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THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

CHAPTEIR XIIL

VER. 1. Foav 6¢] So Lachm. Tisch. Born. But Elz. and Scholz add
rvéz, against A B D &, min. vss. Vig. A hasty addition, from
the supposition that all the teachers and prophets of the church
of Antioch could not be named. — Ver. 4. ¢iros] Lachm. Tisch.
read «broi, after A B &, min. Vulg. Syr. utr. Amkr. Vig.; Born.
has oi only, after D, Ath. As the reading of C is not clear, the
preponderance of witnesses, which alone can here decide, remains
in favour of the reading of Lachm. — Ver. 6. famv] is want-
ing in Elz., but is supported by decisive testimony. How easily
would transcribers, to whom the situation of Paphos was not
precisely known, find a contradiction in §isv and éypr Tdpou! —
dvdpe Tod] So Lachm. Tisch. Born, after A B C D ¥, min.
Chrys. Theophyl. Lucif. and several vss. After swa, E, 36, Vulg.
Sahid. Slav. Lucif. have évépe. But Elz. and Scholz omit é&vipe,
which, however, is decisively attested by those witnesses, and
was easily passed over as quite superfluous.— Ver. 9. The
usual xai before drevicws is deleted, according to decisive evi-
dence, by Lachm, Tisch. Born.— Ver, 14. %: Ilisdies] Lachm.
and Tisch. read eiv Thediay, after A B CN. But it lacks auy
attestation from the vss. and Fathers. Therefore it is the morc
to be regarded as an old alteration (it was taken as an adjective
like Tliedinéc). — Ver. 15. After ¢/ Lachm. Born. Tisch. have
15, Which has preponderant attestation, and from its apparent
superfluousness, as well as from its position between two words
beginning with E, might very easily be omitted. — Ver. 17.
After roirov Lachm. reads, with Elz., "Tepasa, which also Born.
has defended, following A B CD ¥, vss.  Its being self-evident
fave occasion to its being passed over, as was in other witnesses
robrou, and in others 2aed robrov. — Ver. 18. érpogop.] So (after Mill,
Grabe, and others) Griesh. Matthaei, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., {ol-
ACTS II. A



2 THE ACTS OF THE ATOSTLES.

lowing A C* E, min. vss. But Elz. Tisch. and Bomn. have
écpozog. (mores corum sustinudf, Vulg.). An old insertion of the
word which came more readily to hand in writing, and was also
regarded as more appropriate. See the exegetical remarks. —
\Te.r. 19.' xarexdrpoviunser] LKlz. reads xarearnpodisnoey, acainst de-
cisive witnesses. An interpretation on account of the active
sense. — Ver. 20, xa/ pevd . . . idwzs] Lachm, reads d¢ #rear aerpr:-
xogfore wai meveixovra, xei pmerq valre dwzev, wWhich Griesbh. has
recommended and Born. adopted, after A B C &, min. Vule.
An alteration, in order to remove somehow the chronological
difficulty. — Ver. 23. #yaye] Elz. and Born. read #yepr, iﬁjop-
position to A B X2 G H N, min. and several vss. and Fathers.
An interpretation, in accordance with ver. 22. — Ver. 27. é&xeo-
ré27) Lachm. Tisch. Born. read #£amesrdan, which is so decidedly
attested by A B C D &, min. Chrys. that the Recepla can only
be regarded as having arisen from neglect of the double com-
pound. — Ver. 31. viy] is wanting in Elz, but is, according
to important attestation, to be recognised as genuine, and was
omitted because those who are mentioned were alrcady long
ago witnesses of Jesus. Hence others have dyp: viv (D, Syr. p.
Vulg. Cant.; so Born.); and others still, z«i viv (Arm.). — Ver. 32.
airiv #ui] Sahid. Ar. Ambr. ms. Bed. gr. have only airdv.
A B C* D n, Aeth. Vulg. Hil. Ambr. Bed. have only sué» (so
Lachm. and Born., who, however, conjectures sz '), for which
Tol. read tuiv. Sheer alterations from want of acquaintance
with such juxtaposition of the genitive and dative. — Ver. 33.
g r,puﬁrc‘»] Elz. and Scholz read 7o druripw (after Jarpd). Bub v
=piorw, which (folowing Erasm. and Mill) Griesb. Lachm. (who
places it after yéypuwras, where A B C &, 1ot 40 have their
=& sevripw) Tisch. Born. have adopted, is, in accordance with D,
Or. and several other Fathers, to be considered as the original,
which was supplanted by & édeurfpw according to the usual
numbering of the Psalms. The bare aiug, which Hesych.
presb. and some more recent codd. bave, without any numeral,
is, althouglh defended by Bengel and others, to be considered as
another mode of obviating the difficulty erroneously assumed.
— Ver. 41. §] Elz. reads ¢, which, as the LXX. at Hab. i. 5 has
¢, would have to be preferred, were not the quite decisive
external attestation in favour of ¢.— The second £pyov is wanting
in D E G, min. Chrys. Cosm. Theophyl. Occ. and several vss. ;
but it was easily omitted, as it was regarded as unnecessary
and was not found in the LXX. le. — Ver. 42. alriv] Elz. reads
ix 775 owaywyic v Towdaiwy, Other variations are wiriv éx 7.
3 Lachmann, Praef. p. ix., conjectured ig® 4udy : ‘*nostro tempore.”
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ovvey. 7. 'Tovd. OF 7éiv dmooridaw éx 7. dway. 7. "1ewd.  Sheer inter-
polations, because ver. 42 begins a church-lesson. The simple
adrev has decisive attestation. — After wepexdrowy Elz. has rd
¢0vn, which, although retained by Matthaei, is spurious, according
to just as decisive testimony. It was inserted, because it was
considered that the request contained here must not, according
to ver. 45, be ascribed to the Jews, but rather to the Gentiles,
according to ver. 48, — Ver. 43. After aposrar. A B (?) CD ¥,
vss. Chrys. have «iro’s (so Lachm. and Born.). A familiar addi-
tion. — wposuéven] Elz. reads émpuévern, against decisive evidence.
— Ver. 44. éxoutvw] Elz. teads épyonivw, against A C** E*, min.
An alteration, from want of acquaintance with this use of the
word, as in Luke xiii. 33; Acts xx. 15, xxi. 26. — Ver. 45.
dveinéyovres zee/ ] is wanting in A B C G &, min. and several vss.
(erased by Lachm.}. E has évavricduevor xai. Both are hasty emen-
dations of style.— Ver. 50. rag cioy.| Elz. reads zal rds eloy.,.
against decisive testimony. =xei, if it has not arisen simply
from the repetition in writing of the preceding syllable, is a.
wrongly inserted connective.

With chap. xiii. commences the second part of the book,
which treats chiefly of the missionary labours and fortunes of”
Paul. First of all, the special choice and consecration of
Barnabas and Paul as missionaries, which took place at
Antioch, are related (vv. 1-3); and then the narrative of
their first missionary journey is annexed (ver. 4-—xiv. 28).
These two chapters show, by the very fact of their independent
commencement entirely detached from the immediately pre-
ceding narrative concerning Barnabas and Saul! (comp.
Schleiermacher, Finl. p. 353 f), by the detailed nature of
their contents, and by the conclusion rounding them off, which
covers a considerable interval without further historical data,
that they have been dertved from a special documentary source,
which has, nevertheless, been subjected to revision as regards
diction by Luke. See also Bleek in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836,
p. 1043. This documentary source, however, is not to be
determined more precisely, although it may be conjectured
that it originated in the church of Antioch itself, and that the

' Lekebusch, p. 108, explains this abrupt isolation as designed ; the account

cmerges solemnly. But to this the simplicity of the following narrative does not
correspond.
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oral communications mentioned at xiv. 27 as made to that
church formed the foundation of it from xiii. 4 onward. The
assumption of a written report made by the two missionaries
(Olshausen) obtains no support from the living apostolic
mode of working, and is, on account of xiv. 27, neither
necessary nor warranted. Schwanbeck considers the two
chapters as a portion of a biography of Barnabas, to which
also iv. 36 f, ix. 1-30, xL 19-30, xii. 25 belonged; and
Baur (I. p. 104 ff.) refers the entire section to the apologetic
purpose and literary freedom of the author.

Ver. 1. This mention and naming of the prophets and
teachers is intended to indicate how rich Antioch was in pro-
minent resources for the sending forth messengers of the gospel,
which was now to take place. Thus the mother-church of
Gentile Christianity had become the seminary of the mission
to the Gentiles. The order of the persons named is, without
doubt, such as it stood in the original document: hence
Barnabas and Saul are separated; indeed, Barnabas is placed
first (the arrangement appears to have been made according
to semiority) and Saul last; it was only by his missionary
labours now commencing that the latter acquired in point of
fact his superiority. — kaTa T oloav éxxAnoiav] with the
existing church. éxet is mot to be supplied. Comp. Rom.
xiii. 1. This odoav is retained from the original document ;
in connection with what has been already narrated, it is
superfluous. — ratd, with, according to the conception of (here
official) direction. Bernhardy, p. 240; Winer, p. 374 [E. T.
500] — mpodiitar r. &bdorako] as prophets (see on xi. 27)
and teachers (who did not speak in the state of apocalyptic
inspiration, but communicated instruction in a regular and
rational unfolding of doctrine, 1 Cor. xii. 28 ; Eph. iv. 11). —
The five named are not to be regarded only as a part, but as
the whole body of the prophets and teachers at Antioch, in
keeping with the idea of the selection which the Spirit de-
signed. To what individuals the predicates “ prophet” or
“ teacher ” respectively belong, is not, indeed, expressly said ;
but if, as is probable in itself and in accordance with iv. 36,
the prophets are mentioned first and then the teachers, the
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three first named are to be considered as prophets, and the
other two as teachers. This division is indicated by the posi-
tion of the particles: (1) 7é ... xal...xal; (2) 7é. .. kai.
Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3. 19 ; Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 219 {. — That the prophets of the passage before us, par-
ticularly Symeon and Lucius, were included among those
mentioned in xi. 27, is improbable, inasmuch as Agabus is not
here named again. Those prophets, doubtless, soon returned
to Jerusalem. — Concerning Simeon with the Roman name
Niger (Sueton. Aug. 11, al.)), and Lucius of Cyrene (Rom.
xvi. 21 %), who is not identical with the evangelist Luke,
nothing further is known. The same is also the case with
Menahem (BM3%),who had been advrpodos of the tetrarch Herod,
1.e. of Antipas; see Walch, de Menachemo ovvrpode Herodis,
Jen. 1758. DBut whether otlvrpodos is, with the Vulgate,
Cornelius a Lapide, Walch, Heumann, Kuinoel, Olshausen, and
others, to be understood as foster-brother (conlactaneus, comp.
Xen. Eph. ii. 3), so that Menahem’s mother was Herod's nurse ;
or, with Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Raphel, Wolf, Hein-
richs, Baumgarten, Ewald, and others, brought up with, con-
tubernalis,—cannot be determined, as either may be expressed
by the word (see Wetstein and Kuinoel). The latter meaning,
however (comp. 1 Mace. i. 6; 2 Mace. ix. 29; and see, in
general, Jacobs, ad Anthol. XI. p. 38), makes the later Christian
position of Menahem the more remarkable, in that he appears to
have been brought up at the court of Herod the Great. At
all events he was already an old man, and had become a
Christian earlier than Saul, who is placed after him.

Ver. 2. Aetovpyotwroy . . . 79 Kupip] Nertovpyely, the
usual word for the tewnple-service of the priests (LXX. Ex.
xxviil, 81; Num. iv. 38; Ex. x1. 48; Judith iv. 14; Heb.
x. 11; comp. on Rom. xv. 27), is here transferred to the
church (adrdv) engaged in Christian worship,! in accordance

! The reference of zirav not to the collective ixxansiz, but to the prophets and
teachers named in ver. 1 (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, and meny others, including
Baumgarten, Hoelemann, neue Bibelsiud. p. 329 ; Laurent, neut. Stud. p. 146),
is not to be approved on account of &gspicass and on account of ver. 3. TkLe

whole highly important missionary act would, according to this view, be per-
formed only in the circle of five persons, of whom, morcover, two were the
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with the holy character of the church, which had the dyidras,
the xptoua of the Spirit (1 John ii. 20), and indeed was a
iepatevpa dywov (1 Pet. il 5). Hence: while they performed
holy service to the Lord (Christ) and (at the same time) fasted.
Any more specific meaning is too narrow, such as, that it is to
be understood of prayer (Grotius, Heinrichs, I{uinoel, Olshausen,
and many others,—on account of ver. 3, but see on that
passage) or of preaching (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and others
in Wolf). Both without doubt are ¢ncluded, not, however,
the mass (as Catholics hold); but certainly the spiritual songs
(see on Eph. v. 19; Col. iii. 16). — elme T0 mvedua T dyiov]
the Holy Spirit said (comp. on xx. 28), namely, by one or some
of these Aettovpyotvtes, probably by one of the prophets, who
announced to the cliurch the utterance of the Spirit revealed
to him. — &7] with the imperative makes the summons more
decided and more urgent; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 104f. Comp.
on Luke ii. 15. — wot] ¢0 me, for my service. — 6 wpoaréxAnuat
adrovs] for which (description of the design) I have called them
to me (xvi 10), namely, to be my organs, interpreters, instru-
ments in the propagation of the gospel. The utterance of the
Spirit consequently refers to an internal call of the Spirit
already made to both, and that indeed before the church, “ut
hi quoque scirent vocationem illorum eique subscriberent,”
Bengel. The preposition is not repeated before & (=eis 8),
because it stands already before To &pyow, according to general
Greek usage. See Kiihner, ad Xen, Mem. ii. 1. 32 ; Stallb. ad
Phacd. p. 76 D; Winer, p. 393 [E. T. 524 {].

Ver. 3. The translation must be: Afterwards, after having
Jfasted and prayed and laid their hands on them (as the conse-
cration communicating the gift of the Spirit for the new and
special holy office, comp: on vi. 6), they sent them away. For

smissionaries themselves destined by the Spirit, and the church as such would
have taken no part at all, not being even represented by its presbyters,—a pro-
«ceeding which neither agrees with the fellowship of the Spirit in the constitution
of the apostolic church, nor corresponds with the analogous concrete cases of
the choice of an apostle (chap. i.) and of the deacons (chap. vi.). Comp. also
xiv, 27, where the missionaries, on their return, make their report to the church,
Moreover, it is evident of itself that the prophets and teachers are included in
EYTaY,
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there is here meant a solemnity specially appointed by the
chureh on occasion of that address of the Spirit, different, from
the preceding (ver. 2); and not the termination thereof
(Kuinoel and many others: “jejunio et precibus peractis”).
This is evident from the words of Luke himself, who describes
this act differently (yporedo. «. mpooevé.) from the preceding
(Aevrovpy. K. vqaT.), and by ToTe separates it as something
later ; and also because vpoTedoavtes, in the sense of “when
they had finished fasting,” does not even give lere any.con-
ceivable sense. — dwézwoar] What the Spirit had meant by
els épyov, & mpoarék). alrovs, might, when they heard that
address, come directly home to their consciousness, especially
as they might be acquainted in particular with the destination
of Saul at ix. 15; or might be explained by the receiver and
interpreter of the Spirit’s utterance.— That, moreover, the
amposition of hands was not by the whole church, but by its
representatives the presbyters! was obvious of itself to the
reader.

Vv. 4, 5. AU7ol (see the critical remarks): such was the
course taken with them ; they themselves, therefore, ipsi igitur.
— éurrepdd. Umo Tod mwedp.] for “ vocatio prorsus divina erat;
tantum manu Del oblatos amnplexa erat ecclesia,” Calvin. —
They turned themselves at first to the quarter where they
might hope most easily to form connections—it was, in fact,
the first attempt of their new ministry—to Cyprus, the native
country of Barnabas (iv. 36), to which the direct route from
Antioch by way of the neighbouring Seleucie (in Syria, also
called Pieria, and situated at the mouth of the Orontes), led
Having there embarked, they landed at the city of Salamis,
on the eastern coast of the island of Cyprus. — yevou. €]
arrived at, Often so in classical authors since Homer? —
"Twdvymy] See on xii. 12. — dmnpérnr] as servant, who assisted
the official work of the apostles by performing external ser-

! Not by the prophets and teachers (Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 61 ; Hoelemann, L¢.);
{or the subject of vv. 2, 3 is the church, and its representatives are the presby-
ters, xx. 17, 28, xi. 30, xv. 2-23; 1 Tim. iv. 14. The churck sends the two
missionaries to the Gentiles, and consecrates them by its office-bearers (Roma
xii. 8; 1 Tim. v. 17).

2 See Nigelsbach on the Jliad, p. 295, ed. &
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vices, crrands, missions, etc, probably also acts of baptism
(x. 48 ; 1 Cor.i. 14). “Barnabas et Paulus divinitus nominati,
atque his liberum fuit alios adsciscere,” Bengel—As to their
practice of preaching in the synagogques, see on ver, 14,

\v. 6, 7. "Oxy Ty wvijoov] For Paphos, i.e. New Paphos,
the capital and the residence of the proconsul, sixty stadia
to the north of the old city celebrated for the worship of
Venus, lay quite on the opposite western side of the island.
See T'orbiger, Geogr. I. p. 469 f — pdyos] see on viil 9.
Whether he was precisely a representative of the cabalistic ten-
dency (Baumgarten), cannot be determined. But perhaps, frow
the Arabic name Elymas, which he adopted, he was an 4rabian
Jew. padyov, although a substantive, is to be connected with
évdpa (iil. 14). — Bapinaois] s.c. 3" 3, filius Jesu (Josuae).
The different forms of this namne in the Fathers and versions,
Barjeu, Barsuma, Barjesuban, Bapimoovady, have their origin
in the reverence and awe felt for the name of Jesus. —
avfumdre] Cyprus, which Augustus had restored to the senate,
was, it is true, at that time a propraeforian province (Dio
Cass. liv. 4); but all provincial rulers were, by the command
of Augustus, called proconsules, Dio Cass. liii. 13.— ouveT@)
although the contrary might be suspected from his connection
with the sorcerer. But his intelligence is attested partly by
the fact that he was not satisfied with lieathenism, and there-
fore had at that time the Jewish sorcerer with him in the
effort to acquire more satisfactory views; and partly by the fact
that he does not feel satisfied even with him, but asks for the
publishers of the new doctrine. In general, sorcerers found at
that time welcome reception with Gentiles otherwise very
intelligent. Lucian. dlex. 30, Wetstein in loc.— Tov Aoy.
700 ©eod] Description of the new doctrine from the standpoint
of Luke. See, moreover, on Viii. 25.

g ’

Ver. 8. ’Exvpas] The Arabic name (;..\l;} sapiens, Kat

ekoyrv: magus; comp. Hyde, de relig. vet. Pers. p. 372 f)
by which Barjesus chose to be designated, and which he
probably adopted with a view to glorify hiinself as the channel
of Arabian wisdom by the corresponding Arabic name. —
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o pdyos] Interpretation of "EAduas, added in order to call
attention to the significance of the name. Comp. Bornemann,
Schol. in Luc. p. lviii. — Stactpéfrar diro] a well-known preg-
nant construction, which Valckenaer destroys arbitrarily, and
in such a way as to weaken the sense, by the conjecture
amootpéras: to pervert (and turn aside) from the faith. Comp.
LXX. Ex. v. 4.

Ver. 9. Z'aihos 8¢, 6 xal ITailos] sc. Neyouevos. Schaefer,
ad Bos Ell. p. 213. — As Saul (-3, the longed for) is here for
the first time and always henceforth (comp. the name Abrakan:
from Gen. xvii. 5 onwards) mentioned under his Roman name
Paul, but before this, equally without exception, only under
his Hebrew name, we must assume a se/ historical purpose in
the remark o xai ITabhos introduced at this particular point,
according to which the reader is to be reminded of the relation
-—otherwise presupposed as well known-—of this name to the
historical connection before us. It is therefore the most pro-
bable opinion, because the most exempt from arbitrariness, that
the name Paul was given to the apostle as a memorial of the con-
version of Sergius Pawlus effected by him.! * A primo ecclesiae
spolio, proconsule Sergio Paulo, victoriae suae trophaea retulit,
erexitque vexillum, ut Paulus diceretur e Saulo,” Jerome,
in ep. ad Philem. ; comp. de vir. 4ll. 5. The same view is
adopted by Valla, Bengel, Olshausen, Baumgarten, Ewald;
also by Baur, I. p. 106, ed. 2, according to whom, however,
legend alone has wished to connect the change of name some-
how adopted by the apostle—which contains a parallel with
Peter, Matt. xvi. 16—with an important act of his apostolic
life; comp. Zeller, p. 213. Either the apostle himself now
adopted this name, possibly at the vequest of the proconsul
(Ewald), or—which at least excludes entirely the objection
often made to this view, that it is at variance with the modesty
of the apostle—the Christians, perhaps first of all his com-

! Lange, apost. Zeitalt. p. 368 (comp. Herzog's Encykl. XI. p. 243), sees in the
name Paul (the little) a contrast to the name £lymas; for he had in the power
of humility confronted this master of magic, and had in & N. T. character

repeated the victory of David over Goliath. Against this play of the fancy it
is decisive, that Elymas is not termed and declared a master of magic, but

simply ¢ pdyos.
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panions at the time, so named him in honourable remembrance
of that memorable conversion effected on his first missionary
Jowrncy.  Kuinoel, indeed, thinks that the servants of the
proconsul may have called the apostle, whose name Saul was
unfamiliar (?) to them, Panl; and that he thenceforth was glad
to retain this nanme as a Roman citizen, and on account of his
intercourse with the Gentiles. DBut such a purely Gentile
origin of the name is hardly reconcilable with its universal
recognition on the part of the Christian body. Since the time
of Calvin, Grotius, and others, the opinion has become prevalent,
that it was only for the sake of intercourse with those without,
as the ambassador of the faith among the Gentiles, that the
apostle bore, according to the custom of the time, the Roman
name ; comp. also Laurent, neut. Stud. p. 147. Certainly it is
to be assumed that he for this reason willingly assented to the
new name given to him, and willingly left his old name to be
forgotten ; but the origin of the new name, occurring just here
for the first time, is, by this view, not in the least explained
from the connection of the narrative before us.— Heinrichs
oddly desires to explain this connection by suggesting that on
this occasion, when Luke bhad just mentioned Sergius Paulus,
4t had occurred to him that Saul also was called Paul. Such an
accident is wholly unnatural, as, when Luke wrote, the name
Saul was long out of use, and that of Paul was universal
The opinion also of Witsius and Hackspan, following Augus-
tine, is to be rejected : that the apostle in humility, to indicate
his spiritual transformation, assigned to himself the name
(Paulus = exiguus) ; as is also that of Schrader, d. Ap. Paul.
IL p. 14 (after Drusius and Lightfoot), that he received at his
circumecision the double name ; comp. also Wieseler, p. 222 1.
— manabels mvedu. dy.] “actu praesente adversus magum
acrem,” Bengel. Comp. iv. 8, 31, vii. 55, xiii. 52,

Ver. 10. ‘Padiovpyias) knavery, roguery. Polyb. xii. 10. 5,
iv.29. 4; Plut. Cat. m. 16.  Comp. padictpynpa, xviil. 14. —
vi¢ Siaf3orov] i.e. @ man whose condition of mind proceeds from
the influence of the devil (the arch-enemy of the kingdom of
the Messiah). Comp. on John viii. 44. An indignant con-
trast to the name Barjesus. SwafBohov is treated as a proper
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name, therefore without the article; 1 Det. v. 8 ; Rev. xx. 2.
— wdans Suatoaivns] of all, that s right, x. 35. — SiaoTpé-
dwv Tas 6dods kvp. T. ebbelas] Wilt thow mot cease lo pervert
the straight (leading directly to the goal) ways of the Lord (to
give them a perverted direction)? 4. applying this general
reproach to the present case: Wilt thou, by thy opposition
to us, and by thy endeavour to turn the proconsul from the
faith (ver. 8), persist in so working that God’s measures
(Rom. xi. 33 ; Rev. xv. 3), instead of attaining their aim accord-
ing to the divine intention, may be frustrated ? The straight
way of God aimed here at the winning of Sergius for the sal-
vation in Christ, by means of Barnabas and Paul ; but Elymas
set himself in opposition to this, and was engaged in diverting
from its mark this straight way which God had entered on,
so that the divinely-desired conversion of Sergius was to re-
main unrealized. De Wette takes it incorrectly : to set forth
erroneously the ways in which men should walk before God.
On SiaoTpépwy, comp. in fact, Prov. x. 10 ; Isa. lix. 8 ; Micah
iii. 9; and notice that the SiaoTpédew r.7\. was really that
which the sorcerer stirove to do, although without attaining the
desired success. Observe, also, the thrice repeated emphatic
wavTos . . . wdons . . . waons, and that Kuvplov is not to be
referred to Christ, but to God (whom the son of the devil
resists), as is proved from ver. 11.

Ver. 11. Xeip Kuvpiov] a designation, borrowed according to
constant usage from the O. T. (LXX. Judg. ii. 15; Job xix.
21; 2 Mace. vi. 26 ; Ecclus. xxxiii. 2), of “ God’s hand,” Luke
i. 66, Acts xi. 21, and here, indeed, of the punitive hand of God,
Heb. x. 31. — émi o€] sc. éae, is directed against thee. — éan]
The future is not imperative, but decided prediction ; comp.
V. 9. — uy BAémwv 7. f\eov] self-evident, but “auget mani-
festam sententiamm,” Quinctil. ix. 3. 45. To the blind the sun
is ¢pids ageyyés, Soph. 0. C. 1546. — aypt katpod)] for a season.
Comp. Luke iv. 13. MHis blindness was not to be permanent ;
the date of its termination is not given, but it must have been
in so far known by Paul, seeing that this penal consequence
would cease with the cause, namely, with the. withstanding,
ver. 8, Comp. on ver. 12, 'With the announcement of the
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divine punishment is combined, by &yp¢ xatpod, the hint of
future possible forgiveness. Chrysostom well remarks: 7o dype
xaipot 8¢ ob xoalovros Ay 7o piiua, AANN émioTpédorTos' el
vap kohdfovTes 7y, Siawavros dv adrov émoinoe TudpAdy. Comp.
Oecumenius. — mapaypijua ¢ émémesev xrN] We are as
little to inquire what XZind of blindness occurred, as to suppose
(with Heinrichs) that with the sorcerer there was already a
tendency to blindness, and that this blindness actually now
set in through fright. The text represents the blindness as a
punishinent of God without any other cause, announced by
Paul as directly cognizant of its occurrence. — dyAvs rai
akoTos| dimmness and darkness, in the form of a climax. See
on ayA¥s (only here in the N. T.), Duncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost,
p- 193.—The text assigns no reason why the sorcerer was
punished with dlindness (as, for instance, that he might be
humbled under the consciousness of his spirifual blindness;
comp. Baumgarten). We must abstain from any such asser-
tion all the more, that this punishment did not befall the
similar sorcerer Simon. Rom. xi. 34.

Ver. 12. "E@i 5 &dayi 7. Kvpiov] For he rightly saw,
both in that announcement of punishment by Paul, and in
the fate of his sorcerer, something which had a connection
with the doctrine of the Lord (that is, with the doctrine which
Christ caused to be proclaimed by His aposties ; see on viii. 25).
Its announcer had shown such a marvellous familiarity with
the counsel of God, and its opponent had suddenly experienced
such a severe punishment, that he was astonished at the doc-
{rine, with which so evident a divine judgment was connected.
Comp. on the connection of the judgment concerning the doc-
trine with the miracle beheld, Mark i. 27. The émicTevoer
obviously supposes the reception of daptism ; comp. iv. 4,
xi. 21, xix. 18.— Whether the sorcerer ajterwards became @
Leliever the text does not, indeed, inform us ; but the presump-
tion of a future conversion is contained in dypt xatpod, ver. 11,
and therefore the question is to be answered in the affirmative ;
for Paul spoke that dype waspoi: 8prov 75 yvaoun Siols,
Oecumenius. The Tiibingen criticism has indeed condemned
the miraculous element in this story, and the story itself as
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an invented and exaggerated counterpart of the encounter of
Peter with Simon Magus, chap. viii,—a judgment in which
the denial of miracles in general, and the assumption of dog-
matic motives on the part of the author, are the controlling
presuppositions (see Baur and Zeller; comp. also Schnecken-
burger, p. 53).

Vv. 13-135. Having put fo (the open) sec¢ again from Paphos
(dvaxbfévres, as xvi. 11, and frequently; also with Greek
writers, comp. Luke viii. 22), they came in a northerly direc-
tion to Perga, the capital of Pamphylia with its famous temple
of Diana (on the ruins, see Fellows’ Travels in Asia Minor,
p. 142 ff.), where John Mark parted from them' and returned
to Jerusalem ( for what reason, is not certain,—apparently from
want of courage and boldness, see xv. 38). But they, without
their former companion (adto), journeyed inland to the north
until they came to Antiockh in Pisidia (built by Seleucus
Nicanor, and made by Augustus a Roman colony ; on its ruins,
see Hamilton’s Travels in Asia Minor, I. p. 431 ff.), where
they visited the synagogue on the Sabbath (comp. ver. 5).
Their apostleship to the Gentiles had not cancelled their obli-
gation, wherever there were Jews, to turn first to these; and
to Paul, especially, it could not appear as cancelled in the light
of the divine order: 'Tovdaiew Te mpdTov Kai”EXN\nui, Rom. 1.
16, clearly known to him, of his ardent love to his people,
Rom. ix. 1 ff,, of his assurance that God had not cast them off
(Rom. xi.), as well as of his insight into the blessing which
would arise to the Gentile world even from the rejection of
the gospel by the Jews (Rom. xi. 11 ff). Hence, although
apostle of the Gentiles, he never excludes the Jews from his
mission (comp. on the contrary, é¢’ 8cov, Rom. xi. 13), but
expressly includes them (1 Cor. ix. 20), and is wont to begin
his labours with them. This we remark against the opinion,
which is maintained especially by Baur and Zeller, that in the
Book of Acts the representation of Paul's missionary procedure
is unhistorically modified in the interest of Judaism. See, in

! Ewald, p. 456, conjectures that now Titus (Gal. ii. 1) had appeared as an

apostolic companion. But how natural it would have been for Luke at least
heve to mention Titus, who is never named by him !
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opposition to it also, Kling in the Stud. u. K7rit. 1837, p.
302 ff.; Lekebusch, p. 322 ff. — ol wepi 7ov ITadhor] denotes
the perscn and his companions,~—the company of Paul. See
on John xi. 19, and Valckenaer, p. 499 f Now Paul, and no
longer Barnabas, appears as the principal person. The con-
spicuous agency of the Gentile apostle at once in the conver-
sion of Sergius, and in the humiliation of the sorcerer, has
decided his superiority. — 7js IIioi8.] chorographic genitive;
Kriiger, § 47. 5. 5. For other designations of this situation
of the city, see BDornemann. — ékaficav] on the seats of the
Rabbins, as Wolf, Wetstein, Kuinoel, think. Possibly ; but it
is possible also, that they had already, before the commence-
ment of the Sabbath, immediately on their arrival, announced
themselves as teachers, and that this occasioned the request of
the president to the strange Rabbins. — Tod vouov k. 7. mpud.]
namely, in the Parasha and Haphthara for that Sabbath. See
on Luke iv. 17. That, as Bengel thinks and Kuinoel and
Baumgarten approve (comp. also Trip, Paulus, p. 194), the
Parasha, Deut. i. (because Paul, in ver. 18, hints at Deut. i.
31), and the corresponding Haphthara, Isa. i, were in the order
of the reading, is uncertain, even apart from the fact that the
modern Parshioth and Haphtharoth were fixed only at a later
period (Zunz, gottesdienstl. Vortr. d. Juden. p. 6 ; comp. Hup-
feld in the Stud. u. Krit. 1837, p. 843 f.).—oi apyravvay.] ie.
the college of rulers, consisting of the dpytovvdywyos kat éfoxiv
(ND27 UKRY), and the elders associated with him. — év duiv] in
animis wvestris.— Noyos wapax\.| a discourse of exhortation,
whose contents are an encouragement to the observance and
application of the law and the prophets. For: “opus fuit
expositoribus, qui corda eorum afficerent.” Gloss. in Babyl.
Schath. £ 30, 2. Comp. Zunz, p. 332 f. — Aéyere] On Aoryou
Aéyew, see Lobeck, Paral. p. 504.

Ver. 16. Kavao. mh yeipt] See on xii. 17. — of ¢oBovu. .
Ocov] is here, as the distinction from "Iopan\irtas Tequires, the
formal designation of the proselytes of the gate, who, with-
out becoming actual ’Iopaphirar by circumcision, were yet
worshippers of Jehovak, and attenders at the synagogues (where
they had their particular seats). Comp.vv.43, 59,xvii. 4,17,
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xvi. 14, xviii. 7. Against the unfavourable judement, which
the following specch has met with from Schneckenburger,
Baur, and Zeller,—namely, that it is only an echo of the speechies
of Peter and Stephen, a free production of the narrator,—we
may urge as a circumstance particularly to be observed, that
this speech is directed to those who were still non-believers
(not, like the Epistles of the apostle, to Christians), and accord-
ingly does not find in the Epistles any exactly corresponding
standard with which to compare it ; that, further, nothing un-
Pauline occurs either in its contents or form,—on the contrary,
the Paunline fundamental dogma of justification (vv. 38 ff. do
not contain a mere “timid allusion” to if, as Zeller thinks, p.
327) forms its important concluding main point;' and the
Pauline delicacy, prudence, and wisdom of teaching are dis-
played in its entire plan and execution ; that, in particular, the
historical introdnction, although it may not have originated
without some influence from Stephen’s speech, and the latter
may have, by the editing, been rendered still more similar, yet
presents nothing which could not have been spoken by Paul, as
the speech of Stephen was known to the apostle and must have
made an indelible impression on him ; and that the use of
Ps. xvi. (comp. Acts ii. 25 ff),as a witness for the resurrection
of Jesus, was as natural to Paul as it was to Deter, as, indeed,
to Paul also Christ rose xata Tas ypagds (1 Cor. xv. 4). The
reasons, therefore, adduced against its originality ¢n the main
are not suflicient, although, especially amidst our ignorance of
the document from which the speech thus edited is taken, a
more complete assertion of an originality, which is at all events
only indirect, cannot be made good.?

Vv. 17-22. An introduction very wisely prefixed to pre-
pare the minds of the Jews, giving the historical basis of the
subsequent announcement that the Messiah has appeared, and
carried down to David, the royal Messianic ancestor and
type; the leading thought of which is not the free grace of

1 In opposition to Baw's opinion (I. p. 117, ed. 2), that the author, after he
had long enough made the Apostle Paul speak in a Petrine manner, {clt that he
must now add something specifically Pauline!

¥ Comp. the thoughtful judgment of Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 220,
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God, but generally the divine Messianic guidance of the people
before the final appearance of the Messiah Himself,

Ver. 17. Toi Naob TevTov Iap. (sec the critical remarks) refers
with Tedrov to the address dvdpes 'Iap., and with the venerated
name 'Iopaik the theocratic national feeling is appealed to.
Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 22.— éfenékaro] He chose for Huimself,
namely, from the mass of mankind, to be His peculiar pro-
perty. On Tols maTép. fu., the patriarchs, comp. Rom. ix. 5,
xi. 1, 16. In them the people saw the channels and
sureties of the divine grace. — Uyroaer] During the sojourn in
Egypt, God exalted the people, making them great in number
and strength, and especially distinguishing and glorifying
them in the period directly before the Exodus by miraculous
arrangements (of Moses). The Aistory, which Paul supposes as
known, requires this interpretation (comp. already Chrysostom,
who in {Wrwoev finds the two points: els mAffos émédooar and
7a BaduaTa 8 alTovs yéyove). Others,amongwhom are Kuinoel,
Olshausen, and de Wette, arbitrarily limit iWrwoer merely to the
increase of number, appealing even to Gen. xlviii. 19, Ecclus.
xliv. 21, 1. 22, where, however, i\robv, as always (comp. par-
ticularly Isa. i 2), signifies nothing else than fo exalt. The
special nature of the exaltation is derived purely from the
context. Calvin, Elsner, and Heinrichs suppose that the
deliverance from Egypt is meant. But the exaltation, accord-
ina to the text, occurred év 75 mapowkig év i AlyimTe
(viL. 6, 29; Wisd. xix. 10), during their sojourn as strangers
in Egypt. DBeza and Grotius think that it is the UWroos
of the pcople by and under Joseph that is meant. Erro-
neously, as ¥yreoev stands in historical connection with the
{ollowing éEryayev. — pera  Bpayiovos infmhod] i.c. without
figure: év 7 loxGi abrod 1§ peyaly. LXX. Deut. iv. 37.
Jehovah is conceived as a leader who advances with wplifted
arm, ot the head of His people, for their defence against all
their enemies. Comp. Ex. vi. 1, 6; Bar. ii. 11

Vv. 18, 19. 'f25] might be the as of the protasis, so that
xai, ver. 19, would then be the also of the apodosis (so Butt-
wann, newt. Gr. p. 311 [E. T. p. 362]). But the common
rendering circiter is simpler and more suitable to the non-
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periodic style of the entire context, as well as corresponding
to the @s of ver. 20.— On the accentuation of Tescoapa-
xovtaéTn (so Lachmann and Tischendorf), see Ellendt, Lez.
Soph. 1. p. 405 f.— érpododpop.] He bore them as their
nourisher (as it were in his arms), <e¢ he nourished and
cherished them. There is here a reminiscence of the LXX.
Deut. i. 31, according to which passage God bore (X¥3) the
Israelites in the wilderness as a man (W"t:‘) beareth his son.
The LXX. has rendered this &¥3 by érpodo¢., whence it is
evident, as the image is borrowed from a man, that it is
based on the derivation from o Tpogos and not from 7% Tpoghss.
So also Cyril, in Oseam, p. 182, in Deut. p. 415. In the few
other passages where the word is still preserved, women are
spoken of—namely, 2 Mace. vii. 27, and Macar. Hom. 46. 3
(where of a mother it is said: dvalauBdver xal mweptfdime
xal Tpododopel év woAA7 aTopyj). DBut as in this place
and in Deut. i. 31 the notion of a male Tpodos is quite as
definitely presented (comp. Plat. Polit. p. 268 A B, Eur.
Here. f. 45, El. 409 ; usually Tpodevs, see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p- 316), it follows that the two references, the male and the
female, are linguistically justified in an equal degree; there-
fore Hesychius explains érpododopnoey, entirely apart from
sex, by é0peyrer. TFrom misapprehension of this, the word
étpomo. was at an early period (among the Fathers, Origen
already has it) introduced in Deut. l¢.; he bore their manners
(Cic. ad Att. xiii. 29, Constitutt. ap. vii. 36, Schol. Arist. Ran.
1432), because the comparison of God to a nourishing mother
or nurse, 9 Tpodos, was recarded as unsuitable,! and following
this reading in Deut. lc., érpomod. was also adopted in our
passage for the same reason. — éfvn émrd] see Deut. vii. 1.
He destroyed them, ie. xaberwv; see Thue. i. 4, and Kriiger
wn loc. — xatexnpov.] He distributed to them jfor an inherit-
ance. LXX. Judg. xi. 24; 1 Kings 1i. 8; Isa xiv. 2, 35;
3 Esdr. viii. 35. This compound is foreign to other Greek
writers, but common in the LXX. in an active and neuter
signification. The later Greeks have xataxAnpovyetv.

! With the Grecks their fatherland is often represented under this image.
Sce Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 470 D.

ACTS 1II. B
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Ver. 20. And aftcrwards — after this division of the
land among the Israelites—He gave them, during about 450
years, judges (RWBY, theocratic dictators, national heroes
administering law and justice; see Nagelsbach in Herzog's
Encyll. XIII. p. 23 {f.; Bertheau, Komment.), unisl Samuel.
The dative érest Terpax. is dative of the time, during which
something happens (comp. viii. 11). Comp. Joseph. Antt.
1. 3. 5: 70 Wwp ijuépais Tecoapdrxovta Ghais KaTepépeTo.
John ii. 20 ; Rom. xiv. 25 ; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. 274]. As
Paul here makes the judges to follow afier the division of the
land, it is evident that he overleaps the time which Joshua
yet lived after the division of the land, or rather includes it
in the pera Tadra, which in so summary a statement is the
less strange, as Joshua was actually occupied until his death
with the consolidation of the new arrangement of the land,
Josh. xxiv. 1-28. DBut the 450 years are in contradiction
with 1 Kings vi. 1, where the fourth year of Solomon’s reign,
the year of the building of the temple, is placed 480 (LXX.:
440) years after the Exodus from Egypt, which leaves only
aubout 300 years for the period of the judges. But, on
the other hand, the chronology of Josephus, who in- Ani.
viii. 3. 1, comp. x. 8. 5, reckons 592 years from the Exodus
.out of Egypt to the building of the temple, agrees with Paul
in our passage.’ If, namely, we reckon: (1) 40 years as
the period of sojourn in the desert; (2) 25 years as the
period of Joshua’s rule (Joseph. Antt. v. 1. 29); (3) 450
years as the duration of the judges, to Samuel inclusive
(according to our passage); (4) 40 years as the reign of Saul
(see on ver. 21); (5) 40 years as the reign of David (1 Kings
ii. 11); (6) the first four years of Solomon’s reign,—there
results from the Exodus out of Egypt to the bwlding of the
temple 599 years, with which there remains a difference
between Paul and Josephus, which is fully covered by s in
the text. Accordingly, it appears as the correct view that
Paul here follows the chronology entirely different from 1 Kings

1Ip Antl. xx. 10, ¢. 4p. il 2, he reckons 612 years for the same period,

thus 20 years more, which comes still nearer to the statement of time in our
jrassage ; see below,
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vi. 1, which 1s also followed by Josephus! This chronolocy
arises from summing up all the numbers mentioned in the
Book of Judges (iii. 8, 11, 14, 30, iv. 3, v. 31, vi. 1, viil,
28, ix. 22, x. 2, 3, 8, xii. 7, 9, 10, 14, xiii. 1, xv. 20,—
410 years), and adding 40 years for Eli; by which, however,
a total much too high results, as synchronistic statements are
included in the reckoning. All attempts at reconciling our
passage with 1 Kings vi. 1 bear the impress of arbitrariness
and violence—namely: (1) that of Perizonius (Orig. Aeg. p.
321) and others, that in 1 Kings vi. 1 the years are not
reckoned, in which the Israclites in the time of the judges
were oppressed by heathen nations, with which view Wolf
agrees ; comp. also Keil in the Dorpt. Beitr, II p. 311
(2) Cornelius a Lapide, Calovius, Mill, and others supply «evo-
peva after mevriixovra, post lace, quae spatio 450 annorum
gesta sunt, so that the terminus a quo is the birth of Isaac, in
whom God chose the fathers; from thence to the birth of
Jacob are 60 years, from the birth of Jacob to the entrance
into Egypt are 130 years, after which the residence in Egypt
lasted 210 years, and then from the Exodus to the divi-
sion of Canaan 47 years elapsed, making in all 447 years,—
accordingly, about 450 years. With the reading of Lachmann,
also, we niust count in accordance with this computation.
Comp. Beza. (3) Others have had recourse to eritical violence.
They suppose either (Luther and Beza) that in this passage
Tptakoaiors is to be read (r for ), or (Vitringa and
Heinrichs) that ds é&rece TeTp. «. mevTik. is an addition of a
marginal annotator, who (Heinrichs) reckoned thus from the
birth of Isaac; or, at least (Voss, Michaelis, Kuinoel), that
1 Kings vi. 1 is corrupt; in which case, however, Kuinoel
grants that Paul follows a Jewish chronology of his time —
éws Sapoun\] v.c. until the end of the series of judges, which
had commenced with Othniel and closed with Samuel, after
which Saul’s reign began. See ver. 21.

Ver. 21. Kaxeifev] and from thence. e€xel has only here in

1 That, nevertheless, the reckoning of 480 years in 1 Kings vi. is not on account

of our passage to be wholly rejected ; and how far, on the contrary, it is to
be cousidered as correct, may be seen in Bertheau on Judges, Introd, p. xvi. ff;
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the N. T,, as also in later Greek, a femporal reference, yet so
that the time is conceived as something in space stretching
itself out. So, too, in the passages in Bornemann, Schol. in
LZuc. p. 90 f, but not in Luke xiii. 28.— é&m recoapdr.]
"EBacilevoe Jaov\, Zapovikov {dvTos, €T okT® Tpos Tols
Séxa’ Tehevrrigavros 8¢ Svo kai elxoai, Joseph. Antt. vi. 14. 9
(according to the usual text, in which, however, kai elkoot is
spurious ; see Bertheau on Judges, p. xx.). In the O. T. there
is no express definition of the duration of Saul’s reign. How-
ever, the explanation (Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, Wolf, Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs) that &n Tecoapdx. (which, in fact,
contains the duration of €é8wxer . . . JaoU\) embraces the time
of Samuel and Saul together, is to be rejected as contrary to
the text; and instead of it, there is to be assumed a tradition
—although improbable in its contents, yet determincd by the
customary number 40—which Paul followed.

Ver. 22. Metaor. avrov] cannot be explained of the death
of Saul (Grotius, de Wette, also my former interpretation),
because there is no éx Tov &Ry (3 Mace. vi 12; Polyb. xxxii.
21. 3) or the like added, or at least directly suggested, fromn
the context. The word is rather to be considered as selected
and exactly corresponding to the known hAistory of Saul,
expressing the divine rejection recorded in 1 Sam. xv. 16 ff,
and deposition of this king from his office, according to the
current usus loguendi; see Dan. ii. 21; 1 Mace. viil. 13;
Luke xvi. 4; also in Greek writers. — ¢ kal elme papTup-
roas] for whom He also bearing witness has said. & is governed
by wpaprup.; and on e paptup., comp. i. 24: mpocevEduevor
elmov. — epov Aavid xtN] Ps. lxxxix. 21 is here quite
freely blended with 1 Sam. xiii. 14 in the inexact recollection
of the moment, and formed into one saying of God, as indeed
in Ps. Ixxxix. 21 God is the speaker, but not in Sam. xiii. 14.
— elpov] God had sought for the kingdom of His people a (so
rare) man like David. — «ata v «apdlav pov] ie. as my heart
desires him. This and the following &5 . .. pov is to be left
without any more precise limitation (Eckermann, after the
older commentators, supposes that it applies to the govern-
ment of the people; Heinrichs: to the establishment of the
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theocracy), as the text does not furnish such a limitation, and
mdvra Ta fen. forbids it. On these last words Bengel cor-
rectly remarks : “ voluniates, multas, pro negotiorum varietate.”
Comp. Eph. vi, 6; Ps. cil. 7; 2 Mace. i. 3.

Vv. 23-25. Paul now proceeds to his main point, the
announcement of the Messiah, the Son of David, as having
appeared in Jesus (ver. 23), whom John already preached
before His coming (vv. 24, 23). — 7ov7ov] with great
emphasis, placed first and standing apart. — xa7' émayyeliav]
according to promise, an essential element for the awakening of
faith. Comp. ver. 32. — #yaye 76 "Iopangh . . . 'Iopan\] He
brought (Zech. iii. 8) to the Israelites Jesus as deliverer (Messiah),
Johm having previously preached before His coming o baptism of
repentance (baptism obliging to change of mind) ¢o all the people
of Israel. — mpo mpocwmov] ‘A?%, 1.e. ante, and that in a tem-
poral sense (Gesenius, Z%es. II. p. 1111). With 7#s eloodov,
according to the context, is meant the official (Messianic)
emergence among the people.  The Fathers strangely and erro-
neously refer it to the incarnation. See Suicer, Thes. 1. p.
1042, — s 8¢ émhajpov o Twdvv. 7. Spduov] but when John
Julfilled, was in the act of fulfilling (¢mperfect ; see Bernhardy,
p- 373), the course (without figure : the official work incumbent
on him; comp. xx. 24; 2 Tim. iv. 7; Gal. ii. 2). Paul con-
siders John’s definite pointing to the épyouevos as that with
which the course of the Baptist approached ts termination ; the
Spouos of the forerunner was actually concluded as regards its
idea and purpose, when Jesus Himself publicly appeared. —
Tiva pe Umov. eivar ;] is, with Erasinus, Castalio, Calvin, Beza,
and many others, to be taken as a question ; not, with Luther,
Grotius, Kuinoel, Lachmann, Buttmann, as a relative clause:
“quem me esse putatis, non sum,” which, indecd, is linguistic-
ally justifiable (Matt. x. 19, al.; Winer, p. 159 [E. T. 210];
Duttmann, newt. Gr. p. 216 [E. T. 2517, but detracts from the
livcliness of the speech. Comp. Jas. iii. 15. — otk eiul éyw]
namely, the Messieh (John i. 20), as self-evidently the expected
Person, who was vividly before the mind of John and of his
hearers. Comp. Mark xiii. 6; Luke xxi. 8; John xiii. 10.—
On ver. 25 generally, comp. Luke 1ii. 15 f.
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Ver. 26. In affectionate address (dvdpes adehgol) earnestly
appealing to the theocratic consciousness (viot yev. *48p.), Paul
now brings home the announcement of this salvation (pro-
cured through Jesus, 6 Adyos Tis cwT. TadTys, comp. on V.
20) to the especial interest of the liearers. Comp. ii. 29, iii.
25 f. — éfameardrn] namely, forth from God, ver. 23, x. 36,
not from Jerusalem (Bengel). But this dulv . . . éfamear.
actually fook place by the very arrival of Paul and his com-
pantons.

Ver. 27. T'ap] Chrysostom leads to the correct interpreta-
tion: 8idwow airols éfovoiav dmooyislijvar Tdv Tov Povov
TeroapunroTwy.  In accordance with the contrast: duiv and of
xarowcobvtes v ‘Iepovo., the logical sequence is: “ To you was
the doctrine of salvation sent; for in Jerusalem the Saviour
has been rejected ;” therefore the preaching must be brought
to those outside in the Siacmopd, such as yow are. It does
not conflict with this view, that at all events the preaching
would come to them as Jews (objection of de Wette); since
the fundamental idea rather is, that, because Jerusalem has
despised Christ, now in place of the inhabitants of Jeru-
salem the outside Jews primarily are destined for the recep-
tion of salvation. They are to step info the place of those as
regards this reception of salvation; and the announcement of
salvation, which was sent to them, was withdrawn from those
and their rulers, the members of the Sanhedrim, on account
of the rejection of the Saviour. Thus there is in ydp the
idea of divine retribufion, exercised against the seat of the
theocracy, and resulting in good to those outside at a distance
(comp. Tois els paxpdy, ii. 39); the idea of a Nemesis, by
which those afar off are preferred to the nearest children of
the kingdom. Comp. Matt. xxi. 43. Most of the older
commentators are silent on qdp here. According to Erasmus,
it is admonitory, according to Calvin, exhortatory to yet greater
comypliance; but in this case the special point must first be
read between the lines. Contrary to the contrast of fulv and
of ratowe. ‘Iepova., ydp, according to de Wette, is designed to
introduce the exposition of the idea of cwrqpia; according to
Baumgarten, to convey the hint that the informal (?) way,
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ontwardly considered, in which the Aéyos had reached Antioch,
had its reason in the fact that the centre of the theocracy
had resisted Jesus. — tolrov dyvorioavres w.TN.] mot having
known Him (ie. Jesus, as the self-evident subject), they have
also («ai, the also of the corresponding relation) fulfilled by
their sentence (by the condemnation of Jesus) the woices of the
prophets, which are read every Sabbath day. This fulfilment
they effected <nvoluntarily in their folly. DBut the pro-
phecies had to be fulfilled, Luke xxiv. 35 f.; 1 Cor. xv. 3. —
dyvorjgavtes] a mild judgment, entirely in the spirit of Jesus
(Luke xxiii. 34). Comp. on iii. 17; see also 1 Cor. ii. 8.
Therefore not too lenient for Paul (Schneckenburger). Luther,
Calvin, Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Hackett, and others
refer dyvorje. not only to TobTow, but also to xai Tas ¢. .
apop. : “qui hunc non norant, nec prophetarum oracula . . .
intelligebant, eo condemnando effecerunt, ut haec eventu com-
probarentur.” Unnecessarily harsh, as xpivavres and émizp.
require different supplements. — ras «. 7. ¢dfB. dvaywwor.)
a mournful addition ; what infatuation ! — rpivavres] judging,
namely, Jesus. Following Homberg, others have referred it
to the ¢wwds 7. wp.: “and although judging, correctly valuing
the voices of the prophets, they nevertheless fulfilled them.”
Incorrect, because at variance with history, and because the
resolution of the participle by although is not suggested by the
context, but rather (rottov dyvorjocavtes) forbidden.

Vv. 28, 29. Kai] and, without having found, they desired.
On dvatpebivac, comp. ii. 23, x. 39. — raferovres . . . EOnprav
els pvnu.] The subject is the inhabitants of Jerusalem and
their rulers, as in the preceding. Joseph and Nicodemus
(John xix. 28 f) were, in fact, both ; therefore Paul, although
those were fawvourably inclined to Jesus, could in this summary
narrative continue with the same subject, because an exact
historical discrimination was unot here of moment, and tlhe
taking down from the cross and the placing in the grave were
simply the adjuncts of the crucifixion and the premisses of the
corporeal resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 4). On xalfelovres damo T.
Eddov, comp. Josh. viil. 29 ; Mark xv. 46.

Ver. 30. But God, after such extreme and unrighteous
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rejection of Jesus on the part of those men, what a glorious
deed has He done! Thus Paul paves the way to announce
the highest Messianic onuelov of Jesus (comp. Rom. i 4), the
resurrection from the dead ; and that according to its certainty
as matter of experience (ver. 31), as well as a fulfilnient of the
prophetic promise (vv. 32-37).

Vv. 31-33. 'Emi nuép. whelovs] for several days, as in Luke
iv. 25; Nagelsbach on the Iliad, p. 284, ed. 3. Instead of
the argumentative &, 6awye would be still more significant. —
Tois ovvavaBacw k.7.\.] Thus Paul according to this narrative,
like Luke in the Gospel, follows zhe tradition which knows
only Jewish appearances of the Risen One (see on Matt.
xxviii. 10). Conip. 1. 4. — oiTives| quippe qui.— rai 7uets
x.TX] we also, on our part, engaged in the same work of
preaching as those eye-witnesses, announce unto you the promise
made to the fathers, that (namely) God has completely fulfilled
this, etc. — o67¢ TavTny x.TA.] contains the particular part
of the émayyehia (the promise of the Messiah generally) which
is announced. Entirely arbitrarily, Heumann, Heinrichs, Kui-
noel, and others hold that it should be connected: edaryyehi-
Lopeba, 67¢ oy wpos Tovs TaTépas yevop. émayry. o Ocods éxmen.,
and that TavTnw is without significance. This very repetition
of ravryy has rhetorical emphasis; comp. ix. 20 ; see Dissen,
ad Dem. de cor. p. 225 ; Bernbardy, p. 283. — éememrjpwre]
stronger than the simple verb, ver. 27; comp. the passages
from Xenoph. in Sturz, Herod. v. 35 : 7qw bmooyeow éxmin-
pacas, Plat. Legg. p. 958 B: éemAnpwon To xpéos dmav, Polyb.
1L 67.1: Tas éxwidas k. Tas émayyelias éxmAnpotv, 3 Macc.
i. 2, 22. Elsewhere uot in the N. T, but comp. éemhsjpwos,
xxi. 26. — Tots Tékvors avT. Huiv] for the benefit of their children
(descendants), us. The prefixing of 7. Tékv. adr. has a peculiar
emphasis. — dvaotiocas "Incoiv] by this, that He raised up
Jesus (from the dead). This interpretation (Erasnius, Luther,
Hammond, Clericus, Heumann, Morus, de Wette, Baumgarten,
Lauge, and others) is necessarily required by the connection,
which is as follows: (1) The Jews have put to death Jesus,
though innocent, and buried Him (vv. 28, 29). (2) But
God has raised Him from the dead, as is certain from His
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appearance among His followers and their testimony (vv. 30,
31). (8) By this resurrcction of Jesus, God has completely ful-
filled to us the promise, etc. (vv. 32, 33). (4) But the Raised
One will, according to God’s assurance, never again die (vv. 34—
38). This, the only explanation accordant with the context,
is confirmed by the purposely chosen éxmemApwee, as, indeed,
the fulfilment of the promise begun from the very appearance
of Jesus has, although secured already essentially (as Hofmann
interprets the compound verb), only become complete by His
resurrection. It has been objected that éx vexpdv would have
to be added to dvacrijoas, as in ver. 34 ; but incorrectly, as the
context makes this addition very superfluous, which yet is
purposely added in ver. 34, in order that the contrast of
pnrére péAdovra Uroorpépeww eis Siadfopdy might more strongly
appear. The textual necessity of our interpretation excludes,
accordingly, of itself the other explanation (Castalio, Calvin,
Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Michaelis, Rosenmiiiller,
Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Hofmann, Weissay. w. Erf. 11.
p- 173, Schriftbew. 1. p. 123, and others), according to which-
avactioas is rendered like B'P7, prodire jubens, exhibens (iii. 22,
vil. 37). This rendering would hardly have been adopted and
defended, had it not heen thought necessary to understand
Ps. ii. 7 of the appearance of Jesus upon earth. — s . ..
yéypamrai] denotes the dvagrioas 'Inooiy as the event which
took place according to (hesides other seriptural passages) the
saying in Ps. il 7. — 7¢ wpwre] Formerly (see Wetstein)—
though not universally, yet frequently—the first Psalm was
wont not to be separately numbered, but, as an introduction
to the Psalter and certainly composed for this object, to be
written along with the second Psalm, as it is even now found
In MSS. As, however, such a local citation of a passage is
found neither in Paunl’s writings nor elsewhere in the N. T,
it must be assumed that Paul did not himself utter the mwpare,
and that it was not even added by Luke; but that he took
it over from his documentary sonrce—into which it had doubt-
less come, because it was esteemed particularly noteworthy
that this prophecy should be found written on the very front
of the Psalter. — vios pov € ov «x.7.\.] in the historical sense
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of the Psalm composed by Solomon on his anointing : My son
(as the theocratic king) thow art; I (no other) have this day
hegotten thee (made thee by thine anointing and installation to
be this my son). But, according to the Messianic fulfilment
of this divine saying, so far as it has been historically fulfilled
(it is otherwise in Heb. i. 5) especially by the resurrection of
the Messiah: My Son (as the Messiah) thou art; I am He
who has this day (on the day of the resurrection) begotien. Thee,
installed Thee into this divine Sonship by the resurrection
(Rom. 1. 4),—inasmuch, namely, as the resurrection was the
actual guarantee, excluding all doubt, of that Sonship of Christ.
Thus has God by the reswrrection, after His humiliation, although
He was from eternity God’s Son, constituted Him the Son of
God (He has begotten Him). Comp. ii. 36. The expression is
not to be illustrated from mpwriroros ék. 7. vexpdv, Col. i. 18
(against Baumgarten); because for denoting the installation
into the divine Sonship the figure bdegotten suits admirably ;
but, as a new beginner of life (as Baumgarten explains it),
Christ would by the resurrection mnot be bdegotten, but born.
Comp. also Rom. viii. 29. The o7juepor, moreover, which to
those interpreters, who explain the dvacTioas generally of the
bringing forward Jesus, must appear without significance and
included in the quotation only for the sake of completeness (as
1s, however, not the case even in Heb. i. 5), forms an essential
clement of the prophecy in its relation to the connection,

Ver. 34. But that God raised Him from the dead as one
who is no more to return to corruption, He has thus
said. The unxéri pé\hovra . .. Stapfop. is the main element
whereby the speech advances. Comp. Rom. vi. 9. — eis Sia¢h-
Bopav] into corruption, is mot, with Kuinoel (after Beza and
Piscator), to be explained : in locum corruptionis, ie. in sepul-
crum, for which there is no reason at all, as unxért by no
means requires the inference that Christ must already have
been once in the condition of corruption; for unmxérs refers
logically to the general idea of dying present in the mind of
Paul, which he, already thinking on Ps. xvi. 10, expresses by
Umootp. eis Stadf. Comp. Winer, p. 574 [E. T. 772]. Bengel
aptly says: “non amplius ibit in mortem, quam alias solet
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gubsequi Siadpfopa.” The appeal to the LXX,, which renders
nnY by Scadbopd, is equally inadmissible, for the translators
actually so understood N, and thus connected with their
Stapbopd mo other idea than corruptio (comp. on ii. 27). —
Swow vulv 7. 60. 4. 7. mord] a free quotation of the LXX.
Isa. lv. 3, in which Paul, instead of Saficopar duiv Siabhrnv
alovior, gives Swow Uuly, certainly not designedly, because the
text of the LXX. represents the appearance of the Messiah as
something future, as Olshausen thinks; for the words of the
LXX., particularly the aiwvioy, would have been very suitable
as probative of our passage; nor yet by a mistake of memory,
as the passage about the eternal covenant certainly was very
accurately known to the apostle; but because he saw the
probative force in Ta éoia 4. Ta mioTa, and therefore, in intro-
ducing those words on which his argument hinged, with his
freedom otherwise in quotation he regarded it as sufficient only
to prefix to them that verb, the idea of which is really con-
tained in Swabioopar Dutv Swabnrny aiwv. I shall gqive unto
you the holy things of David, the sure; 1. the holy blessings
conferred by me on David, the possession of which will be
(federally) sure and certain. By this is meant the whole
Messianic salvation as eternally enduring, which (in an ideal
sense, for future realization by the Son of David, the Messiah)
belonged as a holy property to David, the Messianic ancestor,
and was to come to believers through Christ as a sacred inherit-
ance. The LXX. tramslates ™7 100 inexactly by 74 éoa
david ; but on this very account the literal meaning beneficia
ig not (against Kuinoel and others) to be assumed for éota.
It denotes veneranda, pie observanda. Cowmp. Bremi, ad Lys.
P- 269, Goth. — The historical/ meaning of the passage in
Isaiah contains a promise of the Messianic times alluring the
exiles to the appropriation of the theocratic salvation; but
in this very Messianic nature of the promise Paul had reason
and right to recognise the condition of its fulfilment in the
cternal remaining-alive of the risen Christ, and accordingly to
understand the passage as a prophetic promise of this eternal
remaining-alive ; because through a Messiah liable again to
death, and accordingly to corruption, those holy possessions of
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David, seeing they are to be miord, could not be conferred ;
for that purpose His life and His government, as the ful-
filler of the promises (2 Cor. i. 10), nmust be cternal. Comp.
Calvin and Hofmann, Weissag. w. Erf. 11 p. 173 . As
surely as God, according to this prophetic assurance, must
bestow the 8oia david 7a wigrd, so surely Christ, through
whom they are bestowed, cannot again die. Less accurately
Hengstenberg, Christol. 11 p. 384.

Ver. 35. dio] therefore, namely, because the Messiah, accord-
ing to ver. 34, after His resurrection will not again die, but live
for ever.— év érépe] sc. Yrahpue, which is still present to the
mind of the speaker from the quotation in ver. 33. — Aéye:]
the subject is necessarily that of elpnxe, ver. 34, and so neither
David (Bengel, Heinrichs, and others) nor the Scripture
(Heumann), but God, although Ps. xvi. 10 contains David’s
words addressed to God. But David is considered as in-
terpreter of God, who has put the prayer into his mouth.
Comp. on Matt. xix. 5. As to the passage quoted, see on
ii. 25-2%7. Calvin correctly says: “Quod ejus corpus in
sepulero fuit conditum, nihil propterea juris habuit in ipsum
corruptio, quum illic integrum non sccus atque wn lecto jacuerit
usque ad diem resurrectionis.”

Vv. 36, 37 give the explanation and demonstration (ydp),
that in Christ raised by God from the dead this language of the
Psalm has received its fulfilment. Comp. ii. 29-31. — idia
veved] Dativus commodi: for his own contemporaries. Others
understand it as the dative of time: sua actate (Kuinoel and
the older interpreters) or tempore vitac suae (Olshausen).
Very tame and superfluous, and the latter contrary to the
asus loquendi.  18lg yeved is added in foresight of the
future Messianic yevea (viiL 33), for which the Son of David
serves the connsel of God. “ Davidis partes non extendunt se
ultra modulum aetatis vulgaris,” Bengel. — 77 700 ©col BovAj]
may cither be connected with éwoiurfly (Krasmus, Castalio,
Calvin, Vatablus, and others) or with vmnpernoas (Vulgate,
Leza, Luther, Wolf, Bengel, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Baumgarten,
and others): after he for his gencration had served the counscl
of God. The latter meaning is more in keeping with the
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theocratic standpoint of David and ver. 22. — mpoceréln mpos
tobs matépas aidrob] was added to lis fathers, namely, as
regards his soul in Sheol, whither his fathers had preceded
him. A well-known Hebrew expression, Judg. ii. 10; Gen.
xv. 15, xxv. 8, and Knobel thereon.

Vv. 38-41. From the previously proved resurrection of
Jesus, there jollows (ov), what is mow solemnly announced
(yvwoTov k.7.\) and does not appear as a mere ““ passing hint ”
(Baur) of the Pauline doctrine of justification—that precisely
through H7m, who was thus so uniquely attested by God to
be the promised Messiah, the Messianic forgiveness and justi-
fication are offered (vv. 38, 39); and from this again follows
(oDv, ver, 40) with equal naturalness, as the earnest conclusion
of the speech, the warning against despising this benefit. —
Observe that Paul does rot enter on the point, that the causa
meritoria of forgiveness and justification lay in the death on
the cross, or how it was so; this belonged to a further instrue-
tion afterwards; at this time, on the first intimation which he
made to those who were still unbelievers, it might have been
offensive and prejudicial. But with his wisdom and prudence,
according to the connection in which the resurrection of the
Lord stands with His atoning death (Rom. iv. 23), he has
neither prejudiced the truth nor (against Schneckenburger and
Baur) exhibited an un-Pauline (an alleged Petrine) reference
of justification to the resurrection of Jesus.

Vv. 38, 39. 4dia Tourov] through this onc, ie. through His
being announced to you. — Kal dwo TAvTWY . . . SikatodTas) and
that from all things, from which (dv =d¢" &v, see on ver. 2) ye
were unable to be justified in the law of Moses, every one who
believes n this One s justified. — amo wdvTwy] is pregnant:
Justified and accordingly freed (in respect of the bond of guilt)
Jrom all things. Rom. vi. 7 ; Ecclus. xxvi. 29 ; Test. XI1. pati.
p- 540. —év 7¢ vope and the emphatic év ToUre represent
the Sucatwdivar as causally grounded, not in the law, but in
Christ. But the proposition that one becomes justified in
Christ by means of faith from all things (ie. from all sius;
comp. before dpeois auaptidv), from which one cannot obtain
jJustification in the law, is not meant to affirm that already in
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the law there is given a partial attainment of justification and
the remainder is attained in Christ (Schwegler, nachapost.
Zaetalt, 11 p. 96 f.; admitted also Ly Zeller, p. 299), which
would De un-Pauline and contrary to the whole of the N. T.
On the contrary, Paul, when laying down that proposition in
itself entirely correct, leaves the circumstance, that man finds
in the law justification from no ind of sins, still entirely out
of account, with great prudence not adopting at once an anti-
nomistic attitude, but reserving the particulars of the doctrine
of justification in its relation to the law for eventually further
Churistian instruction. The proposition is of a general, theoretic
nature ; it is only the major proposition of the doctrine of jus-
tification (from all things from which a man is not justified in
the law, he is justified in Christ by faith); the minor proposi-
tion (but in the law a man can be justified from nothing) and
the conclusion (therefore only in Christ can all justification be
obtained) are still kept back and reserved for further develop-
ment. Therefore the shift of Neander, I. p. 145, is entirely
unnecessary, who (comp. also Schneckenburger, p. 131, and
Lekebusch, p. 334) very arbitrarily assumes that wdvrow is
designed to denote only the completeness of the removal of guilt,
and that, properly speaking, Paul has had it in view to refer
the relative to the whole idea of Sixatwbijrac, but by a kind of
logical attraction has referred it to srdvtwy. — We may add
that the view (Wolf and others, following the Vulgate), accord-
ing to which «al ... dwawodrar is taken as an independent
proposition (as it is also by Lachmann, who has erased «ai,
after A C* &), is also admissible, although less in keeping with
the fiow of the discourse, which connects the negative element
(éeass auapt.) and the positive correlative to it (SuwaiodTar)
with one another; therefore xaf is the simple and, not: and
indeed. But it is contrary to the construction to attach rai
676 . . . Sukawwbivas to the preceding; so Luther, also Borne-
wann, who, however, with D, inserts uetavota after cat. Lastly,
that neither, with Luther, is év TovTe to be connected with
mioTebwy, nor, with Morus, is év TovTw was ¢ moT. dwatodTas
to be taken as a proposition by itself, is evident from the
close reciprocal relation of év 7$ véue and év TodTe.— On
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the idea of 8weatodobar, the essence of which here already, by
mas o moTebwy, most definitcly emerges as the Pauline justitia
Jfidei, see on Rom. i. 17.

Vv. 40, 41. "Ev 7ois mpodritais] tn volumine prophetarum,
Luke xxiv. 44; John vi. 45.— Hab. i. 5 is here quoted,
according to the LXX. (which, instead of 2133, probably read
0'13), from memory with an unimportant deviation. In the
announcement of the penal judgments to be executed by means
of the Chaldaeans, which are in Hab. lc. threatcned against
the degenerate Jewish nation, the apostle sees a divine threaten-
ing, the execution of which, in the Messianic sense, would ensue
at the impending last judginent by the punishment befalling
the unbelieving Israelites. The divine threatening preserves its
power and validity even to the end, and has then its last and
highest fulfilment. This last Messianic judgment of God—
not the ruin of the Jewish war (Wetstein and others)—is
here the épyov. — dpavicOnre] vanish, come to nought. Comp.
Philostr. Tmag. i. 26 : oly ws awohowTo, aAN @s davicleiey.
Jas. iv. 14. So very often in classical writers. See Toup,
Em.in Suid. I.p. 92. The coming to nought through ferror is
meant. — épyafopar] The present denotes what God was just
on the point of doing. The éye annexed (Z, whom you despise)
has the emphasis of divine authority. — €pyov] A rhetorically
weighty anaphora, and hence without 8. Comp. Buttmann,
neut. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. 398]. Kriiger, § lix. 1. 3 f. — éxdu-
yhTai] tells it quite fo the end. Comp. xv. 3; Job xii. 3;
Ecclus. xxxix. 12, xlii. 31, xliv. §; Joseph. 4nit. v. 8. 3;
Bell. v. 13. 7.

Vv. 42, 43. After this speech Paul and Barnabas depart,
and on their going out of the synagogue are requested by those
present (the subject of mapexal.) to set forth these doctrines
again next Sabbath. But after the assembly was dismissed
(Mbelars), many even follow them (to their lodging), etc. —
éEovtwr 8¢ avrdv] They consequently departed, as is indisput-
ably evident from ver. 43, before the formal dismissal of the
synagogue. Olshausen, indeed, thinks that the éfwowT. aim.
did not historically precede the Avfeloms Tijs ocwaywy., but is
only anticipated as the chief point of the narrative, giving rise
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to the request to appear again. But this is nothing but an
arbitrary device, which would impute to Luke the greatest
clumsiness in his representation. — els 70 uerafd odBBarov]
on the next following Sabbath. Instead of perafd, D has what is
cotrect as a gloss: é&ps.  In the N. T. this meaning is without
further example, for Rom. ii. 15 is not a case in point. ¥rom
the apostolic Fathers: Barnabas 13; Clemens, ad Cor. 1. 44.
For the few, but quite certain examples from the other later
Greek (I'lut. Inst. Lac. 42, de diser. amict et adul. 22 ; Joseph.
c. Ap.1. 21 ; Bell. v. 4. 2,—but not Bell. ii. 11. 4), see Krebs,
Obss. p. 220; Kypke, IL. p. 67 £ ; Wyttenb. ad Plut. Mor.
p- 177 C.  Comp. Otto, ad Theoph. Ant. 1. 8, p. 26 ff.  Others
(Camerarius, Calvin, Beza, Erasmus Schmid, Rosenmiiller,
Sepp, and others) render: “dicbus sabbatha intercedentibus,” by
which, following the Recepta (see the critical remarks), those
making the request are regarded as Gentiles, who would have
desired a week-day. Comp. Luther : “ between Sabbaths” We
should then have to explain cafSBarov as week (Mark xvi. 9;
Luke xviii. 12 ; 1 Cor. xvi 2), that is: on the intervening weck,
so that it would require no conjectural emendation (Grotius:
cgafBdtwr). DBut the evident connection in which ver. 42
stands with ver. 44 gives the necessary and authentic explana-
tion: 76 éyouéve oaBBdre. — 1. gefou. mwpoan\.] the (God)
worshipping proselytes. This designation of the proselytes
occurs only here ; elsewhere, merely mposirvrod (ii. 10, vi. 5;
Matt. xiii. 21), or merely geBouevor with (xvi. 14, xviii. 6)
and without (xiii. 50, xvii. 4,17) Oedr. Yet there is here no
pleonasm ; but ceBopu. is added, because they were just coming
from the worship, as constant partakers in which they were
worshipping proselytes. — oiTwes] applies to Paul and Bar-
nabas, who (quippe qui) made moving representations (éme:fov)
to those following them to continue in the grace of God (which
by this first preaching of the gospel had been imparted to
them), because the apostles by the very following of the people
(and certainly also by their expressions) might be convinced
that the ydpis 7o Oeod had found an entrance into their souls.
— TrpoahaobyTes] speaking to them ; xxviii. 20. Lucian. Nigr.
7.11, 18; Theophr. Char. 19 ; Wisd. xiii. 17.
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Vv. 44, 45. To 8¢ éyouévp aaBB.] ut on the following
Sabbath. Comp. xx. 15, xxi. 26 ; Luke xiii. 33 ; often also
in classical writers, It is in itself, morcover, highly probable
that the two apostles were not idle during the week, but con-
tinued their labours in private circles. — ovriyfn] As it was
Sabbath (see also ver. 42), this assembly, at which also the
Gentiles of the city were present (oyedov mwdca 7 moXs, and
see ver. 48), took place certainly in and near the synagogue,
not, as Heinrichs supposes, “ante diversorium apostolorum.”
The whole city = mavres of wohitae ; sce Valckenaer, ad Phoen.
932. — ToUs xAovs] which consisted in great part of Gentiles,
whose admission to the preaching of the Messiah now stirred
up the angry zeal ({jAos) of Israelitish pride (observe that
here the ’Iovdator alone without the proselytes are named). —
avriéyovtes is meither superfluous nor a Hebraism (Ewald,
Lelrb. § 280D), but joined with kai Bhacdmu., it specifies
emphatically the mode of dvréreyov, namely, its hostile and
spiteful form : they contradicted, coniradicting and at the same
time blaspheming (the apostle and his doctrine). See Lobeck,
Paralip. p. 532 f.  Comp. Judg. iv. 24.

Vv. 46, 47.°Hv dvaykaiov] namely, according to the counsel
of God (see on ver. 14) and our apostolic duty. — odx aflovs
«pwere x7\] This judgment of their unworthiness they, in
point of fact, pronounced upon themselves by their zealous
contradicting and blaspheming. — ¢8o0] “ ingens articulus tem-
poris magna revolutio,” Bengel. As to the singular, comp. on
Matt. x. 16. — ofrw yap évréraltar x.7.\.] a proof that the
arpedopeda els Ta €yn occurred not arbitrarily, but in the
service of the divine counsel. Isa. xlix. 6 (according to the
LXX,, with slight deviation), referring to the servant of Cod,
is by Paul and DBarnabas, according to the Messianic fullil-
ment which this divine word was to receive, recognised and
asserted as évrohy for the apostolic office; for by means of
this office it was to be Dbrought about that the Messiah (o¢)
would actually become the light of the Gentiles (Luke ii. 32),
etc,, for which, according to this oracle, God has destined Him.
— Tob eval oe x.7.\] the final purpose: in order that thou
mayest be, ete.

ACTS IL o
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Vv. 48, 49. Tov Noyov 7. Kuplov] see on viii. 25, — 8aos
Soav tetaypevor els Lo aldviov] as many of them as were
ordained to cternal (Messianic) life. Luke regards, in accord-
ance with the Pauline conception (Rom. ix.; Epl. i. 4, 5, 11,
iii. 11; 2 Thess. ii. 13, al.), the believing of those Gentiles as
ensuing in conformity to their destination, ordered by God
already (namely, from of old), to partake of ecternal life. Not
all in general became believers, but all those who were divinely
destined to this fw#; and not the rest. Chrysostom correctly
remarks: agwpiouévor 76 Oed. The Tdkis of God in regard
to those who became believers was in accordance with His
7poyvwais, by means of which He foreknew them as credi-
turos; but the divine rafic was realized by the divine xAfjois
effectual for faith (Romw. viii. 28-30)—of which Paul, with
his preaching, was here the instrument. It was dogmatic
arbitrariness which converted our passage into a proof of
the decretum absolutum ;' see Beza and Calvin in loc, and
Canon. Dordrac. p. 205, ed. Augusti. For Luke leaves
entirely out of account the relation of “being ordained” to
free self-determination; the object of his remark is not to
teach a doctrine, but to indicate a historical sequence. In-
deed, the evident relation, in which this notice stands to the
apostle’s own words, émeudy . . . {wijs (ver. 46), rather testifies
against the conception of the absolute decree, and for the idea,
according to which the destination of God does not exclude
(comp. il 41) individual freedom (@s ob ka7’ awdyxny, Chry-
sostom) ; although, if the matter is contemplated only from
one of those two sides which it necessarily has, the other
point of view, owing to the imperfection of man’s mode of
looking at it, cannot Teceive proportionally its due, but appears
to be logically nullified. ~See, more particularly, the remarlk
subjoined to Rom. ix. 33. Accordingly, it is not to be ex-
plained of the aclus pacdagogicos (Calovius), of the praesenlem

1 In which case Beza, for example, procceds with logical self-deception :
“ Ergo vel non omnes erant vitae aeternae destinati, vel omnes crediderunt.”
2ather it is to be said : ** Omnes erant vitae acternac destinati, sed credituri.”
ThLis excludes from the divine ki of salvation those who rcject the faith
tlrough their own fault,
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gratiae operationem per evangeliwm (Bengel), of the drawing
of the Father, John vi. 44, 37, etc., with the Lutheran dogmatic
writers ; but the literal meaning is to be adhered to, namely,
the divine destination to eternal salvation: éfero adrols 6 Ocos
els mepurolnow cwrnplas, 1 Thess. v. 9. Morus, Rosenmiiller,
Kuinoel, and others, with rationalizing arbitrariness, import
the sense: “quibus, dum fidem doctrinae habebant, certa erat
vita beata et aeterna,” by which the meaning of the word
TeTayuévor is entirely explained away. Others take #zav
Teraryp. in the middle sense (quotquot se ordinaverant ad vitam.
acternam), as Grotius, Krebs, Loesner, and others! in which
case Terayw. is often understood in its miletary semse (qui
ordines servant ; see Maji Obss. 1I1. p. 81 ff.) : “ qui de agmine-
et classe erant sperantium vel contendentium ad vitam aeter-
nam” (Mede in Wolf). But it is against the middle rendering
of rerayp. (comp. on xx. 13), that it is just seized on in order:
to evade an unpleasant meaning; and for the sensus milvtaris
of Terayu. no ground at all is afforded by the context, which,.
on the contrary, suggests nothing else than the simple signifi-
cation “ordained” for Terayu., and the sense of the aim for els:
twny aiov. Others join els {wny aidviov to émicTevoav, so
that they understand Terayp. either in the usual and correct
sense destinati (so Heinrichs), or quotquot empus constituerant
(Markland), or congregati (Knatchbull), in spite of the simple
order of the words and of the expression miaTedew eis Loy
aldviov being without example ; for in 1 Tim. i 16 eis
defines the aim. Among the Rabbins, also, the idea and ex-
pression “ ordinati (0I3W) ad vitam futuri saccult” (as well
as the opposite: “ ordinati ad Gehennam ™) are very common.
Sce the many passages in Wetstein. But Wetstein himself
interprets in an entirely erroneous manner: that they were on
account of their faith ordained to eternal life.  The faith,
foreseen by God, is subscquent, not previous to the ordination;

' Hofmann's view, Schriftbew. 1. p. 238, amounts to the same thing : ¢‘who,
dirccted unto eternal life, were in a disposition of mind corresponding to the offer
of it.” The comparison of 1 Cor. xvi. 15 does not suit. Lange, IL p. 173, ina
similar manner evades the meaning of the words: ‘‘those who under God's

ordination were at that time ripe for faith.” Comp. alveady Dretschneider,
““dispositi,”"—that is to say, *‘ apti facti oratione Pauli.”
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by the faith of those concerned their divine rdfis becomes
manifest and recognised. See Rom. viii. 30, x. 14; Eph. i
11, 13, al.

Ver. 50. Iapotpuvay 1. aeB. yuv. 7. eday.] they stirred up
(Pind. Ol ii. 38; Lucian, Tox. 33) the female proselytes, of
gentedd rank (see xvii. 12, and on Mark xv. 43). Heinrichs
interprets oeB. otherwise: “religiosas zeloque servandorum
rituamn ethnicorum ferventes” Against this may be urged
the stated use of ¢¢B. in this narrative (vv. 16, 43), as well
as the greater suitableness of the thing itself, that the crafty
Jews should choose as the instruments of their hatred the
female proselytes, who were sufficiently zealous for the honour
of their adopted religion to bring about, by influencing their
Gentile husbands, the intended expulsion of the apostles.

Ver. 51. "Extwal. 7. koviopr.] as a sign of the greatest con-
tempt.  Comp. xviii. 6, and see on Matt. x. 14. — én’ adrovs)
against them, is to be understood either as denoting the direc-
tion of the movement of the feet in shaking off the dust, or,
more significantly, in the sense of the direction, frame of mind,
in which the action took place. Comp. Luke ix. 5. — Ixoviov]
belonging at an earlier period to Phrygia (Xen. Anab. i. 2. 19),
but at this time the capital of Lycaonia (Strabo, xii. p. 568 ;
Cic. ad Div. xv. 4; Plin. N. H. v. 25), and even yet (Konich
or Koniyah, see Ainsworth’s Travels in the track of the Ten
Thousand Grecks) an important city. Ammian. Mare. xiv. 2,
reckons it to belong to (the neighbouring) Pisidia, in opposi-
tion to the above witnesses,—an error easily committed. In
Iconium the legend makes Thecla be converted by Paul—
From the Pisidian Antioch they did not move farther forward,
but turned south-eastward, in order (xiv. 26) at a later period
to return by ship to the Syrian Antioch.

Ver. 52. What a simple and significant contrast of the
effect produced by the gospel, in spite of the expulsion of its
preachers, in the minds of those newly converted !  They werc
filled with joy (in the consciousness of their Christian happi-
ness), and with the Holy Spirit! Ildfos yap &idacralov
mapimaiay odx éykdmre, dANG wpoBuubTepoy mouel Tov palnriv,
as Chrysostom here says.
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CHAPTER XIV.

VER. 2. gmuboivres] A B C &, min. have é&sedisusres, which
Lachm. Tisch. Born. have adopted ; and rightly, partly on account
of the preponderating authority (D, however, does not here con-
cur, as it has an entirely different reading), and partly because
amdovres most directly presented itself to the mechanical seribes
as a contrast to those who had become believers, If they had
conformed themselves to #isreioas, ver. 1, they would have written
amiorioavres. — Ver. 3. Before é:6svrr Elz. has z«/, against decisive
evidence. — Ver. 8. After «iroi Elz. has imdpywy, against
greatly preponderating evidence. Added from 1iil. 2 as an
unnecessary completion. — mepimezarize] So (not wspremew. as
Elz) D E G H, min. Chrys. Lachm. and Tisch. have meprezarnoey,
after A B C &, min. But the regular preference, which in rela-
tive sentences the Greeks give to the aorist over the pluperfect,
lhere easily supplanted the latter. — Ver. 9. #xoue] Lachm. Tisch.
Born. read 7xovser, after AD E G H &8, min. Chrys. Theoph. An
alteration, as the narrative continues in the aorist, and the inten-
tional selection of the imperfect here was not understood. —
Ver. 10. Lachm. Tisch. Scholz (Born. &vgraro, after D) have sraro.
But Elz. has #»xero, against decisive evidence. The acrist yielded
to the imperfect on account of aepiemdra. — Ver. 12. ué] is,
after A B C* D &, rightly erased by Lachm. Tisch. Born. as a
customary insertion. — Ver. 13. After =érews Elz. has «drar. A
current addition, condemned by the witnesses. — Ver. 14. ifsxg-
dnoav] Elz. has eisex4d., against decisive evidence. The less the
reference of é£— was understood,the more easily would the better
known ez be inserted, corresponding to eic =ov Syron. — Ver. 17.
xairorye] Others: xaiyt (so D E, Born.). Others: x«iror (50 A B C*
N** Lachm.). With this diversity xaire;, and also ¢, are to be
considered as certainly and predominantly attested; and there-
fore xairorye, with C*** G H &* min. Chrys. Theoph. Oec,, is to
be retained. DBeside zai sometimes the one particle and some-
times the otlier was omitted, as is also the case in xvii. 27. —
dyadoupyiv] so to be read, with A B C &, min. Ath. Recom-
mended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. But Elz
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Scholz, Born. have &yalozoiy, which, as the more usual word,
was inserted. — bud . . . buinv] Elz. has 4ui . . . judy, against very
important witnesses. The alteration arose, because the sentence
had become a commonplace. — After ver. 18, C D E, min. vss.
read drarpiBivrwy absav x. didasxivewr. So Born. with 8¢ after diarp.,
and attaching it to what follows. An interpolation, by way of
smoothing the transition from ver. 18 to its contrast in ver. 19,
variously enriched by different insertions. — Ver. 19. vouisavres]
Lachm. Tisch. and Born. have vogiZovreg, after A B D &, min.
The Recepta arose mechanically from the context, — sedvdvar]
Lachm. Tisch. read refvpxivas, alter A B C 8, min. Correctly,
as the contracted form was the more usual. — Ver. 28. After
ditrpiBov 3¢ Elz. has éxe7, which has been, after A B C D R, min.
and several vss., erased or suspected since the time of Griesb.
Insertion for the sake of more precise definition,

Vv. 1, 2. Kara 76 avtd] at the same time, simul (Vulg.),
opot, Hesych. Comp. 1 Sam. xxxi. 6, and examples in Kypke,
IL p. 69 f.; Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 210. — “EAXMjvev] see
on xi, 20. Comp. xviii. 4, 6. Yet here those Gentiles only
are meant who were in connection with Judaism as proselytes
of the gate (comp. xiii. 43), and thus had not by circumcision
laid aside their Greek nationality. This limitation is required
by the context; for they are present in the synagogue, and
in ver. 2 the éfvn are distinguished from them, so that they
occupy a middle place between the &éfvn and the ’Iovdaior.—
oUtws] in such a manncr, so efiectively. — dare] refers to the
preceding ofrws, as in John iii. 16. Often so in Greek
writers, eg. Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 1; Sturz, Lex. IV. p. 623. —
ameOfjcavres (see the critical remarks), having refused obedience
(by unbelief). — éxdx.] they made evil-affected, put into a bad
frame of mind, i.e. ad iracundiam concitaverunt (Vulg.), like
the German phrase, “sie machten bgs.” This meaning, not in
use with Greek writers, nor elsewhere in the N. T. or in the
LXX. (Ps. cvi. 32 ?) and Apocr, occurs in Joseph. Antt. xvi.
1. 2, 7. 8, 8. 6.— xara 16v dderd.] refers to émiy. x. éwdr.
conjointly. Both were hostilely directed against the Christians.

Vv. 3, 4. Oy represents vv. 3 and 4 as a consequence of
vv. 1 and 2. “In consequence of that approval (ver. 1)
and this hLostility (ver. 2), they spent indeed (uév) a consider-
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able time in free-spoken preaching (ver. 3), but (3é) there
arose a division among the multitude” (ver. 4).—émi 15
Kupitw] states on what their bold teaching rested—had its
stay and support. See Bernhardy, p. 250. Hence as recards
sense: freti Domino, Elsewhere in the N. T. with év.
Kipeos may as well be Jesus (Heinrichs, Olshausen) as God
(Grotius, Morus, Kuinoel); the mode of conception of the
apostolic church admits both the former (Mark xvi. 20) and
the latter. The latter, however, is preponderantly supported
partly by Acts xx. 32, where Tijs ydpiros adTod is to be
referred to God, and partly by iv. 29, 30, where 8:36vTe onueia
«7. likewise points to God. Comp. Heb. ii. 4. — 7¢ uap-
TUpolVTL . .. avT@v] who gave (practically confirmatory) testimony
(comp. x. 43, xiii. 22, xv. 8) o the word of His grace (to the
gospel, xx. 24), ¢n granting that signs and wonders should be
done by their hands. The second participle &idovre, added
without copula, denotes the jorm, in which the uaptupeir was
presented. — éoxiocfn] comp. John vii. 43. “ Scinditur incer-
tum studia in contraria vulgus.” Virg. den. ii. 39. Examples
in Wetstein. — xai] and indeed.

