 wpwt els 70 mwediov Nacdp); Evang. Nicod. 15
(dpbpsoav . . . els Tov oikov Nucodijpov). Comp. in general,
Grimm on Wisd, vi 14.
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CHAPTETR XXII.

VER. 5. a.p/uplov] ACK U X, min. Syr. Slav. Eus. Theophyl.
have dpydpe.  See on Mark xiv. 11.—Ver. 6. zai ifwuir.] is
wanting in Lachm., in opposition to decisive evidence. The
omission occurred the more readily that KAl Es follows, and
Matthew and Mark have nothing similar.— Ver. 10. 37 A K
AL P R, min. have ob édv. DB C L&, Vulg. It. have «: 7v. So
Lachni and Tisch.  As the Reeepta, according to this, has pre-
ponderating evidence against it, while ¢ idv is grammatically
crroneous ((uv is from Mark xiv. 14), we must read ¢/ 7y, instead
of which was placed, in inexact recollection of Mark xiv. 14,
oy (157 ¢ émw). — Ver. 12, avdywov (Elz.: dvidyen) is decisively
attested. Comp. on Mark xiv. 15. — Ver. 14. dddexe] is wanting
in B DN, 157, vss, and is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 1t
was written in the margin in agreement with the parallels, and
came into the text in some authorities alongside of d=éor., in
others instead of it (L X). Comp. also on ix. 1.—Ver. 106.
odzézi] is wanting in A B C* ? H L&, min. Copt. Sahid. Verc.
Epiph. Marcion. 1Llejected by Schulz, bracketed by Lachm.
Bus how easily, being in itself superfluous, it came to be over-
Inoked bLetween é7 and o3 ! If it had crept in from Mark xiv.
25, it would rather have found its place at ver. 18. — % abre3]
¥4 is read by Lachm. {and Tisch. 8], in accordance with [x] I3
C 7 L, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. It. Vulg. Epiph.  The Zieple is
to be maintamed. The accusative was introduced in accordanee
with ver. 15. Opposed to it, morcover, is the cvidence of D),
min, Cant., which have as’ wdrdd, wherein the preposition was
altered m confunmty with ver. 18— Ver. 17. A D KX M U,
min. Lachm. have 50 «orép. The article foreed itself in here
from the form used in the Lord’s Supper (ver. 20). — Ver. 20,
souur. % . sorip.] Tisch. has x = sorip. wowur, following I3 L &,
Copt. Sahid. ; the Reeepta ts from 1 Cor, xi. 25. — Ver. 22, /a:_']
Tisch. has gz, following B D L &, 157, Copt. Sahid. Rightly
i dropped out before 0TI (see Sllhb(_‘([ll(.lltl) on uh), as it is
still wanting in Vere. Cant. Or.; and then zef was interpolated
as a connecting particle. — uév] is, with Tischendorf, to be placed
alter wisg, lollu\\m«r LLTN"> (l) has it Lefore ¢).  The usual
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position bde¢fore vics is from DMatthew and Mark. — In what
follows read, with Lachm. and Tisch., xar& 7& wpicuéivev wop. The
arrangement in the Recepta is in accordance with the parallels.
—Ver. 30. Elz. Scholz have xafionodz. But Matth. Lachm,
Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, »abisesde [Tisch. 8 has
zadfgesbe]. This was changed, on account of the construction,
into the subjunctive, as thouglh dependent on i« — Ver. 32.
izxrsimy] Matth, Lachm. Tisch. have éxaimn, in accordance with
BDXLMUXN min.; it is accordingly to be preferred.
The present offered itself more readily to the transcribers. But
erspisoy instead of eripiZov is decisively attested (Lachm. Tisch.).
—Ver. 34, =piv4] BL TN, min.: we, So Lachm. and Tisch.
D has #ws érov; KK M X, min. have fug ob. Moreover, vss. (Syr.
Vulg. It. «l.) have donec. wpiv (Q) and spv 4 ( AEGH S UV
I' A A) were written in the margin from Matthew and Mark. —
1 regard fws érov or “ws of as genuine. See on Xxi. 24. — drapr.
uh eiotver pe] Lachm, Tisch. have we dmapy. eidévas, in accordance
with B D L M QT X & [Tisch. 8 has returned to dmwpn wy
siotvr we).  The p#n was omitted as supertluous, but wxé was
pushed forwards in accordance with Mark xiv. 30 (see there-
upon the critical remarks). — Ver. 35. On decisive evidence
Sarravsiov 18 to be written, and in ver. 36 : Burrdvrior. — Ver. 37.
¢7] is not found, indeed, in A B D H L Q X &, min. vss. (except
Vulg), but after é= its omission occurred too easily to be
rightly suspected, according to Griesbach ; rejected, according
to Schulz; deleted, according to Lachm. Tisch.— Ver. 42.
wupsveyxeiw] Lachm. lias sapéveyze, in accordance with B D, min.
Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Syr.> Syr.® Or. Dam. Tert. Ambr. ;
Tisch. has sapevéyxas, in accordance with K L M R 11 K, min.
Doth readings were meant to help out the construction in
accordance with Mark xiv. 36. Subsequently is to be written,
with Rinck and Tisch., reliro 7i mor7p. The order in the Reeepla,
=0 wor. rovro, 1s from the parallels. — Vv, 43 and 44 are bracketed
by Lachm. They are wanting in A B R T, Sahid. and some
cursives ; are marked with asterisks in E SV A 11, min. ; in
others with obelisks; in the lectionaries adopted into the
section Matt. xxvi. 2-xxvil. 2; and as early as Epiphanius,
Hilary, and Jerome their omission in MsS. is observed. DBut
they are already acknowledged by Justin. Iren. Hippol. Epiphan.,,
ctc. See Tisch. The verses are genuine. Their omission is
the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents appeared
objectionable in respect of the divinity of Christ. See already
Lpiph. 4acor. 31. According to Ewald, Luke wrote ver. 44
from the “ Book of the higher history” only in the margin, but
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ver. 43 was excluded Ly the comparison with Malthew and
Mark.— Ver. 47. 6] has so important evidence against it
(deleted by Lachm. and Tiseli) that it scems to be a connective
addition. — Instead of airei: Llz. has «irZy, in opposition to
decisive evidence. A eorrection. — Ver, 55, addran] B LT N,
Eus. Tiseh. have seprabdirav; the Reeepfe is o negleet of the
compound verb, which is elsewhere {orcign to the New Testa-
ment. — «drdy after ovyxad. is, with Lachm. and Tiscl, to he
deleted as a frequent additien. — év piew] Tisch. has uécog, fol-
lowing I3 L T, min. The former is an interpretation. — Ver. G1.
Adter gaviows Tisch, has siuepoy, following B K LM T N 11 %,
min. vss. The omission came from the parallels. — Ver. G2
After Ze, ¢ TIéispez 1s to be maintained, against Griesh. and
Tisch., although it is wanting in important authoritics. Deing
troublesome, and not occurring in the parallels, it was passed
over. — Ver. 63. Instead of «iwy, Iz, Matth. Scholz have <i.
"I4665v.  The subject was written in the margin because another
subject precedes.— Ver. Ot frusrer admid o apéowmor xai] is
wanting in B K L M 11 &, Copt. Vind. Corb. Ver. Colb.
Bracketed by Lachm, deleted by Rinck and Tisch. It is an
expansion by way of a g¢loss, which in D, vss. is not the same,
and which the omission of éipmeez, ver. 63, drew after it. The
alossing process began with the writing on the margin at the
first adsiv: adved b spicwmov, as 1, 209, vss. still read instead of
adriv; then fruvsrov was added in some authorities before, in
others after, because éipevres was attracted to what preceded. —
Ver., 66. Elz. Lachm. have ievrdy; Matth, Scholz, Tisch. : a2
The Leecepte is to be retained in accordauce with A 5 min.: it
was not understood. — Ver. 68. Liead, with Tisch., simply édv é:
(even Lachm. has deleted zai) spwriaw, ob s dsezpizz, in
accordance with I LT N, min. vss. Cyr.  The addition zo %
aserverre 1s an unsuitable expansion. — Ver. 69, After +3v is to
be added, with Lachm, and Tisch., ¢, on decisive evidence, —
Ver. 71. The order of the words, 7 ém Y. popr. spsiay, 18 to be
preferred, with Tiseh, following B T T. The order in the
Textus reeeptus, = ¢ % & p., is from the parallels.

Vv, 1, 2. With more detail and definiteness Matt, xxvi, 1-5
and AMark xiv. 1 f. (Luke follows Mark with abbreviation). —
édof3. . Tov haov] the adherents that Jesus found among the
people (xxi. 38) made them afraid ; hence they endeavoured
to discover weys end meeis to remove Iim, ic. pédodov, wis
&veovTes avTov oY kwdvvevaovaiw, Theophyl.
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Vv. 3-6. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16; Mark xiv. 10 f,
Luke passes over the history of the anointing, having already
related an earlier one (vii. 37). — eloijAfe] The part played
by the devil, who “ sensus omnes occupat” (Calvin), is con-
ceived of as an actual intrusion, as eloépyesfar is the word
constantly used to express the intrusion of demons into
bodies (viii. 30, 32 f, xi. 27). Comp. John xiii. 27 (in
regard to John xiii. 2, see on the passage). — 'Ioxap.] See on
Matt. x. 4. — évra éx Tob ap. 7. 6.] familiar to the reader
(v1 16), but a tragic addition. — Ver. 4. Tols oTpaTyyols] As
o oTpatyyos is the chief of all the Levitical temple guards
(Actsiv. 1,v. 26 ; Joseph. Bell. vi. 5. 3), nvan a0 vrw, probably
the leaders of the several guards who were placed under Him
are here meant also, consequently the entire Levitical body of
officers. Comp. yiAiapyor, 3 Esdr. i. 9. See Lightfoot, p.
879. — Ver. 5. gvvéfevto] The several moments in the inci-
dent, as these are accurately traced by Luke, are: (1) Judas
opens the correspondence, ver. 4 ; (2) they are pleased thereat ;
(3) they engage (Herod. ix. 53 ; Xen. Anad.i. 9. 7, Hell. 1ii. 5. 6 ;
Herodian, v. 3. 23 ; Joseph. Anft. xiii. 4.7 ; 4 Mace. iv. 16)
to give him money ; and the last step is, (4) Judas makes his
acknowledgment, promises (éEwuo)., spopondit ; elsewhere only
the simple form is used in this sense, as Plat. Symp. p. 196 C;
Jer. xliv. 25; Joseph. Antt. viil. 4. 3), and seeks henceforth a
favourable opportunity, etc. — Ver. 6. drep &yhov] without
«ilracting a crowd. The opposite is pera dylov, Acts xxiv. 18.
Comp. Hom. Il. v. 473 : ¢ijs mov drep Nadv molw éEéuev.
The word drep, frequently occurring in the poets, occurs only
liere and at ver. 35 in the New Testament. Comp. 2 Macc.
xii 15 1a1ely, moreover, in the later Gireek prose writers, as
Plut. Z\/um x1v ; Dion. Hal, iii. 10.

Vv. 7-13. See on Matt. xxvi. 17-19 ; Mark xiv. 12-16.
Luke names the disciples, and makes Jesus take the initiative.
The latter is a quite iminaterial difference; the former is a
more precise statement of the later tradition, in respect of
which a special tendency is assumed (Baur supposes that the
two are intended to represent the Judaism of the older
apostles). — g\e] there came, there appeared the day. Comp.

LUKE IL U
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v. 35, xxiil. 29; Acts ii. 20, and elsewhere.! — %) fuépa] nat
7 €opTij again, as in ver. 1, because the latter denotes the whole
festival, not the single day of the feast (in opposition to
Wiescler, Synopse, p. 397).— Ver. 11. épeire] a {uture with
the force of an imperative: and ye shall say.— 7o olro-
Secmory Tijs oix] See, on such pleonastic combinations,
Bornemann < loc. ; Lobeck, LPuralip. p. 536 f.; also Valcke-
naer, Sehol. p. 264 f,

Vv. 14-18. On ver. 14 comp. Matt. xxvi. 20; Mark xiv.
17.  “ Describitur, vv. 15-18, quaedain quasi prolusio s.
coenae, coll. Matt. xxvi 29,” DBengel. — Ver. 15. émiBupia
émeBuunoa) I have carncstly longed, Gen. xxxi. 30. See
Winer. p. 413 [E. T. 584]. This longing rested on the fact
(see ver. 16) that this Yassover meal was actually His last,
and as such was to be of speeial importance and sacredness.
Thus IIe could only earnestly wish that His passion should
not begin before the Passover; hence: mwpo 7o pe waleiv. —
TolTo] pointing to: this, which is already there.— Ver. 10.
ovrére k.7.\.] namely, after the present meal. — €€ adrod] of
the Passover, — €ws 67Tov k7. N.] till that it (the Passover) shall
be fulfilled <n the Lingdom of God. The rationalistic interpre-
tation : “ sed aliquando vos in coelo mecum gaudiis propriis
ac sumnnis perfruemini ” (Iuinoel), is purely arbitrary. Jesus
means actually a Passover (specifically such a one, not merely
the Messianic feasts in general, Matt. viii. 11 ; Luke xxil 30,
xiv. 15) in the Messial’s kingdom, which should hold the
same relation to the temporal Passover as that which is
perfect (absolute) holds to the incomplete. This corresponds
to the idea of the mnew world (of the amoxatdoTas:s, wakiy-
yeveaia), and of the perfected theocracy in the alwv pél\wv.
Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 29, The tmpersoinad view (Paulus, Baum-
sarten-Crusius), according to which the meaning is said to be :

I Paschke is in ervor when he says, in the Theol. Quartalselr. 1851, p. 41017,
that aA# means here : he came near; and that at Matt. xxvi. 17, Mark xiv. 12,
v wpdry awipa cov &lopawy means : on the day before the Passover.  Morcover,
Ewald (Gesch, Chr. p. 459 1.) decides that, in so far as the words of Luke are
concerned (not also of Matthew and Mark), the day before the Passover might be
meant.  But by & 7 8 x. 7. A., as well as Uy the further course of the narrative,
ilie day is definitely enough indicated as the same as in Matthew and Mark.
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till the establishment of the kingdom shall be brought about,
is an evasion opposed to the context. Completely without
foundation, moreover, Schenkel says that the adoption of the
Gentiles into the divine covenant is the fulfilment of the Old
Testament Passover.— Ver. 17 f. According to Luke, Jesus,
after He lhad spoken quite at the beginning of the meal the
words, vv. 15, 16, receives a cup handed to Him (8efauevos,
not the same as AaBww, ver. 19), and after giving thanks
hands it to the disciples that they might share it (the wine in
it) among themsclves (observe the emphatic éavrols), for He
assures them that He should certainly not drink, ete. He
therefore, according to Luke, declines to drink of the Passover
wine, wherefore also in ver. 18 the absolute od p#, but in
ver. 16 the relative odwére od pj, is used.

REMARK.—Although this refusal to drink the wine, which is
not to be explained away, is in t¢sclf psychologically conceivable
in so deeply moved and painful a state of mind, yet it is imn-
probable in consideration of the characteristic element of the
Passover. In respect of this, the drinking of the Passover wine
was certainly so essential, and, in the consciousness of the
person celebrating the rite, so necessary, that the not drinking,
and especially on the part of the Host Himself, would have
appeared absolutely as contrary to the law, lrreligious, scan-
dalous, an interruption which, on the part of Jesus, can hardly
be credible. Since then Mark and Matthew, morecover, have
nothing at all about a refusal of the wine, but rather do not
bring in the assurance, o0 g7 =iw x.7.2., until the conclusion of the
meal, Mark xiv. 25, Matt. xxvi. 29; and since Matthew uses
the emphatic aa’ dpri, wherein is intimated that Jesus had just
drunk with them once more,—the narrative of Luke, vv. 17,18,
is to be regarded as not original, and it is to be assumed that
Jesus indeed spoke, vv. 15, 16, at the beginning of the meal (in
opposition to Kuinoel and Panlus), but that what is found in
Matt. xxvi. 29 has been removed back by the tradition on
account of the analogy of ver. 16, and placed after ver. 16, beside
which ver. 17 easily appeared as a link, without the necessity of
attributing to Luke the construction of a piece of mosaic from a
twofold source (as Holtzmann wishes to do), especially as ver. 17
is not yet the cup of the Lord’'s Supper. According to Baur,
Evang. p. 482 f, Luke must have been led by 1 Cor. x., where,
moreover, the surspiov 77¢ eb20yius is emphatically placed first, to
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distinguish two acls in the Lord’s Supper (comyp. also Ritscl],
Lrang. Marciow’s, p. 108), one with the leading idea of
zonavie, and the other with that of avduines, He must have
here represented the first by the help of Matt. xxvi. 25, He
must thus probably still have expressly brought in the supposed
leading idea of zenwvie, as Paul also has done in respect of
the bread. In general, the use made by Luke of the Pauline
Lpistles, which here even Ililgenfeld (comp. Holtzmann, p. 237)
considers as unmistakeable, is uite incapable of proof.

Vv. 19, 20. See on Matt. xxvi. 26-28 ; Mark xiv. 22 {.;
1 Cor. xi. 23 ff.  Luke agrees with Paul, not, however,
repeating, in the case of the cup, the expression Tobro moeire
«.7.\., which is not found at all in Matthew and Mark. — 70
Umep vpdv dbopevov] which for your adrantuge (to procure
your reconciliation and justification, and your Messianie salva-
tion, comp. on DMatt. xx. 28) 45 giren up. The entire context
sugeests the qualifying clause els favarov. Comp. Gal. i 4 ;
Yom, viil. 32; 1 Tim. ii. 6; Tit. ii. 16. In respect of the
expression, Wetstein justly compares Libanius, Oraf. 35, p.
T705: xal 70 cdua Imep Hudy émedwrey, and similar passages. —
TobTo moieiTe| to wit, the breaking of the bread after thanks-
eiving, and the distribution and partaking of the same. On
Trotety, oceupying the place of more definite verbs, which the
context suggests, see Dornemann, and Kiilmer, ad Yen. I,
iii. 8. 2; Schoemann, ad Is. de Ap. her. 35.—els Tiw
éun avauv.] for the remembrance of wme!  See Winer, p. 133
[ 7T. 192]  Itis a mistake to say that this purpose of the
Lord's Supper must be appropriate only to the partaking of
the 7eal body and Dblood of Christ (see Kalmis, Lckre v
Abendm. p. 87).  Rather in respect of suck a partaking that
statement of purpose appears too disproportioved and weak,’

1 To Iy a contrasted emphasis on iusdv (0ot in remembrance of the deliverance
rom Lyypt 3 so Limdoer, dbencdan. p. 91 1, and Hotoeun, Schriftberr, 11 2,
I 218) is mistaken, because not suggested in the coutext. See Riickert,
Abendm. p. 200 [,

2 Kahnis says: ‘“Only when body and blood are essentially present and
cssenticdly liviny can the remembrance of the death which they have passed
through and swallowed up in vietory and life be wade prominent as a separats
vomt, without giving rise to a feeble and bungling tautology.™  Dut the point
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since it would already certify far morc than the remembrance ;
in opposition to which the idea of the dwdpvyais of that
which the symbols represent, is in keeping with the symbolic
character of the celebration (Plat. Phaed. p. T4+ A: mjw
dvdpvnow elvar pév d¢” opoiwr). Comp. Justin, Ap. I. 66,
where it is said of the cup: els avaprnow Tod alpaTos adTob.
— Ver. 20. acavtes] to wit, AafBov edyapiomicas édwkev
avrols. — 70 woTipov] the cup before them. — uera 70 Serrr-
vijoai] “ facto transitn ad majora et ultima,” Bengel. It was,
to wit, the fourth cup which made the conclusion of the whole
meal. See on Matt. xxvi. 27.— ToiTe To woTipior K.TA.]
this cup s the new covenant by means of my blood, i.c. it is the
new covenant -by the fact that it contains my blood, which
1s shed for your salvation. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 25. In the
wine which is poured into the cup Jesus sees Iis (atoning,
Rom. iii. 25, v. 3) blood, whicli is on the point of being shed ;
and Dbecause through this shedding of His blood the new
covenant is to be established, he explains the cup, by virtue
of its contents, as the new covenant—a symbolisin natural to
the deeply-moved, solemn state of mind, to which no greater
wrong can be done than is perpetrated by the controversies
about the est, which Luke has not at all! Taul, in 1 Cor.
xi. 25, inserts éotiv alter dafnwem, and consequently also,in so
far as the passage before us is concerned, forbids the affixing év
70 alpati pov to N rawn Sabixn, as many of the older (not
Luther') and of the more recent writers (not Kahnis, Osiander,

on which stress is laid in this assertion, ¢‘which they have passed through and
swallowed up in victory and life,"”” does not in reality appear at all there, but is
added in thought and read into the passage. Rightly does Keim bring forward
in the Jakrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 94, that the significance of the last
supper as a remembrance cannot be maintained together with the orthodox
interpretation of the words of institution. He aptly shows that the symbolieal
understanding of the words of institution, ¢‘ this is,” etc., is the correct one,
and comes to the conclusion that the essential actual body was spiritually
represented by the word to faith, but was not bodily given in corporeal presence
to every recipient. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 26, and on 1 Cor. xi. 24. Ilow cven
Kahnis subsequently gave up the orthodox doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, see in
his Dogmat. 1. p. 616 ff. But how even to this day the Catholics make out the
continuity of the sacrifice of Jesus by the priests, see in Dillinger, Christenth.
und Kirche, p. 38, and Schegg.
' In his Gr. Bekenntn, : ** for the reason that Christ’s blood is there.””
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Riickert, p. 252) do. So also even Ebrard (d. Dogme zom
heil. Abendme. 1. p. 113), who, besides, lays an emphasis upon
pov not belonging to it, at least according to the expression of
Luke, when he interprets the passage : © the ncwr covenant made
in gy blood, not in the sacrificial blood of the Old Testament.”
— 7 kawi 6abixy] opposed to the old Mosaic covenant, whose
condition was the fulfilling of the lnw (in the new: faith). Sce
on 1 Cor. xi. 253. — 76 . .. éxyvvopevov] belongs, although in the
nominative, to 7¢ aifuari pov, as an cpexegetical clause.  The
abnormal use of the caseis occasioned by the fact that, accord-
ing to ver, 19, the idea prevails: that the cup (in respect of its
contents) is the blood of the new covenant whicli is shed. Con-
sequently 7o .. . éxyvvopevor isapplied to 7¢ aipati pov hecause
70 aipd pov has floated before the mind of the speaker as the
logical predicate, even although it did not become the gram-
matical predicate. Thus the nominatival expression more en-
phatically brings into prominence what is declared of the blood
(70 . . . éxxww.) than would be the case if it were joined on in
the dative. Comp. Jas. iil. 8 (where pecTs {ob is joined to the
logical subject ¢yAdoaa, which, however, is not the grammatical
subject) ; Rev. iii. 12, viii. 9; Mark xii. 40; John i 14;
Kithuer, § 677; Winer, pp. 471, 473 [E. T. 668-670f].
According to Baur's view, 7o ... éxyvvop. comes back to a
very awkward transposition of the words from Matt. xxvi. 28.
Comp. alse Iliickert, p. 208, and Bleck and Iloltzmaunm.
Erroneously Euthymius Zigabenus, Calovius, Jansen, Michaelis,
and others, including Bornemann, read: “poculum, quod in
vestram salwlon ¢ffunditur.”  What is this supposed to mean ?
Calovius answers: “ Dicitur effusum pro nobis propter ses-
guinem, quem Christus mediante poculo prachebat.” A foreible
dislocation which, morcover, occurs in other old dogmatical
writers, Chemmitz, Gerhard, and others. See Kahnis, Ldendm.
- 103. This reference to the eup appeared to give a suppoit
to the explanation of the actual blood.

REMARK.—In the words of institution all four narrators vary
from one another, although not cssentially, which serves to
prove that a mode of formulating them had not yet taken any
fixed shape. Luke agrees the most closely with Laul, which is
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explained Ly his relation to him. The Tauline narrative, how-
ever, attaius great weight, indeed, through his 2y yap sapiraBo
a=b wob xupiou, 1 Cor. x1. 23 (see on the passage), and the ministry
of the apostle makes it conceivable how Ais formula might fix
itself liturgically ; this, however, does not prevent our rccover-
ing the most primitive form of the words of Jesus in the simple
narrative of Mark, which gradually underwent expansions.
Wilke, Urcvang. p. 142, is wrong in regarding ver. 20 in Luke
as a later addition. The first distribution of the cup, ver. 17,
does not indeed yet belong entirely to the Lord’s Supper, and
as yet has no symbolism. According to Ewald (see his Jahrb.
I p. 194 1), the agreement between Luke and Paul is explained
by the fact that both have in this particular used one source
{the oldest Gospel, probably comnposed by Philip the evangelist).
But in general there is no proof of Paul’s having made use of a
written Gospel; neither in particular is the passage in 1 Cor.
xi. 23, #yé yap wupirafSor dwb w0l xupiov, in any way favourable to
that supposition.

Vv. 21-23. Luke has this reference to the traitor (whicl,
according to Lulke, diverges from all the rest, without any
more precise statement) in a wrong position, where it prob-
ably has been placed by way of transition to the following
dispute about precedence. According to Matt. xxvi. 21 ff,
Mark xiv. 18 ff,, it is to be placed at the beginning of the
meal, and that in such a manner that the departure of Judas'®
ensued lefore the institution of the Lord’s Supper; comp. on
Matt. xxvi, 25, and see the remark after John xiii. 38. —
majy] notwithstanding, although my blood is shed for you.
Not a limitation of the vmép vudv (Hofmann), but, without
such a reflection, a contrast to that love which is on the
point of offering its own life. In spite of this wAsjv, which
carries on the Lord’s discourse, to place the departure of the
traitor, even according to Luke, before the Lord’s Supper, is
only possible to the greatest harmonistic arbitrariness, in
respect of which, indeed, the statement that Luke does not relate
according to the order of time (Ebrard, p. 522 ; Lichtenstein,
p- 401) is the most convenient and ready resource. — % yeip

1 According to Schenkel, Jesus allowed Judas to take part in the Lord’s Sup-

per, which (he thinks) is a convincing prool against all external ecclesiastical
discipline (even against conlession)!
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k1] The hand of ny betrayer, ete. It was still on the table
(émi Tijs Tpamélns), after the caling of the bread, for the sile
of partaking of the cup (ver. 20), and Jesus mentions the huad
as the correlative of the idea mapadibovar. There is contained
thercin a tragic feature, — Ver. 22, 81¢ o vios pév (sce the
critical remarks) #r.A. discloses the objective ground of this
mournful experience, ver. 21—to wit, the divine appoint-
ment of the death of the Messiah, which none the less (wAgw
obai x.7.\.) leaves the person concerned under the imputation
(of the subjectively frec action). — Ver. 23. ovinreiv, to confer,
disputare, and wpos éavrovs, wmony themsclves, as Mark 1. 27.
— Tob70] t.c. the mapadibovar. With the emphasis of horror
tovTo is placed before the governing verh. On wpacoew of
trattorous transactions, comp. Thueyd. iv. 89. 3, 110. 2.

Vv. 24-30. Earlier {ragments of discourses (Matt. xx. 25 f,
xix, 28; comp. Mark x. 42 f1), for whose appropriateness in
this place the occasion narrated by Luke, évévero 8¢ xal ¢iho-
vewcia év avr., is neither psychologically probable, nor is it,
from an historical point of view, adequately accounted for.
Many have considered ver. 24 ff. as giving occasion to the
Jootwashing (Paulus, Kuinoel, Sieffert, Lange, and others,
including Strauss), which, however, would have any pro-
bability only if Luke placed the contest about precedence
at the beginning of the meal. Nay, the already post foot-
washing, which, according to John, is to be assumed, only
makes the situation of this contest about precedence in Luke
still more improbable. That, morcover, only the assorinfiv.
of 1deas between the questions of ver. 23 and ver. 24 caused
Luke to insert lhere this contest about precedence (Strauss,
. p. 723 f.; Holtzmann) is the more unfounded that TLuke
has already at ix. 46 related one dispute about precedence.
Itather, he must have followed a defimte tradition, which
certainly may have taken its rise from the idea embodied in
the story of the footwashing, and may have attracted here into
a wrong position what is historically earlier. — 8¢ xal] but also,
in addition to that cuvlnreiv. — Soxer] 1s estecned, Gal. ii. 6.
Lengel well says: “ Quis sit omnium suflragiis.” — uelfwv] of
Iioher rank; toregard év 73j Bagieiq Tév obpavay as understoud
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(Kuinoel and others) is an arbitrary proceeding, according to
Matt, xviii, 1.  Comp. on ix. 46; Mark ix. 33.— Ver. 25.
TQV €0vav] of the Gentiles. — ot éfovaral. avr.] These are the
magnates (Matt. xx. 25), rulers of the Gentiles after their
kings. — edepyérar, a title of honour: Dbenefuctors, ie. of great
anerit in respect of the state, possibly in respect of the govern-
ment (Herod. viii. 83). Comp. elepyétny amoypadijvas, Herod.
viil. 85 ; Thue. i. 129. 3; Xen. Rep. Ath. iii. 11; Lys. pro
Polystr. 19.  rndpileabal T edepryeaiav, Dem. 475.10 ; Wolf,
Lept. p. 282; Meier, de prowenie, Hal. 1843, p. 10, 15;
Hermann, Staatsaltcrth. § 116. 6. Similarly our “ Lxcel-
lencies.” — Ver. 20. ovy ofrews] It is suflicient to supply éoré
(others take moteire). See what follows.  Yeare not to be thus,
as that one should let himself be distinguished in rank from the
others. — o peilwr] not: “ qui cupit maximus esse,” Kuinoel,
but: ke that is greater among you, who really is so, let him
condescend so as to place himself on an equality with the
younger, and claim no more than he. ¢ vedrepos does not
mean the less, and does not refer to one in the circle of the
twelve, but it means one who s younger than the others, and
denotes a believing youth. It must be supposed that such
were present, performing the servicee.  Comp. the parallel
Suarovdr. See also Acts v. 6, 10.— o #yovpevos] he aho
rules, standing at the head. Comp. Matt. ii. 6; Acts xv. 22
Heb. xiii. 7, 17, 24; 3 Esdr. viii. 44; 1 Mace. ix. 30, and
elsewhere. This use, moreover, is so frequent among the
Greek writers (Dem. 654. 22; Soph. Phil. 386 ; Polyh. i.
15. 4, 31. 1, 1ii. 4. 6 ; Herodian, vii, 1. 22 ; Lucian, Adlex. 44 ;
Diod. Sic. 1. 72), and the designation is so general, that the ex-
pression does not need to be derived actually from later times
(Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Ep. p. 29). — Ver. 27. To this conde-
scending renunciation my cxample engages you. Ior although I
stand to you in the relation of the dvare/uevos to the Siaxovoss,
yet I bear myself in the midst of you no otherwise than as if
I were your servant. The reference to the footwashing, which
has been here assumed (even by de Wette and Bleek), could
not be expected by Luke to be discovered by any reader. It
is, moreover, superfluous; for the present repast might of itselt
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give sufficient occasion for the designation of the relation by
means of avareip. and Suwirov., and Jesus was in the highest
sense of sell-surrender actually the 8uirovos of His disciples,
as this found its indelible expression just at this time in the
distribution of the last supper. Conip. Matt. xx. 28. — év
péow vpav] more significant (in the midst of you) than év
vutv ; e did not separate Himself from them as one more dis-
tinguishied than they, — Ver. 28, duets 8¢ x.7.\.] in order now,
after this humiliation of His disciples’ desire of precedence,
to induce them to seek their true exaltation, to wit, by means
of the assurance of their future dominion and honour in the
leingdom of the dessiah, He proceeds in such a way as to con-
trast with His relation to them (éyw 8¢ év péoe Tuwy, ver. 27)
their velation to Him (Dpets 8¢ . . . per éuod), as the recom-
pense of which Ie then assures to them the Messianic glory :
But ye are they who have continued with me tn my temptutions,
etc. Erasmus aptly paraphrases the meipacpods: “ quibus
pater coelestis voluit exploratam ac spectatam esse meam
obedientiam.”  These were the many injuries, persecutions,
snares, perils of life, ete. (comp. Heb. ii. 18, iv. 15), for the
bitter experience of which neither meipacuos nor Siauérew are
cxpressions too strong (in opposition to de Wette) ; the former
in respect of its relative idea Dbeing not too strong, nor the
latter, if we consitder the contrast of the Messianic anticipa-
tions of the time. — Ver. 29, xayé] and I, on my pars, as a
recompensc for it. — dtarifepar] I ordein for you (herewith)
dominion, as my Father (in His counsel known to me) has
ordained for me dominion — both in the kingdom of the
Messiah.  Bageh. belongs to both verbs, not merely as a
parenthesis, so that e «.7.\ contains the object of Scarifepar
vu. (Ewald, Bleek, and others), since ver. 30 contains the idea
of the cvpRacihebew. — Satif. is not said of testamentary
appointment (Ir. Schmid, Alberti, Krebs; see Plat. Leg. i p.
922 B, E, 923 C; Dem. 1067, 1; Joseph. Anti. xiil. 16. 1;
Avist. Pol.ii. 9), since the same meaning could not be retained
in the second member, but in general dispono, I orduin for you
(2 Chron. vii. 18; Gen. xv. 18; 1 Mace. 1. 11; Xeu. Cyr. v.
2.9, and clsewhere). On the idea, comp. 2 Tim. il 12, —
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Ver. 30. fva] purposc of this assignment of dominion. — émi
T. Tpaw. p.] at the table takes place the eating and drinking.
Comp. ver. 21, This is said not merely of the Messianic
Lassover (vv. 16, 18), but of the Messianic table fellowship in
general.  Comp. xiii. 29; Matt. viil. 11.— According to the
reading xafigeabe (sce the critical remarks), the construction
of the fva does not run on, but the saying is promissory : and
ye shall sit, ete, whereby this highest point comes forward
more emphatically than if the future were made dependent on
{va (as is done by Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 202 [E. T. 234]).
— éml Opovwr] wdexa is not added, as in Matt. xix. 28, on
account of Judas. Christ is the divine Lord-superior of the
Baaieia till the consummation of all things (1 Cor. xv. 28),
and gives to His disciples a share therein.

Vv. 31-34. The conversation with DPeter concerning his
denial is found in John also at the supper, while Matthew
and Mark, on the other hand, place it on the way to Geth-
semane. DBut how possible it is that the momentous word,
which had already Leen spoken at the supper, was returned
to again on the journey by night! so that in this way both
narratives are correct in regurd to the point of time. The
words addressed to Peter in ver. 31 f. are peculiar to Luke,
and are so characteristic in substance and in form, that they
seen1 to Dbe original, and not the offspring of tradition. The
words eime 8¢ o wvpios (which, nevertheless, are not found in
B L T, Copt. Sahid., and are hence suspicious, and deleted by
Tischendorf), if they are genuine, separate what follows from
what precedes as a special opening of a discourse the occasion
of which Luke does not state, and probably, moreover, could
not, and lhence the question at issue cannot be decided. — iuwv,
Sipwv] urgently warning, as x. 41; Acts ix. 4. — éfpmijoaro
vpas] he has demanded yow (thee and thy fellow-disciples) for
hamsclf, longed for you into his power, sibi tendendos postulavit ;
namely, from God, as he once did in the case of Job (Job i.).
A similar allusion to the history of Job may be found in the
Test. XII. Patr. p. 729 : éav Ta mvedpata Tod Belap els
wdcar movnplay ONifrews éEarmicwvrar vpas. Comp. Const.
Apost. vi. 5. 4. The compound éfpt. refers to the contem-
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plated surieader out of God's power and protection.  Comp.
Herod. i 74: ob wap ... éEedidov Tols Znifas éfairéovte
Kvaapei; Plat. Menee. po 245 B; DPolyb. iv. 66. 9, xxx. 8. C.
Morcover, the meaning is not to be reduced to a mere “ im-
ainent vobis tentationes ™ (Kuinoel), but the actual will of the
deril (o ydp 8uifBolos molvs éméxerto {nTely Vuas éxBakely Tijs
éuijs aTopyils kai wpodotas amodeifar, Theophylact), which is
Lknown to Jesus, is hy Him declared, and only the forir of the
expression by means of efpricaro is, in allusion to the history
of Job, figurative, so that the meaning is: The devil wishes
to have you in his power, as he once upon a time asked to
have Job in his power. — To¥ gwidoar] so far as the ancient
Greek writers are concerned, the verb cundlw® is not to be
found; but according to Thotius, p. 512, 22, Ilesvching,
Suidas, and the Greek Fathers (see Suicer, Thes. I1. p. 961 f.;
van Heugel, dannot. p. 31 f.), the meaning is without doubt:
i order to sift you (rocwiwelew); alviov wyap Tapd Tiou
kakelTar To wap Nulv Kogkwov, év & o oiTos THSE Kikelge
peTadepopevos Tapdaaerar, Euthymius Zigabenus, The point
of comparison is the Tapageew which puts to the test.  As the
wheat in the sieve is shaken backwards and forwards, and thus
the refuse separates itself from the grains, and falls out; so
Satan wishes to trouble you and toss you about (by vexations,
terrors, dangers, alllictions), in order to bring your faithfulness
to me to decay. — Ver. 32. eyw 8¢] spoken in the conscious-
ness of the greater power which ffe by His praver has in
opposition to the demand of Satan. “ Ostenderat periculum,
ostendit remedium,” Maldonatus. — wepi got] Comp. pre-
viously vuds; “totus sane hic scrmo Domini praesupponit,
Petium ¢sse primum  apostolorum, quo stante aut cadente
ceterl aut minus aut magis periclitarentur,” Dengel.  Jesus
heie means a wmore speciel intercession than in John xvii. 15,
— wa wuy éxretmrny k. N] that thy juadth in me cense not, that
thou mayest not be unfaithful, and fall away [vom me.  Jesus
knows this prayer is heard, in spite of the temporary unfaith-
fulness of the denial, the approaching occurrence of which he

! Jemativs, Smyrn. Interpol. 7, has evvaedivzs, plainly in reference to the
passage bhefore us.
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likewise knows.  “ Defecit in Petro 1) évépyeta Tijs wioTews ad
tempus,” Grotius, Therefore he goes on: and thouw at a futwrc
{tme (xai o0, opposed to the éyw 6é), when thow shalt be con-
verted (without figure: 7esipueris, peravonoas, Theophylact),
strengthen thy brethren (thy fellow-disciples) ; be their support,
which maintains and strengthens thew, when they become
wavering in their faith. Even here we have the dignity and
duty of the primate, which was not to cease through the
momentary fall. TFor the idea of ornpilew, see especially
Acts xiv. 22, On the form omipiocor, see Winer, p. 82
[E. T. 110]. According to Bede, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel,
van Hengel, Annot. p. 1 ff, Ewald, and others, émiorp. is a
Hebraism (2w) : rursus, vicissim, so that the meaning would
be: what I have done to thee, do thou in turn to thy brethicn.
This is contrary to the wusus loquendi of the New Testament
(even Acts vii. 42, xv. 36). But it is inconsistent with the
context when Wetstein takes émiaTp. actively: “converlens
fratres tuos,” since Jesus has the fall of Peter (ver. 34) in His
view.— Ver. 33 f. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 32-35; Mark
xiv. 20-31. The émopéyras provoked the self-confidence of
the apostle. — pera god] stands with passionate emplasis at
the beginning; éx mwoAAijs dyamns Opaciverar xai vmioyveitar
Ta Téws abrd adivara, Theophylact. — ITérpe] not 3iuwv this
time. The sign{ficant name in contradiction with the conduct.
— 1] after amapy., as xx. 27,

Vv. 35-38. Peculiar to Luke, from tradition or from some
other unknown source. But the utterance itself is in respect
of its contents so remarkably significant, that we are bound to
lold by its originality, and not to say that it was introduced
into this place for the sake of explaining the subsequent
stroke with the sword (Schleiermacher, Strauss, de Wette),
or the reason why Judas is afterwards represented as appear-
ing with armed men (Holtzmann). — kai eimev adrois] A
pausec must be supposed as occurring before what follows,
the connection of the thought being: not without reason have I
uttered words so momentous (vv. 31-34), for now your posi-
tion, when I am no more with you, will be entirely different
from what it was formerly ; there comes for you the time of
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care for yourselves and of contest!— é7e¢ améorena xT\]
ix. 3; comp. x. 4. — Ver. 36. odv] in consequence of this
acknowledgnent. — dpdre] not: “tollat, ut emat gladium”
(Erasmus, Beza, and others}, but: et him take 2¢ up, in order
to bear it. The representation of the thought now refers to
the time when ye can no more be unconcerned about your
maintenance, but must yourselves care for it in the world
which for you is inhospitable. —xai ¢ upy éywr] to wit,
Barkdvrioy xai mijpar. The contrast allows nothing else.
Hence wayatpav is erroneously suggested as implied (Beza,
Jansen, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lange, Lwald, Bleck,
and others), and equally erroncously is the general reference
suggested : he 2who s withowt means (Kuinoel, Olshausen,
Schegg). Jesus means to say, how far more necessary still
than purse and scrip, nay, even more necessary than the upper
garment, should now be to them a sword, for defence and pro-
tection against hostile attacks. Dut observe in this connection
(1) that he wishes for the purchase of the sword, not by those
merely who have no purse and knapsack, but, on the contrary,
whilst he requires it of these, yea, requires it with the sacrifice
of the cloak, otherwise so needful, yet he regards it as a sell-
evident duty on the part of those who have the means for the
purchase.  The form of his utterance is a parallelism, in
whicli the second member supplenienuts and throws a new light
upon the first. (2) Nevertheless Jesus does not desire that
Iis disciples should actually carry and use the sword (Matt.
xxvi 52), but e speaks in such a manner as flyurativey to
represent in what a lhostile relation they should henceforth
find the world amrrayed against them, and what resistance amd
struggle on their part would now be necessary in their apostolic
missionary journeys. That the discowrse is in reference to
these is clearly proved by Baildvr. and mijpav, in opposition
to Olshausen, who perversely allegorizes the whole passage,
so that Baihdvr. and mjp. are taken to signify the means for
the spiritual life, and pday. the sword of the Spirit, Eph.
vi. 17 (comp. also Erasmus).— Ver. 37. A confirmation of
the aA\\d viv x1h.  TFor since, moreover, that (“ctiamnum
hoc extremum post tot alia,” Bengel) must still be fultilled on
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me which is written in Isa liii. 12; so ye, as my disciples,
cannot expect for yourselves anything better than what I have
announced to you, ver. 36. The cogency of tlie proof follows
fromn the presupposition that the disciple is not above his
master (Matt. x. 24 f.; John xv. 20). On the 8¢t of the
divine counsel, comp. Matt. xxvi. 54 (Acts ii. 23), and observe
how inconsistent therewith it is to regard the passion of Jesus
as a jfortuitous occurrence (Hofmann). — xai perd av. éhoy.]
xal, and, adopted together with the rest as a constituent part
of the passage quoted. The completion (the Messianic fulfil-
nient, xviii. 31) of the prophecy began with the arrest (ver. 52),
and comprehended the whole subsequent treatment until the
death. — kal ydp Ta mepl éuod TéN. éyer] for, morcover, that
awhich econcerneth me has to come to an end ; <.c., for, moreover,
with my destiny, as with the destiny of him of whom Isaiah
speaks, there is an end. Observe that Jesus did not previously
say 70 els éué yeypappévor £.TA. or the like, but 7o yeyp. e
Terecl. év éuoi, so that He does not cxplain the passage
immediately of Himself (Olshausen), but asserts that it must
be fulfilled in Hvm, in respect of which it is plain from rai
vyap k7. that He conceived of another as the subject of the
first Adstorical meaning of tlie passage (whom ? is another
question, comp. Acts viil. 34), of whom He was the antitype,
so that in Him is found the antitypal historical fulfilment
of that which is predicted in reference to the servant of God.
On Ta mepl éunod, see Kithner, IL. p. 119 ; on Té\os éyer, Mark
iil, 26 ; Plat. Pol. iii. p. 392 C; Dem. 932. 4, and the ex-
amples from Xenophon in Sturz, IV. p. 275. Most commenta-
tors (Kuthymius Zigabenus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, and
many others, including Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek)
read : for, morcover, that which <s written of me, like other pro-
phecies, 4s about to be accomplished, as though yeypapuéva formed
part of the sentence, as at xxiv. 44, or flowed from the context,
as at xxiv. 27. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 580. DBut
what a nugatory argument ! and what is the meaning of the xai
(which certainly most of them leave wholly unnoticed), since,
indeed, it is just the Messianic prophecies which constitute
the main substance of prophecy, and do not come in merely
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by the way 2 — Ver. 38. The disciples, not understanding the
utterance about the sword, imagined that Christ required them
to have swords actually’ ready for defence from impending
violence. Peter had one of the two swords (ver. 50). They may
have been worn on the last journey, or even on account of the
risk of these days they imnay have been first procured with a view
to circumstauces that might occur.  Bufcher’s knives (from the
cutting up of the lamb, as supposed by Euthymius Zigabenus,
following Chrysostom) they could not be, according to ver. 36,
althouch the word, so early as the time of Homer (Doéder-
Iein, Glosser, Tp. 201 £), but never in the New Testament,
has this signification. — ikavov éore] a gentle turning aside
of further discussion, with a touch of sorrowful irony: ¢
45 enouyh ! DMore than your two swords ye need mnot !
Comp. Castalio on the passage. The disciples, carrying out
this idea, must have at once concluded that Jesus had still
probably meant something else than an actual purchase of
swords, ver. 36> The significance of the answer so conceived
aives to this view the preference over the explanation of others
(Theophylact, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Disping, Knuinoel):
ciougl, of this matter ! Cowmpare thie Rabbinical 7™ in
Schocttgen, p. 514 {f  Olshausen and de Wette combine
the two, saying that Jesus spoke in « twofold sensc; com).
Bleek. Without sufficient reasou, since the setting aside of
the subject is found also in owr view.—DBoniface VIIL proves
from the passage Lefore us the double sword of the papal
sovereiguty, the spiritual and tempoial jurisdiction! * Pro-
tervum ludibrium ” (Calvin).