Vv. 5-7. ‘Opun] impetus (Vulg.), but not exactly in the
sense of an assault (Luther, comp. Castalio, Calvin, and
others), nor yet a ploz {I{uincel, de Wette, and others). The
former meaning, according to the context, expresses too much;
the latter is not sanctioned by linguistic usage (even in Jas.
iii, 4). It denotes a strong pressure, a pushing and thronging.
Comp. Herod. vii. 18: émel Sawpovin Tis yiverar opurj, Plat.
Plil. p. 35 D: ruyiys Edumracav iy Te opuny rai émbuplav,
Dem. 309. 4: els opuny 7o Ta Séovra woiely mwpoTpéra,
Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 2 ; Jas. iii. 4; 3 Mace. 1. 23,1iv. 3.— oW
Tols dpyovaw abTdv] joins on closely to "Iovdaiwy, whose rulers
of the synagogue and elders are meant. Comp. Phil.i. 1.  On
vBpicat, comp. Luke xviil. 32; 1 Thess. ii. 2 ; Lucian, Soloec.
10! — guwmdovres] Comp. on xii. 12. It had become known
to them, what was at work against them.— AdsTpa (some-
times used as feminine singular, and sometimes as neuter

1

Aros TAnyal; § dtowei; # xal EAAw Tpom . The distinction there stated of
oBpiluy with sis is groundless. See, on the contrary, e.g. Dew. 522. ult. 539. 14.
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plural, as in ver. 8, sce Grotius) and 4épBn, two cities of
Lycaonia, to the north of Taurus, and lying in a south-
eastern direction from Iconium. Ttol. v. 4 reckons the former
to belong to the neighbouring Isauria; but Plin. v. 32 confirms
the statement of our passage. On their ruins, see Hamilton's
Travels in Asia Minor, IT. pp. 301 f, 307 f.; Hackett, p. 228.

Vv. 8-10.! Exdfyro] he sat, because he was lame. DPer-
haps he begged (comp. John ix, 8), like the lame man in
chap. iii. — wepemem.] Pluperfect without augment. See on
Matt. vii. 25, and Valckeunaer, p. 504 f.  Bornemann, ad Xen.
Cyr.vi. 2. 9. Observe, moreover, the earnest circumstantiality
of the narrative. — 7jxove] The imperfect denotes his persever-
ang listening. — idwv] Paul saw in the whole bearing of the
man closely scanned by him (in his look, gestures, play of
features) his confidence of being saved, 7.c. healed. This con-
fidence was excited by listening to the discourse of the apostle ;
by which Paul appeared to him as a holy man of superior
powers.  Bengel aptly says: “dum claudus verbum andit,
vim sentit in anima, unde intus movetur, ut ad corpus con-
cludat.” — 7ob cwbivac] This genitive of the object depends
directly on aricTw. See Buttmann’s neut. Gr. p. 229 f.
[E. T. 266). — peyd\y 75 $pwvp] thus, with the pey. predica-
tively prefized only here and in xxvi. 24. See, generally,
Kiibner, § 493. 1, and especially Schaefer, ad Dionys. Comp.
p- 339. — 6pfos] ila ut ercctus stes. See on Matt. xii. 13, and
Bornemann, Sehol. in Luc. p. 39 f —ihato x. wepiemare]
Observe the exchange of the aorist and imperfect: he sprang
up, made a leap, and walked. Otherwise in iil. 8.

1 Although two cures of the same kind of infirmity and in a similar miraculous
manner naturally enough produce two similar narratives, yet it cannot sur.
prise us that, according to the criticism of Sehneckenburger, Baur, and Zeller,
the whole of this narrative is assumed to originate from an imitation of tho
narrative of the earlier Petrine miracle in chap. iii. ‘‘But with the miracle
is withdrawn also the foundation of the attempted worship of the two apostles ;
this, therefore, cannot be regarded as historica), and so much the less, as it also
is exposed to the suspicion of having arisen from an exaggerated repetition of a
trait from the history of Peter,” Zeller, p. 214. Comp. Baur, 1. p. 112 ff. ed. 2.
In a corresponding manner have the miracles of Paul generally been placed in
parallelism with those of Peter, to the prejudice of their historical truth. Comp.,
in opposition to this view, Trip, Paulus nach d. Apostelgesch. p. 161 .
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Ver. 11. Avkaoriar{] Chrysostom has finely grasped the
object of this remark : odx 7v TodTo 0ddémw SMhov, 17 yap
olxela povi) épBéyyovto Méyovtes, b1¢ of feol kTN dia ToiTo
ot8év adrois éleyov. The more surprised and astonished the
people were, the more natural was it for them t~ express
themselves in their native dialect, although Zeller reckons this
very improbable and calculated with a view to mak> the
homage go as far as possible. Nothing definite can be made
out concerning the Lycaonian language; perhaps a dialect of
the Lycian (Lassen in the Zeit. d. Deutsch. morgenl. Gesellsch:.
1856, p. 329 ff.), which Jablonsky (in Iken’s now. T'hes. II.
p. 638 ff)) considered as derived from the Assyrian; Grotius,
as identical with the Cappadocian; and Giihling (de lingua
Lycaon., Viteb. 1726), as a corrupt Greek. — opoiwbevres
avBpamors] having become similar to men. Theophanies in
human form (Hom. Od. xvii. 485 ff.) belonged, at the instance
of the myths of antiquity,! to the heathen popular belief, in
which such conceptions survived as an ecko of these ancient
myths (comp. Themist. vii. p. 90, quoted by Wetstein on ver.
12); although Baur (comp. Zeller) discovers here an imitation,
in which the author of the Acts shows himself as * acquainted
with mythology.” Comp., moreover, the analogous conception
which attached itself to the appearance of Pythagoras, of
Apollonius of Tyana, and others (Valckenaer, p. 506). Such
a belief was naturally rejected by philosophers (Plat. Rep. ii.
p. 381 C-E; Cic. de Harusp. 28); but just as naturally it
lingered among the people.

Ver. 12, The fact that Barnabas and Paul were declared to
be Zeus and Hermes, is explained partly and primarily from
the well-known provincial myth, according to which these
gods were once hospitably entertained in the same regions by
Philemon and Baucis (Ovid. Met. viii. 611 ff.) ; but partly also
from Zeus having a temple in front of the city (ver. 13), and
from its being the office of Hermes, as the eloquent (vocis
et sermonis potens, Macrob. Sat. I. 8) interpreter (Aoyov
wpodriTns, Orph. H. 27. 4) and messenger of the gods
(Apollod. iii. 10. 2), to accowpany his father when he came

! 8ee also Niigelsbach, Homer. T'heol. p. 163.
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down to the earth (Hygin. Poet. Astron. 34; Ovid. Fast. v.
495). Comp. Walch, Diss. in Act. 111 p. 173 ff.  Pawl
was called Hermes, because, in contrast to his companion, it
was he who was “leader of the word” (a¥ros v 6 7. 7. A.),
as Hermes was considered @¢os 6 7@y Aoyww jyeuwy, Jamblich.
de myster. Aeg. 1. Probably also liis more juvenile appearance
and greater activity, compared with the calmer and older
Barnabas, contributed to this; but certainly not, as Neander
conjectures, his insignificant bodily appearance ; for apart from
the fact that this rests only on very uncertain tradition (in the
Acta Paulv ¢t Theclac in Tischendorf, Act. apocr. p. 41, he is
described as uikpos T4 peyéber, Yrikos Ty Kepakiy, dyxihos
Tals xvnupaws ; comp. Malalas, Chronogr. x. p. 247 ; Nicephor.
H. E. iii. 37), Hermes is always represented as a handsome,
graceful, very well-formed young man. Comp. Miiller, Archdol.
§ 379, 380. But certainly Barnabas must have had a more
imposing appearance, xai dwo Tis dyrews &Eiompemys, Chry-
sostom.

Ver. 18. But the pricst (then officiating) of the Zeus, who s
before the city, d.e. of the Zeus (wohievs), who had his seat in a
temple in front of the city. ‘epod is not to be supplied, with
Kuinoel and others (see Bernhardy, p. 184 f.), as 7ob 4dids
is the genitive directly belonging to iepefs; but the expres-
sion Tod évros wpo Tijs woh. is explained from the heathen
conception that the god himself is present in his temple, con-
sequently s (§vTos) at the place where his temple stands:
hence the classical expressions mwap’ 4i (ad fanum Jovis),
wap’ “Hpy (Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. p. 229). Wolf thinks that
it is spoken “ de Jove, cujus simulacrum (and so not templum)
ante urbem erectwin erat”’” But mere statues had no special
priests. See Valckenaer, Opusc. IL p. 295, and Schol. I
p. 509. It does pot, however, follow from this passage, that
there was also a temple of Jupiter én the city (Olshausen). —
Talpovs xai oréppatal bulls and garlands. “Taurus tibi,
summe Deorum,” Ovid. Mectam. iv. 755. DBeza, Calovius,
Raphel, Erasmus Schmid, Palairet, Morus, Heinrichs, and
others, have quite erroneously assumed a hendiadys for Tavpovs
éareppévovs. This would come back to the absurd idea:
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bulls and, indeed, garlands. See Fritzsche, ad Mutth. p. 856.
Winer, p. 585 [E. T. 786]. The destination of the garlands
is, moreover, not to be referred to the deified apostles (in
opposition to Grotius and Valckenaer), who (like statues, comp.
¢ep. Jerem. 9) were to have been adorned ; but to the animals
that were to be adorned therewith at the commencement of the
sacrifice (see Wetstein and Dougtaeus, Anal, p. 80 ff.; Hermann,
gottesd. Alterth. § 24. 7), because the design of the garlands is
included in the 7%feke Bbew. — émi Tods mvhdvas) to the gates
(doors of the gate), namely, of the cify. This reference is
required by the correlation in which émi Tovs muAdvas stands
to Tod dvros mpo Tijs mohews. The alleged incarnate gods were
in the city, and therefore the sacrifice was to be brought at the
gates of the eity. The reference to the doors of the temple (oc
uév lepol Tob vew muldves, Plut. Tum. 12), or of the house
where the apostles lodged, is not in keeping with the context.

Vv. 14, 15. ’Arobcavres] Perhaps an inhabitant already
gained by them for Christ brought intelligence of the design.
— Suappnk. 7. (pat. adr.] from pain and sorrow. See on Matt.
xxvi. 65. Not: as doing penance for the blinded people, as
Lange imagines. — é€emiénaav] they sprang out (from the gate,
to which they had hastened from their lodging) among the
multitude. The simple representation depicts their haste
and eagerness.— T TabTa mowite] see on Luke xvi. 2. —
kal nuels £.TN] elbéws éx mpoowplwy Gvétperav TO xaKdy,
Chrysostom. — opowomaleis] of like nature and constitution.
Comp. Plat. T%m. p. 45 C, Pol. p. 409 B, comp. p. 464 D;
Jas. v. 17. — elayyehlopevor ... Lovta] contains what is
characteristic of the otherwise cpocomaBels duiv: we who bring
to you the message of salvation, to turn you from these vain,
te. devoid of divine reality (gods), to the living (true) God.
ebayyehl. does not thus mean cohortantes (Heinrichs and
Kuinoel), but retains its proper import ; and the epexegetical
infinitive émoTpédew states the contents of the joyful news.
It may be cleared up by supplying Seiv, but this conception
iIs implied in the relation of the infinitive lo the governing
verb.  See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 753 f.; Kiihner, IL. § 647, ad

Xen. Anad. v. 7. 34, — Tobrwy TOV paralwv] masculine (not
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newter), referring to the gods, present in the conception of the
hearers, such as Zeus and Hermes, who yet are no 7eal gods
(1 Cor. viii. 4 ff.). ~— &s émoinoe] significant epexegesis of the
L@vra, whereby the pataworns of the polytheistic deification of
the individual powers of nature is made very palpable. Comp.
with the whole discourse the speech to the Athenians (*sub-
limiora audire postulantes,” Bengel), chap. xvii.

Vv. 16-18. Who <n the past ages left the Gentiles to them-
selves (did not guide them by special revelation), although He
withal made Himsclf known, doing good to them, by the blessings
of mature—an indulgent description (comp. xvii. 30) of the
ungodly character of the heathen, with a gently reproving
reference to the revelation of God in nature. “Opa wads
AavBavovrws THv ratyyopiav Tifnai, Chrysostom.  Grotius
aptly remarks: “ Egregiam hic habemus formam orationis,
quam imitari debeant, qui apud populos in idololatria educatos
evangelinm praedicant.” Comp. Schneckenburger, die natdirl.
Theol. d. Paul. in his Deitr. p. 97 ff. — Tals 0dois] local' dative:
in their ways. Comp. on 2 Cor. xii. 18; Jude 11; Judith xiii.
16 ; Eecclus. xxxv. 20. What is meant is the development of
the inward and outward life in a way shaped by themselves,
without divine regulation and influence, and also without the
intervention of the divine anger. Comp. Rom. iii. 10 ff,
i. 22 ff, where the wlole moral abomination and curse of this
relation is unveiled, whereas here only alluring gentleness
speaks.? — waiTovye oDk audpt. k.TA] An indication that they,
nevertheless, might and should have known Him. Comp. Rom.
i. 20, kairorye, as in John iv. 2, quamguam quidem, and yet.
See also Baeumlein, Partik. p. 245 ff.; and Kriiger, Dion. H. p.
26'7. — Observe the relation of the three participles, of which
the second is logically subordinate to the first, and the third
to the second: as doer of good, in that He gives you rain,
thereby filling, etc. — oUpavefer] not uselessly added. “ Coelum

1 Bee, generally, on the datirus localis, Becker, Homer. Blilter, p. 208 f.

2 The anncuncement of the gospel forms the great epoch in the history of
salvation, with the emergence of which the times of men’s being left to them-
gelves are fulfilled. See xvil. 30 ; Rom, jii. 25 £ Comp. also Hebart, natirl.
Theol, d. Ap. Paul. p. 13. For judgment Jesus has cowme into the world,
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sedes Dei,” Bengel. Observe also the individualizing Juiv (see

critical remarks). — edpoavrns] joy generally.  Arbitrarily,
Grotius and Wolf suggest that (Ecclus. xxxi. 33) wine is
meant. — Tas xapdias Uudv] neither stands for the simple

puas, nor is it to be taken, with Wolf, of the stomach (Thuc.
11. 49. 2); but the Zeart is filled with food, inasmuch as the
sensation of being filled, the pleasant feeling of satisfuction, is
in the heart. Comp. Ps. civ. 15; Jas. v. 5. — 7o pn Obew
avTois] comp. x. 47. The genitive depends on katéravoav,
according to the construction xaraw. Twd Twos, to divert a
person from a thing, to hinder him in it (Hom. Od. xxiv. 457 ;
Plat. Polit. p. 294 E; frequently in the LXX.), and p7 1s
the usual particle with verbs of preventing and bhindering
(Hartung, Partikell. 11. p. 167 f.; Baeumlein, lc. p. 298 ff).

Vv. 19-22. This unmeasured veneration was by lostile
Jews, who arrived (éw#Afov) from Antioch (ziii. 14, 50) and
Iconium (vv. -1, 5, 6), transformed in the fickle multitude
(“ ventosae plebis suffragia!” Hor. Ep. i. 19. 37) into a parti-
cipation in a tumultuous attempt to kill Paul. Detween this
scene very summarily related and the preceding, no interval
15, according to the correct text (see critical remarks), to be
placed (in opposition to Ewald). The mobile wulgus, that
dorabunroratov Tpayua ToV amdvtwr (Dem. 383, 5), is at
once carried away from one extreme to another.— xai mei-
oavres k.TN.] and after they (the Jews who had arrived) had
persuaded the multitude (to be of their party) and stoned' Paul
(the chief speaker!), they dragged him, etc. — xvkhwodvTwy]
not sepeliendi cause (Bengel, Kuinoel, and others)—a thousht
quite arbitrarily supplied; but in natural painful sympathy the
Lystrians who had been converted to Christ surrounded him who
was apparently dead. — dvaoTas eicijAOev eis T, 7.} is certainly
conceived as a miraculous result. — Ver. 22. «ai 61t «.TA.]
comp. ver. 27 ; but here so, that from wapaxarotvres a kindred
verb (Aéyovres) must be borrowed. See Kithner, IL p. 605.
Buttmann, neut. @Gr. p. 330 [E. T. 385]. Comp. Krebs, p.
225. — 8¢t] namely, ex decreto divino. Comp. ix. 16. — fpas]

! Consequently in the city. It was to Le o @évos dnuirscosos i wores (Soph.
4Ant. 36).
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we Christians must, through many afflictions, enter into the
Messianic kingdom (Bag. 7. @eod, to be established at the
Parousia). Comp. Matt. x. 38; Rom. viii. 17 f.; also the
saying of Christ in Barnab. ep. 7: of 6énovrés pe detv «.
ayracfal pov Ths Bacikelas dpefhovar OniBévres x. mabivres
AaBetv we. “8i ad vitam ingredi cupis, afflictiones quoque
tibi necessario sufferendae sunt.” Vajikra Rabba, f. 173, 4. —
That, moreover, the stoning here narrated is the same as that
mentioned in 2 Cor. xi. 25 (comp. Clem. Cor. L. 5: Aifacbeis),
is mecessarily to be assumed, so long as we cannot wantonly
admit the possibility that the author has here inserted the
incident known to him from 2 Cor. only for the sake of the
contrast, or because he knew not a more suitable place to
insert it (so Zeller). It is, however, an entirely groundless
fancy of Lange, that the apparent death in vv. 19, 20 is what is
meant by the trance in 2 Cor. xii 1 ff.

Ver. 23. Xeporovijoavres] Erasmus, correctly : suffragiis de-
lectos. The ecclesiastical offices were dpyal yeporovnrai or
aiperal (Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 148. 1). The analogy of
vi. 2—6 requires this strict regard to the purposely chosen word,
which, resting on the old method of choice by lifting up the
hands, occurs in the N. T. only here and in 2 Cor. viii. 19
(see on that passage), and forbids the general rendering con-
stituebant (Vuleate, Hammond, Kuinoel, and many), or eligebant
(de Wette), so that the appointment would have taken place
simply by apostolic plenary power (Lohe), although the word
in itself (comp. x. 41, Lucian. Phiops. 12, al.) might denote
cligere gencrally without that special mode. Paul and Barnabas
chose by rote presbyters for them, <. they conducted their selec-
tion by vote in the churches! Entirely arbitrary and erroneous
is the Catholic interpretation (see Cornelius a Lapide, and
Beelen still, not Sepp), that it refers to the xetpofesia at the

! Comp. Calvin in loc. ; Rothe, An/f. d. Christl. Kirche, p. 150 ; Neander, 1. p.
203. Against Schrader, V. p. 543, who finds in the appointinent of presbyters
4 Corepov apirepov 5 see Lechler, apost. w. nachapost. Zeitalt. 358f. On the essence
of the matter, Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 363, correctly remarks that the choice wag
only the form of the recognition of the charisma and of subjection to it ; not the
Lasis of the office, but only the medium, through which the divine gilt becomes
the ecclesiastical office. Comp. on Eph. iv. 11,
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ordination of presbyters.— kat érxdpaiav] distributively, see
Bernhardy, p. 240. Tach church obtained several presbyters,
xx. 17; Phil. i. 1. See Rothe, p. 181 ff. — mwpocevE. pera
vpar.] belongs to mapéfevro, not, as Kuinoel supposes, to
xewor. See on xiii. 9. The committing (comp. xx. 32) of
the Christians of those places to the Lord (commending them
to His protection and gnidence; see on wapatfévar, Kypke,
II. p. 70), which took place at the farewell (comp. xx. 32),
was done by means of an act of prayer combined with fasting.
The Kdpios is Christ, as the specific object of faith (ess v
memaT.), not God (de Wette).

Vv. 25, 26. ITépyn] see on xiii. 13, — Attalic (now Adalic;
see Fellows, Travels in Asia Minor, p. 133 ff.) was a seaport
of Pamphylia, at the mouth of the Catarrhactes, built by
Attalus Philadelphus, king of Pergamus. Strabo, xiv. 4, p.
667. —’Avrioy.] They returned to Syria, to the mother church
which had sent them forth. — 80ev foav wapaded. x.1.\.] from
which they were commended to the grace of God for (the ohject) the
work which they had accomplished. 80ev denotes the direction out-
wards, in which the recornmendation of the apostles to the grace
of God had taken place at Antioch. See xiii. 3 f. Comp. xv. 40.

Vv. 27, 28. Jwayay.] expressly for this object. Comp.
xv. 30. Calvin obscrves well: “ quemadinodum solent, qui
ex legatione reversi sunt, rationem actorum reddere.” — per
altdv] standing in active connection with them. Comp. X. 38;
Matt. xxviil. 20; also 1 Cor. xv. 10; and Mark xvi. 20: Tob
Kupiov guvepyodvros. As the text requires no deviation from
this first and most natural rendering, both the explanation per
ipsos (Beza, Piscator, Heinrichs) and the assumption of a
Hebraisia npy with 2y (Luke 1. 72): quae 7psis Deus fecisset
(Calvin, de Dieu, Grotius, Kuinoel, and many others; comp.
also de Wette), are to be rejected. — xai 67¢] and, in particular,
that, etc. — fjvoike Blpav miocTews] a figurative designation of
admission to the faith in Christ. Corresponding is the figura-
tive use of @dpa in 1 Cor. xvi. 9; 2 Cor.ii. 12; Col. iv. 3 (of
the fulfilling of apostolic work); comp. also eloodos, 1 Thess.
1. 9. — xpovov ok éiyov] is the object of SuérpiBov, as in ver. 3:
they spent not a little time in tntercourse with the Christians,
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CHAPTER XYV,

VER. 1. eepirinete] A B C D &, min. Constitut. Ath. Epiph. have
ceprrundice.  Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch.
Dorn. ; and rightly, as the witnesses are so preponderating, and
the reference of the aorist casily escaped the notice of the tran-
scribers. — Ver. 2. olv] Tisch. Born. read 8¢. The witnesses for
é¢ preponderate. — {nrio:ws] Elz. has evfzricews, in opposition to
decisive testimony. From ver. 7. It is also in favour of Zar.
that it is inserted in ver. 7, instead of ouvZar. in A, ¥, min. vss,,
which evidently points to the originality of {»r. in our passage.
— Ver. 4. a=edins.] Lachm. Tisch. and Born. read wopediyd.,
according to A B D** (D* has wapsdidnoav) X lot These wit-
nesses preponderate, and there are no internal reasons against
the reading. — i=6] Tisch. reads d=¢, following only B C, min.
— Ver. 7. & »ud] Lachm. Tisch. read é iu#, according to A BC
N, min. and several vss. and Fathers. But 7xd is necessary; and
on this account, and because it mnight easily be mechanically
changed into yu# after the preceding due%, it is to be defended
on the considerable attestation remaining to it.— Ver. 11. b
Kupiov "T5005] Elz. has Kupiov Incod Xpiorel, against preponderating
evidence. Whilst the article was omitted from negligence,
Xpiores (which also Born. has) was added in order to complete
the dogmatically important saying. — Ver. 14, 7§ &véuasi] so
Lachm. Tisch. Born. But Elz. Scholzhave éwi 7§ évéu.,—an exe-
cetical expansion, against preponderating evidence. — Ver. 17.
After radza Elz. has advre, which is wanting in A BC D §,
min. and many vss. and Fathers. From LXX. Amos ix. 12,
and hence it also stands before raire in E G, min. — Ver. 18.
Griesh. Scholz, and Tisch. have only pwwore &=’ aitives, SO
tliat this must be attached to suire in ver. 17. This reading
appears as decidedly original, and so éom . . . wired as decidedly
interpolated : partly because B C &, min. Copt. Sahid. Arm.
vouch for the simple yword &= widvo, and those authorities
which have Zor. .. abrol present a great number of variations;
partly because it was thought very natural to complete yvwore
a» aiiro; into a sentence, and to detach it from ver. 1%, inas-
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nmuch as no trace of yvwore &=’ wlives was found in Amos ix.
12; partly, in fine, because, if éors . . . «iroi is genuine, ver. 18
contains a thought so completely clear, pious, and unexception-
able, so inoffensive, too, as regards the connection, and in fact
noble, that no reason can be conceived- for the omission of sz

. abrod, and for the numerous variations in the words. Lachm.
has yvwordy gn’ wiiwog o Kupiw 7d ipyoy adrol, after A D, Arm.
Vulg. Cant. Ir, which bletrays a still later origin than the
Receplar, os the genuine yrword éa’ widives first gave occasion to
the casting of the sentence in the plural form, but afterwards,
in order to Dbring forward the special reference to the #pyos
in question of the conversion of the Gentiles, the change into
the singular form was adopted. Matth. lhas entirely erased
ver. 18, without evidence. — Ver. 20. xai 765 swxm3] is, follow-
ing Mill, erased by Born. as a later addition ; Ambrosiaster
already explains the words as such, and, indeed, as proceeding
from the stricter observance of the Greeks. But they are only
wanting in 1, Cant. Ir. Tert. Cypr. Pacian. Fulgent. Hier.
Gaudent. Eucher. Ambrosiast., of whom several omit them only
in ver. 29. The omission is explained from Lev. xvii. 13, where
the eating of things strangled generally is not forbidden, but
ouly the pouring out of the blood is made a condition ; and from
the laxer view of the Latins. After ver. 20 (so, too, in ver.
29 after mopisiug), D, min. vss. and Fathers have the entirely
irrelevant addition from Matt. vil. 12: x«i dsw (or dow &v) wa
dE)mom tauTols //vso'9a.1 gripoig py) woeh (F'om ) — Ver. 22. E’P:/u/\]
Lachm. has xanoduswor, also commended by Griesb., accord-
ing to decisive ev1dence and adopted by Tisch. and Born.
l’whtlv, the former is an interpretation. — Ver. 23. xai of
adergei] A D C D 8* 1o 13, Arm. Vulg. Cant. and some Fathers
have merely adereof, which Lachm. and Born. have adopted.! But
tlie omission of xa«i oi is on hierarchical grounds, for which reason
also 34 Sahid. have omitted xai of &dsrpoi entively.
neyewreg mepiz. w. Tqpelv eiv vépov 1s wanting in A BD lo“ 3
Copt. Aeth. Sahid. Vulg. Cant. Constitut. Ath. Eplph 1311.
Deda. Besides variations in detail. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch.
Born. Probably a gloss; yet it remains surprising that it was
drawn not from ver. 1, but from ver. 5, and so freely. Besides,
néyoyres , .. wwMON micht be easily passed over after oMON. —
Ver. 25. éeauivous] A B G min. read éxrcfauévors.  So Lachn
A stylistic correction. — Ver. 28. Instead of =av émdvayz. obray
13 to be written, with Lachm., according to preponderating
evidence, robrwv raw ém. ; Tisch. has erased rodrwy, yet only after

! Approved by Buttmann in the Siud. 4. Krit. 1860, p. 35S.
ACTS 1L D
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A and some min. and TFathers. — Ver. 30. #2éov] Lachm. and
Born. read xas#ndor, which is so decidedly attested (A B C D w)
that it may not be derived from ver. 1. The compounds of
tpxeodar were often neglected. — Ver. 33, dwooreiravras adrolg)
Elz. reads awosrirove, contrary to A B C D X, min. and several
vss. and Fathers. A more precisely defining addition, which,
taken into the text, supplanted the original. — After ver. 33,
Elz. Scholz, Born. have (ver. 34): €ofe & ¢@ Sihg imuehau abdrod,
to which D and some vss. and Cassiod. add: wéveg & ’Iobdac
éropsidn (so Bornemann). Condemned by Mill, Griesb. Matthaei,
also deleted by Lachm. and Tisch, according to ABE G H &,
min. Clirys. Theophyl. and several vss. A hasty addition on
account of ver. 40.— Ver. 37. éBovAeloars] Lachm. reads ¢Bodaero,
which also Griesb. recommended, after A B CE 8, min. Born.,
following D, reads :8ounedsro. While the two verbs are
frequently (comp. on v. 33) interchanged, éBotAero is here to be
preferred on account of its far preponderant attestation. — Ver.
40. @] A B D &, min, vss. have Kuvpiov. So Lachm. Tisch., also
Born., who only omits re3, following D*  ©=5 is from xiv, 26.

Vv. 1, 2. The Jewish-Christian opinion, that the Gentiles
could only in the way of circumcision and observance of the
law—that is, in the way of Jewish Christianity—obtain the
salvation of the Messianic kingdom, was by no means set aside
by the diffusion of Christianity among the Gentiles, which
had so successfully taken place since the conversion of Cor-
nelius. On the countrary, it was too closely bound up with
the whole training and habit of mind of the Jews, especially
of those who were adherents of the Pharisees (comp. Ewald,
- 464 f), not to have presented, as the conversions of the
Gentiles increased, an open resistance to the freedom of the
.Gentile brethren from the law,—a freedom which exhibited
-tself in their whole dewmeanour to the scandal of the strict
legalists,—and to have made the question on which it hinged
the most burning question of the time. This opposition—
the most fundamental aud most dangerous in the apostolic
church, for the overcoming of which the whole further labour
of a Paul was requisite—emerged in the very central seat
of Gentile Christianity itself at Antioch; whither some?® from

! According to Epiphan. Haer, 26, Cerintlus is supposed to have been among
thewm.
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Judaea (tdv wemoTevkdTwy 4o Ti)s alpécews Téy Bapioalw,
as Syr. p. has on the margin, and codd. 8. 137 in the text,
as a certainly correct gloss, see ver. 5) came down with this
doctrine : If ye shall not have been circumcised (mwepeTun., see
the critical remarks) according to the custom ordercd by Moses
(and so have taken upon you the obligation of obedience to
the wlole law, comp. Gal. v. 3), ye cannot obtain the sailvation
in Christ ! — ordoews (xxiil. 7,10 ; Soph. 0. B. 634) x. {yrij-
gews (xxv. 20; John iii. 25); division and disputation.—
érafav] namely, the adehdol, ver. 1, the Christians of Antioch,
comp. ver. 3. — Jerusalem was the mother-church of all Chris-
tianity ; here the apostles had their abode, who, along with
the presbyters of the church, occupied for the Christian theo-
cracy a position similar to that of the Sanhedrim. Comp.
Grotius. The recognition of this on the part of Paul is
implied in Gal. ii. 1, 2. — kai Twas &\\ovs €€ adTdv] among
whom, according to Gal. ii. 1, was Titus, not named at all in the
Acts, unless Paul voluntarily took him as companion, which is
more suitable to the expression in Gal. ii. 1.— We may add
that the commission of the church, under which Paul made
the journey, is by no means excluded by the statement : xata
amoxdahvyrey, Gal. 1i. 2 ; see on Gal lc. Subtleties directed
against our narrative may be seen in Zeller, p. 224 f —
Entnua, quaestio, ie. question in dispute, in the N. T, only in
the Book of Acts; often in Greek writers.

Ver. 3. Ipomepdbévres] after they were sent forth, deducts,
i.e. escorted for a part of the way. Comp. 3 John 6 ; Herod.
1 111, viii. 124, 126; Plat. Menex. p. 236 D; Soph. 0. C.
1663. Morus and Heinrichs: “rebus ad iter suscipiendum
necessariis instructi.” That, however, must have been sug-
gested by the context, as in Titus iil. 13. The provision
with necessaries for the journey is understood of itself! but
Is not contained in the words. — 7ois d8ehgols] They caused
Joy by their visit and by their. narratives, not only to the
Jewish-Christians (Heinrichs), but to all.

Vv. 4, 5. Ilapedéyfnoav (see the critical remarks) denotes,

! Although the travellers, on account of the hospitality of the churches, whica
they visited by the way, certainly needed but little,
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in keeping with the delegation in ver. 2 f., the reception, t.e. the
formal recciving of the delegates assuch. Comp. 2 Mace. iv. 22.
Observe the prefixing of éxxAnaia; comp. Yhil. i. 1. — per’
avTov] see on xiv. 27; comp. & abtéy, ver. 12.— Ver. 5
belongs to the narrative of Lake, who here records as worthy
of remark, that at the very first meeting of the delegates
with the church receiving them, the very same thing was
maintained by some who rose up in the assembly (efaveo-ma-)
and was opposed (8é) to the narration of Paul and Barnabas
6ca o Oeds émoince per adrav, as had been brought forward
by Jews at Antioch and had occasioned this mission. Those
mentioned in ver. 1, and those who here came forward, belonged
to one and the same party (the Pharisee-Christians), and there-
fore ver. 5 is unjustly objected to by Schwanbeck. Beza,
Piscator, Wakefield, and Heinrichs put ver. 5 into the mouth
of the delegates ; holding that there is a rapid transition from
the oblique to the direct form, and that éxeyov is to be supplied
after éfavéor. 8. A harsh and arbitrary view, as the change
in form of the discourse must naturally and necessarily have
been suggested by the words, as in i. 4 and xvil. 3. That the
deputation had already stated the object of their mission, was
indeed self - evident from amedéxyfnoav, and hence it was
not requisite that Luke should particularly mention it. —
alTovs] namely, the Gentile-Christians, as those to whom the
narrative éca ¢ @eos ém. p. avt. had chiefly reference ; not the
Twas d\hous, ver. 2 (Lekebusch), which is erroncously inferred
from Gal. ii.—They must be circumcised, etc., has a dictatorial
and hierarchical tone.

Ver. 6. The consultation of the apostles and presbyters con-
cerning this assertion (wepi To0 Adyov ToUTOV, see ver. 5)
thus put forward here afresh, was not confined to themselves
(Schwanbeck, who here assumes a confusion of sources), but
took place in presence, and with the assistance, of the whole
church assembled together, as is evident from ver. 12, comp.
with ver. 22, and most clearly from ver. 25, where the dmé-
otohot kal of mpeaPuTepor kai ol adehol (ver. 23) write of
themselves: &Sofev Huiv yevouévors opofuuadov. Against this
it has been objected that no place would have sufficed to hold
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them, and therefore it is maintained that only deputies of the
church took part (Mosheim, de reb. Christ. ante Const. M. p.
117, Kuinoel, Neander) ; but this is entirely arbitrary, as the
text indicates nothing of such a limitation, and the locality
is entirely unknown to us.—This assembly and its transac-
tions are not at variance with Gal. ii. 1 ff. (in opposition to
Daur, Zeller, Hilgenfeld, Hausrath), where, indeed, they are
presupposed as known to the readers by ad7ois in ver. 2,
as well as by ver. 3 and ver. 5. Hofmann, . T. 1. p. 126,
judges otherwise, but by a misinterpretation of Gal. ii. 4 ff.
The words ka7 Idlay 8é Tols Soxovar, Gal. ii. 2, betoken a
separate discussion, different from these public discussions.
See on Gal. lLc; comp. also Lekebusch, p. 294 ff.; Lechler,
p. 398 ff.; Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 150 ; Trip, Pawlus nach d.
Apostelgesch. p. 86 ff.; Oertel, p. 232 ff.

Ver. 7. IToa\ijs 8¢ ouvlnpmicews yevouévns] These were the
preliminary debates in the assembly, before Peter (to whom
the first word belonged, partly by reason of his apostolic pre-
cedence, partly and especially because he was the first to con-
vert the Gentiles) rose up and delivered a connected address.'
In this previous woAAn cuvlpTpois may have occurred the
demand for the circumcision of Titus, indirectly mentioned in
Gal. ii. 3. See on Gal. lc. — a¢’ #uepdv dpyaiwv] does not
poiut to the conversion of Cornelius as to something long
since antiquated and forgotten (Baur, L p. 91, ed. 2). DBut
certainly that selection of Peter as the first converter of the
Gentiles, viewed in relation to the entire period, during which
Chaistianity had now existed, dated from ancient days, Acts x.
11. — év 7uiv éfenébato kT N] He made choice for Himself
among us, that by my mouth, ete. Hence éué is not to Le
supplied, as Olshausen, following older commentators, holds.
Others (Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Heinrichs, Rosenmiiller, Kuninoel,
and many others) unnecessarily take év nuiv for judc as a
Hebraism in accordance with 3 2 (1 Sam. xvi 9, 10;

! There is no further mention of Peter in the Book of Acts.—The reference
to the conversion of Cornelius is introduced, according to Baur, simply in pur-
suance of the consistent plan of the suthor, who makes Peter thus speak after
tho manner of Paul.
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1 Kings viii. 16; 1 Chron. xxviii. 4, 5; Nel. ix. 7, and the
LXX. at those places). So also Ewald. Beza aptly says:
“habito inter mos delectu voluisse.” — Luke has the word
eVayyéhor only here and in xx. 24, not at all in the Gospel.
John also has it not.

Vv. 8-10. God who knows the heart, who thus could not be
deceived in the matter (comp. i. 24), has, in reference to this
their admission effected by my instrumentality into the fellow-
ship of the gospel and of faith (ver. 7), done two things. He
has (a) positively borne matter-of-fact witness for them (to
their qualification for admission) by His giving to them the
Holy Spirit, as to us (comp. x. 44, xt. 15 ff); and (b) nega-
twvely, He made in no way distinction between us and them,
after He by faith, of which He made them partakers through
the gospel, had purified their hearts. God would have made
such a distinction, if, after this ethical® purification of the
heart cffected by faith, He had now required of them, for
their Christian standing, something else, namely, circumecision
and other works of the law; but fa:ith, by which He had
morally purified their inner life, was to Him the sole requisite
for their Christian standing without distinction, as also with us.
Observe on (a), that Sovs adrois w7\ is contemporancous with
épapTipnoev, expressing, namely, the mode of it; and on (b),
that 7. 7. kabapioas is previous to the o0dév Siéxpwe. This
is evident from the course of the speech, as the faith must
have been already present before the communication of the
Spirit (comp. xi. 17).—Ver. 10. Accordingly as the matter now
stands (vov odw). — 7{ metpdlere Tov Oeov;] v.e. why do ye put
it to the test, whether God will abandon His attestation of
non-observance alrcady given to the Gentiles, or assert His
punitive power against human resistance ? “ Apostrophe ad
Pharisios et severus elenchus,” Bengel. — émifeivar] with the
design to impose, etc. — Cwyov] comp. Gal. v. 1, and Chrysostom

! Weiss, Petr. Lehobegr. p. 321, thinks that it is in the ceremonial sense,
0 that the idea only al{usively passes over into that of ethical cleansing. But
=&; xepbias points only to the moral sphere. Comp. Weiss himself, p. 274 f.
This moral cleansing presupposes, moreover, the reconciliation appropriated by
faith ; see 1 Pet. i 18,
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in loc. : 74 7ol Luyol dvopare & Bapd Tod mpdyparos (of the
complete observance of the law) adrols évdeirvurar. Contrast
to this yoke : Matt. xi. 29, 30.— oi warépes 7ju.] since the
time of Moses,

Ver. 11. AA\a] A triumphant contrast to the immediately
preceding &v obre oi marépes Hudv obre fucis loxls. Baort.
— 8ua Tis xdp. 7. kvp.’L.] Comp. Rom. v. 15,i. 7; 1 Cor. 1. 3;
2 Cor. i. 2,xiii. 13; Eph.i. 2; Phil. i 2; 2 Thess.i. 2. Not
elsewhere used by Peter. In triumphant contrast to the yoke
of the law, it is here placed first. — ka8 dv Tpomov raxeivol]
sc. moTevovar cwbivar dia Tis ydperos Tob xvp. "Incod. The
érxevor are the Gentrle-Christians, to whom the whole debate
relates.  Others (Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, and many older com-
mentators, following Augustine, against Pelagius) make it apply
to marépes Nuwy. Incorrectly, as the salvation of the Jewish
fathers (servatt fuerunt is supplied) is quite alien from the
question concerning the cwtnpia of the Gentile-Christians.
here. Dut the complete equalization of both parties is most.
fitly brought out at the close; after its having been previously
said, they as well as we, it is now said, we as well as they.
Thus the equalizing is formally complete.—That Peter in the
doctrine of the righteousness of faith was actually as accordant
with Paul as he here expresses himself, is (in opposition to
Baur, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld, end Zeller) to be inferred even
from Gal. ii. 15 ff, where Paul acknowledges his and Peler's
common conviction, after he had upbraided the latter (ver. 14)
for the inconsistency of his conduct at Antioch. Comp. on
Gal. lc.; also Baumgarten, p. 430 f.; Lekebusch, p. 300 ff.

Ver. 12. The result of this speech was that the whole
assembled multitude (wdy 76 mAijfos) was silent, so that thus
a new ovfitnows did not bhegin, and the agitation of the
opponents was set at rest. A happy beginning for the happy
issue. Now Barnabas and Paul could without contradiction
confirm the view of Deter by the communication of their own
apostolic experiences among the Gentiles,—Barnabas first, on
account of his older and closer relation to the church. Comp.
onver. 25. — onpueta «. Tépara] Comp. generally also Rom. xv.
19; 2 Cor. xii. 12, hence so much the less improbable (Zeller).
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Ver. 13. When these had finished ‘speaking (etyiear),
James, not the son of Alphaeus, but the brother of the Lord
(xii. 17), & strict legalist, and highly esteemed in Jerusalem
as chief leader of the church, delivered his address having
reference to these matters (dmexpn). He first confirmed,
by a prophetic testimony, the divine call of the Gentiles
brought into prominence by Peter (vv. 13-17), and then made
his conciliatory proposal for the satisfaction of both parties—
in concise, but all the more weighty language.

Vv. 14-17. Svuewr] formed after the Hebrew ¥y (2
Pet. i. 1; LXX. Gen. xxix. 33; Luke ii. 25, iii. 30; Acts
xiii. 1; Rev. vil. 7), while the more usual Ji{uwv (1 Chron.
iv. 20) corresponds to the Rabbinical D>, In the Talmud
also both forms of the name are used side by side. Moreover,
the original name of Peter was still the current one in the
church of Jerusalem. Comp. on Luke xxiv. 34. We are
not to think of any <nfentional use of it in this passage (that
Peter was not liere to be regarded according to his apostohc
dignity, Baumgarten). —e'n-ea'xex[r Aaf. €€ e@u Aadv TH ov.
avrod)] he looked to (took care for) the receiving from the Gentiles
a people for His name, i.e. a people of God, a people that bore
the name of God as their ruler and proprietor. “ Egregium
paradoxon,” Bengel Comp. xviii. 10; Rom. ix. 24-26.—
Ver. 15. rovre)] neuter: and with this, namely, with this fact
expressed by NaBeiv éf é0viv wr)., agree, ete. — wabaos
wéypamrar] He singles out from the Noyol 7@v mpod. a passage
(comp. xx. 35), in conformity with which that agreement takes
place, namely, Amos ix. 11, 12, quoted freely by Luke after
the LXX. Amos predicts the blessed Messianic era, in which
not only the Davidic theocracy, fallen into decay (by the
division of the kingdom), will be again raised up (ver. 16),
but also foreign nations will join themselves to it and be
converted to the worship of Jehovah. According to the
theocratic character of this prophecy, it has found its Mes-
sianic lListorical fulfilment in the reception of the Gentiles
into Clristianity, after that thereby the Davidic dominion,
in the higher and antitypical semse of the Son of David
(Luke i. 32), was re-established. — perd 7adra] Hebrew and
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LXX.: év 1) nuépa éxeivy. " The meaning is the same: after
tho pre-Messianic penal judgments, in the day of the Mes-
sianic restoration. — dvacTpéyw ral dvorkoSourocw] Jehovah
had withdrawn from His .people; but now He promises by
the prophet: I will refurn and build again the fallen (by
desolation) ‘tabernacle of David. Many assume the well-
known Hebraism : dterum (W) aedificabo. This would only
be correct were WX in the original; but there stands only
o'P¥, and in the LXX. only dvacrijow ; and the idea of iterum
is very earnestly and emphatically presented by the repetition
of avouxod. and by dvopl. — v axnviy david] The residence
of David (the image of the theocracy) is represented as a (torn
down and decayed) tabernacle, “quia ad magnam tenuitatem
res ejus redactae erant,” DBengel. — émws] not the result, but
the design, 'with which what is promised in ver. 16 is to take
place. — oi xatdlotmwor T@v avbp.] ie. the Gentiles. The LXX,
who certainly had before them another reading (31T iym>

niT P DT PN, deviate considerably from the original
text, which runs: DIy n*jg;gi'n§ wm ii.”??, that they may possess
the remainder of Edom ; the remainder, for Amaziah had again
subdued only a part of it, 2 Kings xiv. 7. As «al mdvra
Ta €0vn x1 . follows, James might have used even these
words, as they are in the original, for his object,' and therefore
no set purpose is to be assumed for his having given them
according to the reading of the LXX. Perhaps they were only
known to him and remembered in ¢hat reading; but possibly
also they are ‘only rendered in this form by Luke (or the Greek
document used by him) without being so uttered by James,
who spoke in Hebrew.— «ai wdvra 7a €0vn 1] xal after
oi xatd\. 7. &vfp. is necessarily explicative (and indeed), and
the emphasis of this more precise definition lies on wdvra;
but the following é¢' ols has an argumentative purpose : they
upon whom, i.c. seeing that, indeed, upon all the Gentiles, etc.
—éd’ ods émuréxh. T. Ov. pov] quite a Hebrew expression
(Gesenius, Thes. III. p. 1232): upon whom (DD‘§§{ )
15 named (is uttered as naming them) my name, namely, as
the name of their Lord, after whom they are designated, so
1 Comp. Hengstenberg, Chrisiol. 1. p. 456. '
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that they are called “ God’s people.” Comp. Jas. ii. 7; Deut.
xxviil. 10; Isa. Ixiil. 19 ; Jer. xiv. 9; Dan, ix. 19; Bar ii,
15; 2 Mace. viii. 15. They kave the name already, inasmuch
as the predicted future (comp. Rom. ix. 25 f) is conceived as
having already taken place, and as existing, in the counsel of
God; a praeteritum propheticum, as in Jas. v. 2, 3. The
view, in itself inadmissible, of Hitzig and others: “over
whom my name (as that of their conqueror) has been formerly
named,” was certainly not that of James. — ém’ adrods] is
here to be explained not from the Greek use of the repetition
of the pronoun (Fritzsche, Quacst. Zuc. p. 109 f.; Gottling, ad
Callim. p. 19 £), but as an imitation of the Hebrew (Butt-
mann, nmeulest. Gramm. p. 240 f. [E. T. 280]). — ¢ moidw
Taira yvwota am' aidvos] Such is to be considered as the
original text; the other words, ver. 18, are to be deleted. See
the critical remarks. The Lord who does these things (the
rebuilding of the theocracy and the conversion of all Gentiles
designed by it)—Zknown from the beginning. The yrwora dn’
alovos added to the prophetic words are not to be considered
as the speaker's own significant gloss accompanying the pro-
phetic saying, for such a gloss would not have been so directly
or so curtly added; but as part of the scriptural passage itself.
The words must at that time either have belonged to the
original text, as it presented itself to James, or to the text of
the LXX., as Luke gives it, or to both, as a reading which
is now no longer extant;? whereas there is now at the. con-
clusion of ver. 11, BYy '3 (LXX.: xabos ai suépas Tob
aldévos). — yvwotd] equivalent to yrword dvra, and therefore
without an article. By whom they were known from the
beginning, is evident from the context, namely, by God who
accomplishes them (7ot@v) in the fulness of time. He accord-
ingly carries into effect nothing, which has not been from the
beginning evident to Him in His consciousness and counsel ;

1 The Greek would say : of xixnvras (0T imixixAnyras) 75 dvopd pov, OT ols xixAnTas
w5 Svoud wov, OF even @’ o xixAnrai T, i p. On irmardy, to be distinguished
from the simple xeciv as denoting an accessory naming, comp. especially Herod.
vili. 44 (obvopalipsrer . . . izexrifnoar).

2 Comp. Ewald, p. 472, who would, however, read yrwworiv Ga' aidivos 75 ipyor
KYTIV,



CHAP, XV. 19, 20. 59

how important and sacred must they consequently appear!
As Bengel well remarks: “ ab aeterno scivit; quare non debe-
mus id tanquam novum et mirum fugere.” Erroneously de
Wette renders : what was known of old (through the prophets).
Opposed to this is an’ aidvos, which also means from the wvery
beginning in iii. 21 and Luke i. 70 ; and how unimportant and
superfluous would the thought itself be !

Vv. 19, 20 (29). "Eyw] For my part 1 vote. — mapevoy-
Aetv] to trouble them withal (at their conversion). Dem. 242.
16; Polyb.i. 8. 1, iii. 53. 6; Plut. T9mol. 3 ; frequently also
in the LXX. both with the dative and the accusative.—
émoTelhar alrols Tob améyeabar] to despatch a writing to
them (Heb. xiii. 22; often with Greek writers, see Loesner,
p- 207) that they should abstain (aim of the émioTeirar). —
amo @y adoynudtey] may be referred either to T@v elbwAwy
only, or to all the following particulars. The latter, as amé
is not repeated with 7#js mopueias, is the more natural : there-
fore: from the pollutions, which are contracted through idols
and through fornication, etc. diloynua, from the Alexandrian
ahioyety, polluere (LXX. Dan. i 8; Mal i 7, 12; Ecclus. xl.
29 ; Sturz, de Dial. Al p. 145; Korai on Jsocr. p. 299), is a
word entirely foreign to the other Greek; therefore Hesy-
chius explains it merely in reference to its present conrection
with 7dv eldwrwr: doynudrer Tis perakijjrews TGy plapdy
Ovoidy. — Tdv edwrwr] What James meant by the general
expression, “ pollutions of idols,” was known to his hearers,
and is evident from ver. 29, where the formally composed
decree required as unambiguous a designation as possible, and
therefore eldwhofTwr is chosen; hence: pollutions occasioned
by partaking of the flesh of heathen sacrifices (Ex. xxxiv. 15).
The Gentiles were accustomed to consume so much of the
sacrificed animals as was not used for the sacrifice itself and
did not belong to the priests, in feasts (in the temple or in
their houses), or even to sell it in the.shambles. See on
1 Cor. viii. 1; also Hermann, gotfesd. Alterth. § xxviii. 22-24.
Both modes of partaking of flesh offered in sacrifice, for which
the Gentile Christians had opportunity enough either by invi-
tations on the part of their heathen friends or by the usual
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practice of purchase, were to be avoided by them as fellowship
with idolatry, and thus as polluting: Christian sanctity., —
wai Tis mopvelas] As in the decree, ver. 29, the same ex-
pression 1s repeated without any more precise definition, and a
regulative ordinance, particularly in such an important matter,
proceeding from general collegiate deliberation, presupposes
nothing but unambiguous and well-known 'designations of the
chief points in question; no other explanation is admissible
than that of fornication generally! and accordingly all explana-
tions are to be discarded, which -assume either a metaphori-
cal meaning or merely a single form of wopvela; namely:
(1) that it denotes ficuratively “dolatry, and that merely the
indirect idolatry, which consists in the partaking of eldw-
Nofirew, so that 7év eldwh. and Tijs wopy. form only one
point (so, entirely opposed to the order in ver. 29, Beza,
Sclden, Schleusner) ; (2) that it is the jornication practised at
the heathen festivals (so Morus, Dindorf, Stolz, Heinrichs);
(3) that the wopwixy fvoia is meant, the gains of prostitution
offered in sacrifice (Heinsius and Ittig) ; or (4) the “actus pro-
{fessionis meretriciae, in fornice stantis viri vel niulieris mercede
pacta prostitutae et omnium libidini patentis ” (Salmasius) ; or
(5) the concubinage common among the Gentiles (Calvin); or
(6) the nuptiac intra gradus prohibitos (Lightfoot, comp. Ham-
mond), incest (Gieseler in Staeudlin and Tzschirner's Archav.
1V.p. 312; Baur, L p. 162, ed. 2 ; Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p.
129; Zeller, p. 246; Sepp, and others ; also Wieseler, who, how-
cever, on Gal. p. 149, takes it generally, and only treats incest
as included) ; or (7) marriage with a heathen husband (Hering
in the Bibl. nov. Brem. IV. p. 289 ff.; Teller); or (8) deutero-
gamy (Schwegler, nachapost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 127). Bentley
las even recourse to conjectural emendation, namely, xoipeias
or mopkeias (swinc's flesh). Such expedients are only resorted
to, because all the other particulars are not immoral in them-
selves, but @8idgopa, which only become immoral through the

1 But that the apostles had here in view a sanctification of marriage by the
cognizance or approval of the rulers of the church, so that the germ of the eccle-
siastical nuptial ceremony is to be found here, is very arbitrarily assumed by
Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 11. p. 185.
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existing circumstanccs. DBut the association of mopvela with
three adiaphora is to be explained from the then moral corrup-
tion of heathenism, by which fornication, regarded from of old
with indulgence and even with favour, nay, practised without
shame even by philosophers, and surrounded by poets with
all the tinsel of lasciviousness, had beconie in public opinion
a thing really indifferent;' Grotius ¢n loc., Hermann, Privat-
alterth. S 29, 13 ff. Compare the system of Hetaerae in
Corinth, Rome, ctc., and the many forms of the worship of
Aphrodite in the Greek world. See also on 1 Cor. vi. 12.
Baumgarten, Ewald, Bleek, Weiss have with reason retained
the proper and in the N. T. prevailing literal sense of wopreia.
— Kal Tob mvikTol] Le. the flesh of such beasts as are killed by
strangling (strangulation by snares, and the like), and from
which the blood is not let out? This is based on Lev. xvil
13, 14, Deut. xii. 16, 23, according to which the blood
was to be let out from every hunted animal strangled, and
without this letting out of blood the flesh was not to be
eaten. Comp. Schoettgen 4n loc. That the prohibition here
refers to Roman epicurism (eg. to the eating of fowls suffo-
cated in Falerian wine), is very inappropriately assumed by
Schneckenburger, especially considering the humble position
of most of the Gentile-Christians. —«ai Toi aluatos] denotes
generally any partaking of blood, in whatever form it might
be found. Lev. iii. 17, vii. 26, xvii. 10, xix. 26 ; Deut. xii.
16, 23 ft, xv. 23. The prohibition of eating blood, even yet
strictly observed by the Jews (Saalschiitz, Mos. B. p. 262 f.),
is not to be derived from the design of the lawgiver to keep

1 That even among the heathen the sinfulness of sexual abuse was recognise«t
(as Hofmann, heil. Schr. V. T'. 1. p. 131, objects), makes no diffcrence as regards
the whole of their moral attitude and tendency. Voices of earnest and thought-
ful men in Greece and Rome were raised against all vices. Holmann attaches
to the notion of wepye/z o width which the word, as actually wsed, has not:
““Unbridledness of natural sexual conduct, which neither knows nor desires to
know moral restriction.” Thus the word, in his view, applies not only to
sexual intercourse in relationship, but also to sexual conduct in marriage (?).

* The omission of xai roi avixros in D and Fathers, though approved by Borne-
mann (here and in ver. 29), can only be regarded as a copyist’s error oceasioned

by Homoioteleuton (xai woi ... . x&i 7o5). So decisive are the witnesses in favour
of these words.



62 TIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

the people at a distance from all idolatry (as is well known,
the sacrificing Gentiles ate blood and drank it mingled with
wine, Michaelis, Mos. B. IV. § 206), or from sanitary con-
siderations, but from the conception expressly set forth in Gen.
ix. 6, Lev. xvil 11, xiii. 14, Deut. xil. 23, 24, that the blood
is that which contains “the soul of all flesh” On this also
depended the prohibition of things strangled, because the
blood was still in them, which, as the vehicle of life, was not
to be touched as food, but was to be poured out (Lev. xvii.
13 ; Deat. xii. 15 ff.), and not to be profaned by eating. See
Ewald, Alterth. pp. 51, 197 ; Delitzsch, bibl. Psych. p. 242 ff.
The very juxtaposition of the two points proves that Cyprian,
Tertullian, and others (see Wolf in loc.), erroneously explain
alua of homicidium. With the deep reverence of the Hebrews
for the sanctity of blood was essentially connected the idea
of blood-sacrifice; and therefore the prohibition of partaking
of blood, in respect of its origin and importance (it was
accompanied with severe penalties), was very different from
the prohibition of unclean animals. Comp. also Bihr, Symbol.
II. p. 240.

The following general observations are to be made on ver.
20 compared with ver. 29 :—1. The opinion of James and
the resolution of the assembly is purely negative ; the Gentile
brethren were not to be subjected to rapevox)etv, but they
were expected merely dméyecfar, and that from four matters,
which according to the common Gentile opinion were regarded
as indifferent, but were deeply offensive to the rigidly legal
Jewish-Christians. The moral element of these points is Aere
accordingly left entirely out of account; the design of the
prohibition refers only to the legal strictness of the Jewish-
Christians, between whom and the Gentile-Christians the
existing dispute was to be settled, and the fellowship of
brotherly intercourse was to be provisionally restored. The
Gentile-Christian, for the avoidance of offence towards his
Jewish brother, was to abstain as well from that which
exhibited the fundamental character of heathenism (pollutions
of idols and fornication ; comp. on the latter, Rom. i. 21 ff),
as from those things by which, in the intercourse of Christian
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fellowship, the most émportant points of the restrictions on food
appointed by God for Israel might be prematurely overthrown,
to the offence of the Jewish-Christians.—2. T/hat precisely these
Jour points are adduced, and neither more nor other, is simply
to be explained from the fact, that historically, and according
to the experience of that time, next to circumcision these were
the stumbling-blocks in ordinary intercourse between the two
sections of Christians; and not, as Olshausen and Ebrard,
following many older commentators, suppose (comp. also
Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 129 ; Wieseler, p. 185; Holtzmann,
Judenth. w. Clhristenth. p. 571 f.), from the fact that they were
accustomed to be imposed on the proselytes of the gate in
the so-called seven precepts of Noah (see the same in Sanh.
56 a b; Maimonides, 7. Melach. 9. 1), and that the meaning
of the injunction is, that the Gentile-Christians had no need
to become proselytes of righteousness by circumecision, but were
only obliged to live as proselytes of the gate, or at least were
to regard themselves as placed in a closer relation and fellow-
ship to the Jewish people (Banmgarten), Were this the case,
we cannot see why the decree should not have attached itself
more precisely and fully to the Noachic precepts,’ to which
not a single one of the four points expressly belonged; and
therefore the matter has nothing at all in common with the
proselytism of the gate. Comp. also Oertel, p. 249 ; Hofmann,
h. Schr. d. N. T. I, p. 128 ff—3. That the proposal of James,
and the decree drawn up in accordance with it, were 2o have
no permanent force as a rule of conduct, is clear from the
entire connection in which it arose. It was called forth by
the circumstances of the times; it was to be a compromise
as long as’these circumstances lasted ; but its value as such
was extinguished of itself by the cessation of the circum-
stances—namely, as soon as the strengthening of the Chris-
tian spirit, and of the Christian moral freedom of both
parties, rendered the provisional regulation superfluous. Comp.
Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 138 f. Therefore Augustine strikingly

! These forbade : (1) idolatry ; (2) blasphemy ; (3) murder; (4) incest;
(5) robbery ; (6) disobedience to magistrates; (7) partaking of flesh cut from
living animals.
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remarks (c. Manich. 32. 13): “ Elegisse mihi videnlur pro tem-
porc rem facidem et nequaquam observantibus onerosam, in qua
cum Israclitis cliam gentes propter angularem illum lapidem
duos in sc condentem aliquid communiter observarent. Trans-
acto vero ilo tempore, quo lli duo parietes, unus de cir-
cumcisione, alter de praeputio. venientes, quamuvis in angulari
lapide concordarent, tamen suis quibusdam proprictatibus dis-
tinctius eminebant, ac ubt ccclesia gentium talis effecta est, ut in
ea nullus Israelita carnalis apparcat: quis jam hoc Christianus
obscrvat, ut turdas vel minutiores aviculas non atlingat, nis
quarum sanguis cffusus est, aut leporem non edat, si manu a
cervice percussus nullo cruento wvulnere occisus est?  Et qui
Jorte pauvct tangere ista formidant, a cacterts trridentur, ita
omniumn animos i hac re tenuit sententia veritalis” In
contrast to this correct view stand the Canon. apost. 63 (el 75
émiokomos 1) mpeaBuTepos 1 Sdkovos f GAws Tod xaTaloyov
70U (epatikor Pdyn kpéa év alpate Jruyis adrod, % OnpudiwTov
% Ovnopaiov, kabapeicbo- TobTo yap 6 vouos dmweimev. Ei 8¢
Aaixos €in, apopilécfw), and not less the Clementine Homilies,
vil. 4, and many Fathers in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 113, as also
the Concil. Trull. II. Can. 67, and exegetical writers cited
in Wolf! It is self-evident withal, that not only the prohibi-
tion of woprela, but also the general moral tenor and funda-
mental thought of the whole decree (the idea of Christian free-
dom, to the use of which merely relative limits given in the
circumstances, and not an absolute ethical limitation, must be
assigned), have permanent validity, such as Paul exhibited in
his conduct and teaching.—<. The Tiibingen criticism, finding
in Gal. ii. the Archimedean point for its lever, has sought to
relegate the whole narrative of the apostolic council and its
decree to the unhistorical sphere (see besides, Baur, I. 119 fF.
ed 2, Schwegler, Zeller, Holsten, especially Hilgenfeld in
Comm. z. Br. an d. Gal,, and in his Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol.
1858, p. 317 ff,1860,p. 118 ff, Kanon w. Krit. d. N. T. p.

1 Comy. also the Erlangen Zeitschr. f. Protest. u. K., July 1851, p. 53, where
the abstinence from things strangled and from blood is reckoned as a ‘‘pre-
cipitate on the part of the external Levitical ordinances" to be preserved in the
charek,
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188 ff); because the comparison with Gal. ii. exhibits contra-
dictions, which cause the narrative of the Acts to be recos-
nised as an irenic fiction. It i3 alleged, namely, that by its
incorrect representation the deeply seated difference between
the Jewish-Christianity of the original apostles and Paulinism
free from the law was to be as much as possible concealed,
with a view to promote union. Holtzmann, Judenth. und
Christenth. p. 568 {f., more cautiously weighs the matter, but
still expresses doubt. TFor a defence of its historical character,
see Wieseler, Chronol. p. 189 ff, and in his Comm. z. Br. an d.
Gal.;* Ebrard, § 125 ; Baumgarten, p. 401 ff.; Schaff, Gesch.
d. apost. K. p. 2562 ff, ed. 2; Schneckenburger in the Stud.
w. Krit. 18535, p. 551 ff.; Lechler, apost. w. nachapost. Zeitalt,
p- 396 ff. (also in the Stud. d. Wirtemb. Geistl. 1847, 2, p.
94 ff)) ; Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 103 ff.; Thiersch, p. 127 {f.;
Lekebusch, p. 296 ff.; Ewald, p. 469 ff.; Ritschl, altkath. K.
p- 148 ff.; Hofmann, heil. Schr. N. 7. 1. p. 127 ff, who,
however, calls to- his aid many incorrect interpretations of
passages in the Epistle to the Galatians; Trip, le. p. 92 ff;
Qertel, Paul. in d. Apostelgesch. p. 226 ff. The contradictiors,
which serve as premisses for the attack upon our narrative, are
not really present in Gal. ii. 1 ff. For—and these are the most
essential points in the question—in Gal. ii. Paul narrates the
matter not in a purely historical interest, but in personal
defence of his apostolic authority, and therefore adduces inci-
dents and aspects of what happened at Jerusalem, which do
not make it at all necessary historically to exclude our nar-
rative. Moreover, even in Gal. ii. the original apostles are not
in principle at variance, but at one, with Paul (comp. Bleek,
Deitr. p. 253 f.); as follows from ver. 6, from the reproach of
hypocrisy made against Peter, vv. 12, 13 (which supposes an
agreement in conviction between him and Paul), from the
€0vicds s, ver. 14, and from the speech in common, ver. 16 {f.
(see evasions, on account of vmoxpiais, in Schwegler and BDaur).
Further, in Gal. ii. Paul is not contrasted with the original

1 Who, however, still (see the avticle ¢‘Galaterbrief” in Herzog's Kucyll.
XIX.) identifies the journey in Gal. ii. with that mentioned in Acts xviii. 21 f.,
an opinion which it is impossible to maintain. Comp. on Gal. ii. 1.

ACTS 1L E
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apostles in respect of doctrine (for the circumeision of Titus
was not demanded by them), but as regards the field of their
operations in reference to the same gospel, ver. 9. By xat’
i3lav, again, Gal. ii. 2, is meant a private confercnce (comp. on
ver. 6), which had mothing to do with the transactions of our
narrative ; nor is the care for the poor determined on, Gal.
i. 10, a matter excluding the definitions of our decree, parti-
cularly as Paul only describes an agreement which had been
made, not in any sort of public assembly, but merely between
him and the three original apostles; the observance of the
decree was an independent matter, and was understood of itself.
In fine, the absence of any mention of the council and decree
in the Pauline Epistles, particularly in the Epistle to the
Galatians (and even in the discussion on meats offered in sacri-
fice, 1 Cor. viil 10, 23 ff)), is completely intelligible from the
merely interim nature and purpose of the statute; as well as,
on the other hand, from the independence of his apostleship
and the freedom of believers from the law, which Paul had to
assert more and more after the time of the council in his
special apostolic labours, and always to lay greater stress on,
in opposition to the Judaism which ever raised itself anew
(see on Gal., Introd. § 3). Indeed, the wery circumstance that
the proposals for the decree proceed from James, is in keeping
with his position as the highly respected head of the Jewish-
Christians, and is a testimony of his wise moderation, without
making him answerable (comp. Jas. i 25, ii. 12) for the
Judaistic narrowness and strictness of his followers (Gal. ii. 12).
And there could be the Iess scruple to consent on the part of
Paul, as, in fact, by this Zenoticon the non-circumcision of the
Gentiles had completely conquered, and he thereby saw the
freedom and the truth of the gospel securely established (Gal.
ii. 3 ff)), while at the same time the chief vice of heathenism,
mopveia, was rejected, and the right application of the other
three prohibitions, in accordance with the yvéois and dydmn
which his Gospel promoted, was more and more to be expected
in confidence on the Lord and His Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 17; Rom.
viii. 15).  See, in addition, on Gal ii.

Ver. 21. See Diisterdieck in the Gotting. Monatschr. 1849,
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p. 282 ff.  I'dp] gives the reason why it was indispensable to
enjoin this fourfold dméyeofar—namely, because the preach-
ing of the Mosaic law, taking place from ancient generations
in every city every Sabbath day by its being read in the
synagogues, would only tend to keep alive the offence which
the Jewish-Christians (who still adhered to the synagogue’)
took to their uncircumcised brethren, in view of the complete
freedom of the latter from the law, including even these four
points.2  These words thus assign a ground for the proposal
on the score of necessity (corresponding to the émdvaryxes in the-
decree, ver. 28), and, indeed, of k¢ necessity that there must.
be, at least so far, accommodation to the Mosaic law. Others:
wepirTov Tols "Iovdaiows TadiTa émiaTéNhew dmo Tob vépov TaiTa
pavBdvovaty k.1, scholion in Matthaei, Chrysostom, Lyra, and
many others, and recently Neander, Out of place, as there-
was no question at all about an instruction for the Jewish-
Christians. Erasmus, Wetstein, Thiersch, and others still more-
arbitrarily import the idea: “ Neque est metuendum, ut Moses
propterea antiguetur ;” or (so Grotius and Ewald, p. 472):
it is not to be feared that the Mosaic law generally will be.
neglected and despised®  Still more freely Gieseler* reads be-
tween the lines what is supposed to be meant: “ The Mosaic
law already has been so long preached, and yet there are few
who submit to embrace it. Now, when the service of the true

1 Comp. Lechler, apost. Zeitalt. p. 291 {.

? Lekebusch and Oertel adopt in the main this interpretation, to which Calvin
already came very near. Nor is the explanation of Diisterdieck essentially dif-
ferent. Yet he understands Zx« in the sense: ke has in his power, holds in
subjection, which, however, appears not to be admissible, as not the Jews
generally, but the xnpdooovres, are the object of ixs. 1t is the simple : e laa
them, they do not fail him.

3 Thus in substance also Schneckenburger, Zeller, Banmgarten, Hilgenfeld.
Peculiarly ingenious, but importing what is not in the text, is the view of
Bengel : ¢ Prophetas citavi, non Mosen, cujus consensus est apertior,”” holding
that James had Deut. xxxii, 21 in view.

¢ In Staudlin und Taschirner's Archiv. f. Kirchengesch. 1V. p. 312. Baur,
od. 1, also adopted the explanation of Gieseler. But in the second edition, I.
P- 137, he interprets it as if James wished to say : *“a worship so ancient as the
Mosaic is perfectly entitled to such @ demand.” This, however, is in no way
contained in the words, in which, on the contrary, the point is the ancient
preaching and the constant reading.
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God is preached without the yoke of the law, many are turning
to Him, and it is indisputable that the ceremonial law is the
only obstacle to the universal diffusion of true religion.”
Lange, II. p. 183, likewise imports : “ We have nothing further
to do. To assert the statutes of Moses, is not our office ; there
are already preachers for that.” Similarly Hofmann, Schriftbew.
II. 2, p. 41, who, however, discovers under the words of
James the presupposition as self-evident, that Gentiles, if they
pleased, might along with the faith embrace also the law of
Moses ; to those, who wished to become Mosaic, nothing need
be said about the law, because they would always have an
opportunity to become acquainted with it. As if one could
read-in such a very important presupposition as self-evident !
And as if Paul and Barnabas could have been silent at a pro-
position so entirely anti-Pauline! Further, we cannot sce
how what Brenske (Stud. u. Krit. 1859, p. 711 ff) finds as
the meaning, considering the proselytes of the gate as those to
whom the sgpioaew took place, is contained in the words: the
wnpvooew has the notion of publicity and solemnity, but not of
novelly (Brenske), which even passages such as Gal. v. 11,
Rom. ii. 21, should have prevented him from assuming. Lastly,
Wieseler (on Gal. il 11 ff, p. 148) finds in the words the
designed inference : consequently these statutes have for long
been not a thing unheard of and burdensome for these Gentiles,
because there are among them many proselytes. DBut even
thus the chief points are mentally supplied.

Ver. 22. "Exkefauévouvs] is not to be taken, with Beza, Er.
Schmid, Kuinoel, and others, for éxhexfévras, as the middle
aorist never has a passive signification ; on the contrary (comp.
ver. 40), the correct explanation is (accusative with the in-
finitive) : after they should have (not lhad) chosen men from
among them, to send them, Le. to choose and to send men. Comp.
Vulg, and see Kypke, IL p. 73 ; Winer, p. 239 [E. T. 319 £].
—Nothing further is known of Judas Barsabas (whom Grotius
and Wolf consider as a brother of Joseph DBarsabas, i. 23).
Ewald considers him as identical with the person named in x. 23.
Concerning Silas, 7.¢. Silvanus (see on 2 Cor. i. 19), the apos-
tolic companion of Paul on his journeys in Asia Minor and
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Greece (xvil. 4, x. 14 f, xviii. 5, also 1 Tet. v. 12), sce Cellar,
de Sila viro apost, Jena, 1773 ; Leyrer in Herzog's Encykl.
XIV.p.369. These two men, who were of the first rank and
influence (syovn., comp., Luke xxii. 26) among the Christians,
were sent to Antioch to give further oral explanation (ver. 27).

Vv. 23, 24. Tpavravres| while they wrote, should properly
agree in case with éxhefapévovs. Anacoluthia in carrying out
the construction by participles is frequent; here it conforms to
the logical subjcct of é8ofe Tols x.TX. See Bernhardy, p. 463 ;
Winer, p. 527 [E. T. 709]; also Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 970.
— &ua xetpos alrdv] so that they were to be the bearers of
the letter—As the letter was directed not only to Antioch and
to Syria (whose capital and chief church was Antioch), but
also to Ctlicia, we are to infer that in this province also similar
dissensions between Jewish and Gentile Christians had taken
place, and had come to the knowledge of the apostolic assembly.
—The genuineness of the letter is supported as well by its
whole form — which, with all distinctness as to the things
forbidden (the designation of which is repeated exactly in
xxi. 25), yet has otherwise so little official circumstantiality,
that it evidently appears intended to be orally supplemented
as regards the particulars—as also by the natural supposition
that this important piece of writing would soon be circulated
in many copies (xxi. 25), and therefore might easily, in an
authentic form, pass into the collection of Luke’s sources. —
xal oi a8ehgoi] .. the whole church, ver. 22. — Xalpew] the
well-known epistolary salutation of the Greeks? Comp. xxiii.
26. The letter addressed to Greek Christians was certainly
written in Greek. But that it was actually composed by James
(Bengel, Bleek in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 1037) does not
follow at least from Jas. i. 1, althongh it is in itself possible,
and indeed from his position in Jerusalem even probable.
The similarity in the expression of the decree with Luke i. 1,
does not justify us in doubting the originality of that expression

1 According to Schwanbeck, the letter is derived from the *‘Memoirs of
Silas.” In this view, of course, it must be assumed that &vdpas ayovu., ver. 22,
did not stand in the text at all, or not Zere.

3 See Otto in the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1867, p. 678 fI.
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(Schwegler, Zeller), as the subdivision in the protasis and
apodosis was very natural, and the use of &ofev almost neces-
sary.— avaaxevalovres] destroying, subverting, elsewhere neither
in the N. T. nor in the LXX. and Apocrypha; but sce Xen.
Cyr.vi. 2. 25 ; Polyb. ix. 31. 6, ix. 32. 8 ; Dem. 895. 5. “ Non
parcunt iis, qui dubitationes invexerant,” Bengel. — Aéyovres
mepuréup.] without elv, because in Aéy. the sense of command-
ing is implied. Kiihner, ad Xen. Anad. v. 7. 34. Comp. on
xiv. 14 — The 7npeiv 7. vopov is the Luyds, ver. 10, which
was imposed with circumecision, Gal. v. 3.  And the vouos is
the whole law, not merely the ceremonial part. — ols ov
Sieareeh.] So arbitrarily had they acted.

Vv. 25-28. Tevopévors opofupador] after we had become
ynanimous. Thus it was not a mere majority of voices: “ non
parum ponderis addit decreto concors sententia,” Grotius. On
yiveoBar with an adverb in the sense of a predicate, see
Bernhardy, p. 337. Comp. on John i. 15. — BapvaB. «.
ITaire] This order (after chap. xiii.,, almost always inverted)
is justly regarded by Bleek as a proof of fidelity to the docu-
mentary source. The placing of Barnabas first was very
natural to the apostles and to the church in Jerusalem, on the
ground of the older apostolic position of the man who in fact
first introduced Paul himself to the apostles. Also at xiv.
14, xv. 12, this precedence has its ground in the nature of
the circumstances. — dvfpwmois «.7.\.] men who Lave given up
(exposed to the danger of death) their soul for the name (for
its glorification, v. 41) of our Lord Jesus Christ. mapad. ™
~pvyry (comp. Plat. Prot. p. 312 C), the opposite of Gérew
odoar 7. Yuyiy, Luke ix. 24, is not to be identified with
Tibévas . 4, and the two are not to be explained from the
Hebrew /22 =3 (in opposition to Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen).
See on John x. 11. The purpose of these words of com-
mendation is the attestation of the complete confidence of
the assembly in the Christian fidelity, proved by such love
to Christ, of the two men who had been sent from Antioch,
and who perhaps had been slandered by the Judaistic party
as egotistic falsifiers of the gospel.! Comp. Grotius. — «al

3 According to Zeller, p. 246, these commendatory words are calculuted by the
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abrols k. N] who also themselves, i.e. in person, along with this
our wrellen communication, make known the same thing orally
(8ta Noyou, see Raphel, Polyb.). — dmayyéA\.] stands not for
the future (against Grotius, Hammond, Heinrichs, Kuinoel),
but realizes as present the time when Judas and Silas deliver
the letter and add their oral report.— 7& aird] namely, what
we here wmform you of by letter. Neander takes it otherwise:
the same, that Barnabas and Poul have preached to you, namely,
that faith in the Redeemer, even “ without the observance of
the law, suffices,” etc. Against this view & Aéyou is decisive,
by which T& ad7d necessarily retains its reference to what was
communicated by letter. — 76 dylp mvevpaTe xal npiv] The
agreement of the personal activity of the advisers themselves
with the illuminating and confirming influence of the Holy
Spirit experienced by them when advising.! Comp. v. 32.
Well does Calovius remark: “ Conjungitur causa principalis
et ministerialis decreti.” Olshausen supposes that it is equi-
valent to 7& dy. mwv. év 7fuiw. Just as arbitrarily and erro-
neously, Grotius, Piscator, and many others hold that there is
lLere a & &ia Svolv, nobis per Sp. St. Neander: through the
Holy Spirit we also (like Paul and Barnabas) have arrived at
the perception. To this is opposed &Bofe, which, in accordance
with ver. 22, must necessarily denote the determination of the
council, and therefore forbids the reference of the wai yuiv
to Paul and Barnabas, which reference, at any rate (see before
on T4 avtd), is remote from the context.— 7uiv] includes,
according to vv. 22, 23, also the church, to which, of course, Bel-
larmin and other Catholics concede only the consensus facilus.
See, on the contrary, Calovius.—Ta émdvayres] the things
necessary.  Bernhardy, p. 328; Kypke, IL p. 75 f. The
conjectural emendations, ér’ dvdykns (Salmasius) and év aryd-
7acs (Bentley), are wholly unnecessary. That émdvayxes
(Herod. i. 82 ; Plat. Pol. vii. p. 536 D, Conv. p. 176 E, Dem.
706. 21) is an adverb, see in Schaefer, ad Den. Adpp. IV.

author for Ais readers, as indeed the whole book is held to Le only a letter of
commendation for Paul.

1 Ewald, p. 476, appropriately remarks : *‘ The mention of the Holy Spirit,
7er. 28, is the most primitive Christian thing imaginable.”
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p- 540 £ The necessity here meant is not a necessity for
salvation (Zeller), but a necessity conditioned by the circum-
stances of the time. See on ver. 20 f.

Ver. 29. The points mentioned in ver. 20 are here arranged
more accurately, so that the three which refer to food are
placed together. — dméyeafai] is in ver. 20, as in 1 Thess.
iv. 3, v. 22, Ecclus. xxviii. 8, and frequently in the LXX., joined
with dmo ; but here, as usually among Greek writers, only with
the genitive. The two differ “ non quoad rem ipsam, sed modo
cogitandi, ita ut in priori formula sejunctionis cogitatio ad rem,
in posteriori autem ad nos ipsos referatur.” Tittmann, Synon.
N. T.p. 225.— &€ dv Suarnpoivres éavrols| from which (ie.
at a distance {rom, without fellowship with them) ye carcfully
Tsceping yourselves.  Comp. John xvil. 5 ; Prov. xxi. 23 : Siarnpet
éx Orirews Ty Yruyny alrod ; also the corresponding connection
with amo, Ps. xii. 8; Jas. i 27. — eb wpdere] not: ye shall
do well (so usually; also de Wette, comp. x. 33), but, as also
Hofmann interprets it according to the usus loguendi (see
especially Plat. 4le. i. p. 116 B: Sois kahds mwpdret, olyd
kai e mpdrre,, Prot. p. 333 D: e €0 mpdrTovaw adwolvTes,
Dem. 169. 14 : € 7is d\hos ed pév émolnoer Juas ed mpdrTwy,
Plat. Ep. 3, p. 315 B; the opposite, xakds mpdooew, comp.
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 629, and Grimm, s.v. D), ye shall
Jare well, namely, by peace and unity in Christian fellowship.
Quite incorrectly, Elsner, Wolf, Krebs, Kuinoel have under-
stood the meaning as equivalent to cwficeote, which egre-
giously and injuriously mistakes the apostolic spirit, that
had nothing in common with the ob 8ivacfe cwlijvar of the
strict legalists. — éppwobe] the epistolary valete. Xen. Cyr. iv.
5. 33; Hipp. ep. p. 1275, 20 ; Artem. iii. 44 ; 2 Mace. xi.
21, 33, vii. 9. Comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 323 f.

Vv. 31, 32. ’Emi 75 mapaxhijoed] for the consolation, which
the contents of the letter granted to them. They now saw
Christian liberty protected and secured, where the abrupt de-
mand of the Jewish-Christians had formerly excited so much
anxiety. The meaning cokortatio, arousing address (Beza,
Castalio, and others), is less suitable to the contents of tlio
letter and to the threatening situation in which they had been
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placed. — xal adrol] is to be explained in keeping with
ver. 27 ; and so to be connected, not, as is usually done, with
mpo. vres (as they also, as well as Paul and Barnabas, were
prophets), but with 8w Aéyov m. mwapexdh. w1\ Judas and
Silas also personally (as the letter by writing) comforted and
etrengthened the brethren by much discourse, which they
could the more do, since they were prophets (see on xi. 27).
The mapexdieaary must be interpreted like waparxisoe:, and
so not cohortabantur (as usually). Comp. Vulgate; and see
ver. 27, Ta ad7d.

Vv. 33-85. Ioweiv ypovov] to spend a time, Dem. 392. 18.
See Wetstein and Jacobs, ad Anthol. I1I. 3, p. 44; also
Schaefer, ad Bos. Zil. p. 413. — pet elpqins] ie. so that wel-
Jare (msw) was bidden to accompany them, amidst good wishes.
A reference to the formula of parting: mopevov or Umaye eis
elpiuny, or év elpnvp (xvi. 36; Mark v. 34; Luke vii. 50,
viii. 48; Jas. ii. 16). — The «al between &id2g«. and edayy.!
is epexegetical. — 1oy Aoy. Tob Kup.] see on viil. 25.—At this
period, ver. 33, occurs the encounter of Paul with Peter (Gal.
ii. 11 ff). The quite summary statement, ver. 35, makes the
non-mention of this particular incident intelligible enough,
and therefore there is no reason for the fiction that Luke
desired, by the narrative of the strife between Paul and
Barnabas (vv. 37 ff.), merely to mask the far more important
difference between him and Peter (Schrader, Schneckenburger,
Baur). This passing and temporary offence had its mport-
ance in the special intcrest of the FEpistle to the Galatians,
but not in the general historical interest of Luke, which was
concerned, on thie other hand, with the separation of Paul and
Barnabas and of their working. The objections of Wieseler
to the assumed coincidence of time (on Gal. ii. 11) have little
weight. In particular, the indefinite statements of time, vv.
33, 35, 36, allow space enough.—As to the spurioucness of
ver. 34, see on ver. 40,

Ver. 36. 4] see on xiil. 2. — év ais] because macav molw
contains a distributive plurality. Winer, p. 134 [E. T. 177].

1 The added pers xai irép. xorrdy, with yet many others, shows how very great
the ficld of labour at Antioch was,
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— 7w €xovar] how their state s, their internal and external
Christian condition. The reference to émiaxeyr. Tods adehe.
depends on well-known attraction. Moreover, Bengel well
remarks that wds &yovae is the nervus visitationss ccclesiasiicae.

Vv. 38, 39. But Paul judged 1t not right (sElov, comp.
xxvill. 22; Xen. dnad. v. 5. 9; Mem. ii. 1. 9) to take with
them this one who had fallen away from them from Pamphylia,
etc. (comp. xiii. 13)." Observe the ui) cupmaparaBeiv standing
in sharp opposition to the cuumaparaBeiv of ver. 37, and the
Toltov significantly repeated at the close. The purposely
chosen amootdvra, and the decisive rejection which Paul
founded on this falling away, even in opposition to the highly
esteemed Barnabas, who did not wish to discard his cousin
(Col. iv. 10), proves that the matter was not without grave
fault on the part of Mark. JFickleness in the service of Christ
(Mark had been ob Xpiorov dpvnoduevos, A a Tov Spépov
Tov woAM kai Bapdy wapaitnoduevos, Oecumenius) was to
Paul's bold and decided strength of character and firmness in
his vocation the foreign element, with which he could not
enter into any union either abstractly or for the sake of public
example. — This separation was beneficial for the church,
because Barnabas now chose a sphere of operation for himself.
Ver. 39; 1 Cor. ix. 6. And as to Mark, certainly both the
severity of Paul and the kind reception given to him by Bar-
nabas were alike beneficial for his ministerial fidelity, Col. iv.
10; 2 Tim. iv. 11. T pév yap ITailov ¢poBepov éméarpefrev
abror 70 8¢ BapvdBa ypnoTov émoler unmkére émolewpbivat.
"Nare pdyovrar péy, wpds & & Téhos dmavrd 7O Képdos
(Chrysostom). — wapofvouis] an exasperation. Dem. 1105.
24 ; Deut. xxix. 28; Jer. xxxii. 37. The expression is pur-
poscly chosen ; it was odx & fpa ovdé ¢uoveikia (Chrysostom).
But the thing i‘self had its ground in the dvfpwmivy Siavoig
according to its relation to the difference of the character con-
fronting it (o0 yap Hoav Aibot % Evloi, Chrysostom).

1 T uke does not mention the later reunion (Col. iv, 10 ; Philem. 24 ; 2 Tim.
iv. 11), which, if the view as to the book being intended as a reconciliation of
Paulinism and Petrinism were correct, must occasion great surprise, as Mork
was a disciple of Peter.
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Vv. 40, 41. "Emedpevos 3inav] after he had chosen Silas
as his apostolic companion. It is accordingly to be assumed
that Silas (ver. 27), after he had returned to Jerusalem (ver.
33), and had along with Judas given an account of the result
of their mission, had in the meantime returned to Antioch.
But the interpolation, ver. 34 (see the critical remarks), is
incorrect, as the return of Silas to Jerusalem was a necessary
exigency of the commission which he had received. émihé-
weaBas, in the sense sibv eligere, only here in the N. 1. ; often
in Greek writers, the LXX,, and Apocr. — mapadof. 75 xdap.
7. Kupilov] committed to the grace of Christ (see the critical
remarks). Comp. ver. 11. Not different in substance f{rom
xiv. 36, but here expressed according to a more specifically
Christian form. Moreover, the notice, compared with ver. 39,
leads us to infer, with great probability, that the church of
Antioch in the dispute before us was on the side of Paul. —
v Svp. k. Kiix.] as Barnabas (ver. 39), so Paul also betook
himself to his native country ; from their native countries the
two began their new, and henceforth for ever separated, mis-
sionary labours. Barnabas is upjustly reproached (by Baum-
garten) with repairing to his own country, instead of to the
wide fields of heathenism; in point of fact, we know mot the.
Jurther course which he adopted for his labours.
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CHAPTER XVI

VER. 1. After yuwaixic Elz. has g, which is decidedly spurious
according to the evidence.— Ver. 3. sév warépa airol, §rs "EAA.
oxipyev] Lachm. reads és "ExAny ¢ aasdp abrol Umiipyev, accord-
ing to A B C ¥, min. Rightly; the Recepta is a mechanical
or designed transposition into the usual mode of expression by
attraction. If the reading of Lachm. were a resolution of the
attraction, "Eaxsy would not have been placed first. — Ver. 6.
disndiveec] A B C D E §, min. and several vss. and Fathers have
dFnéov, and in ver. 7 for the most part & after éadévrec. DBoth
are adopted by Lachm. and Born. The attestation of this read-
ing is so preponderating, that it cannot be held as an emenda-
tion to avoid the recurrence of participial clauses. The Recepta,
on the contrary, appears to have arisen because of a wish to
indicate that the hindrance of the Spirit took place only aftex
passing through Phrygia and Galatia, which appeared necessary
if Asia was understood in too wide a sease. The reading of
the Vulg. presents another corresponding attempt : “transeuntes
autem . . . velatt sunt.” — Ver. 7. ¢ig 7. B.] Elz. has xeuré s B,
against decisive evidence. Either a mere error of a copyist
after the preceding xard, or an intentional interpretation. —
"Ineey] is wanting in Elz, but supported by decisive evidence.
If only mwina were original, the gloss added would not have
been 'Izco5 (for mv. "Izee5 is not elsewhere found in the N. T.), but,
from the preceding, b dysw. — Ver. 9. The order best attested
and therefore to be adopted is: dvip Maxzeddv =75 7v. So Lachm,,
also Tisch. and Born. ; the latter, however, has deleted #v accord-
ing to too weak evidence (it was wholly superfluous), and, more-
over, has in accordance with D adopted év épduass . .. apdn el dvip
%=, an explanatory gloss, as also are the words xard mpéowmov
abres added after tordg (Born.).—Ver. 10. ¢ Kips]A B C E R,
min. Copt. Vulg. Jer. have ¢ @:é;. Recommended by Griesb.
and adopted by Lachm. The Recepta is a gloss in accordance
with ver. 7 (mvedue "Ineod), comp. Xiil. 2, or written on the margin
in accordance with ii. 39.-—Ver. 13, #ian;] Approved already
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. instead of the usual
wénews, against which A B C D §, min. Copt. Sahid. Vulg. Cant.
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witness. % #(hewg was written by the side of =% #0295 as a gloss
(as some vss. have still 7. #iAz¢ 7. 762ewz), and then supplanted the
original. — &opilero mpossuys] A** B C w8, 1ot 13, 40, Copt. Aeth.
have édouilouev mpossuyzv. So Lachm. An alteration, because the
reading of the text was not understood. From the same mis-
understanding the reading in D, Epiph. é8éxer wposevsg4 (so Born.)
arose, and the translation of the Vulg., “ubi videbatur oratio
esse.” — Ver. 16. r4v @poctuy;#v] In Elz. the article is wanting,
but is supported by preponderating evidence and by its neces-
sity (ver. 13). — Iidwos] A B C* D (?) §, lot 33, Vulg. Cant.
and some Fathers have #idwvw. Adopted by Lachm. Tisch.
Born. Correctly; the accusative, not understood, was changed for
the genitive as the more intelligible case, which was well known
to the transcribers with «vedue (comp. especially, Luke iv. 33). —
Ver. 17. Instead of the second #wi, Tisch. Born, have dud, con-
trary to A C G H, min. vss. and Fathers. But #u#» appeared
less suitable, especially as a demoniacal spirit spoke from the
waidionn—Ver. 24. Instead of eirnpds read, with Lachm. and
Born.,, A«Buv on decisive evidence.— Ver. 31. Xpwrév] is with
Lachm. and Tisch. to be deleted as a usual addition (comp. on
xv. 11), on the authority of A B ¥, min. Copt. Vulg. Lucif. —
Ver. 32. z«i a&s] A B C D §, min. Vulg. Cant. Lucif. have sy
a&a. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. The
xai easily crept in, because with it the dative =&a 707 remained,
and because xai 6 ofxés sov (ver. 31) preceded. — Ver. 34. 4yun-
7.1é6afo] c* (7) D, min. Chrys. Oec. Theophyl. have FyalMdro.
Approved by Griesb. and adopted by Born. and Tisch. With
this weak attestation it is to be regarded as an easily committed
error of a transcriber. — Ver. 39. éZendev 75 =ir] Lachm. and
Tisch. read damended &nd 7. wéx, according to A B 8, min. A
more definite and precise statement. — Ver. 40. =pss] Elz. has
¢/s against decisive evidence.

Vv. 1, 2. dépB. k. Avarp.] See on xiv. 6. — éxez] does not
refer to both cities, as Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 56, strangely assumes,
but to the last named, ZLystra. Here Timothy, whose conver-
sion by Paul is to be referred to xiv. 6 f,, was at that time
residing (v éxel) ; probably it was also his native place! as may
be inferred from ver. 2 (éuapTupeiro Umo @y v AvoTpots) com-
pared with ver. 3 (j8eigav yap dmavres k.7 N.).  Usually (even

! With this Kohler also agrees in Herzog's Encykl. XVI. p. 168 ; Huther and

Wiesinger leave it undecided ; but Wieseler, p. 25 f., endeavours to uphold the
usual view. DBut see on xx. 4.
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by Olshausen and Neander, but not by de Wette and Baum-
garten) Timothy is supposed to be a native of Derbe (on
account of Acts xx. 4; but see remarks on that passage);
exet is referred to 4épBnv (very arbitrarily), and ver. 2 is ex-
plained to mean that, besides the (presupposed) good report
of his native city, Timothy had also the good report of. the
neighbouring cities of Lystra and Iconium; a very forced
explanation, which Theophilus and the other first readers cer-
tainly did not hit upon ! — qwvaix. 'Iovd. mior.] The name of
this Jewish-Christian was Eunice. See 2 Tim. i 5. ’Iovdalas
is the adjective (John iii. 22), as also “EM\nwos and MaxeSov,
ver. 9.  Whether the father was a pure Gentile or a proselyte
of the gate, the language employed (see on xi. 20) and the lack
of other information leave entirely undecided. — éuaptup.] as in
vi. 8.— Ikovip] see on xiii 51. What were the peculiar
circumstances, which had made Timothy honourably known in
Iconium as well as in the place of his birth, we do not know.

Ver. 3. Apart from his superior personal qualifications,
fostered by a pious education (2 Tim. i. 5, iii. 15), Timothy
was also well adapted to be the coadjutor of the apostle from
the peculiar external relation in which he stood as belonging
by parentage both to the Jewish and to the Gentile Christians.
— afBov wepiérepev] he took and circumcised. There is mo
reason whatever to suppose that Paul should not have himself
performed this act, which might in fact be done by -any
TIsraelite (comp. on Luke i. 59). — &ia Tods 'Tovdaiovs] namely,
to avoid the offence which the Jews in the region of Lystra
and Iconium would have taken, had Paul associated with
himself one who was uncircumcised to go forth (é€enfeiv) as
his colleague in proclaiming the Messianic salvation. Iaul
acted thus according to the principle of wise and conciliatory
accommodation (1 Cor. ix. 19), and not out of concession to
the Judaistic dogma of the necessity of circumecision for
obtaining the Messianic salvation! He acted thus in order

1 Erasmus in his Paraphrase (dedicated to Pope Clement vi1.) observes: ‘‘ Non
quod crederet circumcisionem conferre salutem, quam éola fides adfercbat, sed
ne quid tumultus oriretur a Judaeis.” Observe this distinctively Lutheran
sola fides.
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to leave no cause of offence at his work among the et un-
converted Jews of that region, and not to please Christian
Judaists, to whom, if they had demanded the circumecision
of Timothy, as they did that of Titus at Jerusalem (Gal. ii.
3 £), he would as little have yielded as he did in the case of
Titus. This entirely non-dogmatic motive for the measure,
which was neither demanded by others mor yet took place
with a view to Timothy’s own salvation or to the necessity of
circumcision for salvation generally, removes it from all con-
tradiction either with the apostolic decree (xv. 29) or with
Gal. ii. 3 ; for in the case of T%tus circumcision was demanded
by others against his will, and that on the ground of dogmatic
assertion, and so Paul could not allow that to be done on
Titus (comp. Gal. v. 2) which he himself performed on Timothy.
This we remark in opposition to Baur and Zeller, who attack
our narrative as unhistorical, because it stands radically at
variance with the apostle’s principles and character, so that
it belongs “ to the absolutely incredible element in the Book
of Acts” (Baur, I. p. 147, ed. 2). See, on the other hand,
Lechler in the Wurtemd. Stud. x1x. 2, p. 130 ff,, and apost.
und nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 419 ; Thiersch, Kirche im apost.
Zeitalt. p. 136 f.; Lekebusch, p. 272 ff. ; Baumgarten, I. p.
483 ff. Chrysostom has hit in the main on the correct inter-
pretation : oddév Iladdov ouvetdrepor doTe mdvra wpos TO
ovpdépoy édpa . . . wepiéTepey (va wepiTouny kaféy. But the
~canon insisted on in the Talmud: partus sequitur wventrem
(see Wetstein), can hardly have been taken into consideration
by the apostle (in opposition to Thiersch and Lange, apost.
Zetalt. I. p. 102 £), because Timothy was already a Christian,
and thus beyond the stage of Judaism ; and therefore it is not
to be assumed, with Ewald, p. 482, that Paul had wished
merely to remove the reproach of wllegitimacy from Timothy—
even laying aside the fact that Jewesses were not prohibited
from marrying Gentiles, with the exception only of the seven
Canaanitish nations (Ex. xxxiv. 16 ; Deut. vii. 1 ff). The
circumstance : vios yuvaikos k.T.\., ver. 1, serves only to explain
whence it happens that Timothy, whose Christian mother was
known to be a Jewess, was yet uncircumcised ; the father was
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a Gentile, and had in his paternal authority left him uncir-
cumcised. — Observe, according to the covrect reading &s
"EN\p o mamip abrod dmijpyev (see the critical remarks), the
suitable emphasis with which the predicate is placed first :
that a Greck his father was. Jwdpyew in the sense of elva
is used most frequently in the N. T. by Luke. An antithesis
to ¢aivecfas is arbitrarily and unsuitably imported by Otto.

Vv. 4, 5. ITaped(Sovv] orally, perhaps also partly in writing,
by delivering to them a copy of the decree, xv. 23 ff. — ad7ois]
namely, to the Gentile - Christians in the towns, which the
connection requires by ¢vidocew. — ra doypara] Luke ii. 1,
the ordinances.— VUm0 Tdv 4mwooT. x.7TA] the mention of
the leaders was sufficient; the co-operation of the church is,
according to xv. 22 f, obvious of itself. — rdv év "Iepove.]
belongs only to 7. wpeaBur.—Ver. 5. They developed them-
selves 1nternally in stedfastness of faith, and externally in the
daily increasing number of their members. On the former,
comp. Col. il. 5; xal 7uép. belongs to émepioo. 7. dpifud,
comp. ii. 46.

Vv. 6, 7. According to the reading &ujAfor and, ver. 7,
é\fovres 8¢ (see the critical remarks): Now they went through
Phrygia and Galatia, after they had been withheld by the Holy
Spirit from preaching in Asia ; but having come toward Mysia,
they attempted, etc. Observe (1) that this hindrance of the
Spirit to their preaching in Asia induced them, instead of
going to Asia, to take their route through Phrygia and Galatia,
and therefore the founding of the Galatian churches is cor-
rectly referred to this period;' indeed, the founding of these
may have becn the immediate object aimed at in that hindrance.
The fact that Luke so silently passes over the werking in
Phrygia and Galatia, is in keeping with the unequal character
of the information given by him generally—an inequality easily
explained from the diversity of his documents and intelli-
gence otherwise acquired—so that it appears arbitrary to im-
pute to him a special set purpose (Olshausen : he was hastening

3 Whether he also planted churches in Phrygia, is unknown to us. The
Coundinz of the church in Colossae and Laodicea took place by means of others,
Col. il 1.
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with his narrative to the European scene of action; Baum-
garten : because the main stream of development proceeded
from Jerusalen to Rome, and the working in question lay
out of the line of this direction, comp. also Zeller, p. 383 ;
and quite erroneously Schneckenburger: because there were
no Jews to be found in those regions, and therefore Luke
could not have illustrated in that case how Paul turned first
to the Jews). Further, (2) Asia cannot be the quarter of the
world in contrast to Europe, but only the western coast of Asia
Minor, as in 1i. 9, vi. 9. To that region his journey from
Lycaonia (Derbe and Lystra, ver. 1) was directed ; but by the
hindrance of the Spirit it was turned elsewhere, namely, to
Phrygia and Galatia (the latter taken in the usual narrower
sense, not according to the extent of the Roman province at
that time, as Bottger, Thiersch, and others suppose ; comp. on
Gal. Introd. § 1).— The Aindering of the Spirit, taken by
Zeller in the sense of the apostle’s own inward tact, is in vv.
6, 7 to Le regarded as an influence of the Holy Spirit (that
is, of the objective Divine Spirit, not of “the holy spirit of
prudence, which judged the -circumstances correctly,” de
Wette) on their souls, which internal indication, they were
conscious, was that of the Spirit. — xara 1. Mvolav] not: at
(see ver. 8), but toward Mysia, Mysia-wards, in the direction of
the border of that land. They wished from this to go north-
eastward to Bithynia; for in Mysia (which, along with Lydia.
and Caria, belonged to Asia) they were forbidden to preach.
— 10 mvebpa 'Incol] de. the &ywv mwvebupa, ver. 6 ; see on
Rom. viii. 9.

REMARK.—According to the Received text (Siendévres . . .
éNévres), the rendering must be: hawving journeyed through
Plrygia and Galatia, they endeavoured, after they had becn
withheld by the Holy Spirit from preaching in Asia, on coming
toward Mysia, to journcy to Bithynria, etc. Comp. Wieseler,
p. 31 ; Baumgarten, p. 489; and see regarding the asyndetic
participles, which “ mutua temporis vel causae ratione inter se
referuntur,” Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. 1. 1. 7; Dissen, ad Dem.
de cor. p. 249 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 255 (E. T. 297).

Vv. 8-10. They were now between Mysia and Bithynia.
ACTS IL F
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To Bithynia the Spirit suffered them not to go; in Mysia
they were not to preach, because it belonged to Asia. In this
position of things they saw themselves directed to the West,
away from all their former sphere of action, and across to
Greece. This the Spirit now willed. Accordingly they had
first to make for the Asiatic sea-coast, and therefore they went
directly westward along the southern border of Mysia (of
course without preaching, for this they were not permitted to
do), and thus, having passed by Mysia (waper@ovres Tiv
Muvsiav), they came down to Zroas on the Hellespont, in
-order there to determine more precisely their further journey
to the West, or to receive for this purpose a higher deter-
mination, which they might expect in accordance with the
previous operations of the Spirit. And they received this
higher determination by a visionary appearance (8papua, ix. 10,
x. 3, xviil. 9) which was made to the apostle during the night
(8:a 7. vuktos, as in v. 19). - This vision® is not to be con-
sidered as a dream (Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Zeller), as is evident
from the expression itself, and from the fact that there is no
mention of a xar évap or the like, or afterwards of an
.avactds or other similar expression, but after the seeing of
the vision the éfyricaper x.rh. comes in without further
remark. Olshausen, however, very hastily lays it down as a
settled point, that revelation by dreams, as the lowest form of
revelation (? see Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 284), was no longer
vouchsafed to the apostles who were endowed with the Holy
Spirit, but that they must have had their visions in ecstasy,
always in a waking condition. We have far too little infor-
mation as to the life of the apostles to maintain this. Comp.
also ii. 17. — Maxeddv] is used adjectivally (comp. on v. 1£),
as in Thue. 1. 62. 3,1 63. 3. As Macedonian the appear-
ance announced itself, namely, by SiaBas els Maxeb. Boyf.
#uiv. It is arbitrary in Grotius to say that an angel had ap-

1 Taken by Baur, I. p. 166, ed. 2, only as an embellishment of tte history,
namely, as symbolizing the desire of salvation, with which not only the Mace-
donian population, but the men of Europe in general, called upon the apcstle to
come over to them. This view Zeller also, p. 251, considers as possible. It is

in the connection of the entire narrative impossible, and simply tends to obscure
the further occurrences as regards their historical character,
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peared, and indeed “ angelus curator Macedonum.” Something
objectively real is not indicated by 8papa &pfy. Comp. x.
17. — étnrioaper] we sought, directed our view to the neces-
sity of procuring, first of all, the opportunity of a ship, etc.
Here Luke, for the first time, includes himself in the narrative,
and therefore it is rightly assumed that Le joined Iaul at
Troas. He does not enter further on his personal relations,
becawse Theophilus was acquainted with them.  Olshausen
arbitrarily thinks: from modesty. On and against the assump-
tions, that T%mothy (Schleiermacher, Mayerhoff, Ulrich, Bleek)
or Silas (Schwanbeck) wrote the portions in which “we”
occurs, see Introd. § 1.— ovuBiBalovres w7.)\] because we
gathered (colligebamus) as the meaning of that appearance,
drew from it the conclusion (comp. Plat. Hipp. min. p. 369 D,
Pol. vi. p. 504 A, and Stallb. 7n loc.), that in it there was
issued to us the call of God (see the critical remarks), and the
in itself indefinite Borjfnoov fpiv was the call for help to be
afforded by communication of the gospel.

Ver. 11. Ed6v8pou.] having sailed from Troas, we ran by o
straight course (xxi. 1). The word is not preserved in Greek
writers, who have, however, edfudpiuos, and as a verb, edfu-
Thoéw.—Samothrace, a well - known island off the coast of
Thrace, in the Aegean Sea.— 7 émeodap] die postero, used by
Greek writers both with (vii. 26) and without 7uépa. See
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 464. In the N. T. it occurs only in
Acts.—Neapolis, at an earlier period Datos (Strabo, vii. p.
330), a seaport on the Strymonian Gulf, opposite the island
of Thasos, at that time belonging to Thrace, but after Vespa-
sian to Macedonia (Sueton. Pesp. 8 ; Dio Cass. xlvii. 35 ; Ptol.
ili. 18. 9).—On Philippt, formerly Krenides, named from the
Macedonian Philip, who enlarged and fortified it, see the
Introd. to I’/Lzlzpp S 1.— mpwrn Ths pepibos Maxed. korwvia
mohis] As in that district of Macedonia, divided by Aemilius
Paulus into four parts (Liv. xlv. 29), Amphipolis was the
capital, and mpdry wodis cannot therefore in a strict sense
mean capital ;' all difficulty is removed simply by connecting,

! Without any reason, Wetstein imagined that after the battle at Philippi this
city was raised to be the capital. From the erroncous interpretation capital
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and not, as is usually done,! separating, mohis xohwvia: whick
s the first (in rank) cclony-town of the part (concerned) of
Macedonia. Comp. also Baumgarten? Thus it is unnecessary,
with Kuinoel, Hug, and others (see also Credner, Einl. IL p.
418 f.; Mynster, k. theol. Schr. p. 170), who separate moAis
from xolwvia, to take wpdrty wéhis in the sense of & city
endowed with privileges (Bertholdt compares the French use of
bonne ville), inscriptions on coins being appealed to, in which
the formal epithet mpw™n is given to Greek cities which were
not capitals. See Eckhel, doctr. vet. num. 1. 4. 282 ; Boeckh,
Corpus inscript. L 2, No. 335. In the case of Philippi itself
no special privileges are known, except the general colonial
rights of the jus Italicum ; nor is the title mpoTn found on the
coins of Philippi, it is met with only in the case of cities in
Asia Minor (see Rettig, Quaest. Philipp. p. 51£). Others take
mpwry of local situation, so that they too separate mohis from
wohwvia : “ Philippi was the first city of Macedonia at which
Paul touched in his line of travel.” So Olshausen and
Wieseler, following Erasmus (who, however, appears to join
moMs ko)), Cornelius a Lapide, Calovius, Raphel, Wolf, Bengel,
Eckermann, Heinrichs. In this case we have mnot to consider
Neapolis as the mere port of Philippi (Olshausen), but with
Rettig, van Hengel, ad Phil. p. 4 ff., and De Wette, to lay
stress on the fact that Neapolis at that time belonged to
Thrace, and to take éori (Luke did not write 7») as an expres-
sion of the admitted state of things, that Philippi from that
side 4s the first city (consequently the most easterly, see Wiese-
ler, p. 37 £). But what reason could Luke have to make
such an exact geographical specification, especially with regard
to such a well-known city as Philippi ? It is quite at vari-
ance with his manner elsewhere. And that too with the

arose the reading s ieriy xsparn 775 Max., woris xoAwviz, which Bornemann
regards as original. )

1 Thus also Ewald, p. 485, according to whom Philippi, on account of its
flourishing condition at that time, is assumed to be named the first city of the
province of Macedonia,” But wyis does not mean province (ixapyia, xXill
34, xxv. 1). ]

2 Who elaborately explains sspides, as if 7iis olxovpivns stood alongside of ‘it,
80 that ri; Maxed. would be in apposition to =, xepidos,
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argumentatively (quippe quae) emphatic #%ris? This applies
also in opposition to Grotius, who takes 7o\ kohwvia together
(the first colonial-city), but understands mpwrn also of the
geographical situation. According to our view, there is con-
veyed in 775 an explanation of the motive for their going to
Thilippi in particular, seeing that 4t is, namely, the most note-
worthy colonial-city of the district, so that the gospel might
at once acquire a very considerable and extensive sphere of
action in Macedonia. If in itself aElwpd éore morews 1) Kord-
veta (Chrysostom), this is yet more heightened by mpdrn—
On the combination of two substantives like molis xolwvia,
comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 344. Instead of xolwvia, the
Greek uses dmowia or émowcia ; instead of moles kohwvia, wonis
amowcis—Philippi was colonized by Octavianus through the
removal thither of the partisans of Antonius, and had also
the jus Italicum conferred on it. See Dio Cass. li. 4; Plin.
H. N.iv. 11; Digest. Leg. xv. 6.

Ver. 13. ITorapov] i.c. not, as Bornemann and Bleek suppose,
the Strymon, which is distant more than a day’s journey, but
possibly the rivulet Gangas (so Zeller, Hackett), or some other
stream in the neighbourhood which abounded with springs.—
ob évouilero mwpoaeuyn elvar] where a place of prayer was accus-
tomed to be, i.e. where, according to custom, a place of prayer
was. On wvoullesOar, in more esse, to be wont, see Hermann,
ad Lucian. de hist. conscr. p. 244 ; Schweighduser, Lex. Herod.
IL p. 126 f.; from Philo, in Loesner, p. 208. Not: where,
as was supposed, there was a place of prayer (Ewald), in which
case we should have to supply the thought that the place did
not look like a synagogue, which, however, is as arbitrary as it is
historically unimportant. The mpocevyal were places of prayer,
sometimes buildings, and at other times open spaces (so most
probably here, as may be inferred from o évouilero eivar)
near to streams (on account of the custom of washing the
hands before prayer), to be met with in cities where syna-
gogues did not exist or were not permitted, serving the pur-
Poses of a synagogue (Juvenal, iii. 295). See Joseph. Anit.
Xiv. 10. 23 ; Corp. inscript. I p. 1005 ; Vitringa, Synag. p.
119 ff.; Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. VI p. 26 f — tais auwerl.
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yovaifl] the women who came together (to prayer). Probably
the number of Jewish men in the city was extrcmely small,
and the whole unimportant Jewish population consisted
chiefly of women, some of them doubtless married to Gentiles
(ver. 1); hence there is no mention of men being present.
More arbitrary is the explanation of Calvin: “ Vel ad coetus
tantum muliebres destinatus erat locus ille, vel apud viros
frigebat religio, ut saltem tardius adessent ;” and of Schrader:
the Jews had been expelled from the city.

Ver. 14. Kai 7is x.7.\] Also a woman was listening, etc.
Avdia was a common female name (Hor. Od. i. 8, iii. 9, vi
20), and therefore it remains doubtful whether she received
her name “ a solo mnatali” (Grotius, de Wette, and others).—
wopdupdTelis] 5 Ta mopdupd (fabrics and clothes dyed purple)
7oloboa (Hesychius, Phot. Bibl. 201. 41). The dyeing of
purple was actively carried on (Val. Fl. iv. 368 ; Claud. Rapt.
P i 274; Plin. H N. vil. 57; Ael. H. A. 4. 46 ; Max. Tyr.
x1. 2), especially in Lydia, to which Z%yatira belonged (Ptol.
v. 2; Plin. v. 31), and an inscription found at Thyatira par-
ticularly mentions the guild of dyers of that place. Cee
Spon. Miscell. erud. ant. p. 113. — oefBop. 7. Beov] A female
proselyte.  See on xiii. 16, 43. — s 6 Kip. Sujvoke 7. xapd.]
Luke recognises the atfentive interest, which Lydia with her
heart unclosed directed to the word, as produced by the influ-
ence of the exalted Christ (6 Kvpios) working for the promo-
tion of His kingdom, who opened (Sujvoife) the heart of Lydia,
ie. wrought in her self-consciousness, as the contre and sphere of
action of her inner vital energy, the corresponding readiness, in
order that she might attend to what was preached (mpocéy. Tois
NaXovy.). The fidem habere (Grotius, Kuinoel, Heinrichs) fol-
lowed, but still was not the wpocéyew itself. Comp. on viii. 6.
Moreover, Chrysostom correctly remarks: 7o pév odv dvolfar
0D Oeoir 76 8¢ Tpocéyew alris dore rai feiov kal dvfpimioy
#v. Comp. 2 Mace. i 4; Luke xxiv. 45; Eph. i. 18. She
experienced the motus inevitabiles of grace, to which she offered
10 resistance, but with willing submission rendered the moral
self-conscious compliance by which she arrived at faith.!

! Comp. Luthardt, vowm freien Willen, p. 427 f.
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Ver. 15. Kal ¢ olkos adriis] Of what members her family
consisted, cannot be determined. This passage and ver. 33,
with xviii. 8 and 1 Cor. i. 16, are appealed to in order to
prove infant baptism in the apostolic age, or at least to make
it probable. “ Quis credat, in tot familiis nullum fuisse in-
fantem, et Judaeos circumcidendis, gentiles lustrandis illis
assuetos non etiam obtulisse eos baptismo ?” Bengel. See also
Lange, apost. Zeitall. I1. p. 504 ff. But on this question the
following temarks are to be made: (1) If, in the Jewish and
Gentile families which were converted to Christ, there were
children, their baptism is to be assumed in tkose cases, when
they were so far advanced that they could and did confess
their faith on Jesus as the Messial ; for this was the universal,
absolutely necessary qualification for the reception of baptism ;
comp. also vv. 31, 32, 33, xviii. 8. (2) If, on the other
hand, there were children still incapable of confessing, baptism
could not be administered to those to whom that, which was
the necessary presupposition of baptism for Christian sanctifi-
cation, was still wanting. (3) Such young children, whose
parents were Christians, rather fell under the point of view of
1 Cor. vii. 14, according to which, in conformity with the
view of the apostolic church, the children of Christians were
no longer regarded as dxdfaproi, but as dywor, and that not on
the footing of having received the character of holiness by
baptism, but as having part in the Christian dyworys by their
fellowship with their Christian parents. See on 1 Cor. Le.
Besides, the circumecision of children must have been retained
for a considerable time among the Jewish-Christians, according
to xxi, 21. Therefore (4) the baptism of the children of
Christians, of which no trace is found in the N. T. (not even
in Eph. vi. 1; in opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11 2, p.
192), is not to be held as an apostolic ordinance (Origen, in
¢p. ad Rom. lib. v.: “ Ab apostolis traditione accepit ecclesia”),
as, indeed, it encountered early and long resistance ; but it is
an institution of the church! which gradually arose in post-
apostolic times in connection with the development of ecclesi-

! Tt is tho most striking example of the recognition of historical tradition in
the evangelical church. Comp. Holtzmann, Kanon u. Tradit. p. 399 ff.
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astical life (comp. Ehrenfeuchter, prakt. Theol. I. p. 82 ) and
of doctrinal teaching, not certainly attested before Tertullian,
and by him still decidedly opposed, and, although already
defended by Cyprian, only becoming general after the time
of Augustine in virtue of that comnection. Yet, even apart
from the ecclesiastical premiss of a stern doctrine of original
sin and of the devil going beyond Scripture, from which
even exorcism arose, the continued maintenance of infant
baptism, as the objective attribution of spiritually creative
grace in virtue of the plan of salvation established for every
individual in the fellowship of the church, is so much the
more justified, as this objective attridution takes place with
a view to the future subjective appropriation. And this
subjective appropriation has so necessarily to emerge with the
development of self-consciousness and of knowledge through
faith, that in default thereof the church would have to recog-
nise in the baptized no true members, but only membre
amortua. This relation of connection with creative grace, in
so far as the church is its sphere of operation, is a theme
which, in presence of the attacks of Baptists and Rationalists,
must overstep! the domain of exegesis (Matt. xviii. 14;
Mark x. 13 ff.; Matt. xxviii. 19 ; John iii. 6 ; Rom. vi. 3 f.;
Col ii 12; Tit. iii. 5; 1 Pet. iii. 21 %), and be worked out in
that of dogmatics, yet without the addition of confirmation as
any sort of supplement to baptism.— e xexpixare] if ye have
judged. This judgment was formed either tacitly or openly
on the ground of the whole conduct of Lydia even before her
baptism,—the latter itself was a witness of it; hence the
perfect is here entirely in order (in opposition to- Kuinoel,
Heinrichs, and others), and is not to be taken for the present.
— €, in the sense of émel, is here chosen with delicate modesty.
Comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195. — pe mar. 7. Kvp.
elvai] that I am a believer in the Lord (Christ), .. giving faith
to His word and His promise, which ye have proclaimed (vv.
13,14). Comp. ver. 34, xviii. 8, where Bengel well remarks :

1 Comp. Martensen, d. chrisil. Taufew. d. baptist. Frage, Gotka 1860, cd. 2,
and Dogmat. § 255.
2 See also Richter in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 225 {L
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“ Ipse dominus Jesus testabatur per Paulum.” — wapeBidaaro]
Comp. Luke xxiv. 29 ; 1 Sam. xxviii. 23. The use of this
purposely-chosen strong word, constraining, is not to be ex-
plained from the refusal at first of those requested (Clirysos-
tom, Bengel, comp. Ewald), but from the vehement urgency of
the feeling of gratitude.

Ver. 16. That Paul and his companions accepted this
pressing invitation of Lydia, and chose her house for their
abode, Luke leaves the reader to infer from xai wapeBidcaro
Hudas, ver. 15, and he now passes over to another circumstance
which occurred on another walk to the same mpocevy’ men-
tioned before. What now follows thus belongs to quite another
day. Heinrichs and Kuinoel assume that it attached itself
directly to the preceding: that the conversion and baptism
of Lydia had occurred while the women (ver. 13) were waiting
at the mpogevyn for the commencement of divine worship ; and
that, when they were about to enter into the mpocevys, this
affair with the soothsaying damsel occurred. In opposition to
this it may be urged, first, that ver. 15 would only interrupt
and disturb the narrative (especially by xai mapeBidoaro fuas);
secondly, that the Dbeginning of ver. 16 itself (éyévero &¢)
indicates the narration of a new event; and thirdly, that the
instruction and baptism of Lydia, and still more of her whole
house, cannot naturally be limited to so short a period.—
According to the.reading &yovoav wvetua wvbwva (see the
critical remarks), the passage is to be interpreted : who was
possessed by a spirit Python, ie. by a demon, which prophesied
Jrom her belly. The damsel was a ventriloquist, and as such
practised soothsaying. The name of the well-known Delphic
dragon, IT¥8wr (Apollod. i 4. 1), became subsequently the
name of a dauoviov pavrucov (Suidas, who has the quotation :
rds Te mvedpati IIHBwvos évbovowsas . . . HElov 1o éoouevoy
wapayopeioas), but was also, according to Plut. de def. orac.
9, p. 414 X, used appellatively, and that of soothsayers, who
spoke from the belly. So also Suidas: éyyaotpiuvbos, éyyao-
Tplpavris, Gy Twes vov wibwva, Sodok\ijs O¢ oTepropavTiy.
This use of m¥fwy, corresponding to the Hebrew 2ix (which
the LXX. render by éyyactpiuvfos, Lev. xix. 31, xx. 6, 27 ;
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sec Schleusner, Thes. IT. p. 222), and also passing over to the

tabbins (R. Salomo on Deut. xviii. 11 ; Sankedr. f. 65. 1 in
Wetstein), is to be assumed in our passage, as otherwise we
could not see why Luke should have used this peculiar word,
whose specific meaning (ventriloquist-soothsayer) was certainly
the less strange to him, as the thing itself had so important
allusions in the 0. T. and LXX. suggesting it to those pos-
sessed of Jewish culture (1 Sam. xxviii. 7), just as among the
Greeks the jugglery which the ventriloquists (the Eﬁpux)\eiq
or Elpuxhetdar) practised was well enough known ; see Her-
mann, gottesd. Alterth. § x1ii. 16. Wlthout doubt, the damsel
was considered by those who had their fortunes told by her
as posscssed by a divinity ; and that she so regarded herself, is
to be inferred from the effect of the apostolic word (ver. 18)
Hers was a state of enthusiastic possession by this fixed idea, in
which she actually might be capable of a certain clairvoyance,
as in the transaction in our passage. Paul, in his Christian
view (comp. 1 Cor. x. 20), regards this condition of hers as
that of a demoniac ; Luke also so designates it, and treats her
accordingly. — 7ots «upiois] There were thus scveral, who in
succession or conjointly had her in service for the sake of
gain.  Comp. Walch, de servis vet. fatidicis, Jen. 1761.

Vv. 17, 18. The soothsaying damsel, similar to a somnams
Dulist,! reads in the souls of the apostle and his companions,
and announces their characteristic dignity. But Paul, after
he had first patiently let her alone for many days, sees in her
exclamation a recognition on the part of the demon dwelling
within her, as Jesus Himself met with recognition and homage
from demons (Mark iii. 11); and in order not to accept for
himself and his work demoniacal testimory, which would not
of itself be hushed, at length being painfully grieved (Swamovn-
Bels, see on iv. 2), and turning to ‘her as she followed him, he,
in the name of Jesus Chnst (corp. iii. G, iv. 7), commands
the demon to come out of her. Now, as the slave considered
Paul to be the servant of the most Ligh God, who thus must
have power over the god by whom she believed herself pos-
sessed, her fixed idea was at once destroyed by that command

! But she was not a sgomnambulist. See Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 310.
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of power, and she was consequently restored from her over-
strained state of mind to her former natural condition. Of a
special set purpose, for which the slave made her exclamation,
obToL ol dvfpwmos k. A (Chrysostom : the god by whom she
was possessed, Apollo, hoped, on account of this exclama-
tion, to be left in possession of her; Walch: the damsel so
cried out, in order to get money from Paul; Ewald: in order
to offer her services to them ; Camerarius, Morus, Rosenmiiller,
Heinrichs, Kuinoel : in order to exalt her own reputation),
there is no hint in the text; it was the involuntary and
irresistible outburst of her morbidly exalted soothsaying
nature.

Vv. 19-21, The first persecution which is reported to us
as stirred up on the part of the Gentiles. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 2.
—éml Tols dpyovras . . . Tols oTparyyois] When they saw
that with the departure of the god from the slave their hope
of further gain lLad departed (é&frfev), they dragged Paul and
Silas (not Timothy and Luke along with them, but oniy the
two principal persons) to the market (where, according to the
custorn of the CGreeks, the courts of justice were erected) to
the archons! But these, the city-judges (comp. Luke xii. 58,
and the archons in Athens in Hermann’s Staatsalterth. § 138),
must have referred the matter to the orparyyol; and therefore
the narrative proceeds: x. mpocaydyovres abrovs x.TA. The
accusation amounted to revolt against the Roman political
authority.—The orpatyyoi are the practores, as the two chief
Roman magistrates (the duwmwvirt, Cic. de leg. agr. 55) in towns
which were colonies called themselves. Diod. Sic. T. X. p.
146, ed. Bip.; Arrian, Epict. ii. 1. 26 ; Polyb. xxxiil. 1. 5;
Spanheim, ad Julian. Ovat. 1. p. 76, de usu et praest. num. 1.
p. 697, IL p. 601 ; Alberti, Obss. p. 253. The pame has its
origin from the position of the old Greek strafegoi. Dem.
400, 26 ; Aristot. Polit. vii. 8, ed. Becker, IT. p. 1322 ; Her-
mann, Staatsalterth. § 153 ; Dorville, ad Char. p. 447. — éxra-
pdaaa.] to bring into utter disorder. See on éxmemhijpwice, Xiil.
33 ; Plut. Coriol. 19 : “ Suberat utilitas privata ; publica obten-
ditur” (Bengel). — yudv 7. mo).] fudv prefixed with haughty

* Not different from moicdpyes, xvil 6,
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emphasis, and auswering to the following “though they are
Jews.” — ‘Pwpaios 0vot] proud contrast to the odious *Tovdaios
Urapyovtes.  Calvin aptly says : “ Versute composita fuit haec.
criminatio ad gravandos Christi servos; nam ab una parte.
obtendunt Itomanum nomen, quo nihil erat magis favorabile:
rursum ex nomine Judaico, quod tunc infame erat, conflant
illis invidiam ; nam quantum ad religionem, plus habebant
Romani affinitatis cum aliis quibuslibet, quam cum gente
Judaica.”—The introduction of strange rcligious customs and
usages (€0n), in opposition to the native religion, was strictly
interdicted Ly the Romans. See Wetstein in loc. Possibly
liere also the yet fresh impression of the edict of Claudius
(see on xviil. 2) co-operated.

Vv, 22, 23. And at the same time (“ cum ancillae dominis,™
Bengel) the multitude rose up (in.a tumultuary manner)
against them ; therefore the praetors, intimidated thereby, in
order temporarily to still the urgency of the mob, commanded
the accused to be scourged without examination, and then,
until further orders, to be thrown into strict confinement. —
Tepipprif. alrdv Ta tpdTa] after having torn off their clothes.
The form of expression of ver. 23 shows that the praetors did
not themselves (in opposition to Bengel) do this piece of work,
which was necessary and customary for laying bare the upper
part of the body (Grotius and Wolf <n loc.), but caused it to
Le done by their subordinate lictors. Erasmus erroneously.
desired to read adTdw, so that the praetors would have rent
their own clothes from indignation. Apart from the non-
Roman character of such a custom, there may be urged against
this view the compound mepedp., which denotes that the rend-
ing took place all round alout the whole body (Plat. (7. p.
113 D : mepippiiryvvae wvmhe, Polyb. xv. 33, 4, al. ; comp. Titt-
mann, Synon. p. 221). — éxéhevor] The reference of the rela-
tive tense is to the personal presence of the parrator; see
Winer, p. 253 [E. T. 337]. — Paul and Silas submitted to
this maltreatment (one of the three mentioned in 2 Cor. xi. 25)
with silent self-denial, and without appealing to their Roman
citizenship, committing everything to God; see on ver. 37.
Men of strong character may, amidst unjust suffering, exhibit



CIIADP. XVI. 24—96. 93

in presence of their oppressors their moral defiance, even in
resignation. We make this remark in opposition to Zeller
(comp. Baur), who finds the brutal conduct of the praetors,
and the non-employment by the apostles of their legal pri-
vilege in self-defence (which Paul, moreover, renounced not
merely on this occasion, 2 Cor. xi. 25), inexplicable. Bengel
well remarks: “ Non semper omnibus praesidiis omni modo
utendum ; divino regimini auscultandum.” In a similar plight,
xxii, 25, Paul found it befitting to interpose an assertion of
his privilege, which he here only used for the completion of his
wictory over the persecution, ver. 37,—a result which, in xxii.
25, according to the divine destination which he was aware
of, he recognised as unattainable.

Ver. 24. The zealous jailor fulfilled the command ¢odards
Tnpetv by a twofold measure; he not only put the accused
into the prison-ward sitnated more (than the other wards) in
the interior of the house (els THv éowTépay Purarniy), but also
secured their feet in the stocks.—eis 76 Edrov, in mervum
(Plaut, Captiv. iii. 5. 71; Liv. viii, 28), 7e. in the wooden
block in which the feet, stretched apart from each other, were
enclosed, called also 7o8oxdxn and moocTpdfBn, in Heb. 1D
(Job xiii. 27, xxxiii. 11). See Herod. vi. 75, ix. 37, and later
writers, Grotins and Wetstein i loc.

Vv. 25, 26. In joyful consciousness of suffering for the
glorification of Christ (v. 41), they sing in the solemn still-
ness of the night prayers of praise to God,! and thereby keep
their fellow-prisoners awake, so that they listened to them
(émnrpodvro). Whether these are to be conceived as confined
in the same éoswrépav ¢ulaxijv, or possibly near to it but
more to the front, or whether they were in both localities,
cannot be determined. Then suddenly there arises an earth-
quake, etc. God at once rewards—this is the significant
relation of vv. 25 and 26—the joy of faith and of suffering
on the part of Paul and Silas by miraculous interposition.
The objection, which Baur and Zeller (comp. Gfvorer, hel. Sage,
I p. 446) take to the truth of this narrative, turns on the
presupposed inconceivableness of miracles in general. In

1 ¢Nihil crus sentit in nervo, quum animus in coelo est,” Tertull
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connection with the fiction assumed by them, even the é&mryp-
kpodvTo . . . déauior is supposed only to have for its object “ to
make good the causal connection between the earthquake and
the prayer” (Zeller). — mrdvrev] thus also of those possibly to
be found in other parts of the prison. On dvéfy, comp. Plut.
Alex. 73: 7Tovs Secpols aveivar.  Eustath. ad Od. viii. p. 313.
17. The reading dvenify (Bornemann) is a correct gloss.

Vv. 27, 28. The jailor, aroused by the shock and the noise,
hastens to the prison, and when he sees the doors which (one
behind another) led to it open, and so takes it for granted that
the prisoners have escaped, he wishes, from fear of the ven-
geance of the praetors, to kill himself—which (in opposition to
Zeller's objection) he may have sufficiently indicated by expres-
sions of his despair. Then Paul calls, etc. — pdyatpav] a sword,
which he got just at hand (Mark xiv. 47); with the article
it would denote the sword which he was then wearing, Zds
sword. — dmavres] Thus the rest of the prisoners, involuntarily
detained by the whole miraculous event, and certainly also
in part by the imposing example of Paul and Silas, had not
used their release from chains (ver. 26) and the opening of
the prison for their own liberation. The évfdde does nct
affirm that they had all come together into the prison of Paul,
but only stands opposed to éxmepevyévar. Nonme is away; we
are, all and every one, here!—The loosening of the chains,
moreover, and that without any injury to the limbs of the
enchained, is, in view of the miraculous character of the event,
not to be judged according to the laws of mechanics (in oppo-
sition to Gfrérer, Zeller), any more than the omission of flight
on the part of the other prisoners is to be judged according
to the usual practice of criminals. The prisoners were arrested,
and felt themselves sympathetically detained by the miracle
which had happened ; and therefore the suggestion to which
Chrysostom has recourse, that they had nof seen the opening
of the doors, is inappropriate.

Vv. 29, 30. ®dra] Lights, ie. lamps (Xen. Hell. v. 1. 8;
Lucian. Conwviv. 15 ; Plut. Ant. 26), several, in order to light
up and strictly search everything. — &Tpopos yevop. mpoaém.]
He now saw in Paul and Silas no longer criminals, but the
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fuvourites and confidants of the gods; the majesty which had
been maltreated inspired him with terror and respectful sul)-
mission. — wa cwbd] in order that I may obtwin salvation.
He weans the cwrypla, which Paul and Silas had announced ;
for what he had heard of them, that they made known odov
cwtnplas (ver. 17), was now established in his conviction as
truth. This lively conviction longs to have part in the salva-
tion, and his sincere longing desires to fulfil that by which
this participation is conditioned. Morus, Stolz, Rosenmiiller
render it: “in order that I may escape the punishment of the
gods on account of your harsh treatment.” But, if Luke desired
to have cwfé and cwfijep (ver. 31) understood in different
senses, he must have appended to swf@ a more precise defini-
tion ; for the meaning thus assigned to it suggests itself the
less naturally, as the jailor, who had only acted as an instrument
under higher direction (comp. Chrysost.), could not reasonably
apprehend any vengeance of the gods.

Vv. 31, 32. The epanorthosis a¥ xal ¢ olkés cov extends
to wioTevoov and cwbion.—They lay down faith on Jesus as
the condition of cwTnpia, and nothing else; but saving faith
is always in the N. T. that which has holiness as its effect
(Rom. vi.), not “a human figment and opinion which the depths
of the heart never get to know,” but “a divine work in us
which transforms and begets us anew from God” (Luther’s
Preface to the Epistle to the Romans), withont, however,
making justification, which is the act of the imputation of
Jaith, to include sanctification. See on Rom. i. 17.—For the
sake of this requirement of believing, they set forth the gospel
to the father of the family and all his houschold (see on
viii. 25).

Vv. 33, 34. IlaparaB. alrovs . . . é\ovoev] he took and
washed them.  Vividness of delineation. Probably he led
them to a neighbouring water, perhaps in the court of the
Louse, in which his baptism and that of his household was
immediately completed.! — dmd Tdv TAnyadv] a pregnant ex-

! This is confirmed by the fact that baptism took place by complete immer-
sion,—in opposition to Baumgarten, p. 515, who, transferring the performance
of baptism to the house, finds hore *‘an approximation to the later cusiom of
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pression : so that they were cleansed from the stripes (from the
blood of the inflicted wounds, ver. 22 f). See Buttmann, neut.
Gr. p. 276 £ [E. T. 322). — wapaypijua] the adverb em-
phatically placed at the end; comp. on Matt. ii. 10, and
Kiihner, § 863. 1. — dvayarydv] We ave to think of the official
dwelling of the jailor as being built above the prison-cells;
comp. ix. 39; Luke iv. 5, xxil. 67.— mwapéfnre Tpamefar]
quite the Latin apposuit mensam, ie. ke gave a repast ; to be
explained from the custom of setting out the table before those
who were to be entertained, Hom. Od. v. 92, xxi. 29 ; Polyb.
xxxix. 2. 11. — mwavowki] otv 6A@ TS oike, Phavorinus. It
belongs to 7emwor. A more classical form (yet see Plat. Erya.
p- 392 C), according to the Afticists, would have been
wavowia or wavoknoia, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 514 ff. See
examples from Philo in Loesner, p. 208. — wemiarevkars 76
O] because he had become and was a believer on God (perfect).
He, the Gentile, now believed the divine promises of salvation
announced to him by Paul and Silas (ver. 32); comp. ver. 15,
xviii. 8. That this his wrworederr was definitely Christian
faith, and accordingly equivalent to misrederr 16 Kuplo, was
sclf-evident to the reader; see also ver. 32.—— That, after
ver. 34, Paul and Silas had returned to prison, follows from
vv. 36-40.

Vv. 35, 36. The news of the miraculous earthquake, per-
haps also the particulars which they might in the meantime
have learned concerning the two prisoners, may have made
the praetors have scruples concerning the hasty maltreat-
ment. They consider it advisable to have nothing further to
do with them, and to get rid of them forthwith by releasing
them. Curtly and contemptuously (rols dvfp. éxeivous), in
order to maintain at least thereby their stern official attitude,
they notified the order by their lictors (paB8otyous, bearers of
the fasces) to the jailor, who, with congratulatory sympathy,
announces it to the prisoners. According to Baumgarten, the
motives for the severity of the previous day had lost their

simplifying the ccremony,” according to which complete immersion did m?t tako
place. ~ Immersion was, in fact, quite an essential part of the symbolism of
Laptism (Rom, vi).
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forco with the praetors during the night,—a point in which
there is expressed a distinction from the persistent enmity of
the Sanhedrists in Jerusalem. But this would not furnish an
adequate ground for a proceeding running so entirely counter
to the course of criminal procedure. The praetors must have
become haunted by apprehension and ill at ease, and they must
therefore have received some sort of information concerning
the miraculous occurrences. — év elprivy] happily. See on
Mark v. 34; comp. on xv. 33.

Ver. 37. IIpos avrols] to the jailor and the lictors; the
latter had thus in the meantime come themselves into the
prison. — Seipavres k.7 after they had beaten us publicly
without judicial condemnation,—us who are Romans. This
sets forth, in terse language precisely embracing the several
elements, their treatment as an open violation, partly of the
law of nature and nations in general (axataxpitovs, found
neither in the LXX. or Apocrypha, nor in Greek writers),
partly of the Roman law in particular. For exemption from
the disgrace of being scourged by rods and whips was secured
to every Roman citizen by the Zex Valeria in the year 254
v.c. (Liv. ii. 8; Valer. Max. iv. 1; Dion. Hal. v. p. 292), and
by the Lex Porcia in the year 506 u.c. (Liv. x. 9; Cic. pro
Labir. 4),before every Roman tribunal (comp. Euseb. H. £.v.1);
therefore Cicero, in Verr. v. 57, says of the exclamation, Civis
EBomanus sum: “saepe multis in ultinis terris opem inter
barbaros et salutem tulit”” — That Silas was also a Roman
citizen, is rightly inferred from the plural form of expression,
in which there is no reason to find a mere synecdoche. The
distinction, which was implied in the bestowal of this privi-
lege, cannot be adduced against the historical character of the
narrative (Zeller), as we know not the occasion and circum-
stances of its acquisition. But how had Paul (by his birth,
xxil. 18) Roman citizenship? Certainly not simply as a
native of Tarsus. For Tarsus was neither a coloniz nor a
municipinm, but an wrbs libera, to which the privilege of having
governing authorities of its own, under the recoguition, how-
ever, of the Roman supremacy, was given by Augustus after the
civil war, as well as other privileges (Dio Chrys. IL p. 36, ed.

ACTS 11, G
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Reiske), but not Roman citizenship ; for this very fact would,
least of all, have remained historically unknown, and acquaint-
ance with the origin of the apostle from Tarsus would have
protected him from the decree of scourging (see xxi. 29;
comp. with xxii. 24 ff). This much, therefore, only may be
surely decided, that his father or a yet earlier ancestor had
acquired the privilege of citizenship either as a reward of
merit (Suet. 4ug. 47) or by purchase (xxii. 28; Dio Cass.
Ix. 17; Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 14), and had transmitted it to
the apostle. According to Zeller's arbitrary preconceptions,
the mention of the Roman citizenship here and in chap. xxii.
had only the unhistorical purpose in view “of recommending
the apostle to the Romans as a native Roman.” — kal viv
Adfpa nuds éeBdr\.] is indignantly opposed to Selpavres nHuds
Snpocia . . . EBadov eis ¢vhawijv: and now do they cast us out
secretly 2 The present denotes the action as already begun (by
the order given). Paul, however, for the honour of himself
and his work, disdains this secret dismissal, that it might not
appear (and this the praetors intended!) that he and Silas
had cscaped. On the previous day he had, on the contrary,
disdained to avert the maltreatment by an appeal to his
citizenship, see on ver. 23. The usual opinion is (so also de
Wette) that the tumult in the forum had prevented him from
asserting his citizenship. But it is obvious of itself that even
the worst tumult, at ver. 22 or ver. 23, would have admitted
a “ Civis Romanus sum,” had Paul wished to make such an
appeal. — ob yap dAMG] mot so, but. It is to bhe analyzed
thus: for they are mot to cast us out secretly ; on the contrary
(4AAd) they are, etc. qdp specifics the reason why the pre-
ceding (indignant) question is put, and d\\d answers adver-
satively to the o0. See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 48 ; comp.
Devar. p. 169, ed. Klotz; also Stallb. ad Prolag. p. 343 D,
and the examples in Wetstein, — ad7oi] in their own persons
they are to bring us out.

Vv. 38, 39. 'E¢ofrifnocarv] The reproach contained in
drararpirous did not trouble them, but the violation of citizen-
ship was an offence against the majesty of the Roman people,
and as such was severely punished, Dion, Hal. xi. p. 725;
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Grotius n loc.— Ver. 39. What a change in the state of
affairs: é\ovres . . . mapexdiesav (namely, to acquicsce) . . .
ékaryaryovtes . . . fpdTwy | — éEépyeabar with the simple geni-
tive, as in Matt. x. 14. Very frequent with Greek writers
since subsequent to Homer. On waparxaiciv, to give fuir
words, comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 13.

Ver. 40. Before they comply with the éfenbelv Tiis morews
(ver. 39), the apostolic leartfelt longing constrains them first
to repair to the house of Lydia, to exhort (mapexdiesav) the
new converts assembled there that they should not become
wavering in their Christian confession. And from this house
grew the church, to which, of all that Paul founded, he has
erected the most eulogistic monument in his Epistle—in this:
sense also the first church which he established in Europe. —
éqrbov] Only Paul and Silas, as they alone were affected by
the inquiry, appear now to have departed from Philippi. ZuZe
at least, as the use of the third person teaches us, did not go
with them. Paul left him behind to build up the youthful
church,  Whether, however, Timothy (vv, 1 ff.) also remained
behind, cannot be determined. Fe is not again named until
xvil. 14, but he may nevertheless have already departed from.
Philippi, and need not necessarily have rejoined them till in
Beroea or Thessalonica.

REMARK.—In the rejection of the entire history as history
Baur and Zeller (comp. Hausrath) essentially agree; it is alleged
to be formed in accordance with xii. 7 ff,, as an apologetic
parallelism of Paul with Peter. But as Philippian persecutions
are mentioned also in 1 Thess. ii. 2, the opinions formed by
them concerning the relation of the two passages are opposite.
Baur makes 1 Thess. ii. 2 to be derived from the narrative
hefore us; whereas Zeller, considering the Epistles to the
Thessalonians as older, supposes the author of the Acts to have
*concocted ” (p. 258) his narrative from 1 Thess. ii. 2,



100 TIIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

CHAPTER XVIL

VER. 2. dnxéyeso] A D &, min. have &edifaro (so Lachm.). D
E, min. have &exéyon, which Griesb. has recommended and
Born. adopted. Different alterations of the impert. into the
aor. (in conformity with eleirde). — Ver. 4. After oeBou. Lachm.
has xa/ (A D lo® Vulg. Copt.). Offence was taken at the com-
binationn eBez. "Ex2%v., and therefore sometimes 'Eargn. was
omitted (min. Theophyl. 1), sometimes x«/ was inserted. — Ver.
5. apooraf. 6z oi 'Towd.] So Griesb. But Elz. has {ardsarres 6: of
axeiboivres  Toudaivs, zai apocref. Lachm.: {nidoavres 8t oi 'Tevd. zai
mpor.af., which also Rinck prefers. Matthaei: #pocrasS. bt oi "Tovd.
oi awesd. S0 Scholz and Tisch. Still other variations in codd.
vss. and Fathers (D : oi 6: émesfoivres "Toudaive quorpébavres, so Born.).
The reading of Lachm. has most external evidence in its favour
(A B &, min. Vulg. Copt. Sahid. Syr. utr.), and it is the more
to be preferred, since that of Griesb., from which otherwise, on
account of its simplicity, the others might have arisen as ampli-
fications in the form of glosses, is only preserved in 142, and
consequently is almost entirely destitute of critical warrant ; the
4=esdovrez 1n the Recepta betrays itself as an addition (from xiv. 2),
partly from its being exchanged in several witnesses for dsesé7-
savres, and partly from the variety of its position (E has it only
after wovmpols). — dyayeiv] So H, min. Chrys. Theoph. Oec. But
D, 104, Copt. Sahid. have é£ayayew (so Born); A B &, min.
Vulg. : apeayayeiv (so Lachm.); E: aposuyayev; G, 11: dvayayeh.
All of them more definite interpretations.— Ver. 13. After
oar.cbovres, Lachm. and Born, have zai rapdosovrss. So A B D, N
min. and several vss. But can. was easily explained after ver. 8
by ep. as a gloss, which was then joined by xa/ with the text. —
Ver. 14. @c] A B E &, min. have éwg, which Lachm. has adopted.
But &¢ was not understood, and therefore was sometimes changed
into fwe, sometimes omitted (D, min. vss.). —Ver. 15. After
#yayw, Elz. Scholz have eirdy, against preponderating testimony.
A familiar supplement. — Ver. 16. fewpoivrs] Lachm. and Tisch.
read fewpodvros, which also Griesh. recommended, after A B E, &,
win. Fathers. Rightly; the dative is adapted to the airp.—
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Ver. 18. Instead of «drefs (which with Lachm, according to
witnesses of some moment, is to be placed after sinyyer.) Rinck
would prefer wirof, according to later codd. and some vss. A
result of the erroneous reference of the absolute =4y avaaraey to
the resurrection of Jesus. The pronoun is entirely wanting in
B G &, min. Chrys. So Tisch.; and correctly, both on account
of the frequency of the addition, and on account of the variety
of the order. In D the whole passage i . . . ebnyyrilero 19
wanting, which Born. approves.— Ver. 20. Instead of =7 &s, A
B N, min. vss. have rive, and instead of 6énor: 8éner. Lachm.
has adopted both. But TIAN was the more easily converted
after the preceding swe into TINA, as raire follows after-
wards. The removal of the &v then occasioned the indicative.
— Ver. 21. e/ dxzoben] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read 4 @xovew, which,
according to A B DK, Vulg. Sahid. Syr. p. is to be adopted.
—Ver. 23. Instead of év and sotrov, A* B D #* 1ot Vulg. Cant.
Or. Jer. have ¢ and rodre. So Lachm. Tisch. Born. Rightly;
the masculine is an old alteration (Clem. already has it) in
accordance with what precedes and follows. — Ver. 25. dvfpwzivay]
Elz. Scholz have avpuimwy, against decisive evidence. — x«i &
wdvre] B G H most min. and some vss. and Fathers have zac¢
advra. . S0 Mill. and Matth. An error of transcribers, to whose
minds raré wdvraw, from ver. 22, was still present.— Ver. 26.
aiparos] is wanting in A B n, mipn. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg.
Clem. Beda, Lachm. The omission easily took place after sv0=.
Had there been a gloss, avdpdimos would most naturally have sug-
cested itself; comp. Rom. v. 12 ff.— =& + apiowzoy] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. read zavrds wposimov, according to A B D &, min.
Clem. But the article is necessary, and in the scriptio continua
TIIANTO was easily taken together, and =uvro; made out of it.
— apoosesayp.] Elz. Born. read aporeraype., against decisive testi-
mony. A frequent interchange.— Ver. 27. Kipwv] Griesb.
Lachm. read e, according to A B G H N, min. and several
vss. and Fathers. So Tisch. and Born. DBut certainly an inter-
pretation, which was here in particular naturally suggested, as
Paul is speaking to Athenians. Té dev in D, Clem. Ir. Ambr.,
inserted from ver. 29, is yet more adapted to this standpoint. —
xairorye] So X But B D G H, min. Fathers read xeiye, which
Griesb. has recommended, and Lachm. Tisch. Born. have
adopted. A E, Clem. read x«iror. See on xiv. 17.— Ver. 30.
7&a] A B D** E ®, min. Ath. Cyr. and vss. have =dvras. Re-
commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Born.; and rightly.
The dative came in after dvdpsaos. — Ver. 31. &ér] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. read xwfém, according to A B D E ¥, min.
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and Fathers. Rightly; it was supplanted by the more usual
diéen.

Ver. 1. Amphipolis, an Athenian colony, at that time the
capital of Macedonia prima (comp. on xvi. 12), around which
on both sides flowed the Strymon. A4pollonia, belonging to
the Macedonian province Mygdonia, was situated 30 miles
to the south-west. It is not to be confounded with Apollonia
in Macedonian Illyria.  Thessalonica lay 36 miles to the west
of Apollonia—so called either (and this is the most probable
opinion) by its rebuilder and embellisher, Cassander, in honour
of his wife Thessalonica (Dionys. Hal, Strabo, Zonaras), or
earlier by Philip, as a memorial of his subjection of Thessaly
(Stephan. Byz., Tzetzes), at an earlier period T/crme,—on the
Thermaic gulf, the capital of the second district of Macedonia,
the seat of the Roman governor, flourishing by its commerce,
now the large and populous Saloniks, still inhabited by numer-
ous Jews ; see Liinemann on 1 Thess. Introd. §1. — 7 cvvaywyi]
Beza held the article to be without significance. The same
error occasioned the omission (approved by Buttmann in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1860, p. 360) of # in A B D , min. Lachm.
But the article marks the synagogue in Thessalonica as the
only one in all that neighbourhood. Paul and Silas halted a¢
the seat of the synagogue of the district, according to their
principle of attempting their work in the first instance among
the Jews.

Vv. 2-4. Kara 8¢ 76 elwf. 76 II.] Comp. Luke iv. 16.
‘The construction is by way of attraction (kata 8¢ 7. elwf. avrd
eloii\lev ¢ Ilabhos), with anticipation of the subject; Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 116 [E. T. 133].— Stehéyero abrois]
he carried on colloguies with them. Thus frequently in and
after Plato, with the dative or mpds (Mark ix. 34; Acts xvil
17), in which combinations it is never the simple facere verba
ad aliguem (in opposition to de Wette), not even in xviii. 19,
xx. 7, nor even in Heb. xii. 5, where the paternal mapdsinots
speaks with the children. Comp. Delitzsch in loc. p. 612.
The form of dialogue (Luke ii. 46 f.) was not unsuitable even
in the synagogue ; Jesus Himself thus taught in the synagogue,
John vi 25-59; Matt. xii. 9 ff.; Luke iv. 16 ff. — amo 7d»
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qpad.] starting from the Seriptures, deriving his doctrinal
propositions from them. Comp. xxviii. 23 ; Winer, p. 349
[E. T.465]. TIsamo tiw ypad. to be connected with Sien. adrols
(so Vulg,, Luther, and many others, Winer and de Wette) or
with Scavolywv x.7.\. (Pricaeus, Grotius, Elsner, Morus, Rosen-
miiller, Valckenaer, Kuinoel, Ewald)? The latter is, on
account of the greater emphasis which thus falls on amo 7.
9p., to be preferred. — Scavoly. «. wapard.] Upon what Paul
laid down as doctrine (thetically) he previously gave informa-
tion (by analytical development: &wavory, Luke xxiv. 32).
Bengel well remarks: “ Duo gradus, ut si quis nucleum fracto
cortice et recludat et exemtum ponat in medio.” — &7¢ Tov
Xpiorov €8ec (Luke xxiv. 26) x.7.\. is related to xal 67 of7os
«.7.\., as a general proposition of the history of salvation to its
concrete realization and manifestation. The latter is to be
taken thus: and that this Messiah (no other than He who had to
suffer and rise again) Jesus is, whom I preach to you. Accord-
ingly, *Inaois v é kat. U. is the subject, and od7os 6 XpioTos
the predicate, By this arrangement the chief stress falls on
’Ingols k.., and in the predicate ofros (which, according to the
preceding, represents the only #rue Seriptural Messiah) has the
emphasis, which is further brought out by the interposition of
éa7i between odros and 6 XpiaTos. — éyw] emphatic: I for my
part.  As to the oratio variata, see on i. 4. — mwpocexdnp.] is not
to be taken as middle (comp. Eph. i. 11), but as passive: they
were assigned (by God) Zo them (as belonging to them, as pafyp-
7ai). Only here in the N. T.; but see Plut. Mor. p. 738 D;
Lucian. Amor. 3 ; Loesner, p. 209 f. — Twes . . . woAd wAsjfos]
The proselytes were more {ree from prejudice thon the native
Jews,

Vv. 5, 6. ZnAwgavres (see the critical remarks): filled with
2cal, and having taken to themselves, namely, as abettors towards
producing the intended rising of the people. — ayopaioc] are
market-loungers, idlers, 2 rabble which, without regular business-
avocations, frequents the public places, subrostrani, subbastlicant.
See Herod. ii. 141 ; Plat. Prot, 347 C, and Ast in loc. The
distinction which old grammarians make between dyopaios and
dydpasos appears to be groundless from the conflicting charac-
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ter of their statements themselves (Suidas: the former is 6 ép
Th ayopd dvacTpepouevos dvlpwmos, the latter 3 Huéoa év 4 7
ayopd Tekeitat, whereas Ammonius says: the former denotes
Tov év dyopd Tiwwuevov, the latter Tov movnpov Tov év dyopd
Tefpappévov) ; see Gottling, Aceentl. p. 297. Comp. Stephanus,
Thes. 1. p. 430, ed. Paris. —Whether Jason is an originally
Hellenic name, or only a Hellenic transformation of the Jewish
Jesus, as according to Joseph. Antt. xii. 5. 1 was certainly the
case with the high priest in 2 Macec. i. 7, iv. 7 ff, remains
entirely undecided from our want of knowledge as to the
man himself. It was his louse before which they suddenly
appeared (émtoTavres, comp. on Luke ii. 9), because this was
known to them as the place where Paul and Silas were lodged.
These two, however, were absent, either accidentally, or de-
signedly after receiving information. — tov 'Idoova «k. Twas
adeng.] as accomplices, and Jason also as such, and at the
same time as the responsible host of the insurgents. — mos-
Tdpyas] like Tovs dpyovras, xvi. 19. Designation of the judicial
personages acting as magistrates of the city. Boeckh. Inscript.
IL p. 53, No. 1967. mohirapyos is found in Aeneas Tacticus
26 ; elsewhere in classic Greek, moAiapyos. Pind. Nem. vii
123; Eur. Rhes. 381; Dio Cass. xl. 46.—of 79v oixovpu.
avagtat.] who have made the world rebellious! The exaggera-
tive character of the passionate accusation, especially after
what had already taken place amidst public excitement at
Philippi, is a sufficient reason to set aside the opinion that
the accusation bears the colouring of a later time (Baur, Zeller) ;
comp. xxiv. 5.— dvacraréw, excito (xxi. 38; Gal. v. 12),
belongs to Alexandrian Greek. Sturz, de Dial. Al p. 146.
Comp. avacTatwsts, Poll. 1ii. 91.

Ver. 7. ‘ProdéSexrar] mot secretly, which Erasmus finds
in Umé, but as in Luke x. 38, xix. 6. — As formerly in the
case of Jesus the Messianic name was made to serve as a
basis for the charge of high treason, so here with the confessors
of Jesus (oTor wdvTes) as the Messiah. Comp. xix. 12. DPer-
haps (see 1 and 2 Thess) the doctrine of the Parousia
of the risen (ver. 3) Jesus had furnished a special handle for
this accusation. — odror mdvres] “ Eos qui fugerant, et qui
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aderant notant,” Dengel. — dmévavre 7dv Soyudr. Kais] in
direct opposition to the edicls of the emperor, which interdicted
high treason and guarded the majesty of the Caesar. On daré-
vavte, comp. Ecclus. xxxvi. 14, xxxvii. 4. — Bacx. Méy. érepov
elvas] Bacih. in the wider sense, which includes also the imperial
dignity, John xix. 15; 1 Pet. ii. 12; Herodian, i. 6. 14.

Vv. 8, 9. ’Erdpakav] This was alarm at revolutionary out-
rage and Roman vengeance. Comp. Matt. ii. 3. — AaBdvres
10 {kavév] Comp. Mark xv. 15, where 70 ikavov motely Tive is:
to satisfy one, so that he can demand nothing more. There-
fore: afler they had received satisfuction, so that for the pre-
sent they might desist from further claims against the persons
of the accused, satisdatione accepta. Comp. Grotius. But
whether this satisfaction took place by furnishing sureties or
by lodging a deposit of money, remains undecided ; certainly its
object was a guarantee that no attempt against the Roman
magesty should prevail or should occur. This is evident from the
relation in which AaBdvres 76 ikavor necessarily stands with
the point of complaint (ver. 7), and with the disquietude
(érdpakav) excited thercby. Therefore the opinions are to be
rejected, that AaB. 7. k. refers to security that Paul and
Silas would appear in case of need before the court (Grotius,
Raphel), or that they would be no longer sheltered (Michaelis,
Heinrichs, comp. Ewald), or that they should immediately
depart (Heumann, Kuinoel). Moreover, it is erroneous, with
Luther and Camerarius, to suppose that by 7o {xavov is meant
a satisfactory vindication. Luke would certainly have brought
out this more definitely ; and AaBovres denotes an actual receipt
of the satisfaction (70 ixavov), as the context suzgests nothing
else.—Observe, too, how here (it is otherwise in xvi. 20) the
politarchs did not prosecute the matter further, but cut it
short with the furnished guarantee, which was at least poli-
tically the most prudent course.

Vv. 10-12. 4wz 7. vuxr.] As in xvi. 9.—Beroea, a city in
the third district of Macedonia, Liv. xlv. 30, to the south-
west of Thessalonica. See Forbiger, Geogr. IIL. p. 1061,
Now Verria. — dmjecav] dmewus, so frequent in Greek writers,
only here in the N. T. Comp. 4 Mace. vii. 8; 2 Mace. xii. 1.
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They separated, after their arrival, from their companions, and
went away to the synagogue. — edyevéarepor] of a nobler cha-
racter ; Plat. Def. p. 413 B, Polit. p. 310 A ; Soph. 45. 475
4 Macc. vi. 5, ix. 27.  Theophyl. after Chrys.: émieixéarepou.
An arbitrary limitation; tolerance is comprehended in the
general nobleness of disposition. — Tdv év @egoal.] than the
Jews in Thessalonica.— 10 xaf’ Huépav] daily. Comp. Luke
xi. 3, xix. 47; Bernhardy, p. 329. — avaxpivovres Tas p.]
searching the Scripturcs (John v. 39), namely, to prove: e €yos
TavTa (which Paul and Silas stated) o7ws (as they taught).
“ Character verae religionis, quod se dijudicari patitur,”
Bengel — edoynu.] see on xiii. 50.—The Hellenic women
and men are to be considered partly as proselytes of the gate
who had heard the preaching of Christ in the synagogue, and
partly as actual Gentiles who were gained in private conver-
sations. Comp. on xi. 20.— EM\nvidwv] construed with yvvas-
«@v, but also to be referred to dvdpdv. See Matthaei, § 441,
—That the church of Beroea soon withered again, is quite as
arbitrarily assumed by Baumgarten, as that it was the only
one founded by Paul to which no letter of the apostle has
come down to us. How many churches may Paul have
founded of which we know nothing whatever !

Vv. 13-15. Kaxei] is to be connected, not with fAfov (so
that then the usual attraction would take place; see on Matt.
ii. 22), but with ca\edovres; for not the coming, but the
calevew, had formerly taken place elsewhere.—Ver. 14. Then
imincediately the brethren sent Paul away (from the city), that he
might journcy s émi Tyv Odhacaeav. Neither here nor else-
where is @s redundant, but it indicates the definitely conceived
purpose of the direction, which he had to take foward the sea
(the Thermaic gulf). See Winer, p. 573 f. [E. T. 771]);
Hermann, ad Philoct. 56 ; Ellendt, Lex Soph. II. p. 1004
Others (Dcza, Piscator, Grotius, Er. Schmid, Bengel, Olshausen,
Neander, Lange) render it: as if toward the sea; so that, in
order to escape the snares, they took the road toward the sea
only apparently, and then turned to the land-route. But in
that case Luke, if he wished to be understood, would not have
failed to add a remark counter to the mere semblance of the
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arop. émd 7. Bah,, especially as in what follows nothing nesessarily
points to a journey by land to Athens.! —¢ Teuof.] Where
Timothy, supposing him to have remained behind at Philippi
(see on xvi. 40), again fell in with Paul and Silas, is uncer-
tain. — éxel] in Beroea. — Ver. 15. kabiordvad] to bring to the
spot ; them, o tramsport, to escort one® Hom. Od. xiii. 274 :
rols p’ éxéevaa ITUAovBe (thus also by ship) ratactiiouae.
Thue. iv. 78, vi. 103. 3; Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 8. — lva o5
tdywoTa £.TA.] See xviil. 5, according to which, however,
they only joined Paul at Corimth. DBut this, as regards
Timothy, is an incorrect statement, as is clearly evident from
1 Thess. iii. 1,—a point which is to be acknowledged, and
not to be smoothed over by harmonistic combinations (such as
Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 61 f, makes) which do not tally with any
of the two statements. See Liinemann on 1 Thess. iii. I.
According to Baumgarten, Luke has only mentioned the pre-
sence of the two companions again with Paul (xviii. 5) when
their co-operation could again take an effective part in the
diffusion of the GospeL But it is not their deing together,
but their coming together, that is narrated in Acts xviii. 5.
Ver. 16. Iapwkivero] was trritated (1 Cor. xiil 5; Dem.
514. 10: dpyictn kai mapwfivfn) at the high degree of
heathen darkness and perversity (Rom. i. 21 ff.) which pre-
vailed at Athens.— 70 mvedpa adrod év avr@] comp. John
xi. 33, 38.— The genitive fewpodvros, mentally attached to
adrob (see the critical remarks) : because he saw. — xatelSwlov]
Jall of images, of idols, not preserved elsewhere in Greek, but
formed according to usual analogies (katdumehos, xaTdderdpos,
«atdypuoos, kardMbos, al.). — Athens, the centre of Hellenic
worship and art, united zeal for both in a pre-eminent degree,
and was—especially at that period of political decay, when
outward ritual and show in the sphere of religion and super-
stition flourished among the people alongside of the philosophi-
cal self-sufficiency of the higher scholastic wisdom among

! Erasmus correctly observes: * probabilius est eum navigavisse. . . quia
nulla fit mentio eorum, quac P. in itinere gesserit, cul fuerint tot civitates
peragrandae.”

? Not ; who brought him in safety (Beza and others)
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people of culture—full of temples and altars, of priests and
other persons connected with worship, who had to minister
at an innumerable number of pompous festivals, Sec Paus.
i. 24. 3; Strabo, x. p. 472; Liv. xlv. 27; Xen. Rep. Ath.
iii. 2; and Wetstein n loc.

Ver. 17. Odv] namely, impelled by that indignation to
counteract this heathen confusion. He had intended only to
wait for his companions at Athens, but “ insigni et extraordi-
nario zelo stimulatus rem gerit miles Christi,” Bengel. And
this zeal caused him, in order to pave the way for Christianity
in opposition to the heathenism here so particularly powerful,
to enter into controversial discussions (see on ver. 2) with Jews
and Gentiles at the same time (not first with the Jews, and,
on being rejected by them, afterwards with Gentiles). — év 75
ayopa] favours the view that, as usual in Greek cities, there
was only one market at Athens (Forchhammer, Forbiger, and
others). If there were two markets (so Otlried Miiller and
others), still the celebrated dyopd xat éfoxrv is to be under-
stood,! not far from the Pnyx, the Acropolis, and the Areo-
pagus, bounded by the gTod woixiAn on the west, by the
Stoa Basileios and the Stoa Eleutherios on the south, rich in
noble statues, the central seat of commercial, forensic, and
philosophic intercourse, as well as of the busy idleness of the
loungers.

Ver. 18. That it was Epicureans and Stoics who fell into
conflict with him (ocuréBaiov, comp. Luke xiv. 31), and not
Academics and Peripatetics, is to be explained—apart from
the greater popularity of the two former,and from the circum-
stance that they were in this later period the most numerous
at Athens—{rom the greater contrast of their philosophic
tenets with the doctrines of Christianity. The one had their
principle of pleasure. and the other their pride of virtue ! and
both repudiated faith in the Divine Providence. Comp.
Hermann, Cultwrgesch. d. Gr. w. Bom. 1. p. 237 f —The
opinion of these philosophers was twofold. Some, with vain
scholastic conceit, pronounced Paul’s discourses, which lacked
the matter and form of Hellenic philosophy, to be idle talk,

3 ot the Eretria (7 vov iarw dyopi, Strabo, x. 10, p. 447).
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undeserving of attention, and would have ncthing furtber to do
with him. Others were at least curious about this new matter,
considered the singular stranger as an announcer of strange
divinities, and took him with them, in order to hear more from
him and to allow their fellow - citizens to hear him, to the
Areopagus, etc. — 7{ dv 0éhos . . . Méyew] if, namely, his speak-
ing is to have a meaning. See on ii. 12. — 6 omepporiyos]
originally the rook (Aristoph. Av. 232, 579). Then in a two-
fold figurative meaning: (1) from the manner in which that
hird feeds, a parasite ; and (2) from its chattering voice, a
babbler (Dem. 269. 19 ; Athen. viii. p. 344 C). So here, as
the speaking of Paul gave occasion to this contemptuous desig-
nation. See also Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 297. — Sacpovinv]
divinities, quite generally. The plural is indefinite, and denotes
the category (see on Matt. ii. 20). According to de Wette, it
is Jesus the Risen One and the living God that are meant in
contrast to the Greek gods,—an element, however, which,
according to the subjoined remark of Lulke, appears as
tmported. The judgment of the philosophers, very similar to
the charge previously brought against Socrates (Xen. Mem.
i. 1. 1), but not framed possibly in imitation of it (in opposi-
tion to Zeller), was founded on their belief that Jesus, whom
Paul preached and even set forth as @ raiser of the dead, must be
assumed, doubtless, to be a foreign divinity, whose announcer
(kaTaryyenevs, not elsewhere preserved) Paul desired to be.
Hence Luke adds the explanatory statement: 61¢ Tov 'Incoiy
€. T. avdoT. ebnyy. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Alexander
Morus, Selden, Hammond, Spencer, Heinrichs, Baur,! Lange,
and Baumgarten, strangely imagine that the philosophers
meant the ’Avdoracis as a goddess announced by Paul
Comp. also Ewald, p. 494 f. But if Luke had aimed at this by
his explanatory remark, he must have indicated it more pre-
cisely, especially as it is in itself improbable that the philo-
sophers could, even in mere irony, derive from the words of
the apostle a goddess *Avdoragis, for Paul doubtless announced
who would raise the dead. Olearius referred 7. dvasT. not to

! Sce his Paulus, 1. p. 192, ed. 2: tho ironical popular wit had out of
Jesus and the dvéoresss mode a pair of divinities.
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the general resurrection of the dead, but to the wesurrection of
Jesus ; so also Bengel. But Luke, in that case, in order not
to be misunderstood, must have added adrod, which (see the
critical remarks) lie has not done.

Vv. 19, 20. *EmaBouevor] Grotius aptly says: “manu
leniter prehensum.” Comp. ix. 27, xxiii. 19. Adroitly con-
fiding politeness. Ver. 21 proves that a wiolent seizure and
cartying away to judicial examination is not indicated, as
Adami (see in Wolf) and others imagined, but that the object
n view was simply to satisfy the curiosity of the people flocking
to the Areopagus. And this is evinced by the whole proceedings,
which show no trace of a judicial process, ending as they did-
partly with ridicule and partly with polite dismissal (ver. 31),.
after which Paul departed unhindered. Besides, the Athenians
were very indulgent to the introduction of foreign, particularly
Oriental, worships (Strabo, x. p. 474 ; Philostr. Vit. .dpollon.
vi. 7; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § 12), provided only there.
was not conjoined with it rejection of the native gods, such.
as Socrates was formerly accused of. To this the assertion of
Josephus, ¢. dp. 2, is to be limited: woup & v TodTo map’
avTols Kekwhupévov wal Tywpla xata TGy Eévov eloaybvrwy
Ocov &puwrto OdvaTos,—which, perhaps, is merely a gene-
ralization from the history of Socrates. And certainly Paul,
as the wisdom of his speech (ver. 22 ff.) attests, prudently
withheld a direct condemnatory judgment of the Athenian gods.
Notwithstanding, Baur and Zeller have again insisted on a
judicial process in the Areopagus—alleging that the legend of
Dionysius the Areopagite, as the first bishop of Athens (Eus. iv.
23), had given rise to the whole history ; that there was a wish
to procure for Paul an opportunity, as solemn as possible, for
the exposition of his teaching, an arena analogous to the Sanhe-
drim (Zeller), etc.—Concerning the *4petos maryos, collis Mar-
tius, so called 8r¢ mpdTos *Apns évraiba éxpifn (Paus. i. 28. 5),
the seat of the supreme judicature of Athens, situated to the
west of the Acropolis, and concerning the institution and
authority of that tribunal, see Meursius, de Areop. Lugd. Bat.
1624 ; Bockh, de Areop. Berol. 1826 ; Hermann, Staatsalterth.
§ 105. 108. On the present locality, see Robinson, I p. 11 £;
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Forbiger, Geogr. 111 p. 937 ff. — Svvdueda yvdvar k.7\.] invi-
tation in the form of a courteous question, by way of securing
the contemplated enjoyment. — 75 %) xawy) x7.\N] what (as
respects its more precise contents) this new doctrine (namely),
that which s being announced by you. In the repetition of
the article (Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 407 B) there is here
implied a pert, ironical emphasis. — Eevilovra] startling.
Eevilw ol povov 70 Eévov Umodéyopar, dANE xai éxmhjTT®.
Thom. Mag. Comp. Polyb. iii. 114. 4: Eevilovoa mpécofris
k. ratamheTie), Diod. Sic. xii. 53; 2 Mace. ix. 6 ; 3 Macc.
vii. 3.— elopépers] namely, whilst you are here, hence the
present. — 7i v 0éov TadTa elvar] see on ver. 18, ii. 12, and
Tittmann, Synon. N. T. p. 129 f. The plural Tav7a indicates
the individual points, after the collective character of which 7¢
icquires.  Krtiger, § 1xi. 8. 2; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg.
p. 508 C, Euthyphr. p. 15 A.

Ver. 21. A remark of Luke added for the elucidation of
vv. 19, 20. But Athenians (Afnvaior, without the article:
Athenian people) collectively (wavres, see Fritzsche, ad Marc.
p.12; Kiihner, § 685, note 2), and the strangers resident there,
had leisure for mothing else than, etc.  eUxatpelv, vacare alicul
ret, belongs to the later Greek. Sturz, de Dial. A4l p. 169;
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 125. The vmperfect does not exclude
the continuance of the state of things in the present, but
interweaves it with the history, so that it is transferred into
the same time with the latter; see on John xi. 18, and Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. 1. 4. 9. Comp. also the pluperfect émeyéypamro,
ver. 23.  According to Ewald, Luke actually means an earlier
period, when it had still been so in Athens, « before it was
plundered by Nero.” But then we should at least have ex-
pected an indication of this in the text by To7e or wdAat, even
apart from the fact that such a characteristic of a city is
not so quickly lost. — kawdrepor] The comparative delineates
more strongly and vividly. The novelty-loving (Thue. iii. 38. 4)
and talkative (Wetstein and Valckenaer in loc) Athenians
wished always to be saying or hearing something ncwer than
the previous news. See Winer, p. 228 [E. T. 305].  Cowp.
Plat. Phaed. p. 115 B; Dem. 43. 7; 160. 2.
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Ver. 22. Srabeis év péoep] denotes intrepidity.—The wisdom
with which Paul here could become a Gentile to the Gentiles,
has been at all times justly praised. There is to be noted also,
along with this, the elegance and adroitness, combined with
all simplicity, in the expression and progress of thought; the
speech is, as respects its contents and form, full of sacred Attic
art, a vividly original product of the free apostolic spirit. —
kata wavra) in all respects.  Comp. Col. iil. 20, 22. — 8eioidac-
poveaTépovs] A comparison with the other Greeks, in proference
over whom Athens had the praise of religiousness (see Valcke-
naer, Schol. p. 551): *A@nvaiows mepioaoTepoy ¢ 7 Tols dANois €s
Ta Oeid éari omovdijs, Pausan. in Aitic. 24.  Cowp. Soph. 0. C.
260; Thue. ii. 40 f.; Eur. Her. 177. 330; Joseph. ¢. Adp.
i 12. Sewoidaiuwy means divinity-fearing, but may, as the
fear of God may be the source of either, denote as well real
picty (Xen. Cyr. 1l 3. 58, Agesil. 11. 8) as superstition
(Theophr. Char. 16 ; Diod. Sic. i. 62; Lucian. Alex. 9;
Plutarch, and others). Paul therefore, without violating the
truth, prudently leaves the religious tendency of his hearers
undetermined, and names only its source—the fear of God.
Chrysostom well remarks: wpooSomoiel Td Aoy 8ia ToiiTo
elme SecoidapoveaTépovs Vuds Bewpd. See on this word,
Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § 8. 6. Mistaking this fine choice of
the expression, the Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Calovius,
Suicer, Wolf, and others explained it: superstitiosiores. @s:
I perceive you as more god-fearing, so that you appear as
such. See Bernhardy, p. 333.— Uuds fewpd] “ Magna per-
spicacia et parrhesia; unus Paulus contra Athenas,” Bengel

Ver. 23. duwepyop.] belongs jointly to Td ceBdop. vp.—
dvabedp. T& oeB. bu.] attentively contemplating (Eleb. xiii. 7 ;
Diod. Sie. xii. 15 ; Plut. Aem. P. 1 ; Lucian, V7. auct. 2 ; comp.
avaBedpnais, Cicero, ad Att. ix. 19, xiv. 15 £) the objects of
your worship, temples, altars, images (2 Thess. il 4 Wisd.
xiv. 20, xv. 7; Hist. Drag. 27; Dion. Hal. 4nt. i. 30, v. 1;
Suicer, Thes. I1. p. 942). — dyvbore Ocd] That there actually
stood at Athens at least one altar with the inscription: “fo an
unknown god,” would appear historically certain from this pas-
sage itself, even though other proofs were wanting, since Paul
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appeals to his own observation, and that, too, in the presence of
the Athenians themselves. But there are corroborating external
proofs: (1) Pausan. i. 1. 4 (comp. v. 14. 6) says: in Athens
there were Bwpuol Oedv Te ovopalopévwy ayvwoTwv kal Hpdwv ;
and (2) Philostr. Vit. Apollon. vi. 2: cwdpovéarepor mepi
mavrwv 0eby €d Méyew, kai Tatra 'Abjvnow, ol kai ayvédoTwy
ey Bwpol WBpuvras. From both passages it is evident that
at Athens there were several altars, each of which bore the
votive inscription: dyvdorte fed! The explanation of the
origin of such altars is less certain. Yet Diog. Laert. Epim. 3
gives a trace of it, when it is related that Epimenides put
an end to a plague in Athens by causing black and white
sheep, which he had let loose on the Areopagus, to be sacri-
ficed on the spots where they lay down 76 mpoorixorti e, 1.c.
to the god concerned (yet not known by name), namely, who
was the author of the plague ; and that therefore one may find
at Athens Bwpols dvoviuovs, ie. altars without the designation
of a god by name (not as Kuinoel, following Olearius, thinks,
without any inscription). From this particular instance
the general view may be derived, that on <mportant occasions,
when the reference to a god known by name was wanting, as in
public calamities of which no definite god could be assigned as
the author, tn order to honour or propitiate the god concerned
(rov mwpoarkovta) by sacrifice, without lighting on a wrong
one, altars were erected which were destined and designated
ayrioaTe Be.  Without any historical foundation, Eichhorn,
Bipl. IIL. p. 413 f. (with whom Niemeyer, Interpret. orat.
Paul. Act. xvii. 22 ff,, Hal. 18035, agreed), supposed that such
altars proceeded from the time when the art of writing was
not yet known or in use; and that at a later period, when it
was not known to what god these altars belonged, they were
marked with that inscription in order not to offend any god.
Against this may be urged the great probability that the desti-
nation of such altars would be preserved in men’s knowledge
by oral tradition. Entirely peculiar is the remark of Jerome
on Tit. i. 12: “ Inscriptio arae non ita erat, ut Paulus asse-

! Lucian, Philopatr. 9 and 29, is invalid as a proof, for there the reference of

the pseudo-Lucian to the ¥ Ayvweros bv *Afrvass is based on this very passage,
ACTS 11 18
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ruit: ignoto Deo, sed ita: Diis Asiae et Europae et Africae, Dils
ignotis ¢t peregrinis! Verum quia Paulus non pluribus Diis
ignotis indigebat, sed uno tantum ignoto Deo, singulari verbo
usus est,” etc. But there is no historical trace of such an
altar-inscription ; and, had it been in existence, Paul could not
have meant it, because we cannot suppose that, at the very
commencement of his discourse, he would have made a state-
ment before the Athenians deviating so much from the reality
and only containing an abstract inference from it. The
ayvwaote Beg could not but have its literal accuracy and form
the whole inscription; otherwise Paul would only have promoted
‘the suspicion of amepporoyia. We need not inquire fo what
-definite god the Athenians pointed by their ayvoore fep. In
truth, they meant no definite god, because, in the case which
-occasioned the altar, they knew none such. The view (see
in Wolf) that the God of the Jews—the obscure knowledge of
whom had come from the Jews to Egypt, and thence to the
-Greeks—is meant, is an empty dogmatic invention. Baur,
p. 202, ed 2, with whom Zeller agrees, maintains that the in-
scription in the singular is unhistorical ; that only the plural,
dyvoaTos Geol, could have been written ; and that only a writer
at a distance, who “ had to fear no contradiction on the spot,”
could have ventured on such an intentional alteration. But the
very hint giver to us by Diogenes Laertius as to the origin of
such altars is decisive against this notion, as well as the correct
remark of Grotius: “ Cum Pausanias ait aras Athenis fuisse
b6y dyvooTwy, hoe vult, multas fuisse aras tali inscriptione:
O¢co dyvooTye, quamquam potuere et aliae esse pluraliter in-
scriptae, aliae singulariter.” Besides, it may be noted that
Paul, had he read dyvdorows Beois on the altar, might have used

1 But, according to Oecumenius: #eois "Acl/ac zal Elpdans rel AiBong beds dy-
séorw xai Eivw., Comp. Isidor. Pelus. in Cramer, Cat. p. 292. According to
Ewald, this is the more exact statement of the inscription ; from it Paul may
have Lorrowed his quotation. DBut the exactness is suspicious just on account
of the singular in Oecumenius ; and, moreover, Paul would have gone much too
freely to work by the omission of the essential term Asfins (*‘ the unknown and
strange god of Libya"); nor wonld he have had any reason for the omissiol_l of
the Eivs, while he might, on the contrary, have employed it in some ingenioud
sort of turn with reference to ver. 18,
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this plural expression for his purpose as suitably as the singular,
since he, in fact, continues with the generic neuter . .. TodTo.—
On the Greek altars without temples,see Hermann, gottesd. Alterth.
$ 17.—5 odv dyvoolvTes edaefeire, ToiTo x.T.\.] (see the critical
remarks) what ye therefore (according to this inscription), with-
out kenowing it, worship, that (this very object of your worship) do
I (éyd with a self-conscious emphasis) make known wunto you.
Paul rightly inferred from the inscription that the Athenians,
besides the gods (Zeus, Athene, etc.) known to them, recognised
something divine as existing and to be worshipped, which was
different from these (however, after the manner of heathenism,
they might conceive of it in various concrete forms). And
justly also, as the God preached by him was another than those
known heathen gods (Rom. i. 22, 23; 1 Cor. viil. 4 ff, x. 20),
he might now say that this divinity, which served them in an
unknown manner as the object of worship, was that which he
announced to them, in order that it might now become to.them
yvwoTos. Beés.  Of course, they could not yet take up this
expression in the sense of the apostle .Rimself, but could only
think of some divine being according to their usual Zeathen
conception (comp. Laufs in the Stud. und Krit. 1850, p. 584 f.);
but, most suitably to the purpose he had in view, reserving
the more exact information for the further course of his address,
he now engaged the religious interest of his hearers in his own
public anpouncement of it, and thereby excited that interest
the more, as by this ingeniously improvised connection he
exhibited himself quite differently from what those might
have expected who deemed him a xarayyereds Eévoy Sarwoviwy,
ver. 18. Chrysostom aptly remarks in this respect: dpa mds
Selevuos mpoehypéTas adror obdéy Eévov, ¢naely, obdéy xawoy
elopépw.— Observe, also, the conciliatory selection of edaefeiTe,
which expresses pious worship. eboeBeiv, with the accusative
of the object (1 Tim. v. 4; 4 Macc. v. 23, xi. 5), is in classical
writers, though rare, yet certainly vouched for (in opposition
to Valckenaer, Porson, Seidler, Ellendt). See Hermann, ad
Soph. Ant. 727.  Compare also the Greek doeBeiv T¢ or Twa.
. Vv. 24-29. Paul now malses that unknown divinity known
% concreto, and in such a manner that his description at the
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same time exposes the nullity of the polytheism deifying the
powers of nature, with which he contrasts the divine affinity
of man. Comp. Rom. i. 18 ff.