Vv. 39—46. See on Matt. xxvi. 36—46 ; Mark xiv, 32-42.
The originality is on the side of Matthew and Mark., Luke
by condensing disturbs the clearness of the single narrative,
and mixes up with it legendary elements. — Ver, 40. é=

U Sehleicrmacher even has foreed this misunderstanding (L. J. p. 417 1)) to a
groundless combination ; namely, that Jesus wished the swords for the case of
an unofficial assault.

* Comp. Luther's gloss : ““ Itisof no more avail to fight with the bodily sword,
Iut heneeforth it is of avail to sulfler for the sake of the gospel, and to bear the

cross 3 [or the devil eannot be fought against wilh steel, therelore there is neerld
to ventire all on that, and enly to take the spiritual sword, the word of Gl
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100 Tomov] at the place whither He wished to go,—&ad «riived
at the spot.  On qivesfar in the sense of come, see Nigelsbach,
Anm. . Ilias, ed. 3, p. 295. — wpogevyeabe, x.7.\.] which Matt.
xxvi. 41 and Mark xiv. 38 do not insert till later. Luke
abbreviates, but to the prejudice of the appropriateness of the
narrative, He is not to be supposed capable of having con-
founded the prayer of Jesus (Matt. xxvi. 36) with that of the
disciples (de Wette). — Ver. 41. av7és] He on His part, in con-
trast with the disciples.— dmweamaaOn] avulsus est, Vulgate ;
He was drawn wway from them, not involuntarily, but perchance
in the urgeney of His emotion, which forced Him to be alone, so
that He, as it were, was forcibly separated from His disciples,
with whom He otherwise would have remained. Ancient
scholium on Soph. 4j. 1003, amoomav 1o Praivs ywpilew Ta
kexoAquéva. Comp. Acts xxi. 1, and the passages in Kypke,
also Pfiugk, ad Eur. Hee. 225. 1t might indeed also mean
simply : seeessif (IKuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and many others) ;
comp. 2 Macc. xii. 10, 17 ; Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 12; but the above
view explains the cheice of the word, which is not elsewlere
used in the New Testament for the frequent idea, “ He with-
drew Himself.” — daei MBov Boiv] a distance of about a stone’s
{lrow, therefore not so far that Ie could not be heard by the
disciples in the still night. On the expression, comp. J/.
xxiii. 529; Thue. v. 65. 1; LXX. Gen. xxi. 16, On the
accusative of measure, see Kiihmer, § 556. — Ver. 42. ¢
Bovrer mwapeveyketv kT N] i Thow art willing lo bear aside
(Mark xiv. 36) this cup from me. — The apodosis (wapéveyxe)
is in the urgency of the mental excitement suppressed by the
following thought (comp. xix. 41). The momentary longing
after deliverance yields immediately to unconditional sub-
mission.  See Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 750]; Buttmann, p. 339
[E. T. 396]. — férgua] not Bovdsj or BoiAnua, which would
not have been appropriate to wgov. Comp. on Matt. i 19;
Iph i 11.—Ver. 43. The appearance of the angel, under-
stood by Luke historically and externally (d¢p8y am’ odpavod),
is by Olshausen (sce, in answer to him, Dettinger in the Z%id.
Zeitschr. 1838, p. 406 f.) erroneously taken as an <nferncl
phenomenon (but see i 11, xxiv. 34; Acts ii. 3, vii. 2, 30,
LUKE TI. X
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ix. 17, xvi. 9, xxvi. 16), and interpreted as signifying an
“influx of spiritual powers.” But of the strengthening itself is
not to be made a bodily invigoration, as at Acts ix. 19 (Hof-
mann, Sehriftbew. L p. 391 ; Schegg), but it is to be left as an
enhancement of spirifual powers! as, according to the just
narrated prayerful disposition, the context suggests. His sub-
mission to the Father’s will, just expressed in the prayer, was
the subjective condition of this strengthening, and on this
submission being manifested the strengthening was ohjectively
effected by the angel. Thus the narrative of Luke; but the
circumstance that neither Matthew (John does not give the
narrative of the agony at all) nor Mark relates this singular
and remarkable angelic strengthening, although the latter
would have had the testimony of Peter on his side, authorizes
all the more the view of a legendary origination of the narrative
(Gabler in Theolog. Journ. 1. pp. 109 1f,, 217 ff.; Schleiermacher,
Strauss, Hase, Theile, Holtzmann, comp. Bleek, Schenkel, and
others), the nearer the dccisive resolve of Jesus (whether
regarded in itself, or as compared with the history of the tempta-
tion and such expressions as John i. 52) approached to such
an increase of strength, which decisive resolve, however, in the
tradition took the shape of an external fact perceived by the
senses. Dettinger, Lc.; Ebrard, p. 528 ; Olshausen, Schegg;
Lange also, L. J. II. 3, p. 1450, and others, adduce insufficient
grounds in favour of the Aistoricel view. The older dogmatic
devices to cxplain the smanner in which this strengthening
came about, wherein orthodoxy comforted itself with the
doctrine of the xévwois, may be seen in Calovius. — Ver, 44,
Further particulars. According to Luke, the decisive resolve
of Jesus: 70 gov yevéabw, was crowned with the strengthening
angelic appearance ; and thus decided and equipped for resist-
ance, He now endured (comp. Ileb. v. 7 f, and thereupun
Linemann and Delitzsch) the agony (ayowvia, Dem. 236. 19 ;
Polyb. viii. 21. 2; 2 Mace. iii. 14, xv. 19), which was now
Leginning, fervently praying (as hefore the appearance), which
agony increased even to the bloody sweat. Luke has eon-

! Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Fritzsche, p. 16) suys: durig wév fdiazor
xat& Quow drfpeTwy xai wxtTal Rai inriirar e dyyilev.
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ceived the strencthening influence as <ncreasing as the agony
increased, The sweat of Jesus (in the height of the agony)
was like to drops of Ulood falling down. This is referred by
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, Calixtus, Ham-
mond, Michaelis, Valckenaer, and most of the later commen-
tators, including Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, merely
to the size and consistence of the drops of sweat. So also
Dettinger, lc, and Hug, Gutacht. II. p. 145. Comp. Lange,
1I. 3, p. 1433. Thus in a naturalistic direction the point of
comparison found in aipatos is robbed of its characteristic
importance, and Luke would have concluded his description,
rising to a climax, with nothing but this: and Jesus fell into
the most violent sweat! No! aiuaros only receives its due
in being referred to the nafure of the sweat, and this nature
is viewed as foreshadowing the coming bloodshedding. Hence
also the strongly descriptive word @pouBoc is chosen ; for
OpopBos is not simply a drop (eTaydy, ardlayua), but a clot
of coagulated fluid (milk and the like), and is often used
especially of coagulated blvod (Aesch. Eum. 184 ; Choeph. 533,
545; Plat. Crit. p. 120 A: OpouBov évéBarov aiuatos;
Dioscor. 13 : fpouBoss aipatos). See Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL.
p- 379 ; Blomfield, Gloss. Chocph. 526. Consequently that
sweat of Jesus was indeed no mass of blood (opposed to which
is woel), but a profusion of bloody sweat, which was mingled
with portions of blood, and as it flowed down appeared as
clots of blood trickling down to the ground.! So in substance
most of the Fathers, Jrasmus, Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel,
and others, including Strauss, Ebrard, Schegg. As to the
historical character of the matter, it would come under the
same judgment as that of the angelic strengthening, were it
independent of the analogies of sweat of blood elsewhere
occurring (Avistotle, H. 4.iii. 19 ; Bartholinus, de¢ Cruce, pp.
184 ff., 193 ff. ; Gruner, dec J. C. morte vera, pp. 33 tf, 109 £.;
Locnartz, de sudore sanguin., Bonn 1850). — Ver. 45. amo

! Justin, ¢. Tr. 103, relates from the dxopvmpovcipars simply : imi idpds dosi
¢pipBes xavexeire. Therein is found no essential variation from the passage
before us, For dpipBos, even in the classical writers, is used without afuass; of
a coagulated mass of blood. Sece Blomfield, L.c.
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wijs Nomys] by veason of the sorrow in which they were. An
attempt to explain the strange sleep which had overmastered
the whole band of disciples. Is it, however, sufficient ?
Iardly in this case, where in the chilly night of spring
(Johm xviii. 18) Jesus was so near, and was in a situation
exciting the deepest interest and the most intense participa-
tion in the sympathy of His disciples. In itself there is
justice in the observation that continuous deep grief relaxes
into slecp. See examples in Tricacus, ad Apulej. AMetom.
p- 660 f, and Wetstein. Calvin suggests Sufanic tempta-
tion as the cause first of this sleep, and then of the blow
with the sword.

Vv. 47-53. Sec on Matt, xxvi. 47-56, Mark xiv. 43-52,
in both of which the linking on of what follows by means of
&re avrob Aa). is better suited to the sense. Luke in this
part uses in general less original sources.— o heyou. 'Iové.]
who s called Judas. Comp. ver. 1 ; Matt. ii. 23, xxvi. 3, 14,
xxvii. 33, and eclsewhere. -—— efs Tdv 8ddexa] as ver. 3. —
mporjpxeto avTovs] See on Mark vi. 33. — Ver. 48. ¢uhnjuar:]
placed first for emphasis; ¢irov domacud éxbpod épyov T
mpodociav piyvies ; Theophylact. That the kiss was con-
certed with the enemies (Mark xiv. 44) Luke leaves to be
cathered only mediately from the words of Jesus, — Ver. 49.
el warafopev wTN] whether we sholl smite by mcans of the
sword 2 Comp. xiil. 23 ; Acts 1. 6, and clsewhere.  See on
Matt. xii. 10 and on Luke xiii. 23. Grotius says rightly :
“ Dubii inter id, quod matura dictabat, et sacpe inculeata
Patientiae praccepta dominmun quid faciendwn sit rogant, At
Petrus aon cxpectato Doming vesponso ad vim vi arcendam
accingitur,” — Ver. 50. 70 6¢fov] as also John xviil. 10 has
it.— Ver. 51. éate éws Tovrov] is a prohibitory suunmons to
the disciples: sinete wsque hue (Vuly), which Augustine, o/»
cons. ev. 1L 5, aptly explains: “ pernitiond sunt hucvsque

U Ve, 40-51, as also already at vv. 35 38, was ohjectionable to 2MMarcion, aml
was omitied in his gospel.  Sve Volkmar, p. 691, Hilgendeld decides otherwise
in the Theol. Juhrh, 1853, p. 240 [, where he, indeed, likewise concedes the
gonuineness, hut supposes that the deletion may have happened in the Romish
Churcl even bzfore Marcion.
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progredi”  Let them go so far as even to take me prisoner !
Comp. Luther, Maldonatus, and others; recently also Hof-
mann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 437, and Schegg.  Grotius, Bengel,
Wetstein, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, and others have ex-
plained : ccase (comp. Acts v. 38; Hom. Il xxi. 221, al)!
so fur ! (not farther! comp. Lev. xxvi. 18 ; Job xxxviil. 11).
To this it stands opposed that herein is found no disapproval
of the blow with the sword, but only the prohibition to go
any further ; and, moreaver, this not at all negatively expressed,
as it would have most obviously occurred by means of some
such expression as u) moppwrépw or the like.  Others take the
words as an address to those who were taling Him prisoncr, and
thus TodTov either as ncuter and temporal : “ wissum facite me
asque ad id tempus, quo vulnus illius hominis sanavero”
(Bornemann, so also Haminond, Kypke, de Wette, Lange, II. 3,
p- 1461, IIL p. 512), or TovTov as neuter, indeed, but local :
let me go thither where the wounded man is (Paulus), or
TovTou as masculine : let me go to this man in order to heal
him (Stolz, Baumgarten-Crusius). Against these views the
objection is that the context in the word dmoxpifels shows
nothing else than a reply ¢o the disciples, as Jesus does not
turn to His enemies till ver. 52.— xai ayrap. x.7A.] On
account of ddeirer, ver. 50, this is to be referred to the place
and the remains of the car that had been cut off ; and idoato
avrov to the healing of the wound (not : replacing of the ear).
With desperate arbitrariness Paulus says that He touched
the wound in order to examine it, and told the man what he
must do to heal it! Luke aloue records the healing; and it
can the less be cleared of the suspicion of being a legendary
accretion (comp. Strauss, II. p. 461 ; Baumgarten-Crusius,
Holtzmann, and others), like vv. 43, 44, that even Joha,
who narrates the blow with the sword so circumstantially,
says nothing about it. — Ver. 52. wpos Tods wmapayevopu.
x.T\] These chief priests, etc., were therefore, according to
Luke, associated with that &y\os, ver. 47. Inappropriate in
itself, and in opposition to the rest of the evangelists. An
error on the part of tradition, probably through confusion with
John xviil 20 f Comp. on Matt, xxvi. 47, 55. Ebrard,
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p. 532,1s in crror when he says that Luke is speaking of
those who had just then newly approached.  So also Lange.
Opposed to this is the worist participle. — Ver. 53, dAX" adry
x.rA] informs us of the reason that they had not laid hands
on Him sooncr in spite of ILis daily association with them :
Dut this (the present hour) ¢s yousr (that which is ordained for
gou for the execution of your work, according to divine decree)
hour, and (¢his, this power in which ye now are acting) the
poiwrer of durkness, .. the power which is given to darkness (in
the ethical sense, the power opposed to the divine ansjfea,
opposed to ¢és). Observe the great emphasis on the tpov
by being placed so near the beginning of the clause. The
expression Tob okoTous, not Tis apaptias (so Kuinoel and
Olshausen explain it), not 7ob &waBorov (so Euthymius
Zigabenus, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusing, and
others), is chosen in wefereice to the actual night, which it wus
at this time ; but it is not the actual darkness of night that
is mcant (“ only the darkness gives you courage and power to
lay hold of me,” de Wette, comp. Neander, Dleek, and older
commentators), for this quite commonplace thought would
declare nothing on the destiny of that hour and power.

Vv. 54-62. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f, 69-75; Mark xiv.
531, 66-T72. Jesus is led into the lLionse of the high priest,
in the cowrt of which (vv. 61, 63), according to Luke, who
follows a diverging tradition, Il¢ is Lkept and subjected to
mockery till daybreak (ver. 66), when the Sanhedrim comes
together. According to Matthew and Mark, the Sanhedrim
assemble immediately after the arrival of Jesus, and examine
IIim. The two narratives cannot be reconciled, but the pre-
ferenee is to be given to Luke in so far as he agrees with
Jolm.  See below on 7od dapyiep.  Moreover, Luke 1s nos
self-contradictory (in opposition to Strauss), as the chief priests
and elders mentioned at ver. 52 are to be regarded only as
individuals, and probably as deputed by the Sanhedrim. —
Tob dpytep.] As Luke did not regard Caiaphas (the general
opinion), but Annas, as the ofliciating igh priest (sce on 1ii. 2
and Acts iv. 63, the latter is to be understood in this place.
Comyp. Bleck, feite. p. 39 I and Holtzmann,  Luke, indeed,
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thus falls into a new variation from Matthew, but partially
comes into harmony with Joln so far, that is, as the latter
likewise represents Jesus as brought at first to Annas, and so
far also as in Luke and in John the denials occur in the court
of Annas. Dut of a trial before Anuas (John xviii. 19 ff)
Luke has nothing, yet it finds its historical place naturally
cnough immediately after els Tov oixov Tod dapyiep., when the
prisoner, as may be supposed, was announced. Wieseler also,
Synopse, . 405, comes to the result that Luke xxii. 54-65
belongs to what occurred in the house of Annas, but comes to
it in another way. Comp. on iii. 2. — Ver. 55. wepiayravrar]
(see the critical remarks) after they had Fkindled around
(Phalaris, Ep. v. p. 28), 4c. had set it in full blaze. The
insertion of avTér was not needful, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. 1.
2. 17.— Ver. 56. drevicaca] after she had looked Leenly upon
Lim, iv. 20, and very often in the Acts of the Apostles. See
Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 259. — Ver. 58. érepos] A variation
from DMatthew and Mark. TFor Luke does not think of a
maid ; rather he distinguishes the interrogator here as masculine,
Ly érepos and dvfpwme, from the female questioner of ver.
56 f.; hence Ebrard (comp. Wetstein) is wrong in contenting
himself with the indefinite sense, “ somebody else” — Ver. 59.
dM\hos Tis] several, according to Matthew and Mark. As to
the variations of the four Gospels in the account of the
denials, sce in general on Matt. xxvi. 75, Remark. — Ver. 61.
According to Luke, therefore, Jesus is st also in the court,
and, down to ver. 66, is kept there in custody (ver. 63).
Certainly it is psychologically extremely improbable that
Peter should have perpetrated the denials in the presence of
Jesus, which, moreover, is contrary to the other Gospels.
But a reconciliation of them with Luke is impossible; and,
moreover, /¢ assumption that Jesus looked upon Peter as He
was led from Annas to Caiaphas and passed close by the
disciple in the court (John xviii. 24, so Olshausen, Schweizer,
Ebrard), is inadmissible, as, according to John, it is already
the second denial that occurs about the same time as this
leading away of Jesus, but according to Luke, ver. 59, there
is an interval of about an hour between the second and third
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denial. — évéFrere] What a holy power is in this silent
¢lance, according to the narrative of Luke!

Vv. 63-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 67f; Mark xiv. 63.
Luke follows an entirely different tradition—different in
respect: of the time, the place, and tlie persons who were
engaged in the mockery. The sune characteristic ill-treat-
ment (smiting—demand for prophecy), the original connection
of which is in Matthew and Mark (in opposition to Schleier-
maclier), had arranged itself variously in tradition. Against
the supposition of many thmes repeated mockery must be
reckoned the identity and peculiarity of its essential element
tin opposition to Ebrard and others). — 8épew and waiew ave
distinguished as to scourge (Jacobs, Del. Epiyr. vi. 63) and (v
smite tn general,

Vv. 66, 67. According to Luke, the Swunhedrim now first
comes together after daybreak, and Jesus is led in for trial
Where it assembled Luke does not say, and there is nothing
thercfore opposed to our finding in this place the leading
away from the court of Annas (sce on ver. 54) into the house
of Caiaphas (John xviii. 24). The trial itself, as to its matter,
is plainly the same which Matthew—although immediately
after the bringing in of Jesus—makes to be held in the house
of Caiaphas. See Matt. xxvi. 59 ff.  Lulke relates the matter
and proceedings in a merely summary and imperfect manner.
— 10 wpeafBuréprov k. TN.] the cldirs of the people, (the) chivf
priests, «nd seriles.  These are the three constituent elements
of the Sanhedrim.  Comp. ix. 22, xx. 1. On wpeaBvrépior,
denoting the elders as a corporation, comp. Acts xxii. 5. Dy
the non-repetition of the article the three parts are hound into
@ unity, in respect of which the difference of the gender and
number is no difticulty (comp. Plato, Ll vi. p. 501 D : Tod
ovros Te kai alnbeias épaaTds; Soph. Ocl. (. 850: marpiba
Te Ty anv kai pilovs’, especially in respect of the collective
nature ol wpeaBuréprov. See in general, Kriiger, § 58, 2. 1
Winer, p. 115 £ [E T. 157 £} — dwvijyayov] The subject is
the assembled members of the Sanhedrim who had eawsed 1lim
to be brought up. ava indicates a locality sitwated figher, as
contrasted  with the court of Annas, in which locality the
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Sanliedrim were met. — els T0 ouvédp. éavrdv] nlo their own
concessus, into their own council gathering, in order now {liem-
selves to proceed further with Him. Comp. the use of suwé-
dpeoy of the Amphictyonic council, also of the Roman and the
Carthaginian Senate (Polyb. xl. 6. 6, i. 11. 1, 31, 8).—
Ver. 67. e ov «.7.A] may mean: If thow art the Messiah, tell
s (Vuloate, Luther, and most commentators), or: Zell us
whether thow art the Messial (Castalio, Bornemann, Iiwald, and
others), or: Is it the case that thow art the Messiah ?  Tell us
(Erasmus). The first is the simplest, and corresponds to the
purpose of framing the question so as to elicit an aflirmative
answer.