Vv. 24, 25. Comp. vii. 48; Ps. 1. 10 ff.; also the similar
expressions fiom profane writers in Grotius and Wetstein,
Kypke, I1. 89, and the passages cited from Porphyr. by Ullmann
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1872, p. 388 ; likewise Philo, leg. alleg.
1I. p. 1087.— Bepamederar] is served (by offerings, etc.), namely,
as regards the actual objective state of the case. — mpoadeop.
T1w65) as one, who needed anything in addition,' i.e. to what He
Himself is and has. Erasmus, Paraphs.: “ cum ... nullius
boni desideret accessionem.” Comp. 2 Mace. xiv. 35, and
Grimm <n loc, p. 199. See on this meaning of the verb
especially, Dem. xiv. 22 ; Plat. Pil. p. 20 E; and on the dis-
tinction of wpoodeicbal Twos and 7i, Stallb. ad Plat. Rep.
p- 342 A. — adros 8idovs k.7\] a confirmatory definition to
o0d¢ . . . Twos: seeing that He Himself gives, ete. — maai] to
all men, which is evident from the relation of avros . . . wdvra
to the preceding 0d8¢ . . . Twds. — wnw «. mwvory] The former
denotes life in itsclf, the latter the continuance of life, which is
conditioned by breathing. *Eumvovs &' eiut k. mvoas Oepuas
mvéw, Bur. Here. f. 1092. The dying man ¢picaes mvods
(Pind. Nem. x. 140) éxrvei.  Erasmus correctly remarks the
jucundus concentus of the two words. Comp. Lobeck, Paral.
p. 58 ; Winer, p. 591 [E.T. 793].  Others assume a hendiadys,
which, as regards analysis (life, and indeed breath) and form
(namely, that the second substantive is subordinate, and must
be converted into the adjective), Calvin has correctly appre-
hended : vitam animalem. But how tame and enfeebling —
kai Ta wdvra] and (generally) all things, namely, which they
use.— Chrysostom has already remarked how far this very
first point of the discourse (vv. 24, 25) transcends not only
heathenism in general, but also the pAilosophies of heathenism,
which could not rise to the idea of an absolute Creator.

' Luther tekes 7més as masculine, which likewise excellently corresponds with
what precedes, as with the following #Zss. But the neuter rendering is yet to
be preferred, as aflecting everything except God (in the «i there is also every =is)-
Comp. Clem. ad Cor. 1. 52
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Observe the threefold contents of the speech: Theology, ver.
24 f.; Anthropology, vv. 26-29 ; Christology, ver. 30 f.

Vv. 26, 27. “ The single origin of men and their adjusted
diffusion upon the earth was also His work, in order that they
should seek and find Him who is near to all.” — émoinoe . ..
xatoweiv] He has made that, from (proceeding from) one blood,
every nation of men should dwell upon all the face of the earth
(comp. Gen. xi. 8). Castalio, Calvin, Beza, and others:
“ fecitque ex uno sanguine omne genus hominum, ut inhabi-
taret” (after avfp. a comma). Against this is the circum-
stance that opioas x.TA. contains the modal definition, not to
the making (to the producing) of the nations, but to the
making-them-to-dwell, as is evident from s xatoicias avTdv ;
so that this interpretation is not according to the context. — é£
évos alparos] See, respecting alua as the seat of life propagating
itself by generation, on John i. 13. Paul, by this remark,
that all men through one heavenly Father have also one earthly
father, does not specially oppose, as Stolz, Kuinoel, and others,
following older interpreters, assume, the belief of the Athenians
that they were adroyfoves (see Wetstein in loc.) ; the whole
discourse is elevated above so special a polemic bearing. But
he speaks in the way of general and necessary contrast to
the polytheistic nature-religions, which derived the different
nations from different origins in their myths. Quite irrele-
vant is what Olshausen suggests as the design of Paul, that
he wished to represent the contempt in which the Jews were
held among the Greeks as absurd. — émwi wav 10 wpéowm. T.
5] refers to the idea of the fofality of the nations dwelling
on the earth, which is contained in wav €fvos (every nation). —
opicas] Aorist participle contemporaneous with émoinae, specify-
ing how God proceeded in that émoinoe x.T.\.: tnasmuch as He
has fixed the appointed periods and the definite boundaries of
their (the nations’) dwelling. Tis xatow. avr. belongs to both
—to mpoarer. Kaip., and to Tds opof. God has determined the
dwelling (karoucia, Polyb. v. 78. 5; Strabo, v. p. 246) of the
nations, according both to its duration in ¢ime and to its exten-
sionin space. Both, subject to change, run their course in a
development divinely ordered. Comp. Job xii. 23. Others take
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wpoarer. kaip. independently of 7. kaTaue. alr. (so Baumgarten);
but thereby the former expression presents itself in perplexing
indefiniteness. The sense of the epocks of the world set forth
by Daniel (Baumgarten) must have been more precisely indi-
cated than by the simple xatpods. Lachmaun has separated
TpogTeTayu. into mwpds Teraryuévovs unnecessarily, contrary to
all versions and Fathers, also contrary to the reading mrpore-
Tayp. in D* Iren. interpr. — % dpofecia is not elsewhere pre-
served, but 76 opoféoiov; see Bornemann.

Ver. 27. The divine purpose in this guidance of the nations
is attached by means of the telic infinitive (Buttmann; neut. Go.
p- 224 [E. T. 261]): <n order that they should seck the Lord, i.e.
drrect thetr endeavours to the knowledge of GQod, if perhaps they
might feel Him (who is so palpably near) and find Him. Ols-
hauser thinks that in ety is implied the previous apostasy of
mankind from God. But the seeking does not necessarily suppose
a having lost; and since the text does not touch on an earlier
fellowship of man with God (although that is in itself correct),
the hearers, at least, could not infer that conclusion from the
simple {nretv. The great thought of the passage is simply:
God the Author, the Governor,and the End of the world’s his-
tory : from God, through God, to God. —+f7had . . . elpoter]
Taul keeps consistently to his figure. The seeker who comes
on his object touches and grasps it, and has now in reality found
it. Hence the meaning without figure is: if perchance they
might become conscious of God and of their relation to Him, and
might appropriate this consciousness as « spiritual possession.
Thus they would have understood the guidance of the nations as:
a revelation of God, and have complied with its holy design in
their own case! The problematic expression (el apaye, if they.
at least accordingly ; see Klotz, ad Devar. pp. 178, 192) is in
accordance both with the nature of the case (Bengel: “via.
patet ; Deus inveniri potest, sed hominem non cogit”), and.
with the historical want of success (see Rom. i. 18 ff, and.
comp. Baumg. p. 550 f£); for the heathen world was blinded,.
to which also Yjha¢g. points—a word which, since the time of
Homer, is very frequently used of groping in the dark or in

' Comp. Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 415,
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blindness (Od. ix. 416; Job v. 14); comp. here especially,
Dlato, Phaed. p. 99 B. — xalrovye x.7.\.] although certainly He
(xiv. 17 ; John iv. 2) does not at all require to be, first sought
and found, as He is not far (for see ver. 28) fron1 every one of us.
Comp. Jer. xxiil. 23. Thisaddition makes palpably evident the
greatness of the blindness, which nevertheless took place.

Ver. 28. Reason assigned (ydp) for od paxp. dwo évos
&1\, for in Him we lvve, we move, and we extst. Paul views
@od under the point of view of His immanence as the element
an which we live, ete,;, and man in such intimate connection
with God, that he is constantly surrounded by the Godhead and
embraced in its essential influence, but, apart from the Godhead,
could neither live, nor move, nor exist. Comp. Dio Chrys.
vol. L p. 384, ed. Reiske: dte o0 paxpav 008 éfw 7ob Oelov
Suwkiopévol, AN v adTd péow medurotes k.t This ex-
planation is required by the relation of the words to the
preceding, according to which they are designed to prove the
nearness of God ; therefore év alrg must necessarily contain
the local reference—the idea of the divine mepix@pnois (which
Chrysostom illustrates by the example of the aér surrounding
us on all sides). Thervefore the rendering per eum (Beza,
Grotius, Heinrichs, Kuinoel), or, as de Wette more correctly
expresses it, “resting on Him as the jfoundation” (comp.
already Chrysostom : olk elme' 80 adod, dAN & éyyirepov 7w,
év avt@), which would yjeld no connection in the way of
proof with the od paxpav eivar of the Godhead, is to be aban-
doned. In opposition to the pantheistic view, see already Calvin.
It is sufficient to urge against it—although it was also asserted
by Spinoza and others—on the one hand, that the transcendence
of God is already decidedly attested in vv. 24-26, and on
the other, that the éu adT® {dpev k.7 is said solely of men,
and that indeed in so far as they stand in essential connection
with God by divine descent (see the following), in which case
the doctrine of the reality of evil (comp. Olshausen) excludes
a spiritual pantheism., — {auev &. xwovpela x. éopév] a
climax: out of God we should have no /¢, not even movement
(which yet inanimate creatures, plants, waters, etc. have), nay,
Dot” even any existence (we should not have been at all).
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Heinrichs and others take a superficial view when they consider
all three to be synonymous. Storr (Opusec. III. p. 95), on the
other hand, arbitrarily puts too much into &duev: vivimus
beate ac hilare; and Olshausen (after Kuinoel), too much into
éopév: the true being, the life of the spirit. 1t is here solely
physical life and being that is meant; the moral life-fellow-
ship with God, which is that of the regenerate, is remote
from the context. — Twes Tav kel Vuas moint.] Namely,
Aratus (of Soli in Cilicia, in the third century B.c.), Phaenom.
5, and Cleanthes (of Assos in Mysia, a disciple of Zeno),
Hymn. wn Jov. 5. For other analogous passages, see Wetstein.
— The acquaintance of the apostle with the Greek poets is
to be considered as only of a dilettante sort’ (see Introduction
to the Epistle to the Romans, § 1); his school-training was
entirely Jewish, but he was here obliged to abstain from O.T.
quotations. — Tov kad vpas mopr.] Of the poets pertaining
to you, ze wour poets. See Bernhardy, p. 241.— Tob yap
xai ryévos éopuév] The first half of a hexameter, verbatim from
Aratus lc. ; therefore qyap xal is not to be considered in logical
connection with the speech of the apostle, but as, independently
of the latter, a component part of the poetical passage, which
he could not have omitted without destroying the verse.
Nam hujus progenics quogue sumus: this Paul adduces as a
parallel (& xal Tives . . . elpricass) confirming to his hearers
his own assertion, év adT@ {duev ... éouév. As the offspring
of God, we men stand in such homogeneity to God, and thus
in such necessary and essential connection with God, that we
cannot have life, etc. without Him, but only in Him. So
zbsolutely dependent is our life, etc. on Him.— 7oi] Here,
according to poetical usage since the time of Homer, in the
sense of Tovrov. See Kiihner, § 480, 5; Ellendt, Lex. Soph.

1 That Paul after his conversion, on account of his destination to the Gentiles,
may have earnestly occupied himself in Tarsus with Greek literature (Baumgarten),
to which also the BiBAiz, 2 Tim. iv. 13, are supposed to point, is a very precarious
assumption, especially as it is Aratus, a fellow-countryman of the apostle, who
is quoted, and other quotations (except Tit. i. 12) are not demonstrable (comp.
on 1 Cor. xv. 33). The poetical expression itself in our passage is such a com-
mon idea (sce Wetstein), that an acquaintance with it from several Greek poets
{#sis) by no means presupposes a more special study of Greek literature.
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II. p. 198. Paul has ddealized the reference of the Tod to
Zeus in Aratus.—In the passage of Cleanthes, which was also
in the apostle’s mind, it is said : éx gob yap yévos éouéy, where
évos is the accusative of more precise definition, and means,
not kindred, as with Aratus, but origin.

Ver. 29. Since, then, we (according to this poetical saying)
are offspring of God, so must our self-consciousness, kindred to
God, tell us that the Godhead has not resemblance to gold, etc.
We cannot suppose a resemblance of the Godhead to such
materials, graven by human art, without denying ourselves as
the progendes of God.! Therefore we ought mot (ot dPeihopey).
What a delicate and penefrating attack on heathen worship !
That Paul with the reproach, which in ovx Sdehouer k.1, is
expressed with wise mildness (Bengel: “clemens locutio,
praesertim in prima persona plurali”), does no imjustice to
heathenism, whose thinkers had certainly in great measure
risen above anthropomorphism, but hits the prevailing popular
opinion (wpds ToUs woAlods 6 Aoyos v avrd, Chrysostom),
may be seen in Baumgarten, p. 566 ff. — yévos] placed first
and separated from 7. ©cov, as the chief point of the argu-
ment. For, if we are proles Dei, and accordingly homogeneous
with God, it is a preposterous error at variance with our duty
to think, with respect to things which are entirely hetero-
geneous to us, as gold, silver, and stone, that the Godhead has
resemblance with them. — yapdypare téxv. «. évfup. avfpo-
mov] @ graven image which ©s produced by art and deliberation
of @ man (for the artist made it according to the measure of
his artistic meditation and reflection): an apposition to ypvod
&1\, not in the ablative (Bengel). — 70 Oelov] the divine
nature, divinum numen (Herod. iii. 108, i. 32; Plat. Phaedr.
P. 242 C, al). The general expression fitly corresponds to
the discourse on heathenism, as the real object of the latter.
Observe also the striking juxtaposition of avfpomov and 7o
Ociov ; for yapdym. Téxv. k. évb. GvBp. serves to make the
ovk dpelhoper vouilew still more palpably felt: inasmuch as
metal and stone serve only for the materials of human art-

' Graf views it otherwise, but against the clear words of the passage, in the
Stud, u, Krit, 1859, p. 232.
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and artistic thoughts, but far above human 'artlstic subjectivity,
which wishes to represent the divine nature ia these materials,
must the Godhead be exalted, which is not similar to the human
image, but widely different from it. Comp. Wisd. xv. 15 ff. .
Vv. 80, 31. It is evident from ver. 29 that heathenism is
based ca ignorance. Therefore Paul, proceeding to the Christo-
logical portion of his discourse, now continues with pév odw.:
the tumes, therefore, of ignorance (for such they are, according to
ver. 29) God having overlooked, makes known at present to all men
cverywhere to repent. — Umepildwy] without noting them with
a view to punishment or other interference. Comp. Dion.
Hal. v. 32.  Opposite of épopdr. See also on Rom. iil. 25
Acts xiv. 16.  The idea of contempt (Vulg.: despiciens), althqugh
otherwise linguistically suitable, which Castalio, de Dieu,
Gataker, Calovius, Seb. Schmid, and others find in the expres-
sion, partly even with the observation: “indignatione et odio
temporum . . . correptus ” (Wolf), is at variance with the
cautiousness and moderation of the whole speech. — maae
wavrayod] a popular hyperbolical expression; yet not in-
correct, as the universal announcement was certainly ¢n course
of development. Comp. Col i 23. On the juxtaposition of maae
wavt., see Lobeck, Paralip. p. 56 f. — wafore (see the critical
remarks) : ¢n accordance with the fact that He has appointed a
day. It denotes the important consideration, by which God
was induced Taviv wapayyéAhew raX. Comp. ii. 24.—év.
Sikatoo] in rightcousncess (so that this is the determining moral
element, in which the xplvew is to take place), .e. Sikaiws
(1 Pet. ii. 23). Paul means the Messianic judgment, and
that as not remotely impending. — év avdpi] i.c. in the person
of a man, who will bc God’s Tepresentative. — ¢ dpice £.7.\}
a well-known attraction: whom He ordained (namely, for
holding the judgment), having afforded faith (in Him as a
judge) o all, by the fact that He raised Him jfrom the dead.
The miorw mwapéyew (see Wetstein and Kypke ¢n loc.) is the
operation of God on men, by which He affords to them faith,—
an operation which He brought to bear on them historically,
by His having conspicuously placed before them in the resur-
rection of Jesus His credentials as the appointed judge. The.
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resuirection of Jesus is indecd the divine onuelov (comp. John
ii, 18.£), and consequently the foundation of knowledge and
conviction, divinely given as a sure handle of faith to all
men, as regards what the Lord in His nature and destination
was and is; and therefore the thought is not to be regarded
a3 “not sufficiently ideal” (de Wette) for Paul; comp. on
ii. 36, iv. 27, x. 38, xiil. 33. The opilewv is not, as in x. 42,
the appointment which took place in the counsel of God, but
that which was accomplished in time and fact as regards the
faith of men, as in Rom. i. 4. Moreover, the wicTw wapéyew,
which on the part of God took place by the resurrection of
Jesus, does not exclude the human self - determination to
accept and appropriate this divine wapéyew ; comp. on Rom.
ii. 4. ITiorw mapéyew may be rendered, with Beza and
others (see especially Raphel, Polyb. in loc.), according to
likewise correct Greek usage: to give assurance by His resur-
rection, but this commends itself the less, because in that case
the important element of faith remains without express mention,
although it corresponds very suitably to the wapayyéher
petavoew, ver. 30, The conception and mode of expression,
to afford faith, is similar to perdvoiay &idvas, v. 31, xi. 18,
yet the latter is already more than wapéyew (potesiatem
Jacere, ansam pracbere credends).

Ver. 32. As yet Paul has not once named oJesus, but has
only endeavoured to gather up the most earnest interest of
his hearers for this the great final aim of his discourse ; now
his speech, is broken off by the mockery of some, and by a
courteous relegation to silence on the part of others. — avdo-
Tacw vekpdv] a resurrection of dead persons, as Paul had just
asserted such a case. The plural denotes the category; comp.
on Rom. i. 4. To take it of the general rising of the dead
at the day of judgment, is quite at variance with the context.
That, moreover, the of péy were all Epicureans, and the of
8¢ Sloics, as Grotius, Wolf, and Rosenmiiller supposed, cannot
be proved. Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, Alford, and
others hold éxovoouefd oov wah. mwepi TovTov as meant in
earnest. But would not Paul, if ¢ had so understood it,
have remained longer in Athens? See xviii 1.— The re-
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pellent result, which the mention of the resurrection of Jesus
brought about, is by Baur (comp. Zeller) supposed to be only
a product of the author, who had wished to exhibit very
distinctly the repulsive nature of the doctrine of the resurrec-
tion for educated Gentiles; he thinks that the whole speech
is only an effect fictitiously introduced by the author, and that
the whole narrative of the appearance at Athens is to be
called in question—"a counterpart to the appearance of
Stephen at Jerusalem, contrived with a view to a harmless
issue instead of a tragical termination,” Zeller. But with all
the delicacy and prudence, which Paul here, in this ‘EA\ddos
‘EX\as (Thucyd. epigr., see Jacobs, Anthol. 1. p. 102), had to-
exercise and knew how to do so, he could not and durst not be
silent on the resurrection of Jesus, that foundation of apostolic
preaching ; he could not but, after he had done all he could to
win the Athenians, now bring the matter to the issue, what
effect the testimony to the Risen One would have. If the
speech had not this testimony, criticism would the more easily
and with more plausibility be able to infer a fictitious product
of the narrator; and it would hardly have neglected to do so.
Vv. 33, 34. Ofrws] ie. with suck a result.— xoAAn@évres
avrd) having more closely attached themselves to him. Comp.
v. 13, ix. 26.— ¢ ’Apeomray.] the assessor of the cowrt of
Arcopagus. This is to be considered as the well-known dis-
tinctive designation (hence the article) of this Dionysius in
the apostolic church. Nothing further is known with certainty
of him. The account of Dionysius of Corinth in Eus. H. E.
iii. 4, iv. 23, comp. Constitt. ap. vil. 46. 2, that he became
bishop of Athens, where he is said to have suffered martyrdom
(Niceph. iii. 11), is unsupported. The writings called after’
him (wepi T7s odpavias iepapyias «.7.\.), belonging to the later
Neoplatonism, have been shown to be spurious. According to’
Baur, it was only from the ecclesiastical tradition that the’
Areopagite came into the Book of Acts, and so brought
with him the fiction of the whole scene on the Areopagus. —
Adpapis] wholly unknown, erroneously held by Chrysostom
to be the wife of Dionysius (which is just what Luke does
not express by the mere qurr)., Grotius conjectures dduahis
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(juvenca), which name was usual among the Greeks. But
even with the well-known interchange of A and p (Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 179), we must assent to the judgment of
Calovius : “ Quis nescit nomina varia esse, ac plurima inter se
vicina non tamen eadem.” Asa man’s name we find dapapiwy
in Boeckh, Inscr. 2393, and dapudpns, 1241, also daudperos

in Pausan. v. 5. 1; and as a woman’s name, dapapéry, in
Diod. xi. 26.
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CHAPTER XVIIL

VER. 1. ¢ Iaires is wanting in important witnesses. Rightly
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. With ywpiefeic a church-lesson
begins.—Ver. 2. é&x] AB D E G §, min. Vulg. have &= So
Lachm. Tisch. Born., and rightly, on account of the decisive
attestation.—On preponderating evidence, s3 séixyn is, in ver. 3,
to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., instead of =iy iy, —
Ver. 5. «& 2éyw] Elz. has v aweluass, in opposition to A BD E
G N, min. several vss. and Fathers. Defended by Rinck on
the ground that «& Aéyw is a scholion on &wwuapr., But it
was not dizgapr., but guveirere, that needed a scholion, namely,
s& avebuars, which, being received into the text, displaced the
original & Aéyw.— Ver. 7, "lotsrov] Syr. Erp. Sahid. Cassiod.
have Tirov; E X, min. Copt. Arm. Syr. p. Vulg. have Tirov
’leborov; B D*%: Turiov’I. A traditional alteration.! — Ver. 12.
avdvrareboro;] Lachm. Born. read avdumdrov éyrog after A B D N,
min. An explanatory resolution of a word not elsewhere
occurring in the N. T.—Ver. 14. o] Lachm. and Born. have
deleted it according to important testimony. But it was very
easily passed over amidst the cumulation of particles and
between weN and #N, especially as ofv has not its reference in
what immediately precedes.— Ver. 15. {4mua] A B D** N,
min. Theophyl. and several vss. have {srjpara. Recommended
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The singular was,
in spite of the several objects afterwards named, very easily
introduced mechanically as an echo of &diznua and pgdoipyrua.
— dp] 1s to be deleted, with Lachm. Tisch. Born. in accord-
ance with A B D &, Vulg. Copt., as a connective addition.
— Ver. 17. After zdvreg, Elz. Born. read o "Exxmec, which is
wanting in A B &, Erp. Copt. Vulg. Chrys. Bed, Some more

1 Qccasioned by the circumstance that Justus does not elsewhere occur alone
as a name, but only as a surname ; and that the person here meant must be a
different person from those named in i 23 and Col. iv. 11. Wieseler judges
otherwise, on Galat, p. 573, and in Herzog's Encyll. XXI. 276 ; he prefers Tirov

'lodorov.
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recent codd. have, instead of it, oi "Iewdur. Both are supple-
mentary additions, according to different modes of viewing the
passage. See the exegetical remarks.— Ver. 19. xursvryee]
Lachm. Tisch, read zassvraoay, after A B E 8, 40, and some vss.
The sing. intruded itself from the context, — abset] #xe7; which
Lachm. and Born. have according to important evidence, was
imported as by far the more usual word. — Ver. 21. dmsrafurc
avr. eizdv] Lachm. Tisch, Born. read droragdussos xwl eimdy (with
the omission of x«/ before avixts), after A B D E &, min. vss.
Rightly ; the Recepta is an obviously suggested simplification.
— 067" e mavrwg ., . el 'Ispoa.] is wanting in A BE &, min. Copt.
Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg, as well as & after =daw. Both are
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.,and condemned already by Mill and
Bengel. But the omission is far more easily accounted for than
the addition of these words,—occasioned possibly by xix. 21, xx.
16, or by the #dasw dvex. presumed to be too abrupt,—as in what
directly follows copyists, overlooking the reference of @vaSBis in
ver, 22, found no journey of the apostle to Jerusalem, and
accordingly did not see the reason why Paul declined a longer
residence at Ephesus verified by the course of his journey. —
Ver. 25. 'Iyoot] Elz. has xupiov, against decisive testimony. —
Ver. 26. The order Tpiox. x. ' Ax. (Lachm.) is attested, no doubt,
by A B E¥, 13, Vulg. Copt. Aeth,, but is to be derived from
ver, 18.— 73y 7ob el 666v] A B N, min. vss. Lachm. have =
8ty oo deol ; E, vss. have = 68, o0 zupfov; D has only =2y 586w
(so Born.). With the witnesses thus divided, the reading of
Lachm. is to be preferred as the best attested.

Vv. 1, 2. In Corinth, at which Paul had arrived after his
parting from Athens (ywpisf., comp. i. 4), he met with the
Jew ’Axihas (Greek form of the Latin Aguile, which is to be
considered as a Roman name adopted after the manner of the
times instead of the Jewish name; see Eust. ad Dion. Per.
381), a native of the Asiatic province of Pontus, but who had
hitherto resided at Rome, and afterwards dwelt there also
(Rom. xvi. 3), and so probably had his dwelling-place in tZat
city—an inference which is rendered the more probable, as his
temporary removal to a distance from Rome had its compulsory
occasion in the imperial edict. We make this remark in
opposition to the view of Neander, who thinks that Aquila
had not his permanent abode at Rome, but settled, on account
of his trade, now in one and then in another great city forming
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a centre of commerce, such as Corinth and Eplesus. The
conjecture that he was a freedman of a Pontius Agquila (Cic.
ad Famal. x. 33. 4; Suet. Cacs. 78), so that the statement
Movrikév 7@ vyéver is an error (Reiche on Rom. xvi. 3, de
Wette), is entirely arbitrary. Whether IIploxiA\a (identical
with Prisea, Rom. xvi. 3, for, as is well known, many Roman
names were also used in diminutive forms; see Grotius on
tom. lLc) was a Roman by birth, or a Jewess, remains
undecided. But the opinion—which has of late. become
common and is defended by Kuinoel, ‘Olshausen, Lange,
and Ewald—that Aquila and his wife were already Christians
(having been so possibly at starting from Rome) when Paul
met with them at Corinth, because there is no account of
their conversion, is very forced. Luke, in fact, calls Aquila
stmply "Tovdatov (he does not say, Twa pabnryv 'Iovd.), whereas
elsewhere he always definitely makes known the Jewish
Christians; and accordingly, by the subsequent wavras Tods
"Tovdalovs, he places Aquila (without any distinction) among
the general body of the expelled Jews. He also very par-
ticularly indicates as the reason of the apostle’s lodging with
him, not their common Christian faith, but their common
handicroft, ver. 3. It is therefore to be assumed that Aquila
and Priscilla were still Jews when Paul met with them at
Corinth, but through their connection with him they became Chris-
tians! This Luke, keeping in view the apostolic labours of
Paul as a whole (comp. Baumgarten, p. 578), leaves the reader
to infer, inasmuch as he soon afterwards speaks of the Christian
working of the two (ver. 26). We may add that the reply
to the question, whether and how far Christianity existed at
all in Rome defore the decree of Claudins (see on Rom., Introd.
§ 2), can here be of no consequence, seeing that, although
there was no Christian church at Rome, individual Christians
might still at any rate be found, and certainly were found,
among the resident Jews there. — mpoaddras] nuper (Polyb.
iii. 37. 11, iii. 48. 6 ; Alciphr. i. 39 ; Judith iv. 3, 5; 2
Macc. xiv. 36), from mpdapartos, which properly signifies fresh
(=just slaughtered or killed), then generally new, of qurle
! See also Herzog in his Encykl. L. p. 456.
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recent occurrence ; sce Lobeck, ad Plhryn, p. 37-% f.; Klausen,
ad Aesch. Choeph. 156, — &ua 70 Stateray. K\, k7] “Judacos
ampulsore Chresto assidue tumulluantes Rome expulit,” Sueton.
Claud. 25. As Chrestus was actually a current Greek and
Roman name (Philostr. ». Soph. ii. 11 ; Inscr. 194 ; Cic. ad
Fam. xi. 8), it is altogether arbitrary to interpret impulsore
Chresto otherwise than we should interpret it, if another name
stood instead of Clhresto. Chrestus was the name of a Jewish
agitator at Rome, whose doings produced constant tumults,
and led at length to the edict of expulsion! See also
Wieseler, p. 122, and earlier, Ernesti, in Suet., {.c. This we
remark in opposition to the hypothesis upheld, after older
interpreters in Wolf, by most modern expositors, that Suetonius
had made a mistake in the name and written Chresto instead
of Christo—a view, in connection with which it is .either
thought that the disturbances arose out of Christianity having
made its way among the Jewish population at Rome and simply
affected the Jews themselves,who were thrown into a ferment by
it, so that the portion of them which had come to believe was
at strife with that which remaired unbelieving (Wassenberg,
ad Valcken. p. 554 ; Kuinoel, Hug, Creduner, Baur, Gieseler,
Reuss, Thiersch, Ewald ; also Lehmann, Stud. zur Gesch. d.
apost.  Zetalt, Greifsw. 1856, p. 6 ff.; Sepp, Mangold,
Beyschlag in the Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 652 f.; Laurent,
neutest. Stud. p. 88, and others); or it is assumed (Paulus,
teichie, Neander, Lange, and others) that enthusiastic Messianic
hopes excited the insurrection among the Jews, and that the
Romans had manufactured out of the ideal person of the MessialL
a rebel of the same name. While, however, the alleged
error of the name has against i5 generally the fact that the
names Christus and Christiant were well known to the Roman
writers (Tacitus, Pliny, aud Suetonius himself, Ner. 16), it
may be specially urged against the former view, that at the time

! Herzog, in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1867, p. 541, rightly defends this ex-
Planation (against Pressensé). The objection is entirely unimportant, which
Mangold also (Rémerbr. 1866) las taken, that short work would have beeu
made with an insurgent Chrestus at Rome. He might have made a timely
¢scape.  Or may he not have been aclually scized and short work made of him,
Without thereby quenching the fire

ACIS IL 1
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of the edict (probably in the year 52, see Anger, de temp. rat.
p- 118 ; Wieseler, p. 125 ff)) the existence of an influential
number of Christians at Rome, putting the Jewish population
into a tumultuous ferment, is quite improbable; and againss
the latter view, that the Messianic hopes of the Jews were
well enough known to the Romans in general (Tacit. Hist. v.
13) and to Suetonius in particular (Suet. Vesp. 4). Hence
the change (attested by Tertull Apol. 3, ad nat. i. 3, and by
Lactant. Inst. div. iv. 7. 5) of Christus into Chrestos (Xpnatés)
and of Christianus into Chrestianus (which pronunciation
Tertullian rejects by perperam) may not be imputed to the
compiler of a history resting on documentary authority, but
to the misuse of the Roman colloquial language. Indeed,
according to Tacit. Ann. xv. 44: “ Nero ... poenis affecit,
quos . . . vulgus Christianos appellabat ; auctor nominis ejus
Christus,” etc., it must be assumed that that interchange of
names only became usual at a lafer period; in Justin. 4pol.
I 4,70 Xpnorov is only an allusion to Xpioriavol. The
detailed discussion of the point does mot belong to us here,
except in so far as the narrative of Dio Cass. 1x. 6 appears to
be at variance with this passage and with Suet. Le. : Tods Te
*Tovdalovs mheovdoavras atfus, dore yakewds dv dvev Tapayis
mo Tob Syhov apdy Tijs worews elpyBijvar, obk éEfhace pév,
T¢ 8¢ Oy matply vopw Pip ypouévovs érélevae uny omval-
poifecfar! This apparent contradiction is solved by our
regarding what Dio Cassius relates as something which hap-
pened before the edict of banishment (Wieseler, p. 123; and
Lehmann, p. 5, view it otherwise), and excited the Jews to
the complete outbreak of insurrection.” The words dore . . .
elpyOivai, which represent the ordinance as a precautionary
measure against the outbreak of a revolt, warrant this view.
From xxviii. 15 ff, Rom. xvi. 3, it follows that the edict of

1 Ewald, p. 346, wishes to insert o6 before xpupévess, so that the words would
apply to the Jewish-Christians.

3 To place the prohibition mentioned by Dio Cassius as early as the first year
of Claudius, A.D. 41 (Laurent, neutest. Stud. p. 89 f.), does not suit the peculiar
mildness and favour which the emperor on his aceession showed to the Jews,

according to Joseph. Antt. xix. 5. 2. The subsequent sevcrity supposes &
longer experience of need for it. Laurent, after Oros. vi, 7, places the edict of
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Claudius, which referred not only to those making the tumult
(Credner, Einl. p. 380), but, according to the express testimony
of this passage, to all the Jews, must soon either tacitly or
officially have passed into abeyance, as, indeed, it was incapable
of being permanently carried into effect in all its severity.
Therefore the opinion of Hug, Eichhorn, Schrader, and Herusen,
that the Jews returned to Rome only at the mild commence-
ment of Nero’s reign, is to be rejected. — ardvras Tovs "TovBaious]
with the exception of the proselytes, Beyschlag thinks, so that
only the national Jews were concerned. But the proselytes
of righteousness at least cannot, without arbitrariness, be ex-
cluded from the comprehensive designation.

Vv. 3, 4. It was a custom among the Jews, and admits of
sufficient explanation from the national esteem for trade gene-
rally, and from the design of rendering the Rabbins inde-
pendent of others as regards their subsistence (Juch. xliii. 1, 2),
that the Rabbins practised a trade. Olshausen strangely holds
that the practice was based on the idea of warding off tempta-
tions by bodily activity. Comp. on Mark vi. 3, according to
which Christ Himself was a téktwv. — 8ia 70 opéteyvov eivar)
sc. abtov, because he (Paul) was of the same handicraft. Luke
might also have written 8@ 76. ouorexvos eivar (Kiihner, IL
P- 352); but comp. on the accusative Luke xi. 8§, and see on
the omission of the pronoun, where it is of itself evident from
the preceding noun, Kiihner, § 852 b, and ad Xen. Mem. i. 2.
49. — 7oav] the two married persons. — gxpromorot] is not
with Michaelis to be interpreted makers of art-instruments,
which is merely based on a misunderstanding of Pollux, vii. 189,
nor yet, (with Hug and others) makers of tent-cloth. It is true-
that the trade of preparing cloth from the hair of goats, which
was also used for tents (xehixea), had its seat in Cilicia (Plin.
N. H. vi. 28 ; Veget. de r¢ mdl. iv. 6 ; Serv. and Philarg. ad’
Virg. Georg. iii. 313, vol. IL pp. 278 and 338, ed. Lion); but
cxpulsion as early as the ninth year of Claudius, A.D. 49; but he is in consc-
quence driven to the artificial cxplanation that Aquila indeed left Rome in A.p.
49, but remained for somo time in Jtaly, from which (ver. 2: dws <75 "Iradias)
Le only doparted in A.p. 53. Thus he would not, in fact, have come to Corinth

at all as an immediate consequence of that edict, which yet Iuke, particularly
Ly the addition of wperpdrws, evidently intends to say.
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even apart from the fact that the weaving of cloth was more
difficult to be combined with the unsettled mode of life of the
apostle, the word imports nothing else than tent-maker (Pollux,
l.c.; Stob. ecl. phys. 1. 52, p. 1084), tent-tailor, which meaning
is simply to be retained. Such a person is also called cxnog-
pddos, Ael. V. H.ii. 1; and so Chrysostom® designates the
apostle, whilst Origen makes him a worker in leather (Hom.
17 4n Num.), thinking on leathern tents (comp. de Dieu).
— éreibe is the result of Siehéyero (xvii 2, 17). He con-
vinced, persuaded and won, Jews and Greeks (here—as it is
those present in the synagogue that are spoken of—-proselytes
of the gate).

Ver. 5. This activity on his part increased yet further when
Silas and Timothy had come from Macedonia (xvii. 14 f), in
whose fellowship naturally the zeal and courage of Paul could
not but grow.——The element of increased activity, in relation
to what is related in ver. 4, is contained in guvelyeto T Aoy :
he was wholly seized and arrested by the doctrine, so that he
applied himself to it with assiduity and utmost earnestness.
Comp. Wisd. xvil. 20, and Grimm ¢ loc. So in the main,
following the Vulgate (“instabat verbo”), most modern inter-
preters, including Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten, Lange,
Ewald. Against my earlier rendering: he was pressed in
respect of the doctrine (comp. on Phil i. 23), he was hard-
Deset (comp. Chrysostom, reading 7 mvedpare: émnpéalov adrd,
épioravro aira), it may be decisively urged, partly on linguistic
arounds, that the dative with ouvvéyecfas is always the thing
itself which presses (comp. xxviii. 8; Luke viil. 87)? partly
according to the counection, that there results in that view no
significant relation to the arrival of Silas and Timothy. — 7ov
XpioTov "Ingoiy, as in ver. 28.

Ver. 6. The refractoriness (Rom. xiii. 2) and . reviling,
which he experienced from them amidst this increased activity,
induced him to turn to the Gentiles, — éxriwaf. Ta iudr.] he

1 See also Theodoret on 2 Cor. ii. 8 : socobror fryus xal ypi@uv o oxnvopii@os.

2 Comp. also Thuc, ii. 49. 3, iii. 98. 1; Arrian, vi. 24. 6 ; Plat. Sopk. p. 250 D;
Xen. Oec. i. 21, and many other passages ; Heind. ad Plat. Soph. 46 ; particu-
larly Wisd. gvii. 20; Herodian i. 17, 22; Ael. V. H, xiv. 22
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shook out his garments, ridding himself of the dust, indicating
contempt, as in xiil. 51. —76 alpa vudv . . . tudv] sc. AbéTo
(Matt. xxili. 35), i.e. let the blame of the destruction, which will
as a divine punishment reach you, light on no other than your-
selvcs.  Comp. 2 Sam. i. 16; 1 Kings ii. 33 ; Ezek.iii. 16 ff,
xxxiil. 4, 7 ff.  On éml or els 7. xedpdrny, see Dem. p. 323,
ult. 381. 15. On the elliptical mode of expression, see Matt.
xxvil. 25; 2 Sam. 1. 16 ; Plat. Euthyd. p. 283 E; Arist. Plut.
526. The expression is not to be explained from the custom
of laying the hands on the victim (Lev. xvi. 31; comp. Herod.
ii. 39), as Elsner and others suppose, or on the accused on
the part of the witnesses (so Piscator); but in all languages
(comp. Heinsius, ad Ov. Her. xx. 127) the head is the signi-
ficant designation of the person himself. The siynificence here
lies particularly in the conception of the divine punishment
coming from above, Rom. i. 18. — What Paul intends by the
destruction which he announces as certainly coming, and the
blame of which he adjudges to themselves, is not moral cor-
ruption (de Wette, who sees here an un-Pauline expression),
but efernal dmdrea, which is conceived as favaros (Rom. i.
32, vi. 16, 21, 23, vii. 5,10, 13, 24, viii. 2, 6 al), and there-
fore symbolized as alpa (to be shed), because the blood is the
seat of life (comp. on xv. 20). The setting in of this dmdrea
occurs at the Parousia (2 Thess. i. 8). Thus Paul, as his con-
duct was already in point of fact for his adversaries an évdeifis
amwheias (Phil. i. 28), expressly gives to them such an évdeifis.
— rafapos éyw] comp. xx. 26.— amwo Tob viv k.TA] as in
xiii. 46.

Ver. 7. Paul immediately gave practical pioof of this solemmn
renunciation of the Jews by departing from the synagogue
(éxeifev, which Heinrichs and Alford after Calvin explain, con-
trary to the context, ex domo Aquilae), and went, not into the
house of a Jew, but into that of a prosclyle, the otherwise unknown
Justus, who is not to be identified with Titus (Wieseler). That
Paul betook himself to the non-Jewish house nearest to the syna-
gogue, is entirely in keeping with the profoundly excited emo-
tion under which he acted, and with his decision of character.
— guvouopeiv] to border wpon, is pot found elsewhere; the
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Greeks use opopelv in that sense. Observe, moreover, that a
change of lodging is not mentioned.

Ver. 8. This decided proceeding made a remarkable impression,
so that even Crispus, the president of the synagogue, whom the
apostle himself baptized (1 Cor. i. 14), with all his family, be-
lieved on the Lord (xvi. 15, 34), and that generally many Corin-
thians (Jews and Gentiles; for the house of the proselyte was
accessible to both) heard him and received faith and baptism.

Vv. 9-11.! But Jesus Himself, appearing to Paul in a night-
vision (comp. ix. 10), infused into him courage for fearless
continuance in work. — AdXec k. u3) giw.] solemnly emphatie,
Comp. Isa. Ixii. 1, and see on John i. 3, 20. — 8w is
both times simply propterca quod. — éyo] Bengel well says:
“ fundamentum fiduciae.” — émibrjoeral cor Tob ax. a€] will set
on thee (aggredi) to injure thee. On the classical expression
émirifeabai Tov, Lo sct on one, i.e. impetum facere in alig., see
many examples in Wetstein and Kypke. The attempt, in fact,
which was made at a later period under Gallio, signally failed.
— 86T hads x.7.\] gives the reason of the assurance, éyw etut
peta gov, k. ovd. émibice. cor Tob xak. oe. Under His people
.Jesus understands not only those already converted, but like-
-wise proleptically (comp. John x. 16, xi. 52) those who are
destined to be members of the church purchased by His blood
(xx. 28; Eph. 1 14),—the whole multitude of the 7eray-
pévou els Loyw alovioy (xiil. 48) at Corinth, — éviavrov «.
unvas €E] The terminus ad quem is the attempt of the Jews.
(ver. 12), and not (in opposition to Anger, de temp. rat. p. 62 £.;
and Wieseler, p. 45 f) the departure of Paul, ver. 18, For
after Luke in vv. 9, 10 has narrated the address and promise
of Jesus, he immediately, ver. 11, observes how long Paul in
consequence of this had his residence, 7. his quiet abode, at
Corinth (ékdbioe, as in Luke xxiv. 49), attending to his mini-
stry ; and he then in vv. 12-18 relates how on the other hand
(3¢, ver. 12, marks a contrast to ver. 11) an attack broke out,
indeed, against him under Gallio, but passed over so harmlessly

1 According to Laurent, neut. Stud. p. 148 f., ver, 11 was a marginal note.of
Luke to #uipzs izarés, ver. 18, But ver. 11 is by no means superfluous in its
present textual position, but attests the fulfilment of the promise, ver. 10.
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that he was able to spend before his departure yet (observe
this &r¢, ver. 18) a considerable time at Corinth (ver. 18). —
éy adrols] ie. among the Corinthians, which is undoubtedly
evident from the preceding év 17 moA. 7.

Vv. 12, 13. Achaic (i.e. according to the Roman division
of provinces, the whole of Grecce proper,including the Pelopon-
nesus, so that by its side Macedonia, Illyria, Epirus, and Thessaly
formed the province Macedonia, and these two provinces com-
prehended the - whole Grecian temitory), which originally
had been a senatorial province (Dio Cass. liii. p. 704), but by
Tiberius was made an imperial one (Tacit. Ann. 1. 76), and was
again by Claudius (Suet. Cland. 25) converted into a senatorial
province (see Hermann, Staatsaiterth. § 190, 1-3), and had in
the years 53 and 54 for its proconsul (dv@imaros, see on xiii.
7) Jun. Ann. Gallio, who had assumed this name (his proper
name was M. Ann. Novatus) from L. Jun. Gallio, the rhetorician,
by whom he was adopted. He was a brother of the philo-
sopher L. Ann. Seneca (Tacit. Ann. xv. 73, xvi. 17), and was
likewise put to death by Nero. See Lipsius, zn Scnec. prooem.
2, and ep. 104 ; Winer, Realw. — kateméar.] they stood forth
against him,is found neither in Greek writers nor in the LXX.
—mapa 7. vop.) ie. against the Jewish law. See ver. 15!
To the Jews the exercise of religion according to their laws
was conceded by the Roman authority. Hence the accusers
expected of the proconsul measures to be taken against Paul,
whose religious doctrines they found at variance with the
legal standpoint of Mosaism. Luke gives only the chief point
of the complaint. For details, see ver. 15.

Vv. 14, 15. The mild and humane Gallio (Stat. Silw. ii. 7,
32; Seneca, @ Nat. 4 praef) refuses to examine into the
complaint, and hands it over, as simply concerning doctrine,
to the decision of the accusers themselves—to the Jewish tri-
bunal—without permitting Paul, who was about to begin his
defence, to speak. — ov] namely, in pursuance of your accusa-
tion. — paduobpy. Vudv] I should with reason (see Plat. Rep.

1 They do not mean the law of the state; nor yet do they express themselves
in o doudle sense (Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 11, p. 240). Gallio well knew what
¢ véwos signified in the mouth of a Jew.
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p. 366 B; Wetstein <n loc.; Bernhardy, p. 241) bear with you,
.c. according to the context: give you a patient hearing.
Comp. Plat. Phil. p. 13 B; Bep. p. 367 D.  “ Judaeos Gallion
sibi molestos innuit,” Bengel. — e 8¢ yrjuara . . . Yuds] but if
(as your complaint shows) there are questions in dispute (xv. 2)
concerning doctrine and wames (plural of category ; Paul’s asser-
tion that the name of Messiah belonged to Jesus, was the
essential matter of fact in the case, see ver. 5), and of your
(and so not of Roman) law. — 7o kad’ Juds] See on xvil. 28.
— xpvrs k.T.h] Observe the order of the words, judge will I
Jor my part, etc. Thus Gallio speaks in the consciousness of
his political official position ; and his wise judgment—which
Calovius too harshly designates as duéhewa atheistica—is after
a corresponding manner to be borne in mind in determining
the limits of the ecclesiastical power of princes as bearing on
the separation of the secular and spiritual government, with
due attention, however, to the circumstance that Gallio was
outside the pale of the Jewish religious community.

Vv. 16, 17. 'Awrihacev] he dismissed them as plaintiifs,
whose information it was not competent to him to entertain.
Comp. Dem. 272. 11. 1373. 12.— Under the legal pretext
of the necessity of supporting this amfjiacer of the proconsul,
all the bystanders (wdvres, partly perhaps Roman subordinate
off.cials, but certainly all Gentiles, therefore oi “EX\gves is &
correct gloss) used the opportunity of wreaking their anger on
the leader and certainly also the spokesman of the hated
Jews; they seized Sosthenes, the ruler of the synagogue, even
before the tribunal, and beat him. — Jwa6@évns is by Theodoret,
Frasmus, Calvin, and others, also Hofmann, Zeil. Schr. d. N. 7.
IL ii p. 4 f, very arbitrarily (especially as this name was so
common) considered as identical with the person mentioned
in 1 Cor. i. 1 ; hence also the crroneous gloss oi "Iovdator added
to mdyres has arisen from the supposition that he either was
at this time actually a Christian, or at least inclined to Chris-
tianity, and therefore not sufficiently energetic in his accusa-
tion. Against this may be urged the very part which Sosthenes,
as ruler of the synagogue, evidently plays against Paul ;' and

! According to Hofmann, he was so lirked with his people, that, although iue
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not less tke circumstance, that the person mentioned in 1 Cor.
i. 1 was a fellow-labourer of Paul out of Corinth,; according
to which, for the identification of the two, 2 more extended
hypothesis would be necessary, such as Ewald has. Chrysos-
tom considers him even identical with Crispus. — rov dpytovv.]
Whether he was a colleague (see on xiii. 15) of the above-
named Kploos, ver. 8, or successor to him on his resignation
in consequence of embracing Christianity (Olshausen, de Wette,
Baumgarten, Ewald, and others), or whether he presided over
another synagogue in Corinth (Grotius), remains undetermined.
— kai ovdev TovTwv k1] and Gallio troubled himself about
none of these things, which here took place; he quite disregarded
the spectacle. The purpose of this statement is to exhibit the
utter failure of the attempt. So little was the charge success-
ful, that even the leader of the accusers himself was beaten by
the rabble without any interference of the judge, who by this
indifference tacitly connived with the accused.

Ver. 18. "Awordooedbai ] to say farewell to one. See
on Mark vi. 46. — xerpduevos 7. ked.] is not to be referred to
Paul, as Augustine, Beda, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Calo-
vius, Spencer, Reland, Wolf, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Ols-
hausen, Zeller, de Wette, Baumgarten, Lange, Hackett, Lechler,
Ewald, Sepp, Bleek, and others connect it, but to Aquila, with
Vulgate, Theophylact! Castalio, Hammond, Grotius, Alberti,
Valckenaer, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Wieseler, Schneckeuburger, also
Oertel, Paul. in d. Apgesch. p. 191. A decisive consideration
in favour of this is the order of the names ITpiexAAa xai
"Akihas, which (comp. with vv. 2 and 26) appears as design-
edly chosen. Luke, if he had meant the xepdp. of Paul, would,
by placing the wife first, have led the reader himself into error,
whereas, with the precedence naturally given to the Ausband, no

wardly convinced by the preaching of the apostle, he yet appeared at the head of
the furious multitude Lefore the proconsul against Paul, because he could not
forsake the synagogue. What acharacter would thus be the result! And what
reader could (rom the simple words put together for himself traits so odious.
How entirely different were Joseph and Nicodemus !

! Chrysostom and Oecumenius do not clearly express to whom they refer
xtpcp.  But in the Vulgate (“‘ Aquila, qui sibi totonderat in Cenchris caput”
the reference is undoubted.
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one would have thought of referring xetpdp. to any other than
Paul as the principal subject of the sentence. If, accordingly,
«etpap. is to be referred to Aguile, Luke has with design and
foresight placed the names so; but if it is to be referred to
Paul, he has written with a strange, uncalled for, and mislead-
ing deviation from vv. 2 and 26 (comp. 1 Cor. xvi.19).) On
the other hand, appeal is no doubt made to Rom. xvi. 3 (comp.
2 Tim. iv. 19), where also the wife stands first (see especially,
Neander, p. 349, and Zeller, p. 304); but Paul here followed
a point of view determining his arrangement (see on Rom.
xvi 3), which was not followed by Luke in his history, as is
evident from vv. 2 and 26. Accordingly, we do not need to
have recourse to the argument, that it could not but at all
events be very strange to see the liberal Paul thus, entirely
without any higher necessity or determining occasion given from
without (the case in xxi. 23 ff. is different), voluntarily engag-
ing himself in a Jewish votive ceremony. How many occasions
for vows had he in his varied fortunes, but we never find a
trace that he thus became a Jew to the Jews! If there had
been at that time a special reason for accommodation to such an
exceptionally legal ceremony, Luke would hardly have omitted
to give some more precise indication of it (comp. xvi. 3), and
would not have mentioned the matter merely thus in passing,
as if it were nothing at all strange and exceptional in Paul’s
case. Of Aguila, a subordinate, he might throw in thus,
without stating the precise circumstances, the cursory notice
how it happened that the married couple joined Paul on his
departure at the seaport ; regarding Paul as the bearer of such
a vow, he could not but have entered into particulars. Nothing
is gained by importing suggestions of some particular design;
eg. Erasmus here discovers an obsequium charitatis toward the
Jews, to whom Paul had appeared as a despiser of their legal
customs (and so in substance Lange, apost. Zeitalt. I1. p. 249 £);
Bengel supposes® that the purpose of the apostle was: “ ut

1 Tt is true that A B E X have also in ver. 26 Ilpee. x. ’Axdizg {so Lachm.),
‘but that transposition has evidently arisen from our passage. .

2 With Bengel agrees in substance Ewald, p. 502, who supposes that Paul, in
order, perhaps, not to be fettered by Priscilla and Aquila in Ephesus, made the
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necessitatem sibi imponeret celeriter peragendi iter hoc Iliero-
solymitanum ;” Neander presupposes some occasion for the
public expression of gratitude to God in the spirit of Christian
wisdom ; and Baumgarten thinks that *“ we should hence infer
that Paul, during his working at Corinth, lived in the state
of weakness and self-denial appointed by the law and placed
under a special constitution ;”* whereas Zeller uses the refer-
ence to Paul in order to prove a design of the writer to im-
pute to him Jewish piety. — év Keyypeais] Keyypeal (in
Thuc. Keyypeial) sawpn xal Mpny dméxwv Tis mohews Goov
éBdoprnrovta orddia. Tolte pév odv ypodvrar wpos Tols éx
Tiis "Aaias, wpos 8¢ Tods éx Tis 'Itaiias 16 Aeyalw, Strabo,
viii. 6, p. 380. — elye yap edyyw] states the reason of xecpdp.
7. kep. év K. : for he had a vow on him, which he discharged by
having his head shorn at Cenchreae.—ZThe vow itself is not to
be considered as a Nazarite vow (Num. vi.), called by Philo elyy
peyahy, according to which a man bound himself, for the glory
of Jehovah, to permit his hair to grow for a certain time and
to abstain from all intoxicating drink (* Tres species sunt
prohibitae Nasiraeis, immundities, tonsura et quicquid de vite
egreditur” (Mischnae Nasir, vi. 1), and then after the lapse
of the consecrated time to have his hair shorn off befcre the
temple, and to present a sacrifice, into the flames of which the
hair was cast. See Num. lc.; Ewald, Adlterth. p. 113 ff.
Comp. on xxi. 23 ff. For the redemption of such a vow had
to take place, as formerly at the tabernacle, so afterwards
at the temple and consequently in Jerusalem, Num. vi,, Reland,
Antiquitt. p. 277 ; and entirely without proof Grotius holds:
“haec praecepta .. .eos non obligabant, qui extra Judacam
agebant.” If it is assumed (Wolf, Stolz, Rosenmiiller) that
the Nazarite vow had in this case been intcrrupted by a Levi-
tical uncleanness, such as by contact with a dead person
(according to Lange, by intercourse with Gentiles), and was
begun anew by the shearing off of the hair already conse-

solemin vow of his desire to be at Jerusnlem even beforo Faster, and in sign
thereof shaved his head, which had no connection with the Nazarite vow, and
is rather to be compared to fasting.

! [This is & literal rendering. The meaning scems to me obscure.—ED.]
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crated but now polluted (Num. vi. 9), this is a mere empty
supposition, as the simple elye yap elysv indicates nothing at
all extraordinary. And even the renewal of an interrupted
Nazarite vow was Dbound to the temple. See Num. vi. 10.
Therefore a proper Nazarite vow is here entirely out of the
question ; it is to be understood as a private vow (volum civile)
which Agquila had resting upon him, and which he discharged at
Cenchreae by the shaving of his head. On the occasion of some
circumstances unknown to us,—perhaps under some distress,
in view of eventual deliverance,—le had vowed to let his
hair grow for a certain time; this time had now elapsed,
and therefore he had his head shorn at Cenchreae. Comp.
Salmasius, de coma, p. 710 ; Wolf, Cur. in loc.; Spencer, de
leg. Jud. rit. p. 862 ff.  The permitting the hair to grow is, in
the Nazarite state, according to Num. vi. 7, nothing else than
the sign of complete consecration to God (whence also Judg. xvi.
17 is to be explained), comp. Ewald, Alterth. p. 115, not that
of a Dblessed, flourishing life, which meaning Béhr, Symbol. 1I.
p- 432 f, imports (cowp. in opposition to this, Keil, Archdol.
§ Ixvii. 11); nor yet, from the later view of common life,
1 Cor. xi. 14, a representation of man’s renunciation of his
dignity and of his subjection to God (Baumgarten), which is
entirely foreign to the matter. In a corresponding manner is
the usage in the case of the vow to be understood. For the
vow was certainly analogous to the Nazarite state (see Ewald,
Alterth. p. 28 £), in so far as one idea lay at the root of both ;
but it was again specifically different from it, as not requiring
the official intervention of the priests, and as not bound to the
temple and to prescribed forms. Neander correctly describes
the eby7 in this passage (comp. Bengel) as a modification of the
Nazarite vow ; but for this very reason it seems erroneous that
he takes the shearing of the head as the commencement of the
redemption of the vow, and not as its termination.! See Num.
Vvi. 5, 18 ; Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 15. 1: 7ods yap # véoe kata-
movoupévous, 7 Tiow EANass dvdyraws, éos ebyecbar mpo
TpudkovTa fuepdy, N dmodwoew wéNhowv Buolas, olvov Te

} Comp. Calovius: *‘ Causa redditur, cur Paulus navigarit in Syriam, quia
sc. votum fecerat, quod expleri debebat in templo Ilierosolymituno.”
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apébaabai xal EvpijoacBas Tds xépas, where the meaning from
éfos onwards is thus to be taken: “They are accustomed,
thirty days before the intended presentation of the oftering, to
vow that they will abstain from wine and (at the end of that
period) have the head shern.”—A special set purpose, more-
over, on the part of Luke, in bringing in this remark concern-
ing Aquila, cannot be proved, whether of a conciliatory nature
(Schneckenburger, p. 66), with the assumed object of indirectly
defending Paul against the charge of antagonism to the law,
or by way of explaining the historical necus of cause and effect
(Wieseler, p. 203, conjecturally), according to which his object
would be to give ‘information concerning the delay of the
departure of the apostle, and concerning his leaving Ephesus
more quickly.

Vv. 19, 20. Katé\emev adrot] he left them there, separated
himself from them, so that he without them (ai7és, ke on his
part) went to the synagogue, there discoursed with the Jews
(ver. 4, xvil. 2,17), and then, without longer stay, pursued his
journey. The shift, to which Schneckenburger has recourse,
that adros 8¢ properly belongs to amerdf. adrols, is impossible ;
and that of de Wette, that Luke has written xdxelvovs kaTe\s.
avr. in anticipation, “in order, as it were, to get rid of these
secondary figures,” is arbitrarily harsh.—We may remark, thas
within this short abode of the apostle at Ephesus occurred the
first foundation of a church there, with which the visit to the
synagogue and discussion with the Jews are appropriately in
keeping as the commencement of his operations. So much
the less, therefore, is an earlier presence there and foundation
of the church to be assumed.! — émi 7\, xp.] for a longer time.
It was to take place only at a later period, chap. xix.

Ver. 21. What feast was meant by t9v éopTw Ty épyop.
must remain undetermined, as 8¢ wpe wdvrrws does not allow
us absolutely to exclude the winter season dangerous for navi-
gation, and as the indefinite rjuépas ixavas, ver. 18—which
period is not included in the one and a half years (see on
ver. 11)—prevents an exact reckoning. It is commonly sup-

! As Mirker (Stellung d. Pastoralbriefe, 1861, p. 4 £.) places the same La-
iween ix. 80 and xi. 25.
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posed to be either Easter or Pentecost. The latter by Anger, de
temp. rat. p. 60 ff, and Wieseler, p. 48 ff.  The former (Ewald)
is at least not to be inferred from the use of the article “ the
Jeast” which in general (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 804), and here
specially on account of the addition 4w épxom., would be an
uncertain ground. The motive, also, of the determination
indicated by 8¢ is completely unknown. — moieiv] as in
ver. 23; see on xv. 33. —eils ‘Tepogol.] see Winer, p. 387
[E. T. 518] — mdxw 8¢ x.7.\.] which took place, xix. 1.

Vv. 22, 23. Fourth journcy to Jerusalem, according to
chap. ix., xi, x<v.—From Ephesus Paul sailed to Caesarea (..
Cacsarea Stratontis, the best and most frequented harbour in
the neighbourhood of Jerusalem; not, as Jerome, Beda, and
Lyra suppose, Cacsarca in Cappadocie, against which the very
word gviyxfn serves as a proof), and from thence he went
up to Jerusalem, whence he proceeded down to Antioch.-—
avafBas] namely, to Jerusalem. So Erasmus, Calvin, Beza,
Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmciiller, Heinrichs, Olshausen, Neander,
Anger (de temp. rat. p. 60 f), de Wette, Wieseler, Baumgarten,
Lange, Ewald, and others. Others refer it to Caesarea (s0
Calovius, Wolf, Kuinoel, Schott, and several others), and think
that the word is purposely chosen, either because the city
was situated high up from the shore (Kuinoel and others), or
because the church had its place of meeting in an elevated
locality (de Dieu and others). The reference to Caesarea
would be necessary, if 8 pe wdvtws k..., ver. 21, were not
genuine ; for then the reference to Jerusalem would have ro
ground assigned for it in the context. But with the genuine-
ness of that asseveration, ver. 21, the historical connection
requires that avaB. x. domac. T. éxxh. should contain the
fulfilment of it. In favour of this we may appeal both to the
relation in meaning of the following xatéBn to this davafds,
and to the circumstance that it would be very strangely in
contrast to the hurried brevity with which the whole journey is
despatched in ver. 22, if Luke should have specially indicated
in the case of Caesarea not merely the arrival at it, but also the
going up (9 to it. In spite of that hurried brevity, with which
the author scarcely touches on this journey to Jerusalem, and
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mentions in regard to the residence there no intercourse with
the Jews, no visit to the temple, and the like, but only a
salutation of the church! the fidelity of the apostle to the
‘Jewish festivals has been regarded as the design of the nar-
rative (Schneckenburger), and the narrative itself as ‘nvented
(Zeller, Hausrath ; comp. Holtzmann, p. 695). The identifica-
tion of the journey with that mentioned in Gal. ii. 1 (Wieseler)
is tncompatible with the aim of the apostle in adducing his
journeys to Jerusalem in that passage. See on Galatians.
Nor can the encounter with Peter, Gal ii. 11, belong to the
residence of Paul at that time in Antioch (Neander, Wieseler,
Lange, Baumgarten). — v Ialat. . 7. $pvy.] certainly,
also, Lycaonia (xiv. 21), although Luke does not expressly
mname it. On émornpifwy, comp. xiv. 22, xv. 32, 41.

Vv. 24-28. Notice interposed concerning Apollos, who,
during Paul’s absence from Ephesus, came thither as a Mes-
sianic preacher proceeding from the school of the disciples of
John, completed his Christian training there, and then before
‘the return of the apostle (xix. 1) departed to Achaia.

Ver. 24 Amo\\as] the abbreviated *AmoM\dwios, as D
actually has it. Fis working was peculiarly influential in
Corinth. 1 Cor. i 12,iii. 5 £, iv. 6 ff.—N\dyios] may mean either
learned or eloguent. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 198 ; Jacobs, ad
Anthol. XII. p. 116. Neander (also Vatablus) takes it in the
former signification. DBut the usual rendering, eloguens, corre-
sponds quite as well with his Alexandrian training (after the
style of Philo), and is decidedly indicated as preferable by the
reference to vv. 25 and 28, as well as by the characteristic
mode of Apollo's work at Corinth. Besides, his Scripture-
learning is particularly brought forward alongside of Aoyorns
by Svvatos dv év 7. ypad.: he had in the Seriptures, in the

1 The so short residence of the apostle in Jerusalem is sufficiently intelligible
from the certainly even at that time (comp. xxi, 21 ff.) very excited temper of
the Judaists, with whom Paul now recognised it as incompatible with his more
extended apostolic mission to meddle. See Ewald, p. 503 f.

2 On Apollos, sece Heymann in the Séchs. Stud. 1843, p. 222 ff.; Bleek on
Iebr. Introd. p. 394 ff. ; Ewald, p. 513 ff.  We should know him better, if he
wexc the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, which, Lowever, remains a matter
o1 great uncertainty,
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understanding, exposition, and application of them, a peculiar
power, for the conviction and winning of hearts, refutation of
opponents, and the like.

Ver. 25. Karnynuévos 7. 68. 7. Kup.] Apollos was instructed
concerning the way of the Lord (i.e. concerning Christianity as
a mode of life appointed and shaped Ly Clrist through means
of faith in Him, see on ix. 2) doubtless by disciples of John,
as follows from émordp. uovov 1. Bdwr. *Iwdvvov. How im-
perfect this instruction had been in respect of the doctrinal
contents of Christianity,’ appears from the fact that he knew
nothing of a distinctively Christian baptism. He stood in
this respect on the same stage with the wafnral in xix. 2;
but, not maintaining the same passive attitude as they did, he
was already—under the influence of the partial and preliminary
light of Christian knowledge—full of a profound, living fervour,
as if seething and boiling in his spirit, <e. in the potency of
Lis higher seli-conscious life (§éwy 76 mvedpar:, see on Rom.
xii. 11), so that he é\d\e: xai é8i8acker drpiBds Ta mepi
Tob Incol. What had rcference to Jesus, to whom as the
Messiah John had borre witness, was naturally that concern-
ing which he had in his Johannean training received most
information and taken the deepest interest. He must have re-
garded Jesus—His historical person—actually as the Messiah
(not merely as a precursor of Him, Baumgarten), which Bleek
erroneously denies, contrary to the express words of the pas-
sage ; but he still needed a more accurate Christian instruction,
which he received, ver. 26. The incompleteness and even the
lack to some extent of correctness in his Christian knowledge,
made him, with his might in the Secriptures and fervour in
spirit—which latter was under the control of the former—not
incapable to teach, according to the measure of his knowledge,
with accuracy® concerning Jesus, although he himself had to
be instructed yet dxptSéaTepcy, ver. 26 (in opposition to Baur
and Zeller, who find here contradictory statements). In a
corresponding manner, for example, a missionary may labour

! Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘“hic Apollos erat semichristianus.”
2 Not to be taken in a subjective sense ; carefully (Beza and others), which
the comparative in ver. 26 does not suit,
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with an incomplete and in part even defective knowledge of the
way of salvation, if Ze is mighly in the Scriptures and of fer-
vent spirtt. — é\dX. x. €8/8. are simply to be distinguished as
genus and species ; and axpiBas, exactly, Teceives its limitation
by émar. pov. 7. B. I — émiardpevos pov. v. Bamr. Iwdvvov]
although, etc. The view, that by this an absolute ignorance of
Christian baptism is expressed, is incredible in itself, and not
to be assumed on account of John iii. 26. Notwithstanding,
the simple literal sense is not to be interpreted, with Lange
(apost. Zeitalt. 1I. p. 260), as though Apollos was wanting
only in “complete Christian experience of salvation and
maturity ;” but, inasmuch as he did not recognise the charac-
tertstic distinction. of the Christian baptism from that of John,
he knew not that the former was something superior to the
latter (xix. 3, 4); he knew only the baptism of John.!

Ver. 26. T€] to which 8¢ afterwards corresponds, see Winer,
p- 409 [E. T. 548]; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. v. 5. 8. — #jp€aro]
beginning of the wappno. év i away. Immediately afterwards
Aquila aud Priscilla, who had temporarily settled in Ephesus
(ver. 18 f.), and had heard him speak—from which they could
not but learn what he lacked—took him to themselves for
private instruction. — T3y Tod Oeod 08ov] the same as Ty odor
7. Kvplov, ver. 25, inasmuch as the whole work of Christ is
the work of God. That, also, Christian baptism was adminis-
tered to Apollos by Aquila, is neither to be assumed as self-
evident (Erasmus, Grotius, and others), nor is it to be arbitrarily
added, with Olshausen, that he first received the Holy Spirit
at Corinth by Paul (?). Ewald correctly remarks: “there
could be no mention of a new baptism in the case of a man
already, in a spiritual sense, moved deeply enough.” Sce on
xix. 5. The Holy Spirit had already taken up His abode in
liis fervent spirit,—a relation which could only be furthered
by the instruction of Aquila and Priscilla.

Ver. 27. dienfciv els 7. *Axyaiav] probably occasioned by
what he had heard from Aquila and Priscilla concerning the
working of Paul at Corinth. — wpoTpeyr. oi ab. &ypayr. Tols
pabyt. amod. avr.] The Christians alveady at Ephesus (doubt-

1 Comp. Oertel, Paulus in der Apostelyesch. p. 28 f,

ACTS 1L R




146 THE ACTS OF TIE APOSTLIS.

less but few at first, vv. 19 f.) wrote exhorting (issued a letter
of exhortation) to the disciples (the Christians of Achaia) fo
recctve him hospitably as a teacher of the gospel. So Luther,
Castalio, and others, also de Wette and Ewald. The con-
tents of their letter constituted a Aéyos wpoTpemwrirds, Plat.
Clit. p. 410 D. But many others, as Erasmus, Beza, Grotius,
Bengel, following Chrysostom (wpoméumovar «. ypdpuata
émibi8oaav), refer mpotpeyr. to Apollos' as its object, not to the
pabypras (“ sua exhortatione ipsum magis incitaverunt fratres
<t currenti addiderunt calcar,” Calvin); according to which
we should necessarily expect either a defining adrov with
apoTpeyr., or previously Bovhouevoy 8¢ adTov. — aquveBdaleTo]
ke contributed much (contulit, Vulg.; profuit, Cod. It.), helped
amuch, Dem. 558. 13; Plat. Legg. x. p. 905 C; Polyb. i. 2. 8,
ii. 18. 1; Philo, migr. 4br. p. 422 D. This meaning, not
disseruwit (xvil. 18), is required by the following ¢dp. — 7ois
-memiaTevkoot] Bengel appropriately remarks: “ rigavit Apollos,
non plantavit.” Comp. 1 Cor.iii. 6. — &wa 7js ydperos] is not
to be connected with 7ois wemior. (Hammond, de Wette,
Hackett, and others), but with cuveB. morv; for the design of
the text is to characterize Apollos and his working, and not
the wemarevk. The xdpis is to be explained of the divine
grace sustaining and blessing his efforts. Not only is the view
of Hanmond and Bolten, that it denotes the gospel, to be re-
jected, but also that of Raphel, Wetstein, and Heinrichs, that
it signifies facundia dicendique venustas, in which case the
Christian point of view of Luke, according to which he sig-
nalizes that guvweBdM. molv, is entirely mistaken. Apollos
thus laboured, not by his art, but by grace. But the reception
of baptism is not presupposed by this ydpes (in opposition to
Grotius) ; see on ver. 26.

Ver. 28. Eiréves] mervously, vigorously, also in Greek
writers used of orators. Comp. Luke xxiii. 10. — &uawaTy).]
stronger than xatnA.; not preserved elsewhere, The dative of
reference (comp. Symm., Job xxxix. 32 : Sieheyyouevos Oep) is
to be rendered: for the Jews, ze. over against the Jews, to

1 This reference is implied also in the amplification of the whole verse in D,
which Bornemann has adopted.
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instruct them better, he held public refutations, so that he
showed, ete. — Snuoala] The opposite is i8la, Xen. Hier. xi. 9.
It comprehends more than the activity in the synagogue. See
xix. 9. — &a Tov ypad.] by means of the Seriptures, whose
expressions he made use of for the explanation and proof of
Lis proposition that Jesus was the Messiah (Inoolv is the
subject, comp. ver. 5). — The description of the ministry of
Apollos, vv. 27, 28, entirely agrees with 1 Cor. iii. 6.
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CHAPTER XIX

Vv.1,2. ebpuv] A B &, min. Copt. Vulg. Fulg. have eipei, and then
s¢ (or &) after efme. So Lachm. Tisch. But how easily might
ebpwy, after éndem, be changed by transcribers into elpei | — efon,
ver. 2, and @pis alrols, ver. 3 (both deleted, after important wit-
nesses, by Lachm. Tisch. Born.), have the character of an addi-
tion for the sake of completion. — Ver. 4. wp#] is wanting in
A B D & min. Vulg. Deleted by Lachm. and Born. The want
of a corresponding &¢ occasioned the omission.—Before Incods
Elz. Scholz read Xpierév, which is deleted according to prepon-
derating testimony. A usual addition, which was here parti-
cularly suggested by e/s =. ipy. — Ver. 7. 8exadde] Lachm. Born.
read dddsxe, it is true, according to A B D E &, min, but
it is a change to the more usual form. — Ver. 8. =& =epi]
B D, min. vss. have =:pi. So Lachm. Tisch. Born. See on
viiil. 12. — Ver. 9. #wé¢] is wanting in A B &, min. vss. Lachm.
Tisch., but was, as apparently unnecessary, more easily omitted
than inserted. — Ver. 10. After Kupicv Elz. has, against decisive
testimony, "Iz603, which Griesb. has deleted. — Ver. 12. éxopép.]
recommended by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.,
after A B E®, min. DBut Elz. Scholz, Born. read é=¢gép. Occa-
sioned by ézi = dod, — izmopebecbai] Elz. reads éEipyectas oo
«briv, against preponderating evidence. The usnal word for the
going out of demons ! and d« «ir. was added from the preceding.
— Ver. 13. za/] after =g, is approved by Griesh. and adopted
by Lachm. Tisch., according to A B E &, min. Syr.; Elz. Scholz
read &=, according to G H, min.; Born. reads éx, after D. Ac-
cordingly something, at all events, originally stood after rués.
But had &=¢ or iz stood, no reason can be perceived why they
should be meddled with; x«i, on the other hand, might be
found perplexing, and was sometimes omitted and sometimes
exchanged for a=¢ or iz — épzifw] So A BD E &, min. Copt.
Arm. Cassiod. But Elz. has ¢pzilsner.  Correction to suit the
plurality of persons. — Ver. 14. rmsg viei 3x. 'L dpy, twrd] Lachm.
reads rweg Sz 'L dpy. éwre viei. Both have imporiant evidence,
and the latter is explained as a correction and transposition
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(Tisch. has swi¢ indeed, but follows the order of Lachm., also
attested by ®), the transcribers not knowing how to reconcile
swvés With szrd. — o] is deleted by Lachm,, according to insuf-
ficient evidence. Superfluous in itself; and, according to the
order of Lachm., it was very easily passed over after viei. —
Ver. 16. lparniw.] A B 8* 104. Lachm. reads igariw. Cor-
rectly ; the Recepte arises from the inattention of transcribers.
—Before xaraxip. Elz. Scholz have x«/, whick is deleted accord-
ing to predominant testimony. An insertion for the sake of
connection, — dugoripwv] Elz. has adray, against A B D &, min.
Theophyl. 2, and some vss.; &ue., which is recommended by
Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born., was objectionable,
as before there was no mention of fwo.— Ver. 21. d&erddy]
Lachm. Born. read dre08e#, according to A D E.  Resolution of
the construction, by which z«i became necessary hefore =opeiestus,
which, also, D has (so Born.). — Ver. 24. =upeiyero] Lachm. reads
wapsiye, according to A* D E; yet D places ¢s before, and has
previously 7v after /¢ (so Born.). The middle was less familiar
to tramscribers. — Ver. 25. Elz. Scholz have #uav; Lachni
Tisch. Born. read su#, according to A B D E ¥, min. Vule.
Copt. Sahid. Theophyl. 2. The latter is to be received on
account of the preponderance of testimony, and because #ua»
would more easily suggest itself to unskilful transcribers. —
Ver. 26. éarad] Lachm. Born. read é»ré xef, after A B G, min.
vss. Clivys. Both suitable in meaning; but x«/ would more
easily after ob méver be mechanically inserted (comp. ver. 27)
than omitted. — Ver. 27. 2oyr085vau, pérnen] Lachm. Born. read
Noyisdiosras, wikhes, according to weighty evidence; but cer-
tainly only an emendation of a construction not understood.
— v ueyer.] Lachm. reads g wsyarsidrrros, A B E &, min.
Sahid. Correctly ; the genitive not being understood, or not
having its meaning attended to, yielded to the more naturally
occurring accusative. — Ver. 29. ¢xy] is wanting in A B &, min.
Vulg. Copt. Arm., and is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addi-
tion which easily suggested itself. —Ver. 33. zpos5iBuowv] Lachm.
reads oueBiSuony, according to A B E N, min.; Born. reads
xereBiB., after D*.  In this diversity ow:B8i8. is indeed Dbest
attested by Codd., but yet is to be rejected as completely un-
suitable, As, further, x«=¢83i3. has only D* for it, the reading of
the Reecpta, which was glossed in a variety of ways, is to be
retained. — Ver, 34. émyvivrec] Elz. has émipvivray, against decisive
evidence. A correction in point of style.—Ver. 35. & dpazos]
Lachm. Tisch. read dvlpd=av, according to A B E ¥, min. vss.
The Recepta came in mechanically.—After ueyda. Elz. has dsi.
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Condemned by decisive testimony as an addition. — Ver. 37.
¢etv] Elz. reads fedy, against decisive testimony.—Instead of
bwav, Griesb. approved, and Lachm. and Born. read, suév,
according to A D E** ¥, min. vss. But with the important
attestation which iudv also has, and as the change into suév
was so naturally suggested by the context, the Reccpta is to
be defended. — Ver. 39. mepi trépav] B, min. Cant. have aeperépe,
Preferred by Rinck, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.; and cor-
rectly, as alterations easily presented themselves for a word not
occurring elsewhere in the N. T. (E has =ep ¢repov), and which is
hardly to be ascribed to the trauscribers.— Ver. 40. After eepi
o5 Griesb. and Matth. have adopted ol, which, however, has
more considerable authorities against it than for it (A G H &).
Writing of the o} twice. — sepi before r7s overp. is found in
A B E ¥, min, vss.; it is, with Lachm., to be adopted, because,
being superfluous and cumbrous, it ran the risk of being
omitted, but was not appropriate for insertion.

Ver. 1. "AmoA\é] Concerning this form of the accusative,
see Winer, p. 61 [E. T. 72]. — 1@ avwrepicd] the districts
lying more inland from Ephesus, as Galatia and Phrygia,
xviilh 23. Comp. Kypke, IL. 95. The reading of Theophy-
lact, 7@ avarohukd, is a correct gloss. A more precise defini-
tion of the course of the journey (Bottger, Beitr. 1. p. 30, and
de Wette: through the regions of Hierapolis, Philadelphia,
and Sardes) is not to be attempted. — pafnrds] e as no
other definition is added, Christians. It is true that they
were disciples of Jokn (ver. 3), who had been, like Apollos,
instructed and baptized by disciples of the Baptist (comp.
xviii. 25), but they had joined the fellowship of the Christians,
and were by these regarded as fellow-disciples, seeing that they
possessed some knowledge of the person and doctrine of Jesus
and a corresponding faith in Him, though of a very imperfect
and indefinite character,—as it were, misty and dawning;
therefore Paul himself also considered them as Christians
(ver. 2), and he only learned from his conversation with them
that they were merely disciples of John (ver. 3). Hein-
richs (comp. Wetstein, also Lange, IL p. 264) thinks that
they had received their instruction (xviii. 25, 26) and baptism
of John from Apollos, and that Paul was also aware of this.
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But the very ignorance of these disciples can ag little be re-
conciled with the energetic ministry of Apollos as with any
already lengthened residence at Ephesus at all, where, under
the influence of the Christians, and particularly of Aquila and
Priscilla, they must have received more information concerning
the mvedua dy. Therefore it is most probable that they were
strangers, who had but just come to Ephesus and had attached
themselves to the Christians of that place. As disciples of
John they are to be regarded as Jews, not a3 Gentiles, which
ver. 2 contains nothing to necessitate (in opposition to Baum-
garten, IT. p. 3)—Observe, also, that the earlier keeping back
of the apostle from Asia on the part of the Spirit (xvi. 6)
had now, after his labours thus far in Greece, obtained its
object and was no longer operative. Of this Paul was con-
scious. Cod. D has a special address of the Spirit to this
effect,—an interpolation which Bornemann has adopted.

Ver. 2. The want of the distinctively Christian life of the
Spirit in these disciples must have surprised the apostle; he
misses in their case those peculiar utterances of the Holy
Spirit, ccommencing with Christian baptism, which were else-
where observable (1 Cor. xii. 13; Tit. iii. 5). Hence his
question. — €] The dndirect form of conception lies at the

foundation, as in i. 6.— mioTeloavres] after ye became be-
lievers, 1.e. Christians, which Paul considered them to be. See
on ver. 1.— d\\' odd¢ el mv. &y. & nrova.] As the existence of

the Holy Spirit at all cannot have been unknown to the men,
because they were disciples of John and John’s baptism of water
had its essential correlate and intelligible explanation in the
very baptism of the Spirit—even apart from the O. T. training
of these men, according to which they must at least have been
aware that the Holy Spirit was something existing—éoTww (to
be so accented) must necessarily be taken as adest, as in John
vii. 39 : No, we have not even heard whether the Holy Spirit s
there (already present on the earth). Accordingly, they still
remained ignorant whether that which John had announced,
namely, that Jesus would baptize with the Holy Spirit, had
already taken place, and thus the mvedua dyiov had become
present.  The supplements, Soféy, écyvvouevov, and the like,
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give the sense, just as in John vii. 39, but are quite unneces-
sary. he view which takes it of existence generally has
wisled Olshausen to import the here inappropriate dogmatic
assertion : that God still stood before their minds as a rigid,
self-contained, cmmedicte wunity, without their knowing anything
of the distinclive attributes of the Father, Son, and Spirit,
necessarily conditioned by the nature of the Spirit; and, with
Baumgarten, has given rise to the supposition that they were
Gentiles—On aihg, in the reply, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 11 f.
The question occurred to them as surprising; Daeumlein,
Partik. p. 14.

Ver. 3. Eils 7i] reference of the baptism (Matt. il 11,
xxviil. 19; Rom. vi. 3; 1 Cor. &. 13, x. 2, xii. 13; Gal
il 37): unto what, then, as the object of faith and confession,
to which you were referred, were ye baptized ? — odv] accord-
ingly, since the matter so stands, since ye have not even heard
of the existence of the Holy Spirit. The presupposition in this
els 7( ol is, that they, baptized in the name of Christ, could
not but have received the Holy Spirit. — eis 70 "Iwavy. Bdmr.]
in reference to the baptism administered by John, so that thus
the baptism performed in our case was to be the bapiism of
John, in relation to which we were baptized.

Ver. 4. Mév] See on . 1. Instead of following it up by an
apodosis, such as: “but Jesus is the coming One, on whom
John by his baptism bound men to believe,” Paul already
inserts this idea by Toir. éoruv eis 7. 'I. into the sentence begun
Ly pév, and, abandoning the uép, entirely omits to continue the
construction by 8¢ — éBamr. Bamwr. petav.] he baptized (ad-
ministered) a baptism (which obliged) to repentance. See Mark
i. 4. On the combination of Bawrilw with a cognate noun,
comp. Luke vii. 29, xii. 50; Mark x. 38.—eis 7. épy.] 18
with great emphasis prefixed to the {va. Comp. on Gal
ii. 10 ; Eph. iii. 18. — &a mo7.] is to be understood purely
in the sense of design ; saying to the people: (that he admini-
stered a baptism of repentance) in order that they should belicve
on Him who was to come after him, ie. on Jesus. This terse
information concerning the connection of the baptism of John,
which they had received, with Jesus, decided these disciples-to
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receive Christian baptism. The determining element lay in
7007 €o0Tw els Tov 'Inooiv, which Paul must have more
precisely explained to them, and by which they were trans-
planted from their hitherto indistinct and non-living faith into
the condition of a full fides explicita—{from the morning dawn
of faith to the bright daylight of the same.

Ver. 5. Eis 7o évopa 7. Kvp. ’1] on the name of the Lord
Jesus, which they were to confess, namely, as that of the Mes-
siah. Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 19.—These disciples of John thus
received (whether from Paul himself, or from a subordinate
assistant, the text leaves undetermined ; but see for the latter
view 1 Cor. i. 17; comp. Acts x. 48) Christian baptism, for
it had appeared that they had not yet received it. The
Anabaptists have from the first wrongly appealed to this
passage ; for it simply represents the non-sufficiency of Jokn's
baptism, in .point of fact, for Christianity, and that purely
in respect of the twelve persons, but does not exhibit the
insufficiency of the Christian baptism of infants. Many, more-
over, of the orthodox (comp. Beza, Calixtus, Calovius, Suicer,
Glass, Buddeus, Wolf, and several of the older commentators),
in a controversial interest,—both against the Roman Catholic
doctrine of the distinction between the Johannean and the
Christian baptism (Z'rident. Sess. vii. Can. 1), and also against
the Anabaptists,—have wrongly attached ver. 5 to the address
of the apostle : “ but after they had heard it they were baptized
(by John), etc.” But against this it may be urged, that John did
not baptize in the name of Jesus, and that &, ver. 5, stands in
no logical connection at all with uéy, ver. 4. On the other
hand, Calvin and others have maintained, against the Anabap-
tists, that ver. 5 is meant not of the baptism of water, but of
the baptism of the Spirit, which ver. 6 only more precisely
explains; but this shift is just another, quite as utterly
unexegetical, error of dogmatic presupposition. We may add,
that it may not be inferred from our passage that the disciples
of John who passed over to Christianity were uniformly re-
baptized ; for, in the case of the apostles who passed over
from John to Jesus, this certainly did not take place (John
iv. 2) ; and even as regards Apollos, the common opinion that
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he was baptized by Aquila is purely arbitrary, as in xviii. 26
his instruction in Christianity, and not his baptism, is nar-
rated. Indeed,in the whole of the N. T\, except this passage,
there is no example of the rebaptism of a disciple of John.
Hence the baptism of the disciples of John who passed over to
Christianity was not considered as absolutely necessary ; but 4t
did or did not take place according as in the different cases, and
in proportion to the differences of individuals, the desire of the
persons concerned and the opinion of the teachcrs on the matter
determined. With those twelve, for example, Paul regarded
it as conducive to his object and requisite that they should be
baptized, in order to raise them to the elevation of Christian
spiritnal life; and therefore tkey were baptized (evidently
according to their own wish and inclination, as is implied
in drovoavres 8¢ éBamt.), whilst Apollos, on the other hand,
could dispense with rebaptism, seeing that he with his fervid
spirit, following the references of John to Christ and the in-
struction of his teachers, penetrated without any new baptismal
consecration into the pneumatic element of life. If, however,
among the three thousand who were baptized at Pentecost
(iL 38, 41) there were some of John’s disciples,—which is pro-
bable,—it was their desire to be baptized, and apostolic wisdom
could not leave this unfulfilled. Accordingly, the opinion of
Ziegler (theol. Abk. II. p. 162), that those twelve were rebap-
tized, because they had been baptized by some disciple of
John not unto the épycouevos, but unto John himself, and thus
bad not received the ¢rue Johannean baptism, is to be rejected.
They did not, in fact, answer, in ver. 3, eis Tov 'Todvvyy!

Vv. 6, 7. After the baptism the imposition of the hands of
the apostle (see on viii. 15, remark) became the vehicle of the
reception of the wvedua &ywov on the part of the minds opened
by the apostolic word. The Spirit descended upon them, and
manifested Himself partly by their speaking with tongues
(see on x. 46), and partly in prophetic inspiration (see on
xi 27). These two must, according to the technical mode of
reference to them in the apostolic church attested by 1 Cor.
xii—xiv., be distinguished, and not treated as equivalent, with
van Hengel, who (comp. on chap. ii. 10) finds here merely in
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general an expression of the inspired praising aloud of God in
Christ.  See his Gave d. talen, p. 84 ff. ; Trip, p. 185, follows
him. The analogy of the phenomenon with what occurred in
the history of Cornelius (x. 44 ff.) serves Baur, I p. 212 f,
ed. 2 (with whom Zeller agrees; and see earlier, Schnecken-
burger, p. 56 ff.), for 2 handle to condemn the whole narrative
as unhistorical, and to refer it to the set purpose of placing
the Apostle Paul, by a new and telling proof of his apostolic
dignity and efficiency, on a parallel with the Apostle Peter.
The author had, in Baur's view, seeing that the first yAwocas
AaXely (chap. ii) is exhibited in the person of Jews, and the
second (chap. x.) in that of Gentiles, now chosen for the third a
maddle class, half-believers (lilke the Samaritans! see Schwegler).
With all this presumed refinement of invention, it is yet sin-
gular that the author should not have carried out his parallel-
ism of Paul with Peter even so far as to make the descent of
the Holy Spirit and the speaking with tongues take place, as
with Cornelius, before baptism, on the mere preaching of the
apostle ! People themselves weave such fictions, and give forth
thre author of the book, which is thus criticised, as the ingenious
weaver. — Ver. 7. A simple historical statement, not in order
to represent the men “as a new Israel”!

Ver. 8. Ieifwv] is not equivalent to 8iddorwy, but contains
the result of duadey. He convinced (men’s minds) concerning
the kingdom of the Messiah. Comp. on meiflety with the mere
accusative of the object (Plat. Pol. p. 304 A; Soph. O. C.
1444), Valckenaer, ad Eur. Hipp. 1062.