Vv. 68, 69. Matthew and Mark have not the evasive
answer, ver. 68 ; and the explanation of Jesus: awo Tod viv
«.1\., does not come in there till after the distinct affirmation.
Their narrative has the advantage of internal probability.
Luke has worked up the material more catechetically. — éav
8¢ kai épwt.] but tn euse I also (should not limit myself
wmerely to the confession that I am He, but also) shouid asl,
should put befere you questions which are connected there-
with, ye wounld certainly not answer (see the critical remarks).
— amé Tob viv 6¢] “ Ab hoc puncto, quum dimittere non vultis.
Iloc ipsum erat iter ad gloriam,” Bengel. On the position of
8¢, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 378f. DMoreover, see on Matt.
xxvi, 64; yet Luke has avoided the certainly original éyreafe,
and thus made the utterance less abrupt.

Vv. 70, 71. ‘O wvios 7. Oeod] This designation of the
Messiah is suguested by éx defidy . . . @eop, in recollection of
Ps. cx.; for “ colligebant ex praedicato ver. 69,” Bengel. Aud
their conclusion was right. — 87¢ éyd eiue] 67¢, argumenta-
tively, comp. John xviii. 37 ; éyw, with emphasis, correspond-
ing to the av of vv. 67 and 70. — papTuvpias] that He gives
Himself out to be the Messiah.
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CIIAPTER XXIIL

ViR 1. Elz. has dyaye. But 7yave is decisively attested. —
Ver. 2. After #0vos we find %2év in the more important autho-
ritics.  So Lachm. and Tisch. As no rcason occurred for add-
ing it in the way of gloss, it has more probably been passed
over as superfluous. — Ver. 6. T'arieiay] is wanting in B LT
¥, Copt. Tisch. Tassed over as superfluous and troublesome. —
Ver. 8. ¢Z ixasod] ¢ inawin ypovar (B D L T &, Lachm. Tisch.) and
¢Z inawol ooy (H M X, mun. Vulg, It) are expansions in the
way of gloss. — zo22d is wanting in B D K L M [T 1] &, min.
vss. Condemned by Griesh., deleted by Tisch. An addition
to make the statement more precise, which some cursives have
after aired. — Ver. 11. a@epi3. adriv] edrév is wanting in D L T ¥,
52, Vulg. codd. of It. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.
A supertluous exegetical addition, instead of which It S U r,
min. have edrd. — Ver. 15, dvizeuta yap ings =p. aivey] B K L
M m &, min. vss. have avizeuber yap adriv apiz suas (B: inas).
An alteration in accordance with ver. 11. There are yet other
attempts at improvement in the authorities. — After ver. 16
Elz. Scholz have (ver. 17) deayzsy 8¢ elyev dmorian abroi; xara
topriv eve.  Thisis wanting in A B IXL T 11, Copt. Sahid. Vere,,
and does not occur in D, Aeth. Syr.e till after ver. 19.  There
are wany variations also in the details. An old gloss. Con-
demmed also by Griesh., bracketed by Lachm. and [omitted by]
Tisch. [8].— Ver. 1. Instead of B:Srzu. ez = ¢. Tisch. has
Brnd:is tv =7 urazh, in opposition to preponderating evidence ;
and the aorist participle is not appropriate grammatically (comp.
Juttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 265 [E T, 309 £]). — Ver. 20. %]
Lachm. and Tisch. have o on decisive evidence.— Ver. 21.
Iz, Scholz have eradpwasy, eralpwser. DBut B D &, Or. Eus.
Cyr. have sruvpov, ravpes, which Griesbach approved (as peri-
spomenon), Lachm. and Tisch. adopted (as purorytone). The
Liecepte 1s from Mark xv. 13 f.; Johu xix. 6, 15. — Ver. 23, xai
s apyep.] bracketed by Lachm., condemned also by Rinck,
deleted by Tisch, It is wanting in B L%, 130, «/. Copt. Sahid.
Vulg. codd of It. DBut for what pwrpese should it have been
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added ? Tt would be far easier to overlook it as superfluously
straggling after adrQN. — Ver. 24. ¢ 8¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have
zai, in accordance with B L®, 157, It. The Recepta is from
Mark xv. 15, whence also, ahd from Matt. xxvii. 26, adrois
(ver. 25) came in, which Elz. reads after amén. &.— Ver. 20.
Siuwvos 7-')] Lachm and Tisch. have Siuwve e Kupprais
¢pxéuevor, on important evidence indeed ; but the parallels sug-
gested the accusative. Elz has b before : épx., in opposition to
decisive evidence.— Ver. 27. «i xai] Lachm. has merely «i.
Since the authorities against xei are decisive (A B C* D L X,
min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. It. Theophyl), it is to be
deleted, and to Dbe explained from «i having been written
twice, or as an arbitrary addition, from the well-known usage
in Luke. In N af z«i is wanting. — Ver. 29. ##ieoay] B C*
L~ min. It. have #pebay, to which, moreover, C** D approach
with éEidpebay.  #psd. is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch.
The Eeeepte is an interpretation. — Ver. 34. & 8¢ 'Inoods .

=oobor] bracketed by Lachm. The words are wanting in I
D= n** 38, 435, Sahid. Cant. Ver. Verc. Variations in details.
An ancient omission, according to the parallels, which have not
this prayer. It bears, moreover, the stamp of originality in
itself; it is also attested by Clem. Hom. xi. 20, and belongs
to the peculiar features of the history of the passion which
Luke has retained. — z25pov] Tisch. has xx#povg, following A X,
min. Syr. [according to Tisch. 8, Syr. favours either read-
ing, but xrgpevs is vouched for by 5)1 jer- and by the text {not
the. margin) of Syr.»] Slav. Vulg. It. Aug. ; the singular is from
the parallel and Ps. xxii 19. 2 Ver. 35. The xai after & is
wanting in D ¥, min. Vulg. It. Eus. Lachm. Tisch. The sub-
sequent oty «droic is wanting in B C D L Q X &, min. Syr.
Pers. Ar.? Iirp. Copt. Aecth. Cant. Ver. Colb. Corb. Rd.
Dracketed by Lachm. ; oiv alrois is to be deleted ; it was added
in order, according to the parallels, to allow the mocking by
the people also to tale place; xai, however, is to be maintained,
partly on account of its preponderating attestation, partly
because it suggested the addition of eiv abroiz, but appeared
inappropriate without this addition. — Ver. 36. z«/] after =pos-
epx. is, on preponderating evidence, with Tisch. (Lachm. has
only bracketed it), to be deleted. A connective addition. —
Ver. 38. yeypauunivy] Since B L &, Copt. Sahid. have not this
at all, while A D Q have imyeyp. (so Lachm.), and C* X,
min. lave yeyp. after absm, the word is, with Tisch., to be
deleted as an exegetical addition. — ypdupacy . . . Lp,a.] 15
wanting in B C* L, Copt. Sahid. Syr.c> Vere. Deleted by
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Tisch,, by Lachm. only bracketed. It is a very ancient addi-
tion fromn John xix. 20. — ¢dréz iern] is wanting in C, Colb., and
is found in others, sometimes with (D, 124, Cant. Corl.),
sometimes without éeriv (B L &, Vere), not until after "Towouiw: ;
henee there is a strong suspicion of its being a supplement,
Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢ Saareiz = Towd. ovroz, although Lachm.
brackets oiroz. — Ver. 39. & o5 7] Tisch. has e 65 &, accord-
ing to b C* LR, vss.; the Leeepta is from ver. 37, whenee also
the 2.éywv, which precedes these words, and whicl is wanting in
B L, has intruded. — Ver. 42. zdpic] is wanting in B C* D L M*
8, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr.)r Cant. Vere. Or.(once). Dracketed
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. Au addition, which Q, Corb.
Drix. Syr.e> Hil. have before wmi#a0.! — Ver. 44 v é:] Lach.
Tisch. have xza«i 7v 7#6n, in accordance with suflicient evidence.
Joth the insertion of 6¢ and the omission of %6xn were occasioned
by the parallels. — Ver. 435. za/ fexor. 6 %ru0z] appeared unsuit-
able after ver. 44, and was therefore in C** ? 33 (not by
Marcion, according to Epiphanius) omitted (which omission
Griesh. commended), while others put in its place, as a gloss
on what precedes, w07 #niov ixrsizorroz (B) or éxrum. (C* L&, min,
vss. Or.; so Tisch.). — Ver. 40. mapadisonur] waparidenar (com-
mended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) is decisively
attested. The Reeepta is from LXX. Ps. xxxi. 5. — Ver. 48,
tewpodvrez] Lachm. and Tisch. have fcwpraavres, which is founded
on BC DL IR XN min Colb. — A has omitted gswp. =. . The
aorist is logically necessary. — After simr. Elz. Scholz have
tevray, In opposition to A B C* D L N, in spite of which
authorities Lachm. has nevertheless retained it. A superfluous
addition, instead of which U X 1 have adriv. — Ver. 44, adroy]
Laclm. and Tisch. have «irg, which is sufficiently attested by
A B L D, 33, 64, for «d=e3 to be traced to the inaceuracy of the
transcribers. Before wazp. Lachm. Tisch. have a=¢, in accordance
with 13 I L& From the parallels. — Ver. 51, Flz Scholz have
85 nai mposediyero zal abréz. DBut B C 1D LR, 64, Copt. codd. of
It. have merely 6z mposedizzero. So Lachm. Tisch. IFFrom Matthew
and Mark was written on the margin sometimes only x«/, some-
times x«i adrés, both of which readings are combined in the
Lreepta.  There are many other vanations, which together
make the Reeepte so much the more suspicious. — Ver. 53
Lachm. Tisch. have deleted the lirst «i+5, in accordance, indeed,
with B CD L &, min. Vulg. It. (not Ver.) ; but being supertlnous,
and being regarded as awkwardly in the way, it was casily

' ]Uill in conneetion with this deletion of the xdps is to be read previously
with Tisch., following B C* L R* Copt. Salid. : xai idsys ‘Ineor,
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passed over. — &7z «dré] Lachm. and Tisch. have #7z. aizé, in
accordance with B C D &, Vulg. It. Copt. Rightly; airs is a
repetition from what precedes.— Ver. 54. mapasxevi] Lachm.
Tisch. have wapuszevis, in accordance with B C* L N, min. Vulg.
codd. of It, Copt. Sahid. Since even the evidence of D is not in
favour of the Recepte (it has =ps 6aS3drw), the authorities in
favour of the genitive are all the stronger, especially as =ara-
oxcwq was easily regarded by the transcribers as a name. Hence
the genitive is to be preferred. — The za/ before ¢dS3/. is, with
Lachm, and Tisch., in accordance with I3 C* L &, min. vss., to
be retained. It slipt out in consequence of the omission of the
entire clause x. 6dB8. émsp. (so still D, Colb.), and then was
restored without the superluous zai. — Ver. 55. Elz. Scholz have
& xal yuvaizss.  Certainly erroneous, since the decisive authorities
have sometimes left out xas altogether (so Tisch.), sometimes
have iustead of it «i (s0 Lachm.). The latter is right. From
6: ai arose the 6 zai so frequent in Luke. Dut the article is
necessary, in accordance with ver. 49.

Vv. 1-3. Comp. on Matt. xxvii. 2, 11; Mark xv. 1, 2.
Luke relates the special charge, ver. 2, very precisely.! The
preliminary dnvestigation of the case betore the Sanhedrim,
xxil. 66 ff., had yielded the result, that Jesus asserted that He
was the Messiah. This they now apply in presence of the
political power to the political (anti-Roman) side. — #jpEavro]
Beginning of the accusation scene. — Siaotpéd.] perverting,
misleading.  Comp. Polyb. v. 41. 1: dpiocraclar kai SiacTpe-
¢ew; Ecclus. xi. 34.— 710 €0v. 9jp.] our nation, John xi. 50.
— kwAvovra] mediately, to wit, by representing Himself, etc.”
— Xpiorcy Buainéa) « Kiny-Messiak. Bacihéa is added in
connection with the politicel turn which they gave to the
charge.

Vv. 4, 5. In the avowal itself Pilate finds the sign that
wothing blameworthy, etc.,—to him it is the expression of the

1 Mareion, as quoted by Epiph., has enriched the accusation with two points
more, namely, after =o édvos nuav : zai rasariovra Tov vogoy x. wovs TpoPriTes, and
after Bacid. ehai: xai aworrpi@ovra T&s yuaixes x. T& Tinva,

* Thus, according to the Recepta, riyerra. Still the reading i Aiyovra (B L
T N, vss.) is, with Tischendorf, to be preferred, in which the two points xwivovre:
x.7. 2 and Aéyorra x.7. 2. are put forward independently. How casily the At
might drop out after 3dsvAr1!



334 TIHE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

fixed idea of a hLarmless visionary. — émioyvor] is not, as
there is no object in connection with it, to be taken actively
they strcngthened their denunciation); but, with the Vulgate,
Luther, Beza, and many others: they gicw stronger, i.c. they
became more emphatic, wmore energetic. Comyp. Diod. v. 59,
1 Mace. vi. 6, and the corrclative xatioyvor, ver. 23. Doth
kinds of usage are frequent in the LXX. — dvaoeie] Observe,
on the one hand, the present, denoting such a  persisteit
urgency ; and, on the other, the stronger and more direct
expression than ver. 2 (8waoTpéd.) now used: he stirs up
‘Mark xv. 11; DPolyb. Fr. Hist. 66; Wesseling, «d Diodor, 1.
p- 615). — dpkap. x7\] as Matt. xx. 8.

Vv. 6, 7. Pilate was glad to seize the opportunity, when
lie licard the name of Galilee (arovoas I'ahel.), instead of
defending the guiltless, to draw himself out of the husiness at
first, at least by a preliminary reference to the judgment
of Herod,! which might cause him possibly to be transported
to Galilee, and so Lie might be relieved of the transaction.
Hevod Antipas was tetrarch of Galilce and Deraea.  Comp.
iil. 1. — avémeprev] ke sent Him up,—as the word, moreover,
is used wmong the Greeks of the sending of delinquents to
a higher judicature. Comp. Polyb. 1. 7. 12, xxix. 11. 9.
In the smne manner dvdyew; comp. on Acts xxv. 21; but
at ver. 11 it is: he sent back (Philem. 11).

Vv. §,9. The frivolous tetrarch, in an unkingly manner, on
the assumption that he had only cither to accept or to rcject
Him,® immediately upon the sight of Jesus legins to rejoice
at the satislaction of his curiosity. — v yap Gédwr xT)]
Jor from a long time he lhad been  desirons. — On €€
ikavob, comp. the Greelk neutral expressions: éx woAhod, €x
melaTou, €E OMNiyou, €f éxelvou, and the like:; é¢’ ixavor,
2 Mace. vill. 25. — dkovew] continually. — sfAmile x.TA]
“ut oculos et animum re nova pasceret more aulae,” Grotius.
— ovdév amexpivaro] is to be explained from the nature of

} Scarcely merely for the sake of learning the opinion of Herod (Ewald),
for this is not made sell-evident by the simple dviziuber ; nor, moreover, for the

sake of learning the truth from Iierod (Neander).
z Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 456.
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the questions, and from Jesus seeing through ITerod’s purpose.
~— avros 8é] But He on His part.
Vv. 10-12. Eiomikeicav] they stood there. They had

brought Him to Herod. — evrovws] with passionate energy.
Comp. 2 Mace. xii. 23; Acts xvili. 28, often in the Greek
writers. — Ver. 11. Prudently enough Herod does not enter

into the charges,—frivolously enough le thinks that justice
will be done to the obstinate enthusiast as to a fool, not
by means of investigation and punishment, but by contempt
and mockery. — oUv Tols oTpatelpagiy abrod] These troops
ave the dody of satcllites by whom He is surrounded. — éoijra
Naump.] a gorgeous robe, which is not to be defined more
strictly. A toga candide (Polyb. x. 4. 8, x. 5. 1), which Beza,
Kuinoel, Lange, and others suppose, is less in accordance with
the situation, in which Jesus was to be caricatured, not as
a candidate, but as a keng.  As such He was to appear again
before DPilate splendidly clothed (but whether actually in
purple or not is not expressed in the word). Comp. Xen.
Cyrop. ii. 4. 5. DBengel, moreover, aptly remarks: “ Herodes
videtur contemitm voluisse significare, se nil metuere ab
hoc rege.” — Ver. 12. &vres] along with Iwdpyew, for the
sake of making the situation more strongly prominent. See
Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 258 f.— mwpos éavrovs] not aiisj-
Aovs this time, simply “ut varietur oratio,” Kithner, ad Aen.
Mem. il 6. 20.  The cause of the previous enmity is un-
known ; possibly, however, it had originated from disputes
about jurisdiction, since that consideration of Herod's juris-
diction (of the fori originis), even although Herod prudently
made no further use of it, but sent back the accused, brought
about the reconciliation. According to Justin, ¢. 77 103,
Pilate sent Jesus to Herod Zo pleasc him (xaptlopevos).

REMARK.-—The narrative of the sending to Herod (comp.
Acts iv. 27) has the stamp of originality, and might as an
interlude, having no bearing on the turther course of the history,
easily disappear from the connection of the tradition, so that
its preservation is only due to Luke's investigation; and even
Jolin, in his narrative of the trial before Pilate, leaves it entirely
out of consideration. He leaps over it after the words: iva



3306 TIE GOSPEL OF LUKE.

ebosmiay wivias picrw f adrg, Xviil, 38 (not after ver. 40, Tholuck,
Olshausen), and hence makes Pilate immediately connect the
words of ver. 39, which in the narrative of Luke correspond
to the words of ver. 16. Dut not as though John had not known
the intervening incident (de Wette; a conclusion in itselt
wholly nnplolnble and going much too far; such, for examyle,
as misht be applied equally to the Lord’s Supper, to the agony
in the garden, ete.); but, on the contrary, in accordance with the
freedom of his peculiar composition, since «ll the evangelists
did their work eclectically.  Lightly Strauss, 11. D- 500, satisficd
Limsell with the conjecture that the « ancedote” arose from the
endeavour to place Jesus before all possible juduinent-seats
in Jerusalem.  DBaur, however (Evany. p. 489), derives the
narative from the endeavour to have the innocence of Jesus
attested as conspicuously as possible in the anti-Judaic interest,
to lay the guilt on Judaisim, and to relieve Dilate as much as
possible from the burden (so also Schenkel, p. 403); comy.
Fichthal's frivolous judginent, ii. p. 308.

Vv, 13-16. Kai Tods dpyovr.] and in general the members
of the Sanhedrim.  Comp. xxiv. 20. — Ver. 14, évo] I, jo
my part, to which afterwards corresponds aAN' ovdé "Hpwbns.
— évoriov vpav] having examined IHim in your presence,
according to ver. 3; but there is a variation in Johm xviii.
33 L — oddev . .. aitiov wv k.7N] I Lave found nothing in
this man whick conld be charged wpon him, of that which v
(00é¢v @v =oddev Toutwy, &) cumpluin of ayerinst him. On
aitiov, grridly, punishable, comp. vv. 4, 22; on xatyyop. katd
Twos, very rare in the Greek writers, see Xen. Jlell 1. 7. 6:
TEV Te KaTnyopovrTwy KkaTa TGV orparnywr. Woll, ad Dew.
Lept. p. 213, — Ver. 15, aaN o0d¢ ‘Hpabns] scil. ebpev k.T.\,
sor hues even Herod (who yet knows the Jewish circumstances
so accurately), ete.  Cownp. C. F. AL Fritzsche, in Fritssehior,
Opuse. p. 178.-— kat 6od x1] Result of what was
done in presence of Ilerod, which now appcars; hence éoti
wempayuévoy, which does not mean: has been done by Ilim;
Tt : 7s done by 1lim. — Ver. 16. The chastisement (what kind
of chastisement is left indefinite) is here merely throvn vud
as a salisfaction; lence there is no essential variation from
John xviil. 39, and no confusion with John xix. 1-4.  Com).
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also on Matt. xxvii. 26. Dengel rightly says: “Tlic coepit
wimium concedere Pilatus;” and thereby he had placed the
attainment of his purpose beyond his power. Mahaxos 8¢
Tis 6 IIiNdTos kal djxioTa Umép dAnbelas évoratinds édedoike
vap TNy oukopavtiav, pimws SaBAnli @s Tov dvTdpTnv
amorvaas, Theophylact.

Vv. 18-23. A condensed account down to the final con-
demnation, ver. 24 f.-—AZ’pe] ¢ medio tolle,—a demand
for His death. Comp. Acts xxi. 36, xxii. 22; Dion.
Hal. iv. 4, and elsewhere. — domis] quippe qui, not equi-
valent to the simple g¢ui, but: a man of such a kind
that he, etc. — v BeSAnu.] not a paraplrase of the pluper-
fect, but denoting the condition. — Ver. 20. wposedwrnoe]
made an address. Comp. Acts xxi. 40. — Ver. 21. oraipov]
Imperative active, not middle ; ]mv'oa' ytone, not perispomenon,—

Ver. 22. vyap] as Matt. _\':\'\'ii 23. — Ver. 23. éméxewro] they
prcsscd they urged, instabant, Vulg. Comp. v. 1; 3 Macc.
1. 22, often thus in the classical writers. —/caﬂdxvov] they

bucamc pwdmmnant they prevailed.  Comp. Polyb. vi. 51. 6,
. 6; l\htt xvi. 18.