Ver. 9. But when some were hardened and refused belief,
he severed himself from them (from the synagogue) and sepa-
rated the Christians, (henceforth) discoursing daily in the school
of a certain Tyrannus. Tyrannus (the same name in Apollod.
ii. 4. 5 ; Boeckh, Corp. Inscr. 1732 ; 2 Macc. iv. 40 ; Joseph.
Antt. xvi, 10. 3, Bell. i. 26. 3; and among the Rabbis pump,
see Drusius 4n loc.) is usually considered (as by Lange and
Baumgarten, comp. Ewald, p. 516) as a Gentile rhetorician,
who had as a public sophist possessed a lecture-room, and is

! So Baumgarten, LI p. 7, whom the very dos/ ought to have preserved from
this fancy,
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perhaps identical with the one described by Suidas: Tdpavvos
gopiaTns TepL aTdTEwY K. Statpéoews Noyov BiBNia Séxa. But
as the text does not indicate a transition of the apostle wholly
to the Gentiles (see, on the other hand, xviii. 6, 7, xiii. 46),
but merely a separation from the synagogue, and as in the
new place of instruction (oyoMsj, a teaching-room, often in
Plutarch, etc.), 'Tovdaio: (and these are named first, ver. 10)
continued to hear him ; as, in fine, Tyrannus, had he been a
Gentile, would have to be conceived of as cefBoueros Tov Oed,
like Justus, xvili. 7,—an essential point, which Luke (comp.
xviii. 7) would hardly have left unnoticed: the opinion of
Hammond is to be preferred, that Tyrannus is to be considered
as a Jewsh teacher who had a private synagogue, e nna
(“in Beth Midrasch docuerunt traditiones atque earum ex-
positiones,” Babyl. Berac. f. 17. 1; see Lightf. ad Matth.
p. 253 f.; Vitringa, Synag. p. 137). Paul with his Chris-
tians withdrew from the public synagogue to the private
synagogue of Tyrannus, where he and his doctrine were more
secure from public annoyance. The objection, that it would
have been nconsistency to pass from the synagogue to a
Rabbinical school (Baumgarten), is of no weight, as there were
also Rabbins like Gamaliel, and Tyrannus must be considered,
at all events, as at least inclined to Christianity. — 7. 68ov]
see on ix. 2, xviiL 23.

Ver. 10. "Emi érn 8vo] for two years (as ver. 8, xviii. 20,
and frequently). The three months, ver. 8,are to be reckoned
in addition to this for the whole residence at Ephesus. This
statement of the time is not at variance with xx. 31, if only
we take the Sieia in our passage, and the Tpeeria in xx. 31, not
as documentarily strict, but as approximate statements. Comp.
Anger, de temp. rat. p. 59. There is not, therefore, sufficient
reason to suppose, nor is there any hint in the narrative, that
we are to reckon the ér7 8Jo as not extending further than
ver. 20 (Schrader, Wieseler, and others). — éare mdvTas «.7.\]
a hyperbolical expression. In Ephesus, flourishing by com-
merce and art, with its famous temple of Diana and festivals
(Eé¢eaia, Locella, ad Xen, Eph. p. 132), strangers were con-
tinually coming and going from all parts of Asia Minor, Jews
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and Gentiles, the latter particularly for the sake of worship.
The sensation which Paul made excited very many to hear
him; a great sphere of labour was opened up to him, 1 Cor.
xvi. 9. —"EMnras) comprehends here both proselytes of the
gate and complete Gentiles. Comp. on xi. 20. The private
school, which Tyrannus had granted to Paul, was made acces-
sible by the latter also to the Gentiles, which could not have
been the case with a public synagogue.

Vv. 11, 12. Ob Tas Tvyole.] not the usual, i.e. distinguished,
not to be compared with those. of the Jewish exorcists
(ver. 13). Comp. xxviii. 2. The opposite: wikpar xai ai
Tvyoboar wpakes, Polyb. i. 25. 6.  On Tvywy, in the sense of
vulgaris, see generally, Vigerus, ed. Hermann, p. 364 ; and on
the very frequent connection by way of litotes with o?, see
Wetstein in loc.; Valckenaer, p. 559 f.; from Philo, Loesner,
p- 219. Comp. 2 Macc. iii. 7. — do7e xai x.7.\.] so that also
(among other things) towels and aprons were brought to the sick
Jrom his skin, and (thereby) the ailments were removed from
them, ete.—owuekivBiov, not preserved elsewhere, the Latin semi-
cinetium, is explained either as a handkerchief (Oecumenius:
év Tals yepoi katéyovar . .. mwpos 70 amopartecbar Tas Uypd-
TTas Tob Wpocwmov, olov (dpdTas, wTvehov, Saxpuvov k. TA
duota, comp. Theophylact and Suicer, Thes. IL. p. 959), or
usually as an apron, in favour of which is the etymnology, and
Martial, Epigr. xiv. 151. Very probably it was a ltnen apron
(audpdrepa Nwoedij elow, Schol. ap. Matth.), which workmen or
waiters (Pignor. de serv. p. 1xxv.) wore after laying aside their
upper garment, and which, when they had it on, they likewise
used for the purpose remarked by Oecumenius. — dmo 70D
Xpwtos avrod] so that they had just been used by him and
been in contact with his skin. Luke, who also here (comp.
Luke iv. 40 f. al) distinguishes the ordinary sick from the
possessed, represents the healing of the former and the deliver-
ance of the latter as an effect, which was brought about by the
cloths laid on them; for dore down to éxmop. forms together
the description of a peculiar kind of those unusual miraculous
Suvdpes.  Purely historical eriticism, independent of arbitravy
premisses laid down & priord, has nothing to assail in this
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view, as the healing power of the apostle, analogous to the
miraculous power of Jesus, might through his will be trans-
mitted by means of cloths requested from him to the suffering
person, and received by means of the faith of the latter. The
truth of the occurrence stands on the same footing with the
N. T. miraculous cures in general, which took place through
the will of the worker of miracles, partly with and partly
without sensible transmission. By relegating the matter from
the historical domain of miracles, which is yet undoubtedly to
be recognised in the working of Paul (Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor.
xil. 12), to the sphere of legends as to relics (Baur, Zeller),
with comparison of v. 15, or to that “ of the servants’ rooms
and houses behind ” (Hausrath), the narrative of our passage is
easily dismissed, but not got rid of, although a more special
embellishment of it by the importunity of those seeking help
and by the pouring out of the sweat of the apostle as he
worked (Baumgarten), of which the text indicates nothing, is
to be set aside.

Ver. 13. But some, also, of the itinerant Jewish demon-
exorcisers (sorcerers, who, for the healing of demoniacs, used
secret arts derived from Solomon, and charms, see Joseph.
Antt. viil. 2. 5, Bell. Jud. i 1. 2; Matt. xii. 27) undertook
(émexeip., see on Luke i 1), in expectation of greater results
than their own hitherto had been, and provoked by the effects
which Paul produced by the utterance of the name of Jesus, to
use this formula with the demoniacs: I conjure you (to come
out, ye evil spirits, ver. 15) by Jesus (who, besides, will punish
vou), whom Paul announces. — émi Tovs €y.] denotes the local
direction : towards the possessed, not, as Kuinoel proposes, on
account of the possessed (perhaps with a design towards, of the
direction of the will), in which case the vivid form of the
representation is entirely overlooked. — 7& mvedp. Ta mov.] are
the demons concerned, then and there to be expelled. — Tov
I'r}aovv] Comp. Mark v. 7; 1 Thess, v. 27. Equivalent to
7 ovopate ot 1., 3 Esdr. 1 48.

Ver. 14. Apxt.ep] Whether he was a former head of one of
the tWenty -four priestly classes, or a past de facto high priest,
remains wundecided, as this Skeuas—according to A: Skeujas,
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according to Ewald, perhaps M33% —is otherwise entirely
unknown. — tives . . . émra] is by many (including Kuinoel
and Olshausen) taken as some seven, ie. about seven; but then
Luke would have placed the pronoun close to the numeral, either
before or after it (xxiii. 23 ; Thue. vil. 34. 4, éwra Twes, and
see Kithner, § 633. 5; Kriiger, § 1i. 16. 4); and the merely
approximate expression would not be in keeping with the
significance of the number seven. The correct mode of taking
it is: but there were certain sons of Skeuas, a Jewish high priest,
(and indeed) scven, who did this. The number, not thought
of at the very beginning (instead of Twés), is introduced after-
wards. Baur, I. p. 215, ed. 2, converts the sons into disciples,
without any ground whatever in the text.

Ver. 15. But how entirely did that émeyeippoav fail of
success in the very first instance of its application! Bengel
well remarks on ver, 13 : “ Si semel successisset, saepius ausuri
fuerant.” — 70 mvedpa] the demon, who had taken possession
of the individual consciousness in the man.—By Tov *Ingotv

. émiorapar he recognises the power of Jesus and of the
apostle over him ; by Uuels 8¢ Tives (what sort of men !) éoaré
he shows his contempt for the presumption of his powerless
(not empowered by Jesus and Paul) opponents. dueis is with
depreciating-emphasis placed first.

Ver. 16. "E¢ahopevos (see the critical remarks) ém’ adrods
«1.N] having leaped upon them, after overpowering both he so
prevailed against them, that, etc. The mode of representation is
not exact, as we only see from dugorépwr that here of those
seven but fwo were active, whom Lulke has already conceived
to himself in avrovs. According to Ewald, dudor. is neuter :
on both sides, i.e. from above and from below. This would be
am’ duoTépwy, wap' dupot., dupoTépy, dudoTépwler.—yuuvoss]
whether entirely naked, or merely divested of their upper
clothing (see on John xxi. 7), remains an undecided point.

Vv. 17, 18. The first impression of this signal miscar-
riage of that application of the name of Jesus was in the
case of the Ephesian multitude naturally fear, dread (see on
ii. 43) on account of its extraordinary nature (on émémece
$0B0s, comp. Luke i. 12); and then followed universal praise
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of that name (comp. Luke vii. 16). And many who (through
this event now) werc delicvers (19w memior.!) came (to Paul) and
confessed and made known (an exhaustive description) their
deeds.  This open confession (éfopoX., see on Matt. iii. 6) of
their previous practices, which had been entirely alien and
opposed to the faith in Christ, was the commencement of their
new life of faith. In mo\ol{ and Tdas wpdf. adr. the con-
verted sorcerers and their evil tricks are meant to be n-
cluded, but not they owly (in opposition to Heinrichs and
Olshausen); for it is not till ver. 19 that these exclusively
are treated of. As to mpdfeis in a bad sense, comp. on Rom.
viii. 13.

Ver. 19. On meplepryos, often joined in Greek writers with
&romoes, pdrats, avontos, and the like, male sedulus, curiosus,
and on Ta weplepya, what s useless, especiaily employed of the
practices of sorcerers, see Kypke, II. p. 95, and Wetstein.
Comp. wepiepydfeabai, Plat. Apol. S. p. 19 B.—The article
here denotes that which is known from the context. — Ta¢
Bi{Brovs] in which the magical arts were described, and the
formulae were contained. Such formulae of exorcism, carried
on slips as amulets, proceeded in large quantities from the
sorcerers at Ephesus ; hence the expression "E¢ecia ypdupara.
See Wetstein and Grotius in loc. ; Valckenaer, Schol. p. 564 ;
Hermanun, gottesd. Alterth. § xlii. 17. — qvveymjdioav] The sor-
cerers themselves reckoned up the prices, which, indeed, others
could not do. From this is partly explained the greatness of
the sum. — eDp. dpy. pvp. mévre] they found (got out as the
sum, see Raphel in loc.) in silver money fifty thousand, namely,
drachmac?®  As the word is not épyupiwy, but épyvpiov (comp.
Dem. 949. 1: Tpiayihias éyrdheaas dpyvpiov Spaxpds); as Luke

i This rendering of rav wsmwr. is justified by iueyerdsers x.m2., ver. 17.
Others, as Baumgarten, understand those who had already previously been
Delievers, but who had not yet arrived at such a confession. This, however, is
not reconcilable with werévauz as the necessary moral condition of faith and
baptism, which condition must have at an earlier period been fulfilled by those
who had already at an earlier time become believers, Luther (see his gloss)
has misunderstood the verse.

2 The gilver drachma stands, as is well known, to the gold drachma in the
proportion of 10 to 1.
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did not write for a Hebrew, and as the scene of the transaction
was & Greek city, the opinion of Grotius, Hammond, and
Drusius, that skckels are meant, is to be rejected. The state-
ment of a sum, without naming the sort of money of the
drachmae, was usual with the Greeks. See Bos, Ellips., ed.
Schaefer, p. 119 {.; Bernhardy, p. 187. An Attic drachma
(=6 oboli) is about 24 kreuzers, accordingly the sum is about
20,000 Rhenish gulden [about £1875]—Baur, according to
his presupposition, cannot but reject the whole history of the
demoniac, etc., as unhistorical ; he holds even the judgment
in ver. 20 as itself unworthy of the associates of an apostle;
and the following history, vv. 21-40, appears to him only to
have arisen through an & priori abstraction, the author wish-
ing to give as splendid a picture as possible of the labours of
Paul at Ephesus. Zeller declares himself more neutrally, yet
as suspecting the narrative (p. 265), as does also Hausrath,
p. 86 f.

Ver. 20. So (so much) with power (par force) grew (in ex-
ternal diffusion, vi. 7, xii. 24) and displayed itself powerful (in
the production of great effects) the doctrine of the Lord. — xara
xpdros] See Valckenaer, p. 565; Bernhardy, p. 241 ; Borne-
mann, ad Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 23, The reference of xparos to the
power of Christ (Eph. i. 19) has occasioned the order Tob
Kuplov 6 Aéyos (Lachmann and Tischendorf, following A B x*).

Vv. 21, 22. Tabra] these things hitherto reported from
Ephesus (vv. 1-19). Schrader (der Apostel Paulus, II. p. 85 £.)
would strangely refer it to the entire past labours of Paul,
even including what is not related by Luke. An arbitrary
device in favour of his hypothesis, that after ver. 20 a great
Jjourney to Macedonia, Corinth, Crete, ete., occurred. See, on
the contrary, Anger, de temp. raf. p. 64 ff.— éfero év 70
wvedp.] he determined in his spirit, he resolved. Comp. on
V. 4.— 1w Maxed. x. "dy.] see on xviii. 12.— mopevesbfas
els ‘Iepova.] The special object of the journey is known from
1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff.; 2 Cor. viil; Rom. xv. 25 ff. The non-
lnention of this matter of the collection is so much the less to
be set down to the account of a conciliatory design of the
book (Schneckenburger, p. 67 ; Zeller, p. 267),—as if it made

ACTS 1L L
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the apostle turn his eyes towards Jerusalem on account of
the celebration of the festival (xx. 16, xxiv. 11, 17),—since the
very aim of the collection would have well suited that alleged
tendency.! — 8ei] in the consciousness of the divine deter-
mination, which is confirmed by xxiii. 11. From this con-
sciousness is explained his earnest assurance, Rom. i. 10 ff,
And towards Rome now goes the whole further development?
of his endeavours and of his destiny. He was actually to see
Rome, but only after the lapse of years and as a prisoner.—
*Epacrov] 2 Tim. iv. 20. Otherwise unknown and different
from the person mentioned in Rom. xvi. 23.— éméaye ypévov)
he kept himself (remained) behind for a time. See examples in
Wetstein, and from Philo in Loesner, p. 219. — eis 7. "Aaiav]
does not stand for év 75 *4a. (in opposition to Grotius, Hein-
richs, Kuinoel, and many others), but it denotes tke direction
in which this keeping back tock place, toward Asia, where he
was. Comp. the well-known é¢ Sopovs péverw, Soph. 4j. 80.
Considering the frequency of this construction (comp. xviii
21) generally, and in the N. T. (Buttmann, neuf. Gr. p. 287
[E. T. 333]), it is not to be rendered, with Winer : for 4sia,in
order to labour there.

Ver. 24. The silver-beater (dpyvpoxomos) Demetrius had a
manufactory, in which little silver temples (d¢dpiuara) re-
presenting the splendid (Callimach. Hymn. in Dian. 249)
temple of Diana® with the statue of the goddess, @s kBwpia
purpd (Chrysostom), were made. These miniature temples
must have found great sale, partly among Ephesians, partly
among strangers, as it was a general custom to carry such
miniature shrines as amulets with them in journeys, and to
place them in their houses (Dio Cass. xxxix. 20; Diod. Sic.
i. 15; Amm. Marc. xxii. 13; Dougt. Anal. IL p. 91); and
particularly as the *Apreuts 'E¢ecia was such a universally
venerated object of worship (Creuzer, Symbol. IL p. 176 ff.;

! Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 12 fl. ; see Lekebusch, p. 280. How undesignedly the
work of the collection remained here unmentioned, is evident from xxiv. 17.

2 Compare Klostermann, Vindiciae Luc. p. 35 fl.
2 See concerning this temple, burned by Herostratus on the night in which

Alexander the Great was born, and afterwards built with greater magnificence,
Hirt, d. Temp. d. Diana z. Eples., Berlin 1809,
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Preller, Mythol. 1. p. 196 ff; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth.
§ Ixvi. 4, 1xviii. 39). We are not to think of coins with the
impression of the temple (in opposition to Beza, Scaliger,
Piscator, Valckenaer), as the naming of coins after the figure
impressed on them (boves, puellae, pulli, testudines; see Beza
in loc.) is only known in reference to living creatures;
nor can the existence of such coins with the impress of the
Ephesian temple be historically proved.

Vv. 25, 26. Demetrius assembled not only the artisans
(os) who worked for him, but also the other workmen who
were occupied in similar industrial occupations (& Totaira).
Bengel correctly remarlks : “ Alii erant Teyvira:, artifices nobi-
liores, alii épydra: operarii” — ol péwov ... dAAa] without
xai, like the Latin non modo . . . sed, contains a climax; see
Maetzn. ad Antiph. p. 129 ; Bremi, ad Isocr. Exe. IX.; Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 317 [E. T. 369].— petéor.] namely, from the
worship of the gods. — 81 olk elol feoi] The people identified
the statues of the gods with the gods themselves, or at least
believed that the numen of the divinity filled them. See
Elsner, Obss. p. 453 ff.; Wolf, Cur.; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth.
§ xviii. 19.—Observe the order of the words, accordant with
their emphasis, marked also by dislocation in ver. 26, and the
scornful and bitter ¢ Iladhos odros: that Pawl there! —
Ocol is predicate. How Paul looked on the heathen gods,
may be seen at 1 Cor. viii. 4, x. 20. The gods =mages, were
to him of course only the work of men, without any reality of
that which they were intended to represent. Comp. xvii. 29.

Ver. 27. And not only this matter (uépos, see on Col ii. 16),
this point, namely, our lucrative trade, is ¢n danger for us of
coming into contempt, but also' the temple of the great goddess
Artemis (is in danger) of being regarded as nothing, and there
will also (he added) be brought down the majesty of her, whom,
etc.— 5uiv] dative of reference, 1.e. here ncommodi.— eis ame.
e\ ie. to come into discredit; dmeleyuos is not preserved
elsewhere; but comp. éeyuos, frequent in the LXX. and
Apocr. — Tijs peyains] a habitually employed epithet, as of
other gods, so particularly of the Ephesiun Artemis. Xen. Eph.
1 ¢ Efficax sermo, quem utilitas et superstitio acuit,” Bengel, Comp. xvi. 19.
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i. 11; Alberti, Obss. p. 259. — With pé\hew the oratio
recta passes into the oratio obligua ;' see Buttmann, neut,
Gr. p. 330 [E. T. 385].—é is and, simply annexing;
xai is also, climactic: “ destructumgnue ctiam iri majestatem,”
etc. Comp. xxi. 28; Buttmamn, p. 309 [E T. 360]. — 7#s
peyahewornros (see the critical remarks) is to be taken par-
titively (as if 7 stood with it); there will be brought down
something of ler majesty. Comp. Xen. Hellen. iv. 4. 13: 7dv
Tety@v xabekely, also ii. 2. 11. Nothing of this magnificence
will they sacrifice. On xabaipeiv of the lowering of the
Lonowr of one, comp. Herodian, iii. 3. 4, vii. 9. 24. v ...
aéBerat] again the direct form of address. See on such mixing
of direct and indirect elements, Kiithner, ad Xen. Anabd. i. 3. 14 ;
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 203.. The relative applies to airis.

Vv. 28, 29. Meydin 5 "Apr. 'E¢.] An enthusiastic outery
for the preservation of the endangered (and yet so lucrative!)
majesty of the goddess. — @punoar] namely, those who ran
together along with Demetrius and his companions. — opofu-
wador] here also: with one mind (in opposition to Deyling,
Krebs, Loesner, and others, who think that, on account of
ver. 32, it must be rendered simul); for they were at one on
the point, that in the theatre something ¢n general must be de-
termined on against Paul and his companions for the defence of
the honour of the goddess (ver. 34), although specially the most
might not know 7ivos &vexev avvennribeaagav (ver. 32).—It is
well known that the theatre was used for the despatch of
public transactions and for popular assemblies (even for such
as were tumultuary). See Wetstein ¢n loc. ; Hermann, Staats-
alterth. § 128. 9. Consequently the more easy it is to under-
stand, why the vehement crowd poured itself into the great
theatre? — guvapmda.] First, they drew along with them the
two fellow-travellers (quvend.) of the apostle, and then rushed
into the theatre. But it may also be conceived as simul-

1 8till wirres may also be governed by xsdvw. #wiv. But in that case wéiarur
would itself simply appear very unnecessary, and the passage would more fittin oly
after the preceding be continued : xafaipiivéai v¢ xai x.7.2.

% It was one of the largest, as its ruins show. See Ottfr. Miiller, Archdol. d.
Kunst, p. 391.
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tancous ; while they carricd alomy with them, they rushed,
etc. Whether they fetched these two men from their lodgings,
or encountered them in the streets, cannot be determined. —
Caius 13 otherwise unknown, and is not identical with the
Caius mentioned in xx. 4 (see <n loc.), or with the one men-
tioned in Rom. xvi. 23; 1 Cor. i 15.—dplorapy.] See
xx. 4, xxvil. 2; Col. iv. 10 ; Philem. 24.

Vv. 30, 31. IHatrov] whom doubtless the rioters had not
found present at his usual place of abode. ¢ Nulla militaris
audacia par huic fortitudini,” Bengel. — els 7. Sfuor] among
the people that ran together into the theatre (ver. 31). Comp.
xil. 22, xvil. 5. o Sfjuos is also among Greek writers very
often the multitude (Dem. 383. 5; Diod. Sic. xvi. 84), plebs,
vulgus. See Sturz, Lex. Xen. 1. p. 665; Nigelshach on the
Iliad, p, 277,ed. 3. Contrary to the whole course of proceed-
ing as narrated, Otto (Pastoralbr. p. 103) understands a formal
assembly of the people, of which we are not to think even in
the case of éxxAnaia, ver. 32.—The ten presidents of sacred
rites as well as of the public games in proconsular Asia were
called "Aowapyai (corresponding to whom in other provinces
were the T'alatapyai, Billvviapyai, Svpiapyal k.7.\.). They had
to celebrate, at their own expense, these games in honour of
the gods and of the emperor. Each ecity annually, about the
time of the autumnal equinox, delegated one of its citizens,
and these collective delegates then elected the ten. Tt was
natural that one of these—perhaps chosen by the proconsul—
should preside, and hence may be explained the remark in
Eusebius, H. . iv. 15, that Polycarp was executed under the
Asiarch Philip. But the inference from our passage is his-
torically indemonstrable, that only one was really Asiarch, and
that the plural is to be explained from the fact that the other
nine, but particularly the retired Asiarchs (like the past high
priests of the Jews),bore the title (Salmasius, Valesius, Tillemont,
Harduin, and Deyling), which is in itself improbable on account
of the enormous expense which in that case would have been
laid on one. See generally, Spanheim, de usu et praest. num.
IL. p. 694 ; van Dale, Dissertt. ad antig. et marmor. p. 273 ff.;
Winer, Realw. 1. p. 97 f.; Babington in Numism. Chronicie,
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1866, p. 93 ff.  Comp. also Jacobs, ad Anthol. XII. p. 313.
— py Sobvar éavrov] apprehension of danger to life. On
the expression with e/s of a dangerous locality, comp. Polyb.
v. 14. 9.

Vv. 32, 33. Odv] joins on, by way of inference, the descrip-
tion of the concourse (ver. 29), interrupted by vv. 30 and 31.
— d@\\o . . . &\ho] Comp. Charit. i. 5: 6 Sfjuos dmas els TH
dyopav ocuvéTpexer dAM\wv dA\a kexpayotwv, Plat. Charm.
p. 153 D: jpwrwy 8¢ d\hos d\ho. The following 7{ might
have been left out (Kiihner,§ 836, note 5), but it is only
wanting in D (Bornemann). — 7 éxkxAnoia] It was no &wopos
éxxch., ver. 39, and accordingly no legal wopular assembly,
neither an ordinary one (voutpos), nor an extraordinary (ody-
w\y70s), but simply an assemblage of the people, who had flocked
together of their own accord,—a concio plebis exlex ef abusiva.
— gvykexvp.] confused, in an uproar. Comp. ver. 29, It
lacked all order, guidance, self-restraint, discipline, etc. —
wpoeB. "ANeE. mpoBar\. adr. 7. ’Tovd] a vivid description of
its tumultuary character. The Jews shoved (pushed) Aim for-
ward from behind {mpoBai).), and others, standing in front,
brought or drew him out of the crowd (éx 7. &yhov mpoef.).
Grotius, Wetstein, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others take wrpo-
Baxiew as to propose (see Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 25, vi. 2. 6 ; Dem.
519. 16 ; Kypke, IL p. 101 £), but this does not at all suf-
fice for the lively picture of the tumult. Alexander, other-
wise entirely unknown, was certainly a Christian, since only
to such a one is the subsequent dmohoyelofac suitable, not a
Jew (Beza, Grotius, Ewald, and cthers). He is commonly,
but arbitrarily, especially considering the frequency of the
name, considered as identical with the Alexander mentioned
jn 1 Tim. i 20, 2 Tim. iv. 14, in which case it is in its
turn presupposed that the name occurring at those two pas-
sages demotes one person. Such completely indemonstrable
assumptions cannot serve to prove the genuineness and time
of the composition of the Epistles to Timothy (in opposition
to Otto). The Alexander in our passage had, in the Christian
interest, mixed among the crowd, and was pushed forward by
the malicious Jews that he might make a public address and,
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if possible, become a sacrifice to the fury of the multitude. If
we hold him to be a non-Christian Jew (which does not result
from ver. 34), it is to be supposed that the Jews would be afraid
that, on this occasion, they also might be attacked, and there-
fore pushed forward Alexander, an eloquent man and hostile
to Paul, that he might maintain the innocence of the Jews to
the destruction of the Christians. But Luke must have called
attention to such a connection,! and that the more as the
simple dmoloyetabas, to make a defence, points quite naturally
to the accusation of the Christians referred to. — «atas. 7. y.]
moving his hand up and down?® (for a sign that he wished to
speak). — 7@ Snud] before the people, Herod. vii. 161 ; Plat.
Prot. p. 359 A; Lucian. Gall. 3. See Bernhardy, p. 79.—
Sfuos 1s as in ver. 30, and the amoleyeicfac cannot there-
fore be meant to be a defence of the Jews (Bengel, Ewald)
and of the éyhos (Otto).

Vv. 84, 35. “O7i "Iovdaiss éori] Alexander was a Jewish
Christian ; but his Christian position was either unknown to
the mob, or they would listen to nothing at all from one
belonging to the Jewish nation as the hereditary enemy of the
worship of the gods. — émuyvovtes] Nominative participle,
having reference to the logical subject. See Winer, p. 528
[E.T. 710]; Buttmann, neut G». p. 256 [E. T. 298] — «aTa-
oteihas] after he had quicted. Plut. Aor. p. 207 E; Joseph.
Antt. xiv. 9. 1, i. 1. 2. — The ypappateds, who had come up
in the meantime, perhaps being sent for, is the city-secretary
(Thue. vii. 19, 6 ypappateds 6 Tis worews), to whose office
belonged the superintendence of the archives, the drawing up
of official decrees, and the reading of them in the assemblies
of the people. See van Dale, lc., p. 423 f. ; Hermann, Staats-
alterth. § 127, 20, 147. 6.— 7és yap x.T\] who is there then,
etc. 'With «ap the speaker glances back on his efforts to calm

1 Otto, p. 108, makes up the scene more artificially, and that so as to make
Alexander even the soul and secret spring of the whole uproar. According to
Hausrath, the author gives designedly only a fragmentary account of the Jewish-
Christian Alexander, because the conduct of the Jewish-Christians at that time
did not suit the conciliatory oject of his book.

? Comp, xii. 17, xiil. 16, xxi. 40, where, however, the verb is joined with the
dative, which, therefore, also D, al. (Bornemann) have here.
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them as completely justified, since there is certainly no one
who does not know, etc. The question introduced with qdp
therefore states the motive of the xaraote{has. Comp. Niigels-
bach on the Iliad, p. 59, ed. 3. Thus vividly does the question
fit into the position of affairs. — 7av *Edecilor moliw] with
patriotic emphasis. — On wvewropos (properly, temple-sweeper,
temple-keeper, Xen. Anab. v. 3. 6 ; Plat. Legg. 6, p. 759 A-C)
as an honourable epithet of cities, particularly in Asia, in
which the temple-service of a divinity or of a deified ruler hag
its principal seat, see van Dale, lc, p. 300 ff.; Valckenaer, p.
570 f.; Krause, de civit. neocoris, Hal, 1844 ; Hermann, gottesd.
Alterth. § 12, 7.— 75 Siowerés] that which fell from Zeus.
That this was the dyaiua fallen from heaven (Eur. Iph. T.
977 ; Herodian, i. 11. 2) was obvious of itself. The image
of Artemis in the temple of Ephesus {according to Vitruvius,
il. 9, of cedar; according to Plin. xvi. 40, of the wood of the
vine; according to Xen. Anab. v. 3. 12, of gold, or at least
gilt; and according to others, of ebony) was given out as
such. See Spacheim, ad Callim. in Dian. 238; Wetstein
in loc. On the figure of the image! see Creuzer, Symbol. IL
p. 176 ff. It represented the goddess with many breasts
(multimammiam, Jerome). According to our passage it must
have been rescued at the burning of Herostratus, at least ac-
cording to general opinion.

Ver. 37. I'ép] justifies the expression used, wpomerés, Tashly,
without consideration.

Ver. 38. Odv] accordingly, since these men are neither
robbers of temples, etc. On éyew mpds Twa Adyov (an utter-
ance, ie. complaint), see examples in Kypke, IL. p. 103. —
&yopaiot] by Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Borne-
mann, following Sunidas, accented dydpaios (but see on xvii. 5),
are judicial assemblics (in construing it, avwodoc is to be con-
ceived as supplied). Comp. Strabo, xiii. p. 629 ; Vulg.: con-
ventus forenses. — xai dvBbmaros eloiv] and there are pro-
consuls. The plural is here also (comp. xvii. 18) the plural
indefinite of the category. Arbitrarily Calvin and Grotius hold

1 With enigmatical words on forehead, girdle, and feet ; see upon it Ewald,
Jalab, 11 p. 175 £ ,
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that the proconsul and his legate are meant. Bengel correctly
says: “ de eo quod nunquam non esse soleat.”

Vv. 39, 40. But if you desire anything further thereupon
(beyond matters of private law), it will be discussed (cleared
up) i the lawful assembly of the people (“ qui a magistratu
civitatis convocatur et regitur,” Grotius; in contrast to this
illegal concourse, comp. on vv. 32, 30). On weparrépw (see
the critical remarks), comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 107 B: oddév
Unrijoete mepaitépw. — kal ydp kwduv.] for we cven run the
risk of being charged with tumult {(oTdcews : genitive of accusa-
tion) on account of this day. +~yap gives the reason why the
speaker in the latter case (ver. 39) has relegated the matter to
the évwopos éxxrno. Ths orjuepor is not to be connected with
ordoews (Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, and others).—undevos alriov

. . TavTns] there being no reason, on the ground of which e
shall be in a position to give account of this concourse. pund.
aitiov, taken as masculine (Vulgate), would less accord with
the prudence of the speaker, who with wise forbearance clothes
the threatening in a form embracing others, including his own
responsibility.—Very wisely, on the whole, has the politically
adroit man of business, in the first instance, by way of capi-
tatio benevolentiae praised the Ephesian worship of Diana in its
unendangered world-wide fame (ver. 35); then from this in-
ferred the unseemliness of such a hasty proceeding (vv. 36, 37);
further, pointed Demetrius and his companions to the legal
form of procedure in their case (vv. 38, 39); and finally, put
on the people the lasting curb of the fear of Roman punish-
ment (ver. 40). — kai TadTa emov k.T.\.] obrws éoBege Tov
Ouudy domep yap padiws éEdamrerar, oliTw kai padlws sBévvvrar,
Chrysostom.—How lightly Baur deprives this whole history of
its historical character, may be seen in his Pawulus, 1. p.217,ed. 2.

1 8o also Buttmann, meut. Gr. p. 154 [E. T. 177). Certainly the srdrews
api is in keeping with tyxaisiocdas xepl mivog, xxiil. 29, xxvi. 7. But it may be
urged, on the other hand, that such 4 position of the preposition after the noun
{Kriiger, § 1xviii. 4. 2; Kiihner, § 626) is not usual in the N. T., and also that
the ypappareds in his speech was too diplomatically prudent to designate, on his
part, the affair exactly as a tumult (¢rvdois). In his mouth it is only a con-
course (cvorprps).—We may add, that in Greek writers mposxarcicdar, with the
simple genitive, is the usual expression,
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CHAPTER XX,

VER. 1. xai éomec] A B D E 8, min. vss. have xal rapaxairfon,
aowas. So Lachm. Yet D has moard before sapaxa. (so Born.),
and E x«/ before aoras. Other witnesses have xai sapax. dorac.
=e. S0 Rinck. #wpaza. has certainly preponderant attestation
in its favour, but against it the internal decisive consideration,
that no reason is apparent for its subsequent omission, whereas
it might very easily suggest itself from ver. 2 and xvi. 40 as
a plous marginal remark to ¢ewes. — Ver. 4. Hippev] is wanting
in Elz, and is condemned by Mill as an addition from tradi-
tion. But it has greatly preponderant attestation, and might
be passed over quite as well on the ground of a varying tradi-
tion, as by mistake of the transcribers on account of the similar
sound of the initial syllable in the following name.— Ver. 5.
oirar] Lachm. reads oiru &, after A B E 8, min. A connective
addition. — Ver. 7. 7ua@v] Elz. has rév padpriv, in opposition to
A B D E, min, Chrys. Aug. and most vss. An interpolation on
account of the following «ireiz. Still stronger witnesses sup-
port 7uev in ver. 8, for which Elz. has four. — Ver. 9. zadusvos]
Instead of this, zadeZspevos (Lachm. Tisch. Born.) is preponderantly
attested. Comp.on ii. 2. — Ver. 11. é&prov] Lachm. Tisch. Born.
read riv dprov, according to A B C D* &*. Rightly; the article
was neglected after ver. 7, because its force was overlooked. —
Ver. 15. zai ueiv. & Tpwy., 73] A B C E &, min. have merely
&, So Lachm. Several vss. and some more recent codd. have
zal =7, But there was no occasion for the insertion of peiv. &
Tp., whereas its omission is very capable of explanation, because
Trogyllium was not situated in Sanos, as the context seemed to
say. — Ver. 16. zezpizei] Recommended by Griesb., adopted by
Lachm. Tisch. Born., according to greatly preponderating evi-
dence. But Elz. Scholz have #zpwe. A church-lesson begins at
ver. 16, and therefore the tense, which has its reference in what
precedes, was altered. — 7v] Lachm. reads e/, following con-
siderable witnesses. A grammatical improvement. — Ver. 18.
After =pic adriv A has imes Svrawyv airiv, which Lachm. adopted;
others have cuofuundiv; and others iuéoe Gvraw «briw (so Born,,
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according to D). Different additions for the sake of completion.
— Ver. 19. Before duxp. Elz. has soariw, which already Giriesh.
rejected, according to decisive testimony. A strengthening ad-
dition from 2 Cor. ii. 4. — Ver. 22. According to decisive testi-
mony read éyd, with Lachm. Tisch., after 8:deu. — Ver. 23.
wor] is wanting in Elz., but is decidedly attested, and was easily
passed over as quite unnecessary. — ue] is, according to decisive
evidence, to be placed after éaijers (Lachm. Tisch.). Born. has
por &v ' Teposohiuors, according to D), vss. Lucif., and that only after
wévevow.  But pos is a mechanical repetition from the preceding,
and év “Ieposor. is an addition by way of a gloss; the two, more-
over, are not equally attested. — Ver. 24, &)\ oddevic . . . duavrs]
very many variations. Lachm. has dax’ oldesds 2.6700 Ew, 0dbe
morobpas T buxiv miwiav pavr@.  Tisch. reads &Aax’ videvds Adyou
worodpes TV ~uxAv tiwfer fpauvsd, according to B C D** &%
vss. Lucif. Born. reads essentially as Lachm,, yet adding po
after fyw, and pov after ~Juys. The Recepta is founded on
E G H, Chrys. Theophyl. Oec.; but G, Chrys. have not zow. The
reading of Lachm. (A D* &8, min. Vulg.), as well as the Recepla,
are to be considered as alterations and expansions of the reading
of Tisch., which was not understood. — After &péuov pov Elz.
Scholz have wsrd sapés, which is wanting in A B D &, min.
Lucif. Ambr. and several vss. A scholion. — Ver. 25. =& @:0o7]
is wanting in A B C §, 13, 15%, 36, Copt. Syr. p. Arm. Chrys.
Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A supplementary addi-
tion. D has 703 'Incoi. So Born.— Ver. 26. ¢yd] Considerable
witnesses have e/ws, which Griesb. has recommended and Lachm.
adopted. Rightly ; éy% came from xviii. 6.—Ver. 28. o Kupiou]
Elz. has o @03, which is adhered to among recent critics
(following Mill, Whitby, Wolf, Bengel, and others), by Scholz,
Alford, Rinck, Lucubr. erit. p. 82 f. The weight of evidence is
externally decisive for 7o Kupiov; A C* D E, 13, 15, 18, 36, 40,
69, 73, 81, 95*%, 130, 156, 163, 180, Copt. Sahid. Syr. p. (on the
margin) Arm. Aeth. Constitutt. (ii. 61), Ir. (iii. 14), Eus. (on
Isa. xxxv.), Ath. (ad Serap. 1 in ms.), Didym. (de Sp. St 11),
Chrys. Lucif, Aug. Jer. al. roi @« is found among uncial mss.
only in B &, and, besides, only in about twenty more recent and
inferior codd., and among vss. in the Vula. Syr. p. (inthe text);
but among the Fathevs in none before Epiph. and Ambros. See
tlie more detailed statement of the evidence in Tisch. The
wnternal decisive argument for r. Kvpiov lies in the fact that in
the Pauline Epistles éxx. . Kup. never occurs, but fxxi. r. @<
eleven times; hence at our passage the Pauline expression was
written on the margin as a parallel, and then, welcome to hyper-
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orthodoxy (already in Ignat. ad Eph. 1,and in Tert. ad wa. ii. 8,
there is found the expression dlood of God, which others, even
Ath., censured as uubiblical; sce Wetstein and Tisch.), was taken
into the text and transmitted. This appears far more accordant
with the dogmatic tendency of those times and the monastic
spirit than the usual justification of co @:03: “ Probabilius est
ob sequentia mutatum, quam e scriptis Pauli illatum esse”
(Rinck, l.c.). Thereadings ro7 Kupiov @z05, rob @0l ». Kupiew, and
<07 Kupiov x. @:07 (this latter Griesb. recommends, without, how-
ever, approving it, but Matth. received it), ave combinations of
the original reading with the Pauline parallel written on the
margin, Teller's and van Hengel’s proposal to read only s
éxx2. 1s destitute of all critical support. — ro¥ aiwaroc woi /diov] Elz.
las ro¥ idiov aiwarog, in opposition to A BC D E &, min. vss. Ir.
Lucif. An alteration, which arose from the adoption of r. @3,
in order to establish the interpretation of the blood of God. —
Ver. 29. After ¢y Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have ydp, against A C* D w,
min. Vulg. Fathers. The more to be rejected, as others read
ér1 syw (B), others ¢y 8¢ (N¥), others still zai ¢yd. A connective
addition. reJro also, which Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have after olde,
has such preponderating evidence against it, and in such essen-
tial agreement with those witnesses which condemn ydp, that it
cannot be considered as original, although, taken by itself, it
might be more easily omitted than added. — Ver. 32. After juic
Elz. Scholz have a&éderpei, which Lachm. Tisch. Born. have
deleted, according to A B D &, 33, 34, 68, Syr. Erp. Copt.
Sahid. Vulg. Jer. If it had been original, there is no apparent
reason for 1ts omission ; on the other hand, its insertion at this
solerun passage was very natural. — ojz0d.] Approved by Griesb.,
adopted by Lachm. Born. But Elz Scholz, Tisch. have ézosxod,
against decisive testimony. A more precise definition corre-
sponding to the persons in question; and therefore, also, D E,
vss. add dwé; — Ver. 35. riv 2iywv] G and more than thirty
min. Vulg. Sahid. Arm. Aeth. Chrys. Theophyl. have riv 2éyon.
So Rinck. Others have =i aéyov after min.; so Bengel. Both
are alterations, because only one saying of Christ afterwards
follows.—The order u&rrov d:diver (Elz. inverts it) is decidedly
attested.

Vv. 1-3. Mera 8¢ 70 mabo. 7. 66pvf.] is simply a state-
ment of time, not, as Michaelis, Eichhorn, Bertholdt, and Hug
hold, the motive of departure, for which there is no hint in the
text (see on the contrary, xix, 21), and against which the
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resultless character of the tumult testifies. — dowaadpevos] here
of the farewcll salutation (combined with kissing and embrac-
ing), vale dicere, as Xen. Anab. vii. 1. 8, 40 ; Hell. iv. 1, 3;
Cyrop. ii. 1. 1.— avrois] the Macedonian Christians. —
‘EMAdda] ie. 'Ayalav, xix. 21. Luke alternates in his use
of the appellations well known as synonymous, which, after xix.
21, could occasion no misunderstanding. This against Schrader,
who understands ‘EAN. here of the districts lying between the
Peloponnesus and Thessaly and Epirus, especially of Attica, and
would have the journey to Corinth only ¢nferred from xix. 31,
— moujoas Te pdvas tpeis] certainly for the most part in
Corinth. The anakoluthic nominative, as in xix. 34. That
Luke, moreover, gives us no information of the foundation of
the church at Corinth, and of the apostle’s labours there, is
just one of the many points of incompleteness in his book. —
7o UmooTp.| namely, to Asia (ver. 4), from which he had come.
The gendtive depends directly on yvdun, as in xiv. 9, xxvii. 20.
Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 5.

Ver. 4. "Axp: Tijs "Acoias'] excepting only the short separa-
tion from Philippi to Troas, ver. 5, where those companions
(ovvelmeTo), having journeyed before the apostle, waited for him.
The statement is summary, not excluding the sailing before
from Philippi to Troas, the Asiatic emporium ; but Tittmann,
Synon. N. T. p. 85, erroneously judges : “ eos usque in Asiam
cum Paulo una fuisse, deinde praeivisse eumque expectasse.”
Vv. 5, 6 are at variance with this. Nor is there, with
Wieseler, p. 293, and Baumgarten, to be artificially deduced
from dxpe Tijs ’Aaias the meaning: “up to that point from
which people crossed to Asia;” so that Luke would oddly
enough have indicated nothing else than as far as Philippi.
On ovvémeafas (only here in the N, T.), comp. 2 Mace. xv. 2;
3 Macc. v. 48, vi. 21; very frequent in the classics.—Of
Sopater, the son of Pyrrhus, of Beroea, and whether he is
identical with Sosipater, Rom. xvi. 21, nothing is known. —
The other companions were two Thessalonians, .Aristarchus

!} The omission of &xp 7. 'Acizs is not strongly enough attested by B N, 13,
Vulg. Aeth. Erp. Beda, particularly as it might easily have taken place for the
sake of ver. 6. It is, however, approved by Lekebusch.
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(xix. 29) and Secundus (entirely unknown); further, an in-
habitant of Derbe, Caius (thus different from the Macedonian,
xix. 29; for Derbe belonged to Lycaonia, see on xiv. 6);
Timotheus, whose dwelling is supposed as known and therefore
is not specified (see on xvi. 1); and lastly, the two Asiatics,
Tychicws (Eph. vi. 21; Col. iv. 7; 2 Tim. iv. 12; Tit. iii.
12) and Trophimus (xxi. 29; 2 Tim. iv. 20). It was
nothing but arbitrary violence, when Ernesti, Valckenaer, and
Kuinoel, in order to identify Caius (how extremely frequent
was the name!) with the Caius of xix. 12 and to make
Timothy a native of Derbe, wished to put a comma after
Tdios and then to read depB. 8¢ Tiu. (Heinrichs: xai Tip.
depB.)! TFollowing the same presupposition, Olshausen con-
tents himself with merely putting a point after I'dios and then
taking xai in the signification of also! And for this even
Wieseler, p. 26, and in Herzog’s Encykl. XXI. p. 276, has
declared himself, appealing to the parallelism of the language,
according to which, from Oecoalevis. onwards, the nomen
gentilittum is always placed first. But the parallelism is
rather of this nature, that the nomen gentilitium first follows
after (Bepot.), then precedes (@ecoatoyix.), then again follows
after (depB.), and lastly, again precedes (Zoav.), thus in regu-
lar alternation.— We may add, that no special reason for such
a numerous escort is indicated in the text, and hypotheses?®
referring to the point amount to mere subjective fancies.

Vv. 5, 6. ‘Huas] Luke had remained behind at Philippi,
zvi 40. Now, when Paul, on his present journey back
throngh Macedonia, came to Philippi, Luke again joined him.
But the above-mentioned seven companions (o¥7or) journeyed
before (wherefore ? is unknown ; possibly to make preparations
for the further sea voyage) to Troas, and there waited the

1 Lachmann, Praef. p. ix., conjectured xzi aepB. Twid. He places s point
after Tuuéf., and makes the i, read by him after ofres, ver. 5, to be resumplive
{repeating the 3¢ after "Aciavof), which, as the discourse is not interrupted by
parentheses, would be without motive and forced.

2 According to Schneckenburger, they are the collection-commissioners of the
clief churches ; according to Baumgarten, they appear, in their number corre-
sponding to the deacons in Jerusalem, as representatives of the whole Gentile
church ; eomp. also Lange, 1L, p. 291. Such inventions are purely fanciful,
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arrival of Paul and Luke. For ofro: cannot, without arbi
trariness, be otherwise referred than to «ll the seven above
mentioned, which is not precluded by xxi. 29, xxvii. 2, and
thereby, no doubt, our passage is decisive against the hypothesis
that Tmothy speaks in the suels (see Introduction, § 1).
Hence the supporters of that hypothesis are necessarily reduced
to refer, as already Beza and Wolf have done, olTor merely to
Tychicus and Trophimus (Steiger on Col. p. 337 ; Schenkel in
the Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 85; Ulrich, Bleek, Beitr. 1. p. 52
de Wette, Lachmann). — peta tas suép. 7év af] Paul re-
mained over the Paschal days (A.D. 59) in quietness, keeping
holy the festival of his people in Christian freedom. Comp.
Chrys. — dypes 7uep. mévre] specifies dype Tivos (Heliod. iv.
19. 65), i.e. how long the &pyeabar lasted from the sailing from
Philippi, namely, wp to five days. Comp. on Luke ii. 37;
Plut, Mor. p. 791 E. The reading meumraioc (D, Born.) is a
correct gloss.— nuépas émrd] a jfull week. Comp. xxi. 4.
More is not to be sought behind this simple statement of time
(in opposition to Baumgarten, II. p. 48 £.).

Ver. 7. But on the first (see on Matt. xxviii. 1; 1 Cor. xvi.
2) day of the week. That the Sunday was already at this time
regularly observed by holding religious assemblies and Agapae
(kAdoar dpTov ; see on ii. 42), cannot, indeed, be made good
with historical certainty, since possibly the observance of the
Agapae in our passage might only accidentally occur on the
first day of the week (because Paul intended to depart on the
following day), and since even 1 Cor. xvi. 2, Rev. 1. 10, do
not necessarily distinguish this day as set apart for religious
services. But most probably the observance of Sunday s based on
an apostolic arrangement—ryet one certainly brought about only
gradually and in the spirtt of Christian frecdom '—the need of
which manifested itself naturally (importance of the resurrection
of Jesus and of the effusion of the Spirit at Pentecost) and
indeed necessarily, in the first instance, when the gospel came
to be diffused among the Gentiles who had no Sabbath festival ;
and the assumption of which is indispensable for the explana-
tion of the early universal observance of that day (t7 Tob j\iov

! See Neander in the Deutsch. Zeitschr, 1850, p. 203 £
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Aeyouévy Juépa wdvTey kaTd WoNes §) dypods pevdvrev érl To
alro gvvékevois yiverar, Justin, Apol. I. 67 ; comp. ¢. Tryph.
p. 34; Ignat. ad Magnes. 9; Barnab. 15), although for a long
time the observance of the Sabbath along with it was not given
up by the Jewish Christians and even by others (Constitt. ap.
il 89. 2, vil. 23. 2, can. 66 ; Orig. Hom. 28 ; Eus. iii. 27),—
a circumstance which was doubtless connected with the anti-
gnostic interest. Rightly, therefore, is the wpla T@dv ¢aBB. in
our passage regarded as a day of special observance. See on
the whole subject, Augusti, Denkw. IIL p. 345 ff.; Schine,
aber die rchl. Qebrauche, 1. p. 335 ff.; Neander, apost. K. 1.
p. 198; Ewald, p. 164 ff.; Harnack, christl. Gemeindegottesd.
p- 115 ff. The observance of Sunday was mnot universally
introduced by law until a.D. 321 by Constantine. See
Gieseler, XK. G. 1. 1,p. 274, ed. 4. — avrois] to the assembled.
Luke changes his standpoint (previously 7u@v), as the discourse
was held with ke Christians of that place. — uéxpe pecov.]
On Sunday (not Saturday) evening they had assembled for the
love - feast. On 7Telvew and its compounds, used of long
speaking, see Heind. ad Plat. Gorg. p. 465 D; Pflugk, ad
Eur. Med, 1351.

Vv. 8-10. "Hoav 8¢ haum. ix.] therefore the fall of the
young man could at once be perceived. The lamps served for
the lighting up of the room, for it was night; but perhaps at
the same time for heightening the solemnity of the occasion.
According to Ewald, Luke wished to obviate the evil reports
concerning the nocturnal meetings of the Christians (comp.
Calvin and Bengel); but they remained withal nocturnal
and thereby exposed to suspicion. — Whether Futychus was
a young man serving (Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs), which at least
is not to be inferred from the occurrence of the name
among slaves and freedmen (Artem. iii. 38 ; Phaedr. 3, prol.),
the text does not say. — éwi Tis Bup(8.] on the (open) window,
ie. on the window-seat. The openings of the windows in the
Fast, having no glass,were sometimes with and sometimes with-
out lattice-work (see Winer, Realw.). So they are still at the
present day. — ratadepduevos k.TN.] falling into a deep sleep.
xatapépecbar is the proper word for this among Greek
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writers (comp. also Aquila, Ps. lxxv. 6), usually with eis
vmvor (Lucian, Dial. mer. ii. 4; Herodian, ii. 1. 3, ii.. 9. 6).
Comp. Hom. Od. vi. 2: {mve k. rapdte dpnuéves. Observe
the logical relation of the participles: But as there sat (kaBelop.,
see the critical remarks) o young man, falling (in his sitting
there) into deep sleep during the prolonged discourse of Paul,
he fell, overpowered by the sleep, from the third story, etc. —
As to émi mheiov, comp. on iv. 17. The discourse continued
Jor a longer tvme (xviii. 20) than the young man had expected.
— &m0 Tov Umvod] dmo denotes the proceeding from, the power
producing the effect (Bernhardy, p. 222 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr.
p. 277 [E. T. 322]), and the article denotes the sleep already
nientioned (Matt. i. 24). — #pOn vexpos) he was taken up dead.
The words affirm nothing else than that the young man
actually fell down dead and was taken up dead (Chrys.: Sia
To0T0 amwofayew, iva Ilaihov drobay, Calvin, Beza, and others ;
recently Schneckenburger, Schwegler, Zeller, and Baumgarten) ;
and only so understood has the fall, as well as the conduct of
the apostle in ver. 10 and the result, the significance which can
have induced its being narrated, namely, as a raising jrom the
dead! This we remark in opposition to the view which has
become common, as if ds vexpos were used (“ apparently dead,”
de Wette ; comp. Ewald). — émémeger adrd «.7.\.] not in order
to examine him, but in order to revive him by his contact, in
a way similar to the procedure of Elisha and Elijah, 2 Kings
iv. 34; 1 Kings xvii. 17 ff. — pn GopvBeicle 7 yap vy
«1X.] Thus he speaks, obviating the consternation of those
present (comp. on uz GopuB., Dem. de cor. 35), when Le had con-
vinced himself of the successful intervention of his miraculous
influence. His soul is tn him, i.e. he is living! % Yvyy adrod
(not év a¥r) has the emphasis, not spoken without a lively
Jeeling of wictory. The young man had, in fact, been but now
dyruyos.  Accordingly there is no ambiguity of the words, in
which Lekebusch asserts that we desiderate an added “ again,”
and would explain this ambiguity on the ground that the author

! Baur's criticism in the case, however, converts an event which was in itself
natural into a parallel in a miraculous form with the raising of the dead narrated
of Peter in chap, ix.

ACTS 1L N
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himself was not quite convinced of the miraculous nature of
the incident. See, on the other hand, Oertel, Paulus in d.
Apostelgesch. p. 147.

Vv. 11, 12. On account of the discoursings the intended
partaking of the Agapae (ver. 7) had not yet taken place. But
by the fall of the young man these discoursings were broken
off; and now, after Paul had returned to the room, he com-
mences, as the father of a family among those assembled, the
so long deferred meal—he breaks the bread, and eats, and
discourses at table (comp. Chrysostom) until break of day,
whereupon he thus (ofrws, after all that is mentioned in dvaBas
. .. avyfs; see Buttmann, ncuf. Gr.p. 262 [E. T. 306]) leaves
the place of meeting. After his departure, they (“ qui reman-
serant apud adolescentem,” Erasmus) brought the lad alive
(into the room), and they (those assembled) were by this
greatly (o0 ueTpiws, often so with Plutarch, also in Isocrates
and others) comforted over their separation from the apostle,
who had left behind such a onueiov of his miraculous power.
— K\dcas Tov (see the critical remarks) dprov stands in de-
finite reference to k\doas dpt., ver. 7, and therefore the article
is put. DPiscator, Grotius, Kuinoel, and others erroneously
hold that a breakfast is meant, which Paul partook of to
strengthen him for his journey, and that therefore yevadu. is
subjoined. DBut the Agape was, in fact, a real meal, and
therefore yevodu. denotes nothing else than that Paul had
begun to partake of it. It is only added to bring more pro-
minently forward this partaking as having at length taken
place. — ouihijcas, as in Luke xxiv. 14; more familiar than
Swaney., ver. 9. Comp. x. 24. — fjyaryov] they brought him, so
that he came into the midst of them ; but only now, so that thus
subsequently to his revival, ver. 10, he must have gradually
recovered, in order to be able to return into the room. — ToV
mraia] he must consequently have been still very young. —
tavra] Opposed to vexpés, ver. 9, and for the joyful confirma-
tion of the words of the apostle, ver. 10.

Ver. 13. ‘Hpueis] without Paul.—”Aooos, a seaport in
Mysia, south of Troas, opposite Leshos, é¢’ infmhod «. &Eéos «-
ducavédov Témou, Steph. Byz. — v Siaretayp.] middle (Winer,
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p. 246 [E T. 328)), for he had so arranged, namely, that
they should from thence (éxeifev) receive him on board
(dvarapfB.). — adros] He for his part chose the route by land,
probably because he had a particular official object in view.
More arbitrary are the suggestions of Calvin, that it took place
valetudints causa ; of Michaelis and Stolz, that he wished to
escape the snares of the Jews ; of Lange, that he acted thus in
order to withdraw himself from the circle of his too careful
protectors; and of Ewald, that he did so in order to be solitary.

Vv. 14, 15. Els myv "Acoov] The element of the previous
movement — the notion of coming-together — still prevails.
Kithner, IL p. 317. So also the landing es 3'duov, ver. 15.
— Metvnijon, the beautiful (Hor. O4. i. 7. 1, Ep. 1. 11, 17)
capital of Lesbos, on the east coast. — dvrucpi’] over against.
See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 444. — xai peiv. év Tpwy.] Thus on
the same day they had sailed over from Samos, where they
had touched (mwapeBdA.), to Trogyllium (a town and promon-
tory on the Ionian coast, Strabo, xiv. p. 636 f.; Plin. V. A,
v. 29), distant only forty stadia, and there passed the night.
On the different modes of writing the name Tpewry., see Borne-
mann.

Vv. 16, 17. The sbhip was thus entirely at his disposal,
probably one hired specially for this voyage. — mapamA. 7.
*Edecov] he sailed past Eph.; for in the chief church of Asia, to
which Paul stood in such intimate relation, and where he also
would encounter his opponents (1 Cor. xvi. 9), he would have
been under the necessity of tarrying too long. In order to
avoid such prolonged contact with friend and foe, because on
account of the aim of his journey he might not now spend
the time (ypovorp., comp. Aristot. Rhet. iii. 3; Plut. Mor.
p.- 225 B) in Asia, he arranged the interview with the
presbyters, which was to subserve the longing of his parting
love as well as the exigency of the threatening future, not
at the very near Trogylium, but at Miletus, distant abous
nine geographical miles from Ephesus. — el Svvar. v ad7e)
if it should be possible for him. Direct form of expression
(Kithner, § 846). Of another nature is the conception in
xxvii, 39 : e Svawro, — qévecfar] in the sense of coming as
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in John vi. 25; Luke xxii. 40, al. Comp. xxi. 17, xxv. 15.
— mépyras] as in Matt. xiv. 10, and in the classical writers.
He caused them to be summoned to him by an embassy to
Ephesus.

Vv. 18,19. “In hac concione® praecipue huc insistit Paulus,
ut, quos Ephesi creaverat pastores, suo exemplo hortetur ad
munus suum fideliter peragendum,” Calvin. It is a clear and
true pastoral mirror.——Only the Ephesian (77js éxxAno., ver. 17)
presbyters were assembled; not, as Iren. iii. 14. 2 relates,
those also of the neighbouring churches,—an error which
arose, perhaps, on account of ver. 28, from the later epis-
copal dignity. — dmo wpatns . .. "Aoiav] belongs to the follow-
ing 7mos . .. éyevéuny, to which it'is emphatically prefixed
(comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 2; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 702]), not to
émioracbe; for the point was not the continuity of the know-
ledge of those addressed, but that of the apostolic conduct.
Tholuck, with justice, here calls attention to the frequency
and force of the self-witness, which we meet with in Paul
(1 Cor. iv. 16, xi. 1; 2 Cor. i 12; Phil iii. 17, al.; comp.
Trip, p. 214 ff). The reason thereof lies in his own special
consciousness, 1 Cor. iv. 4, xv. 10 ; and it is wrong to find in
the self-witness of this speech the apologetic fabrication of
a later adorer (see particularly, Zeller, p. 273).— The first
day; see xviii. 19. On uef’ Ju. éyevop., comp. vii. 38. —
¢ Kuple] to Christ, as His apostles. — perd wdo. Tamewodp.]
with all possible humility, woAha ydp €ldn Tiis TaTewoppocivns,
Oecumenius. See also Theile, ad Ep. Jac. p. 6 ff. — Saxpiwr]
See on ver. 31.

Vv. 20, 21. ‘2 oddév x.T.\] sets forth more precisely the
w@s. — Tob u7) avayy] contains the design which would
have been present in the vmeor.: how I have held back (dis-

1 On the Pauline character of this speech (in opposition to Baur, #b. d. Pas-
toralbr. p. 93), see Tholuck in the Stud. u. Kwrit. 1839, p. 805 fI. ; Neander,
p. 473 f.  According to Baur and Zeller, the whole speech (according to
Schneckenburger, only part of it) is an apologetic fiction, Ewald correctly
remarks: *“to doubt its historical character in general, is folly itself."—
Precisely this speech, and that to the Athenians, chap. xvii., bear most de-
cidedly and most directly the impress of vivid originality. See also Klostere
mann, Vindiciae Luc. p. 40 ff. : Trip, Paulus, p. 206 fI,
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simulavi) nothing of what was profitable, in order mot to preach
and to teach it to you, etc. So also ver. 27: for I have not
been holding back, in order not, etc. The u9 extends to both
infinitives. That disstmulare might have taken place from
the fear of men, or in order to please men. But see Gal
il. 14, 1. 10; Rom. i. 16 ; 1 Cor. iv. 3, al.— On ovder Ume-
arehduny, comp. Dem. 54, ult.: wdvd damhds, ovdév UmoaTer-
Adpuevos memappnaiaopar, and 980. 22 : undeév ImooTeNNSpevoy
und aloyvvopevoy, also 415. 2: pera mappnaias Sakeybivar
undév vmoaTehopevor (according to Becker). Isocr. p.134 C;
Diod. Sic. xiii. 70; also Plat. 4p. Soer. p. 24 A; and Stallb.
an loc.; Krebs, Obss. p. 241.—7dv avudepovtwr] “ Haec docenda
sunt ; reliqua praecidenda,” Bengel. Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 35,
xil. 7. — v els 7. Oeov perdv.] the vepentance, by which we turn
to God. Comp. iii. 19, viii. 22, xxvi 20. It is not, with
Beza, Bengel, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, to be referred only to the
Gentiles (and migTw w7\ to the Jews); for the call to this
perdvoia was addressed also to the Jews, inasmuch as they
were unfaithful to God, not indeed by idolatry, but by im-
morality and hypocrisy (Rom. ii. 3). Comp. Mark i 15.
Bengel, moreover, aptly remarks: Repentance and faith are
the “ summa eorum quae utilia sunt.”

Ver. 22. ’I800] Singular, although addressed to several;
see on Matt. x. 16. — éyo] apostolic sense of personal signifi-
cance in the consciousness of his important and momeuntous
destiny. — 8eSeuévos T wvedpari] cannot denote the shutting off
of any inward glimpse into the future, which is first expressed
afterwards and in plain terms (Hahn, Theol. d. N. 7. 1. p. 412).
Since, moreover, the Holy Spirit first comes in at ver. 23, and
since the being fettered was first to befall the apostle in Jeru-
salem, ver, 23, those views are to be rejected, which explain 70
mvelpa of the Holy Spirit and Sedeuévos of the being fettered.
Accordingly, the words are neither to be taken as: bound to the
Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 2; 1 Cor. vii. 27), 7. dependent on
Him (my first edition); nor: constrained by the Holy Spirit
(Beza, Calvin, Calovius, Kypke, and others) ; nor: fettered, i.e.
already as good as fettered, 7 go at the insitgation of the Holy
Spirit (Oecumenius, Theophylact, who put the comma after
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Bedeu.); mor yet: fetlered (ie. vincwla pracsentions) in my
spirit (Erasmus, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Morus); but Paul
expresses his consciousness of internal binding : bound, 1.
compelled and wrged in my spirit (dative of wmore precise
limitation). He knows, that as regards his journey to Jeru-
salem, he follows a necessity present to his higher self-con-
sciousness and binding its freedom,—an irresistible internal
drawing of his higher personal life. ~ Cowmp. Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
de Wette, Lange, Ewald, Hackett. On 8eSeuévos, comp. Plat.
Rep. viil. p. 567 C, parapia dpa . . . aviryxy 8édetar, %) mpoo-
TaTTeL avT® K.TA. — Ta €v alrh ... edws] The relation to
ver. 23 is as follows : Paul knew not specially what was io
befull him at Jerusalem, but only <n general it was testified to
him by the Holy Spirit in every city, that bonds and afflictions
were awaiting him there.

Ver. 23. Iy 67¢] execpt that, only knowing that, Plat.
Phacd. p. 57 B; Soph. El. 418. — 70 wvelua 76 &yiov)
namely, by prophets (comp. xiil. 2, xxi. 4, 11), who made this
known to me. This explanation, and not any reference to an
internal intimation of the Spirit, is required by ward mérw
(city by city, at which I arrive on this journey). That Luke
has not as yet mentioned any such communication, does not
justify the supposition of an unhistorical prolepsis (Schnecken-
burger, p. 135), as he has related the journey, ver. 14 ff,, only
in a very suminary manner.

Ver. 24. According to the reading d4AN oievds Adyov
7otoduar Ty Yuyny Tilay éuavrg (see the critical remarks),
this verse is to be interpreted: But of mo word do I account
my soul (my life) worthy for myself, ie. the prescrvation of my
life for my own personal interest is not held by me as worth speak-
ing of. On rulav, comp. Plat. Sopk. p. 216 C: 7ols uev
Soxodaw elvar Tob undevos Tiwor, Tois & &Eov Tob mwavros, and
on 02devds Adyou, Herod. iv. 28: Ndyov d€wov (worthy of mention),
Thue. vi. 64. 2. According to the Recepta, as also according
to Lachmann, it would have to be taken as: but fo nothing
do I take heed (I do not trouble myself about any impending
suffering), even my life is not reckoned to me valuable for my-
self.  On Adyoy mouely Twos, comp., Wetstein and Kypke ; and
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on Aoyov &yew Twos (Lachmann), Herod. i, 62, i. 115, al.
(Schweigh. Lex. Herod. II. p. 76); Theocr. iii. 32; Tob.
vi. 15. — @s Tehetdoas £.TA] purpose in this non-regarding
of his own life: én order (not to remain stationary half-way,
but) to finish my course, etc. On 8pouos, comp. xiii. 25;
2 Tim. iv. 7; Gal. ii. 2 ; Phil. ii. 16; 1 Cor. ix. 24. On ds
with the snfinifive in the telic scnse, see Bornemann, Sckol, in
Luc. p. 175, and in the Sdchks. Stud. 1846, p. 60 ; Sintenis,
ad Plut. Them. 26. Ounly here so in the N. T. — xai mp
Swaxoviav x.T.A] Epexegesis of the preceding figurative expres-

sion. — 710 edayy. T. xdp. T. Ocol’] the knowledge of salvation,
whose contents is the grace of God (manifested in Christ).
Comp. xiv. 3.

Ver. 25 points back to ver. 22, now representing the separa-
tion there announced, for which vv. 23, 24 have prepared
them, as one of perpetuity for the life in time. — éys] em-
phatic, as in ver. 22, and with deep emotion. — The oiéa, é7¢
obkéry r.T,! rTests, according to ver. 23, on the conviction
which Le has now (v3v) obtained by the communications of
the Holy Spirit received from city to city concerning the fate
impending over him at Jerusalem, that the imprisonment and
affliction there awaiting him would terminate only with his
death. And he has not deceived himself! For the assump-
tion that he was liberated fromm Rome and returned to the
earliecr sphere of his labours, is unhistorical ; see on Rom.
Introd. § 1. But precisely in connection with the unfolding
of his destination to death here expressed by him with such cer-
tainty, there passed into fulfilment his saying pointing to Rome
(xix. 21), however little he himself might be able at this time
to discern this connection ; and therefore, probably, the thought
of Rome was again thrown temporarily into the background
in his mind. The fact, that he at a later period in his im-
prisonment expected liberation and return to the scene of his
earlier labours (Philem. 22 ; Phil. ii. 24), cannot testify against
the historical character of our speech (Baur, Zeller), since he
does not refer his oiéa in our passage to a divinely-imparted

! He does not say : that I shall not see you, but he says: tiat you shall not see
me. He has not his own interest in view, but theirs,
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certainty, and therefore the expression of his individual con-
viction at this time, spoken, moreover, in the excited emotion
of a deeply agitated moment, is only misused in support of
critical prejudgments. 'With this certainty of his at this time,
—which, moreover, he does not express as a sad foreboding
or the like, but so undoubtingly as in ver. 29,—quite agrees
the fact, that he hands over the church so entirely to the
presbyters as he does in ver. 26 ff.; nor do we properly
estimate the situation of the moment, if we only assume, with
de Wette, that Luke bhas probably thus composed the speech
from his later standpoint after the death of the apostle. Accord-
ing to Baumgarten, II. p. 85 ff, who compares thie example
of King Hezekiah, the oida x.7\. was actually founded on
objective certainty: God had actually resolved to let the
apostle die in Jerusalem, but had then graciously listened to
the praying and weeping of the Gentile churches. But in such
passages as Philem. 22, there is implied no alteration of the
divine resolution; this is a pure fancy. — Jueis mrdvres, év
ols SujAbov] all ye, among whom I passed through. Inhis deep
emotion he extends his view; with this address he embraces
not merely those assembled around him, nor merely the Ephe-
sians in general, but, at the same time, all Christians, among
whom hitherto he had been the itinerant herald of the king-
dom. In ver. 26 the address again limits itself solely to
those present.

Vv. 26, 27. 4] because, namely, this now impend-
ing separation makes such a reckoning for me a duty.—
paptipopar] I testify, I affirm. See on Gal. v. 3.—év 7j
orjp. nuépa] “ hoc magnam declarandi vim habet,” Bengel : it
was, in fact, the pasrting day. — 87¢ xabap. elue (see the critical
remarks) : that I am pure from the blood of all (comp. on
xviii. 6), 7.e. that I am free of blame in reference to each one,
if he (on account of unbelief) falls a prey to death, 7.e. to the
eternal dmoieta. Each one is affected by his own fault; no
one by mine. «abapos amwo (Tob. iii. 14) is not a Hebraisimn,
D *PY; even with Greek writers xafap. is not merely, though
commonly, joined with the genitive (Bernhardy, p. 174), bub
also sometimes with amé {Kypke, 1I. p. 108 1.).— ol yap
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tmreorech.] brought forward once more in accordance with ver.
20; so extremely important was it to him, and that, indeed,
as the decisive premiss of the xafapos elut w7 — v
Bov\yy Tob Ocod] the divine counsel xar’ éfoynv, i.e the
counsel of redemption, whose complete realization is the Baci-
Aeta Tob Oeod, the Messianic kingdom ; hence here avaysy. . . .
Oeod, in ver. 24 Siapapr. . . . Ocod, and in ver. 25 wnploo. 7.
Baagir. 1. Ocod, denote one and the same great contents of the
gospel, although viewed according to different aspects of its
nature, — wdgav] the whole, without suppressing, explaining
away, or concealing aught of it.

Ver. 28. Odv] Therefore, since I am innocent, and thus the
blame would be chargeable on you. — éavrois «. 7. T. Touvin)
in order that as well ye yourselves, as the whole church (Luke
xii. 32; John x. 1 ff)), may persevere in the pure truth of the
gospel. See vv. 29, 30. On the prefixing of éavrois, comp.
1 Tim. iv. 16. — 70 7. 7. &y. éfeto] This was designed to
make them sensible of the whole sacredness and responsibility
of their office.  The Holy Spirit ruling in the church has Him-
self appointed the persons of the presbyters, not merely by
the bestowal of His gifts on those concerned, but also by His
effective influence npon the recognition and appreciation of the
gifts so bestowed at the elections (see on xiv. 23). Comp.
xiil. 2, 4, —émwokomovs (also very common with classical
writers), as overseers, as stewards,' denotes the official function
of the presbyters (ver. 17), and is here chosen (not wpecBuv-
Tépous) because in its literal meaning it significantly coire-
sponds to the woiuaiver. “Ipso nomine admonet velut in
specula locatos esse,” etc., Calvin® The figurative (Isa. xl. 11;
Jer. ii. 8; Ezek. xxxiv. 2; John x. 14, xxi. 15; and see
Dissen, ad Pind. Ol x. 9, p. 124) motpaivery comprehends the
two elements, of official activity in teaching (further specially
designated in Eph. iv. 11; comp. 1 Tim. iii. 2), and of the

! The comparison of the Athonian izisxere in dependent eities, with a view
to explain this official name (Rothe, p. 219 f.; see on these also Hermann,
Staatsalterth. § 157. 8), introduces something heterogeneous.

2 How little ground this passage gives for the hierarchical conception of the
spivitual office, sce on Eph, iv. 11 ; Hofling, Kirchenverf. p. 269 L,
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oversicht and conduct of the discipline and organization of
the church. For the two together exhaust the émioxomeiv
(1 Pet. v. 2).—On 7. éex\ye. Tob Kuvplov (see the critical
remarks), comp. Rom. xvi. 16; Matt. xvi. 18, With the
reading Tod Oecod this passage was a peculiarly important locus
for the doctrine of the divinity of Christ and the communi-
catio tdiomatum against the Socinians. See especially Calovius.
— Wy Tepemonjcato rk.TN.] which He has acquired (for His
possession, Eph. i. 14; Tit. il. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9) by His own
blood, by the shedding of which He has redeemed believers
from the dominion of the devil and acquired them for Himself
as heirs of His eternal saslvation. “ Hic ergo grex est pre-
tiosissimus,” Bengel. Comp. on Eph. i, 14; 1 Cor. vi. 20,
vii. 23; 1 Pet. i 7, 19.

Vv. 29, 30. ’Eyd] with similar emphasis, as in ver. 25:
After my departure—I know it—not only will enemies from
without intrude among you (Ephesian Christians, as whose
representatives the presbyters were present), who will be
relentlessly destructive to the welfare of the church; but
also within the church itself, out of the midst of you, will
men with perverse doctrines arise. — That by the very common
figure of ravenous (vchementes, comp. Bapiratos dvTaywvicTis,
Xen. Ages. 11, 12) wolves (Matt. vii. 15; Luke x. 3; John
x. 12) is not meant, as Grotius supposes, persecutio sub Nerone,
but jalse teachers working perniciously, is rendered probable
by the very parallelism of ver. 30, and still more certain by
the relation of elgeledo. to pera Tv &duflv pov, according to
which Paul represents his presence as that which has hitherto
withheld the intrusion of the Adxos,—a connection which, in
the case of its being explained of political persecutors, would be
devoid of truth. — &¢efis is here not arrival (as almost con-
stantly with Greek writers), but departure, going away, Dem.
58, pen.; Herod. vil. 58. Paul does not specially mean his
death, but gencrally his removal (discessionem, Vulgate), on
which the false teachers necessarily depended for the assertion
of their influence. Moreover, his prediction without doubt
rests on the observations and experiences (comp. 1 Cor.
xvi. 9) which he had made during his long ministry in
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Ephesus and Asia. He must have known the existence of germs
in which he saw the sad pledge of the truth of his warning;
and we have no reason to doubt that the reality corresponded
to this prediction. At the time of the composition of the
Epistle to the Ephesians, the false teachers may not yet have
been working in Ephesus itself, but in Colossae and its neigh-
bourhood these—they were Judaists of an Essene-Gnostic
type—had made themselves felt (see Introduction to Colos-
stans, § 2), and in Asia Minor generally the heretics of the First
Epistle of John and probably also of that of Jude are to be
sought, not to mention those of the Apocalypse and Pastoral
Epistles. The <¢ndcfinite and general expressions, in which
the false teachers are here described, correspond to the cha-
racter of prophetic jforesight and prediction.  According to
Zeller, a later writer has by these sought to conceal his other-
wise too glaring anachronism ; whereas Baur finds the sectarian
character, such as it existed at most toward the close of the
first century, so definitely delineated, that he from this circum-
stance recognises a vaticinium post eventum ! Thus the same
expression is for the one too ndefinite, and for the other too
definite ; but both arrive at the same resulf, which must be
reached, let the Paul of the Boolk of Acts speak as he will. —
amoomdy K.T.N.] to draw away, from the fellowship of true be-
lievers, after them. “ Character falsi doctoris, ut velit ex se
uno pendere discipulos,” Bengel.  On émiow adr., comp. v. 37.

Ver. 31. I'pyyopeite] “verbum pastorale,” Bengel,—comp.
Tpooéxere éauTols Kal wavti TY woiuviey, ver. 28, —and that,
encouraged by the recollection of my own example, pvyuo-
vebovres, 67t K. TN — Tpietiav] See on xix. 10. — perd Saxpior]
extorted both by afflictions (ver. 19) and by the sympathetic
fervour with which Paul prosecuted his quite special (éva
€racTov) pastoral care, 2 Cor. xi. 29, il. 4. — vikTa «. Huép.]
See on Luke ii. 37. wixte is here placed first, because it
most closely corresponds to the figurative ypnyopeite. — As to
the idea of vovfeaia, admonition, see on Eph. vi. 4.

Ver. 32, And now I commend you to God (xiv. 23) and to
the word of His grace (ver. 24),—entrust you to Him to pro-
tect and bless you, and to the gospel to be the rule of your
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whole conduct,—to Him who ¢s adle to build up (to promote the
Christian life), and to give you inheritance (a share in the Mes-
sianic blessedness) among all who are sanctified (consecrated to
God by faith). — 7¢ Suvauéve] is, with the Vulgate, Luther,
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, de Wette, and others, to
be referred to God ; so that a very natural Zyperbaton occurs,
according to which «ai 76 Aoye THs ydpiTos avrod appears as an
inserted annexation to the general and main element 76 Oep
of an accessory idea, which was not to be separated from 7& @ed,
but which also does not prevent the continuance of the address
by a more precise description of 79 e bearing on its object.
Comp. Bernhardy, p. 459. We should, in reading, lay the
emphasis on 7@ @e@, and pass on more quickly over xai 7 Aoy
...avrod. Others refer 76 Cvvau. to 7@ Adye, and understand
the Aoyos either correctly of the doctrine (Erasmus, Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, Lange, and others), or erroneously (opposed to Luke’s
and Paul's mode of conception) of the personal (Johannpean).
Logos (Gomarus, Witsius, Amelot). Dut such a personifica-
tion of the saving doctrine (Jas. i. 21), according to which even
the dodvar kAmpovopiav (evidently an act of God /) is assigned to
it, is without scriptural analogy. Comp. Col. i. 12 f.; Gal
iv. 7; Luke xii. 32. — As to #Anpovouia, transferred from the
allotted share in the possession of Palestine (FI?['I:;) to the shara
of possession in the Messtanic kingdom, see on Matt. v. 5; Gal.
ii. 18 ; Eph.1 11. On év 7. syeaop., comp. xxvi. 18 ; Eph.i. 18.

Vv. 33-35. Paul concludes his address, so rich in its
simplicity and deeply impressive, by urging on the presbyters
the complete disinterestedness and self-denial, with which he
had laboured at Ephesus, as a 70mos (2 Thess. iii. 9) for similar
conduct. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 4 ff.; 2 Cor. xi. 7 ff, xii. 14 {f.;
2 Thess. iii. 8 ff. Reason for this: not the obviating of a
Judaistic reproach (Olshausen), not a guarding of the independ-
ence of the church in the world (Baumgarten); but the neces-
sity of the avriaufBdvecbar tév dobevovvtov, ver. 35. — apy.
# xpvo. % {uat.] specification of what are usually esteemed the
most valuable temporal possessions. Comp. Jas. v. 2, 3. —
avrol] without my needing to say it to you.— xal Tois odoe
per’ o] Thus also for his companions, to their necessitics,
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he applied the gain of his manual labour, — afra:] he shows
them, and certainly they were not soft and tender. — mdvta’
vmédeifa Uuiy, 67.] either @n all points (1 Cor. x. 33 ; see on
Eph. iv. 15; Lobeck, ad 4j. 1402 ; Kiihner, § 557 A. 4) 1
have shown to you (by my example) that; or, all things I have
showed to you (by my example) in reference to this, that, etc.
(67e = els éxetvo, 67¢, as in John ii. 18, ix, 17; 2 Cor. i. 18;
Mark xvi. 14, et al.). The former is simpler. — ofitw] so labour-
ing, as I have done, so toiling hard (comp. 1 Cor. iv. 12). Not:
my fellow-labourers in the gospel (Klostermann), which, at vari-
ance with the context, withdraws from oliTws its significance.
It is the example-giving oUtws. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 24, 26 ;
Phil. iii. 17, — 7év aobfevoiwrov] is, with Erasmus, Calvin,
Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Er. Schmid, Bepgel, and others, includ-
ing Neander, Tholuck, Schneckenburger, Baumgarten, to be
explained of those not yet confirmed in Christian principles ond
dispositions.  Comp. Rom. xiv. 1, xv. 1; 1 Cor. ix. 22;
1 Thess. v. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 21. These might easily consider
the work of one teaching for pay as a mere matter of gain,
and thus be prejudiced not only against the teacher, but also
against the doctrine, 1 Cor. ix. 12. But if, on the other
hand, the teacher gained his livelihood by labour, by sucl:
self-devotion he obviated the fall of the unsettled, and was
lelpful to the strengthening of their faith and courage (comp.
2 Cor. xii. 14). This is that avridapBdvecbtac Tév dofevovw-
Tov, in which Paul wished to serve as a model to other teachers
and ecclesiastical rulers.  Others (Chrysostom, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, e al, including Wetstein, Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, de Wette, Hackett) render it: that they should
help the poor and ncedy by support (comp. Eph. iv. 28); whichi
meaning would have to be derived not frown the usus logquend:
of acfev. taken by itself, but, with Kuinoel (“ quinon possunt
laborando sibi ad vitam tuendam necessaria comparare ), from
the context. Comp. Arist. Pac. 636 ; Eur. Suppl. 433 ; Herod.
ii. 88. See Valckenaer, ad Herod. viil. 51; and Raphel,

! Lachmann, whom Klostermann follows, refers wdvra to ver. 84, as Beza
alrcady proposed. But if so, Paul, in ver. 24, would evidently lave said ¢oo
much, especiully on account of xai zois o¥as ps’ iuob.
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Herod. in loc.  But the recommendation of liberality is
remote from the context; the faithfulness and wisdom of
the teacher manifesting itself in gaining his own support by
labour, of which the text speaks, must have a spiritual object,
like the teaching office itself (1 Cor. ix. 12)—not the giving of
alms, but the strengthening of the weak in faith. The more
naturally this meaning occurs, the less would Paul, if he had
nevertheless meant the poor, have expressed himself by dofe-
vobvrwy, but rather by mwrrwydv or a similar word. — pvnuo-
vevew . .. Aapfavew] and to be mindful of the saying of the Lord
Jesus (namely) that He Himself has said : It ©s blessed (i.e. bliss-
gtring ; the action itself according to its moral nature, similarly
to the knowing in John xviii. 3, is conceived as the blessedness
of the agent) rather ( potius) to give than to receive. “ The two
being compared, not the latter, but rather the former, is the
paxapiov.”  The special application of this general saying of
Christ is, according to the connection in the mind of the
apostle, that the giving of spiritual benefits, compared with
the taking of earthly gain as pay, has the advantage in confer-
ring blessedness; and the /.La/capté'me itself is that of eternal
life according to the idea of the Messianic recompense, Luke
vi 20 ff, 38, xiv. 14. — The explanatory &7:, dependent on
pvnuov., adduces out of the general class of 7év Noy. 7. Kvp. a
single saying (comp. xv. 15), instead of all bearing on the
point—Whether Paul derived this saying, not preserved in
the Gospels (see on the dicta dypapa of Christ, Fabric. Cod.
Apocr. N. T. pp. 321-335; Ewald, Jakrd. VI. 40 £, and
Gesch. Chr. p. 288), from oral or written tradition, remains un-
decided. —References to the same saying: Constits. ap. iv. 3.1:
émel kai & Kipios pardpiov elmev elvar Tov 8idbvra fjmep TOV
MapBdvovra, perhaps also Clem. 1 Cor. 2: v &i86vres
# AauBdvovres. Analogous profane sayings (Artemidor. iv. 3)
may be seen in Wetstein. The opposite: dwonros 6 &idovs,
ebTuyns & 6 AauBdvey, in Athen. viil. 5.

Vv. 36-38. What a simple, true,' tender, and affecting

! It borders on wantonness to affirm that this impression of the speech is not so

much that which the presbyters received from it, asthat which ¢‘ the reader of the
Book of Acts is meant to receive from the previous narrative,” Zeller, p. 274.
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description ! — xaTediAovr] denotes {requent and fervent kiss-
ing. Comp. on Ifatt. xxvi. 49; Luke xv. 20.— fewpeiv] to
bekold, is chosen from the standpoint of the é8vvduevor. On
the other hand, in ver. 25, §¢reabe. — mpoémepm.] of giving a
coneoy, a8 in xv. 3, xxi. 5.
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CHAPTER XXI.

VER. 8. xarsiydnuer] A B E 8, 34, Vulg. al. have xarjrdouer. So
Lachm. A gloss. — Ver. 4. Both dvevp. 8¢ (Tisch.) and rod¢ before
nef. (which Beng. Matth. Rinck condemn) have decided attesta-
tion.—aire3] A E G, 68, 73 have adsoiz; so Lachm, Altera-
tion to suit oirmez. “ Ubicunque in 8. s. adrod repertum est,
scrupulum legentibus injecit,” Born. — dvwef.] Lachm. Tisch.
read émf., according to important testimony. Rightly; the
more usual word was inserted.— Vv. 5, 6. apooqppfducla. Keai
aozasdusvor] Lachm. and Tisch. read mposeviduevor amnomasducda,
and then za/ before é=¢8. So A B C E 8, min. Rightly., The
Recepta has arisen partly through a simplifying resolution of
the participle wpossuZcuevar, and partly through offence at the
compound draszilecdas nol elsewhere occurring. — Ver. 6. ézi-
Bnuev] Lachm. reads &8, and Tisch. aviB. The witnesses are
much divided. As, however, a form with N is at all events
decidedly attested, A C &* having aNeB3, and B E R** eNe. ;
aviBnuer 1s to be preferred, instead of which é43., the more usual
word for embarking, slipped in, and é=ze¢8. was inserted {rom
ver. 2, comp. xxviil. 2.— Ver. 8. After éZead. Elz. has o wepi 7.
IaSrev (comp. xiil 13), against decisive testimony. With éend.
there begins a church-lesson. — Ver. 10. #zév] is condemned by
A B C H, min,, as an addition.-— Ver. 11. 7¢ airei] A B CD
E &, min. have {avre5. Approved by Griesb. Rinck, and adopted
by Lachm. Tisch. Born., and rightly on account of the decisive
testimony. Orig. also testifies for it (fauriv xeipiv xr.A.). — vés
—sivag 7 7. w6duc] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read s aéd. x. 7. x, pre-
ferred also by Rinck, following important witnesses (not A),
but evidently a transposition, in accordance with the natural
course of the action. — & 'Iepovs.] Born. reads ei¢ 'Iepovs., but only
according to D, min. Chrys. Epiph. It arose from a gloss (Orig. :
dmerdivee eis ‘Yepove.). — Ver. 14. On decisive evidence read with
Lachm. and Tisch. 75 Kuplov 76 Oénnue yivéodw. — Ver. 15. émox.]
Llz. Scholz read é=ooz., only according to min.; so that it must
e regarded as a mere error of transcription. The decidedly
attested émsox. is rightly approved or adopted by Mill, Beng.
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Griesb. Matthaei, Knapp, Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. The readings
aapacr. (C, 7, 69, 73) and amoraZdm. (D, Born)) are interpreta-
tions. — Ver. 20. ¢siv] Approved by Griesb, and adopted by
Lachm. Tisch., according to A B C E G &, min. Chrys. Theophyl.
and most vss. Elz. Scholz, Born. read xlpws, against these de-
cisive witnesses. — "Toudeinv] Lachm. Tisch. read & roi Tovduios,
which is to be adopted, according to A B C E, min. Vulg. Aeth.
Copt. The é rj ‘Towdwig in D, Syr. Sahid. Jer. Aug. speaks
also for this (so Born.). The Recepta was occasioned by the
following 7@y aemarsunérwy, after which accordingly in some
Fathers "Tovduiwv has found its place. N, Oec. and some min. have
merely cav memor., which makes all these additions suspicious,
yet the testimony is not sufficiently strong for their deletion. —
Ver. 21. @davra;] deleted by Lachm., according to A D* E, 13,
Vulg. Copt. Jer. Aug. The omission appears to be a historical
emendation. — Ver. 24. yvdcovrar] Elz. reads yvéies, in opposition
to A B C D EN, min. Aug. Jer. and some vss. A continuation
of the construction of e, — Ver. 25, ézcorsirausy] Lachm. Born.
read dmesreirapsy, according to B D, 40, and some vss. Rightly;
the Recepta is from xv, 20. — undév to 4 is wanting in A B §,
13, 40, 81, and several vss. Condemned by Mill and Bengel,
and deleted by Lachm. But if it had been added, the expres-
sions of xv. 28 would have been used. On the other hand, the
omission was natural, as the direct instruction unéev coroizou
mpelv 1S not contained in the apostolic decree. — Ver. 28. The
form wavrayi is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted accord-
ing to decisive evidence ; it is not elsewhere found in the N. T.
— Ver. 31. ouyxéxuras] Lachm. and Born. read suysiveras, accord-
ing to AB D & (in C, ver. 31 to xxii. 30 is wanting). With
this preponderating testimony (comp. Vulg.: confundetur), and
as, after ver. 30, the perfect easily presented itself as more
suitable, the present is to be preferred. — Ver. 33. zaparaf.]
Lachm. reads a«B8dv, only according to B.— Ver. 34. Siws]
Lachm, Tisch. Born. read émepdvows, according to A B D E v,
min.,, which witnesses must prevail.— x4 duvduevos 8:] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. (yet the latter has deleted 8) read ws duveuévou 85
abrob, according to decisive testimony. The Recepta is a stylistic
emendation. — So #p&fos, ver. 36, 1s to be judged, instead of
whicly #pdiZovres is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be preferred.

Vv. 1, 2. ’Amocmac8d.] denotes the painful separation,
wrung from them by the consciousness of necessity. See on
Luke xxii. 41.— On the small island Cos, now Co, or Stan-

¢hio in the Aegean Sea, celebrated for its wine and manu-
ACTS 1L N
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facture of costly materials for dress, see Kiister, de Co tnsula,
Hal. 1833. On the accusative form, see Locella, ad Len.
Eph. p. 165 f.— 74 ITdrapa] a great seaport of Lycia, with an
oracle of Apollo active only during the six winter months. For
its ruins, see Fellows, Asia Minor, p. 219 f. — Stamepdv] which
was wn the act of sailing over.  For dvay@ijvat, comp. on xiii. 13,

Ver. 3. *Avadavévres 8¢ m Kimp.] but when we had sighted
Cyprus. The expression is formed analogously to the well-
known construction wemiocTevpar o edayyéhor and the like.
Winer, p. 244 [E. T. 326]; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 164 [E. T.
189) — edwwvpov] an adjective to adry. See Kiihner,
§ 685, and examples in Wetstein. — els Suvplav] towards
Syria. See on Gal. i. 21. — katdyesOas, to run in, to land,
the opposite of dvdyesfar (vv. 1, 2), xxvil. 2, xxviii. 12;
Luke v. 11; often with Greek writers since the time of
Homer. — ékeioe yap . . . yopov] for thither the ship unladed
its freight ; éxeice denotes the direction (toward the city) which
they had in view in the unlading (in the harbour). — dmodoptil.]
does not stand pro futuro (in opposition to Grotius, Valckenaer,
Kuinoel, and others), but #v dmop. means: it was in the act
of its unlading. Comp. Winer, p. 328 [E. T. 439].

Ver. 4. ’Avevpovres] See on Luke ii. 16. The Christians
there (7ods paf) were certainly only few (see xi. 19, xv. 3),
so that they had to be sought out in the great city of Tyre.
mdvTov . . . Tékvos, ver. 5, also points to a small number of
Christians. — 8td 700 wvevpatos] so that the Holy Spirit
(speaking within them) was the mediating occasion. The Spirit
had testified to them that a fate full of suffering awaited
Paul in Jerusalem, and this in their loving zealous care they
took as a valid warning to him not to go to Jerusalem. DBut
Paul himself was more fully and correctly aware of the will of
the Spirit ; he was certain that, in spite of the bonds and suffer-
ings which the Spirit made known to him from c1ty to city,
he must go to Jerusalem (xx. 22).

Vv. 5, 6. Efaprioar] cannot here denote to fit out (Lucian,
V. H. i 33; Joseph. Antt. iii. 2. 2 ; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 17), to
provide the necessaries for the journey, partly because the
protasis: “ but when we fitted out in those days” (not: had
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fitted out), would not suit the apodosis, and partly because
in general there was no reason for a special and lengthened
provisioning in the case of such a very short voyage. Hence
we must adhere to the rendering usual since the Vulgate
(expletis dicbus) and Chrysostom (mAnpdoar): but when it
happened that we completed the (seven) days of our residence
there, <.e. when we brought these days to a close. And that éfap-
T{eiv was really so used by later writers, is to be inferred
from the similar use of dmapritew (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 447).
— oy quvatfi k. Texv.] the more readily conceivable and
natural in the case of the small body of Christians after so
long a stay. Baumgarten finds heres the design of a special
distinetion of the church. — émi Tov alyial.] on the shore, be-
cause this was the place of the solemn parting. Hammond,
overlooking this natural explanation, imagined quite arbitrarily
that there was a mpogevy? (see on xvi. 13) on the shore. —
amnomacducba (see the critical remarks): we took leave of
one another, Himerius, p. 184. Lachmann, Prae¢f. p. IX,,
unnecessarily conjectures dvrnomacdueba. — eis Ta ida] to
their habitations. Comp. on John xvi. 32, xix. 27 ; and see
Valckenaer, p. 581 f. — Whether the ship prepared for the
voyage (1o 7holov) was the same in which they had arrived,
cannot be determined.

Ver. 7. diaview] to complete entirely, only here in the N. T,
but very often in classical writers, particularly of ways, journeys,
and the like. But we, entirely bringing to an end (Siavicavres
is contemporancous wWith ratnvriocauev) the voyage, arrived
Jrom Tyre (from which we had sailed for this last stage) af
Ptolemais (from which we now continued our journey by
land). — 7. 7Aodv] from Macedonia, xx. 6. IIToAeudis, the
ancient 13y (even yet called by the Arabs \{c, by the Euro-
Peans St. Jean d' Acre), on the Mediterranean Sea, belonging to
the tribe of Asher (Judg. i. 13), but never possessed by the
Jews (hence Hiros. Gittin. f. 43. 3: “In Acone est terra
Israelitica, et non”), reckoned by the Greeks as belonging to
Phoenicia (Ptol. v. 15; Strabo, xvi. p. 758; Plin. N. H.
v. 17), and endowed by Claudius with the Roman citizenship.

Vv. 8, 9. Kaiodp.] See on viih 40.—What induced the
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travellers to malke their journey by way of Cacsarea ? Baums
garten thinks that, as representatives of the converted Gentiles,
they wished to come in contact on the way only with Gentile
churches. No; simply, according to the text, because Philip
dwelt in Caesarea, and with this important man they purposed:
to spend some time in the interest of their vocation. — 7o
ebayy. dvros éx Tov émrd] Since it was not his former posi-
tion as overseer of the poor, but his present position as evan-
gelist, that made him so important to the travellers, namely,
through his participation in the calling of a teacher, the-
words are not to be rendered : because he was one of the seven,
vi 5 (comp. Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 168], de Wette); but the
comma after evayy. is to be deleted (so also Tisch. Born.), and
the whole -is to be taken together: who was the evangelist out of
the scven. He was that one of the seven, who had embraced
and prosecuted the calling of an evangelist. The fact that he
now dwelt at Caesarea presupposes that he no longer filled:
the office which he held in Jerusalem. Perhaps the peculiar
skill in teaching which he developed 2s an emigrant (viii. 5 ff,,
26 ff.) was the rcason why he, released from his former
ministry, entered upon that of an evangelist. To regard the
words dvros éx 7. émrrd as an addition of the compiler (Zeller),
and also to suspect o edayyehor)s (Steitz in the Stud. w. Krit.
1868, p. 510), there is no sufficient reason. Evangelists were
assistant-missionaries, who, destined exclusively for no parti-
cular church, either went forth voluntarily, or were sent by
the apostles and other teachers of apostolic authority now here,
and now there, in order to proclaim the edasyyénior of Jesus
Christ, and in particular the living remembrances of what He
taught and did,’ and thereby partly to prepare the way for, and

1 They had thus in common with the apostles the vocation of the séayysrilee-
fu: ; but they were distinguished from them, not merely by the circumstance that
they were not directly called by Christ, and so were subordinate to the apostles
(2 Tim. iv. 5), and did not possess the extraordinary specifically apostolic xzpic-
pare ; but also by the fact that their ministry bad for its object less the sum-
ming up of the great doctrinal system of the gospel (like the preaching of the
apostles) than the communication of historical incidents from the ministry ¢_>f
Jesus. Pelagius correctly remarks : ‘‘ Omnis apostolus evangelista, non ommis

evangelista apostolus, sicut Philippus.” See generally, Ewald, p. 235 f., and
Jakry. 11 p. 181 ff.— Nothing can be more perverse than, with Sepp, to interpret
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partly to continue, the apostolic instruction, Eph. iv. 11 ; Eus.
H.E.iii. 37.—Euseb. iii. 31, 39, v. 24, following Polycrates and
Calus, calls this Philip an apostle, which is to be regarded as a
very early confusion of persons, going back even to the second
century and found also in the Constitt. ap. vi. 7. 1, and is not
‘to be disposed of, with Olshausen, to the effect that Eusebius
used dmdéaTolos in the wider sense, which, considering the
very sameness in name of the apostle and evangelist, would
be very inappropriate. But Gieseler’s view also (Stud. w.
Irit. 1829, p. 139 ff.), that the apostle Philip had four
daughters, and that ver. 9 is an interpolation by ome who
had confounded the apostle with the deacon, is to be rejected, as
the technical evidence betrays no interpolation, and as at all
‘events our narrative, especially as a portion of the account ir
the first person plural, precedes that of Eusebius. — Ovyatépes
mapbévor] virgin (intactae) daughters. On the adjective mwap-
‘Gévos, comp. Xen. Mem. i. 5. 2: Guvyarépas mapbévovs, Cyrop.
iv. 6. 9; Lobeck, ad Aj. 1190. — wpodn.] who spoke in pro-
phetic inspiration, had the ydpiopa of mpodyrela. See on xi. 27.
—The whole observation in ver. 9 is an wncidental remarkable
notice, independent of the connection of the history;! to the
contents of which, however, on account of its special and
extraordinary character, the precept in 1 Cor. xiv. 34, 1 Tim.
|11, 12, is not to be applied; nor yet is any justification of the
life of nuns to be founded on it, with the Catholics (see Cor-
nelius a Lapide). Comp. Luke ii. 36. DBaumgarten thinks
that the virginity of the daughters corresponds to the condi-
tion of the church, which looks forward to her betrothal only
in the future. This is exegetical trifling.?

Vv. 10, 11. 'Empevovrov] without a subject (see the critical
the appellation evangelist in the case of Philip tomean, that he had brought the
Gospel of Matthew into its present form. The evangelists were the oral bearers
of the gospel before writfen gospels were in existence.

1If this circumstance was meant to be regarded (in accordanee with Joel iii, 1
[ii. 28]) as ““ a sign of special grace with which the Holy Spirit had honoured this
church in the unclean Caesarea ” (Baumgarten), Luke must of necessity have indi-
cated this point of view. The suggestion, that we ought to be finding purposes
‘everywhere without hint in the text, leads to extravagant arbitrariness.

? Aceording to Clem. Al. Strom. vi. b2 (and in Euseb. iii, 30, 1), some of the
daughters at least were morried.
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remarks) ; Matthiae, § 563 ; Buttmann, neut. G p. 271 [E. T.
316]. —"AvyaBos] There is no reason against the assumed
identity of this person with the one mentioned in xi. 28.
Luke’s mode of designating him, which does not take account
of the former mention of him, admits of sufficient explanation
from the special document giving account of this journey, which,
composed by himself before his book, did not involve a refer-
ence to earlier matters, and was left by him just as it was;
nor did it necessarily require any addition on this point for the
purpose of setting the reader right. — &pas] ke took it up, from
the ground, or wherever Paul had laid it. — &joas . . . madas]
as also the old prophets often accompanied their prophecies
with symbolic actions; Isa. xx.; Jer. xiii.; Ezek. iv,, al. See
Grotius ; Ewald, Propk. I. p. 38. On the symbol here, comp.
John xxi. 18. — éavrod] his own; for it was not his girdle,
but Pauls. This self-binding is to be conceived as consisting
of two separate acts.— 76 wv. 7. &y.] whose utterance I,
namely, as His organ express,

Vv. 12-14. O: évromiol] the natives (the Christians of
‘Caesarea), only here in the N. T., but classical. — 7¢ moieire
whalovres ;] What do e, that ye weep? Certainly essentially
the same in sense with 7¢{ x\aiete, but the form of the con-
ception is different. Comp. Mark xi. 5, also the classical ofov
groels with the participle (Heind. ad Plat. Charm. p. 166 C).
~— . cubp. p. 7. kapd.] and breal my heart, make me quite
sorrowful and disconsolate. The guwpimrew had actually
commenced on the part of those assembled, but the firm
£rolpws Eyw w1 of the apostle had immediately retained the
apper hand over the enervating impressions which they felt.
“Vere incipit actus, sed ob impedimenta caret eventu.”
Schaefer, ad Eur. Phocn., Pors. 79. Comp. on Rom. ii. 4.
The verb itself is not preser ved elsewhere, yet comp. fpvmrew
i Yoy, and the like,in Plutarch and others, — ydp] refers
to the direct sense lying at the foundation of the preceding
question: “do not weep and break my heart,” for I, I for my
part etc. Observe the holy boldness of consciousness in this
éyo. — eis ‘Iepove.] Having come to Jerusalem. Comp
viil. 40. TIsaeus, de Dwaeoy hered, p. 55: mworéuov, els Ov
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.+« amofviiorovar, Buttmann, neut, Gr. p. 287 [E. T. 334].
Umép Tob ov.] See on v. 41, ix. 16. — jjovydoauer] we left off
further address.  Comp. xi. 18. — 7. Kuplov] not “ quod Deus
de te decrevit” (KKuinoel and de Wette, following Chrysostom,
Calvin, and others), but the will of Christ. The submission
of his friends expresses itsclf with reference to the last words
of the apostle, ver. 13,in which they recognised his conscious-
ness of the Lord’s will.

Vv. 15, 16. "Emworevac.] after we had equipped ourselves
(praeparaty, Vulg.), made ourselves ready ; .. after we had put
our goods, clothes, etc., in a proper state for our arrival and
residence in Jerusalem.! The word, occurring here only in the
N. T, is frequent in Greek writers and in the LXX. Such
an equipment was required by the feast, and by the inter-
course which lay before them at the holy seat of the mother
church and of the apostles. Others arbitrarily, as if imoliyia
stood in the text (Xen. Hell. vii. 2. 18); “sarcinas jumentis
imponere,” Grotius. — 7&v pabyr.] sc. Twés. Winer, p. 548
[E. T. 737]; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 138 [E. T. 158} —
&yovres map’ & Eeviobduey Myao.] who brought us to Mnason,
with whom we were to lodge in Jerusalem.  So correctly Luther.
The dative Mvdo. is not depcndent on dyovres (in opposition
to Knatchbull, Winer, p. 201 [E. T. 268 f.}, and Fritzsche,
Congect. I. p. 42 ; and see on ii. 33), but to be explained, with
Grotius, from attraction, so that, when resolved, it is: dyovres
arapa Mvdoova, map’ ¢ Eevicf. See on Rom. iv. 17. Bor-
ncmann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177 (comp. on Rosenmiiller, Repert.
II. p. 253); DButtmann, p. 244 [E. T. 284]; Dissen, ad
Dem. de cor. p. 233 f.  The participle dyovres indicutes what
they Ly ouwiAd. o. Hulv not merely wished (infinitive), but

1 The erroneous reading &rosx., though defended by Olsheusen, would at most
admit the explanation ; after we had conveyed away our baggage(Polyb.iv. 81.11;
Diod. Sic. xiii. 91; Joseph. Antt. xiv. 16. 2), according towhich the travellers,
in order not to go as pilgrims to the feast at Jerusalem encumbered with much
luggage, would have sent on their baggage defore them. The leaving behind of

- the superfluous baggage at Caesarea (Wolf, Olshausen, and others), or the laying
aside of things unworthy for their entrance into and residence in Jerusalem
(Ewald), would be purely imported ideas. Valckenaer, p. 584, well remarks:

““ Putidum est lectiones tam aperte mendosas, ubi verae repertao fuere, in sance
- tissimis libris relinqui."
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at the same time did: they came with us and brought us, etc
See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 773 ; Bernhardy, p. 47%7. — Others
(Vulgate, Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Wolf) take the
sense of the whole passage to be: adducentes secum apud quem
hospitarcmur Mnasonem. Likewise admitiing of justification
linguistically from the attraction (Kiihner, IT. 508 ; Valckenaer,
Schol. 1. p. 586 ; Hermann, ad Soph. El. 643. 681); but then
we should have to suppose, without awny indication in the
context, that Mnason had been temporarily resident at Caesarea
precisely at that time when the lodging of the travellers
in his house at Jerusalem was settled with him.—Nothing
further is known of Mnason himself. The name is Greek
(Ael. V. H. iii. 19; Athen. vi p. 264 C, 272 B; Lucian,
Plilops. 22), and probably he was, if not a Gentile Christian, at
any rate a Hellenist. Looking to the feeling which prevailed
among the Jewish Christians against Paul (vv. 20, 21), it was
natural and prudent that he should lodge with such a one, in
order that he should enter into further relations to the church.
— apyaio paf.] So much the more confidently might Paul
end his companions be entrusted to him. He was a Christian
from of old (not a veoduros, 1 Tim. iii. 6); whether he had
already been a Christian from the first Pentecost, or had
become so, possibly through connection with his countryman
Barnabas, or in some other manner, cannot be determined.
Vv. 17-19. Tevou.] having arrived at ; xiii. 5. — oi d8eoi]
the Christians, to whom we came,—Mmnason and others whe
were with him. It was not until the following day, ver. 18,
that they, with Paul at their head, presented themselves to
the rulers of the church.  Accordingly, there is not to be found
in this notice, ver. 17, any inconsistency with the dissatis-
faction towards Paul afterwards reported (Baur) ; and o: a8erg.
is not to be interpreted of the apostles and presbyters (Kuinoel).
— olv fuiv] witnesses to the historical truth of the whole
narrative down to ver. 26 : those who combat it are obliged
to represent this ovv fuiv as an addition of the compiler,
who wished “ externally to attach” what follows to the report
of an eye-witness (Zeller, p. 522). See, in opposition to this
wretched shift, Ewald, Jakrb. IX. p. 66. — mpos "IdxwBov]
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the Lord's Lrother, xii. 17, xv. 13. Neither Peter nor any
other of the Twelve can at this time have been present in
Jerusalem ; otherwise they would have been mentioned here
and in the sequel of the narrative! — &»] 7odrwy & TUsual
attraction.

Vv. 20, 21. The body of presbyters—certainly headed by
its apostolic (Gal. 1. 19) chief James as spokesman—recognises
with thanksgiving to God the merits of Paul in the conversion
of the Gentiles, but then represents to him at once also his
critical position toward the Pualestinian Jewish-Christians,
among whom the opinion had spread that he taught all the
Jews living in the 8iacmopd among the Gentiles, when preach-
ing his gospel to them, apostasy from the law of Moses. This
opinion was, according to the principles expressed by Paul in
his Epistles (see especially Rom. Gal, and 1 Cor.), and
according to his wisdom in teaching generally, certainly erro-
neous; but amidst the tenmacious overvaluing of Mosaism on
the part of the Judaists, ever fomented by the anti-Pauline
party, it arose very nmafurally from the doctrine firmly and
boldly defended by Paul, that the attainment of the Messianic
salvation was not conditioned by circumcision and the works of
the law, but purely by faith in Christ. 'What he had taught by
way of denying and guarding against the value put on Mosaism
(so as to secure the necessity of faith), was by the zealous
Judaists taken up and interpreted as a hostile attack, as a
direct summons to apostasy from the Mosaic precepts and in-
stitutions., See Ewald, p. 563 ff,, on these relations, and on
the greatness of the apostle, who notwithstanding, and in clear
consciousness of the extreme dangers which threatened him,
does not sever the bond with the apostolic mother-church, but
presents himself to it, and now again presents himself pre-
cisely amidst this confluence of the multitude to the feast, like
Christ on His last entrance to Jerusalem. — fewpeis] is not,
with Olshausen, to be referred to the number of the presbyters

! Nevertheless, on the part of the Catholics (see Cornclius a Lapide), the
Presence of all the apostles is assumed ; Mary having at that time died, and risen,
and ascended into heaven. According to other forms ¢f the variously-coloured
legend, it occurred twelve years after the death of Jesus. See Sepp, p. 68 II.
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present, who might represent, as it were, the number of be-
lievers : for only the presbyters of Jerusalem were assembled with
James (ver. 18), but to the Judaean Christians themselves
{Christians of the Jewish land), the view of whose many
myriads might present itself to Paul at Jerusalem in the great
multitude of those who were there, especially at the time of
the feast. — mocar pvpiades] a hyperbolical expression?® of a
very great indefinable number (comp. Luke xii. 1), the men-
tion of which was to make the apostle the more inclined to
the proposal about to be made; hence we are not, with Baur
(1. p. 230, ed. 2), to understand orthodox Jews as such (believing
or unbelieving). The words, according to the correct reading
(see the critical remarks), import : how many myriads among
the Jews there are of those who are believing, e to how
many myriads those who have become believers among the
Jews amount.— {hw7Tal 7. wopov] zealous observers and
champions of the Mosaic law. Comp. Gal. i. 14. — xaryyi-
Onoav] they have been imsiructed (Luke i. 4; Acts xviil. 25;
Rom. ii. 18; 1 Cor. xiv. 19; Gal. vi. 6; Lucian, 4sin. 48)
by Judaistic anti-Pauline teackers. Actual instruction (comp.
Chrysostom), not generally audierunt (Vulg.), nor bare suspicion
(Zeller), is expressed. — pi) wepiréuvew adrovs k.T\]* accord-
ing to the notion of commanding, which is implied in Néyawv ;
see on xv. 24. — Tols éfeat] observing the Mosaic customs.
Comp. 7ov vopov puNdoowy, ver. 23. The dative is as in ix. 31.
—The antagonism of Judaism to Paul is in this passage so
strongly and clearly displayed, that the author, if his book were
actually the treatise with a set purpose, which it has been
represented as being, would, in guite an incomprehensible
manner, have fallen out of his part. In the case of such a
cunning inventor of history as the author, according to Baur
and Zeller, appears to be, the power of historical truth was
not so great as to extort “against his will” (Baur) such a
testimony at variance with his design.

1 But yet, comp. with L 15, ii. 41, iv. 4, Gal. i. 22, an evidence of the great
progress which Christianity had thus made in Palestine with the lapse of time.

2 The Jewish-Christians zealous for ihe law must thus have continucd to
circumcise the children that came to be born to them,
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Vv. 22, 23. T¢ odw éore;] What s accordingly the case?
HHow les then the matter ?  See on 1 Cor. xiv. 15 ; Rom. iil. 9.
The answer Toiro molpoov has the reason for it in the first in”
stance more precisely assigned by the preliminary remark, mwdv-
Tos5 . . . eMiMbas: a multitude (of such Jew-Christians) must
(inevitably will)come together (assemble around thee, to hear thee
and to observe thy demeanour), for, etc. That James meant a
tumuldtuary concourse, is not stated by the text, and is, on the
contrary, at variance with the sanguine 8¢t ; but Calvin, Grotius,
Calovius, and many others erroneously hold that mA%6. cuveré.
refers to the convoking of the church, or (so Lange) to the united
body of the different household-congregations (in that case 7o
m 0. must at least have been used). — ebygy €. éd’ éavt.]
having a vow (xviil. 18) for themselves. This éd’ éavrdv repre-
sents the having of the vowas founded on the men’s own wish and
self-interest, and accordingly exhibits it as a voluntary personal
vow, in which they were not dependent on third persons. The
use of é¢’ éavrdw in the sense of for oneself, at one’s own hand,
and the like! is a classical one (Xen. Anab. iL 4. 10 ; Thue.
v. 67. 1, viii. 8. 11), and very common ; Hermann, ad Viger.
p. 859 ; Kiihner, I¥. p. 296. A yet more express mode of
denoting it would be: avrol é¢ éavrér. With this position
of the vow there could be the less difficulty in Paul’s taking
it along with them; no interest of any other than the four
men themselves was concerned in it. Moreover, on account
-of ver. 26, and because the point here concerned a usage ap-
pointed ¢n the law of Moses (otherwise than at xviil. 18), we
are to understand a formal temporary Nuzarite vow, under-
taken on some unknown occasion (Num. vi, and see on
xviil. 18). See on such vows, Keil, drchiol. I § 67;
Oeliler in Herzog’s Encyll. X. p. 205 ff.

Ver. 24. These take to thee (bring them into thy fellowship)
and become with them a Nazarite (dyvicOnre, be consecrated,
LXX. Num, vi. 3, 8, corresponding to the Hebrew M0), and
make the expenditure for them (én abrots, on their account, see
Bernhardy, p- 250), namely, in the costs of the sacrifices to be
procured (Num. vi. 14 ff). “More apud Judaeos receptum

1t N reads &@' iavray, a gloss substantially correct.
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erat, et pro insigni pietatis officio habebatur, ut in pauperum
Nasiraeorum gratiam ditiores sumtus erogarent ad sacrificia,
quae, dum illi tonderentur, offerre necesse erat,” Xypke. See
Joseph. Antt. xix. 6. 1, Bell. il 15. 1 ; Mischn. Nasir ii. 5. 6 ;
Wetstein 4n loc.; also Oehler, le. p. 210. The attempt of
Wieseler, p. 105 ff., and on Gal. p. 589, to explain away the
taking up of the Nazarite vow on the part of the apostle, is
entirely contrary to the words, since ayvifeafat, in its emphatic
connection with odv adrols, can only be understood according
to the context of entering into participation of the Nazarite
vow, and not generally of Israelitish purification by virtue of
presenting sacrifices and visiting the temple, as in John xi. 55.
— va Euprio.] contains the design of Samdv. én’ alr., in order
that they (after the fulfilment of the legal requirement had
taken place) might have themselves shorn (and thus be released
from their vow). The shearing and the burning of the hair
of the head in the fire of the peace-offering, was the termina-
tion of the Nazaritic vow. See Num. vi. 18. — «ai yvdaovras
k1] and all shall know: not included in the dependence on
wa, as in Luke xxii. 30. — dv] as in ver. 19. — oddér éori]
that nothing has a place, is existent, so that all is without
objective reality. Comp. on xxv. 11. — #al adros] also for thy
own person, whereby those antinomistic accusations are practi-
cally refuted. On oToyeiv, in the sense of conduct of life,
see on Gal iv. 25.

Ver. 25. “ Yet the liberty of the Gentile Christians from the
Mosaic law remains thereby undiminished ; that is secured by
our decree” (chap. xv.). The object of this remark is to
obviate a possible scruple of the apostle as to the adoption of
the proposal. — fueis ameoreihaper (see the critical remarks),
we, on our part, have despatched envoys, after we had resolved
that they have to observe no such thing (nothing which belongs
to the category of such legal enactments). The notion of deir
(see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 753 ff.; Schoem. ad Is. p. 397 £
is implied in the reference of xplvavres (necessarium esse cen-
swimus). Comp. ver. 21. — el p1) ¢purdooesfac k.TN] except
that they should guard themselves from, etc. See xv. 28, On
durdooeobai v or Twa, to guard oneself from, comp. 2 Tim.
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iv. 16; Wisd, 1. 11 ; Ecclus. xix, 9; Herod, i, 108, vii. 130.—
This citation of the decree of the apostolic synod told Paul what
was long since'accurately known to him, but was here essentially
pertinent to the matter. And for Paul himself that portion of
the contents of the decree which was in itself indifferent was
important enough, in view of those whose consciences were weal
(1 Cor. viii. 1 ff.; Rom. xiv. 1 ff), to make him receive this
reminiscence of it now without an express reservation of his
higher and freer standpoint, and of his apostolic indepen-
dence,—a course by which he complied with the SovAederw
76 kaipe, Rom. xii. 11,

Vv. 26, 27. James had made his proposal to Paul—by a
public observance of a custom, highly esteemed among the
Jews, and consecrated by Moses, practically to refute the
accusation in question—in the conviction that the accusation
was unfounded, and that thus Paul with a good conscience
(without contradiction of his principles) could accept the pro-
posal! And Paul with a good conscience accepted it; in
which case it must be presumed that the four men also did
not regard the Nazarite vow as a work of justification ;% other-
wise Paul must at once on principle have rejected the proposal,
in order not to give countenance to the fundamental error
(opposed to his teaching) of justification by the law, and not
to offer resistance to Christ Himself as the end of the law
(Rom. x. 4). In fact, he must have been altogether convinced
that the observance of the law was not under dispute, by
those who regarded him as an opponent of it, in the sense of
Justification by the law ; otherwise he would as little have con-

' For if James had, in spite of Gal. ii. 9, regarded Paul as a direct adversary
of Mosaism, he would, on account of what he well knew to be Paul’s deci-
sion of chavacter, have certainly not proposed a measure which the latter could
not but have immediately rejected. It remains possible, however, that, though
not in the case of James himself, yet among a portion of the presbyters there
was still not complete certainty, and perhaps even different views prevailed
with regard to what was to be thought of that accusation. In this case, the
Proposal was a test bringing the matter to decisive certainty, which was very
correetly calculated in view of the moral stedfastness of the apostle’s character.

2 They were still weak brethren from Judaism, who still clave partially to
ceremonial observances. Calvin designates them as novices, with a yet tender
and not fully formed faith.
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sented to the proposal made to him as he formerly did to the
circumcision of Titus; and even the furnishing of explanations
to guard his action (which Schneckenburger, p. 65, supposes
that we must assume) would not have sufficed, but would
rather have stamped his accommodation as a mere empty
show. Moreover, he was precisely by his internal complete
freedom from the law in a position, without moral self-offence,
not only to demean himself as, but really to be, a ¢vAdocwr
Tov wvouov, where this ¢pvhdacew was enjoined by love, which
is the fulfilment of the law in the Christian sense (Rom. xiii.
8, 10), as here, seeing that his object was—as pa dv adros Omo
vopov, but as &wouos Xpigrob—to become to the Jews s
*Tovdaios, in order to win them (1 Cor. ix. 19 ff). Thus this
work of the law—although to him it belonged in itself to the
aTovyeia Tob koopov (Gal iv. 3 ; Col. ii. 8)—became-a form, de-
termined by the circumstances, of exercising the love that fulfils
the law, which, however different in its forms, is imperishable
and the completion of the law (Matt. v. 17).  The step, to which
he yielded, stands on the same footing with the circumcision
of Timothy, which he himself performed (xvi. 3), and is sub-
ject essentially to the same judgment. The action of the
apostle, therefore, is neither, with Trip (following van Hengel
in the Godgeleerd. Bijdrdgen, 1859, p. 981 ff),to be classed as
a weal and rash obsequiousness (this were indeed to Paul, near
the very end of his labours, the moral impossibility of a great
hypocrisy) ; nor, with Thiersch, are we to suppose that he in a
domain not his own had to follow the direction of the bishop
(but see Gal. ii. 6) ; nor, with Baumgarten, IL p. 149, are we
to judge that he, by here externally manifesting his continued
recognition of the divine law, “ presents in prospect the ulti-
mate disappearance of his exceptional standpoint, his thirteenth
apostleship ” (Rom. xi 25 ff), which there is nothing in the
text to point to, and against which militates the fact that to
the apostle his gospel was the absolute truth, and therefore he
could never have in view a re-establishment of legal customs
which were to him merely okt Tdv peXAovrwy (Col. ii. 17).
Not by such imported ideas of interpreters, but by a right esti-
mate of the free standpoint of the apostle (1 Cor. iii. 21 ff),
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and of his love bearing all things, are we prevented from
regarding his conduct in this passage, with Baur, Zeller, and
Hausrath, as un-Pauline and the narrative as unhistorical. See,
on the other hand, Neander, p. 485 ff. ; Lekebusch, p. 275 ff.;
Schneckenburger in the Stud. . Krit. 1855, p. 566 ff.—
o abrois ayviobeis] consecrated with them, i.e. having entered
into participation of their Nazarite state, which, namely, had
already lasted in the case of these men for some consider-
able time, as ver. 23 shows. They did not therefore only
now commence their Nazarite vow (Neander), but Paul agreed
to a personal participation in their vow already existing, in
order, as a joint-bearer, to bring it to a close by taking upon
himself the whole expense of the offerings. According to
Nasir 1. 3 (comp. Joseph. Bell. ii. 15. 1), a Nazarite vow
not taken for life lasted at least thirty days; but the subse-
quent accession of another during the currency of that time
must at least have been allowed in such a case as this, where
the person joining bore the expenses.— eloner els 7. lep.]
namely, toward the close of the Nazarite period of these men,
with which expired the Nazarite term current in pursuance of
the odw alrols ayviobeis for himself. — Siayyédwv] notifying,
namely, to the priests (comp. Thuc. vii. 73. 4; Herodian, ii. 2.5;
Xen. Anab. 1. 6. 2), who had to conduct the legally-appointed
sacrifices (Num. vi. 13 ff.), and then to pronounce release from
the vow.! The connection yields this interpretation, not:
omnibus edicens (Grotius), or (Bornemann) with the help of
friends spreading the news, which in itself would likewise accord
with linguistic usage (Luke ix. 60; Rom. ix. 17). — v
éemMipooiy TGV Huep. T. dyv.] Z.e. he gave notice that the vowed
number of the Nazarite days had quite expired, after which only
the concluding offering was required. This idea is expressed
by éws ol mpoonvéyfn r.7.\., which immediately attaches itself
to T demMijpwciw kTN the fulfilment of the Nazarite days,
until the offering for each individual was presented by them, so

! The compound (internuntiare) is purposely chosen, because Paul with his
notice acted as internuntius of the four men. Socommonly Jizyyiarey isused in

Greck writers, where it signifies o notify, to make known. Comp. also 2 Mace.
i, 33,
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that &ws ob mpoanuéxfn .7\ contains an objective more precise
definition of the éxmAvpwais added from the standpoint of the
author : which fulfilment was not earlier than until there was
brought, etc. Hence, Luke has expressed himself not by the
optative or subjunctive (comp. xxiii. 12), which Lachmann,
Pracf. p. ix, has conjectured, but by the indicative aorist (“ the
fulfilment up to the point that the presentation of the offering
took place”). Wieseler arbitrarily (comp. already Erasmus,.
Paraph.) makes éws ob dependent on elovjer 7o lepdv, supply-
ing “and rematned there.”—Observe, further, that in adrav
Paul limsclf is now included, which follows from odv avrois
aymabels, as well as that évos éxdarov is added, because it is
not one offering for all, but a separate offering for each, which
is to be thought of — Ver. 27. ai énra fjuépat] is commonly
taken as: the scven days, which le up to the concluding sacrifice
had to spend under the Nazarite vow which he had jointly under-
taken, so that these days would be the time which had still to
run for the four men of the duration of their vow. But
against this may be urged, first, that the éemAnpwais Tédv Hu. .
ayv., ver. 26, must in that case be the future fulfilment, which
is not said in the text; and, secondly and decisively, that the ai
émrra ., with the article, would presuppose a mention alreudy
made of seven days (comp. Judith viii. 15; comp. vii. -30).
Textually we can only explain it as: the well-known seven days
required jor this purpose! so that it is to be assumed that,
as regards the presentation of the offerings (according to Num.
vi. 13 ff, very varied in their kind), the <nterval of a weck
was usual. Incorrect, because entirely dissociated from the
context, is the view of Wieseler, p. 110, and on Gal. p. 587
(comp. Beza), that the seven days of the Pentecostal week, of
which the last was Pentecost itself, are meant. So also
Baumgarten, and Schaff, p. 243 ff. See, on the other hand,
Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, p. 482 ff, who, however,
brings out the seven days by the entirely arbitrary and
groundless apportionment, that for each of the five persons a
day was appointed for the presentation of his offering, prior

L Comp. Erasmus, Paraphrase: ¢ Totum hoc septem diebus erat peragen-
dum ; quibus jam paene expletis,” cte. ; also Ewald, p. 671,
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to which five days we have to reckon one day on which James
gave the counsel to Paul, and a second on which Paul wens
into the temple. On such a supposition, besides, we cannot
see why Luke, in reference to what was just said, vmép évos
éxdoTov abtdy, should not have written : ai mwévre Huépar. —
ol amo 1. 'Aaolas "Iovd.] “ Paulus, dum fidelibus (the Jewish-
Christians) placandis intentus est, in hostium (the unconverted
Asiatic Jews) furorem incurrit,” Calvin. How often had
those, who were now at Jerusalem for the feast of Pentecost,
persecuted Paul already in Asia!—év 76 iep] To see the
destroyer of their ancestral religion in the temple, goaded their
wrath to an outbreak. — auvéyeor] xix. 32.

Vv. 28, 29. T. omov Toi7.] vi. 14, — &é71 e xai "EN\qas
kT \] and, besides, ke has also (further, in addition thereto)
brought Greeks (Gentiles) <nto the temple. As to Te xai, see on
xix. 27. That by 7o {epov we have to understand the court
of the Israelites! is self-evident, as the court of the Gentiles
was accessible to the Greeks (Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 58 f.).
—"EXMpas] the plural of category, which ver. 29 requires ;
so spoken with hostile intent. — Ver. 29 is not to be made
a parenthesis, — #jcav qyap wpoewpakoTes w.TN.] there were,
namely, people, who had before (before they saw the apostle in
the temple, ver. 27) seen Trophimus in the city with him. Ob-
serve the correlation in which the mpocwp.? stands with feacd-
pevos, and the év 75 woher with év 7¢ lepd on the one hand,
and with els 76 lepov on the other. So much the more erro-
neous is it to change the definite wpo, before, into an inde-
finite formerly, which Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 284 ff., dates back
even four years, namely, to the residence in Jerusalem men-
tioned in xviii. 22. Beyond doubt the mpo does mot point
back farther than to the time of the present stay in Jerusalem,
during which people had seen Trophimus with Paul in the

' On the screen of whicli were columns, with the warning in Greek and
Latin w0 dsiv ZAXGPUAOY ¥Tis ToU &yiov mpoaibval, Joseph. Bell. v. 5. 2.

* The a0 is not local, as in ii. 25 (my former interpretation), but, according
to the context, temporal. The usus loguendi lone cannot here decide, as it
may beyond doubt be urged for either view ; see the Lexicons. So also is it
With opeidsi.  The Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, and others
leglect the wps entirely. Beza correctly renders : antea viderant.

ACTS 11, o
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city, before they saw the latter in the temple. — Tpodepov Tov
‘E¢éoeor] see xx. 4. Among those, therefore, who accom-
panicd the apostle dype Tis *Aolas, Trophimus must not have
remained behind in Asia, but must have gone on with the
apostle to Jerusalem. Comp. on xxvil. 2.— évéuifor] The
particular accusation thus rested on a hasty and mistaken
inference ; it was an erroneous suspicion expressed as a
certainty, to which zealotry so easily leads ! — &v évépilov &7¢]
comp. John viii. 54

Ver. 30. "Efw 700 iepod] in order that the temple enclosure
might not be defiled with murder; for they wished to put
Paul to death (ver. 32). Bengel and Baumgarten hold that
they had wished to prevent him from taking refuge at the
altar. But the right of asylum legally subsisted only for
persons guilty of unintentional manslaughter! See Ex.
xxi. 13, 14; 1 Kings ii. 28 fff Comp. Ewald, Alferth.
p- 228 f.— éxheicf.] by the Levites. For the reason why,
see above. Entirely at variance with the context, Lange,
apostol. Zeitalt. I1. p. 306, holds that the closing of the temple
intimated fthe temporary suspension of worship. It referred
only to Paul, who was not to be allowed again to enter.

Vv. 31-33. But while they sought to kill him (to beat him
to death, ver. 32), nformation came up (to the castle of
Antonia, bordering on the north-west side of the temple) ¢o
the tribume of the (Roman) cohort (Claudius Lysias, xxiii. 26).
On ¢dots, comp. Dem. 793. 16, 1323. 6 ; Pollux, viii. 6. 47 £;
Susannah 55; and see Wetstein. — 7@ yihdpxw] a simple
dative, not for mpos Tov X- See Bornemann and Rosenmiiller,
Repert. IL p. 253.— ém’ abrovs] upon them. On rataTpé-
xew, to run down, comp. Xen. Anab. v. 4. 23, vii. 1. 20. —
éxén. Sebivas] because he took Paul to be an at that time
notorious insurgent (ver. 38), abandoned to the self-revenge
of the people. In order, however, to have certainty on the
spot, he asked (the crowd): 7is dv eln wal T éomt TemoLnK.]
who le might be (subjective possibility), and of what he was
doer (that he had done something, was certain to the inquirer).

1 Therefore they would hardly suppose that Paul would fly to the altaz.
Bcsides, they had him sure enough §
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Comp. Winer, p. 281 [E. T. 375]; Kihner, ad Xen. Anab.
i 3. 14, — els T wapepBoriy] in custra (see Sturz, Dial. Al
p. 30; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 377), i.e. to the fiwed quarters of
the Roman soldiery, the military barracks of the fortress. So
xxil. 24, xxiii, 10, 16, 32,

Vv. 35, 36. ’Ewl 7. dvafBafu.] when he came fo the stairs
(leading up to the fortress, Joseph. Bell. Jud. v. 5. 8). See
examples of the form Bafués, and of the more Attic form
Baoués, in Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 324. — owiéfy Bactdl.
adrov] brings forward what took place more markedly than
the simple éBastdalero. Either the accusative (as here) or
the nominative may stand with the infinitive. See Stallb.
ad Plat. Phaed. p. 67 C. — alpe adrov] The same cry of exter-
mination as in Luke xxiii. 18. Comp. Acts xxii. 22. On
the plural xpdlovres, see Winer, p. 490 [E. T. 660] Comp.
v. 16,

Vv. 37, 38. Eil &eort k7] as in xix. 2 ; Luke xiv. 3;
Mark x. 2.  “ Modeste alloquitur,” Bengel. — EMquioti quwe-
oxes] understandest thow Greek? A question of surprise at
Paul's having spoken in Greek. The expression does not
require the wusually assumed supplement of Aahely (Neh.
xiii. 24), but the adverb belongs directly to the verb ryiwa-
ores; comp. Xen. Anab. vil. 6. 8, Cyrop. viL 5. 31: Tovs
SupiaTi émaTauévovs, comp. Graece nescire in Cic. p. Flacco, 4.
— obk &pa ov € k. TN] Thow art not then (as I imagined) the
Lgyptian, etc. The emphasis lies on ovk, so that the answer
would again begin with od. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 186. Comp.
Biumlein, Partik. p. 281. Incorrectly, Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza,
and others: monne tu es, etc.—The Egyptian, for whom the
tribune had—probably from a mere natural conjecture of his
own—taken Paul, was a phantastic pseudo-prophet, who in
the reign of Nero wished to destroy the Roman government
and led his followers, collected in the wilderness, to the Mount
of Olives, from which they were to sce the walls of the capital
fall down. Defeated with his followers by the procurator
Felix, he had taken to flight (Joseph. Bell. ii. 13. 5, Antt.
XX. 8. 6); and therefore Lysias, in consequence of his remem-
brance of this event still fresh after the lapse of a consider-
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able time,! lighted on the idea that the dreaded enthusiast, now
returned or drawn forth from his long concealment, had fallen
into the hands of popular fury. — rerpakxioyiX.] Joseph. Bell.
lc. gives the followers of the Egyptian at totouvplovs ; but this
is only an apparent inconsistency with our passage, for here
there is only brought forward a single, specially remarkable
appearance of the rebel, perhaps the first step which he took
with his most immediate and most dangerous followers, and
therefore the reading in Josephus is not to be changed in accord-
ance with our passage (in opposition to Kuinoel and Olshausen).
—How greatly under the worthless Felix the evil of banditti
(vév cwapioy, the daggermen, see Suicer, Thes. I1. p. 957 : the
article denotes the class of men) prevailed in Jerusalem and
Judaea generally, see in Joseph. Antt. xx. 6 f.

Vv. 39, 40. I am indeed (pév)—not the Egyptian, but—a
Jew from Tarsus (and so apprehended by thee through being
confounded with another), yet I pray thee, etc. — dvfpwmos]
In his speech to the people Paul used the more honourable
word avrjp (Schaefer, ad Long. p. 408). See xxii 3. — olx
aorjuov] See examples of this litotes in the designation of
important cities,in Wetstein ad loc. Comp. Jacobs, ad Achill.
Tat. p. 7T18. A conscious feeling of patriotism is implied in
the expression. — xatéo. 7. %] See on xii. 17. — mwoANjs 8¢
suyfs vevou.] “ Conticuere omnes intentique ora tenebant,”
Virgil. den. ii 1.— 175 ‘EBp. &wal.] thus not likewise in
Greek, as in ver. 3%, but in the Syro-Chaldaic dialect of the
country (i 19), in order, namely, to find a more favourable
hearing with the people—We may add, that the permission
to speal granted Dy the tribune is too readily explainable from

1 For different combinations with a view to the more exact determination of the
time of this event, which, however, remains doubtful, sce Wieseler, p. 76 ff. ;
Stolting, Beitr. z. Exegese d. Paul. Br. p. 190 ff.

2 Byt there remains in contradiction both with our passage and with the
rpopepiors of Josephus himself, his statement, Anft. xx. 8. 6, that 400 were
slain and 200 taken prisoners; for in Bell. ii. 13. 5, he informs us that the
greater part were either captured or slain. But this contradiction is silnp}y
chargeable to Josephus himself, as the incompatibility of his statements dis-
closes a historical error, concerning which our passage shows decisively that
it was committed either in the assertion that the greater part were captured
or slain, or in the statement of the numbers in Anit. l.c.
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the unexpected disillusion which he had just experienced,
ver. 39, to admit of its being urged as a reason against the
historical character of the speech (Baur, Zeller), just as the
silence which set in is explainable enough as the effect of sur-
prise in the case of the mobile vulyus. And if the following
speech, as regards its contents, does not enter upon the position
of the speaker towards the law, it was, in presence of the pre-
judice and passion of the multitude, a very wise procedure
simply to set forth jfucts, by which the whole working of the
apostle is apologetically exhibited.
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CHAPTER XXIL

VER. 1. wyi] is decided by its attestation. Elz. hasir. — Ver. 2.
apoozpuver] Tisch. Born. read apospaves; following D E min,
Theoph. Oec. Rightly; the Recepta is a mistaken alteration in
accordance with xxi. 40, from which mpweepdvsoey is inserted in G,
min. — Ver. 3. g&] is wanting in important witnesses; deleted
by Lachm. Born. But its non-logical position occasioned the
omission. — Ver. 9. xal fupeSu fyévovro] is wantingin A B H N,
min. and several vss. Deleted by Lachm. But the omission
is explained by the homocoteleuton. Had there been interpola-
tion, éweos from ix. 7 would have been used. — Ver. 12. eloeB4¢]
is wanting in A, Vulg. Condemned by Mill. On the other
hand, B G H N, and many min. Chrys. Theophyl. have edruB7s,
which Lachm. and Tisch. read. The omission of the word is to
be considered as a mere transcriber’s error; and edraBy¢ is to be
preferred, on account of the preponderance of evidence.—
Ver. 16. adred] Elz. has b Kupivw, against decisive attestation.
An interpretation, for which other witnesses have 'Incol. —
Ver. 20. Sregavey] is wanting only in A, 68, and would fall,
were it not so decidedly attested, to be considered an addition.
But with this attestation the omission is to be explained by an
error in copying (ErepawvOT r0Y). — After suvevdoxiv Elz. has rj
avarpices wdred, which, however, is wanting in A BD E R, 40,
and some vss,, and has come in from viii, 1 (in opposition to
Reiche, nov. deseript. Codd. N. T. p. 28). — Ver. 22. xalfize]
Llz has zaf7zo, supported by Rinck, in opposition to decisive
testimony. — Ver. 23. d#p«] D, Syr. Cassiod. have odpavir. Re-
commended by Griesh., adopted by Born. But the evidence 1%
too wealk, and obp. bears the character of a more precise definition
of cipe.— Ver. 24. cisdyeates] Elz. has dyeclas, against greatly
preponderating evidence. EIS was absorbed by the preceding
O=.  ¢/xas i8 to be read instead of eimdy, according to decisive
testimony, with Tisch. and Lachm.— Ver. 25. mpiérenar] has,
among the many variations,—wpoérenvey (Elz.), wpoereivavso, pods-
Tewvay, wpocirenoy, Tpodirever,—the strongest attestation. The change
of the plural into the singular is explained from the fact thal
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the previous context contains mothing of a number of per-
sons executing the sentence, and therefore 4 Kiiepyns wWas
still regarded as the subject. — Ver. 26. Before «/ Elz. has épa,
against A B C E &, min. Vulg. and other vss. So also Born,
following D G I, min. vss. Chrys. Certainly “vox innocentis-
sima” (Born.)), but an addition by way of gloss according to
these preponderating witnesses. — Ver. 30. sups] Lachm. and
Born. read i=4, according to A B C E 8, min. Theophyl. Oec.
The weight of evidence decides for ims. — After érveer wir. Elz.
has b = 8equsv. An explanatory addition, against greatly pre-
ponderating testimony. — Instead of suwente® Elz. has éntem,
against equally preponderant evidence. How easily might sTN
be suppressed in consequence of the preceding SEN!— =&s b
owvidpiov] Blz. has dhov b ouvédp. wirdw, against decisive evidence,
although defended by Reiche, lc. p. 28.

Vv. 1-8. *A8erdoi «. mwatépes] quite a national address;
comp. on vil. 2. Even Sanhedrists were not wanting in the
hostile crowd; at least the speaker presupposes their pre-
sence. — drxovoate k.7.N.] hear from me my present defence to
you. As to the double genitive with axovew, comp. on John
Xii. 46.— After ver. 1, a pause. — éyw pév] Luke has not at
the very outset settled the logical arrangement of the sentence,
and therefore mistakes the correct position of the uév, which
was appropriate only after yeyery. Similar examples of the
deranged position of wév and 8¢ often occur in the classics.
See Baumlein, Partik. p. 168 ; Winer, p. 520 [E. T. 700]. —
avatebpappévos . . . vépov] Whether the comma is to be
placed after 7adTp (Alberti, Wolf, Griesbach, Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, de Wette) or after I'auaXiia
(Calvin, Beza, Castalio, and most of the older commentators,
Bornemann), is—seeing that the meaning and the progression
of the speech are the same with either construction — to be
decided simply by the external structure of the discourse,
according to which a new element is always introduced by the
prefixing of a nominative participle: wyeyevvnuévos, avaTefpap-
pévos, merawdevpévos: born at Tarsus in Cilicia, but brouwght
up in this city (Jerusalem) at the feet of Gamaliel (see on v.
34), instructed according to the strictness of the ancestral law.
The latter after the general dvatefpapu. x.T\. brings into
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relief a special point, and therefore it is not to Le affirmed
that wapa 7. w6d. Tap. suits only wewrard. (de Wette). — mwapa
ToUs wodas] a respectful expression (Tjw woAAw wpds ToV
dvdpa aid® Sewxvis, Chrysostom), to Le explained from the
Jewish custom of scholars sitting partly on the floor, partly
on Dbenclhes at the feet of their teacher, who sat more ele-
vated on a chair (Schoettg. <n loc.; Bornemann, Schol. in Lue.
p- 179). The tradition that, until the death of Gamaliel, the
scholars listened in a standing posture to their teachers
(Vitringa, Synag. p. 166 f.; Wagenseil, ad Sota, p. 993), even if
it were the case (but see on Luke ii. 46), cannot be urged
against this view, as even the standing scholar may be con-
ceived as being at the feet of his teacher sitting on the elevated
cathedra (Matt. xxiil. 2; Vitringa, l.c. p. 163 f). — xava dxpiB.
Tod waTpwov vouev] te. in accordance with the strictness con-
tained wn (living and ruling in) the ancestral law. The genitive
depends on axpiB. Erasmus, Castalio, and others connect it
with wemwasd., held to be used substantively (Hermann, ad Viger.
p. T77): carefully instructed in the ancestral law. Much too
tame, as careful legal instruction is after dvarefp. . .. mapa .
ar68. Tapa. understood of itself, and therefore the progress of
the speech requires special climactic force. — The waTpgos
wopos is the law received from the fathers® (comp. xxiv. 14,
xxviil. 17), v.e. the Mosaic law, but not including the precepts
of the Pharisees, as KXuinoel supposes—which is arbitrarily
imported. It concerned Paul here only to bring into pro-
minence the Mosaically orthodox strictness of his training; the
other specifically Pharisaic element was suggested to the
hearer by the mention of Gamaliel, but not by 7. wa7p. vopov.
Paul expresses himself otherwise in Phil. iii. 5 and Gal. i 14.
— b oms Umdpy. Tob Qeod] so that I was a zealot for God
(for the cause and giory of God), contains a special cha-
racteristic definition to wemaidevuévos . . . wopov. Comp.

! Narpsa wiv 72 ix waripuy tl; visks ygwpoivrz, Ammonius, p. 111 Concerning
the difference of wzrpgos, wdrpos, and zarpxis, not always preserved, however,
and often obscured by interchange in the codd., see Schoemann, ad Js. p. 218;
Maetzn, ad Lycurg. p. 127 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph, 11. p. 531 f. On warpyos

vipos, comp, 2 Mace. vi 1; Joseph, Anet, xii. 3. 3 ; Xen. Jlell. ii. 3. 2; Thue
vill, 76. 6 : wdvrpos viuos,
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Rom. x, 2. “ Uterque locus quiddam ex mimesi habet ; nam
Judaei putabant se tantum tribuere Deo, quantum detraherent
Jesu Christo,” Bengel.

Vv. 4, 5. Tadr. = odov] for Christianity was in hLis case
the evident cause of the enmity. Comp. on ¢dds, ix, 2,
xvill, 25, xix. 9, 23.— d&xpt Oavdrov] Grotius appropriately
remarks: “quantum scil in me erat.” It indicates how far
the intention in the éd/wfa went, namely, even to the bringing
about of their execution.— o apyiep.] The high priest at the
time (still living). See on ix. 2. — paprupet] not futurum
Atticum, but: ke is (as the course of the matter necessarily
involves) my witness. — xal way 10 wpeaPur.] and the whole
body of the elders. Comp. on Luke xxii. 66, and the qepovaia,
v. 21.—apos Tods adehdors] ie. to the Jews. See ix. 2.
Bornemann: against the Christians. Paunl would in that case
have entirely forgotten his pre-Christtan standpoint, in the
sense of which he speaks; and the hostile reference of mpds
must have been suggested by the comtext, which, however,
with the simple émar. Sefap. mpos is not at all here the case.
— kai Tovs éxeioe (i.e. ets dapaarov) dvras] also those who were
thither. Paul conceives them as having come thither (since
the persecution about Stephen) and so being found there;
hence éxeioe does not stand for éxer (so still de Wette), but is
to be explained from a pregnant construction common espe-
cially with later writers (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 44; comp.
i. 39, xxi. 3).

Vv. 6-11. See on ix. 3-8. Comp. xxvi. 13 ff.  ixavcv]
1.e. of considerable strength. It was a light of glory (ver. 11)
dazzling him ; more precisely described in xxvi. 13. — Ver. 10
v Tétartal oo woigas] what is appointed to thee to do; by
whom, is left entirely undetermined. Jesus, who appeared to
him, does not yet express Himself more precisely, but means:
by God, ver. 14.— Ver, 11. a5 8¢ ovx évéBremov] bdut when I
beheld not, when sight failed me; he could not open his eyes,
ver. 13. Comp. oun the absolute éuBAémew, Xen. Mem. iii
11.10; 2 Chron. xx. 24.

Vv, 12-15. But Ananias, a religious man according to the
law, attested (praised, comp. x. 22, vi. 3) by all the Jews resident
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(in Damascus), thus a mediator, neither hostile to the law
nor unknown ! — avdBiefrov . . . avéBheyra eis adTov] dvaSré-
wew, which may signify as well to look up, as also visum
recuperare (see on John ix. 11, and Fritzsche, ad Mare. p.
328), has here (it is otherwise in ix. 17, 18) the former
meaning, which is evident from els adrov: look up! and at
the same hour I looked up to him. We are to conceive the
apostle as sitting there blind with closed eyelids, and Ananias
standing before him.— mpoexetp.] has appointed thee thereto.
See on iii. 20 ; comp. xxvi. 16. — 7ov Siratov] Jesus, on whom,
as the righteous (2 Cor. v. 21), the divine will to save (7o
Oéxnua adrov) was based. Comp. iii. 14, vii. 52. — mpds wavT.
avfp.] Direction of the &y papr., as in xiii. 31: fo all ment

Ver. 16. T¢ uédkews ;] Why tarriest thou? upé\hew so used
only here in the N. T.; frequent in the classics. The ques-
tion is mot one of reproach, but of excitement and encourage-
ment. — dmorovaar Tas duapr. cov] let thyself be baptized
and (thereby) washk away thy sins. Here, too, baptism is that
by means of which the forgiveness of the sins committed in
the pre-Christian life takes place? Comp. ii. 38; Eph. v. 26;
and see on 1 Cor. vi 11. Calvin inserts saving clauses, in
order not to allow the grace to be bound to the sacrament.
As to the purposely-chosen middle forms, comp. on 1 Cor.
X 2.— émua). 70 Jvoua alroii] Wolf appropriately explains:
« postquam invocaveris atque ita professus fueris nomen
Domini (as the Messiah). Id scilicet antecedere olim debebat
initiationem per baptismum faciendam.”

Vv. 17, 18. With this the history in ix. 26 is to be com-
pleted. — xai mpogevyouévov pwov] a transition to the genitive
absolute, independent of the case of the substantive. See
Bernhardy, p. 474; Kithner, § 681 ; Stallb. ad Plat. Eep.
p. 518 A.— éeordoe] see on x. 10.  The opposite : «yiveabat
év éavrg, xii. 11. Regarding the non-identity of this ecstasy
with 2 Cor. xiii. 2 ff,, see in loc. — o0 wapalef. o. 7. papt

1 That is, according to the popular expression: before all the world. Fre-
quently so in Isocrates. See Bremi, ad Panegyr. 23, p. 28. But the universal
destination of the apostle is implied therein. Comp. ver. 21.

3 Comp. the Homerie dxorvpaivesbes, 1. i 113 £, and Nigelsbach in loc.
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mepl éuod] mepl éuod is most naturally to be attached to .
papTup., as paprvpeiw mepl is quite usual (very often in John),
Winer, p. 130 [E. T. 172], connects it with mapad. Observe
the order: ¢hy witness of me.

Vv. 19-21. “I interposed by way of objection® the contrass,
in which my working for Christianity (my papruvple) would
appear toward my former hostile working? (which contrast
could not but prove the truth and power of my conversion
and promote the acceptance of my testimony), and (ver. 21)
—Christ repeated His injunction to depart, which He further
specially confirmed by 67 éyw eis €0vn paxpav éfamoot. ce”
“ Commemorat hoc Judaeis Paulus, ut eis declararet summum
amorem, quo apud eos cupivit manere iisque praedicare ; quod
ergo iis relictis ad gentes iverit, non ex suo voto, sed De:
Jussu compulsum fuisse,” Calovius. — avTol émisT.] is neces-
sarily to be referred to the subject of wapadéfovrar, ver. 18, to
the Jews én Jerusalem, not to the forcign Jews (Heinrichs). —
éyw Hunp k.TN.] I was there, ete. — xal adros] et ipse, as well
as other hostile persons. On owwevdor, comp. viii. 1.—
Ver. 21. éyd] with strong emphasis. Paul has to confide in
and obey this I. — éfamooTerd] This promised future sending
forth ensued at xiii. 2, and how cffectively ! see Rom. xv. 19.
— eis €0vn] among Gentiles.

Ver. 22. "Axpt TodTov 700 Adyov] mnamely, ver. 21, eime
mwpos pe mopevov, 8te els €9y parp. éfamoar. ce. This ex-
pression inflamed the jcalousy of the children of Abraham in
their pride and contempt of the Gentiles, all the more that
it appeared only to confirm the accusation in xxi. 28. It
cannot therefore surprise us that the continnation of the

1 Ewald, p. 438, understands ver. 19 f. not as an objection, but as assenting :
““however humanly intelligible it might strictly be, that the Jews would not
hear him.” But the extraordinary revelation in itself most naturally presup-
poses in Paul a human conception deviating [rom the intimation contained in it,
to which the heavenly call runs counter, as often also with the prophets (Moses,
Jeremiah, etc.), the divine intimation encounters human scruples. If, more-
over, the words here were meant as assenting, we should nccessarily expect a
hint of it in the expression (such as: vai, xdpis).

2 In which I was engaged in bringing believers to prison (gvreri., Wisd.
xviil. 4), and in scourging them (Matt. x. 17), now in this synagogue, and now
in that (xer& sas ewvay.). Comp. xxvi. 11,
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speech was here reidered impossible, just as the speech
of Stephen and that of Paul at the Areopagus was broken
off on analogous occasions of offence (which Baur makes
use of against its historical character). — o0 «dp xaBjrev
xTN] for ot was not fit that he should remain in life; he
ought not to have been protected in his life, when we designed
to put him to death (xxi. 31). Comp. Winer, p. 265
(E. T. 352].

Ver. 23. They cast off their clothes, and hurled dust in the
air (as a symbol of throwing stones)—both as the signal of
a rage ready and eager personally to execute the alpe dmo Tijs
oiis Tov Torodror! The objection of de Wette, that in fact
Paul was in the power of the tribune, counts for nothing, as
the gesturc of the people was only a demonstration of their
own vehement desire. Chrysostom took it, unsuitably as re-
gards the sense and the words, of shaking out their garments
(1a {pdmia éxTwdooovtes KoviopTov éBakoy daTe YalemwTépay
yevéabar Ty oTdow ToliTo Totodaw, 1) xai ¢poBiicar Bovhiouevor
Tov dpyovra). Wetstein, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Hackett, and
others explain it of waving their garments, by which means
those at a distance signified their assent to the murderous
exclamations of those standing near; and the throwing of the
dust at all was only signum fumultus. DBut the text contains
nothing of a distinction between those standing near and those
at a distance, and hence this view arbitrarily mutilates and
weakens the unity and life of the scene. The pimrr. 7. iudr.
is not to be explained from the waving of garments in Lucian,
de saltat. 83 (but see the emendation of the passage in Bast,
ad Aristaenct. cpp. p. 580, ed. Boisson.) ; Ovid, Amor. iii. 2. 74
(when it is a token of approbation, see Wetstein); but—in
connection with the cry of extermination that had just gone
before—from the laying aside of their garments with a view to
the stoning (ver. 20, vii. 58), to which, as was well known, the
Jews were much inclined (v. 26, xiv. 19; John x. 31 ff.).
On pimreww Ta iudt, comp. Plat. Reo. p. 473 E; Xen. Anab.
i 5. 8.

Ver. 24. It is unnecessarily assumed by Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
and de Wette that the tribune did not understand the Hebrew
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address. But the tumult, only renewed and increased by it,
appeared to him to presuppose some secret crime. He
thierefore orders the prisoner to be brought into the barracks,
with the command elmas (see Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 236 f.
[E. T. 275]), to examine him by the application of scourging
(averdteabar, Susannah 14, Judg. vi. 29, not preserved in Greek
writers, who have éferdfeafar), in order to know on account of
what offence (xiii. 28, xxiii. 28, xxv. 18, xxviii. 18) they so
shouted to kim (to Paul, comp. xxiii. 18). — ad7¢] for the erying
and shouting were a hostile reply to him, vv. 22, 23. On ém¢.
7wt, comp. Plut. Pomp. 4. Bengel well remarks: “ acclamare
dicuntur auditores verba facienti” Comp. xii. 22; Luke
xxiii. 21; 3 Mace. vii. 13. — Moreover, it was contrary to
the Roman criminal law for the tribune to begin the inves-
tigation with a view to bring out a confession by way of
torture (L. 1, D. 48. 18), not to mention that here it was
not a slave who was to be questioned (L. 8, dbid.). As in
the case of Jesus (John xix. 1), it was perhaps here also
the contentment of the people that was intended. Comp.
Chrysostom : dmAds 7§ éfovoia xpd7ar (the tribune), xai
érelvots mpds xdpw Touel . . . drws wavoee Tov éxelvwy Guuoy
dbixov Syra.

Vv. 25-27. *fds 8¢ wpoérewvav alrov Tols (udo.] But when
they had stretched him before the thongs. Those who were to
be scourged were bound and stretched on a stake. Thus
they formed the object stretched out before the thongs (the
scourge consisting of thongs, comp. bubuli cottadi, Plaut, Trin.
iv. 3. 4). Comp. Beza: “ quum autem eum distendissent loris
(caedendum).” On iuds of the leathern whip, comp. already
Hom. II. xxiii. 363; Anthol. vi. 194; Artemidor. ii. 53.
The subject of mpoér. is those charged with the execution
of the punishment, the Roman soldiers. Iollowing Henry
Stephanus, most expositors (among them Grotius, Homberg,
Loesner, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Olshausen) take wporedvew as
equivalent to wpoBdA\ew (Zonaras: wpoTewovciw dvti TOD
wpoTiféact rai mpoBdAhovtar): cum loris eum obtulissent s.
tradidissent. But mpotelvery never means timply tradere,
but always fo stretch before, to hold before, sometimes in the
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literal, sometimes in a figurative® sense. But here the context,
treating of a scourging, quite demands the entirely literal
rendering.  Others take ols (udow instrumentally (comp.
Vaulg.: “cum adstrinzissent eum loris”), of the thongs with
which the delinquent was eutZermerely bound (Erasmus, Castalio,
Calvin, de Dieu, Hammond, Bengel, Michaelis, also Luther),
or, along with that, was placed in a suspended position (Scaliger,
£p. i1 146, p. 362). DBut in both cases not only would rois
tudow be a very unnecessary statement, but also the mpo in
7poér. would be without reference; and scourging in a sus-
pended position was not a usual, but an extraordinary and
aggravated, mode of treatment, which would therefore neces-
sarily have been here definitely noted. — el dvfp. “‘Pop. .
axardrp. 7] See on xvi. 37. The problematic form of
interrogation : whether, ete. (comp. on i. 6), has here a dash of
irony, from the sense of right so roughly wounded. The «ai
is: in addition thereto. Avo Ta éyxhjuata’ xal 7o dvev Adyov
xal 10 ‘Popaiov dvra, Chrysostom. On the non-use of the right
of citizenship at Philippi, see on xvi. 23.— Ver. 27. Thou
art @ Roman? A question of surprise, with the emphatic
contemptuous ot.

Vv. 28, 29. ’Eyo mwoAhod xedpah. x.m.\] The tribune, to
whom it was known that-a native of Tarsus had not, as such,
the right of citizenship, thinks that Paul must probably have
come to it by purchase, and yet for this the arrested Cilician
appears to him too poor. ~With the sale of citizenship, it was
sought at that time (Dio Cass. 1z. 17)—by an often ridiculed
abuse—to fill the imperial chest. Comp. Wetstein and Jacobs,
ad Del. Epigr. p. 177—See examples of weparacov, capital,
sum of money,—as to the use of which in ancient Greek (Plat.
Legg. v. p. 742 C) Beza was mistaken—in Kypke, IL p. 116.
— éy> 8¢ kal yeyévvnuar] But I am even so (xal) born, namely,
as ‘Pwpualos, 5o that my wohrela, as hereditary, is even ryevvaio-
epa! a bold answer, which did not fail to make its impression.

! For example, of the holding forth or offering of conditions, of a gein, of
money, of the hand, of friendship, of a hope, of an enjoyment, and the like,
also of pretexts. See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 181 f.; Valckenacr, ad
Callim. fragm. p. 224,
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— ral 6 i\, 8¢ époP.) and the tribunc also was afraid. On
kal . .. O, atque ctiam, see on John vi. 51. “Facinus est,
vinciri civem Romanum ; scelus, verberari; prope parricidium
necari,” Cic. Verr. v. 66. Comp. on xvi. 37. And the bind-
ing had taken place with arbitrary violence before any examina-
tiont Tt is otherwise xxiv. 27, xxvi. 29. See on these two
passages. Therefore 8edexas, which evidently points to xxi. 33,
is not to be referred, with Bottger, Beitr. IL. p. 6, to the dind-
ing with a view to scourging (on account of ver. 30); ner, with
de Wette, is the statement of the fear of the tribune to be
traced back to an error of the reporter, or at all to be
removed by conjectural emendation (Rinck: 8eddprws). And
that Paul was still bound after the hearing (xxiii. 18), was
precisely after the hearing and after the occurrences in it in
due order. See Bottger, Lc.; Wieseler, p. 377.— kai 87i]
dependent on é¢pofB.: and because he was in the position of
having bound him.

Ver. 30. To 7 xkatyy. mapa 7. "Iovd.] is an epexegetical
definition of 70 dodahés. The article, as in iv. 21. The ¢
is nominative. Comp. Thuc. i. 95. 2: d8ixla 7oAy kaTy)-
yopeito adrod Umwd Téy ‘EXNjvwv, Soph. O. R. 529. — &\voer
adrév] Lysias did not immediately, when he learned the
citizenship of Paul, order him to be loosed, but only on the
following day, when he placed him before the chief priests
and in general the whole Sanhedrim (tols dpyuepeis xai wiv
70 ouvédp., comp. Matt. xxvi. 59; Mark xiv. 55). This was
quite the proceeding of a haughty consistency, according to
which the Roman, notwithstanding the é¢oB76n, could not
prevail upon himself to expose his mistake by an immediate
release of the Jew. Enough, that he ordered them to refrain
from the scourging not yet begun; the binding had at once
taken place, and so he left him bound until the next day, when
the publicity of the further proceedings mo longer permitted
it. Kuinocel’'s view, that é\vceev refers to the releasing from
the custodic militaris, in which the tribune had commanded
the apostle to be placed (bound with a chain to a soldier)

1 During imprisonment preparatory to trial binding was legally admissible, so
far as it was connected with tho custodia militaris.
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after the assurance that he was a Roman citizen, is an arbi-
trary idea forced on the text, as &wvoev necessarily points
back to Sedexas, ver. 29 (and this to xxi. 33). — xarayaydv]
from the castle of Antonia down to the council-room of the
Sanhedrim!  Comp. xxiii. 10.

1 8ee also Wicseler, Beitr. 2. Wirdig. d. Ev. p. 211,



CLAPD. XXIIL 292

(3

CHAPTER XXIIL

VER. 6. vid; dapisaiw] approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.
Tisch. Born., according to A B C &, min. Syr. Vulg. Tert. But
Elz. and Scholz have uvits dapowion. The sing. was inserted,
because people thought only of the relation of the son to the
faﬂbéﬁ —Ver. 7. Xa)w'yaavro;] Lachm. reads ¢/zévrog, Only accord-
ing to A E 8, min. — rav 2«48,] The article is to be deleted with
Lachm, Tisch. Born. on preponderating evidence. — Ver. 9. o
vpaupuwrels vob pipovs vav dapis.] A B, min. Copt. Vulg. have =ni;
rav daprs.; so Lachm., But B C &, min. vss. and Fathers have
TEs TV ypapuaTiwy TeU pip. T. dupis.; S0 Born. Lastly, G H,
min. Aeth. Oec. have ypuupuress o5 wép. 7. dapic.; so Tisch. At
all events, rwés is thus so strongly attested that it must be
regarded as genuine. It was very easily passed over after dvao-
ravreg.  But with rnég the genitive riv ypuupar. %o originally
went together, so that the omission of ruéc drew after it the
conversion of rav ypapuar. into ypunpares; (Tisch.) and o ypan-
warsis (Elz.). The reading of Lachm. is an abbreviation, either
accidental (from homoeoteleuton) or intentional (from the dele-
tion of the intervening words superfluous in themselves). We
have accordingly, with Born., to read: rwéc rav ypaumuariay o3
uép. viw Papie.—After dyyenes Elz. has, against greatly prepon-
derating testimony, u7 feopaxauey, which was already rejected
by Erasm. and Mill as an addition from v. 39, and, following
Griesb., by all the more recent editors (except Reiche, Z.c., p. 28).
— Ver. 10. elnafBnleis] Preponderant witnesses have indeed
@oBnbsig, which Griesb. has recommended and Lachm. adopted ;
but how easily was the quite familiar word very earlysubstituted
for ebreB., which does not elsewhere occur in that sense in the
N. T.t — Ver. 11. After ddpses Elz. has Tlada¢, in opposition to A
BC*E &, min. vss. Tlieophyl. Oec. Cassiod. Ambrosiast. An addi-
tion for the sake of completeness. Ver. 12. svsrpopiv oi "Tovdaior]
Elz. Rinck read riig rav’ Tovdaiwy susrp., in oppositionto AB CE N,
min. Copt. Syr. p. Aeth. Arm. Chrys. Occasioned by ver. 13.
— Ver. 13. mamoduees is to be read instead of memomxirzz, with
Lachm. Tisch. Born,, on decisive testimony. — Ver. 15. After
ACTS II, P
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émw: Elz. has efpiov.  An addition from ver. 20, against decisive
cvidence. — =pbe iuéc] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read e Yuég, follow-
ing A B E &, lo% Sahid. Rightly ; #pés is the more usual. —
Ver. 16. ev dédpav] B G H, min. Chrys. Theophyl. Oec. have 3
#vedpov, which Griesb. and Rinck have recommended, and Tisch.
and Born. (not Lachm.) have adopted. But the preponderance
of the Codd. is in favour of ey évédpav. The neuter was known
to the transcribers from the LXX., therefore the two forms
might easily be interchanged. — Ver. 20. wérrowrec] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. read winawy, atter A B E, min. Copt. Aeth. Thé
very weakly attested Recepta is from ver. 15. N* has wérne,
X** peandvrwr. — Ver. 25. cepiéyovear] Lachm. Born. read #xovous,
according to B E &, min. Neglect of the (not essential) com-
pound. — Ver. 27. airév] is wanting in A B E &, min. Chrys.
Oec. Deleted by Lachm. and Born. But how easily was the
quite unessential word passed over!— Ver. 30. uéanen Egecdur]
Lachm. Born. have only #s:6das, according to A B E R, min.
But the future infinitive made wéihen appear as superfluous ;
there existed no reason for its being added.—After fsecdos Elz.
Scholz have izb cav "Tovdaiwy, Which is deleted according to pre-
ponderant evidence as a supplementary addition. Instead of
it, Lachm. and Born. have ¢£ ad+%v (with the omission of é£avr¥s),
following A E ¥, min. vss. But & a«irévis also to be regarded
as a marginal supplement (as the originators of the émBovr# are
not mentioned), which therefore displaced the original Eavri.
—The conclusion of the letter #pweo is wanting in A B 13,
Copt. Aeth. Sahid. Vulg. ms. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. ;
and rightly, as it is evidently an addition from xv. 29, from which
passage H, min. have even #jpwote. — Ver. 34, After avayv. 8
Llz. has ¢ 7yeuwy, against decisive testimony. — Ver. 35. éxéhcvsé
=¢] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read zereboug, after A B E 8** (N¥ has
er.eboavrog), min. Syr. p.  The Recepta is a stylistic emendation.

Vv. 1, 2. Paul, with the free and firm look (drevicas T
cvvedp.) in which his good conscience is reflected, commences
an address in his own defence to the Sanhedrim, and that in
such a way as—without any special testimony of respect
(comp. iv. 8, vii 2) for the sacred court, and with perfect
freedom of apostolic self-reliance (which is recognisable in the
simple &v8pes ¢8edol)—to appeal first of all to the pure self-
consciousness of his working as consecrated to God. The
proud and brutal (Joseph. Antt. xx. 8 £) high priest sees in
this nothing but insolent presumption, and makes him be
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stopped by a blow on the mouth from the continuance of suck
discourse. — mwday cvvel. day.] with every good conscience, so
that in every case I had a good conscience, i.¢. agreeing with
the divine will (1 Tim. i. 5, 19; 1 Pet. iii. 16). Comp. on
xx. 19.—In the éyd at the commencement is implied a moral
self-consciousness of rectitude. — mwemohirevpar 76 Oed) I have
administered (and still administer, perfect) mine office for God,
in the service of God (Rom. i. 9); dative of destination. He
thus designates his apostolic office in its relation to the divine
polity of the church; see on Phil i 27.— o 8¢ &pyepels
"Avapias] Ver. 4 proves that this (see Krebs, Obss. Flav. p.
244 £) was the high priest actually discharging the duties of
the office at the time. e was the son of Nebedaeus (Joseph.
Antt. xx. 5. 2), the successor of Joseph the son of Camydus
(dntt. xx. 1. 3, 5. 2), and the predecessor of Ishmael the son of
Phabi (Antt. xx. 8. 8, 11). He had been sent to Rome by
Quadratus, the predecessor of Felix, to answer for himself before
the Emperor Claudius (4An¢f. xx. 6. 2, Bell. ii. 12. 6) ; he must
not, however, have thereby lost his office, but must have con-
tinued in it after his return. See Anger, de temp. 7at. p. 92 ff.
As ver. 4 permits for o dpytep. only the strict signification of
the high priest performing the duties, and not that of one of
the plurality of dpyuepels, and as the deposition of Ananias
i3 a mere supposition, the opinion defended since the time of
Lightfoot, p. 119 (comp. ad Jok. p. 1077), by several more
recent expositors (particularly Michaelis, Eichhorn, Kuinoel,
Hildebrand, Hemsen), is to be rejected,—namely, that Ananias,
deposed from the time of his suit at Rome, had at this time
only temporarily administered (usurped) the office during an
interregnum which took place between his successor Jonathan
and the latter’s successor Ishmael. Against this view it is
specially to be borne in mind, that the successor of Ananias
was Ishmael, and not Jonathan (who had been at an earlier
period high priest, Joseph. 4nit. xviii. 4. 3, 5. 3); for in the
alleged probative passages (Antt. xx. 8. 5, Bell. ii. 13. 3),
where the murder of the dpytepeds Jonathan is recorded, this

1 In opposition to van Hengel in the Godgel. Bijdrag. 1862, p. 1001 £, and
Trip, p. 251 ff.
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apxtep. 18 to be taken in the well-known wider titular sense,
Lastly, Basnage (ad an. 56, § 24) quite arbitrarily holds that at
this time Ishmael was already high priest, but was absent from
the hastily (?) assembled Sanhedrim, and therefore was repre-
sented by the highly respected (Antt. xx. 9. 2) Ananias. —
Tois mapeaT. aUT®)] to those who (as officers in attendance on
the court) stood beside him, Luke xix. 24. — timT. alrod 70
o7.] to smite him on the mouth. Comp. as to the adrod
placed first, on John ix. 15, xi. 32, al.

Ver. 3. The words contain fruth freely expressed in righteous
apostolic tndignation, and require no excuse, but carry in them-
selves (xai ov xdfp x.7.\.) their own justification. Yet here,
in comparison with the calm meekness and self-renunciation
of Jesus (John xviii. 22 ; comp. Matt. v. 39), the ebullition
of a vehement temperament is not to be mistaken. — 7dwrrent
oé pé\er 6 Oeos is not to be understood as an imprecation
(Camerarius, Bolten, Kuinoel), but—for which the categorical
e is decisive—as a prophetic announcement of future certain
retribution ; although it would be arbitrary withal to assume
that Paul must have been precisely aware of the destruction
of Ananias as it afterwards in point of fact occurred (he
was murdered in the Jewish war by sicarii, Joseph. Bell.
ii. 17. 9). — rolye rexov.] figurative designation of the Zypo-
crite, inasmuch as he, with his concealed wickedness, resembles
a wall beautifully whitened without, but composed of rotten
materials within. See Senec. de provid. 6 ; Ep.115; Suicer,
Thes. IL p. 144. Comp. Matt. xxiii. 27. — kai o] thou too,
even thou, who yet as high priest shouldest have administered
thine office quite otherwise than at such variance with its
nature. — xpivwv] comprises the official capacity, in which the
high priest sits there; hence it is not, with Kuinoel, to be
taken in a future sense, nor, with Henry Stephanus, Pricaeus,
and Valckenaer, to be accented xpwov. The classical 7apa-

1 Observe the prefixing of the mérrs, which returns the blow just received in
a bigher sense on the high priest. That the command of the high pricst was
not executed (Baumgarten, Trip), is an entirely arbitrary assumption, Luke
would have mentioned it, because otherwise the reader could not but understand
the exccution as having ensucd
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vopety, to act contrary to the law, is not elsewhere found in the
N. T.

Vv. 4, 5. Hapecrires] as in ver. 2. — 7ov dpytep. T.
©cot] the holy man, who is God's organ and minister. — odx
n8ew w.1N] I knew not thot ke is high priest. It is absolutely
incredible that Paul was really ignorant of this, as Chrysostom,’
Oecumenius, Lyra, Beza, Clarius, Cornelius a Lapide, Calovius,
Deyling, Wolf, Michaelis, Sepp, and others (comp. also Ewald,
Holtzmann, p. 684, Trip) assume under various modifications.
For, although after so long an absence from Jerusalem he
might not have known the person of the high priest (whose
office at that time frequently changed its occupants) bysight, yet
he was much too familiar with the arrangements of the San-
hedrim not to have known the high priest by his very activity
in directing it, by his seat, by his official dress, etc. The
contrary would only be credible in the event of Ananias not
having been the real high priest, or of a vacancy in the office
having at that time taken place (but see on ver. 2),or of such
a vacancy having been erroneously assnmed by the apostle,®
or of the sitting having beeh an irregular one,—not at least
superintended by the high priest, and perhaps not held in the
usual council-chamber,—which, however, after xxii. 30, is the
less to be assumed, seeing that the assembly, expressly com-
manded by the tribune, and at which he himself was present
(ver. 10), was certainly opened in proper form, and was only
afterwards thrown into confusion by the further sagacious
conduct of the apostle (ver. 6 ff.). Entirely in keeping, on
the otber hand, with the irritated frame of Paul, is the
ironical mode of taking it (7wés already in Chrysostom, further,
Calvin, Camerarius, Lorinus in Calovius, Marnixius in Wolf,
Thiess, Heinrichs ; comp. also Grotius), according to which he
bitterly enough (and adehdoi makes the irony only the more

! Rejecting the ironical view, Chrysostom says : xai o@idpa meibopas, uh cidivas
abrov, i dpxiepsds o Sie panpod piv imavsAdivea xpivey, pa cuyyivipsvoy 3 ewvsyas
"lovdaiors, spavra Bt xai txsivoy iv 7§ picw pard woAAay xai icipwy,

% This hypothesis cannot be accepted, as Paul had already been for so many
days in Jerusalem ; therefore the interpretation of Beelen : ‘‘je ne savais pas,
qu'il y edit un souverain Pontife,” is o very unfortunate expedient. &pxuep. did
not require the article any more than in John xviit. 13, xi. 49, 5l.
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sharp) veils in these words the thought: “a man, who shows
himsel{ so unholy and vulgar, I could not at all regard as the
high priest.” Comp. Erasmus! What an appropriate and
cutting defence against the reproach, ver. 4! It implies
that he was obliged to regard an apytepevs, who had acted so
unworthily, as an edx dpyuepeds (2 Macc. iv. 13). Others,
against linguistic usage (comp. on vii. 18), have endeavoured
to alter the meaning of odk 7i8ew, either : non agnosco (so, with
various suggestions, Cyprian, Augustine, Beda, Piscator, Light-
foot, Keuclen, and others), or non reputabam (so Simon Epis-
copius, Limborch, Wetstein, Bengel, Morus, Stolz, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, and others, also Neander), so that Paul would thus
confess that his conduct was rash. This confession would be
a foolish one, inconsistent with the strong and clear mind of
the apostle in a critical situation, and simply compromising
him. Baumgarten has the correct view, but will not admit
the irony. But this must be admitted, as Paul does not say
ovk &yvwv, or the like; and there exists a holy irony. Lange,
apost. Zeitalt. I1. p. 314, imports ideas into the passage, and
twists it thus: “ Just because it is written, Thou shalt not curse
the ruler of thy people, and YE have cursed the high priest of our
people (Christ), for that reason I knew not that this is a high
priest”” Zeller understands the words (left by de Wette
without definite explanation) as an actual wnfruth, which,
however, is only put into the mouth of the apostle by the
qarrator. But such a fiction, which, according to the naked
meaning of the words, would have put a lie into the mouth
of the holy apostle, is least of all to be imputed to a maker
of history. The exceptionableness of the expression helps to
warrant the certainty of its originality. — wéypamrar yap]
gives the reason of odx Féew. In consequence, namely,
of the scriptural probibition quoted, Paul would not have
spoken rxaxws against the high priest, had not the case of the
odk f8ew occurred (by the conduct of the man!). The passage
itself is Ex. xxii. 28, closely after the LXX.: a ruler of thy

¥ Baur also, I. p. 237, ed. 2, recognises the admissibility of no other view
than the ironical ; but even thus he sces i it an element of the unworthiness of
the (fictitious) story,
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people thow shalt (future, see on Matt. i, 21) not revile = kaxo-
Aoyetw, Xix. 9. The opposite: ed elmelv, to praise, ed Néyew,
Hom. Od. i. 302 ; Xen. Mem. ii. 3. 8. The senarian metre in
our passage is accidental (Winer, p. 595 [E. T. 798]).

Vv. 6, 7. Whether the irony of ver. 5 was understood by
the Sanhedrists or not, Paul at all events now knew that here a
plain and straightforward defence, such as he had begun (ver.1),
was quite out of place. With great presence of mind and
prudence he forthwith resorts to a means—all the more effec-
tual in the excited state of their minds—of bringing the two
parties, well known to him in the council, into collision with one
another, and thereby for the time disposing the more numerous
party, that of the Pharisees, in favour of his person and cause.
He did not certainly, from his knowledge of Pharisaism and
from his previous experiences, conceive to himself the pos-
sibility of an actual “internal crisis” among the Pharisees
(Baumgarten); but by the enlisting of their sectarian interests,
and preventing their co-operation with the Sadducees, much was
gained in the present position of affairs, especially in presence
of the tribune, for Paul and his work. —év 79 ouredp.] so
that he thus did nct direct this exclamation (éxpafer) to any
definite individuals. — éyod Papia. elue, vioss Papis.] e I for
my part am o Pharisce, a born Pharisce. The plural Pape-
oaiwy refers to his male ancestors (father, grandfather, and
perhaps still further back), not, as Grotius thinks, to his tather
and mother, as the mother here, where the sect was concerned,
could not he taken into account (it is otherwise with Phil. iii. 3,
€ ‘EBp.). We may add, that Paul’s still affirming of him-
self the Papigaiov elvar is as little untrue as Phil. iii. 5 (in
opposition to Zeller). IIe designates himself as a Jew, who,
as such, belonged to no other than the religious society of the
Pharisees ; and particularly in the doctriue of the resurrection,
Paul, as a Christian, continued to defend the confession of the
Pharisees (in opposition to all Sadduceeism) according to its
truth confirmed in the case of Christ Himself (iv. 1 f).
His contending against the legal righteousness, hypocrisy, etc.,
of the Pharisees, and his cousequent labouring in an anti-
Pharisaical sense, were directed not against the sect in itself, bub
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against its moral and other perversions. Designated a Jew,
Paul still remained what he was from his birth, a Pharisee,
and as such an orthodox Jew, in contrast to Sadducean
naturalism. — mepl é\r. kai dvaoT. vexp. éyw xplv.] on account
of hope, etc.; hope and (and indeed, as regards its abject)
resurrection of the dead it s, on account of which I (éyo
has the emphasis of the aroused consciousness of unjust treat-
ment) am called <n gquestion. Comp. xxiv. 15, xxvi. 6-8
As the accusations contained in xxi. 28, odros . . . Sibdoxwy,!
were nothing else than hateful perversions of the proposition :
“ This man preaches a new religion, which is to come in place
of the Mosaic in its subsisting form;” and as in this new
religion, in point of fact, everything according to its highé{st
aim culminated in the hope of the Messianic salvation, whi¢h
will be realized by the resurrection of the dead (1 Cor. xv.):
so it follows that Paul has put the cause of the xpivopar in
the form most suited to the critical sitnation of the momert,
without altering the substancc of the matter as it stood objeg-
tively 2 — ardais 7@v Papio. xal 3ads.] without repetition of
Tov (see the critical remarks): the Pharisces and Sadducees,
the two parties conceived of together as the corporation of the
Sanhedrim (comp. on Matt. iii. G), became at variance (xv. 2),
and the mass—the multitude of those assembled—was divided.

Ver. 8. For the Sadducces, indeed, maintained, etc. — pndeé
&yyenov prjre mvebpa) not even angel or spirit (generally). The
urre myebpa is logically subordinate to the undé dyy. (in-
asmuch as 7vedua is conceived as being homogeneous with
dyyeros); for Ta dudorepa divides the objects named into two
classes, namely (1) dvdotacis, and (2) dyyehos and mvebua.
Hence undé before dyyeh. is to be defended, and not (in op-
position to Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 158, and Lachmann) to be

1 The untruth added to these accusations, fws 7¢ xai “EArmvas x.<. 4., Paul might
Liere with reason leave entirely out of consideration.

2 The procedure of Panl in helping himself with dialectic dexterity was accord-
ingly this : he reduces the accusations contained in xxi. 28 to the pure matter of
fact, and Le grasps this matter of fact (the announcement of the Messianic king-
dom) in that form which was necessary for his chject, *‘Non decrat Paulo
liumana etiam prudentia, qua in bonum evangelii utens, columbae serpentem
utiliter miscebat et inimicorum dissidiis fruebatur,” Grotius,
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changed into wifre, See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 709 ; comp. also
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 315 [E. T. 367], and on Gal i 12.
In the certainly very important codd. (A B C E ) which
have ure, this is to be viewed as a grammatical correction,
originating from the very old error, which already Chrysos-
tom has and Kuinoel still assumes : dudorepor . . . xai wepi
Tpt@y AapfBdverar. — The Sadducees (see on Matt. iii. 7)
denied (as materialists, perhaps holding the theory of emana-
tions) that there were angels and spirit-beings, s.e. independent
spiritual realities besides God. To this category of mvevuara,
denied by them, belonged also the spirits of the departed;
for they held the soul to be a refined matter, which perished
(cvvaavica:) with the body (Joseph. Anit. xviil. 1. 4, Bell.
ii. 8. 14). But it is arbitrary, with Bengel, Kuiroel, and
many others, to understand under wyvebua anima defuncti ex-
clusively. Reuss,in Herzog's Encyll. XIII. p. 294, has a view
running directly counter to the clear sense of the narrative.
Ver. 9. The designed stirring up of party-feeling proved so
successful,! that some scribes (“ os partis suae,” Bengel), who
belonged to the Pharisaic half of the Sanhedrim, rose up and
not only maintained the innocence of Paul against the other
party, but also, with bitter offensiveness towards the latter,
added the question: But if a spiril has spoken to him, or an
angel 2 The question is an aposiopesis (comp. on John vi. 62;
Rom. ix. 22), indicating the critical position of the matter
in the case supposed, without expressing it (quid vero, s,
etc.). We may imagine the words uttered with a Jesuiti-
cally-treacherous look and gesture toward the Sadducees,

! Baur and Zeller, following Schneckenbnrger, p. 144 ff., contest the historical
character of this cvent, because the two parties had already so long been rubbing
against each other, that they could not have been so inflamed by the apple ot
discord thrown in among them by Paul ; the sequel also contradicting it, as Paul
a few days afterwards was accused by the clicf priest and Sanhedrim before
Telix. DBut in this view sufficient account is not taken of the frequently quite
blind vehiemenco of passion, when suddenly and unexpectedly aroused, in parties
whose mutunal relations are strained. As this vehemence, particularly in the
Presence of the tribune, Lefore whom the sore point of honour was touched,
might easily overleap the boundaries of discretion and prudence ; so might the
prudent concert for a joint accusation subsequently take place, when the {it of
Passion was over. Comp. also Baumgarten, I1. p. 197 f,
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to whom the spealers leave the task of supplying in thought
an answer to this dubious question.— 7rvedua] is not, with
Calovius and others, to be taken of the Holy Spirit, but with-
out more precise definition as: a spirif, quite as in ver. 8,
where Luke by his gloss prepares us for ver. 9. — éAdAnaer]
giving him revelation concerning the é\mis and dvdoragrs,
ver. 6. A reference precisely to the narrative, which Paul
had given of his conversion at xxii. 6 ff, is not indicated.