\v. 24, 25. 'Eméxpuwe] he pronozmcnl the jfinal sentence,
Plat. Zeg. vi. p. 768 A; Dem. 1477. 22, and elsewhere;
2 Mace. iv. 48; 3 Mace. iv. 2. — améhvoe k1] a tragic
contrast. Comp. Acts iil, 14.

Vv. 26-32. Luke proceeds in a very abbreviating fashion,
vet with intercalations of original matter, down to ver. 49.
The observation épyou. dm’ dypol belongs (as Ebrard at an
carlier period also supposed, but now, on Olshausen, ed. 4,
P 52, questions), as does ver. 56, to the synoptical traces of
the working day. See on Mark xv. 21.— The following
saying of Jesus to the women is preserved only by Luke,
extremely appropriate to the love and fervour at the threshold
of death, and certainly from an original tradition. — Ver. 27.
k. yvvawedv] of women also, not ministering female friends,
but other women ; and, indeed, according to ver. 28, from the
city, as the female sex is accustomed in general to be very
sympathizing and tender at executions ; éxowt., as viii. 52. —=
Ver. 28 f. The address is: that they were not to weep over

LUKE IL Y
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Him (for ITe was on Ilis way to meet a glorious future);
nevertheless oreir themselees they ought to weep, ete., for (see
ver. 29) over them was Jmpending a terrible future (the
destruction of Jerusalem).  The contrast of emphasis lies
npon én éue and €' éavrds; by the position of the one at
the end and of the other at the beginning, and the consequent
juxtaposition as closely as possible of the two expressions,
the emphasis is strengthened.— paxaprad] The maternal heart,
in truth, feels, besides its own suffering, <till more keenly the
sufferings of heloved children, Ewr. «udr. 395, On é8perav
(sce the eritical remarks), comp. Aesch. Choeph. 543 0 pacfov
éuov Bpemrmipiov. — Ver. 30. The mountains and hills
were to—such is the wish of these who are in despair—not
perchance Aide them [from the calamitous eatastrophe and
place them in security (comp. Isa. ii. 19, 21), but, as the
words themselves (comp. with Hos. x. 8; Rev. vi. 10) indicate,
the destructive landslip which covers them was to feke them
away by sudden death from the intolerable evil. — dpEorrac]
an oulbreaking of the greatest angunish. The subject is the
people i general (the Jews), not the steriles (Dengel). —
Ver. 31. Reason on which this announcement of evil was
based, ver. 29 f. “If they thus treat the guiltless and the
righteons, what <hall happen to the godless (to themselves) 2”
On the ficure of the green (I's. 1. 3) and the dry tree, comp.
izek. xxi. 35 Nahedr £ 93, 1. This last saying of JJesus,
vy, 28-31, 1s one great memorial more, at once of IHis scli-
denial and of Iis sinless consciousness, as well as of Ils
certain insight into the counsel of the divine retribution,
which now allows itsell no longer to be averted, but to be
even once more annndaced with the pain of rejected love,
and not to be withheld. — Ver. 52, kaxotpyo] delining more
closely the érepor 8vo.  Comp. ver. 335, See Dornemaun,
Nekol. . 147 £1; Winer, p. £69 [ T. 665]; Kriiger, «fneh.
i 4.2,
Vv. 33, 34 Kpavior] A CGreck translation of To)yofé,
« skull, so numed from s form.  See on Matt, xxvil. 53,
and Liwald, Gesch. Che. p. 485, who discovers in the name
Golgotha the hill named Gurcd in Jer. xxxi. 39, — Ver, 54
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In ddes avrols Jesus refers to Ifis encinics, who indeed were
the sinning subjects, not to the Roman soldicrs (Michaelis,
Paulus, Kuinoel, Ewald, Wittichen, following older com-
mentators, and as carly as in Euthymius Zigabenus), wlho
discharged the office of executioners only involuntarily and
morally uninterested therein; so that in their case there
could be no allusion either to imputation or to forgiveness.
The mockery of the soldiers (Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek also)
is in respect of the crucifixion purely an invention. Dut
in vespect of the crucifizion (1 wowodar) is the prayer
uttered in which from the innermost heart of Jesus
breathes the deepest love which regards the crime in the
mildest light, not indeed removing, but extenuating® the
cuilt, as a result of the want of knowledge of the nature of
the deed (for they were slaying the Aessial of the people,
whom they, however, liad not recognised as such), and conse-
quently the deed was capable of forgiveness. Even this
prayer is a relic of the Crucified One, which Luke alone has
preserved for us from a written or oral source. In Acts
it 17, vil. 60, its echo is heard. Comp. 1 Cor ii. 8, and
the same prayer of the dying James in Eusebius, il 23.—
Stapepifop.] at the division.— xMijpovs (see the critical
remarks): lofs. Comp. on Mark xv. 24.

Vv. 35-38. According to the corrected text (see the critical
remarks), it is not in Luke the people that mock (comp., on
the other hand, Matt. xxvii. 39 £ ; Mark xv. 29 f), for they
rather stand there as spectators, but the members of the
Sanhedrim. 8¢ xaf refers merely to the éxupvrrnpifer of the
apyortes. To the standing by and looking on of the people
(not further sympathizing) is added, Aowever, also mockery on
the part of the members of the Sanhedrim. On éfeuver.
comp. Ps. xxii. 8, and see on xvi. 14. — ofros] this fellow !
with scornful contempt.— o Tob Oecot éwhextos] ix. 35. —
Ver. 36 is not a misunderstanding of DMMatt. xxvii. 48
(de Wette), but something special which the other evangelists

1 Comyp. J. Miiller, ». d. Sinde, 1. p. 285 ; Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 453 {.

Against the opinion of Buttmann in the Stud. w. Krit. 1860, p. 353, see Graf
in the same, 1861, p. 749 fI
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have not got. A mocking offer, not an actual giving to drink
for hiere the offer was not made by means of a sponge, so that
naturally Jesus cowld not aecept the drink.  The proceeding
was a grim joke !— Ver. 38. én’ adrd] ocer Him on the cross.
The supplementary. statement of the Zitlc on the cross (see on
Matt. xxvii. 37) explains the facl that the soldiers scolled at
Him as the King of the Jews.

Vv. 39-43. Eis] A dilference from Mauk xv. 32 and
from Matt. xxvii. £4; see on the passages. — oyt (see the
critical remarks) v el o Xp. is a jeering question, Art thow
not the Messich 2 — Ver. 40. ovdé ¢poBf av] not: Dost not
ceen thow jear (de Wette, Bleek, following the Vulg., Grotius,
Lange, and others, that would be o08¢ av ¢.)? but: flust thorw
w0 fear' at all on thy part before God, since thou art in the
same condemnation (as this Jesus whom thow revilest) ?
This similarity of position in suffering the judicial condemna-
tion of the cross is the reason wherefore he ought at least fo
be afraid before God, and not continue to practise blasphemous
outrage. — Ver. 41, ovdév dromov] nothing wnlawful ; sce in
general, Litnemann on 2 Thess. iii. 2. The very general
cxpression marks the innocence so nuch the morve strongly.
— Ver. 42. Think on e (to raise me from the dead, and to
receive me into the Messial's kingdom) when Thow shalt huve
cole 4 Thy Lingly glory (as Matt. xvi. 28} The promises ol
Jesus in regard to His Lerousic must have been known to the
robher,—which mizht easily enongh be the case in Jernsalem,—
and does not actually presuppose the instructions of Jesus;
vet he may also have heard Ilim himself, and now have
remiembered what he had heard.  The extraordinary element
ol the agonizing situation in the view of death had now as its
result the extraordinary effect of firm faith in those promises;
hience there is no sullicient reason on account of this faith, in
which lie even excelled the apostles, to relegate the entire
history into the resion of wnlistorical leyead* (Strauss, 11
p- 519; Zeller in his Jehsd, 1843, I p. 78; Schenkel,

! To say nothing, morcover, of penitent humility and resignation.

2 For apocruphal fubles, which subsequently linked themselves thereto, wee
Tlilo, ad Lrang. Infant. 23, p. 143.
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Eichihal), in which has been found in the different demeanour
of the two roblbers even the representation of the different
behaviour of the Jews and Gentiles towards the preaching of
the erucified Christ (Schwegler, IL p. 50 {). Others (Vulgate,
Luther, and many others, including Kuinoel and Ewald) have
taken év in a pregnant sense as equal to els, which is
ervoneous, since Jesus Himself establishes His kingdom ; but
to counceive of the supramundanc kingdom (Euthymius Ziga-
benus, Grotius, Bornemann) brings with it the supposition,
which in Luke is out of place, that the robber has heard the
saying of Jesus at John xviii. 36. — Ver. 43. osjuepov] does
not belong to Aéyw oor (a view already quoted in Theophylact,
and rightly estimated by the phrase éxBiaforrar 10 pijua), in
respect of which it would be idle and unmeaning (this also in
opposition to Weitzel in the Stud. «. Krit. 1836, p. 957), but
to what follows. The Lord knew that IIis own death and the
robber’s would take place o-day. In the case of the robber it
was accelerated by means of breaking the legs.— On the classi-
el word mapdSeacos (Park), see Poppo, «d Xen. Cyr. i 3. 14.
The LXX. Gen. ii. 8 {. give this name to the dwelling-place
of the first pair; the blessedness of this place, liowever, very
naturally occasioned the naming, in the later Jewish theology,
of the portion of Hudes in which the sowls of the »ighicous «fier
death dwell till the resurrection, paradise.  Comp. also the
Book of Enoch xxii. 9 £ Not to be confounded with the
heavenly paradise, 2 Cor. xii, 4; Rev.ii. 7. See on xvi. 23 ;
Lightfoot and Wetstein on the passage. In the answer of
Jesus there was probably not implied a divergence from the
kind and manner in which the petitioner.couceived to limself
the fulfilment of his petition (Schleiermacher), but it presented
sinply and without veil, as well as in the most directly com-
forting form, the certainty of his petition being granted, since
if his soul came into paradise, participation in the resurrection
of the just and in the kingdom of the Messiah could not fail
him. Hofmann, Sehriftbew. I1. 1, p. 488, rationalizes the idea
of paradise. Where the blessed communion of man with God
is realized, there, he says, is paradise. This abstraction is
surely erroneous, for this reason, that according to it the risen
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souls must be in paradise, which is nowhere taught—they
are in Messial's kingdom. By per’ éuod Jesus expresses
definitely His  descensus «d Anferos (Konig, Lehre vonr d.
Hollenf. p. 45 fI.; Giider, Lekre v . Erschein. Jesuw Chr.
anter d. Lodien, p. 33 1), m respect of which the fact that
here circumstances required the mention of paradise only,
and not of Gehenna, does not exclude what is contained in
1 Pet. iii. 18 £, as though we had here “a passage con-
tradicting the analogy of doctrine” (de Wette). Sce, on the
other hand, also West in the Stwd. . Krit. 1838, p. 252 {l.

Vv. 44-46. Sec on Matt. xxvii. 45, 50 f; Mark xv.
53,371 According to Lulke, the counection of ¢vents was as
follows: It was already about the sixth hour, when there is
darkness over the whole earth till the ninth hour (yet the sun
is still visible),—then the snn also vanishes in darkness—
the veil is rent—dJesus utters His last cry, and dies. — xa(]
as xix. 43 ; Mark xv. 25. — 70 mvebpda pov] wmy spirit, com-
prehending the whole spiritual nature, contrasted with the
dying body; Acts vii. 5Y.  Comp. in general, Hahu, 7%eol. d.
N T L p 410.— Ver. 406. els yeipds oov x.TX] from Ds.
xxxi. 6, which words Jesus makes His own, committing Ilis
spirit wholly to the dispusal of God ; and this perfect surrender
to God, whose control extends even to Hades (xvi. 22 ; Wisd.
iil. 1; Acts il 27), is not out of keeping with ver. 43. —
This prayer is to be placed «fter the Teréregrar of John
xix. 30, and corresponds to the wapedwrer To mrebua of John.
Probably, however, the idea wapébwxer 76 wredpa was only
Dy the more accurately explaining tradition moulded into the
definite words, as Luke has them.

Vv. 47-19. Sce on Matt. xxvii. 54-56; Mark. xv. 39-41.
70 ryevopevov] that achich had happened, namely, how Jesus
had uttered the last lond ery,and had expired.  Com. Mark
xv. 39, whom Luke follows. To refer it still further back
(even to mclude also what is narrated in ver, 14 ) is forbidden
by the éoyioctn kA, to which (dwv cannot also refer. The
plural expression, however, Ta yevopeva, ver. 48, has a wider
refereuce, since, in accordance with cvpmapay. émi 7. Gewpiav
TavT., it must include the entire process of the crucilixion down
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to ver. 46. — édoface 1. Oz0v] 1. practically, by His confes-
sion, which redounded to the honour of God. Cowmp. John
ix. 24. In this confession, however, dixatos (instead of the
Son of God in Mark and Matthew) is a product of later reflec-
tion.— émi v Bewpilav TavT.] objectively: ad hoc speetaculum,
as fewpia (occurring only here in the New Testament) is often
applied by Greek writers to plays, public festivals, ete. —
TUTTOVTES TA OT0N] gricf (viil. 52, xviil 13).  According to
Luke, the people did not, indeed, join in the mockery (ver. 35),
though they probably chimed in with the accusation and the
demand for His death (vv. 4, 5, 13, 18, 21, 23), and hence they
prove themselves the mobile vulgus. The speciul circumstances
had made them change their tune.— Ver. 49. 7dvTes of ypwaTol
avtg ] those, to wit, who were present in Jerusalem. Luke
alone has this statcment, which, however, is sq summary that
ceven by the expression amo paxpofev it does not contradict the
narrative of John xix. 25. — qvvaixes] viii. 2 f. — opadcar 7.]
lelonging to eloTixeicar.

Vv. 50-56. See on Matt. xxvil. 57-61; Mark xv. 42-47.
Luke follows Mark with abbreviations, although with sowc
peculiarities. — dmrapy.] belonging to Bovh. — 8ikaios] justus,
in the narrower meaning ; see the following parenthesis. It
is a special side of dyaos (caccllent). — Ver. 51. olx 5y cvyk.]
was not in agrecment with their decision. Comp. on ver. 19;
and as to ovyraTtatiBeuar, assentior, see Locella, ad Xen. Eph.
I 209, — k. ) wpdked] and to the practice, the evil act. Sec
on Rowm. viii. 13; Col. iii. 9. Comp. Xen. Anabd. vii. 6. 17.
— adtdv] 7@v BovhevTdy, as is implied in Bovievris, ver. 50,
Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 182]. — Ver. 52. ov7os] recapitulating,
Kihner, IL p. 330. — Ver. 53. raevro] lewn v stone (Deut.
iv. 49), therefore neither dug nor built. — o0 odx 7w x.T.\.]
Comp. xix. 30 ; a more definite mode of expressing the Kawe
in Matthew. Comp. John xix. 41. In respect of the empha-
tically cumulative negatives, see Winer, p. 443 [E. T. 626]. —
Ver. 54. And <t was the prepuration day (the day of preparation
for the Sabbath, mpésaBBator). Even here (comp. on Mark
xv. 42) no trace of a festival day is to be found in the day of
Jesus' death. Comp. vv. 26, 506, — émédwore] elsewhere of
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the Lreaking of the natural day {of the day light; sce Matt.
xxviil, 1); but here of the lrgal daybrealk, which began with sun-
set.  Not an dnaccuracy of expression, in which only prevailed
the idea of the beginning of the day, but according to the
Jewish mode of expression, which still, moreover, gave to the
legal beginning of the day, at the closing in of night¢, the name
of '8, on account of the lighting of the lamps, which the natural
evening made necessary.  See the passages from the Rabbinical
writers in Lightfoot, p. 892 £ Comp. L. Nicod. 12. That this
mode of designation specially applied to the beginning of the
Sabbath, on account of the Swllath lights (sce Lightfoot, Zeger,
Clarius, Wetstein, Kuinoel, Bleek, and others), cannot lhe
proved.  The wmperfect means: ¢ would begin, was on the
point of beginning.  See Bernhardy, p. 373. — Ver. 53. «aTa-
xohovB.] followiny after, zoing alter from the place of the eross,
ver. 49, to the place of the grave, ver. 53. In the New
Testament the word is found again ouly in Acts xvi. 17 ; comp.
Jer. xvii. 16; Polyb. vi. 42. 2; Long. iii. 15. The meaning :
“as far as dvien there into the grave,” is an addition of Lange'’s ;
in kard is found the idea of going «jter.— Ver. 56. uév] to
which corresponds the &¢, xxiv. 1; lience at the end of the
chapter only a comma is to Dbe placed. — According to Mark,
they did not buy the spices till later.  See on Mark xvi. 1.
In Luke there is no offence against the Jewish observance
(Schenkel), which assuredly was well enough known to him,
It there is a trace of the working day m the tradition which
Lie follows. Comp. on ver. 26 ; John xvii. 28, xiii. 24,
Bleck, Deitr. . 157, Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 53 f, gives
explanations which are only evasions, but which are of the
less importance, a3 in this place Luke, with his inconsequent
notice, stands alone,
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CHAPTER XXIV,

VER. 1. The reading Bedéiws (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the
Lecepta Paubios, is so decisively attested by A B C D ¥, ete,,
that the adjective form Budéo; must appear as the alteration of
ignorant transcribers. — e/ rives oy wirais] is wanting in B C*
Ln 33, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not DBrix.) Dionys. Alex. Lus.
Aug.  Suspected by Griesb,, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A
supplementary addition, in accordance with ver. 10, for which
occasion seemed the rather to be given that Luke neither men-
tions Salome (Mark xvi. 1) in this place nor at ver. 10. D has
further expanded the addition. — Ver. 3. Instead of xai eio-
endoSows 18 to De read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating
evidence, sissnbovows 82, The former is from Mark. — Ver. 4.
fadosorv qorp.] Lachm. Tisch. have éodri dorpumrobon, 1n accord-
ance with B D &, Syr. «l. Vulg. It. Eus. DBut the accustomed
singular expression easily forced itself in. — Ver. 5. ¢4 zpiowmor]
r& apicwwa 1S attested by a preponderance of authorities. So
Tisch. Tt is the more to be preferred in proportion as the sin-
gular suggested itself the more readily to the transcribers. —
Ver. 10. Elz. Lachm, Tiscli. have 7oy 6¢; Griesh.: 7. é¢, on too
feeble evidence. The words are wanting altogether in A D r
and a few vss. Tle connection has not been apprehended,
and for the restoration thereof, sometimes soxv é¢ has heen
omitted (in order to connect it closely with what has preceded),
sometimes «f has been intercalated afterwards (before Faeyo),
sometimes both have been donme. This i is, with Lachm.
Tisch., on decisive evidence, to be deleted. — After the second
Mepia is to be inserted #, with Lachm. and Tisch., on prepon-
derating evidence. — Ver. 12 is wanting in D, Syr.Je Cant.
Ver. Vere. Rd.  Rejected by Schulz and Rinck. Dracketed by
Lachm. and [deleted by] Tisch. [8]. DBut even if the great
attestation is not in itself sufficient to justify a decision in
favour of its genuineness (comp. on vv. 36, 39, 51 f.), still an
interpolator from John xx. 5 ff. would have mentioned not only
Peter, but also the darros padnris (comp. ver. 24); and the
words #léwa, sapuriaray, and axird: apis iavr. (John, loe. cit.)
micht, indeed, have been suggested to Luke from a svurce
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cmanating from a Johannine tradition; on the other hand, it
is just the incompleteness of the notice, as well as the want of
agreement in the contents with ver. 24, that would furnish
a very obvious occasion for objection and for deletion.  Keinow
is suspicions, as it is wanting in I 8, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr.«
Jous. ; in other anthorities it is placed after péra. — Ver. 18. Flz.
Lachm. have é ‘I:pevs.  But decisive authorities are in favour
of ‘Tepove. simply (Griesh. Matth. Scholz, Tisch.); & isan exegetic
insertion. The exceedingly weakly attested e/;, whiclh never-
theless Griesb. has commended, proceeds from the lust syllable
of sapensiz. — Ver. 210 After a2nd ye read, with Lachm. and
Tisch,, zei (B D L&), which disappeared beeause it could be
dispensed with. — Ver. 28, aposezocize] A D D L &, min. have
mposewazsare.  Commended by Griesh, adopted by Lachm.
Tisch. A correction, in accordance with the preceding and
following aorists. — Ver. 29. Alter zézdzev 1s to Le adopted
767 It is found in B L §, min. Arr. Copt. Syr. Slav. ms. Vule.
It., was easily passed over by occasion of the following 11
Huspe, andd perhaps if it had been added, would rather have
been annexed to the foregoing ém wpis fox. fori.— Ver. 32, xai
ws] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely ¢, in accordance with I D
L.x 33, also codd. of It. Ambr. Aug. Or. (which, however, omil
o3 én g@.).  Rightly; z«i was inserted for the connection, and
in several versions even supplanted the sz — Ver. 506. After
giorg wuiv Lachm. has in brackets fyd cims, us goBeiude, fullowing
(v I’, min. vss. Ambr. Aug. An addition from John vi. 20.
But, moreover, the preceding = 2éy. adrois” eip. buiv, although it
is wanting only in D) and codd. of It. (deleted by Tisch.), is
extremely opeun fo the suspicion of being added from John
xx. 19, Sec also Lachm. in the Stud. w. Krit. 1850, p. 843, A
reason for its omission, if it had been original, would be hard
to pereeive. — Ver. 38. Instead of & ra® zapd. B D, codd. of 1t.
«l. Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular ; the plural 1s an amend-
nment. — Ver. 30, adris ¢y eini] Several diflerent arrangements
of the words occur in the Mss. amd vas, Lachm. and Tisch. have
éyd eimn avris, In accordance with b L & 33. — Ver. 40 is want-
ing only in D, codd. ol It. Syr.¢%, but is deleted by Tisch., and
comes under the same suspicion of being added from John
(xx. 20) as the words x. 2.8y, ads. «ip. b, ver. 36. — Ver, 42, zai
6 perase. xnp.] suspected by Griesh., deleted by Lachm, Tisch,,
in accordance with A B I L 11§, Cant. Clem. Or. Fus. Epiph.
Ath. Cyr.  An ancient omission on the part ol a transcriber,
probably only occasioned by zai ... xai. The peculiavity of
the food betrays no interpolation ; zai dprev or zai deror (comp.
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John xxi, 9) would rather have been added. — Ver. 46. xai
¢irws £0er] 1s wanting in B C* D L §, Copt. Acth. Arr. codd. ol
It. Fathers. Suspected by Griesbach and Rinck, bracketed by
Tachm,, deleted by Tisch. An addition in the way of gloss. —
Ver. 47. apfdusvor] The reading dpfdusor in B C* L N X N 33,
Copt. Aeth. Tisch. is to help out the construction, in connection
with the omission of & ver. 48 (which Tisch., following I3 C*
L, has deleted). — Ver. 51 f. The omission of xai avepépero sis
r. obparéy, and at the same tinie of =posxwiswrres airév in the same
set of anthorities (D, Cant. Ver. Verc. Corb. Rd. Aug.), throws
on beth (the former is wanting also in ¥*) the grave suspicion
(comp. on vv. 36, 39) of being added for the sake of complete-
ness. — Ver. 53. In a few authorities «iredvrs; za/ 1s wanting
(which Griesb., in accordance with B C* L&, Ar. p, regards
as suspicious); in others xai siroyoivree (which Tisch,, in ac-
cordance with D, codd. of It. Copt. Aug, has kept out). The
Recepta is to be maintained, since aiveiv 7. ©:iv Is especially
frequent in Luke, but neither aiwdree nov sdroyoiires offered
occasion for an addition by way of gloss. But x <A might
casily drop out in consequence of the homocoteleuton in
alvobyreg and LTI

Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 1-8; Mark xvi. 1-8.
— The question of the special sonices from which Luke has
taken the considerable porticn that is peculiar to him in the
account of the reswirection (Griesbach: from the mouth of
the Joanna nawmed by him alone, ver, 10), as well as in all
that still follows that account, cannot be decided; but
asswredly he did not as yet know the comclusion of Mark
as it now stands.— Babéws (see the critical remarks): the
adverb! of degree is immediately annexed to a substantive.
See on 2 Cor. xi. 23. Hence: deep in the morning, e in
the first morning twilight.  Cowp. Plat. Crit. p. 43 A, Prol.
p- 310 A. The opposite is: o éoyatos épbpos, Theoer.
xxiv. 63. — Ver. 2. efpov d¢ w.7T.\] agrees as little as Mark
xvi. 4 with the narvative of the rolling away of the stone in
Matt. xxvili. 2.—Ver. 4. év 7@ Samop. avT. Tepi ToUTOV]
while they were in great perplexily concerwing this.  Comy.