Ver. 10. My Swacmactds) that he might be torn in pieces.
Comp. Symm., 1 Sam. xv. 33 ; Herod. iii. 13; Dem. 136. 15;
Lucian, 4sin. 32. The tribune saw thé two parties so inflamed,
that he feared lest they on both sides should seize on Paul—
the one to maltreat him, and the other to take him into their
protection against their opponents—and thus he might at length
even be torn in preces, as a sacrifice to their mutual fury!-—
éké\. 10 arpdr. kataf. .TN] he ordercd the soldiery to come down
(from the Antonia) and fo draw him away jfrom the midst of
them. The reading xatafBivas xai is a correct resolution of the
participial construction. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 774.

Vv. 11-14. Whether the appearance of Christ encouraging
Paul to further stedfastness was a vision in a dream, or a
vision in a waking state, perhaps in an ecstasy, cannot be
determined (in opposition to Olshausen, who holds the latter
as decided, see on xvi. 9). — els ‘Iepovo. and eis ‘Pou.] The
preacher coming from without preaches info the city; comp.
Mark xiv. 9. See on Mark i 39, also on ix. 28, xxvi. 20.
Observe also, that Jerusalem and Rome are the capitals of the
aworld, of the East and West. But a further advance, into Spain,
were it otherwise demonstrable, would not be excluded by the
intimation in this passage, since it fixes no terminus ad quem
(in opposition to Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 171). — Ver. 12. gvo-
Tpodiv] @ combination (xix. 40; 1 Mace. xiv. 44; Polyb. iv.
34. 6), afterwards still more precisely described by cvveposiav,
a conspiracy. That the conspirators were zealots and sicarii,
perhaps instigated by Ananias himself (concerning whom,
however, it is not demonstrable that he was himself a
Sadducee), as Kuinoel thinks, is not to be maintained. Cer—
tainly those Asiatics in xxi. 27 were concerned in it.— o



CHAP. XXIII. 15-20, 235

*Toudatod] the Jews, as the opposition. This general statement
is alterwards more precisely limited, ver. 13. — dvefepu.
éavrovs] they cursed themselves, pronounced on themselves
(in the event of transgression) the D277, the curse of divine
wrath and divine rejection, declaring that they would ncither
cat nor drink (yedoacbfas, ver. 14, expresses both) wntil, ete.
See on similar self-imprecations (which, in the event of the
matter being frustrated without the person’s own fault, could
be removed by the Rabbins, Lightfoot <n loc.), Selden, de
Syncdr. p. 108 f.— éws] with the subjunctive, because the
matter is contemplated directly, and without &v; Tritzsche,
ad Matth. p. 499; Winer, p. 279 [E. T. 371]. — Ver. 14.
Tois apy. #. 7. wpeaB.] That they applied to the Sudduccan
Sanhedrists, is evident of itself from what goes before. —
avabép. dvabeparic.] Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584].

Ver. 15. ‘Tuets] answering to the subsequent rjuels &é.
Thus they arrange the parts which they were to play. — o
7¢ owwedpip] Non wos soli, sed una cum collegis vestris (of whom
doubtless the Pharisees were not to be allowed to Lkmow the
murderous plot), quo major significationi sit auctoritas, Grotius.
— émws adrov wr.\] design of the éudavicate 7. yuh. From
this also it follows what they were to notify, namely, that they
wished the business of Paul to be more exactly taken cognis-
ance of in the Sanhedrim than had already been done (comp.
xxiv. 22).— 7o dve\. ad7] The design of €roipol éopuev;
2 Chron. vi. 2; Ezek xxi. 11; 1 Mace iii. 58, v. 39,
xili, 37. Comp. also ver. 20. — mpo Tod éyyicae adr.] so that
you shall have nothing at all to do with him.

Vv. 16—20. Whether the nephew of Paul was resident
in Jerusalem ; whether, possibly, the whole family may have
already, in the youth of the apostle, been transferred to
Jerusalem (as Ewald conjectures),—cannot be determined. —
7apayev.] belongs to the vivid minuteness with which the
whole history is set forth. — Ver. 18. The centurion on
military duty, without taking further part in the matter,
simply fulfils what Paul has asked. — o 8éouios ITabhos] he is
now, as a Roman citizen, to be conceived in custodia miliiaris
(comp. on xxii, 30). See on xxiv. 27. — Ver. 19. émAafB. 3¢
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s xep.] “ut fiduciam adolescentis confirmaret,” Bengel. —
avaywp. ka7 (Slav] in order to hold a private conversation
with him, he withdrew (with him) without the addition of
third person, perhaps to a special audience-chamber. Comp.
Luke ix. 10.— Ver. 20. 87] recitative.— ovvéfevro] have
made an agreement to request thee. Comp. on John ix. 22,
— @5 pé\\] ie. under the pretext, as if they would. See
Pllugk, ad Ewr. Hec. 1152, It is otherwise in ver. 15: in
the opinion, as, ete.

Vv. 21, 22. And now (xai viv, see Hartung, Partikell. 1.
p- 135) they arc in rcadiness to put into execution the aveleiv
avrov (comp. ver. 15), expecting that on thy part the promise
(to have Paul brought on the morrow to the Sanhedrim) will
take place. — émaryy. is neither jussum (Miinthe, Rosenmiiller)
nor nuntzus (Beza, Camerarius, Grotius, Alberti, Wolf; Henry
Stephanus even conjectured amayy.), but, according to its con-
stant meaning in the N. T., promissio. — éxhaX.] he commanded
to tcll it, to divulge it, to no one. Comp. Dem. 354. 23 ; Judith
Vil 9; not elsewhere in N. T. — évee. mpos pe] Oratio variata.
See on 1. 4.

Ver. 23. dvo Twds] some two; see on xix. 14. Comp:
Thue. viii. 100. 5: Tweés 8Yo. Luke vii. 19. It leaves the
exact number in uncertainty; Kriiger, § li. 16. 4.—So con-
siderable a force was ordered, in order to be secure against any
possible contingency of a further attempt.— o7patiwTas] is,
on account of the succeeding immeis, to be understood of the
usual Roman infantry (wefoi orpatidrar, Herodian, i. 12.19),
milites gravis armaturae, distinguished also from the peculiar
kind of light infantry afterwards mentioned as SefwohdfBos. —
SeErondBovs] a word entirely strange to ancient Greel, perhaps
at that time only current colloquially, and not finding its
way into the written language. It first occurs in Theo-
phylactus Simocatta,' and then again in the tenth century in
Constant. Porphyr. Themat. i. 1 (see Wetstein). At all events,

' In the seventh century. The passage in question, iv. 1, is as follows : #pos-
cderu 5i xal deliordfoi; dvvdpcany Ixyndaceiv x. Tis éfrpuu'al‘u whoas xaTeoPaii-
Zsozi. From this it only follows that they must have been a light-armed
force.
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it must denote some kind of force under the command of
the tribune, and that a light-armed infantry, as the &efiwo\.
are distinguished both from the cavalry and from the oTpa-
mwwr. That they were infantry, their great number also
proves. It is safest to regard them as a peculiar kind
of the light troops called rorarii or welites, and that either
as jaculatores (javelin-throwers, Liv. xxii. 21) or funditores
(slingers), for in Constant. Porphyr. (oi 8¢ Aeyouevor Touvp-
pdpxae €is Umovpylay Tow otpatnydy érdyfncav. Snuaive
3¢ TowodTor dfiwpa Tov Eyovra U@ éavrov oTpaTuwTas Tofo-
opovs mevrakoolovs, kal meENTacTAS Tpiaxooiovs, xal SeEiohd-
Bovs éxatdy) they are expressly distinguished from the sagit-
tarii, or bowmen (tofogop.), and from the targeteers, the
peltastae (or cetrati, see Liv. xxxi. 36). Detailed grounds are
wanting for a more definite decision.! The name 8efio. (those
who grasp with the right hand) is very naturally explained
from their kind of weapon, which was restricted in its use to
the right hand (it was otherwise with the heavy-armed troops,
and also with the bowmen and peltastae). This word has
tfrequently been explained (following Suidas: mapapilaces)
halberdiers, life guardsmen (who protect the right side of the
commander), to which, perhaps, the translation of the Fulgate
(also Ath. and Sahidic): lancearios (from the spear which the
halberdiers carried), is to be referred. ~Already the Coptic and
Syriac p. translate stipafores. Meursius (in the Glossar.), on
the other hand : military lictors (“ Manum nimirum injiciebant
maleficis”). But even apart from the passages of Theophyl
Simocatta, and Constant. Porphyr., of whom the latter parti-
cularly mentions the Jdefioh. alongside of the purely light-
armed soldiers, and indeed alongside of mere ordinary soldiers :
the great number of them is decisive against both views. For
that the commander of a cohort should have had a body-guard,
of which he could furnish two hundred men for the escort of

! Lwald, p. 577, now explains it from AzB4, grasp of the sword ; holding that
they were spiculatores cum lanceis (Sueton. Claud. 35); and that they carried
their sword, not on the left, but on the right. But we do not see why this was
necessary for the sake of using their spears by the right hand. The sword on

the left side would, indeed, have becn least a hindrance to them in the use of
the spear. Earlier, Ewald took them to be slingers.
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a prisoner, is just as improbable, as that he should have had ag
many lictors at his disposal. On the whole, then, the reading
SefioBorovs in A (Syr. jaculantes dertra; Erp. jaculatores),
approved by Grotius and Valckenaer, is to be considered as.a
correct interpretation, whether they be understood to be javelin-
throwers or slingers. — dwo Tpirys dpas Tis vuvkros] from this
{ime (about nine in the evening) they were to have this force
in readiness, because the convoy was to start, for the sake of
the greatest possible security from the Jews, at the time of
darkness and of the first sleep.

Ver. 24. Krjvm 1e mwapactijoar] still depends on eimev,
ver. 23. The specch passes from the direct to the indirect
form. See on xix. 27.— kmjyn] sarcinaria jumenta, Caes.
Bell. civ. i. 81. Whether they were asses or pack-horses,
cannot be determined. Their destination was: that they (the
centurions to whom the command was given) should malke
Paul mount on them, and so should bring him uninjured to
Felix the procurator. The plural number of the animals is not,
with Kuinoel, to be explained “in usum Pauli e militis ipsius
custodis,” but, as va émB. 7. Ilad\. requires, only in usum
Pauli, for whom, as the convoy admitted of no halt (vv. 31, 32),
one or other of the xrijvn was to accompany it as a reserve, in
order to be used by him in case of need.—On Feliz, the freedman
of Claudius—by his third wife son-in-law of Agrippa I and
brother-in-law of Agrippa IL, and brother of Pallas the favourite
of Nero,—that worthless person, who “ per omnem saevitiam ac
libidinem jus regium servili ingenio in Judaea provincia exer-
cuit® (Tac. Hist. v. 9), and after his procuratorship was accused
to Nero by the Jews of Caesarea, but was acquitted through
the intercession of Pallas, see Walch, Diss. de Felice Judacor.
procur. Jen. 1747 ; Ewald, p. 549 ff.; Gerlach, d. Rom. Statt-
Lalter in Syr. w. Jud. p. 75 ff.

Vv. 25, 26. Tpayras] adds to elmev, ver. 23, a contem-
poraneous accompanying action. Such passports, given with
transported prisoners, were called at a later period (in the
Cod. Theodos.) elogia. — Tepiéy. T. Thmov Tobr.] which contained
the following form; Témos (3 Macc. iii. 30), the same as
Tpomos elsewhere (Kypke, IL p. 119; Grimm. on 1 Mace.
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xi. 29), corresponds entirely to the Latin exemplum, the literal
Jorm, the verbal contents of a letter. Cic. ad Div. x. 5 : “ literae
binae eodem exemplo.”—The lie in ver. 27 (see ¢n loc.) is a
proof that in what follows the literal expression is authentically
contained ; therefore there is no reason, with Olshausen, to
regard the letter as a literary production of Luke. A docu-
mentary source, it is true, from which the verbal form came
to him, cannot be specified, although possibilities of this nature
may well be imagined. — 7o «patioTe] see on Luke, Introd.
§ 3. Comp. xxiv. 3, xxvi. 25.

Vv. 27-30. See xxi. 30-34, xxii. 26, 2%, 30, xxiil. 1 ff,
19 ff. — guAAn$l.] without the article : after he had been seized.
Observe, that Lysias uses not 7ov dvfpwmov, but with a certain
respect, and that not only for the Roman citizen, but also for the
person of his prisoner, 7. &vdpa. — éfehouny alrov, pabov 1o
‘Pwp. éore] contains a cunning falsification of the state of the
facts, xxi. 31-34 and xxii. 25 ff. ; for ver. 28 comp. with xxii.
30 proves that the tribune did not mean the second rescue of
the apostle, xxiii. 10. Therefore the remarlk of Grotius is
entirely mistaken, that pafov denotes “ nullum certum tempus”
but merely xai &uafov generally ;! and so is Beza’s proposal to
put a stop after adrov, and then to read : pafov 8¢ &r¢ wT\.
— adrév] Compare on this resumption after a long intervening
sentence, Plat. Rep. p. 398 A; and see, moreover, Matthiae,
§ 472 ; Winer, p. 159 f. [E. T. 184]. — Ver. 30. pnubeions

. éoeafar] The hurried letter-writer has mixed up two con-
structions: (1) pnvvfelons 8¢ por émiBovils Tis peldovons
€oeabar, and (2) pmrvbévros (comp. Polyaen. il 14. 1) &
wot émreBoviny pé\hew Eseabai.  See Grotius 7n loc.; Fritzsche,
Conjectur. 1. p. 39 f.; Winer, p. 528 [E. T. 710]. Similar
blendings are also found in the classics; Bornemann, ad Xen.
Anab.iv. 4.18. Asto the import of unview, see on Luke xx. 37.

1 Nor Qoes it mean, as Otto suggests: ‘‘ on which occasion (in consequence of
which) I learned.” The Vulgate, Erasmus, and Calvin correctly render: coguilo,
comp. Phil, ii, 19. Beza also correctly renders by edoctus, with the remark :
‘Y Dissimulat ergo tribunis id, de quo reprehendi jure potuisset.” Castalio
anticipated the misinterpretation of Grotius and Otto: *“eripui ac Romanum
esse didici,” And so also Luther. The wafdv S x.<.A, is nothing else than
iriyvob; Ini ‘Pugaits ioe, xxil. 29. Comp. xvi. 38
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Vv. 31-34. Antipatris, on the road from Jerusalem fto
Caesarea, built by Herod 1., and named after his father Anti-
pater, was 26 miles (thus 5% geographical miles) distant from
Caesarea. Sce Robinson, III. p. 257 ff.; Ritter, Erdk. XV
p- 571.— 8ua Tis wvukrds] as in xvil. 10. Inexact statement
a potiori; for, considering the great distance between Jeru-
salem and Antipatris (about 8 geographical miles), and as they
did pot set out from Jerusalem before nine in the evening
(ver. 25), besides the night a part of the following forenoon must
have been spent on the journey to Antipatris, which must, more-
over, be conceived of as a very hurried one; yet the following
night is not, with Kuinoel (against ver. 32), to be included. —
Ver. 32. édoavres x.7.\.] thus from their own foresight (because
such a strong force was unnecessary at the distance which they
had reached, and might be required in case of an uproar at Jeru-
salem), not according to the literal command of the tribune,
ver. 23.— Tods (wmets] not also the SefioAdBovs, whom they
took back with them, as may be concluded from their not
being mentioned. — Ver. 33. oirwes] “ad remotius momen,
secus atque expectaveris refertur,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II.
p. 368. — kai 7. ITadN.] simul et Pawlum. — Ver. 34. Felix
makes only a preliminary personal inguiry, but one necessary
for the treatment of the cause and of the man, on a point
on which the elogium contained no information. — wolas] is
qualitative - from what kind of province. Cilicia was an
wmperial province.

Ver. 35. dwaxoboopar] denotes the full and exact hearing
(Xen. Occ. 11. 1, Cyrop. iv. 4. 1; Polyb. iii. 15. 4; Dorvill.
ad Char. p. 670),1in contrast to what was now held as merely
preliminary. — 76 wpatr@piov Tod ‘Hp] was the name given
to the palace which Herod the Great had formerly built for
himself, and which now served as the residence of the pro-
curators. From our passage it follows that the place, in
which Paul was temporarily kept in custody, was no common
prison (v. 18), but was within the praetorium. The deter-
mination of the manner of the cuslodia reorwm depended on
the procurator (L. 1, D. xlviii. 3), and the favourable elogium
micht have its influence in this respect.
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CHAPTER XXIV.

VER. 1. #@v ap:e8.] Lachm. and Born. read apesf. 7win, according
to AB EN, min. S8ahid. Arm. Syr. p. Vulg. Theophyl. rwiv
was written on the margin as a gloss (see the exegetical re-
marks). — Ver. 3. xaropdwpdrav] Lachm. and Born. (following
A B E ) read dwpdapdray, which already Griesb. recommended.
Neither occurs elsewhere in the N.T. The decision is given
by the preponderance of evidence in favour of &rps., which,
besides, is the less usnal word. — Ver. 5. srdor] A B E R, min.
Copt. Vulg. Chrys. Theophyl. Oec. have srdse. Recommended
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Born. And rightly; erdenw
was easily enough occasioned by the writing of erdsis instead
of erdeee (comp. N).—VV. 6-8. From za! #ard to é=i ot is
wanting in A B G H ¥, min. vss. Beda. And there are many
variations in detail. Condemned by Mill, Beng., Griesh., and
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; it is a completion of
the narrative of the orator. Had the words been original
(Matth. and Born. defend them), no reason can be assigned for
their omission. For zard . fuer. véu. 486N, zpivew in the mouth
of the advocate who speaks in the name of his clients could be
as little offensive as the preceding éxparsouus ; and the indirect
complaint against Lysias, ver. 7, was very natural in the relation
of the Jews to this tribune, who had twice protected Paul
against them. But even assuming that this complaint had
really caused offence to the transcribers, it would have occa-
sioned the omission of the passage merely from =aperduv, not
from za!) xard.— Ver. 9. ouwemifevro] is decidedly attested, in
opposition to the Recepta suwibivzo.— Ver. 10. sdduuirepor] A B
E N, min. Vulg. Ath. have edluwc. Approved by Griesb., fol-
lowing Mill and Bengel ; adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. But
Low much easier it is to assume that the reference of the com-
Parative remained unrecognised, than that it should have been
added by a reflection of the transcribers ! — Ver. 11. & *Ispove.]
Lachm. Tisch. Born. have, and also Griesb. approved, e/ ‘Ispoue,,
according to A E H &, min. This weight of evidence is decisive,
as according to the difference in the relation either preposition
ACTS IL Q
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might be used. — Ver. 12. imsberaon] Lachm. reads éxieraoy,
according to A B E ¥, min. A transcriber’s error. — Ver. 13,
After édvavres Lachm. and Born. have oo, according to A B E §,
min., and several vss. Some have it before dv.; others have,
also bcfore &vv., sometimes wor and sometimes we (so Mill and
Matth.). Various supplementary additions.— Ver. 14. roiz év
coiz] Elz. has merely & oz, But against this the witnesses are
decisive, which have either roiz & roix (so Griesb., Scholz, and
others) or simply roi (so Lachm. Tisch. Born., following Matth.).
If iz & oy were original (so & **), then it is easy to explain
how the other two readings might have originated through
copyists—in the first instance, by oversight, the simple roi
(A G H &* vss. Theophyl. Oec.), and then by way of explana-
tion & roiz (B). If, on the other hand, o were original, then
indeed the resolution of the dative construction of the passive
by # might ecasily come into the text, but there would be no
reason for the addition of roiz before &v.— Ver. 15. After Zocodeus
Elz. Scholz have vexpav, which, in deference to very important
evidence, was suspected by Griesb. and deleted by Lachm.
Tisch. Born. A supplementary addition.— Ver. 16. xa! airéc]
so A BC E G &, min. vss. Approved by Griesb., and adopted
by Lachm. Tisch. Born. But Elz. Scholz have & «irés. The
reference of zai was not understood, and therefore sometimes &,
sometimes &8¢ zai was put.— Ver. 18. & ofs] A B C E K, min.
have # «f;, which Griesb. recommended, and Lachm., Scholz,
Born. adopted. But the fem., in spite of the preponderance of its
attestation, betrays its having originated through the preceding
mpesgopds. — wnvis 0¢) Elz. has merely snég, against decisive testi-
mony. The ¢ was perplexing. — Ver. 19.¢] B G H, min. Sahid.
Aeth. Slav. Chrys. 1, Oec. have é Recommended by Griesb,,
and adopted by Beng. and Matth. But £« is preponderantly
attested by A C E &, min. Syr. utr. Copt. Vulg. Chrys. 1, Theoph,,
and is much more delicate and suitable than the demanding é¢Z
— Ver. 20. 7/] Elz. has ¢/ , against decisive witnesses. From
ver. 19. — Ver. 22. dweBdn. 6 «br. 6 ®iaE] Adopted, according
to decisive testimony, by Griesb. and all modern critics except
Aatth. But Elz. has droloug 8 ruire & @. awB. abrods, which
Rinck defends. An amplifying gloss.— Ver. 23. «iséy] Elz.
has riv Ialnov, against decisive attestation.— 3 mpostpysoloi]
wanting in A B C E &, min,, and several vss.; amplifying
addition, perhaps after x. 28.— Ver. 24. After 73 yuwumi Elz.
Las abro, and Lachm.: ¢ idig yuwami. The critical witnesses
are much divided between these three readings; indeed several,
like A, have even /4ig and wires. But in view of this diversity,
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both /éi¢ and wdred appear as additions, in ordcr o fix the
meaning conjux on rj yweini,— After Xparéy B E G %* min.
Chrys. and several vss. have "Ineoy, which Rinck has approved,
and Lachm., Scholz, Born. adopted. A frequent addition, which
some vss. have defore Xpiorév.— Ver. 25. 763 pérrosros %pimaos |
100 apiwaros Tob wéiriovrog (Lachm. Tisch. Born.) is preponderantly
attested, and therefore to be adopted. So also Elz., which,
however, adds sesdus (deleted by Scholz); and Tisch. has again
inserted it, following G H min. and some Fathers. The word, just
as being in itself quite superfluous, would have to be received, if
it were more strongly attested. — Ver. 26. After Tiuiiov Elz. has
émws Moy abrév, against preponderating testimony. A gloss.—
Ver. 27. ydpiras] Lachm. and Born. read xydpire, according to
A B C n* and some min.; E G 8** min. have ydp». Thus for
»épires there remains only a very weak attestation (I, min, and
some Fathers; no vss.). The best attested reading, xdpire, is
the more to be adopted, as this accusative form, not elsewhere
used in the N. T. (although to be read also in Jude 4), could
not but occasion oftence.

Ver. 1. Mera 6¢ mévre nuép.] The point of commencement is
not to be reckoned, with Cajetanus, Basnage, Michaelis, Stolz,
Rosenmiiller, Morus, Hildebrand, as the arrest of Paul in Jeru-
salem,—an opinion which has arisen from an erroneous com-
putation of the twelve days in ver. 11,—nor yet with Calovius,
Wetstein, and others, as the arrival of Paul at Caesarea, but
as (see on ver. 11) his deparéiure for Caesarea. We may add
that the popular miode of expression does not necessarily
denote that the fifth day had already elapsed, but may just
as well denote on the fifil day (comp. Matt. xxvii. 63, and see
on Matt. xii. 40). That the latter view is to be assumed
here, see on ver. 11. — pera 7@y mpeaB.] of course, not the
wlole Sanhedrists, but deputies who represented the council.
It is obvious, withal, that the two parties in the Sanhedrim,
after the variance temporarily aroused between them (xxiii.
6 ff.), had in the interval bethought themselves of the matter,
and united against the common enemy, in order to avert his
eventual acquittal by the Roman authority.—Tertullus (a
common Roman name, sce Wetstein) was an orator forensis
(see Barth, ad Claudian. p. 76), a public causidicus. Such
speakers, who were very numerous in Rome and in the pro-
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vinces, bore the classical name of the public orators: pijropes
(see Photius, p. 488, 12; Thomas Mag, Suidas), in the older
Greek auvijyopor (Dem. 1137. 5, 1349. pen. ; Lucian. Toz. 26 ;
Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 142,14),the advocates of the accusers
— éved. 7@ 7. kata Tov II. ] they laid information before the
procurator against Paul. That this took place in writing, by
a libel of accusation (Camerarius, Grotius), is not affirmed by the
text, which, by xaréBn and the «Anfévros 8¢ adrod immediately
following, does not point to more than oral accusation. Comp.
xxiii 15, xxv. 2, 15. The reciprocal rendering, comparucrunt
(Beza, Luther, Castalio, Wolf, and others, following the Vulgate),
is an unnecessary deviation from the usage in the N. T., xxiii.
15, 22, xxv. 2, 15; John xiv. 21 f; Heb. xi. 14, and else-
where also not capable of being made good. Comp. Borne-
mann in Rosenmiiller, Repert. II. p. 271 ; Krebs, p. 252 f.
Vv. 2, 3. After the accusation brought against Paul the
accused is summoned to appear, and now Tertullus commences
the address of accusation itself, and that (after the manner of
orators, see Grotius in loc) with a captatio benevolentiae (yet
basely flattering) to the judge.—The speech, embellished with
rhetorical elegance, is to be rendered thus: As we are par-
laking (continuously) of much peace through thee, and as
improvements have taken place for this people on all sides and
in all places through thy care, we acknowledge it, most excellent
Feliz, with all thanksgiving. Observe here, (1) that the orator
with moA\7js elprvns .7\ praises Felix as pacator provinciae,
which it was a peculiar glory of procurators to be, see
Wetstein ; (2) that the object of dmodeyduefa is evident of
itself from what precedes ; (3) that wavTy Te xal mavrayob is
not to be referred, as usually, to dmodey., but, with Lachmann,
to ywopévwy, because, according to the flattering character of
the speech, Siopfwp. yiwop. Tequires a definition of degree, and
it is arbitrary mentally to supply moAAdy. — SiopfwpaTa (see
the critical remarks) are #mproved arrangements in the state
and nation. Comp. Polyb. iii. 118. 12: ai 7dv molirevpdray
Swopbéaes, Arist. Pol. iii. 13; Plut. Num. 17, al. On the
Greek idiom of the word, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 250 f.
katopbopara would be successes, successful accomplishments ;
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see Raplel, Polyb. in loc.; Lobeck, Lc. — mdvry] only here in
the N. T., not semper (Vulgate and others), but towards all
sides, quoquoversus, as in all classical writers; with iota sub-
scriptum (in opposition to Buttmann and others), see Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. 1L p. 493.— On dmwobéyeafar, probure, “ admittere
cum assensu, gaudio, congratulatione,” Reiske, Jnd. Dem. p.
66 ; see Loesner, p. 229 ; Krebs in loc.—How little, we may
add, Felix, although he waged various conflicts with sicarii,
sorcerers, and rebels (Joseph. Dell. ii. 13. 2, Antt. xx. 8. 5 1),
merited this praise on the whole, may be seen in Tac. Hust.
v. 9, Ann. xil. 54 ; and what a contrast to it was the com-
plaint raised against him after his departure by the Jews
before the emperor (Joseph. Anit. xx. 8. 9 £)!

Ver. 4. That, however, I may not longer (by a more length-
ened discourse than I shall hold) detain thee, keep thee {rom
thy business. On éyxomrew, see Valckenaer, Schol. p. 600 f.
&émi whelop, as in xx. 9; Judith xiii, 1. See on iv. 17.
Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 572 B: émi mhéov ébjybnuer elmeiv. —
Mefovtwv is mot to Dbe supplied with ocwwrduws (Kuinoel,
Olshausen, and others), but it contains the definition of measure
to axotoar. The request for a hearing of brief duration is, at
the same time, the promise of a concise discourse.— 75 o7
émeewe.] with thy (thine own peculiar) clemency (see on 2 Cor.
x 1)

Vv. 5-8. Kai «ata ... ém oé is to be deleted. See the
critical remarks. — eVpovres yap x.7.\.] The structure of the
sentence is anacoluthic, as Grotius already saw. Luke has
departed from the construction ; instead of continuing, ver. 6,
with éxparicauer adTdv, he,led astray by the preceding relative
construction, brings the principal verb also into connection with
the relative. Comp. Winer, pp. 330, 528 [E. T. 442, 710];
Buttmann, p. 252 [E. T. 293]. Comp. ou Rom. xvi. 27. The
7ydp is namely; see on Matt. i. 18.—Examples of Aotuos and
Dpestis, as designating men bringing destruclion, may be seen in
Grotius and Wetstein. Grimm on 1 Mace. x. 61. — T
oicoup.] is here, in the mouth of a Roman, before a Roman
tribunal, to be understood of the Roman orbis terrarum. See
on Luke ii. 1.— mpwroordryy] froni-rank man, file-leader.
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Thue. v. 71. 2, and Kriiger in loc. — vév Nalwpalov] a con-
temptuous appellation of Christians as the followers of Jesus
of Nazareth, whose presumed descent from Nazareth stamped
Him as a false Messiah (John vii. 42). — &¢ xai 7. lepov w.7.\.]
who even the temple, ete. Comp. ér¢ Te rai, xxi. 28. —
Ver. 8. 7ap’ of] refers, as the preceding mention of Lysias is
spurious, to Pawl, to whom, however, it could not have been
referred, were the preceding portion genuine, in opposition to
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Limborch, Rosenmiiller, who have,
moreover, arbitrarily understood dvaxpivas of a quaestio per
tormenta ; it denotes judicial examination generally. — &v]
=& by attraction.—That we have not before us the speech of
Tertullus in a quite exact reproduction is obvious of itself, as
the source of the narrative could only be the communication
of Paul The beginning, so much in contrast with the rest, is
doubtless most faithfully reproduced, impressing itself, as it
naturally did, alike as the commencement of the imposing
trial and by reason of the singularly pompous flattery, with the
most literal precision on the recollection of the apostle and,
through his communication, on the memory of Luke.

Ver. 9. Sweméfevro x.7.\] but the Jews also jointly set upon
7im ; they united their attack against Paul with that of their
advocate, inasmuch ag they indicated the contents of his state-
ments to be the true state of the case. Comp. on cvvemrerifepat,
DPlat. Phil. p. 16 A; Xen. Cyrop. iv. 2. 3; Polyb. i. 31. 2,
iiL 3. 6; also in the LXX. — ddorovres] comp. xxv. 19 ; and
see on Rom. i 22.

Ver. 10. In what a dignified, calm, and wise manner does
Puul open his address ! — éx moM@v érdv] therefore thou hast
an ample judicial experience as regards the circumstances of
the nation and their character. * Novus aliquis praeses propter
inscitiam forte perculsus esset tam atroci delatione,” Calvin.
—Feliz entered on the procuratorship after the banishment of
his predecessor Cumanus, in the year 52 (according to Wieseler,
53); see Joseph. Antt. xx. 7. 1. Even in the time of Cumanus
he had great influence, particularly in Samaria, without, how-
ever, being actually governor of that country, as is incorrectly
stated in Tac. Ann. xil. 54 in contradiction to Josephus, or
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of Upper Galilee (as is erroneously inferred by Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, Hildebrand, and others, from Joseph. Bell. ii. 12. 8).
See Anger, de temp. rat. p. 88 ; Wieseler, p. 67 {.; comp. also
Gerlach, lc, p. 756; Ewald, p. 549. He was thus at this
time (see Introduction, § 4) probably in the seventh year of his
procuratorship.! — kpersiv] is not, with Beza, Grotius, Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, and others (after vov), to be taken generally as prae-
fectus, rector, but specially as judge ; for the judicial position
of Felix in his procuratorship was the point here concerned.
On the participle with émiarap., see Winer, p. 324 [E. T. 435].
— evBupdrepov] the more cheerfully, namely, than I would be
able to do if thou wert still new in this judicial office. — @
mepl éuavrod dmohoyoluai] I bring forward in dofence the
things concerning myself. Comp. Plat. Crit. p. 54 B, Phaed.
p- 69 D, Conv. p. 174 D, and Stallb. ¢n loc., Pol. iv. p. 420 B,
453 C; Dem. 227. 13, 407. 19 ; Thuec. iii. 62. 4.

Ver. 11. Paul adds a more special reason subordinate to
the general one (ver. 10), for his edfupoTepov . . . dmoloyodua.
Since he had returned from abroad only twelve days ago, and
accordingly the ground of facts on which they wished him con-
demned (70 lepov émeipace BeBydaar, comp. xxi. 28) was still
quite new, the procurator, with his long judicial experience
among the ‘Jewish "people, could the less avoid the most
thorough examination of the matter. — od mhelovs . . . Huépat
dexadlo] without #, which Elz. has as a gloss. See on iv. 22.
—ap s avéBny] from the day on which (ad’ Fs, sc. ruépas,
comp. on i. 2, 22) I had come up. This is the day of the accom-
plished avaBaivew, the day of the arrival, not of the departure
from Cacsarea (Wieseler). Comp. xi. 2; Kiilmer, § 444;
Winer, p. 258 [E. T. 343].  As to the reckoning of the twelve
days, it is to be observed: (1) That by the present elow the

1 To reduce the ix worriv iviv to three years (Stélting, Beitr. z. Excg. d. Paul.
Br. p. 192), even apart from the duration of the government of Felix being
thereby assumed as much too short (ver. 27), is rendered exegetically impossible
by the expression itsclf. For a captatio benevolentiae, so definite (iziv) a state-
ment of time, if by moardy were meant only thrce years, would be very inappro-
priate, as the words would contain o flat untruth. Mow casily would a2 more
flexible expression have presented itself for such a purpose, such as ix zerdad
Xpovou, OF i inavay (OF sAssivar) izav |
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inclusion of the days already spent at Caesarea is imperatively
required. Hence the assumption of Heinrichs, Hildcbrand,
and others is to be rejected as decidedly erroneous: “ Dies,
quibus P. jam Caesareae fuerat, non numerantur; ibi enimn
(! in custodia tumultum movere non poterat” (I{uinoel).
(2) That oY mhelovs elge permits us to regard as the current
day on which the discussion occurred, either the twelfth or the
(not yet elapsed) thirteenth ; as, however, Paul wished to express
as short a period as possible, the latter view is to be preferred.
There accordingly results the following calculation :—

I. Day of arrival in Jerusalem, xxi. 15-17.

II. Meeting with James, xxi. 18 ff.

III| Undertaking of the Nazarite vow and offerings,
\ xxi 26.

.[The seven days’ time of offering broken off by the
arrest, xxi. 27.
VII_ Arrest of the apostle, xxi. 27 ff.
VIII. Paul before the Sanhedrim, xxii. 30, xxiii. 1-10.
\ Jewish conspiracy and its disclosure, xxiii. 12 ff.
On the same day Paul, before midnight, is brought
away from Jerusalem, xxiii. 23, 31.

‘[ Meta 8¢ mévre fuépas kTN, Xxiv. 1.

XII.
XIII| The current day.

It further serves to justify this calculation : (1) that it suffi-
ciently agrees with the vague statement in xxi. 27: ds O¢
ZueNhov ai émra fuépar ouvteleicbar, to place the arrest on
the fifth day of that week; (2) that, as ferminus a quo for
werd wévre fpépas, xxiv. 1, the ninth day may not only be
1ssumed generally (because the immediately preceding section
of the narrative, xxiiL 31 ff,, commences with the departure
of Paul from Jerusalem), but is also specially indicated by the
connection, inasmuch as this perd mévre fuép. so corresponds to
the 75 8¢ émavpiov, xxiii. 32, that therc is presented for both
statements of time one and the same point of commencement,
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namely, the day on which the convoy (after nine in the even-
ing) left Jerusalem. Anger (de temp. rat. p. 110) deviates
from this reckoning in the two points, that he places as the
first of the five days, xxiv. 1, the day of the arrival at
Caesarea ; and he does not include at all in the reckoning the
day on which Paul came to Jerusalem (becanse Taul reached
it, perhaps, only after sunget). Dut the former is unnecessary
(see above), and the latter would not only be at variance with
Paul's own words, &¢’ #s dvéBny mposrvvic. év ‘Iepove.,
ver. 11 (by which the day of arrival is included), but also
would bring the reckoning of the apostle into contradiction
with xxi. 17, 18 (v5 8¢ émwvoy). Wieseler, p. 103 £, and on
Gal. p. 588, has reckoned the days in an entirely different
manner—but in connection with his opinion (not to be ap-
proved) that the émrra fuépar in xxi. 27 are to be understood
of the Pentecostal week—namely : two days for the journey to
Jerusalem ; the third day, interview with James; the fourth,
his arrest in the temple (Pentecost) ; the fi/¢4, the sitting of the
Sanhedrim ; the sixth, his removal to Caesarea; the seventl,
his arrival there ; the twelfth, the departure of Ananias from
Jerusalem, xxiv. 1; the thirteenth, the hearing before Felix.
— mpogxumjocwr] thus with .quite an innocent and legally
religious design. — els ‘ITepovs.] (sce the critical remarks)
belongs to avéfBnv.

Vv. 12-21. In the following speech Paul first disclaims
the accusations of ‘his opponents gencrally and on the whole
as groundless (vv. 12, 13); then gives a justifying explana-
tion of the expression mpwrogrdrny Tijs Tév Nafwp. aipéos.,
by which they had maliciously wished to bring him into sus-
picion (vv. 14-16); and lasély refutes the special accusation -
kal 10 (epov émeip. BeBnidoar (vv. 17-21).

Vv. 12, 13. ’Emwioracw] uproar. LXX. Numn. xxvi. 9,
xvi. 40; Joseph. ¢. Ap. 1. 20. — Both after oiire év Tais qvvay.
and after ofre xata Thv wohw (throughout the city) ebpov pe
mpos Twa Siakeyopevov, 1) émocloTacw wowobvTa GxAov is
mentally to be supplied.— See exawmples of wapasricat, to
present, 1.e. to make good, to prove, in Kypke, II. p. 121 i.;
Morus, ad Longin. p. 43 ; and from Thilo in Loesner, p. 236 f
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Vv. 14, 15. 4é€] opposes the positive confession, which now
follows, to the preceding merely negative assurance (vv. 12, 13):
but, doubtless, I confess: “ Asa Christian I reverence the same
God with the Jews, follow the same rule of faith, and I have
the same hope on God, that there shall be a reswrrection,” ete.
Thus, notwithstanding that malicious mpwrocrdTyy THs TOV
Nal. aip., I am in nowise an enemy of the existing religion
(protected by the Roman laws!). And with full ¢tk could this
“ confessio ingenua, voluntaria, plena” (Bengel) be furnished
by Paul (in opposition to Baur and Zeller; also Schnecken-
burger, p. 147 {), as he recognised in Christianity the com-
pletion of the divine law and the fulfilment of the prophets;
and this recognition, as regards ke law, necessarily presupposes
the belief <n all that s written <n the low, namely, in its
connection with the fulfilment effected by Christ (comp. Rom,
ii. 31, xiii. 8 ff.; Gal iii. 34), although the law as a rule of
justification has reached its end in Christ (Rom. x. 4). — xata
v odov k.TN] according to the way, which, etc., according
to the Christian mode of life (xxii. 4, ix. 2, xix. 23).—
fiv Aéy. alpeaw] for Tertullus had, ver. 5, used afpegss, in
itself a wor media (school, party, see Wetstein on 1 Cor.
xi. 19), in a bad sense (a schismatic party, sect). — T8 waTpPP
Ocg] the God worshipped by the ancestors of my nation and
from them received (xxii 3). How inviolable were even to
the heathen their ancestral gods! See Wetstein and Kypke,
IL p. 122 f.; and on the expression very common also among
the Greeks, Lobeck, Aglaoph. p. 1206, 769 ff.; Ellendt, Lex.
Soph. IL 533 f. — motedwr. £.7.\.] is now that which is em-
phatically indicated by ofre: in this way : (namely) believing
all things, etc. Comp. Bornemann in Rosenmiiller, Repert. IL
p. 277 ; Bernhardy, p. 284. — kata Tov vopov] throughout the
law (-book). — énmida &Eywv] contains a characteristic circum-
stance accompanying wrioTelwy Tiot KT — Kal avTol obTot]
even they themsclues there, is spoken Sewctinds to those present
as the representatives of the nation in the transaction. It
was natural that this point of view in its generality should
admit no reference to the Sadducean deviation from the
national belief of tle resurrection, or at all to special differ-
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ences concerning this dogma. It is just as certain that Paul
understood Sivalwy and adikwy morally, and not according to
the sense of the self-conceit of the descendants of Abraham
(Bertholdt, Christol. pp. 176 ff, 203 ff). Comp. on Luke
xiv. 14. — wpoadéyovrar] cxpectant. The hope is treated
as objective (see on Rom. viii. 24). Comp. Eur. 4lc. 1381
Job ii. 9; Isa, xxviii. 19; Tit. ii. 13; and comp. on Gal
v. 5.

Ver. 16. *Ev Tovre] on this account, as in John xvi. 30.
It refers to the whole contents of the confession just expressed
in vv. 14, 15, as that on which the moral striving, which Paul
constantly (8tamavr.) has, has its causal basis. — kai adros] et
ipse, like other true -confessors of this faith and this hope. —
aor®d) I exercise myself, ie. in eo laboro, studeo (Stallb. ad
Plat. Rep. p. 389 C); often also in classical writers with the
infinitive. See Sturz, Lex. Xen. I. p. 439. — mwpos Tov Ocov
x.7\.] ethical reference (Rom. v. 1). The good conscience
(xxiii. 1) is conceived as having suffered no offence (ampcox.,
here passive, comp. on Thil. i. 10), 4.c. as unshalen, preserved
in its unimpaired equilibrium.

Ver. 17. 47 érdv 8¢ mhewovor] inferjectis autem pluribus
annis. The &8¢ leads over to the defence on the special point
of accusation in ver. 6. Regarding &d, after,! see on Gal
ii. 1. Paul means the four years, which had elapsed since
his last visit to Jerusalem, xviii. 22. How does the very fact of
this long alibi, preceding the short period of my present visit,
witness against that accusation!— eis 70 €fvos pov] for my
nation. What a contrast in this patriotic love to the hostile
calumnies of his accusers! And Paul mighit so speak, for the
Greek and Asiatic contributions which he had brought (1 Cor.
xvi. 1 ff.; 2 Cor. viil, 9; Rom. xv. 25) were destined for the
support of the Jerusalem Christians, who for the most part
consisted of native Jews. If he conveyed alms for these, he

1 Not while (in opposition to Stolting, Beitr. z. Excgese d. Paulin. Briefe,
1869, p. 163 f.), as if Paul would say : while I kave done this (the doxsiv x..2.)
already for several years; which neither stands in the text, nor would be suit-
able after the dxravzés already expressing far moro.  Bengel gives corvestly the
practical signilicance in this statement of time,
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assisted in them ’Ais nation, in doing which he cherished the
national point of view, that the Gentiles, having become par-
takers of the spiritnal Dblessings of the Jews, owed corporeal
aid to these in turn (Rom. xv. 27). — wposdopds] ie. festival
offerings. The performance of these had been among the
objects of the journey. The taking on him the Nazarite
offcrings was only induced after his arrival by circumstances.
Whether Paul defrayed the expenses of the Nazarite offer-
ings from the contribution-moneys (Baumgarten), is neither
here nor elsewhere said, and cannot be determined.

Vv. 18, 19. "Ev ois, during which (applies to the mpoaopds),
during which sacrificial occupations.  “ Graeci, licet alius
generis nomen praecesserit, saepe neutro plurali pronominis
utuntur, generalem vocabuli notionem respicientes,” Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 14. Comp. Matthiae, p. 987 ; Poppo, ad
Thuc. 1. 97. 3. — jyvmopévov] purified, as a Nazarite (see
xxL 27), thus, in an unobjectionable and loly condition,
without multitude and without tumult.— A point is not,
with Griesbach, Scholz, and de Wette, to be placed after
BopvBov, because otherwise Twes 3¢ k7. would be an imper-
fect sentence, which the simplicity of the structure of the
discourse (it is otherwise in ver. 5 f) does not justify our
assuming.  Lachmaun, Tischendorf, and DBornemann have
correctly put only a comma. It isaccordingly to be explained
in such a way, that Paul with edpov . . . Tewés 8¢ w7\ glances
back to what was said in ver. 5 f, which had sounded as if
the Sanledrists had found him. On the other hand, Twés 8
forms the conirast, introducing the actual position of the matter,
in which & withal refers to suppressam aliguam pariem sen-
tentiae (Hermann, ad Phtloctet. 16), thus: Thereupon there
found me—not these, as they asserted, ver. 5,—but doubtlcss
certain Asiatic Jews. Comp. Bornemann, Schol. in Luk. p. 184,
and in Rosenmiiller, Repert. II. p. 278.— éBe:] The sense of
the praeterite, and that without &v, is here essential; for the
Asiatics must have appeared, like the Sanhedrists, before the
procurator, if they, etc. That this did not happen, is a fact of
the past. Comp. Bultmann, neut. Gr. p. 187 [E. T. 216 £} —
€ L Eyoiew, in so far as they should have ouyht (subjective
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possibility). On e/ with the optative, and in the following
sentence the indicative, see Bernhardy, p. 386 f.; Winer,
p. 276 [E. T. 367].

Vv. 20, 21. Or else (as certainly those absent can make no
statement, comp. Baeumlein, Partik. p. 126 £) lot these there
(pointing to the Sanhedrists present) say what wrong they
Jound in me, while I stood before the Sunhedrim, unless in
respect to this one exclamation, which I made, etc. — aTdvTos
pov .7\ forbids us to refer od7or to the Asiatic Jews, ver. 18
(Ewald). Comp. ver. 15.— 4 mepi pids radms ¢wviis] The
comparative # after i without &\ho is found also in the
classics, Alciphr. Ep. iii. 21; Plat. Crit. p. 53 E; Kiihner,
§ 747, A. 1. Comp. on John xiii. 10. The article is not
placed before ¢wris, because the sense is: wepi TavTys pias
ovans ¢wvijs (Kithner, ad Xen. Anabd. iv. 7. 5). Comp. Stallb.
ad Plat. Apol. 18 A, Gorg. p. 510 D. The exclamation,
xxiil. 6, was really the only one which Paul had made in the
Sanhedrim. mepi rvefers back to d8iknua. In respect of tlis
exclamation 1 must have offended, if they have found an
adlknpa in me! In this one exclamation must lie the crime
discovered in me! A holy irony. — s instead of 7y, attracted
by ¢wvis, Buttmann, nent. Gr. 247 [E. T. 287].

Ver. 22. With the frank challenge to his accusers (vv. 20,
21) Paul closes his speech. But Felix, who declares that he
wished still to institute a further examination of the matter
with the assistance of Lysias, decides for the present on an
adjournment : dvefBdhero abrols, ampliavit cos (both parties).
He pronounced until further investigation the non liguet
(Cic. Cluent. 28, Brisson. jformul.), and for the time being
adjourned the settlement of the accusation. See on the
judicial term avefBdAAeafar (Dem. 1042 ult.), Wetstein, and
Kypke, 1L p. 123 f.— dxpiBéoTepor eidws 7a mepi Ths 0dol]
The only correct interpretation is: because he knew more
exactly what referred to Christianity (ver. 14).  As Felix had
been procurator for more than six years, and as Christianity
wag diffused everywhere in Judaea, even in Caesarea itself, it
was natural that he should have an axpiBéorepor knowledue
of the circumstances of that religion than was given to him in
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the present discussion ; therefore he considered it the most
fitting course to leave the matter still in suspense. In doing
so he prudently satisfied, on the one hand, his regard for the
favour of the Jews (comp. ver. 27) by not giving Paul his
liberty ; while, on the other hand, he satisfied his hetter
intelligence about Christianity, by which, notwithstanding his
badness in other respects, he felt himself precluded from
pleasing the Jews and condemning tlie apostle. This con-
nection, which in essentials the Vulgate, Chrysostom, Erasmus,
Luther, Castalio, Wolf, and others (comp. Bengel : “ consilia
dilatoria, tuta mundo in rebus divinis”) have expressed, has
been often mistaken. Beza and Grotius, followed by Rosen-
miiller, Heinrichs, and Ewald, regard dxpiBéorepov . . . 0dod
as part of the speech of Felix: “ Ubi exactius didicero, quid
sit de hac secta, et ubi Lysias venerit, causam illam termi-
nabo” (Grotius). But so late a bringing in of the elmdw is
entirely without precedent in the N. T. (see also Bornemann,
and Rosenmiiller, Eepert. IL p. 281 £). Michaelis and Morus
resolve eldws by quamgquam ; notwithstanding his better know-
ledge of Christianity, Felix did not release Paul.  But this
resolution is the less suggested by the relation of the par-
ticiple to the verb, as afterwards, ver. 23, the specially mild
treatment of the apostle is expressly stated. According to
de Wette (comp. Wetstein), the sense is: “ As he needed no
further hearing of the accused, and it was only necessary now
to hear the tribune.” DBut the reference to the tribune is
only to be regarded as a welcome pretext and cvasion; an
actual hearing of Lysias would have been reported in the sequel
of the history. Lastly, Kuinoel erroneously renders: when
he had inguired more exactly, which eldws does not mean. —
18 kal Tpas] your malters, not: your misdeeds (so Bottger,
Beitr. IL p. 12, as a threat to the Jews), as if it were 7a xad’
duwy. On duayvwo., comp. xxiil. 15,

Ver. 23. Acatak] belongs, like eiraw, to dveBdieto; and (yet
7é has preponderant testimony against it) having given orders.
Comp. ke\eboas, xxili. 35. — mypeiabar abrov k.7N.] that he
should be kept in custody and should have relaxation. He was
to have rcst (“ requiemm,” Vulgate), to be spared all annoyance,
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Comp. Plat, Pol. ix. p. 590 B: ya\doer 7¢ xal dvéser. Polyb.
i. 66. 10: dveois xal oyxol). Joseph. Antf. xviii. 6. 10:
duhary) pév yap ral TipnGLs Ty, peTd pévtor dvécews THs €ls
1y Slartav. So correctly also Wieseler, p. 381. TUsually
dveow 1s understood of release from chains, custodia liberc,
¢pvhaxy ddeopos (Arrian. ii. 15. 7 ; sce on it, Geib, Gesch. d.
Rom. Criminalprocesses, p. 562 £); but without indication of
this special reference in the text, and against ver. 27. From
7¢ éxarovtapyn it is rather to be inferred that the present
custody was the usual custodiec militaris, in which, however,
Paul was to be treated with mildness and to be left without
other molestation. — «xal pundéva rwAvew] the construction is
active: and that he (the centurion) should hinder no one. —
Tédv (Slwy adTod] is mot to be understood of the Jewish
servants of the procurator, but of those belonging to the apostle.
They were his friends and disciples, among whom were
perhaps also relatives (xxiii. 16). They were allowed to be
at hand and serviceable for the satisfaction of his wants.

Ver. 24. Ilapayev.] denotes the coming along of Felix and
Drusilla to the prison (xxiii. 35), where they wished to hear
Paul. Grotius thinks that it refers to the fetching of Drusilla
as his wife, which took place at this time. But this must
have been more precisely indicated, and is also not chrono-
logically suitable, as the marriage of Felix with Drusilla
occurred much earlier (53 or 54). See Wieseler, p. $0.—On
the beautiful Drusilla, the third wife of Felix (Suet. Claud.
28), the daughter of Agrippa 1. and sister of Agrippa 11, who
was at first betrothed to Antiochus Epiphanes, the prince of
Commagene, but afterwards, because the latter would not allow
himself to be circumcised, was married to Azizus, king of
Emesa (Joseph. Antt. xx. 7. 1), and lastly was, with the help
of the sorcerer Simon, estranged from her husband and
married by Felix (whose first wife, according to Tac. Hist. v. 9
the granddaughter of Antony and Cleopatra,' is said to have
been also called Drusilla), see Gerlach in the Zuther. Zeitschr.
1869, p. 68 f; Ewald, p. 556 ff.— pereméu. 7. IL] cer-

! Suetonius, L., calls him “¢rium reginarum maritum.” We know only the
two,
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tainly at tlie desire of his Jewish wife, whose curiosity was
interested about so well known a preacher of Christ.

Vv. 25, 26. What a sacredly bold fidelity to his calling !
Before one, who practised all manmer of wnrightecousness and
incontinence (the victim of his lust sat beside him!),  cuncta
malefacta sibi Zmpune ratus” (Tac. Ann. xil. 54), Paul, his
defenceless prisoner, discoursed on 7éghieousness, continence, and
the empending last judgment. Such is the magesty of the
apostolic spirit in its émodefis (1 Cor. ii. 4). The extraordi-
nary phenomenon strikes even the lieart of Felix ; he trembles.
But his ruling worldliness quickly suppresses the disturbing
promptings of his conscience ; with the address of a man of
the world, the conference is broken off ; Paul is sent back to
his prison; and Felix—remains reprobate enough to expect
Jrom such a man,and in spite of the Lex Julia de repetundis,a
bribe, and for this purpose in fact subsequently to hold several
conversations with him. — 70 viw éyov] for the present. See
Kypke, II. p. 124; Bornemann and Rosenmiiller, Repert. IL.
D- 282. — kaipdy 8¢ petal.] tempus opportunum nactus. Here
consequently Paul had spoken druipws, 2 Tim. iv. 2—A
comma only is to be placed after ueraxaX. oe, as énmriwy, ver.
26, does not stand for the finite verb, but is a further defini-
tion to dmexpify. Also Dbefore &us (wherefore) a comma only
is to be placed. — ypripara] Certainly Felix had not remained
in ignorance how the love of the Christians had their money in
readiness for Paul “ Sic thesaurum evangelii omisit infeliz
Feliz,” Bengel.

Ver. 27. Aietlas 8¢ mAnpwf.] namely, from the commence-
ment of the imprisonment at Caesarea.—On the time of the
accession of Festus (G1), see Introd. § 4.! — xdpira (see the
critical remarks) xatabéofas, to lay down (deposit) thanks jor
limsclf, i.e. to earn for himself thanks (xxv. 9), to establish

1 What Wieseler has further urged in favour of ihe year 60 in his most recent
learned investigation (Beitr. z. Wirdig. d. Evang, p. 322 ff.) does not remove
the chief ob_)ectlon that, according to Joscphus, Poppaea, about the time (vare
=ar xzipiv) that Festus succeeded was no longer the mistress, but the wife of
Nero. Especially when the discourse is of an empress, # yori is least of all to
Le lightly passed over ; on the contrary, it is to be presumed that the expression
L. meant, and is to be understood strictly.
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claims to their gratitude. An old classical expression (Herod.
vi. 41). See Kriiger on Thuec. i. 33. 1. Grotius aptly suys:
“ Est locutio bene Graeca . .. quales locutiones non paucas
habet Lucas, ubi non alios inducit loquentes, sed ipse loquitur,
et quidem de rebus ad religionem non pertinentibus.” The
form ydpera, only here and in Jude 4 in the N. T, is also
found in classical poets and prose writers, although less
common than ydpw. — 8edeuévor] According to what was
remarked on ver. 23, Paul had not hitherto been released
from chains; and therefore we have not to suppose that Felix
on his departure changed the captivity of the apostle, which
was previously free from chains (but see on ver. 23), into the
custodia militarts allowable even in the case of Roman citizens,
in which the prisoner was bound by a chain to the soldier
who kept him. This period of two years in the life of the
apostle, we may add, remains to us, as far as the Book of
Acts goes, so completely unknown, that we are not in a
position (with Ewald and Otto) to maintain that no letters of
his from that interval could be in existence.—Of Porcius
Festus, the better successor of Felix, little is known except
his energetic measures against the sicarii. See Joseph. Antt.
xx. 8. 91 to xx. 9. 1, Bell. 1i. 14. 1. He died in the fol-
lowing year, and was succeeded by Albinus, whose knavery
was yet surpassed by that of his successor, Gessius Florus.

ACTS 1L R
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CHAPTER XXV

VER. 2. & &pyuspsls] of apyuepeiz is decidedly attested. Recom-
mended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. The singular
arose from xxiv. 1. — Ver. 4. ¢is Kassdp.] so Lachm. Tisch. Born.,
according to preponderating testimony. Elz. Scholz have &
Kaioapsiz. An interpretation. — Ver. 5. roirw] A B C EN, min.
Arm. Vulg. Lucifer. have &rozor. So Lachm. and Born. But
how easily, with the indefiniteness of the expression ¢ = éoriv
& 2K, Was rowov sugoested as a gloss, perhaps from a recol-
lection of Luke xxiii. 41! This then supplanted the super-
fluous rolrw. Other codd. have rodrw dromov. And &romov is
found variously inserted. — Ver. 6. ob @Aciovs éurw % Oéxc] so
Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. Scholz, Born. But Elz. has s siovs 3 déxe,
in opposition to A B C N, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. As the oldest
codd., in which the numbers are written as words, likewise all
the oldest vss. (of which, however, several omit o3, and several
o) wheiovs), have ézrd, it is very probable that in lafter witnesses
the number written by the numeral sign # was absorbed by the
following # Finally, the omission of o was suggested by é&
wdyes, Ver. 4, as it was thought that dierpidus 8. - . dixe must
be taken as a contrast to & iy e (e promised to depart speedily,
vet he tarried, ete.). — Ver. 7. airiduara] Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.
Tisch. read wimwzare, which is so decidedly attested that, not-
withstanding that this form does not occur elsewhere, it must
De adopted.—— QipovTes Tl 700 Ha'.'ﬂ\ou] Lachm. Tisch. Born.
read zarapipovres, following A BC x, 1ot 40, Vulg. Lucifer. The
Recepta is one interpretation of this; anotheris smipép. ro IL in
E.—Ver. 11. y¢¢] A B C E &, min. Copt. Slav. Chrys. Theophyl.
2, have obs, which Griesb. has approved, and Lachm. Tisch. Born.
have adopted. Rightly; e/ pev ofy é&diz& seemed entirely ab
variance with the preceding ¢ide 4dizq6e.— Ver. 15. ianv] ABR,
min. Bas. have zarudizgs. Recommended by Griesb., adopted
Ly Lachm. and Born. An interpretation. — Ver. 16. After
Gubpwroy Elz. Scholz have eis dmunraav, It is wanting in pre-
ponderating witnesses, and is an addition of the nature of a
gloss, — Ver, 18. ¢migepr] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read :pepor,



CIIAT, XXV, 1-3. 259

according to decisive testimony.— After o=, i7d A C* have
aompdy (S0 Lachm.), and B E ®** sumpiv (so Born.). Two
different exegetical additions.— Ver. 20. rulrwv] has decisive
attestation. But Elz. Scholz have sebros, which (not to be
taken with Grotius and others as the neuter) was occasioned by
the preceding ¢ Haineg and the following e/ Bobrosro. — Ver. 21.
avamiu~bw is to be adopted, with Lachm. Tisch. Born.,according
to preponderating testimony, instead of #éudw. The reference
of the compound was overlooked. — Ver. 22. #p», and afterwards
6 8¢, are deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Born., according to A B ¥;
and rightly. They were added by way of completion. — Ver.
25. xararaBiuevos] Lachm. and Born. read zereraBéuny, follow-
ing A B C E &** lo* Vulg. Copt. Syr., which witnesses also
omit xai before wiroi. A logical emendation. — Ver. 26. syd,
71 ypa~par] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read oya, =i ypdw, according
to A B C, min. The Recepta is a mechanical repetition from
the preceding.

Ver. 1. Naturally it was the interest of Festus, both in his
official and personal capacity, after ke had entered wpon his
province as procurator of Judaea, z.e. after having arrived in it,
soon to acquaint himself more fully with the famous sacred
capital of the nation which he now governed. — émiBaiver,
with the dative. See Thuc. vii. 70. 5; Diog. L. i. 19 ; Diod.
xvi. 66 ; Pind. Nem. iii. 19.— 75 émapyie (xxiii. 34); for
the procurators were also called &mapyot. See Krebs in loc.

Vv. 2, 3. 'Eveddwnicar x.T\.] See on xxiv. 1. — ot dpytepeis]
see the critical remarks, as in xxii. 30; consequently not
merely the acfing high priest (as in xxiv. 1), who at that
time was Ishmael, son of Phabi, and successor of Ananias.
See Joseph. Antt. xx. 8. 8, 11. — kai of wpd7Tor TV "Tovdaiwv]
thus not merely the wpeocBirepor, xxiv. 1. The opposition
now came forward in a larger spiritual and secular repre-
sentation of the nation against the enemy of the national
religion. It is true that most of these mpdros were without
doubt Sanhedrists, and therefore also Festus, ver. 15, names
them directly « potiori mwpesBirepor, ver. 15 ; but this does
not justify the assertion of Grotius, that Luke here uses wpdro:
as cquivalent to mpesB. So also de Wette and Ewald. Ver.
5 is opposed to this view. — airoduevor ydptw k. TN] desiring
Jor themselves favour against him. Comp. ver. 15. — émes
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x7.N.] The design of wapexd\. atr. — védpav woiodvres K.T\]
an accompanying definition to mapexdlovy . .. Icpovaariu,
giving a significant explanation of the peculiar nature of this
proceeding : inasmuch as they (thereby) formed a snare, in ordcr
to put him to death (through assassins), by the way. '

Ver. 4. For the reasons of the decision, see ver. 16.—By
Tnpeiclar . . . éxmopeveafai, the reply of refusal: “ Paul
remains at Caesarea,” is expressed indirectly indeed, but with
imperative decidedness. Obscrve in this case the Tnpeiofa:
emphatically prefixed in contrast to peraméuyr, ver. 3. — eis
Kaigdp.] In Caesarea, whither he was brought in custody,
xix. 22, xxi. 13.—Notice the contrast between the Jewish
baseness and the strict order of the Roman government.

Ver. 5. The decidedly attested order of the words is: of
odw év Uulv ¢now &vwaror (Lachmann, Tischendorf, Borne-
mann). See on similar intervening insertions of ¢noe, Kithner,
ad Xen. Mem. 1. 5. 13 ; Bornemann, ad loc. ; Stallb. ad Plat.
Rep. p. 472 D. ot 8uvatoi év Jp. are: the holders of power
among you, t.e those who are invested with the requisite
official power (for making a public complaint in the name of
the Jewish nation). Thus the usual literal meaning of dvvaros
is to be retained, and it is neither to be explained, with
Erasmus, as idonet ; nor, with Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Homberg :
quibus commodum est ; nor, with Bengel : those who are strong
Jor the journey; mor, with Er. Schmid and Wolf (comp.
Castalio, de Dieu, and others): quibus < promptu sunt accu-
sandi capita. Certainly if of mpdTor, ver. 2, were the same
as oi mpecBTepor, then oi duvatoi év vuiv would be unsuitable,
as those persons in power were just the Sunhedrists ; wherefore
oi mpaTor must include also other prominent persons.—
ovykatafl.] having gone down with me. Thue. vi. 30. 2;
Diod. xii. 30; Wisd. x. 13 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 398. —
el 7¢ éoriv] namely, an object of accusation.

Vv. 6, 7. diatpiras ... 8éka] includes the whole brief stay
of Festus at that time among the Jews at Jerusalem (év
avTois), not merely the time that had elapsed since the rejec-
tion of that proposal. — wrepiéornoar] stood round Paul, as 19
evident from the preceding wapay. 8¢ avrob. Comp. ver. 18.
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Grotius and XKuinoel incorrectly hold that it is to he refcrred
to 7o BAua. — mora xal k7] as in John xx. 30. — aiTis-
pmata (see the critical remarks), instead of airidpara, cccise-
tions, is not clsewhere preserved. Yet Eust. p. 1422, 21, has
aitiwous instead of airlacis. — ratadépovtes (see the critical
remarks), they brought against him. Gen. xxxvii. 2; Deut.
xxii, 14.

Ver. 8. They were not in a condition to prove them, seeing
that he stated for his vindication, thot, etc. On dmoloyeiocOar
with 87¢ (more frequently with @), comp. Xen. Oec. xi. 22. —
ovre x7M\.] These were consequently the three principal points
to which the moA\a xal Bapéa aitidpara of the Jews referred.
Comp. xxi. 28, xxiv. 5 f, to which they now added the
political accusation, as formerly against Jesus.

Ver. 9. Xdpw ratabécbar] see on xxiv. 27. — féress . . .
€m épov;) Grotius correctly renders: visne a Synedrio judicart
me praesente?  For that Festus meant a xplvesfar by the
Sanhedrim, is evident of itself from els ‘Iepoo. arafB. and éxei.
— én’ éuod] corgm me. Bengel aptly observes: hoc Festus
speciose addit.—Paul must be asked the question, @ées,
because he had already been delivered over to the higher
Roman authority, and accordingly as a Roman citizen could
not be compelled again to renounce the Roman tribunal—
If Testus had previously (ver. 4) without ceremony refused
the request of the Jews, which was at variance with the
course of Roman law, he now shows, on the other hand, after
they had conformed to the ordinary mode of procedure, that
he was quite willing to please them. Certainly he could not
doubt beforehand that his Oérets would be answered in the
negative by Paul; yet by his question he made the Jews
sensible at least that the frustration of their wish did not
proceed from any indisposition on his part.

Ver. 10. Paul gives a frank and firm refusal to that request,
both positively (émi Tod Brpu. Kaioc. k7)) and negatively
("Tovdalovs ovdév r.T\., to the Jews I have committed no offence).
~— émi 7. Brip. Kaicapos) for “ quae acta gestaque sunt a pro-
curatore Caesaris, sic ab co comprobantur, atque st @ Cuesare
tpso gesta sint,” Ulpian, L. I. D. de offic. procuratorts. — xd\\iov]
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namely, than appears to follow from your question. Paul
makes his judge feel that he ought not to have proposed that
Oehecs kA to him at all, as it could not but conflict with
his own betfter conviction.

Ver. 11. From his preceding declaration that he must be
judged before the imperial tribunal, and not by Jews, Paul
now reasons (olw, as the correct reading instead of ydp, see
the critical remarks) that he accordingly by no means refuses
to die, if, namely, he is in the wrong; but in the opposite
case, etc. In other words: “ Accordingly, I submit myself to
the penalty of the Roman law, if T am guilty; but if)” ete.
And, in order to be sure of the protection of Roman law,
amidst the inclination of Festus to please the Jews, he imme-
diately adds the appeal to the Emperor.— e ... adwa] If T
am at fault. See Kriiger, Inder. Xen. Anab.; Jacobitz, ad
Luc. Tim. 25, p. 25 {.; Heind. ad Plat. Protag. § 4, p. 463 f.
The idea of the word presupposes the having done wrong
(Kithner, ad Xcn. Anab. i 5. 12), therefore the added «ai
&Ewov Oav. méwp. contains a more precise definition of adud,
and that according to the degree.— o¥ wapacroluat x.T.\.] non
deprecor.  Comp. Joseph. Vit 29; Herod. i 24: ~uyiw &

mapartedpevov.  Lys. adv. Sim.§ 4: aEd 8¢ . . . el pév adueg,
undepids cuyyvduns Tvyydvew. — 16 amwobavelv] “id ipsum

agi, notat articulus,” Bengel. Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr.
p- 226 [E. T. 262]. — el 8¢ 008év éorev dv] but if there exists
nothing of that, of which they, ete. v is by attraction for
ToUrwy & Comp. xxiv. 8 ; Luke xxiii. 14. — vvarac] namely,
according te the possibility conditioned by the subsisting legal
relations. — abrois yaploacfar] to surrcnder me to them out of
complaisance. See on iii. 14. — Kaicapa émrucal.] I appeal to
the Emperor. See examples from Plutarch of émicaX. in Wet-
stein; also Plut. Giaech. 16 ; in Dem. and others: épiévac.
Certainly the revelation, xxiii. 11, contributed to Paul's em-
bracing this privilege of his citizenship (see Grotius in loc.;
Krebs, de provocat. Pauli ad Caes. in his Opusc. p. 143 ff).
“ Non witae suae, quam ccclesiae consulens,” Augustine accord-
ingly says, Ep. 2.

Ver. 12. The conference of Festus with the council acting



CIIAP. XXV. 13. 263

as his advisers, as may be inferred from the answer afterwards
given, referred to the question whether the émikinois of the
Emperor was to be granted without more ado. For in cases
of peculiar danger, or of manifest groundlessness of the appeal,
it might be refused. See Geib, lc. p. 684 f.  The consiliaric
(Suet. T4b. 83) of the provincial rulers were called also wdp-
edpot, assessores (Suet. Galba, 19). See generally, Perizonius,
de Practorio, p. 718 ; Ewald, p. 326.— After émixéwen., the else-
where usual note of interrogation (which simply spoils the
solemnity and force of the answer) is already condemned by
Grotius—DBaumgarten thinks that, from the appeal to Caesar
(which in his view will not have been pernicious to Paul),
and from xxvii. 24, it may be inferred that the Acts of the
Apostles is decidedly favourable to the supposition of a libera-
tion of Paul from the Roman imprisonment. Too rash a con-
clusion. Neither the appeal nor xxvii. 24 points beyond
Rome. To Rome he wished to go (appeal), and was to go
(xxvil. 24).

Ver. 13. This Marcus Agrippa was the well-meaning,
but too weak, Herod Agrippa 11, son of the elder Agrippa,
grandson of Aristobulus, and the great-grandson of Herod 1.
Soon after the death of his father (xii. 23) he received from
Claudius, at whose court he was brought up (Joseph. Antt.
xix. 9. 2, xx. 1. 1), the principality of Chalcis, and instead of
this, four years afterwards (A.D. 53), from the same emperor, the
former tetrarchy of Philip and Lysanias, along with the title
of king (Joseph. Autt. xx. 7. 1); and at a later period,
from Nero, a further considerable increase of territory. He
did not die till the third year of Trajan, being the last reign-
ing prince of the Herodian house. See LEwald, p. 555 ff.;
Gerlach in the ZLuther. Zeitschr. 1869, p. 62 ff. — Bepiky,
also Beronice and Berenice (i.c. equivalent to Pepevikn, Sturz,
Dial. Maced. p. 31), was his sister, formerly the wife of her
uncle Herod the prince of Chalcls, after whose death she lived
with her brother,—probably in an incestuous relation (Joseph.
Antt. xx. 7. 3),—a state of matters which was only for a short
time interrupted by a second marriage, soou again dissoived, with
the Cilician king Polemon (Joseph. Antt. xx. 7. 5). At a later
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period still she became mistress of the Emperors Vespasian
and Titus. See Gerlach, l.c. — domacduevor] It was quite in
keeping with the relation of a Roman vassal, that he should
welcome the new procurator soon after his accession to office.

Ver. 14. The following counversation between Festus and
Agrippa most naturally appeavs not as a communication by an
car-witness (Riehm, Kuinoel), but as drawn up by Luke him-
self as a free composition ; for he had the materials for the pur-
pose in his accurate information, received from Paul, as to the
occurrence set forth in ver. 7 ff. — avéfero] he sct forth, enarravit,
Gal. il. 2. His design in this was {sec ver. 26 f) tolearn the
opinion of the king; for Agrippa, as an Idumean, as belong-
ing himself to Judaism (comp. xxvi. 27 ; also Schoettg. Hor.
p-481), and especially as chief overseer of the temple and
of the election of high priest (Joseph. 4ntt. xx. 1. 3), was
accurately acquainted with the state of Jewish affairs.

Vv. 15, 16. Airoduevor x.7.\] asking for punishment against
Jim. That 8knv (comp. 2 Thess. i. 9; Jude 7) is so to be
taken (according to its very frequent use by the classical
writers, see Reiske, Ind. Dem. p. 162 f.; Ast, Lex. Plat. 1
p. 538), is shown by ver. 16. Comp. the passages with air.
8ik. in Wetstein. — arpiv %] refers to the conception of con-
demnation contained in yapilecfai. As to the principle of
Roman law here expressed, see Grotius #n loc., and on xvi. 37.
Likewise as to the Greek law, see Dissen, ad Dem. de cor.
p- 160. On the optative with wpiv after a negative clause,
when the watter is reported “wt <n cogitatione posita,” see
Klotz, ed Devar. p. 726.

Vv. 17-20. After they had therefore come together here (to
Cacsarea, just as in ver. 24), I made no delay, ete. See ex-
amples of dvaBoy mowciafar (comp. dvafBdihecbar, xxiv. 22)
in Wetstein. — Ver. 18. mepi od] belongs to orafévres. Comp.
ver. 7. — alriav €pepor (see the critical remarks) : they brought
no accusation. The classical expression would be afr. émupéper
(Herod. i 26; Thue. vi. 76 ; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 856 E; and
often in the orators), or émdyew (Dem. 275. 4).— & (instead
of éxelywr &) dmevéovy éyd] In the case of a man already
s0 long imprisoned, and assailed with such ardent hostility,
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Festus very naturally supposed that there existed some peculiar
capital crimes, chiefly, perhaps, of a political naturc. It is true
that political charges were also brought forward (ver. 8), but
“ hinc iterum conjicere licet, imo aperte cognoscere, adeo futiles
fuisse calumnias, ut in judicii rationem venirc non debuerint,
perinde ac siquis convicium temere jactet,” Calvin, — Ver. 19.
wepl Tijs ibias Seroidaru.] concerning their own reliyion. Festus
prudently uses this vox media, leaving it to Agrippa to take
the word in a good sense, but reserving withal his own view,
which was certainly the Roman one of the Judaica superstitio
(Quinctil. iii. 8). Comp. on xvil. 22. — &Gj] that he lives,
namely, risen and not again dead. Moreover, the words «ai
mepi Tewos "Incod . . . &y bear quite the impress of the indif-
ference and insignificance which Festus attached to this very
point, inasmuch as, in regard to the 7efvmrdros, he does not
even condescend to designate the mode of death, and, as recards
the &Aw, sees in it an empty pretence (Epaoxer, comp. xxiv. 9).
— Ver. 20. dmopovpevos] but I, uncertain on my part.  Quite
in accordance with the circumstances of the case (for before
the king, Festus might not lay himself open to any imputation
of partiality), Luke makes the procurator lkeep silence over the
real motive of his proposal (ver. 9).—els Ty wepl ToUTwY
&ir.] regarding the investigation to be held on account of these
(to me so strange) matters (§nrnoes in the judicial sense, as in
Pol. vi. 16. 2). Instead of els 79w .7\ (comp. Soph. Trach.
1233), Luke might have written only (as A H actually read)
v 1A (Heind. ad Plat. Crat. p. 409 C), or wis w7\
(Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 557 D).

Ver. 21. After, however, Paul had appealed to be kept in
ward (ver. 4) for the cognizance (judicial decision, Wisd. iii. 18,
and often in the classical writers) of Augustus, ete. — Tnpn-
Oivas] is not cquivalent to els 70 Tnpn0. (Grotius, Wolf, Hein-
richs, and others), but is the contents of the expressed appeal,
namely, the legal demand which it contained. After this
appeal had been in law validly made, no further proceedings
might be taken by the authorities at their own instance against
the appellant. See Wetstein on ver. 11.— adror] is not to
be written airdv, as there is no reflexive emphasis. — Je¢Bao-
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7o5] TTencrandus, the Lat. Augustus, the well-known title of
the emperors since the time of Octavianus® (adroc yevépevos
apxn ceBacpod kai Tois émwevra, Philo, Leg. ad Casum, p. 1012).
Vell. Paterc. ii. 91; Dio Cass. liii. 16 ; Herodian, ii. 10. 19,
iii. 13. 7; Strabo, vil. p. 291. — &ws of dvaméuo (see the
critical remarks °) is direct address. Comp. on xxiii. 12.

Ver. 22. The narrative of Festus has excited the Jewish
interest of the king, so that he also, on his part (x. adros),
wishes to hear the prisoner. — éBovAouny] quite like our: I
wished [Germ.: 4ch wollte], namely, if it admitted of being
done. Comp. Rom. ix. 3; Gal iv. 20. See Winer, p. 265 f.
[E. T. 353]. Calvin erroneously infers from the imperfect
that Agrippa had previously cherished a wish to hear Paul,
but had hitherto refrained from expressing it, in order not
to appear as if he had come for any other reason than to
salute Festus.— adipiov drovoy . . . atrod] The wish of the
king is very welcome to the procurator. Why ? see ver. 26.

Yer. 23. ®avracia, show, pomp, wapamwommh (1 Mace.
ix. 37), ambitio (Nep. x. 2. 2). See Polyb. xv. 25. 5, xvi.
21. 1, xxxii. 12. 6; Diog. L. iv. 53; Jacobs, ad Del. epigr.
p. 152 ; and Wetstein. — 70 akpoarijpiov (Plut. Moral. p. 45 T,
937 D, Cat. 22) is the audicnce-chamber appointed for the
present occasion. That it was, as is assumed, just the usual
judgwent-hall, is at least not conveyed in the words.— odw
7e Tols x.7.\.] Té is placed after odv, not after yelidpy., because
the ovv is acain mentally supplied before avdpdot — See
Schoemann, ad Isac. p. 325 f.; Stallb. ad Plat. Crit. p. 43 B.
By 7ois yihidpyous (there were five cohorts, and therefore five
tribunes in Caesarea) and by dvdpage . .. wolews are meant
the principal military and the prominent civil personages of
the city. — Instead of Tols xa7’ éfoxnv olay, a classical writer
would say 7ols éfoyois or éfoywrdrors. On the periphrastic
xatd, see Winer, p. 396 [E. T. 528].

1 See generally, Fincke, de appellationib. Caesarum honorif. et adulator. usque
ad Hadrian., Regiom. 1867.

3 On draxiuruy, o send wp, of the transport of prisoners to Rome, comp.
Polyb. i. 7. 12, xxix. 11. 9; Luciun, Zoz. 17 ; and Jacob in loc. Sce also on
Luke xxiii, 7.
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Vv. 24, 25. Ocwpeire] Indicative.— mav 76 wAjfos] ap-
pears to conflict with vv. 2 and 15, and is at all events an
exaggeration. DBut how natural is it to suppose that the per-
sons there named were accompanied by an impetuous crowd!
Hence also émiBodvres. On évérvyov por, they have approached,
me, in a hostile spirit towards him, comp. 1 Mace. viil. 32,
x. 61; 2 Macc. iv. 36. On €vbade, comn. xxv. 17. — kal
alrod 8¢ TovTov] and, on the other hand (xal ... &, as in
xxil. 29; see on John vi. 51), this pmerson himself (itemque
ipse ille).

Vv. 26, 27. "Aodarés 7] somcthing trustworthy, whereby
the emperor (6 «vpios, Dominus, the appellation declined by
Augustus and Tiberius, but accepted by their successors, see
Wolf and Wetstein, also Dougt. Anal. p. 96 ; Fincke, le.) may
inform himself certainly concerning the state of matters. Such
a fixing of the real ai7/z had not been possible for the pro-
curator, who had to draw up the liferac dimissoriae, so long
as the proceedings were constantly disturbed and confused
by intentional fabrications of the Jews.— avaxpis.] A pre-
liminary examination, ¢ judicis edocendi causa,” Grotius. See
also Heind. ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 277 E; Hermann, Staats-
alterth. §141. 1. — In oxé 7i ypdyrw (sce the critical remarks)
ypadre is the future (see on Phil. i. 22): what I am to write.
— ahoyov] unreasonable, absurd, Thuc. vi. 85. 1; Plat. Gorg.
p- 519 E, Adpol. p. 18 C. Without €lvac: see Sauppe, and
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 5. — 7as wat’ advob aitias] This
was just the dogalés, which was still wanting to the procura-
tor. Without having made himself clear as to the contents of
the charges brought against Paul, he would have becn obliged
frankly to report to the emperor that he was in ignorance of
them, Olshausen, however, is hasty in holding that, with the
placing of the apostle before Agrippa the prediction of the Lord
(Matt. x. 18 ; Mark xiii. 9) was now for the first time fulfilled.
We know far too little of the previous history of the other
apostles to be alle to take this ground. Perhapsthe elder James
and Peter had already stood before Herod (Agrippa 1), xil.
2, 3£ But Paul stood here for the first time before a king,
who, however, is by no means to be considered as the repre-
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sentative of the power of the heathen world (as Baumgarten
supposes), as Agrippa was lhimself a Jew (see on ver. 14),
ruled over the Jews, was by Paunl addressed as a Jew (xxvi.
3, 27), and was, in fact, even regarded as representative of
the Jews (see wap’ Vutv, xxvi. 8).
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CHAPTER XXVIL

VER. 1. iaip] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read =/, upon decisive evi-
dence. — Ver. 3. After ééouws Elz. Scholz have ewu, which is
deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Born., according to A B E &, min.
Aeth. Syr. p. Arm. Vulg. A supplementary addition. — Ver. 6.
eic] Elz. Scholz have =pés. eis has A B E 8, min. in its favour;
is recommended by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Tisch.
Born.; @pés is explanatory, in accordance with xiil. 32. — After
aur. A B C E N, min. Chrys. Theophyl. and many vss. have
#uev. Adopted by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm., and, in view of the
considerable preponderance of testimony, rightly. The unneces-
sary pronoun was easily passed over.— Ver. 7. The critically
established order of the wordsis: éyzurobpar vmd "Tovdaiws (not i
v 'Tovd., as Elz. has) Beeines. So Lachm. Born. Tisch. Aypizre,
which Elz. and Scholz have after Busines, is an addition opposed
to greatly preponderant testimony. — Ver. 10. gvaazei:] decisive
witnesses have #& gui.; so Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. Born.
— Ver. 12. & of; zai] #«i is wanting in A B C E J N, min. and
several vss. Deleted by Lachm. and Born.; and on that pre-
ponderating testimony with the more right, as the frequent x«i
after the relative was easily added mechanically. — =3; mape
vév] Lachm. and Born. have merely rav, according to A E J,
min, vss. (B & omit only z«pz). But ¢ might be just as easily
lelt out after the syllable =55, as mapé might be overlooked as
superfluous. If only rév stood originally, there was no reason
why it should be completed from ver. 10. Therefore the Recepta
is to be retained. — Ver. 14. reroloar mpis us z. Aéyovseey] Lachm.
and Born. read Aéyovear apis ue, following A B C J N, min. vss.,
to which also E, min., having gwiic reyedons =pés us, are to be
added. But the comparison of ix. 4, xxii. 7, occasioned the
abbreviation.— Ver. 15. ¢ 8] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read & 8
Kipiog, according to very considerable testimony. The Recepta
is from ix. 5 (see the critical remarks thereon). — Ver. 16. ¢/d::]
B C* (?) 137, Arm. Syr. p. Ambr. Aug. have <85 us. More
precise definition, although defended by Buttmann in the Stud.
u. Krit. 1860, p. 360. — Ver. 17. Instead of ¢y, Elz. Scholz
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have iy, against decisive testimony. — Ver. 20. After spéirov
Lachm. Born. Tisch. have ¢, as in A B 8. Inserted for closer
connection with xai ‘Ispos. Comp. the following re . . . xai. — g
=&ow] ei¢ s wanting in A B ¥, and is deleted by Lachm., but is
indispensable, and might be easily enough passed over after the
syllable og. — Ver. 21. The article is wanting before 'Tovdas in
B G 8*%, which Buttmann approves; it was easily overlooked
on account of the similarity of the following syllable, but would
hardly be added, comp. vv. 2, 3, 7.— Ver. 22. zapd] éé has the
stronger attestation {Lachm. Tisch. Born.). — paprupoduevos] A B
G H v, min. Chrys. Theophyl. have gapsvpiuevos. Approved by
Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. A correction. See
the exegetical remarks. — Ver. 25. ¢ é] Lachm. and Born. read
6 8t Tladreg, which, indeed, has important attestation, but has
the suspicion of having arisen from the very usual practice of
writing the name on the margin. — Ver. 28. {p7] is to be deleted,
with Lachm. Tisch. according to important witnesses (includ-
ing N). — yevicdasr] Lachm. and Born. read wofows, after A B K,
lot! three min. Copt. SyT. p. (on the margin). This variation is
connected with the reading NEIOHI (instead of weiferc), but
which is found only in A, and along with segew is of the nature
of a gloss.! — Ver. 29. zo223] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read ueydiw,
after A B ¥, min. Syr. utr. Copt. Arm. Vulg. Rightly; =oarg
involuntarily intruded itself as a contrast of éxfyw. — Ver. 30.
aviorn =< Elz. has zai vaice eizivrog adroi dvéiory, against ABKR,

min. Syr. Erp. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. An amplification.

Vv. 1-3. ’Emurpémerai oou] it ¢s (herewith) permiited to
thee to speak for thyself, i.e. to defend thyself. Comp. Soph.
Aj. 151, El 545 ; Xen. Hist. i. 7. 16. — ékrelvas v xeipa)
after streiching forth his hand, is not equivalent to the xata-
geloas T xepr, Xl 17, xiii. 16 (in opposition to Er. Schmid
and Hammond), because this latter had for its object the aguyav
of the hearers (xii 17); but it conveys a trait descriptive of
the solemnity of this moment: Paul comes forward in the
attitude of an orator, with all the ingenuousness and candour of
a good conscience, although the chain hung on his hands,
ver. 29. Comp. in contrast to the simple gesture of Paul, the
artificially rhetorical ome in Apuleius, Metamorph. ii. p. 54:
“ Porrigit dextram et ad instar oratorum conformat articulum,

1 Expressing the meaning : thou belicvest to make me a Christian. Neverthe-
less Lachmann, Praef. p. x., considers the reading of A as correct.
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duobusque infimis conclusis digitis ceteros emincntes porrigit.”
According to Lange’s fancy, it is an intimation that “he
stretched out his hand at length for once to an intelligent judge.”
—How true and dignified is also here (comp. xxiv. 10) the
conciliatory exordium, with which Paul commences his speech !
— Umo "Iovdalwv] by Jews (generally), not : by the Jews, comp.
xxv. 10. In regard to Jewish accusations, Paul esteemed him-
self fortunate that he was to defend himself before dgrippe, as
the latter was best informed about Jewish customs and contro-
versies. — Ver. 3. pdMioTta qrvecTyy vta o€| as thow art most
(more than all other authorities) cognizant. The speech, continu-
ing by a participial construction, is joined on in an abnormal
case, as if an accusative expression had been previously used
(such as wpés oe. .. dmohoyeiofar, Plat. Apol. p. 24 B).
Less simply Buttmann, neut. @r. p. 272 [E. T. 317]. See
on Eph. i. 18, and Stallb. ad Plat. Eep. p. 386 B. The view
of Bornemann is very harsh (as w0 8éouac entirely closes the
previous construction, and commences a new sentence of the
speech) : that Paul has put the accusative, because he had it in
view to continue subsequently with aitd . . . axodcal wov, but
omitted to do so on account of wdvrwy . .. {pTppdTOY. — KaTA
"Iovd.] among Jews throughout. See Winer,p. 374 [E. T.499].

Vv. 4, 5. Mév odv] introduces, in connection with the pre-
ceding exordium, the commencement now of the defence
itself. See Baumlein, Partik. p. 181. — Biwow] manner of
life. Ecclus. Prae¢f. 1, Symm. Ps. xxxviii. 6. Not preserved
in Greek writers.— 7w am dpxis . . . Iepos.] a significant
epexegesis of Ty éx webTnTos, for the establishment of the
following loact K.TN. — mpoywwokovtes . . . Papioalos] my
manner of life . . . know all Jews, since they kncw me from the
outset (since the first time of my becoming known)—namely,
that I, according to the strictest (xxil. 3) sect of our religion
(Bpnoreias), have lived as Pharisee. This Papicaios, calling that
akpifB. alpeaw by its name, stands with great emphasis at the
close. Notice generally the infentional definttencss with which
Taul here describes all the circumstances of the case, to which
belongs also the emphatic repetition of 77v (sce Bornemann
m loc),— In mpoywwak., Tpo, before, contains the same con-
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ception, which is afterwards still more definitely denoted by
avwbev. They knew Paul carlicr than merely since the pre-
sent encounter, and that indecd &dvwlev, from the beginming
(Luke i 3), which therefore, as it rvefers to the knowing, and
not to émoa, may not be explained: from my ancestors (Beza).
— éav Oéwar paptupeiv] if they do not conceal or deny, but
are willing to testify it. “ Nolebat autem, quia persentis-
cebant, in conversione Pauli, etiam respectu vitae ante actae,
cflicacissimum esse argumentum pro veritate fidei Christianae,”
Bengel. Comp. xxii. 19 f.