! Budiws might, it is true, be also the genitive of the adjective (see generally,

Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 246 f.). Thus Bleck, Buttmann, and Schegg. Only no
certain instance of such a genitive form ocenrs in the New Testament.
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Plat. Phardr. p. 237 A, Soph. p. 217 A, Tim. p. 49 B In
the New Testament only in Luke.  Still Lachmann and
Tischendorf have the simple form dmopeicfar (B C D L w),
but this ecasily crept in through neglect of the compound
form.  Also ix. 7, Acts ii. 12, the reading nmopetre occurs.
— éméor.] as ii. 9. — dvdpes] The angels (ver. 23) are
designated according to the form of the appearance which
they had in the view of the women! Comp. Acts i. 10;

Mark xvi. 5. And their clothes had a flusking Drightness

(aoTpawt). — Ver. 5. 7¢ {nreire w.7X.] indicating the ground-
lessness of their search. — Tov {awra] denotes Jesus not as
Iim who is Himself the life (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius,
following John 1. 4), nor yet the conguering life {de Wette),
but, according to the context, quite simply 2/ine who i alive,
and no wexpos. Comp. ver. 23.— pera Tév vexpav] the
grave 3s ta yeneral conceived of as the place where the dead
«re, where, therefore, he who is sought, 1s sought wnony the
dead.  Ver. 6 f. @5 éxaX.] ix. 22, xviii. 32 . The relerence
to Galilee Matthew and Mark) Luke could not adopt; sce
vv. 49, 50, — 7ov viov Tob avfp.] The designation of Tlimself
previously used by Jesus.  After the resurrection Iie no
longer calls Himself by this name.  Comp. ver. 26. davbpam.
apapt.) heathens.  Comp. xviil. 32; Gal.ii. 15,  Gtherwise
Matt. xxvii 45.—Ver. 8. It is psychologicallvy imyprobable
that the remembrance occurred to them now for the first time
and at the prompting of the angel, if Jesus actually foretold
1is resurrection in terms so definite.  But sce on Matt,
xvi. 21— Ver 9. &k wéaat Tois Aoewois] wlho adhered to the
company of the disciples as followers of Jesus.— Ver. 10 f.
Aceording to the corrected reading (see the critical remarks),
noav 8¢ . . . Iaxwfov is a supplementary enumeration of the
most eminent of the women who brought the tidings; after
which by means of xal ai Nowmwai k.7 A, the same bringing of

b Sehleicrmarher makes out of thise porsans commissioned by Joseph of
Arimathacn. By means of such, Joseph had had the bady of Jesus brought
away from the mave, in whielt it had been provisionally Jaid.  Sce Lo Jopo 9710
At an carlier period Schiciermacher made another shift, but not a better, See
8§ rauss in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1863, p. 386 1.
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the tidings is related also of their female companions, and
then by xai épdvnoav k.7.A. the narration is further continued.
Theve awere, however (these women who returned and announced,
cte.), Mury Mugdalenc and Joanna and Mary the mother of
James ; morcover (kat), the rest of the women with them told this
to the apostics, and their words appeared to them as a fable, and
they belicved them not,  As to Mary Magdalenc and Mary the
wother of Jawines, see on Matt. xxvil. 55 f.; as to Joanua, on
Luke viii. 3. — épavqoar] the plural of the verb with the
neuter plural (see, in general, Winer, p. 456 [LE. T. 645])
denotes here the declarations of the screral tndividual persons.
See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 3. 12, — Nijpos] e foolish
vumour, trick.  Plat. Protay. p. 347 D, Hipp. maj. p. 304 B:
Mijpovs xai Pprvapias; Xen. Hist. iv. 8. 15 ; Arist, Plut. 23, and
elsewhere ; Soph. Trach. 435 : Anpetv avbpos olyi cwdpovos.
— Ver. 12. The disciples did not believe the women, but
Lrtcr, hasty and impetuous as he was, desired to inform him-
self by his own sight about this enigmatical state of affairs.
To take édpamev as a pluperfect (Paulus) is on account of
BXrémer impossible; a perverted systemm of harmonizing, in
which even Calvin led the way. Of the dAlos pafnrys of
John xx. 3, Luke says nothing, but, according to ver. 24,
does not exclude him. The account is vague in the connec-
tion of its several parts,' as even ver. 34 presupposes some-
thing that is not related. — wapaxin.] stovping down into the
arave, John xx. 5, 11. — pwova] so that thus the corpse was
gone? — mpos éavt.] not: with Himself (as Mark xiv. 4;

1 Since vv. 24 and 34 presuppose what nevertheless is not previously narrated,
it is certainly to be assumecd that vv. 1-12 aud ver. 13 I, have been taken from
two distinet sources, which Luke in his working up has not sufliciently compared
together. There has not been wanting here, morcover, the supposition of a
tendency. According to Baur (Zheol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 61), the scene at Imunaus
is to put in the background the manifestation which was made ouly to Peter.

2 That the grave was empty is so decidedly and clearly in the whole of the
New Testament (in opposition to Weizsiacker, p. 572) the corrclative of the
resurrection of Jesus (sce also Rom. vi. 4; Col. ii. 12), that it is not at all to
the purpose when Keim (Gleschichtl, Chr. p. 134) adds to the expression of his
belief in an appearance of Jesus in glorified corporeality, ‘‘it makes no matter
whether the grave was empty or not.” Keim, morcover, contends with force
azainst the visionary view of the resurrection. See against this kind of view,
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Luke xviil. 11), so that it would helong to 8avpdwr (Tuther,
('astalio, Grotius, Wolf, Scliege, and others, following the
Vulgate), in which case, however, it would be superfluous, and
its position before Bavpalwr would have no motive; hut it
helongs to amii\@e : to lis hume, Le. wpos Ty éavrob Staywyip,
Tuthymius Zigabenus,  Comp. John xx. 10, Examples in
Kypke, 1. . 337. — @avpdl. 70 eyoros] cuvijke yap, 6t ob
pereTéln 7) yap av pera Tav oboviwv pereréfn, Euthymius
Zigabenus,! Comp. John xx. 7 f,

Nv. 13, 14. The jowrncy to Ewmmeus, peculiar to Luke.
Mark xvi. 12 is a meagre intimation of the same history from
another source.— foav wop.] were on the way. — é£ avrdr]
in general: of the followers of Jesus, éx Tov 6 wy pabyror,
Iuthymius Zigabenus. They did not Lelong to the fwrelee (see
ver. 33); whether they were of the secenfy (Jerome, Iuthy-
mius Zigabenus, and others) caxmot be determined.  In other
respects they are perfectly unknown. ILuke, ver. 18, nanes
only the one (KXedmas is the same as Kheomatpos, distines
from the Hebrew name Kiwmas, John xix. 25, or Alphacus),
and that, indeed, accidentally, because he introduces him
actually speaking.  In this way it is left in doubt whether
he kunew the name of {he other or not (Ambrose calls him
“manaon).  From the fact of his not being named, there is
neither to be concluded a greater (Bornemammn) nor o less
(Kuinoel) degree of knowledge regarding him; and who he
may have been is not at all to be conjectured, although

also Gebhardt, Do Awfersteh. Christ. 18G4, p. 1811, ; Diisterdicek, Apol. Beitr,
I. p. 81T ; Weiss in the Stud. w. Krit. 1866, p. 173 f. ; Uhllorn, D. moderncn
Darstell. d. Leb. Jesu, 1866, p. 115 {I.

! Even this simple observation of Euthymius Zigabenus is sullicient to show
that cvery other cause Ly which the corpse may have disappeared from the
erave, apart from is resurrection, is inconceivable,  Sehenkel, indeced (in his
Zeitschr, 1865, 5), when he defines the resurrection as ““ the real mysterious
self-revelution of the personality of Clvist emerging living and imperishable from
death,” uses for this purpose no grave, since he makes the personality of Christ
emerge only from death, not from the grave. Dut the certainty that Christ
came forth from the grave is at the foundation ol crery mention of the resur-
reetion throughout the whole New Testament, in which reference, expecially
aleo the moral ilea of svvdresfas and suviysiptefas Xpors (Rom. vi. 4; Col.
ii. 19, iii. 1; Eph. ii. 6) is of importance.
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Nathanacl (so Epiphanius), Bartholomcie, Peter, or another Sinon
(Origen, Cyril), nay, in spite of i. 2, Luke himself (in Theophy-
lact, so also Lange, I. p. 252), and even, conjecturally (Holtz-
mann), the younger James, as having made the journey with
his father Alphaeus (but in 1 Cor. xv. 7 the Lord’s brother is
meant)—have been guessed. — 'Eppaots] in Josephus, Bell.
vii. 6. 6. Appaods, a village, also according to Josephus 60
stadia (7} geographical miles) in a north-western dirvection
{rom Jerusalem—not to be confounded, as has often been done
since Eusebius and Jerome (Robinson, Pal. III. p. 281 f), with
the town of Emmaus, 1 Mace. iil. 40, ix. 50, in the plain of
Judaea, which since the third century after Christ has been
named Nicopolis, and is 176 stadia from Jerusalem.! See, in
general, Ritter’s Palestine, XVL.pp.512, 545; Arnold in Herzog's
Eneykl IIL p. 778 £.; Thrupp in The Jowrnal of Classical and
Sieered Philology, 1860,p.262 ff; Zschokke, D. newfest. Emmaus,
1865, who, following tradition, is again in favour of the pre-
sent village of Kubeibeh, and that on the ground of the more
recent measurement of the distance from Jerusalem. Others:
Culonich; others: Kurjat et Enab.— Ver. 14. k. adtol] aind
tlcy, on their part, said, in view of the appcarance of Jesus
to them, ver. 15 f.— mepi wdvrwr Tdv cupBeBnk. TovTwv]
vv. 1-12.  In their subsequent discourse with the unknown
one at ver. 18 ff. they are more prolix. On opthely = Siaké-
yeaBat, comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 2.

Vv. 15, 16. «ai adros] xai is the usual form after éyévero
(comp. ver. 4; see on v. 12), and avros, He Himself, of whom
they were speaking. — éyyigas] probably overtaking them
from Dbehind. — éxpatoivro w.TN.] they were held so that they
lnew Him not.  Examples of xpateiafac of organs of thie body :
impedire, quominus vim et actionem sibi propriam crscrant, see
in Kypke. The expression itself, which indicates a peculiar
external influence, not to speak of its telic connection, as well
as the correlative duppoiyfnoav x.7.\. in ver. 31, should have

! Hence we find, in some Mss. (including N) and vss., the reading ixa=sv
tZixovra, which Tisch. ®"°P* on insuflicient evidence prefers [Tisch. 8 has returned
to i%ivevra]. Even Armold expresses himself as not averse to identifying it with
Nicopolis,
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prevented their failure to recognise Him from being attributed
to an unfamiliar dress of Jesus, and to an alteration of Ilis
countenance by the tortures of crucifixion; or, ou the other
hand, to the disciples’ own dejection (Paulus, Kuinoel, Lange,
and others).  The text represents only a wowlerful divine
effect.  The matter is otherwise represented in Mark xvi. 12,
where Jesus appears €v évépa popdi.

Vv 17, 18, Tha! e these discourses thal ye in turn throw
ot to one another us ye wall, and are of gloomy countenance !
Instead of kai évres orvlpwmoi, the address passes over into
the finite verb, bringing out this characteristic more emphati-
cally, Matthiae, § 632 ; Kithner, § 675. 4. After xad we are
not to supply 7¢ (Beza). The relative clause ols avriBani.
wp. aXN. corresponds to the idea of avlyreiv (disputare,. — ov
povos wapowets .1.N] Dost thow alone dwell us « stranger in
Jeraslem, and hast not learned, ete.?  In respect of this ques-
tion of surprise, it is to be considered—(1) that the destiny ot
Jesus 15 so entirely the only thought in the soul of the two
disciples, and appears to them now so absolutely as the only
possible subject of their conversation and their sadness, that
Jrom their stundpornt they instantly conclude from the ques-
tion of the unknown one that he cannot at all Zaow what lhas
come to pass, since otherwise he would not begin by asiing
of what they speak and why they look sad; (2) that poves
belonus to mwapotxeis «nd xai ovx éyvws; so that thus wapoxels
‘Iep. rai ok éyvws (there is mo comma to be placed before
kai), tulen together, constitute the ground ol their question,
whether it is he alone in whose experience this is the case.
Henee it is wrony to take xai in the place of a relative.  Comy.
John vil. 4. — mapowcety ‘Iepova. may either mean: dwell as
a stroanger <o Jevusalem (thus often in the LXX. ; usually with
ér, hut also with the accusative, Gen. xvil. 85 Ix. vi. 4), or:
dwvll near, ab Jeruselem (Grotius, Rosemniiller, and, with hesita-
tion, Bleek; comp. Xen. De redit. 1. 55 Isoer. Punegyr. 162
Thue. iii. 935 Lucian, D. A 1. 1); thus ‘“Tepove. would be in
thie didive.  The former view is the usual and the correct one
(comp. Ileh. xic 9 Aects vil. 6, xiii. 17; 1 Pet. i 17, il 11),
since the diseiples might recognise the unknown, perchanee, as
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a forelyn pilyrim to the fuast (even from his dialeet), but not
as a dweller in the vieindy of Jerusalem. Ungrammatically
(not to be supported by passages such as Gen. xxiv. 37; Nun.
xx. 15; Ps xv. 1, exx. 6, where the LXX. have translated aw»
and 13z by terms moie speeific than the oriyinal), Thevphylact,
also Zeger and others, have taken mwapoixeiv as simply fo dwell;
and Castalio, Vatablus, Clarius, and Xuinoel have taken it in the
tigurative sense of Eévov eivas and Lospiten esse: * de ils, qui quid
agatur ignorant, «rt thow then alone so strange to Jerusalem 2™
Vv. 19-21. IToia] scil. odx éyvwy wyevopeva k. The
gualitative word of interrogation presupposes things of a special
kind which must have happened ; mpoosmoweitar dyvoiay, Euthy-
mins Zigabenus. — o 8¢ eimwov] I'robably here also Cleopas was
the speaker, and the other added his own assent to what was
said. — 8¢ éyéveto] not: who wws (thus nsually), but: who
becanine, whereby the idea se praestitit, se procbudt (see Kithner,
od Xen. Anab. 1. 7. 4), is expressed. — avnp wpo.] an honour-
able expression, Bernhardy, p. 48. — Svvatos év Epyew £, Noyw]
Comp. Thue. 1. 139. 4, where Pericles is called Néyew Te xai
wpacaew Svvarwratos. € marks the splere wherein, cte
Comp. Acts xviil. 24, vil. 22; Judith xi. 8; Ifeclus. xxi. 8.
In the classical writers the mere dative of the instrument is
the usual form. See Bornemann, Sekol. p. 159, See examples
of both arrangements: épyo . A and Aoye . €, in Lobeck,
Lavalip. p. 64 £ ; Dornemann, ¢ Xew. Men. il 3. 65 Plugk,
ad Bur. Hee. 5373, In this place €pyep is put first as containing
the first ground of acknowledgment of the Messianic dignity.
Comp. Acts 1. 1; John x. 38; Acts x. 38. — évavtiov £.T\]
i.c. 50 that He represented Himself as such to God and the
whole people. — Ver. 20. érws €] et quomodo, still depend-
ing on the ovk &yves of ver. 18, whicli is mentally supplied as
governing ta mwepi "Inood k7. On els kpipa Gavarov, to the
condemnation of death, comp. xxiil. 24. — kai éorTavpwoav] for
it was therr work that He was crucified Dy the governor.  Comp.
Acts ii. 28. — Ver. 21. sjueis 8¢ HAmrilouer] lut we, on our
part, were cntertadning the hope (observe the wmperfect), ete.
This hope, demolished by the crucifixion, how soon was it
again inflamed! Acts i. 6. — adros] e, and no other —
LUKE 1L 4
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Avtpodiofai] aceording to the politico theneratic idea of the
national Messiah.  Comp. Acts 1. 6, and see Theophylact. —
@M e] but dndeed, althoush we cherished this hepe. Sec
Hermann, «d Eur. Ion. 1345, Procf. p. xx.; Kilhner, ad
Yen dem 1. 2,120 On the immediate juataposition of the two
particles, a wsage foreign to the older Greek writers, see Borne-
maun, Sl p. 1605 Klotz, o Devar. pp. 13 £, 25 ; Stallbaum,
ad DPlut. Lep. 1. p 531 Bo— xai] (see the eritical remarks):
lestdes. — ovy waae TovTois] avr denotes the accompanying
circrunstance : with all this, ic. with the baving undergone
all this fate, nanely, of being delivered up and crucified (ver.
20).  Comp. Neh. v 185 3 Maee. 1. 22; and see, generally,
Ellendt, Lee. Suph. IL p. T03. — Tpiryw Tavmyy juépav drye
arjpepor] The subject is Jesus, who immediately before was the
subject cmphatically made prominent.  Comp. Deza, Kypke.
dyew, of time: to spend; as cy. SéxaTov €Tos dyetw, to be in the
tenthy year, and the like, does not belong merely to the later
Greck! Compare the passages in Kypke. 7piryy 7Tavriv
nuépav is equivalent to Tavryy Tplrny oboav 1 uépav, or TaAUTYY,
iy Tpity éoviv uépa. See Kiilmer, ad Xen. cdned. tv. 7. 5.
Comp. iil. 5. 9. Hence: Dut {udeed, besides «ll this, He passes
this preseat day as the thivd sinee, ete.  In this case, it is true,
aijuepor is superfluous, but it corresponds to the painful
excitement of the words.  Comp. Mark xiv. 29, dyee has been
ungraumnatically taken as {mpersonal : agitur (Grotius, Bengel,
Losenmuiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Bawmgarten-Crusins, Jowald,
DButtmann, Bleek, and others) ; while others grasp at arbitrary
modes of supplying the subject, as o yporos (Camerarins),
Oels (Ileinsins), ¢ faces (Lr. Schmid, Iewmann).  Bornemaun
recards “Iopanh as the subject: “Ts dies, quem Isracl hodic
ellchrat,tertius est, ex quo,” ete. But the context leads us neither
to Isracl nor to the mention of the celebration of the festival.

Vv, 22,23, Nevertheless on this frastration of our hopes
thie following also has occnrred, which las again aroused them,
and still (ver. 24) has left them till now unfulfilled. — €€
nuer] from owr company. @s nueis wotal, Luthymius Ziga-

! Sophocles, EL 258, has: {rura moius -suijus doxiy p” dynv: What Lind of
days thinkest thow I am spending ¢
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henus, — opfptac] an Attic form, instead of which, however,
the later dpfpewvar (see Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 186 ; Lobeck, «d
DPhryn. p. 51) is preponderatingly attested, and is, with Lach-
mann and Tischendorf, to be preferred. — xal py eip.] xai . ..
»\Bov, instead of carrying on the participial expression in
conformity with revouevar, continues with greater emplasis
in an independent sentence. — kal owraciav x.T.\.] kal: and
morcover, besides the fact that they found not the hody. — ob
Aéyovow] indicative, the direct vision mingling in a lively
manner with the oratio obligua, Dernhardy, p. 299 ; Reisig,
Conject. p. 226 1.

Ver. 24, Twés] therefore not merely Teter, ver. 12. Dut did
Luke conceive these several persons as having gone together 2
Probably, according to the analogy of ver. 22.  Moreover,
comp. on ver. 12. — ofirw xabos x.7.\.] namely, that the corpse
was not in the grave. — ad7ov 6¢ ovx etdov] but Him, Him who
yet, according to that angelic assurance narrated Ly the women,
was to live, Him they saw not ; a tragical conclusion!

Vv. 25, 26. Avros] He on His part, after the disciples had
thus helplessly expressed themselves. — dvonroc (Rom. 1. 14
Gal. 11l 2 1), withowt ntelligence, refers to the wnderstanding,
and Bpadeis T rapdia to the whole internal living activity, in
respect of which (dative) its dulncss, <.c. its deficiency in the
proper susceptibility and fixedness of purpose, is reproved.
arnporapdia, Mark xvi. 14, is stronger. On Bpadvs as tardus
in the spiritucl sense, comp. Il x. 226 ; Plat. Defin. p. 415 I
Svouabia Bpadurys év pabjoer. Theophr. Mor. not. 14: 9
Bpadirys Tijs Yuyis. The opposite: dyyivovs, Plat. Phacd:.
- 239 A; Diog. Laert. vil. 93; also 8£ds, Plat. Rep. vii. p.
526 B.— Tod mioTeverv] a genitive of mnearer definition de-
pendent on Bpadeis (see Winer, p. 290 [E. T. 407]); slow
to belicving confidenee in.— On mioTever émi with a dative,
comp. Matt. xxvii. 425 Rom. ix. 33, x. 11; 1 Tim. i 16;
1 Pet. ii. 6. — ardowr] not merely referring to a single thing.
There was wanting to them the faith without cxccption, other-
wise they would have recognised cven the suffertng and death
of the Messiah as prophesied, and have rightly discerned them ;
éori ryap mioTedew Kat pepikas xai xadolov, Theophylact. —
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Ver. 26, Wust aof the Messioh, ete, nunely, aceording to the
prophetically amnounced divine decree.  Comp. ver. 44 i —
Tavra] with emphasis: this, which Ile, to wit, had in fact
suftered, and which causes you to be so cast down, — xai eloerd.
els 7. Sofar adrov] not as thongh He had alveady by the resur-
rection in itself, and hefore the aseension, attained to His 8ofa
(Tor Tis Aenvcaly condition is not until I1lis glery alter death,
see ix. 26, xxi. 27; Phil ii. 9f; 1 Pet.i.21; 1 Tim. iil. 16
Jolm xx. 17, xviic 8, and elsewhere), but out of the foregoing
¢dec, et 1s here to be supplied: wad wonst He ot attiin unio
Il glory 2 Wherefore, on the one hand, these sufferings needed
first to precede s and, on the other, He must be again alive.
The definite eloend. els 7. 80€. is not Lo be evaporated into
the general “oltwin Ilis drstinntion” (Schleiermacher..  As to
supplying the verh in another tense, see Dornemann on xxiv.
27, o Xen. Apol. § 265 and, venerally, Kriiger, § 62, 4. 1;

also Niigelsbach, Anmn. z. Jlias, ed. 3, p. 76.

Ver. 27. Kai amo wdavrwr 1. wpod.] dpEapevos ix Lo be con-
ceived of seeeessicely : He beyetit from Moses, cad when 1le had
fintshed with him, froin «ll the prophets, taking them one by
one in suecession, consequently making of each one of them a
new commcencenient of His Stepunyvevors.  Thus the reproach
of a cureless (Winer), <neaact (Buttinann, Dleek, ov defectire
(de Wette) mode of expression (Acts 1ii. 24) hecomes, to say
the least, unnecessary.  What speeinl preessages Jesns referred
to, Luke unfortunately does not tell us.  Theophyvlact adducees
many, and specially JTacolr Capellus, from Gen. i 15 down
to 2 Chroun.  Comp. also Evasmus, Lorophrt — Seppijveven )
e interpreted (Acts ix. 365 1 Cor xii. 30; 2 Mace. 1. 36
Polyb. dii. 22, 4,, to wit, by explanation according to their
destination veferred to Him, e having their fullilment in Hin.
— 7a wepl avrod] sl yeypappéra, implied in ypadais; other-
wise, xxii. 37.

Vv, 28, 20. "Egyyuatileto woppwtépw mopevectlar s
amh@s ocwrodoumopos, Euthymius Zisabenus,  Ile desired to
prompt the icitation, which was o matter ol deeoyr, but

! respeet of the prophecies hearing u[-nn the sudirings of the Messialy, see,
iu general, Hengstenberg, Christol. 111, 2, p, 83 1K,
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knew that it would follow. Comp. Mark vi. 43, The m-
perfect mpooemwoterto (He feigned, gave Himself the air) and
then the «worist mwapefiacavro: a lively representation. —
wopeveaBai] not : that He 7s constrained or wishes to go farther,
but we must conceive that for appearance’ sake He actually
Tiegan to move forward. — Ver. 29. On wapeBuda., they con-
strained, to wit, by means of urgent cntreaty, comyp. Acts
xvi. 15 ; Gen. xix. 3; also avayrxdlew, xiv. 23 ; AMatt. xiv. 22,
They felt their holiest interests engaged to this stranger
(ver. 32). That these two disciples dwel¢ in Emmaus is pos-
sible, but follows just as little from wetvor ped )udv (comp.
Tob petvar ovv avrois) as from eloidfe. For to the latter
expression is not to be supplied els Tyv oixiav adrdy, but from
ver. 28 : els v kopqy; that invitation, however, does not ol
necessity mean: stay i our lodging, but may just as well
clanify : stay <n owr company, pass the wight with us in the
house of our host. Comp. John i. 39 f.

Ver. 30. Jesus proceeds not as a yuest, but as the master
of the house, according to His accustomed manner in the circle
of His disciples ; thus, it is true, that does not appear by whick
they recognise Him, but probably it is the external situation,
corresponding to the opening of their eyes that now follows,
which enhances the certainty and the impression of the re-
cognition. Comp. ver, 35. — edhoynoe] “ Tres, qui simul
comedunt, tenentur ad gratias indicendwmn,” Derae. f. 45, 1.
It is the master of the house giving thanks before the meal
It is quite arbitrary for most of the church I'athers (Augus-
tine, Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many others) and ('atholics
(so also Sepp, not Schegg, but Bisping) to decide that Jesus
celebrated the Lovd’s Supper,' from which even the év 1¢ xata-
xxef. ought to have guarded them, since this in fact points
to the time before the proper beginning of the meal (as they
veclined).  Comp. on iii. 21.

! The Catholics make use of vv. 30 and 35 as a defence of their Eucharistic
sub una specie.  Sce the Confut. Confess. Aug. 11. 1. Even Melanchthon does
not refuse to explain the passage belore us of the Lord's Supper, disapproving,
nevertheless, o1 the conclusion drawn from it : wnam partem tantum datam esse;

*‘quia partis appellatione reliquum significatur communi consuetudine sermonis,”
Apol. x. 7, p. 234,
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YVer. 1. Abror 8¢ Smrolyfngar of offarpal] is the
opposite vf of opburpoi adréw éxpaTobrro, ver. 16.  As the
latter, so also the former, aceording to Luke, is to be referred
to extraordinavy divine enusation.  This is opposed to the
view (Paulus, Kuinoel, and others) that the disciples, only Ly
means ol the accustomed Dreaking of bread and giving of
thanks Dy Jesus, wherein they had more attentively con-
sidered Thim and had seen Iis pierced haunds, wrrived at the
recognition of Ilim who until then had Dbeen unknown to
them.  Comp. on ver. 30. — adrar] with lively cmphasis
Pliwced first. What Jeses dild 15 previously  deseribed, —
avoiyeww] (more strongly Swavoivew) Tobs ddBaruovs, which is
often used of the healinfr of Llind people (Matt. ix. 510, xx. 35
Johm ix. 10, 14, 17, x. 21, xi. 37), deseribes in a picturesque
manner the endowing with a capacity, bodily or spiritual, of
yeeogalsing what before wos valnown, Gen. 1it. 5, 7, xxi. 1":
2 Kings vi. 17, 20 ; comp. Acts xxvi. 8. — ddavros eyirero
am' abrev] He passed airay from then neisibly.  Comp. on
yiveaBar amo Twos, to withdraw {rom any onc, Xen. Mem.
i 2. 25; DBar iil. 21, Luke intends manifestly to narate
o sudden nvisible withdrawal cffected throuyle divine ogeary ;
henee those do wrong to his intention and to the expression
who, like Kuinoel, make out of it only a sebito «b (s d iseessit,
so that this departure would not have been observed till it
occurred (Schleiermacher, L. po 474). Beza well sayvs that
Luke Las not saidd avrols, but an’ adrov; “ne quis existimet
pracsentemr quidem Christum cum ipsis mansisse, sed eorpore,
quod cerni non posset.”  The Ubiguists supported the doe-
trine of the invisible presence of Christ's hody by the pas
before us.  Conp. Calovins. — On the waond u(,bml?oc—\\llull
is very frequent in the pocts, Tmt only rarely used in prose,
and that of a late period, and, moreover, is not found in the
LXX. and the
adavys, see Wesscling, ad Diod. iv. G5.

Vv, 32, 33, Oyt ) kapdla juéw xaopérn pr €év juiv:]
Was wot our hewrt on fire within us?  The eofrvordine iy
lirdy emations are, as in all Lnguages, represented under the
image of buwuing, of heat, of being inllamed, and the like,

classical prose wond
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Wetstein and Kypke 7o loc.; Muserave, ad Suph. Aj. 473.
Ilence the meaning: TWas not our heurt in an cotraordinarily
Jervent commotion ! Comp. Ps. xxxix. 4; Jer. xx. 9. Quite
naturally the two disciples abstain from explaining more fully
the excitement of feeling. that they had experienced, hecause
such an excitement, comprehending several affections, rises into
consciousness, as divided into its special elements, the less in
Proportion as its experiences are deep, urgent, and marvellous.
The conncetion of the question with what precedes is: “ Vere
Cluistus est, nam non alia potuit esse causa, cur in via co
loquente tantopere animus noster inflammaretur,” Maldonatus.
— o5 Sujvoryer w.TN.] without «ai (see the critical remarks)
adds the special to the general asyndciically, in which form
that which is urgent and impressive of the recollection ex-
presses itself. — Ver. 33. adrh 74 dpa] Certainly after such
an experience the meal of which they had intended to par-
tale was immediately given up. They had now no more
irresistible necessity than that of communicating with their
fellow-disciples in Jerusalem, and “ jam non timent iter noc-
turnum, quod antea dissnaserant ignoto comiti, ver, 20"
bengel.

Vv, 34, 35. Aéyovras] belongs to Tovs évexa wal Tovs
obv avtols, who in a body met them as they arvived with
the cry: vépfn o xdpios xTX. On the discrepancy with
Mark xvi. 13, see on the passage. — jyépfn and &dfnp
are placed first with triumphant emphasis, as contrasted
with what is narated at vv. 11, 12. The appearance to
Peter, which Luke has not related further (but see 1 Cor.
xv. 5), took place in the interval, after what is contained in
ver. 12. “Apparitiones utrimque factae, quibus se invicem
confirmabaut illi, quibus obtizerant,” Bengel. — Zipwre] at
that time the nawe which was still the general favourite in
the cirele of the disciples. Acecording to Lange’s fancy, the
apostle after his fall laid aside his name of Deter, as a priest
his consecrated robe, and an officer his sword. Jesus Him-
self named him, indeed, before and after his fall, alinost
exclusively Simon (Matt. xvii. 25 ; Mark xiv. 37 ; Luke xxii.
31; John xxi. 15). In Luke xxii. 34, ITevpe has a special
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significance. — Muoreover, ver. 34 ouzht to have forbidden the
assumption that Lulke distinguishes the two disciples who went
to Emmans above the apostles (Llilgenfeld). — Ver, 35, «ai
adrol] und they on their part, as contrasted with those who
were assembled. — v TH) w«Adoe] not: in the lhreaking, bug
at the time of the breaking.  See on ver. 51,

Vv. 36, 37. Adros oty év péaw alrav] He Himsclf stoud
in the midst of them.  These words poing to the fact that Luke,
who already at ver. 31 has related also a sudden disappear-
ance and vanishing of Jesus, conceived of a wrereellous,
stantancons appearanee of the Risea One An the elede of Iis
disciples, and this is confirmed by the narrative in John
xx. 19 of the appearance of Jesus within closed doors.  The
subsequently (ver. 37) related mpression upon those who
were assembled is, moreover, easily explained from thix fact,
although they had just hefore spoken as specified at ver. 34
—év pége] “id significantius quam in medivm,” Bengel. —
elpivny vpiv] Peace to you! The usual Jewish greeting :i&:',“
2237, x. o.— Ver 37, wvedua] a departed spirit, which, having
come from IHades, appeared as an wudbre in an apparent body ;
the same that Matthew, xiv. 26, calls ¢avracpua.

Ver. 38. Whercfore avise thoughts in your heart? ic,
whircfore have ye wot Giinedintely vnd without «iy considera-
tion (see on Phil. 1k 14) recoguised e as the person L oo ?

Ver. 39. In the first halt of the verse Jesus desires to
remove Irom ILis disciples their consternalion, and that by
means ol their being requived to convinee themsclves thot it
o He Hinself (no other); in the seeoad half 1Mo desires to
oppose the notion of « wredbpa, and that in such a way that
they should he persuaded that it is e boddy.  The two
parts ol ver. 39 correspond, that is to say, to the two parts
of ver. 38. — 7as yeipds pov k. 7. wdas p.] These, pointed
to as a proof that it is Tl Iliaself, must alliord this
proof by the traces of the erucifixion, namely, by the cverads
of the aadls in the hands aml feet (as to the nailing of the
feet, see on Matt. xxvii. 25, Comp. Jolm xx. 2000 Aceord-

T Without reason Schleivrmacher says of these wounds ¢ they may have been
two or four " (p. 447). 1le has indceed taken up a position of great indiflerence
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ine to Taulus and de Wette, Jesus pointed to ITis hands and
fect as the wncovered parts, in order to oppose the notion of a
spivit.  In this way ad7ros éyw would have to be understood
ot the rewdity, not of the Jdentity of His appearance. Dnt the
hands and the feet were seen even without special pointing to
them ; the latter presupposes a characteristic to be recognised
hy closer inspection.  Kven this characteristic, however, could
not prove the wealify (since it might appear as well in a
¢davracpa or edwiov), hut probably the ddentity though apart
from the reality, for which latter the conviction was to be
added by means of touch. — 6] is in both cases: that. On
odpra k. daTéa obx Eyer, comp. Hom. Od. xi. 219,

Vv. 41-43. "E7i] in the sense of stifl; see Schueider, arl
Dlat. Rep. p. 449 C.— do 7ijs yapas] on account of the (pre-
sently experienced by them, comp. xxii. 45; Acts xii. 14;
Matt. xiii. 44) joy.  That a great and happy surprise keeps back
and delays the full conviction of the truth of the happy event
itself, is & matter of psychological experience ; Liv. xxxix. 49:
Vie sibimet {psi prac nec opinato gaudio credentes. — eimev
abrols: &yere Kk.TN.] wpds whelova wiloTw xai [BeBatorépav
amodeiEw Tob py Soxely @dop., Euthymius Zigabeuus, — xai
amwo pehioo. wnpiov] and (some) of a bed’s honcyeomh ( furus).
pehoaiov is added as a distinetion from any other kind of
lioney. The word, however, does not elsewhere occur, but
pehtgoatos (Nicander, 7%, 611); 1 Sam. xiv. 27 : xnplov Tod
peheros,  On Sdovar ame, comp. xx. 10. — Ver. 43, Epayer]
in respect of which what had already gone before (vv. 39, 40)
must keep at a distance the idea of o merely apparent eating,
such as is attributed to angels, Tob. xii. 19 (comp. Gen.
xviil. 8, xix. 3). Comp. Acts x. 41.

Ver. 44. Elmev 8¢ adrols] after the eating; a continuation
of the same scene. According to the simple narrative, it is
altogether wunwarrantable to place an interval between these

ahout the question whether Jesus was actually or only apparently dead (in
respect of which he sophistically misuses Acts ii. 27); but still a merely
apparent death does not come to the same thing, and it is only opposed to the
(true) view of the resurrection that the disviples took ternal for cateinal
phenomensz.  See especially p. 471.
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two passaces!  No impartial reader eould do this, and how
casy would it have been for Luke to give a hiut to that elteet
—obTor of Aoyor . N.] these (namely, that I—as ye have
now convinead yourselves—after my sufferings and death
have actually arvisen) are the words (in their realization, namely)
which I spoke to you while I aros yet acith you, to wit, thet «ll
things wmast be fulfilled, ete. (the substance of the Xdyor).  Jesus
assuredly often actually sedd this to them, aceording Lo the
substance generally.  Comp. xviii. 31 f, xxii. 37; Matt.
xxvi. 56, and elsewhere. —ére v ouvv vu] for by death
Ile was separated from them, and the earlier association with
them was mnot, moreover, now again after the resurrection
restored” -— év 7@ vopw M. x. mwpod. «. Yrakuois] certainly
contaius in itself that which is essential of the Jewish tri-
partite division of the Cauon into /e (VD) prophets (23D,
and Hagiographe (8°3032).  Under the lnar was reckoned
merely the Pentateuch ; under the prophets, Joshua, Judges,
Ist and 24 Samuel, 1st and 24 Kings (@9i\) aw2), and

1 But to say, with Lbrard, p. 596, that the passage vv. 44-49 depicty in
ceneral the whole of the teaching communicated to the disciples by Christ after
His resurrection, is just as marvellous a despairing eluteh ot harmonistivs.  So
also older Liarmonists, and even Grotius. Wiescler, in the Chronol. Synopse,
p. 423 I, like Bengel and others, places between ver. 43 and ver. 44 the jorty
days, alter the Tapse of whiclt ver, 44 I is spoken on the day of the ascension.
But Lis prool depends on the presupposition that in the Gospel and in Acts i
Fuke must needs lollow the same tradition in respect of the time of the asecu-
sion.  The separation of ver. 44 from what precedes ought not only to hiave been
prevented by the use of the 3¢ (comp. on ver. 50), but also by the usc of the
o5rai, referring as it does to what goes before. Lange, L. J. Il. 3, p. 1679,
represents ver. 435, beginning with =éze 3ofvaZer 7. 2., as denoting the forty days’
ministry of Jesus begun on that evening ; for e maintains that the unfolding
of the knowledge did not occur in @ moment. DBut why not? At least there
needed no longer time for that purpose than for the instructions ol ver. 27.
Ltiehitly, Hofmann, Seloiftbew. 11, 2, p. 5, declares himsell opposed to sepatations
of that kind j nevertheless, he afterwards comes hack to a similav arbitrary inter.
polation of the forty days in vv. 45-19. I the place for the forty days has first
been found here, there is indeed sullicient room to place the direetion of ver, 49,
xabicacs iv 75 wira .o, Wrst after the return of the disciples [rom Galilee, as
Lange does 3 but Luke does not, sinee lie here absolutely exeludes a withdrawal
on their part 10 Galilee. Ewald rightly reeognises (Gesch, des A post. Zeitalt,
p. 9% that Luke limits all appearances of the Risen One to the resurreetion
$iunday.  So also, impartially, Bleek, Holtzmann.

2 Grotius well says: “ nam tunc tantum xz+" oixsvepizv illis aderat.”
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the propliets properly so called, except Danicl (23108 2'W23) ;
under the Zlogiographa, all the rest of the canonical Seriptures,
including Daniel, Esther, Ezra and Neliemiah (the two
reckoned tozcther as ome book), and Chronicles. See Dava
Dathra f. xiv. 2; Lightfoot, p. 900. Yet, according to the
use of wpodyT. and Yraiu. elsewhere (comp. xx. 42) from the
mouth of Jesus, it is not to be assumed that He by these two
designations intended to express that definite literary historical
extent of the o'wvaz, and the whole of the Iagiographa. ¥e
means the prophets proper who have prophesicd of Him
(ver. 25), from whom He certainly, moreover, did not think
Paniel excluded (Matt. xxiv. 13); and Ly Yradu., the actual
P’salms in the accustomed sense as that portion of the Scripture
in which, besides the law and the prophets, the Messianic
prophecy is chiefly deposited. DMoreover, observe the non-
repetition of the article before wpod. and raru., whereby the
three portions appear in their conncetion as constituting one
whole of prophecy. |

Vv. 40, 47. Kai oftws &ec being deleted (sec the critical
remarks), the passage veads: for thus ¢ 4s wrdlen that th-
Messiady should suffer and visc again, ete., and that there should
be announced, etc. By means of ér¢ Jesus adds the circum-
stance in the wway of motive, on account of which He opened
their wods, etc.; ot/rw, however, has its reference in these
instructions just given : in fhe manncr, in such o way as 1
have just introduced you into the understanding of the
Scripture.  What follows, being conceived under the form ol
doctrinal positions (“ the Messiah suffers,” ete.) as far as the
end of ver. 47, is then the Messianic summary ol Old
Testament prophecy. — émi 76 ovép. abTod] o the founduiion
of His name—on the confession of this name, to wit, by
which the whole evangelic agency is supported—depends the
announcement of repentance and forsiveness, as far as concerns
their specific purpose and their characteristic nature.  Comp.
Acts 1l 16, iv. 17 f, v. 28, 40. — dp&duevor] for which
Erasmus and Markland conjectured dpfapévwr,' is the tmpei-

1 As D actunally reads. Otlier attempts at improvement : &s5zuivay, agiduns;.
In respeet of &Zzusva, followed by Ewald, sce the critical remarks,
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supal aceusatice ncuter @ tucipiciedo “Ierodotus, iii. 91, and
thereon Schweighituser), 1.6 so that it (the oflice of the xnpvy-
Oivar) begins, 1e. from Jevusalem (Ast, Lex. Plaf. 1. p. 288).
Scee Winer, p. 550 [E. T. 7797; DBovnemann, Sehol. in loc.
Comp. Buttmann, Newtest. Gr. p. 321 (L T. 3741]) — awo
Iepova.] as the metropolis of the whole theocracy.  Comp.
Isa. ii. 3, x1. 9, and elsewhere; Acts i. §; Rom. xv. 19, —
els wavra Ta €0vn] wmony «ll nations, Matt. xxviti. 19,

Ver. 48. "Egre] indicative. — todrov] is arbitrarily referred
only to the sufferings and the resurrection (=0 also Kuinuel
and de Wette). It must belong to all the theee points pre-
viously mentioned.  Ience: “ But it is vour business to
testify that according to the prophecies of Seripture the
Messiah actually suffered, and is risen again, and vepent-
ance and forgiveness are announced on the ground of His
naue,” ete.  Of the former two points the apostles were
cye - witnesses ; of the last, they were themselves the first
excentors, and could therefore in their oftice testify of their
experience that according to the prophecies of Scripture is
announced, ete.

Ver. 49. Encouragement to this calling of bearing witness
by assurance of the sending of the Spirit, aud they were not
to leave Jerusalem until after they had received this mission.
Comp. Acts i. 4.  They were therefore soon to receive it, aml
not belore their reception of it to enter upon their calling, —
éyw] it s I who send.  The present of the near aud certain
future. Morcover, this assurance has as its presupposition the
approaching ascension.  Comp. John vil 59, xvi. 7, 15-13;
Acts il 33, — wafigate «.7.N] In respect of the differenee of
the evangelical traditions about the place of sojourn of the
risen Lord and Ilis dizciples, see on Matt. xxvii. 10, On
xabllew, to remain, to abide in peace, comp. Aets xviii, 11—
Jesus chavacterizes the gists of the Holy Ghost Ly the expression
v émayyeNiay Tob Tatpis pov (Acts i 4, so fur ¢s Gl
prrvatised the bestowed theeof by prophetie prediction  Joel iii.

' The diserepaney, apparent indeed, though too murh insisted on by Strauss,

I p. 645 15, Lietween the passage before us amd John xxo 22 £ s perfectly
saplained whien it s observed that in this passage the communication of the
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1, 2; Isa. xliv, 1 ff.; Izek. xxxvii 27, xxxix. 29. Comp.
Acts ii. 16 ff; and on Eph. i. 13 ; Gal. iii. 14.  The pouring
out of the Spirit is the #ealization of the promise of the
Yather. —€ws o0 évdvonabe Svvapw éE tWrovs] till ye have
been endued aith (definitely ; hence without @v) power from on
Figh (vim coclitus suppeditatam), to wit (comp. Acts 1. §), by
the Holy Spirit.  The power is distinct from the Spirit Him-
self, i. 35, The metaphoric use of évdveafar and other verbs
of clothing, to denote spiritual relations into which man is
translated or trauslates himsell (comp. also Rom. xiii. 14
Gal. i, 27 ; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 12), is not a Hebraism,
but is alse frequently found in the classical writers. See
Kypke, I. p. 345. Comp. 1 Macc. i. 28; Ecclus. xxvii. 8 ;
Test. XIL Potr. p. 587.  So the Latin dnducre, Liv. iil. 33 ;
Quint. 1. 1, and elsewhere ; and the Hebrew 32, Judw. vi. 34 ;
1 Chron. xii. 18. — €& throuvs] comp. Epl. iv. 8.

Ver. 50. "EEjyaye krA] namely, from Jerusalem (vv. 33,
49), and that after the scene just related (vv. 56-39). Observe
in respect of this—(1) that this é€ny. x.7.A. does not agree with
Acts x. 40, 41, because Jesus had openly showed Ilimself.
(2) The immediate linking on by 8¢, and therein the absence
of any other specification of time, excludes (compare also the
similar circumstance in Mark xvi. 19, 20) decisively the forty
duys, and makes the ascension appear as if it had oceurred on
the day of the resurrection. Comyp. Zeller, Apostelyesch. 1.
77 f.; Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 463. The usual naive assumy)-
tion is nothing clse than an arbitrary attempt at harmonizing :
oV ToTe dAN &V T TETTApaxKooTH Nuépa wETA THY avdoTagw’
Ta yap év 1o péop mapédpapev o evayyehoTys, Euthymius
Zigabenus.  Cowmp. Theophylact, Kuincel, Ebrard, and many
others, including Gebhardt, duferst. Chr. p. 51 f. Luke him-
self could neither wisk to leave the reader to guess this, nor
could the reader guess it. That Luke also in other plaecs
coes on witl 8¢ without any definite connection (in discourses :
xvi. 1, xvil. 1, xvii. 1, xx. 41; in events: xx. 27, 41, 45,
Spirit xa<' oy v, which was the substance ol the prophetic promise, is meant,

and that this which was to follow at Pentccost docs not exclude an earlier and
preliminary communication.



2606 TIE GOSI'EL OF LUKE.

xxio 15 de Wette, comp. Ebrard) in such an extension as
this (according to de Wette, he jourgot in ver. 50 to specify the
lite date), is an entirely erroncous supposition.  There remains
nothing else than the exegetic result—that a fiwofold tradition
had grown up—to wit—(1) that Jesus, eccn on the duy of the
eesurrection, ascended into heaven (Mark xvi, Luke in the
Gospel); and (2) that after ILis resurrcetion Ife abode still
Jor @ serics of deys (according to the Acts of the Apostles,
fovty daxs) wpon the earth (Matthew, John). Luke in the
Gospel followed the former tradition, but in the Acts the lalter.
Hence we may infer in regard to the latter account, cither that
Le did not learn it until alter the compiling of his Gospel,
or, which is more probable, that he adopted it as the correct
account. As to the variation in the traditivns resarding the
Tucality of the appearances of the risen Lord, see on Matt. xxviii.
10. — €] with verbs compounded with éx; sce Lobeck, «d
ALy 334, ad Pheya, p. 10 5 Bornemann, Sekol. p 166, -— éws
els Byb.] as fur as to Bethany, not necessarily into the village
itself, but (comp. Matt. xxi. 1) as far as to the part of the
AMount of Olives where it enters into Dethany. Comp. Acts
i. 12. — éwapas 7. yelpas] the gesture of blessing, Lev. ix. 22

Ver. 51. "Ev 76 evhoy.] therelore still during the blessing,
—uot immediately after, hut actually engaged in the discourse
and attitnde of blessing on parting from them.  According
to the usual reading : Si€arn dm’ alTdv 1. dvepeép. €s T. olpar..
e scparated Himself from then, and (more specilic statement
of this separation) s taken wp info keaven.  The passive
voice does not require us to asswme that there were «uy ayents
to carry IIim up (according to de Wette, probalily «igels or a
cloud).  The dnperfeet is pictorial.  Luke thinks of the ascen-
ston as a vistble incident, which lie has more fully represented
at Acts 1. According to Paulus, indeed, x. avedép. els 7. olp.
is held to be only an “4aference ! Moreover, it the words
K. avepép. els T. oUp. are not wenuine (see the critical remarks),
then the ascension is certatnly meral even by the mere iéary
aw avTev; but here it is not vet definitely ndicated, which
indication, together with the detailed desription, Luke reserves
for the Leginning of his sceond book,—till then, that 8iéoty
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am adTdr was suflicient,—the matter of fact of which was
already incidentally mentioned at ix. 51, and was eclsewhere
Jumiliar. On 8iéary, scecssit, comp. Hom. 7. xii. 86, xvi.
470; Valckenaer, Schol. in loc.

REMARK. — On the subject of the aseension!® the following
considerations are to be noted ;—(1) Considered in general, it is
incontestably established as an actual fuct by means of the
testimony of the New Testament.? Ior, besides that in the
passage Lefore us it is historically narrated {comp. with Aects i.
and Mark xvi), it is also expressly predicted by Jesus Him-
self, John xx. 17 (comp. as early as the suggestion in vi. 62);
it is expressly mentioned by the '1post1es as lnvmo happened
(Acts il. 32, 33, 1il, 21 ; 1 Pet. i, 22 H Col. iil. 1 {t.; Eph.ii. 6,
iv. 10.  Comp. Acts vii. 56; 1 Tim. iii. 16; 1leb. n. 24); and
it formns—and that, too, as a lbodily exaltation into heaven to
the throne of the glory of God—the necessary historical pre-
supposition of the whole preaching of the LParousic (whicl is a
real and bodily return) as of the resuscitation of the dead and
transformation of the living (which changes have their necessary
condition in the glorified body of Him who is to accomplish
tliem, viz. Christ, 1 Cor. xv. 5 {f, 8, 10, 22, 23; Phil. in1. 20, 21,
and elsewhere). (2) But the idea of a ’LlSlle, yea, sensibly
glorious event must the rather be considered as an addition of
subsequent tradition which grew up as a reflection of the idea
of the Parousiu, Acts i. 11, since only Luke, and that certainly
merely in the Acts (Mark not at all, xvi. 18), expressly relates

) Heaven is not herein to be taken in the sense of the omnipresence of the
courts of God, as the old Lutheran orthodoxy, in the interest of the doetrine of
Christ’s ubiguity, would have it (thus also Thomasius, Christi Pers. w. Werk,
II. p. 282 1L), or of the unextended ground of life which bears the entire
expanse of space (Schoeberlen, Grundl. d. Heils, p. 67), lut lveally, of the
dwelling - place of the glory of God; see on Matt. vi, 9 ; Mark xvi. 18; Acts
iil. 21. Erroncously, likewise in the sense of ubiquity, says Gess, Pers. Clor.
p. 265 : ¢ Where Jesus, according to His divinity, chiooses to be essentially
present, there He will also be according to fis human corporeclity.” No;
aceording to the New Testament view, it must mean : He there effectuates this
His presence by the Holy Spirit in whom He communicates Hianself.  See,
especially, John xiv.-xvi. ; Ilom. viii. 9, 10. A Dbecoming bodily present is a
marvellous exception, as in the case of Paul's conversion, see on Acts ix. 3.
Calvin, fust. 11, 16, rightly designates the being of Christ in Acaren as a cor-
poralis absentia from the earth.

? Against the denial of the capability of historical testimony to prove the
actuality of miracles in generzl, see, especially, Rothe, zur Dugmat. p. 84 1L,
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an event of that Liwl; but the fivst and fourth evancelists,
although John had been an eve-witness, are wholly silent on
the subject (including Johu vi. 623, which they hardly either
morally could have been or historically would have ventured
tu be, since such a highest wnd final external glorification would
have incontrovertibly mide good, even from a literary point of
view, the forcible impression whicli that event would have
neeessarily produced upon the faithful, and would have just as
naturally and incontrovertibly put forward this most splendid
Messianic ezusiy as the worthiest wminl most <lorious (nlwitom-
—the refurn to heaven corresponding to the heavenly eriyin.
The reasons by whicl it Las heen sought to explain and justify
their silence ('ox e ¢y in Flatl's Moy, \'lll. 1+ 67 Olzhausen ;
1\1(11)1)(- p- 02 s Huy, Gutaeld, 11 e 254450 Ebrad, pe 602

Lange, 1L p. 1762 1) are nothing mere than foreed, feeble, and
even p.s_\(,hologlcdly untenable evasions.  Comp. Strauss, 11
1 657 £, (3) The body of the risew Lord was not vet in the
state of glorification (it has flesh wnd bones, still bears the
scars ol the wounds, is touched, Ineathes, cats, speaks, walks,
ete., i opposition to l‘lmn]:]n}lnut, Angustine,! I\l.tl_»bu, Fwald,
Thomasius, Keim, and the olil doumatie writers) ; but, moreover,
no loneer of the same coustitution as helore the resurrection
(Schleiermachier), but, as Origen already perceived, ina condition
standing midway between” mundane corporeality wnd supra-
nmundane glorification—and immortal (Rom.vi 9,105 Although,
on aecount of the want of any analogy within our experieuce,
such i condition ol necessity does not admit of a more exact re-

presentation, vet still it c.\])l.lms in generad the sort of estrange-

ment between the visen Lord and s disciples,—the partial
doubt of the Iatter as to s identity, I not heing hindered
by the eructfixion wounds, His mavvellous appearance and dis-
appearinee, and the like; moresver, by the consideration that
Jesus rose ;l:_:':\i]l TR 1‘/u/1!//¢'1[ llll(lil)' (‘nll.\'lilllti(bll, lll(-1;/1./‘/.\'{'u/n'//[:'((/
scruples which Lave been raised against Ihs rvis<ing from not
merely appavent death are rewoved.  The actwal glorificating
wherehy Ilis haody hecanme the esun s:ivuarime (L Cor Xv. 49471,
the 6liue a¢Zzz wdmed (PlAlodii. 21 first began in the moment

w7z

1 ¢t Claritas in Christi corpore, cum rvesurrexit, al oculis discipulorum potius
absrondita fuisse, quanm deluisse credembic est,™ Augastiue, De eire Ded, Xxil, 0.

* Comp. Martensen’s Dogmat. § 172; Schwid, Bibl. T'heol. 1. p. 118;
asse, Leben oo voekdivt, Erlos. po 113, who, however, mingling truth amwl
error, represents the resurrcetion body of Christ already as cdua wriwgazicds
(**aeonfluence of spivit and body 7 pe 123)0 More aceuvately, Taute, Kefiguns-
philosoplie, 1832, 11. 1, p. 340 1L
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of the ascension, when Ilis body was transformed into the
spiritual body, as they who ave still living at the time of the
Lurousia shall be transformed (1 Cor, xv. 51 52), still with this
dilterence, that the body of the latter up to that moment is still
mortal (1 Cor. xv. 53), whereas the body of Clirist, even from the
timne of the reswrrection, was immortal ; hence also an appeal to
the marvellous healing power of Jesus, which was powerfully
exereised on Himself (Hase, Z. J. § 118), is here insufficient and
inapplicable. The perfecting of this glorification of the body
of Christ is not to be regarded as a matter to be perceived by
tlie senses, since in general a glorified bodily organ does not
fall into the c'tterr()ly of tlunf-s perceptible by Inunan sense.
The same is the case with the thmrr up of the glorified Christ
into heaven, which, according to the analogy of Luke xxiv. 31,
1s perhaps conceivable in the form of a vanishing . (4) Of the
two traditions which had grown up in regard to the time of the
ascension (see on ver. 5U), in any case the one bearing that
after His resurrection Jesus still abode on earth for a series
of days, is decidedly to be preferred to the other, that even
as early as the day of resurrection He also ascended. And
this preference is to be given on the preponderating autho-
rity of John, with which is associated also Paul, by his
account of the appearances of the risen Lord, 1 Cor. xv.
5-7,) and the notices of Acts x. 41, xiii. 31.2 Still there
must remain a doubt thercin whether the definite specification
of forty days does not owe its origin to #rwdition, which fixed the
approximate time (comp. Acts xiil. 31) at this sacred number.
The remarkable testimnony of Barnabas, Ep. 15 (&yoeuev viv 7péray
Tiv Gy Oiny sis shpposivyy, fv 7 nal & Tnoels duiery éx verplw nol Qowepwisis
d:é37 eig vodg obpareds), il mo way agrees with the forty days.?

* Although at 1 Cor. xv. it is not possible dclinitely to recognise whether all
the appearances, which are specified Lefore ver. 8, occurred before or after the
aseension.  Very little to the point, morcover, does Strauss (Christus des Gluu-
bens, p. 172) lay stress on the fact that Panl knows nothing of “fouching and
enting proofs.”  These, indeed, did not at all belong to the purpose and connec-
tion of his representation, as little as in the Acts at the narrative of the conver-
sion of Paul ‘‘broiled fish and honeycomb" could find a place.

* But to seek to malke out an agreement between the narrative of Luke about
the appearances of the risen Lord with that of Taul (see e.g. Holtzmann) can in
no way be successful.

3 It may be supposed, with Weisse, that the ascension wzs here placed on
the resurrection Sunday, or, with Ebrard, Lange, and many others, that it was
generally placed on a Sunday. In respect of the latter supposition, indeed, the
number forty has heen given up, and it has been taken as a round number and
increased to forty-two. Dut if, with Dresscl, Patr. Ap. p. 36, a point be put

LUKE IL 24
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(53 1 the appearances of the risen Lord soe tnmsferred as pro-
ducts of the imaginative faculty tuto the sebjeetice veaion (Strauss,
Holsten, and others), or il in spite of the unanimous attestation
of the third day s beine that on which they fivst hegan, they
are viewed as spivitual visions of the glovitied One in the deepest
excitement of aspiration and poraver (LLwald, Grsde oo Zlpost,
Zeitalt, p. GSIL); then, on the one hind, tnstead of the resurrection,
in the sense of the New Testument, as an historical slarting-
point, there remains only the personal continuance of the exalted
One (Schenkel) ; aud, on the other hand, the aseension does not
appear as an oljective faet, but just as nothing more than the
eud of that powerful excitenent, and this must cavey with it the
vonclusion that from Tim to whom e in such wise appeared,
the gloritied One vanished again tranguilly into ILis everlasting
aloritication with God {Ewald, Ze.p. 95 11). Bvery spiritualizing
of those appearances into internal expericnces, © into glorifien-
tions of the image of Tis chavacter in the hearts of His faithtul
people” (Schenkel), and the like, must convert a strange,
widespread fanaticisin into the fruitful mother of the mighty
apostolic work, and into the foundation of the ceelesiasticnl
cdifice, but must regavd the Gospel narratives on the watter as
products and representations of sclf-deceptions, or as a kind of
ghost stories,—a view which the narratives of the Apostle John
in reference thereto most decisively forbid.  Comp. ont Matt,,
Remark after xxviii. 10, This, withal, is opposed to the gene-
ralization of the conerete appearances into continued influences
ot the Lord, who still lived, and of Tlis Spirit (Weizsiicker), in
which for the ascension, as such, there is left nothing historieal.
Welsse’s view, moveover, is absolutely irreconcileable witle the
New Testwment navvatives, identifyiny s it does the aseension
with Lhe vesureection, so that, according to apostolic view, the
fact was no going forth of the body from the grave, but the
taking up of the soul (with o spivitaal corporeality) out of Hades
into heaven, whenee the exalted One announced Himsell in
vislons (see also Welsse, Eeowgelicnraye, o 272 105 Gebhadt,
clugerst, Clors . 72). Lo make out ol the ascension abisolutely
the aetvel death which Jesus, beine awakened from apparent
death, soon after dicd (Pidust, conld only he attained at the
height of natweadistic ontrage o the New Testament, but is not
alter vexpoy, and what lollows be taken as an independent clause, this is a very
unfortunate evasion, by means of which xai @avepwfsiz x.7.a. is withdrawn from
all conneetion, wnd is placed incthe aie. Not hetter is Geblandt's notion, slugerss,
Che e 52, that Barnadas, incomentioning also the aseension, did not intend 1o
make specification of date at all for it,
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avoided also by Sclileiermacher in his wavering expressions.
The mythical construction ont of Old Testanent recollections
(Strauss), and the diveetly hostile crnmbling and destruetion of
the Gospel narratives (Druno Dauer), amount to subjective
assumptions contradictory of history ; whilst, on the other hand,
the revival of the Socinian opinion of a sepeafed ascension
(Kinkel in the Stod. . Korit, 1841, p. 597 (£1) depended on
erroneous interpretations of single passages (espeeially John
xx. 17).  Finally, the ahandoning of all attempts historically to
aseertain the fact (de Wette on ver. 33) does justice neither to
the aceounts and intimations of the New Testament itself, nor
to the demands which science must make on the ground of
those intimations.

Ver. 52, Kai adroi] and éhey on their part, after the Lord
was separated from them (and was taken up into heaven). To
the avedépero els 7. olp. corresponds in this place the equally
suspicious pogkvv. avTov (see the critical remarks on ver.
A1 f.), which is referred to Him who was exalted to heavenly
dominion. — pera yapas peyak.] at this final blessed perfect-
mg of their Lord Himself (John xiv. 28), and at the blessing
which they had just received from Him. * Pracludia Pente-
vostes,” Bengel.  “ Corpus suuni intulit coelo, majestatem snam
non abstulit mundo,” Augustine.

Ver. 53. Kai fjoav 8ia wavtos év 7 iep@] kata Tovs kai-
povs EnhovoTe TdY cuwiewy, 6Te elvar év abT €y, Kuthymius
Zicabenus. The popular expression Swe mwavrtés is not to be
pressed (comp. ii. 37), hence it does not exclude the coming
together in another locality (Acts i. 13, ii. 44) (in opposition
to Strauss). Comp. Lechler, Apost. w. Nachapost. Zeitult.
p- 281.  DMoreover, after the pouring forth of the Spirit, they
continued as pions Israelites daily in the temple, Acts ii. 40,
ii. 1.

! Comp. moreover, Taute, Religionsphilosophie, 11. 1, p. 380 {I., according to
whom the resurrection of Christ is said to have been Ilis first descent out of
the intelligible region of the existence of all things, but the ascension His last
resurrection appearance, so that resurrection and ascension are so related to one
another as special epoch-making appearanees of the Lond before the Drethren
after His death. With such extravagant imaginations of listorical details of
faith is the philosophy of IHerbart, even against its will, driven forth far heyond
the characteristic limits which by Herbart himself are clearly and definitely laid
down,
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