Vv. 6, 7. As I was known from of old by every one as a
disciple of the strictest orthodoxy, so it is also now far from
Lieing anything heterodox, on account of which I stand accused
(éotmra rpwopevos),—it is the universal, ardently-cherished.
national hope, directed to the promise issued by God to our
fathers. — én’ éAwidc] on account of hope toward the promise,
etc. That Paul means thc hope of the Messianic kingdom to be
crected, the hope of the whole eternal «dnpovouia (Heb. ix. 15),
not merely the special hope of the resurrection of the dead
(Grotius), the following more precise description proves, in
which the universal and unanimous solicitude of the nation is
depicted. He had preached of this hope, that the risen Jesus
would realize it (comp. xiii. 32 £)), and this was the reason of his
persecution. See also xxviil. 20.— els Tods ratépas Hudv]
dssued to our fathers.  On the order of the words, the participle
ajicr the substantive, see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. v. 3. 4. —
els 7w vefers to the émayyelia.— 76 Owdexdduloy Nudv] our
twelve-tribe-stock (a theocratically honourable designation of the
nation as a whole, comp. Jas. 1. 1). The word is also found
in the Protevang. Jacobi, 1 (see Thilo in loc., p. 166 f.); Clem.
1 Cor. 55, comp. chap. 31, p. 76: 70 dwdewdawnmrpov Tob
'Topar\. Quite analogous is Sexdguros, Herod. v. 66 (comp.
TeTpdduros in the same place). To understand the expression
Listorically, it need only be remarked, that even after the exile
the collective body of the people actually consisted of the
twelve tribes; in which view the circumstance, that ten tribes
did not return from the exile, did not alter anything in the
objective relation, and could not destroy the consciousness,
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deeply interwoven and vividly bound up Ly history and pro-
phecy with the whole national character, that every Jew
(wherever he was) belonged to the great unity of the Swde-
raduvhov,—to say nothing of the fact that «ll the members of
the ten tribes did not go into exile, and of the exiled «l/ did
not jointly and severally remain in exile. The question,
therefore, as to the later fate of the ten tribes (see cspe-
cially, Baumgarten) does not belorg to this place. — év
éxtevela kT N.] with constancy attending to the worship of God,
as well by the PR (sacrificium juge,; see Ewald, Alterth.
p. 171) as by prayer and every kind of adoration. Comp. on
Luke ii. 37, where also, in order at once to give prominence
to the earnestness of the constant worship, »ixkra precedes.
— katavticar] to arrive, as if at a goal, which is the con-
tents of the promise. Comp. on Phil. iii. 7. The conception
AapBdvery Ty émayyen, il 23, Gal. iil. 14, Heb. ix. 15,
xi. 13, is analogous. The realization of the Messianic promise
is also here represented as attaching itself to the pious prepara-
tion of the nation. Comp. iii. 20 f. — Jmo "Tovdaiwv] by Jews !
placed at the end, brings into emphatic prominence the contrast.
The absurdity and wickedness of being impeached by Jews con-
cerning the hope of the Messianic kingdom were to be made
thoroughly palpable.

Ver. 8. The circumstance that Paul made the resurrection
of Jesus the foundation of his preaching of the Messianic
kingdom, had specially provoked the hatred of the Jews. This
resurrection they would not recognise (xxv. 19), and therefore
le continues—in his impassioned address breaking away from
what had gone before, and in the person of the Jewish king
addressing the Jews themselves as if present (wap’ Juiv)—
with the bold inquiry: Why s it esteemed as incredeble with
you ? ete. Beza and others (also de Wette and Lange) place
after ¢ a note of interrogation: How? JIs it incredible 2 etc.
But it tells decisively against this view that the mere 7¢ is not
so used ; ¢ ydp, T{ odv, or 7{ 8 would be employed. — eZ 6 eos
vekp, éyeiper] if God (as He has done in the instance of Jesus)
rasses the dend. Comp. Vulgate, Erasmus, and others. e is
neither equivalent to &7¢ (Luther, Beza, Grotius, and others),

ACTS 1L 8
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nor is it the problematic whether (de Wette and others); the
more especially as the matter under discussion is not that of
doubt or uncertainty on the part of the Jews, but that of their
definite unbelief, which is absurd.

Vv. 9, 10. In consequence of this unbelief (uév odv), I
mysclf was once a decided opponent of the name of Jesus. —
édofa éuavrg] mihi ipsi videbar. See examples in Wetstein.
The view of Erasmus, Calovius, de Dieu, and Vater, who
connect éuavrg with Seiv, is to be rejected ; for Sefv with the
dative, although not without example in classical writers (Xen.
Mem. iil. 3. 10, Anab. il 4. 35, Occon. vii. 20 ; see Kiihner,
§ 551, note 5; Schoem. ad Is. p. 380), is foreign to the N. T.
éuavre has the emphasis of 2is own personal opinion: I had
the sclf-delusion, that I ought to exert myself. « Tanta vis
errantis conscientiae,” Bengel — mpos 76 dvoua] in reference to
the name, namely, in order to suppress the confession and
invocation of it. Observe how Paul uses ’Incod 7ot Nalwp.
according to his standpoint as Saul. — 8] which woA\d évavria
7patar I also actually did. Comp. Gal. ii. 10. This is
then more particularly set forth by xal (and indeed) morrods
7. Mark the difference between mpacoev and woueiy ; see
on Johm iii. 20.—T&v dyiwv] spoken from the Christian
standpoint of the apostle, with grief. The éyo also has pain-
ful emphasis. — dvawp. Te abT. Kamijveyka Yfidov] and when
they were put to death (when people were on the point of
executing them) I have given wvote (thereto), caleulum adject,
ie. I have assented, ovvevbornoa, xxil. 20. The plural avap.
aiT. is not, with Grotius, Kuinoel, and others, to be referred
merely to Stephen, but also to other unknown martyrs, who
niet their death in the persecution which began with the killing
of Stephen. Comp. viii. 1, ix. 1. Elsner and Kypke malke
the genitive dependent on ramjveyxa, and in that case tale
kata- in a hostile reference (comp. xaTayrndilew) Harsh,
and without precedent in linguistic usage; cwvaip. ad7. is the
cenitive absolute, and xa77v. is conceived with a local reference,
according to the original conception of the +fjos (the voting-
stone), which the voter deposits in the urn. Classical authors
meke use of the simple ¢épew Yoy (Plat. Legy. vi. p. 766 B,
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p- 767 D, and frequently), also of Siagépew, or émipép., or
dvapép., or éxdép. Y. DBut to ratagépew in our passage
corresponds the classical Tifévac Vrijoy (Plat. Tim. p. 51 D
Eur. 0r. 754 ; Dem. 362. 6, and frequently).

Vv. 11-13. Kata wdoas 7. guvay.] throughout all the
synagogues (in Jerusalem), going from one to another and
searching out the Christians in all; comp. xxii. 19. — Tipwpdy
avrols] taking vengeance on them, dragying them to punishment,
Soph. 0. B. 107. 140; Polyb. ii. 56. 15. Comp. xzil. 5,
and Wetstein #n loc. The middle is more usual — Biac-
¢mueiv] namely, Tov "Incody, which is obvious of itself, as the
object of the specific reverence of Christians (Jas. ii. 7).
Comp. Plin. Ep. x. 97; Suicer, Thes. I p. 697. Whether
and how far this %vdycal Braced. was actually successful,
cannot be determined. — €ws kel eis Tas €fw wohes] till even
wnto the extraneous cities (outside of Palestine). By this remark
the following narrative has the way significantly prepared for
it. — év ois] in which affairs of persecution. Comp. xxiv. 18.
— uer’ efova. k. émiTp] with power and plenary authority
(Polyb. iii. 15.7; 2 Mace. xiii. 14). “Paulus erat commis-
sarius,” Bengel. — fuépas péoas] At noon, peanuBplas (comp.
xxil. 6), genitive of the definition of time, Bernhardy, p. 145.
On the non-classical Greek expression uéon fjuépa, see Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 55 f.— rara mw odov] along the way, xxv. 3,
vill. 36. — Jmwép 7. Aapmp. T. GAiov] surpassing the brighiness
of the sun. See Winer, p. 376 [E. T. 502].

Vv. 14, 15. See on ix. 4 {f.; comp. xxii. 7 £ — 77 "EBp.
8ia).] It was natural that the exalted Christ should make
no other language than thie native tongue of the person to be
converted the medium of his verbal revelation. Moreover,
these words confirm the probability that Paul now spoke not,
as at xxi. 40, in Hebrew, bul in Greek. — oxAnpoy cor mwpos
kévtpa Naxtilew] hard for thee, to lick against goads! i.e. it s
Jor thee a dificult undertaking, surpassing thy strength, and not
to be accomplished by thee (compare Gamaliel’s saying, v. 39),
that thow (as my persecutor) shouldest contend against my will.
‘H 8¢ tpomy amo tdv Body Tdv ydp ol drakTor KaTd THY
Yewpylay kevtpilopevor Ywd dpodvros, Aaxtifovar TO KévTpov
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xai padhoy mAyTTovTat, Schol. ad Pind. Pyth.ii. 173. Comp.
Aesch. Agam. 1540 (1624): mpos xévtpa pn Aderile. Seo
other examples from Greek and Roman writers in Grotius and
Wetstein ; also Blomfield, ad Acsch. Prom. 331 ; Elmsl. ad
Eur. Bacch. 794,

Vv. 16-18. *AM\g] “Prostravit Christus Paulum, ut eum
humiliaret ; nunc cum erigit ac jubet bono esse animo,” Calvin.
— els ToDTo ydp) els TovTo points emphatically to what follows
(mpoxepicacfar k.7\), and ydp assigns the reason for what
precedes (avdornfe k.TN). — wpoxep.] in order to appoint
thee. See on iii. 20, xxil. 14. He was, indeed, the oxedos
éxhoyss, ix. 15. — dv e dpbioopai gol] dv is to be resolved
into TovTwy d; but 6¢fricounar is not, with Luther, Bengel, and
others, including Bornemann, to be taken as causative (videre
Jaciam), but purely passive (I shall be seen). The & contained
in @v is equivalent to &’ &, on account of which; scc Stallb.
ad Plat. Symp. p. 174 A; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 374;
especially Soph. Ocd. T. 788, where dv pév ixouny is likewise
to be resolved into Tovrwy & & ikéumv. Consequently: and
of those things, on account of which I shall appear to thee (tibe
videbor). Comp. Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 329], who, however,
without reason contradicts himself, p. 135 [E. T. 178]. —
éEatpotpevos ae] is an accompanying definition to dpbrjoopas
oou: rescuing thee (as thy deliverer) from the people (ie. kat
éEoxrv, the Jewish nation) and from the Gentiles, from their
hostile power. On éfaip., comp. vil. 10, xii. 11, xxiil. 27;
Gal i. 4, LXX. and Apocr.; Dem. 256. 2, al. Calvin appro-
priately says: “ Hic armatur contra ompes metus, qui eum
manebant, et simul praeparatur ad crucis tolerantiam.” — els
oi’s] is not, with Calvin, Grotius, and others, to be referred
merely to 7dv é0vsv, but, with Beza, Bengel, Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, de Wette, to 700 Aaol . 7. é0vdv together, which is
required by the significant bearing of vv. 19, 20. — dmooTéArw]
not future, but strictly present. — Cvoifar d¢pfatpods adriw]
contains the aim of the mission. And this opening of theur eyes,
ie. the susceptibility for the knowledge of divine truth (the
opposite : xxviii. 27 ; Rom. xi. 8), which was to be brought to
them by the preaching of the gospel (ver. 23), was to have the



CHAP. XXVI, 19, 20. 277

design: 700 émaTpédrar (thut they may turn themselves; on
account of ver. 20, Iess admissible is the rendering of Beza and
Bengel : ut convertas) amo arorovs els pbs, from darkness to light,
.. from a condition, in which they are destitute of saving truth
and involved in ignorance and sin, to the opposite element, kel
(dmro) Tijs éfovailas Tob Jatavd x7)\. The two more precisc
definitions of émigTpédrar apply to both, to the Jews and
Gentiles ; but the latter has respect in its predominant refer-
ence to the Gentiles, who are dfeor év 76 xoauw (Eph. ii. 12),
under the power of Satan, the dpywr Tob Koouov TovTOV,
Eph. ii. 2. — 70D XaBeiv alrovs dpesw . . . els éué] This
now contains the aim of 7od émigTpédrar w7\, and so the
wltimate aim of avoifar oplarpovs alrdy. — rh\ijpov év Tols
dytaop.] See on xx. 32. — wiorer TH els éué] belongs to
AafBetv.  Faith on Christ, as the subjective condition (causa
apprehendens) of the forgiveness of sins and the attainment of
the Messianic salvation, is with great emphasis placed at the
close; the form also of the expression has weight.

Vv. 19! 20. “0Ofev] Hence (Matt. xiv. 7), namely, because
such a glorious ministry has been promised to me. — ol éye-
vounv] ve. non praestits me. See Iiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i
7. 4. — Observe the address to the king, as at ver. 13 in the
narrative of the emergence of the Chuistophany, so here imme-
diately after its close; in both places, for the purpose of
specially exciting the royal interest. — 77 olpaviey omracia]
the lcavenly vision, because it came olpavofer (ver. 13). —
els maoav e Ty xwp. 7. ITouvd.] The statement is threefold: I
preached, (1) to them in Damascus; (2) to the city Jeru-
salem (‘Iepogordpors, simple dative, no longer dependent on
&), and wunto all the land of Judaca (eis, as in Luke viil. 34,
and frequently ; see on ix. 28, xxiil. 11); (3) fo the Gentiles?
Thus Paul indicc’ecs his whole ministry from his conversion
till now (see ver. 21). Consequently there is here no con-
tradiction with Gal. i. 22 (Zeller). It was also the intercst

1 Ver. 19 proves the resistidility of the influences of grace.

2 The wparev belongs only to 7ois év Aepasxs, not also to ‘Isperor. (Hofmann,
N.7. 1. p. 118), as betwecn Damascus and Jerusalem, in the consciousness of
the apostle (Gal. i. 18), there lay an interval of three years,
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of the apostle, persecuted by the Jews, to put his working for
the Jews into the foreground. The shift to which Hofmann, Ze.,
resorts, that the apostle does not at all say that he has preached in
all Judaea (he certainly does say sc), but only that his preach-
ing had sounded forth thither, is the less required, as he here
summarily comprehends his whole working. — mwpdoaovras]
accusative. See Bornewmann, ad Xen, Anabd. 1. 2. 1; Kiihner,
ad Mem. i. 1. 9; Dreitenb. ad Occon. i. 4.— Paul certainly
gives the contents of his preaching in a form reminding us of
the preaching of the Baptist (Luke iii. 8); but he thus speaks,
because he stands before an assembly before which he had to
express himself in the mode most readily understood by it,
and after a type universally known and venerated, for the
better disclosure of the injustice done to him (€vexa TovTo,
ver. 21 1); to set forth here the upverijpeov of his gospel, with
which he filled up this form, would have been quite out of
place.  Without reason, Zeller and Baur (see also his neutest.
Theol. p. 333) find here a denial of the doctrine of justification
by faith alone; an opinion which ought to have been pre-
cluded by the very wiorer 7§ eis éué, ver. 18, which leaves
no doubt as to what was in the mind of the apostle the specific

qualification for peravoely . . . mpdosovTas.

Vv. 21, 22. "Evexa TolTwv] because I have preached this
peravosiv and émioTpédery among Jews and Gentiles. — dia-
xetp.] Deza correctly explains: “manibus suis interficere”
(see on v. 30). Comp. xxi. 30, 31. — émixovpias odv ... Ocol]

This ody infers from the preceding émewp. Swaxyetp. that the
Eornra dype Ths Huép. Tairys is effected through kelp of God
(without which no deliverance from such extreme danger Zo
life conld come). Observe withal the triumphant érrpra, 1
stand, lecp my ground ! — paprupotuevos puepd Te xal peydio]
as one witnessed to by small and great, i.c. who has a good
testimony from young and old (viil. 10). Accordingly, uap-
TupoUpevos is to be taken quite regularly as passive, and that
in its very current sense, as in vi. 3, x. 22 al. ; while picpd and
peydhe are the datives usual with the passive construction (see
on Matt.v. 21), instead of which {mro is used in x. 22, xvi. 2, XXIL
12. The usual rendering, following the Vulgate: witnessing
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to small and great} i.e “instituens emnis generis homines”
(Knuinoel), arbitrarily assumes a deviation from linguistic usage,
as paptupeicfas i3 always used passively (on which account, in
1 Thess. ii. 12, the reading paprtupduevoc is necessarily to be
defended ; see Liinemann <n lec.). See Rinck, Zucubr. crit.
P- 91, who, however (as also de Wette, Baumgarten, Ewald),
declares for the reading uaptupou.; this, although strongly
attested «(see the critical remarks), is an old, hasty emendation,
which was regarded as mnecessary to suit the dative. But in
what a significant contrast to that deadly hatred of his enemies
appears the statement (ver. 21): “ By help of God I stand
till this day, well attested by small and great”! The following
words then give the reason of this upaprupovuevos: because I
set forth mothing else than what (dv=TovTwy &) the prophets,
etc. — peAAGrTor] On the attraction, see Lobeck, ad 4j7. 1006 ;
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 261 [E. T. 305]; and on the expres-
sion Ta pé\hovra yivesbar, Jacobs, ad Philostr. p. 630.

Ver. 23 is to be separated simply by a comma from the
preceding : What the prophets and Moses have spoken con-
cerning the future, whether (whether, nunely) the Messiah is
exposed to suffering, ete. Pawl expresses himself in problematic
form (el), because it was just the point of debate among the
Jews whether a suffering Messiah was to be believed in (John
xii. 34), as in fact such an one constantly proved an offence
unto them (1 Cor. i 23; Gal. v. 11). “ Res erat liquida;
Judaei in quacstionem vocarant,” Dengel. Paul in his preach-
ing has said nothing else than what Moses and the prophets
have spoken as the future state of the case on this point ; he
has propounded nothing new, nothing of lis own invention,
concerning it. wafnris, passibilis (Vulgate), not, however, in
the metaphysical sense of susceptibility of suffering, but of the
divine destination to suffering: subjccted to suffering. Plat.
Pelop. 16 : 70 Ovyrov kai wabyrov dmoBarovras. The oppo-

I Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Bengel, and others take wixp. 7. x. z:yza. in the
sense of rank : to persons ¢f low and of high degree. This is historically unsuitable
to the correct view of mazpryp-iu., as Paul was despised and persecuted by the
great of this woild. The wisdom, which he preached, was not at all theirs,
1 Cor. ii. 6 .
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site amafns in classic writers since the time of Herodotus.
Comp. Justin. ¢. Tryph. xxxvi. p. 133 D: wablnros Xpiaros
mpoepnTelldn péAhew ewar—The other point of the predictions
of Moses and the prophets, vividly introduced without a con-
necting particle, in respect of which Taul had just as little
deviated from their utterances, is: whether the Messiah as the
Jirst from the resurrection of the dead (as the first for ever
risen, as wpwTéTokos éx Tav vexpdv, Col. i. 18; comp. 1 Cor.
xv. 33) will proclaim light (as in ver. 18) to the (Jewish)
people and to the Gentiles. The chief stress of this sentence
lies on wpaTos €€ avaor. vexpav ; for, if this was, in accordance
with the O. T, appropriated to the Messiah as characteristic,
thereby the oxdvdahov of the cross of Christ was removed.
After His resurrection Jesus proclaimed light to all the
Gentiles by His self-communication in the Holy Spirit (see
on Eph. ii. 17), whose organs and mediate agents the apostics
and their associates were. Comp. on Col. i. 12.

Ver. 24. While he was thus speaking in his defence, Festus
said with a loud voicc (uey. 75 ¢wvy, sce on xiv. 10), Thou art
.wad, Paul! taiTa is to be referred to the whole defence (as
to dwohoy. i, see on Luke xii. 11), now interrupted by Festus
(observe the present participle), but in which certainly the
words spoken last (o08év érros «.7.\.) were most unpalatable
to the cold-hearted statesman, and at length raised his im-
patience to the point of breaking out aloud. His profane
mind remained unaffected@ by the holy inspiration of the
strange speaker, and took his utterances as the whims of a
mind perverted by much study from the equilibrium of a sound
understanding. His paivy! was indignant earnestness; with
all the more earnestness and bitterness he expressed the idea of
eccentricdy Ly this hyperbolical paivy, the more he now saw
his hope of being enlightened as to the true state of matters
.rievously disappointed. Comp. Soph. 0. R. 1300: 7is ¢’, &
Aoy, wpocéBn pavia! That solicitude of the procurator
(xxv. 26), which naturally governed his tone of mind, was
much too anxious and serious fov a jest, such as Olshausen
takes it to be.  Nor does peydin i) ¢wvy suit this, on which
Chrysostom already correctly rewarks: obrw 7w k. dpyis 3
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¢owv).  The explanation, thow art an enthusiast ! is nothing
but a mistaken softening of the expression. So Kuhn (in
Wolf), Majus (Obss. IV. p. 11 ff), Loesner, Schleusner,
Dindorf. However the jfuror proplelicus may be nourished
by plunging into moAN& rypdupata, the paivy in this sense is
far less suited to the indignation of the annoyed Roman ; and
that Paul regarded himself as declared by him to be a madman,
is evident from ver. 25 (a¢Anfelas k. cwPpoa.).— T& TOANG g€
ypdupaTa] multae literae (Vulgate), the much Lnowledge, learn-
ing, with which thou busiest thyself. See on John vii. 15.
Not: the many books, which thou readest {Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
Hildebrand), for, if so, we cannot see why the most naturally
occurring word, B¢Bnia or BifAos, should not have been used.
—The separation of moM\a from ypdu. Ly the interposition of
ce puts the emphasis on moAld. DBengel correctly adds:
“ Videbat Festus, naturam non agere in Paulo ; gratiam non
vidit.”

Ver. 25. ‘O &¢] uera émewrelas amoxpivouevos, Clirysostom.
—a\nbeias k. cwppoo. pripaTal words, to whicl truth and intelli-
gence (sound discretion) belong. dapfeia may doubtless accom-
pany enthusiastic utterance, but it is a characteristic opposed
to madness. For passages in the classics where cwppoaivy is
opposed to uavia, see Elsner and Raphel. Plat. Prot. p. 323 B:
8 éxel cwdpoavvmy RyotvTo eivar Taknli Néyew, évtaiba paviav.
Comp. also Luke viii. 35; 2 Cor. v. 13. — dmwopféyyopar]
“aptum verbum,” Bengel. See on ii. 4.

Ver. 26. In proof (ydp) that he spoke truly, and in his
sound mind, Paul appeals to the knowledge of the king (in
quo plus erat spet, Calvin). — mrepi Tovtwr and T¢ TobTwy refer
to what Paul had last said concerning the Messiah, which had
overpowered the patience of Ielix and drawn from him the
paivy (comp. on Tadta, ver. 24). TobTo is the same, but
viewed together as an historical unity. emiorapar with ep:
is not found elsewhere in the N. T, but olten in Greek writers.
— ovdév] like nthil, in no respect ; Kiilmer, ad Xen. Anad. vi.
6. 12. Taken as accusative of object, it would be inappro-
priate (on account of 7/); hence A E N** min. omit it (s0
Luchmann and Bornemann), while, on the other hand, B has
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not r{.—Obhserve also the correlates émicrarar and Aavfdvew
placed at the beginning. —od . . . év ywvia] A litotes: not in
a corner (év xpumr@d), but publicly in the sacred capital of the
nation. See examples in Wetstein.

Ver. 27, Instead of adding to the “ for this was not done
in a corncr” as a second reason, “ and the prophets in whom
the king believes have foretold it,” in the increased vehemence
of his impassioned discourse (comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor.
pp.- 186, 346) Paul turns to the king with the question:
Belicvest thou the prophets ? and immediately himself answers
the question with confidence: I Zknow that thow believest !
Thus with fervent earnestness he suddenly withdraws the
sacred subject from merely objective contemplation, and brings
it as a matter of conscience home to the king’s consciousness
of faith. Paul could reasonably say without flattery, oida, 8¢
TrioTevets, since Agrippa, educated as a Jew, could not have
belief in the truth of the prophecies otherwise than as a
heritage of his national training, although it had in his case
remained simply #heory, and therefore the words of the apostle
did mnot touch his Zeart, but glanced off on his polished and
cood-natured levity.

Ver. 28. The king is of course well-meaning enough not to
take amiss the burning words, but also, as a luxurious man of
the world, sufficiently estranged from what is holy instantly
to Dbanish the transiently-felt impression with haughtily con-
temptuous mockery. The conduct of Pilate in John xviii. 38
is similar to this and to ver. 32. — év S\iye is to be taken as
neuter, and without supplement, as in Eph. iii. 3 (see ¢n loc.),
namely : 1ith Uttle (év, instrumental) thou persuadest e to
become a Christian! This sarcasm is meant to say: “ Zhus
summarily, thus brevi manu, you will not manage to win me over
to Christianity.” Appropriately, in substance, Oecumenius:
& \lyw Tovréore & Nbywy pnudrov, év Bpayéat Noyouws, év
O\lyn Sidacralia, ywpis oKD wivov Kal auvexovs Suahéfews.
Most expositors either adopt the meaning (Calvin, Wetstein,
Kuinoel, Olshausen, Necander, de Wette, Lange) sometimes
with and sometimes without the supplement of ypéve: 7 @
ghort time (Pind, Pyth, viil 131; Plat. Apol. p. 22 B; and
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ree the passages in Raphel, Polyb.; comp. the analogous &
oAlyov, Thue. i. 77. 4, ii. 85. 2, iii. 43. 3 ; Schaefer, ad Bos.
Ellips. pp. 101, 553 ; and see on Eph. iii. 3); or (Chrysostom,
Valla, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Calovius, and
others, to which also the modica ex parte of Erasmus comes in
the end): propemodum, parum abest, quin. So also Ewald,
who calls to his aid the 3 of value (for « little, i.e. almost).
But in opposition to the view which takes it temporally, may
be decisively urged the reading peydiw, to be adopted instead
of moAA@ in ver. 29 (see the critical remarks), an expression
which proves that Paul apprehended év oXiyp in a quantitative
sense ; and there is no reason in the context for the idea (to
which Calvin is inclined, following Chrysostom) that Paul took
the word in one sense and the king in another. The same
reason decides against the explanation propemodum, which
also is not linguistically to De justified, for there must have
been used either \éyow (Plat. Prot. p. 361 C, Phacdr. p. 258 E ;
Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 563 B), or é\iyov 8et (Wolf, ad Dem.
Lept. p. 238), or map’ oXiyov (Bernhardy, p. 258). — Lastly,
that the words of the king are to be talen <ronically, and not,
with Heinrichs and many other expositors, as an earnest con-
fession, is evident even from the very improbability in itself
of such a confession in view of the luxurious levity of the
king, as well as from the name Xptoreavéy, which, of Gentile
origin (see on xi. 26), carries with it in the mouth of a Jew
the accessory idea of heterodoxy and the stain of contempt
(1 Pet. iv. 16).  Schneckenburger also would have the
expression to be earnestly meant, but in favour of the apologetic
design imputed to the Book of Acts.

Ver. 29. In the full consciousness of his apostolic dignity,
Paul now upholds the cause of the despised Xptoriavov yevécGas
as that which he would entreat from God for the king and all
his present hearers, and which was thus more glorious than all
the glory of the world. — ed€aipny dv 76 Ocg] I would indeed
(in case of the state of the matter admitting it) pray to God.
See on this use of the optative with é&v, Tritzsche, Coxject. 1.
p. 34 f.; Bernhardy, p. 410 ; Kriiger, § 54, 3. 6. Eiyecla,
with the dative, to pray to any one, only lLere in the N. T,, but



284 TIIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

very {requently in classical writers—In what follows avjuepov
belongs to 7. axovovrds p., not to yevéobar (Clirysoston), as is
to be inferred from év weydhe. — xai év oNiye kal &y peydlg
ol pcvor o€ k.TN] that as well by liitle as by great,—whether
in the case of one, little (see on ver. 28), and in the case of
another, much (komos x. mwévos év 7 Sudagraiia, Qecumenius,
reading €v woANg), may be employed as a means for the pur-

pose,'—not merely thow, but also all . .. were such also as I
«am (Christians). On xayw, comp. 1 Cor. vii. 7; Baeumlein,
Partil. p. 153. — mapextos 1év Seopdv Tovrwv] The chains

which had bound him in prison, and were again to bind
him (comp. on xxiv. 23, 27, xxviii. 30), chaining hiw, namely,
after the manner of the custodia militaris to the soldiers who
watched him, he bore now hanging down freely on his arm.
Comp. Justin. xiv. 4, 1. The mapextos k.7.\., although to the
apostle his chains were an honour (Eph. iii. 1, iv. 1 ; Philem.
1. Comp. Phil. i 17 f), is “suavissina (mifecamela et
cxceptio” (Bengel), in the spirit of love.

Vv. 30-32. Pecrhaps this bold, grand utterance of the sin-
cular man bad made an impression on the king’s heart, the
concealment of which might have occasioned embarrassment
to him, had lhe listened any longer: Agrippa arose and thereby
Lrought the discussion at once to a close. With him arose, in
the order of rank, first the procurator, then Dernice, then all
who sat there with them (ol guyxa@ijuevor admols).  After they
lLiad retired from the audience chamber (dvaywpyoavtes), they
communicated to cach other their unanimous opinion, which
certainly awounted only to the superficial political negative:
this man (certainly by the most regarded as a harmless
cnthusiast) practises nothing which imerits death or bonds.
But Agrippa delivered specially to Festus his opinion to this

! The interpreters who lake ir s2/yw as Urevi tempore (see on ver. 28) here
translate (according 1o the reading =earg): ““be it for short or for long” (de
Wette). Those who take &y irigw as propcmodum, translate : ‘“non propemo-
dum tantum, sed plave” (Grotius), With our view of iv iriyw, the reading tv
ae2.s makes no difference of meaning from iv usydaw, Ewald, likewise {ollowing
the veading iy ey, 1akes év also here consistentiy in the scnse of value : by little
aud by much, that is, Uy all I wish, cte.
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cflect : this man might (already) have Leen sct at liberty,' if he
had not appealed unto Cacsar (by which the sending him to Rome
was rendered irreversible, see Grotius). — mpdoaer] practises.
Grotius rightly remarks: “agit dc vitae instituto:” hence in
the present.  Comp. John iii. 20; Rom. i. 32, a«l., John
vii. 51.—The “recognition of the innocence of the apostle in
all judicatures” (Zeller, comp. Baur) is intelligible enough
from the truth of his character, and from the power of his
appearance and address; and, in particular, the closing utter-
ance of Agrippa finds its ground so vividly and with such
internal truth in the course of the proceedings, that the im-
putation of a set purpose on the author’s part (“ in order that,
with the Gentile testimonies, xxv. 18, 25, a Jewish one might
not be wanting,” Zeller) can only appear as a frivolously
dogmatic opinion, proceeding fromn personal prepossessions
tending in a particular direction. The apostle might at any
rate be credited, even in his situation at that time, with an
amodeifis mvel patos k. Suvapews (1 Cor. ii. 4).

! Not: ““ dimitti poterat,” Vulg. Luther, and others. See in opposition to this,
and on the expression without s, Buttmann, neut. Gr. pp. 187, 195 [E. T. 216,
226],  Comp. also Nigelsb. on the Iliad, p. 430, cd. 2.
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CHAPTER XXVIL

VER. 2. wior] So A B N, min. and most vss. Approved
by Mill., Bengel, and Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born.
The usual idovees 1S an alteration in accordance with the pre-
ceding émiBdvrec. — rods] Lachm, reads eic obe, following A B n

min.  Other codd. have éx/. Different supplemeutary addi-
i Ver. 3. mopsvlivre] Lachm. reads sopsudérrs, following
A B ®, min. A hasty correction on account of imérpede. —

Ver. 12. zézs®sv] Lachm. and Scholz read éxeies, following
A B G ¥, min. vss. Chrys. DBut the want of a reference of the
2ai in what goes before easily occasioned the omission. —
Ver. 19. <ppl-\]/a.v] Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and
Born,, after A B C &, min. Vulg. The Recepta is éppidauer. As
this mlght just as easﬂy be inserted on account of alrixysipes, a8
éprbav on account of ézeotvro, the preponderance of witnesses
has alone to decide, and that in favour of #pprbav.— Ver. 23,
The order rair; 7 wazri (Lachm. Tisch. Born., also Scholz)
is decidedly attested. *Ayyeres is to be placed, with Lachm.
Tisch. Born., only after 2aspedw (A B C N, min.), and yd is to
be adopted (with Lachm. and Born.) after e/, on the evidence of
A C* N, min. vss.; it might very easily be suppressed before
. —Ver 27. s/=»s'-o] A, lot 68, Vulg. have fzeyisere. So Tisch. ;
and rightly, as tbe very unusual compound (only again in
xxviii. 13) was easily neglected by the transcribers. — Accord-
ing to preponderating attestation, zard (instead of eic) is to
be read in ver. 29 with Lachm. Tisch. Born.; comp. vv. 17,
26, 41. — ixwtowuev] Elz. has éxmiowor, against decisive testimony.
Alteration to suit the following sbsosro. — Ver. 33. mpocraBiuevas]
Lachm. reads =poo?.c.uBaséuero, merely in accordance with A, 40.
But the part. pres. is to be viewed as an alteration to suit
wpuctorivres. — Ver. 34, uerarafeiv] Elz. has wpoohafBeh, against
preponderant testimony. From ver. 33.— meociras] Griesh.
Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Born. read ésoreirar, which indeed has
weighty attestation in its favour, but against it the strong
suspicion that it was borrowed from Luke xxi. 18, This tells
likewise against the Recepta éx, instead of which d#é is to be
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read, with Lachm. Tisch. Born. It is less likely that weoeives
should have been taken from the LXX. 1 Kings i. 52; 1 Sam.
xiv. 45; 2 Sam. xiv. 11.—Ver. 39. i8wisloavre] Lachm. and
Born. read Bsvncdosro, after B C &, min. DBut on account of the
preceding imperfects, the imperfect here also was easily brought
in; and hence is to be explained the reading (explanatory
gloss) é8odrovco in A, min.—Ver. 41. #&v xvudrwr] has in its
favour C G H &** and all min. Chrys. and most vss., and is
wanting only in A B &%  Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.
There is, however,—especially as with s Biés a definition,
although not necessary, is probable,—amidst such strong attes-
tation less a suspicion of its being a supplementary addition,
than a probability that the transcribers confounded this =&
with the =&y of ver. 42 and thus overlooked rdv zuudrwy.
Besides, it would have more naturally suggested itself to a
glossator to write on the margin rfis durdes than - xvudray,
which does not again occur in the whole narrative of this
voyage.— Ver. 42. Elz. has dupiyo.  But Griesb. Lachm.
Tisch. read sixpiyy, which is attested, indeed, by A B C &, min,,
but has arisen from the usual custom of the N. T. in such com-
binations to put not the optative, but the subjunctive. —On
the variations in the proper names in this chapter, see the
exegetical remarks.

Ver. 1.1 Tod dmomhely nuas] contains the aim of the
éxpifn. “But when (by Festus) decision was made (to the
end) that we should sail away.” The nature of the “becom-
ing resolved” (kpiveofar) implies that the object—the contents
of the resolution—may be conceived as embraced under the
form of its aim. The modes of expression: #ekedewr iva,
elmeiy va, 0éhew iva, and the like, are similar; comp. ver. 42,
Bov\y éyévero, tva. See also Luke iv. 10.—juas] Luke
speaks as a fellow-traveller. — mapediour] namely, the persons
who were entrusted with the execution of the éwpifn. —
érépous is purposely chosen (not &AXous), to intimate that they

1 Comp. on chap. xxvii. the excellent treatise of James Smith, T7e Voyage
and Shipwreck of St. Paul, London 1848, cd. 2, 1856 ; Vomel, Progr., Frankf.
1850 ; in respect of the language, Klostermann, Vindiciae LZuc. VII.—In Baum-
garten there is much allegorizing and play of fancy ; he considers the apostle as
the true Jonah, and the ship’s crew as a representative of the whole heathen
world. — Hackett treats chap. xxvil. with special care, having made usc of
many accounts of travels and notes of navigation
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were prisoncrs of another sort (not also Christians under arrest),
Comp. Luke xxiii. 32; Tittmann, Synon. N. T. p. 155 £.; and
see on Gal. i. 7. é&repos in xv. 33, xvil. 34, also is to be simi-
larly taken in the sense of another of two classes (in opposition
to de Wette). — ameipns JeBact.] cohortis Augustac, perhaps :
the dllustrious (the imperial) cokort. IeBacr. is an adjective.
Comp. Aunv JeBaar. in Joseph. Anét. xvil. 5. 1: the imperial
harbour (in Caesarca). Probably (for historical demonstration
is not possible) it was that one of the five cohorts stationed
at Caesarea, which was regarded as body-guard of the
emperor, and was accordingly employed, as heve, on special
services affecting the emperor. We have no right, considering
the diversity of the names used by Luke, to hold it as identical
with the ameipa "Itarwer, x. 1 (so Ewald). Wieseler, Chronol.
p- 351, and Beitr. z. Wiardig. d. Bv. p. 325 (comp. Wetstein),
finds here the cohors Augustanorum (imperial body-cohort) at
Rome, consisting of Roman equites, of the so-called evocat:
(Tac. Ann. xiv. 15; Sueton. Nero, 25 ; Dio, Ixi. 20, Ixiii. 8),
whose captain, Julius, he supposes, had been at this very time
on business at Caesarea, and had taken the prisoners with
him on his return. In this way the centurion would not
have leen under the command of Festus at all, and would
have only been 7acidentally called into requisition, which is
lhardly compatible with the regulated departmental arrange-
ments of Rome in the provinces; nor is there in the text
itself, any more than in the omweipa "Italuc, x. 1, the least
intimation that we ave to think of a cohort and a centurion,
who did not belong at all to the military force of Caesarea.
Schwarz (de cohorte Ital. et Aug., Altorf, 1720), with whom
Kuinoel agrees, conceived that it was a cohort consisting of
Sebastenes (from Sebaste, the capital of Samaria), as in fact
Sebastene soldiers are actually named by Josephus among
the Roman military force in Judaea (Anft. xx. 6. 2, Bell.
ii. 12. 5). But the calling a cohort by the name of a city (¢h¢
cohort of Sebaste) is entirely without example; we should
necessarily expect e¢Bactnudv (Joseph. Bell. ii. 12. 5: “ A
(mméwy kahovuévny SeBacTyuer ™), or an adjective of locality,
such as JeBaocTyyy, after the analogy of 'Irahucsh, x. 1.—
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Nothing furlher is known of the centurion Julius. Tacitus
(Hist. ii. 92, iv. 11) mentions a Julius Priscus as centurion
of the Praetorians; but how extremely common was the
name !

Ver. 2. '"EmiBdvres] with dative, see on xxv. 1.— mhoitw
*A8pap.] a ship which belonged to Adramyttivm, had its home
there, the master of which resided there. ’'A8pauiTriov, ov
’A8papvrretov (for several other modes of writing the name, see
Steph. Byz. s.v. ; Poppo, ad Thuc. 1. 2, p. 441 {.), was a seaport
of Mysia, and is not to be confounded with Adrumetum on
the north coast of Africa (Grotius, Drusius, Richard Simon),
because amidst all the variations in the codd. CA8papvrTve,
"Adpapvrtve, ' ATpapvrive,’ ASpappvTive) the v in the middle
syllable is decidedly preponderant.— péA\Novre mAely «.T.A.]
The ship, certainly a merchant-ship, was thus about to start
on its homeward voyage. The prisoners were by this oppor-
tunity to be brought to the Asiatic coast, and sent thence by
the opportunity of another vessel (ver. 6) to Italy. — Tos xata
7. 'Aaiav Témous] to navigate the places situated along Asia (on
the Asiatic coast). On the accusative, see Winer, p. 210 [E. T.
280]); Thue. vi. 63. 2 : 7\éovTes Td Te émékewa Tijs 3ixe)ias.
Pausan. i. 35.— 'dpioTdpyov] see xix. 29, xx. 4; Col.iv. 10;
Philem. 24. Thus he also had from Asia (xx. 4) come again
to Paul; Trophimus (see on xxi. 29) already joined him
at Jerusalem. But whether Aristarchus accompanied Taul
as a fellow-prisoner (Ewald) does not follow with certainty
from Col iv. 10. See in loc.

Ver. 3. Eis 3uava] unto Sidon, into the seaport. Comp.
xxi 3, xxvi. 12. — ypfiobar Twi] to have intercourse, fellow-
ship, with any one. See Wetstein, and Ruhnk. ad Zim. p. 101.
The fact that the centurion treated Paul so Aindly may ve
sufficiently explained from the peculiar interest, which a
character so lofty and pure could not but awaken in humane
and unprejudiced minds. It may be also that the procurator
had specially enjoined a gentle treatment. — opevfévra is to
be analysed as accusative with infinitive. See on xxvi. 20,
and Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 10006. — wpos 7. pirovs] Without
doubt Paul had told the centurion that he had friends (namely,

ACTS 1II. T
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Christian brethren, ix. 19) in Sidon. Still the centurion
would not leave him without military escort, as indeed his
duty required this. ‘Comp. Grotius, “ cum milite.”

Vv. 4, 5. ‘Trem\edo. 7. Kbmpov] We sailed under Cyprus,
so that we remained near the shore (elevated above the level
of the sea), because the (shifting) winds were contrary, and
therefore made a withdrawal to a distance from the (northern)
shore not advisable. — xara 7. Kiik.] along. Just so ver. 7,
xava Zaludvyy; comp. ver. 2.— Mdpa] or, as Lachmann,
following B, reads, Mdgpa (it is meuter, yet the feminine form
was also used, sec Steph. Byz. sv.), was a seaport of Lycia, only
twenty stadia from the coast (Strabo, xiv. p. 981). Forhig.

209r. IL p. 256. The readings AdoTpa or Aierpar (A K,
Copt. Vulg. Fathers), and Sudpvav (31, Beda), are explained
from want of acquaintance with that name of a town.

Vv. 6, 7. Whether the Alezandrian ship was freighted with
grain (which at least is not to be proved from ver. 38) or with
other goods, cannot be determined ; as also whether it was by
wind and weather, or by affairs of trade, that it was constrained
not to sail directly from Alexandria to Italy, but first to run
into the Lycian port.— wAéov] It was already on its voyage
from Alexandria to Italy. — éveB. suas] he embarked wus, put
us on board, a vox naufica® See examples in Palairet and
Wolf. — Ver. 7. But when we had made slow way for a con-
siderable number of days, and had come with dificulty toward
Cnidus (into its neighbourhood, thus in the offing, having
passed along by Rhodes), so that the wind did not allow us
(to land at Cnidus), we sailed under Crete, near Salmone. The
wind thus came from the north, so that the vessel was drawn
away from Cnidus and downward towards Crete.—mpocedvros]
finds 2 definite reference in the immediately preceding xatd
tyv KviSov, and hence the view of Grotius (following the
Peshito), that recium tenere cursum should be supplied, is to be
rejected. — Cnidus was a city of Caria on the peninsula of
Cnidia, celebrated for the worship of Aphrodite and for the
victory of Cimon over Pisander. See Forbiger, Geogr. IL

1 Baomgarten, II. p. 873f., collects the nautical expression of this chapter,
adducing, however, much that belongs to the gencral language.
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P- 221.— The promontory Zaluwwn, on the east coast of
Crete, is called in Strabo, x. p. 727, Saiudvior, and in Dionys.
Perieg. 110, Sarpwvis.

Ver. 8. ITapaléyesfar] corresponds entirely to the Iatin
legere (oram), to sail along the coust, Diod. Sic. xiii. 3, xiv. 55.
This keeping to the coast was only with difficulty (uéAres) suc-
cessful. — adryv refers to 7. Kpjrnv. — Nothing is known from
antiquity of the anchorage Kaloi Mepéves (Fair Havens?t).
The name is perhaps, on account of ver. 12 (avevférov x.T\.),
to be considered as euphemistic. The view that the place is
identical with the town called by Stephanus Byzantinus Ka\7)
a1, is improbable, because the Fair Havens here was not a
town, as may be inferred from the appended remark : ¢ éyyds 7y
woMs Aac. — 7] not éori. The preterite belongs to the graphic
description. They saw the neighbouring city. Comp. Kriiger,
and Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd.i. 4. 9 ; Breitenb. ad Xen. Hier.ix. 4.
The town Aacala also is entirely unknown ;* hence the many
variations, Aagéa (B. min.; so Tischendorf), "Aracoa (A, 40,96,
Syr. p. on the margin ; so Grotius, Lachmann, Ewald), Thalasse
(Vulgate, Aethiopic), T%essala (codd. Lat.), et «l. The evidence
in support of these other forms is not strong enough to displace
the Recepta (G H), seeing that it is also supported by B &*
(which has daccaia). Beza conjectured ’Elaia (Plin. N. H.
iv. 12); but such a conjecture, especially in the case of Crete
with its hundred cities, was uncalled for.

Ver. 9. ‘Icavod 8¢ yp. 8iay.] namely, since the beginning of
our voyage. — mhoos] See on this late form, instead of 7Aod,
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 453, Paralip. p. 173.— &ua 70 «ai .
vnoTelay 5§00 mwapel.] because also (even) the fusting was already
past? The vnoreia (kat éfoxry) is the fasting of the great day
of atonement, which occurred on the 10th of Tisri (Lev. xvi.

1 It is certainly the bay still called Limenes kali, Pococke, 2org. II. p. 361.
Comp. Smith, p. 83, ed. 2. See, morcover, on the above localities generally,
Hoeck, Krela, 1. p. 439 1Y,

2 Yet sce on ruins with this name, Smith, p. 262.

3 According to Bleek and de Wette, this Jewish definition of time, as well as
that contained in xx. 6, betrays a Jewish-Christian author. But the definitions
of the Jewish calendar were generally, and very naturally, adopted in the apostolic
church, Comp. Schneckenburger, p. 18.
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29 ff, xxiti. 26 f.). It was thus already after the autumnal
equinox, when mnavigation, which now became dangerous
(émtopal.), was usually closed. See Wetstein.—mraprves ¢ I1.]
he had experience enough for such a counsel (2 Cor. xi. 25).

Vv. 10, 11. Ocwpid] when I view the tumult of the sea. —
6re . .. wé\ew &cecfar] A mixing of two constructions, of
which the former is neglected as the speech flows onward.
See Heind. ad Plat. Phacd. p. 63 C; Winer, p. 318 [E. T. 426];
Raphel, Polyb. in loc. Comp. on xix. 27, xxiii. 23 f — pera
UBpews] with presumption. Paul warns them that the continuance
of the voyage will not take place without temerity. Accordingly
ueta UBp. contains the subjective, and (uera) moAAijs Lnuias ob
wovov x.T.\. the objective, detriment with which the voyage
would be attended. The expositors (Ewald, however, takes
the correct view) understand puera UBp. of the imjuria or
saevitta tempestatis. But as the definition fempestatis has no
place in the text, the view remains a very arbitrary one, and
has no corresponding precedent even in poets (comp. Pind.
Pyth.1. 73 : vavaioTovov §Bpw (8w, Anthol. iii. 22. 58: Selcaca
Oaxdarrns 9Bpw). The whole utterance is, moreover, the natural
cxpression of just fear, in which case Paul could say judv
without mistrusting the communication which he received in
xxiii. 11; for by moA\js the fpuia Tév Yuydv is affirmed,
not of all, but only of a great portion of the persons on
board. He only received at a later period the higher revelation,
by which this fear was removed from him, see vv. 23, 24.
He speaks here in a way inclusive of others (udv), on account of
their joint interest in the situation. A special “entering into the
{ellowship of the Gentiles” (Baumgarten) is as little indicated
as is the assumption that he did not preach out of grief over
the Jews. The present time and situation were not at all
suitable for preaching. — émeifero palhov] Tois éumeipws éyovat
RaN\oy mpos TO TAEW, 7} émBdry dmeipe vavrichs, Oecumenius.
So the opposite view of the steersman and the captain of the
ship (vadxhnpos) prevailed with the centurion. By reason of
the inconvenience of the haven for wintering, the majority of
those on board came to the resolution, etc., ver. 12.

Ver. 12, 'Avevbérov] not well situated, Hesychius and



CHAP. XXVIL 13 293
Suidas, elsewhere mnot found; the (Jater) Grecks have
dVofetos. They ought, according to the counsel of Paul,
to have chosen the least of two evils. — mwpos wapayeiuasiav]
Jor passing the winter. Diod. Sic. xix. 68, and more fre-
quently in Polybius. Comp. xxviii. 11. — rdreifev] also from
thence. As they had not hitherto lain to with a view to pass
the winter, the resolution come to by the majority was to the
effect of sailing onward from thence also. On éBevro Bouvniv,
comp. Judg. xix. 30; Ps. xiii. 8.— elmws Stvawro] ie. in
order to tvy, whether perhaps they would be able. See Hartung,
Partikell. 11. p. 206. — The haven $oiw£ is called in Ptolem.
iil. 17, @owwikods, and the adjacent town Poim£.  Stephanus
Byzantinus, on the other hand, remarks: Powirods moAis
Kprtns.  Perhaps the two names were used in common of the
haven and the city. Whether the haven was the modern
Lutro, is uncertain. In opposition to Smith, p. 88, see
Hackett. — B\érewr] quite like spectare, of the direction of
the geographical position. See Alberti, Obss. p. 274 ; Kypke,
IL p. 134 f.— A is the Africus, the south-west wind, and
Xapos the Canrus, the north-west. See Kapp, ad Aristot. de
mundo Exc. III. The haven formed such a curve, that one
shore stretched toward the north-west and the other toward
the south-west.

Ver. 13. But when gentler south wind had set in (Imomvels.,
Arist, probl. viil. 6 ; Heliodor. iii. 3)—this was the motive of
the following 8cfavres. As, namely, Fair Havens, where they
were, and also Phoeniz farther to the west, whither they wished
to go, lay on the south coast of the island, the south wind
was favourable for carrying out their resolution, because it kept
them near to the coast and did not allow them to drift down into
the southern sca.— xexpaTnrévar] to have becom= masters of their
purpose, that is, to be able safely to accomplish it. Examples
in Raphel, Polyb. — dpavres] namely, the anchor, which is under-
stood of itself in nautical language : they weighed anchor. See
Bos, Ellips., ed. Schaefer, p. 14 £ — @ogov mwapehéy. 7. Kprjr.]
they sailed closer (than could previously, ver. 8, be done) «long
the eoast of Crete. doaov, nearer, the comparative of dype, is
not only found in poetry from the time of Homer, but also in
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prose ; Herod. iii. 52, iv. 5; Joseph. An#t. i. 20. 1, al. The
Vulgate, which Erasmus follows, has : cum sustulissent de Asson,
so that thus AZSON is connected with dpavres and regarded
as the name of a city of Crete ("Aoos in Steph. Byz, A4sus in
Plin. A N.iv. 12); hence also Elz., Mill, Scholz have "dcaor
(as a proper name). But as this translation is at variance
with the words as they stand, Luther, Castalio, Calovius, and
several older expositors have taken *dgoor as the accusative
of direction : cum sustulissent Assum. But, even if the little
town had really been situated on the coast (which does not
agree with Plin. /.¢.), the expression would have been extremely
harsh, as dpavres does not express the notion of direction ; and
not only so, but also the mere accusative of direction without a
preposition is only poetical (Kiihner, II. p. 204), and is foreign
to the N. T.

Ver. 14. "EBa\e] intransitive: fell wupon, threw itself
against it; often in the classical writers after Homer. — xar’
abriis] refers to the nearest antecedent Kpzryv, not (Luther)
to wpobéa. — dvepos Tvpwvixos] The adjective is formed from
Tudy, a whirlwind, and is found also in Eustathius. See Wet-
stein. — Edposvdwv] the broad-surging, from edpos, breadth,
and xKwfw. It is wsually explained : FBurus fluctus excitans,
from Edpos (the sonth-cast wind) and #Xddwr. But this com-
pound would rather yield an appellation unsuitable for a
wind : south-east wave, fluctus Euro excitatus. Ez’;pwc)\ﬁswv,l
from elpis, according to the analogy of edpurpeiwy, ebpupedwy,
ebpudivys, etc., would certainly be more suitable to the explana-
tion broad-surging ; but on this very account the reading
Eipuridwy in B¥¥ 40, 133, is not to be approved with
Grieshach, but to be considered as a correction. TLachmann
and Bornemann, followed by Ewald, Smith, and Hackett, have
Evpariroy, according to A & (Vulg. Cassiod.: Zuroaguilo),
which also Olshausen, after Erasmus, Grotius, Mill, Bengel, and
others, approves (the best defence of this reading is by Bentley,
in Wolf, Cur.). This would be the east-north-east wind ; the
compound formed, as in epovoros (Gel. ii. 22. 10), euroauster,

1 Defended by Toup, Emend. in Suidam, 111 p. 508, Comp. Etym. ML

P 772, 31 : Tupdv ydp iei h voU Gviptoy o didpa wvon, & i sbpuxafdwy xarsiral.



CHAP. XXVIL 15, 16. 295

euroafricus. But the words of the text lead us to expect a
special actual name (kadotvu.) of this particular whirlwind, not
merely a designation of its direction. It is difficult also to
comprehend why such an easily explicable name of a wind as
Luroaguilo, ebpaxiiwy, should have been converted into the
difficult and enigmatic EdpoxAiSwr. Far more naturally would
the converse take place, and the Evpoxhidwy, not being under-
stood, would be displaced by the similar EdpaxiAwy formed
according to the well-known analogy of Evpovetos x.TA.; so
that the latter form appears a product of old emendatory
conjecture. Besides, Evpaxiloy, if it were not formed by a
later hand from the original EdpoxAiSwy, would be an improb-
able mixture of Greek and Latin, and we do not see why the
name should not have had some such form as EvpoBopéas;
axihwy = agquilo, is nowhere found.

Ver. 15. Svvapmact.] but when the ship was hurried along
with (the whirlwind). — On dvrodBatueiv, to look in the fuce,
then ¢o withstand, see Schweigh. Zex. Polydb. p. 57. Comp.
Ecclus. xix. 6 ; Wisd. xil. 14. — émbovres] may either, with
the Vulgate (date nave flatibus ferebamur), Luther, Elsner,
and many others, be referred to 76 m\oloy, or be taken in a
reflexive sense (Raphel, Wolf, Bengel, Kypke): we gave our-
selves up and were driven. Comp. Lobeck, ad 4j. 250. The
former is simpler, because 7. whoiov precedes.

Ver, 16, Khaidy, or according to Ptol. iii. 7 KAaddos, or
according to Mela ii. 7 and Plin. iv. 20 Gaudos, according to
Suidas Kavdw, was the name of the modern Gozzo to the south
of Crete. From the different forms of the name given by the
ancients must be explained the variations in the codd. and
vss., among which Kaida is attested by B n** Syr. Aeth.
Vulg, adopted by Lachmann, and approved by Ewald. We
cannot determine how Luke originally wrote the name; still,
as most among the ancients have transmitted it without A, the
A, which las in its favour A G H N* vss. and the Greek
Fathers, has probably been deleted by subsequent, though in
itself correct, emendation. — 7fs axdgns] they could scarcely
become masters (mwepixpaTels, Simmias in the Anthol. I. p. 137,
Jacobs) of the boat (belonging to the ship) which swam attached



296 TIIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

to it, when they wished to hoist it up (vv. 17, 30), that it
might not be torn away by the storm.

Ver. 17. And after they had drawn this wp, they applied
means of protection, undergirding the ship. This undergirding
{Polyb. xxvil. 3. 3) took place, in order to diminish the risk
of foundering, by means of broad ropes (dmowuara, tormenta)
which, drawn under the ship and tightened above, held its
two sides more firmly together! Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 616 C:
olov 7a imolwpata Tév Tpujpwy, olitw wicay Evvéywy T
mepidopdv ; Athen. v. 37 ; and see generally, Boeckh, Urkunden
@b, d. Secwesen des Attischen Staats, p. 133 {f.; Smith (The Ships
of the Ancicnts), p. 173 ff.; Hackett, p. 4206 ff By Bonbeilais
is to be understood all kinds of helpful apparatus (Aristot.
Loiet. ii. 5) which they had in store for emergencies, as ropes,
chains, beams, clamps, and the like; see Wetstein. The
referring it to the help rendered by the passengers (Grotius, Hein-
sius, and others), which was a matter of course amidst the
common danger, makes the statement empty and unnecessary.
— ¢oBoluevol e k.TN.] and fearing to strike on the (nearest)
Syrtts. It is entirely arbitrary to understand wjv Zvprew,
without linguistic precedent, in the wider sense of a sandbank
(8is, Tawia, éppa, arijfos), and not of the African Syrtis. Of
the two Syrtes, the Greater and the Lesser, the former was
the ncarest. As the ship was driven from the south coast of
Crete along past the island of Clauda, and thus ran before the
north-east wind, they might well, amidst the peril of their
situation, be driven to the fear lest, by continuing their course
with full sail, they might reach the Greater Syrtis; and how
utterly destructive that would have been! See Herod. iii. 25 f,,
iv. 178 ; Sallust. Jug. 78 f.; Strabo, xvii. p. 834 f. — éemimrew,
of ships and shipwrecked persons, which are cast (out of the
deep, navigable water) on banks, rocks, islands, shoals, or on the
land, is very common from Homer onward; Locella, ad Xen. Eph.
p- 239; Stallb. ad Plat. Phil. p. 13 D. — 70 oredos] the gear,
the tackle, is the general expression for all the apparatus of the

1Yet it is doubtful whether the procedure was not such, that the ropes ran

in a korizontal manner right round the ship (Boeckh, Stallb. ad Plat. lLe.).
But see Smith,
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ship (Plat. Crit. p. 117 D: okeviv boa Tpujpeat mpociket,
Dem. 1145. 1: aretvm Tpimpapyixd, 1145. 9 ; Xen. Occ. viii. 12.
Polyb. xxii. 26. 13; and sec Hermann Privatalterth. §
50. 20). The context shows what definite tackle is here
meant by specifying the aim of the measure, which was to
prevent the ship from being cast upon the Syrtis, and that by
withdrawing it as far as practicable fromn the force of the storm
driving them towards the Syrtis. This was done by their
lowering the sails, stril:ing soil, and accordingly choosing rather
to abandon the ship without sails to the wind, and to allow it
to be driven (ofTws édéporto), than with stretched sails to e
cast quickly, and without further prospect of rescue, on the
Syrtis. Already at a very early date 7o credos was justly
explained of the sails, and Chrysostom even read T loTia.
According to Smith, the lowering of the 7igging is meant, by
which the driving of the ship in a straight dirvection was
avoided. But this presupposes too exact an acquaintance with
their position in the storm, considering the imperfection of
navigation in those times; and both the following descrip-
tion, especially ver. 20, and the measure adopted in ver. 29,
lead us to assume that they had already relinquished the use
of the sails. But the less likely it is that in the very exact
delineation the account of the striking of the sails, which had
not hitherto taken place (in opposition to Xypke and Kuinoel),
should have been omitted, and the more definitely the collec-
tive meaning is implied in 76 oxedos, the more objectionable
appears the view of Grotius, Heinsius, I{uinoel, and Olshausen
(after the Peshito), that 76 oxebos is the mast. Still more
arbitrary and (on account of édépoyTo) entirely mistaken is
the rendering of Kypke: “ demittentes ancoram,” and that of
Castalio and Vatablus: “demissa scapha” (see, on the other
hand, ver. 30).

Vv. 18, 19. "ExBo\yv émrowobvro)] they made a casting oud,
4.e. they threw overboard the cargo.! Dem. 926. 17; Aesch.

1 Had the ship been loaded with ballast, and this been thrown out (Laurent),
we should have expected o more precise designation (3pzz). The ox:ed, too,
would not have been included in the category of things thrown out at once on
the following day, but after the ballasé would have come, in the first instance,



298 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

Sept. 769 ; Avist. Eth. iii. 1; Pollux, i. 99; LXX. Jonah i. 5.
For the lightening of the vessel in distress, in order to make
it go less deep and to keep it from grounding, they got rid in
the first instance of what could, in the circumstances, be most
fitly dispensed with, namely, the cargo; but on the day after
they laid hands even on the oxevyy 706 wholov (Diod. Sic.
xiv. 79), e the ship's apparatus—the utensils belonging' to
the ship, as furniture, beds, cooking vessels, and the like. The
same collective idea, but expressed in the plural, occurs in
Jonah i. 5. Others (Wetstein, Kypke, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel)
understand the daggage of the passengers, but this is at variance
with 700 7holov; instead of it we should expect 7judv, espe-
cially as adroyerpes precedes. Following the Vulgate, Erasmus,
Grotius, and many others, including Olshausen and Ewald,
understand the arma navis, that is, ropes, beams, and the like
belonging to the equipment of the ship. But the tackling
is elsewhere called 7a &émAa, or 7a orxein (from oxedos), and
just amidst the danger this was most indispensable of all. —
abroyepes] with our own hands (Hermann, ad Soph. Ant
1160), gives to the description a sad vividness, and does not
present a contrast to the conduct of Jonak (who lay asleep,
Jonah i 5), as Baumgarten in his morbid quest of types
imagines.

Ver. 20. Msre 8¢ fAlov x.7\] For descriptions of storms
from Greek and Roman writers, which further embellish this
trait (Virg. den. 1. 85 ff, iii. 195 ff. ; Ach. Tat. iii. 2, p. 234, al.),
see Grotius and Wetstein. — émixelofas] spoken of the inces-
santly assailing storm, see Alberti, Obss. 279; Wolf, Cur.—
Nocrrov] ceferum in reference to timie, de. Aenceforth.  See
Vigerus, p. 22, and Hermann thereon, p. 706 ; Kiihner, ad
Anab. il 2. 5. — #juds] not fuiv, which would not have been
suitable to Paul (xxiii. 11), nor yet probably to his Christian
companions.

Vv. 21, 22. The perplexity had now risen in the ship to
despair. But, as the situation was further aggravated by the
the cargo. The ship was without doubt a merchant-vessel, and doubtless had

no ballast at all. Otherwise they certainly would have commenced with throwing
the latter out, but would not thereupon have et once passed to the oxswi.
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fact that there prevailed in a high degree (woAAis) that absti-
nence from food which anguish and despair naturally bring with
themn, Paul came forward in the midst of those on board (év
uéap adrdy),in the first instance with gentle censure, and after-
wards with confident encouragement and promise.— On dotria,
Jegunatio (Vulg.), comp. Herod. iii. 52; Eur. Suppl. 1105 ;
Arist, Bth, x, 9; Joseph. Antt. xii. 7. 1. — 7o7e] then, in this
state of matters, as in xxviil. 1. So also in the classics after
participles, Xen. Cyr. i. 5. 6 ; Dem. 33. 5, 60. 18. — arabeis
«.7\.] has here, as in xvii. 22, ii. 14, something solemn.—
avtév] not judv; for the censure as well as also primarily
the encouragement was intended to apply to the sailors. —
&8er pév] it was necessary indeed. This pév does not stand in
relation to the following «ai, but the contrast (possibly: but
it has not been done) is suppressed. See Kiihner, § 733, note,
p.- 430 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 163. Comp. on xxviii. 22.
Bengel well remarks: “xal modestiam habet.” — xepbijcar
«TN] and to have spared us this insolence (see on ver. 10)
and the loss (suffered). raVTnv points to the whole present
position of danger in which the ¥8pis, wherewith the warn-
ings of the apostle were despised and the voyage ventured,
presented itself in a way to be keenly felt as such. xep-
dalveiv, of that gain, which is made by omission or avoidance.
See examples in Bengel, and Kypke, IL p. 139 £ The evil in
question is conceived as the object, the non-occurrence of which
goes to the benefit of the person acting, as the negative object
of gain, Analogous to this is the Latin Jucrifacere, see Grotius.
On the form xepbiicar, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 740 f.—
amoPBory wyap \ruxis x.rN.] for theve shall be no loss of a soul
Jrom the midst of you, except (loss) of the ship, 1.c. no loss of
life, but only the loss of the ship. An inaccuracy of expression,
which continues with #\sfy, as if before there had simply
been used the words dmoB. yap ovd. éoTar. Comp. Winer,
p. 587 [E. T. 789]—To what Paul had said in ver. 10, his
Present announcement stands related as a correetion. e has
now by special revelation learned the contrary of what he had
then feared, as respected the apprehended loss of life.

Vv. 23-25. "Ayyehos] an angel. But naturally those



500 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

hearers who were Gentiles, and not particularly acquainted
with Judaism, understood this as well as 7Tob Oeod x.TA.
according to their Gentile conception (of a messenger of the
gods, and of one of the gods). — od elui éyd, & rai AaTpeiw]
to whom I belong,as His property, and whom I also (in accord-
ance with this belonging) serve.  Comp. Rom. i 9. Paul thus
characterizes himself as intimate with God, and therewith
assures the credibility of his announcement, in which Tod
Ocob with great emphasis precedes the dyyekos .7\ (see the
critical remarks). On éyw (see the critical remarks), in which
is expressed a holy sense of his personal standing, Bornemann
correctly remarks: “ Pronomen Paulum minime dedecet coram
gentilibus verba facientem.” — xeydpiotal got 6 Oeos| God has
granted to thee, te. He has saved them (according to His
counsel) for thy sake. See on iil. 14.—Here, too (comp. on
xvi. 10), the appearance, which is to be regarded as a work of
God, is not a vision in @ dream. The testimony and the con-
sciousness of the apostle, who was scarce likely to have slum-
bered and dreamed on that night, are decisive against this
view, and particularly against the naturalizing explanation of
Eichhorn (B0l III. p. 407, 1084), Zeller, and Hausrath.
De Wette takes objection to the mode of expression xexdpiaTac
«.7., and is inclined to trace it to the high veneration of the
reporter ; but this is unfair, as Paul had simply to uffer what
he had heard. And he had heard, that for 7his sake the
saving of all was determined. Bengel well remarks: “ Non
erat tam periculoso aliogui tempore periculum, ne videretur
D., quae neeessario dicebat, gloriose dicere.” — ofitws rad’ ov 7p.]
comp. i. 11.

Ver. 26. But (8, leading over to the mode of the promised
deliverance) we must be cast (éxmeoeiv, see on ver. 17) on some
island. This assurance, made to Paul probably through the
appearance just narrated, is verified ver. 41 ff. But it is
lizhtly, and without reason assigned, conjectured by Zeller that
vv. 21-26 contain a vaticinium post eventum on the part of
the author.

Vv. 27-29. But after the commencement of the fourtcenth
night (namely, after the departure from TFair Havens, comp.
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vv. 18, 19), while we were driven up and down (Siadep., sce
the passages in Wetstein and Kypke, II. p. 141, and Philo, de
maigr. Abr. p. 410 E) in the Adriatic sea, about midnight the
satlors descried, ete. The article was not required before the
ordinal number (Poppo, ad Thue. ii. 70. 5), as a special
demonstrative stress (Ameis on Hom. Od. xiv. 241) is not con-
templated, but only the simple statement of time. On »d€
émeyévero (see the critical remarks), the night set in, comp.
Herod. viii. 70; Thue. iv. 25; Polyb. i. 11. 15, ii. 25. 5. —
o 'A8pias] here and frequently, not in the narrower sense
(Plin. iii. 16. 20) of the Golfo di Venetia, but in the wider
sense of the sea between Italy and Greece, extending southward
as far as, and inclusive of, Sicily. See Forbiger, Geogr. IL
p. 16 ff. “ Hadriae arbiter notus.”® Horat. Od. 1. 3. 15. —
wpoadryew] that 1t approaches to them. * Lucas optice logquitur
nauntarum more,” Kypke. See Cic. Quaest. acad. iv. 25. The
opposite is dvaywpely, recedere. See Smith and the passages in
Kuinoel. The conjecture of the suilors (Umevoour) had doubt-
less its foundation in the noise of the swf (Smith), such as is
usual in the vicinity of land. — On BoAilew, to cast the sound-
ing lead (Bois, in Herodotus xarameipatnpia), see the passages
from Eustathius in Wetstein ; and on épyuvia (concerning the
accent, Gottling, p. 138), a measure of length of six feet, like
our fathom, see Herod. ii. 169; Boeckh, metrol. Unters.
p- 210 ff. — Suagrrigartes] note the active: having made «
short interval, i.c. having removed the ship alittle way farther.
Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 41 [E. T. 47]. — Sexamévre]
‘With this decrease of depth the danger increased of their falling
on reefs (katd Tpayeis Témovs), such as are frequent in the
vicinity of small islands. — Tésoapas] Comp. Caes. Bell. civ.
1. 25 “ Naves quaternis ancoris destinabat, ne fluctibus move-
rentur.” Tor the different expressions for custing anchor, see
Poll. i. 103.

Ver. 30. While they were lying here at anchor longing for
daylight (ndxovTo fuépayv yevéabau, ver. 29), the sailors, in order

! Comp. Scherzer, statistisch commercielle Ergebnisse, p. 51: *During the

Luropean winter a sailing vessel may be often forced to lose fourtcen days or
miore by a persistent south-east wind in the Adviatic Gull,”



302 TIIE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

with the proximity of land to substitute certainty for uncer-
tainty, make the treacherous attempt to escape to land in the
boat, which they had already let down under the pretence of
wishing to cast anchor from the prow of the ship, and thus
to leave the vessel together with the rest of those on board
to their fate. Certainly the captain of the vessel (the vai-
#hnpos, ver. 11), whose interest was too much bound up with
the preservation of the ship, was not implicated in this plot
of his servants; but how easily are the bonds of fidelity and
duty relaxed in vulgar minds when placed in circumstances
of perilous uncertaiuty, if at the expense of these bonds a safe
deliverance may be obtained ! — mpoddoes ds . . . peANovTwr]
The genitive is absolute, subordinate to the preceding ya\ao.,
and mpopacer (comp. Luke xx. 47; Thuc. v. 53. 1, vi. 76. 1)
is adverbial (Bernhardy, p. 130), as in classical writers the
accusative mpodacw more comwmonly occurs (Dorv. ad Charit.
p. 319 ; Kriiger on Thue. iii. 111. 1); on s, comp. on 1 Cor.
iv. 18, and see Xen Anad. 1 2. 1. Hence: on pretence as
though they would, etc. — éxrelvew] extendere (Vulg). They
affected and pretended that by means of the boat they were
desirous to 7each out anchors (“ fune eo usque prolato,” Grotius)
from the prow, from which these anchors hung (Pind. Pytk.
iv. 342, x. 80), into the sea, in order that the vessel might
be secured not only behind (ver. 29), but also before. Incor-
rectly Laurent renders: “{o cast out the anchors farther into
the sea.” Against this, it is decisively urged that dyxdpas is
anarthrous, and that éx 7pwpas stands in contrast to éx mwpiuvys,
ver. 29.

Vv. 31, 32. Paul applied not first to the captain of the
vessel, but at once to the soldiers, because they could take
immediately vigorous measures, as the danger of the moment
required ; and the energetic and decided word of the apostle
availed. — od7ot . . . vuels] Correlates. Paul, however, does
not say 7uels, but appeals to the direct personal interest of
those addressed. — cw8ijvar ob Slvacfe] spoken in the con-
sciousness of the divine counsel, in so far as the latter must
have the fulfilment of duty by the sailors as the human means
of its realization, — éxmeaeiv] to fall out. "We are to think on



CIIAP. XXVII, 33—36. 303

the boat let down into the sea (ver. 30), yct hanging with
its fastened end to the ship—when the soldiers cut the ropes
asunder.

Ver. 33. But now, when he had overcome this danger, it
was the care of the prudent rescuer, before anything further,
to see those on board strengthened for the new work of
the new day by food. But wntil it should become day,—so
long, therefore, as the darkness of the night up to the first
break of dawn did not allow any ascertaining of their posi-
tion or further work,—in this interval he exhorted «ll, etc. —
Tegoapeck. onp. nuépav k.7.\.] waiting (for deliverance), the four-
teenth day to-day (since the departure from IFair Havens), ye
continue without food. docuror holds with SiateX. the place of
a participle. See the passages in Winer, p. 326 [E. T. 437];
Kriiger on Thuc. i. 34. 2, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 6. 2.
— un8év mpoahaf.] since ye have taken to you (adhibuistis)
nothing (no food). This emphatically strengthens the doiror.
That, however, the two terms are not to be understood of
complete abstinence from food, but relatively, is self-evident ;
Paul expresses the “insolitam cibi abstinentiam” (Calvin)
earnestly and forcibly. Comp. moAN7js, ver. 21.

Ver. 84. Ilpos tijs Duer. aot.] on the side of your deliverance,
e salute vestra, ie. corresponding, conducing to your deliver-
ance. Comp. Thue. iil. 59. 1, v. 105. 3 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 459 C;
Arr. An. vil. 16. 9. See on this use of mpos with the geni-
tive (only found here in the N. T.), Bernhardy, p. 264 ; Winer,
p- 350 [E. T. 467 f.]. Observe the emphatic dueréoas; your
benefit I have in view. — o08evos yap «.1.\.] assigns the reason
for the previous mwpos 7. ueTép. cwrnpias. For your deliver-
ance, I say, for, etc. In this case their own exertions and the
bodily strengthening necessary for this purpose are conceived
as conditioning the issue—On the proverbial expression itself,
which denotes their being kept utlerly excmpt from harm, comp.
Luke xxi. 18; 1 Sam. xiv.45; 2 Sam. xiv. 11 ; 1 Kingsi. 52,

Vv. 35, 36. Like the father of a family (comp. Luke xxiv.
29) among those at table (not, as Olshausen and Ewald sup-
pose, notwithstanding that most of the persons were heatheus,
regarding the meal as a Christian love-least), Paul now, by way
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of formal and pious commencement of the meal, uttered the
thanksgiving-prayer—for the disposition towards, and relative
understanding of, which even the Gentiles present were in this
situation susceptible—over the bread (Matt. xiv. 19, xv. 36 ;
Mark viii. 6; John vi. 11), broke it, and commenced to eat
(fjpkato éabiew). And all of them, encouraged by his word
and example, on their part followed. — mpogeNdB. Tpodiis]
partook of food. Comp. Herod. viil. 90. It is otherwise in
ver. 33, with accusative.

Ver. 37. And what a large meal was thus brought about I—
The number 276 may surprise us on account of its largeness
(see Bornemann Zn loc.); but, apart from the fact that we have
no knowledge of the size and manning of the Alexandrian ship,
ver. 6, it must, considering the exactness of the entire naira-
tive, be assumed as correct ; and for the omission of Siaxéoiae
the single evidence of B (which has @s) is too weak.

Ver. 38. Now, seeing that for some time (and in quite a
Lricf period must the fate of those on board be decided) further
victuals were unnecessary—now they ventured on the last means
of lightening the ship (which, with the decreasing depth, ver. 28,
was urgently required for the purpose of driving 1t on to the
land), and cast the provisions overboard, which, considering the
multitude of men and the previous dguria, was certainly still
a considerable weight. Chrysostom aptly remarks : ofre Aovmrov
76 way Epujrav éxi Tov Ilaihow, ws xal Tov aitov éxBaleiv.
Siros maydenote either corn,or also,as here and often with Greek
writers, provisions particularly prepared from corn (meal, bread,
etc.). Others (Erasmus, Luther, Beza, ¢f al., including Baum-
garten, Smith, Hackett) have explained it as the corn with which,
namely, the ship had been freighted. Dut against this it may
e uraed, fivst, that this jreighting is not indicated ; secondly,
that xopeaf. 8¢ Tpogijs corresponds to the throwing out of the
prrovisions, and ot of the freight ; and thirdly, that the throw-
ina out of the freight had already taken place, ver. 18, as this
indeed was most natural, because the freight was the heaviest.

Ver. 39. Ty iy otk émeyivwok.] t.e. when it became day,
they recognised not what land it was; the land lying before
them (T7w ofv) was one unknown to them —xéAmov 8¢ Tiwa kate-
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véovv Eyovra alyiahév] Thus Luke writes quite faithfully and
simply (L might say naively) what presented itself to the
scrutinizing gaze of those on board : but they perceived « bay
which had a beach. A bay and a beach belonging to it—so much
they saw at the unknown land, and this sufficed for the resolu-
tion to land there, where it was possible. Observe that alyiards
is a flat coust (Matt. xiii. 2; and sce Néagelsbach on the Iliad,
p- 254, ed. 8), thus suitable for landing, in distinction from
the high and rugged dwts (see Hom. Od. v. 405, x. 89; Pind.
Pyth.iv. 64 ; Lucian, Tox. 4). Hence it is not even necessary,
and is less simple, to connect, with Winer, els év x.7X. as
modal definition of aiywah. closely with the latter: “a shore
of such a nature, that,” etc. — eis 6v] applies to aiyia\. See
ver. 40. Tor examples of éfwfeiv, used of the thrusting a
ship from the open sea on to the land (mavem ¢jicere, expellere),
see Wetstein. On St. Paul's Bay, see the description and
chart of Smith.

Ver. 40. A vivid description of the stirring activity now
put forth in making every effort to reach the shore. 1. They
cut the (four) anchors round about (wepielovres), and let
them fall into the sea, in order neither to lose time mor to
burden the ship with their weight. 2. At the same time they
loosened the bands, with which they had fastened the rudders
to the ship in order to secure them while the ship lay at anchor
from the violence of the waves, for the purpose of now using them
in moving on. 3. They spread the top-sail before the wind, and
thus took their course (kateiyov) for the beach (els Tov aiyiatov).
— elwv] is to be referred to the dyrvpas, which they let go by
cutting, so that they fell into the sea. Arbitrarily, following the
Vulgate (committebant se), Luther, Beza, Grotius take it as
“ elwy TO TAOLOY lévar els T Bdracaav.”—That 7oy mdatlwy
is not to be taken for the singular, but that larger ships had fwo
rudders (Aelian, V. H. ix. 40) managed by one steersman,
see Smith, p. 9, also Scheffer, de milit. nav. ii. 5; Boeckh,
Urlunden, p. 125.— o aprépwv] not elsewhere occurring in
Greek writers as part of a ship, is most probably explained of
the top-gallant-swil placed high on the mast. See especially
Scheffer, de malit. nav. ii, 5 ; Forcellini, T4es. L. p. 231.  Labeo

ACTS II. U
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in Jabolen. Dig. lib. L. tit. 16, leg. 242, points to this view :
“ Malum navis esse partem, artemoncm autem non esse, Labeo
ait,” in which words he objects to the confounding of the artemon
with the mast: the mast constituted an integral part of the
ship, but the artemon did not, because it was fastened to the
mast. Luther’s translation: “mast” [Segelbaum), is therefore
certainly incorrect. Grotius, Heumann, Rosenmiiller, and
others, including Smith, explain it of “the small sail at the
prow of the ship.” In this they assume that the mast had
already lbeen lowered; but this is entirely arbitrary, as
Luke, although he relates every particular so expressly, has
never mentioned this (comp. on ver. 17). Besides, we can-
not see why this sail should not have been called by its
technical name SoAww, Polyl. xvi. 15. 2; Diod. xx. 61;
Pollux, i. 91 ; Liv. xxxvi 44, xxxvii. 50 ; Isidor. Ordy. xix. 3 ;
Procop. Bell. Vandal. i 17. Hadrianus, Junius, Alberti, Wolf,
and de Wette understand the mizzen-sail at the stern, which
indced bears that name in the present day (Italian, artimone ;
French, votle dartimon ; see Baysius, de re nav. p. 121), but
for this émidpopos, Pollux i. 91, is well known to be the old
technical name. — 73 wwveodon] sc. avpa, has raised itself quite
to the position of a substantive. See examples in Bos, Zll., ed.
Schaefer, pp. 32, 40. The dative indicates the reference ; they
hoisted up the sail for the brecze, so that the wind now swelled
it from behind. Tor examples of émaipew, for hoisting up
and thereby expanding the sail, and for kaTéyew, to steor
towards, see Kypke, IT. p. 144.

Ver. 41. But when they had struck upon a promontory. As
to meper., comp. on Luke x. 30.—It is altogether arbitrary to
abandon the literal import of 8tBdiacoos, forming two seas,
or having the sea on both sides, bimaris (see the passages in
Wetstein), and to understand by Témos Sifd\. a sandbank or a
recf (situated after the manner of an island before the entrance
of the bay). This view is supposed to be necessary on account
of ver. 48 £, and it is asked: “quorsum enim isti in mare se
Drojicerent, siin ipsum litus navis impegerat prora ¢” Calovius;
compare Kuinoel. But the promontory, as is very frequently
the case, jutted out with its point under the surface of the



CIIAP. XXVII, 4244, 307

water, and was covered to so great an extent by the sea,
that the ship stranding on the point was yet separated from
the projecting dry part of the isthmus by a considerable sur-
face of water; hence those stranded could only reach the dry
land by swimming. Iiven in Dio Chrys. v. p. 83, by which
the signification of 7e¢f is sought to be made good, because
there Tpayéo . 8laratra k. Tawiar (sandbanks) are placed
together, 61fdA. is not to be taken otherwise than Téwos Sifdn.
here. — émwreihav] émoxéAAew may be either fransitive: to
thrust the ship on, to cause it to strand (Herod. vi. 16, vii. 182 ;
Thuc. iv. 26. 5), or wntransitive : to strand, to be wrecked. So
Thue. viil. 102. 3; Polyb. i. 20. 15, iv. 41. 2, and see
Loesner, p. 240. As 7oy vadv is here added (which in the
intransitive view would be the accusative of more precise
definition, but quite superfluous), the transitive view is that
suggested by the text: they thrust the ship upon, ¢hey made it
strand. Lachmann and Tischendorf, following A B* C, have
éméxeihay, from émucéAAo, to push to the land, navem appellere.
But neither does this meaning suit, as here it is the ship
going to wreck that is spoken of ; nor can proof be adduced from
the aorist form éméxeina (Hom. Od4. ix. 138, 148, xiii. 114:
éméxeca), sce Bornemann. In Polyb. iv. 31. 2, émucéAhovres
has been introduced by copyists’ mistake for émoxérhovres. —
épelcaca) having fixed itself. On épeldew, used also by the
Greeks in an ¢nfransitive sense, comp. Prov. iv. 4.—7) 8¢ wpiuva
&eto x1A] for the promontory had naturally the deeper
water above it the farther it ran seawards, so that the stern
was shattered by the power of the waves. This shipwreck was
at least the fourth (2 Cor. xi. 25) which Paul suffered.

Vv. 42-44, Now, when the loss of the ship was just as
certain, as with the proximity of the land the escape of those
prisoners who could swim was easily possible, the soldiers
were of a mind to kill them ; but the centurion was too
much attached to Paul to permit it! Not sharing in the
apprehension of his soldiers, he commanded that all in the ship

1 In this remark (ver. 43) Zeller conjectures very arbitrarily a later addition
to the original narrative, which was designed to illustrate the influence of the
apostle upon the Roman.
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who knew how to swim should swim to land, and then the
rest (to whom in this way assistance was ready on shore) were
to follow partly on planks and partly on broken pieces of the
ship. — Bov\y) éyévero, wa)] there took place a project (in the
design), ¢that, etc.; comp. on ver. 1, aud see Nigelsb. on the
Iliad, p. 62, ed. 3, who on such modes of expression appro-
priately remarks that “the will is conceived as a striving will.”
— amoppimrew, to cast down, intransitive, in the sense of se
projicere.  See Schaefer, ad Bos Ell. p 127. —«ai Tovs owmois]
sc. €Eiévar (¢ mari) émi Ty iy — éml caviow] on planks,
which were at hand in the ship. — émwi{ Twwy Tdv amo Tob
wholov] on something from the ship, on pieces which had partly
broken loose from it by the stranding, so forming wreck (vavd-
ytov, €pelmiov), and were partly torn off by the people them-
selves for that purpose. émi denotes both times the local being
upon, and the change between dative and genitive is to be
regarded as merely accidental. See Bernhardy, p. 200 f.;
Kiihiner, § 624, ad Xen. Mem. i 1. 20.—In the history of this
final rescue, Baumgarten, IL p. 420, has carried to an extreme
the arbitrariness of allegorico-spiritual fiction.

ReMARK 1.—The extraordinarily exact minuteness and vivid-
ness in the narrative of this whole voyage justifies the hypothesis
that Luke, immediately after its close, during the winter spent
in Malta, wrote down this interesting description in the main
from fresh recollection, and possibly following notes which he
had made for himself even during the voyage — perhaps set
down in his diary, and at a later period transferred from it to
his history.

RExARK 2.—The transition from the first person—in which
he narrates as a companion sharing the voyage and its {ortunes—
into the third is not to be considered as an accident or an incon-
sistency, but is founded on the nature of the contents, according
to which the sailors specially come into prominence as subject.
See vv. 13,17, 18, and 19, 21, 29, 38-41.

REMARK 3.—If the assumption of the school of Baur as to the
set purpose animating the author of the Acts were correct, this
narrative of the voyage, with all its collateral circumstances 11
such detail, would be a meaningless ballast of the book. But 1t
justifies itself in the purely historical destination of the work,
and confirms that destination.
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CHAPTER XXVIIIL

VER. 1. éréyrarsay] Lachin. Tisch. Born. read izéyvwpey, according
to A B C N, min. and most vss. Rightly; the third person was
introduced with a retrospective view to xxvii. 39, through the
connection with the concluding words of xxvil. 44.— Ver. 2.
avdavres] Lachm. Born. read éarreg, according to A B C R,
min. But AN was liable to omission even in itself, and espe-
cially through the preceding N.-— Ver. 3. éx] Lachm. Tisch.
Born. read &«d, which is decidedly attested, and therefore to
be adopted. — drcfendoiion] So Tisch. Born. Scholz, according
to A G H, min. Chrys. Theophyl. But Elz. and Lachm.
have éEsadoiow. The double compound was the more easily
neglected as it was not elsewhere known from the N. T. —
Ver. 5. a’mnm'gag] aworvaldievos, a.lthough adopted by Scholz
and Tisch., is not sufficiently attested by A G H, min. — Ver. 10.
7iv xpeiwy] Lachm. Tisch. Born. have «d¢ ypeing, according to
ABJ N min. A gloss on r& wpbs riv xpeiwy, after xx. 34, —
Ver. 14. 7’ adroiz] Lachm. and Born., following A BJ &, min., read
wap abrok, which was introduced as explanatory.— Ver. 16.
6 txardvrapyos . . . erpaTomedapyn] is wanting (so that the passage
continues: éssrpdan vy I11.) In A B % 1o 40, Chrys. and most
vss. Condemned by Mill, Bengel, and others, suspected by
Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Defended especially
by Born. in Ilosenm. Repert. I1. p. 301 £ The words, attested
by G H and most min. Ar. p. Slav. Theophyl. Oec., have cer-
tainly the suspicion of being an expansion.  Yet in opposition
¢o their rejection we may urge, first, that there are no varia-
tions in detail, as is the general rule with interpolations;
secondly, that the writer of a gloss, instead of r& srpusos:e.
would prohably have written the more readily occmiring plural ;
and thirdly, that in transcribing one might very ecasily pass
from fzasorr APXOS directly to srparem:dAPXH, which corruption
would then produce the form of Lachmann’s text.— Ver. 17.
airéy] Elz. has iv 1la5res, against A B ¥, min. Chrys. and scveral
vss. The name came in, because in ver. 17 a separate new act
aof the history commences; therefore also Chrys. has once, and
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indeed at the beginning of a homily, «. madr. — Ver. 19, xarn-
yopriowr] A B W, min. have xaryyopev, which Lachm. Tisch. and
Born. have adopted. Rightly; xarnyopficar is a mechanical
alteration, in conformity with émzarisasfar — Ver. 23. #Hxov]
A B N, min. have 72 dov. Recommended by Griesb. and adopted
by Lachm. The extremely common word has been involun-
tarily substituted for the classical imperfect #xov, not elsewhere
occurring in the N. T. — r& @ep/] Lachm. Tisch. Born. have only
=epi, following A B I &, min. vss. Comp. on viii. 12, xix. 8. —
Ver. 25. su@v] A B N, min. vss. Fathers have iwpiv, which
Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. The Recepta is justly sup-
ported by Born. The tone and contents of the speech, convey-
ing censure and rejection, involuntarily suggested the second
person to the transcribers. Comp. vii. 51 f. — Ver. 27. idowuar}
A B G I, min. Theophyl. have /dsouw, recommended by
Griesb. and adopted by Tisch. Rightly; see on John xii. 40.
— Ver. 28. b owrsp.] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read roiro 7 swrip.,
according to A B 8* min. Chrys. and several vss. The omission
of soiro, which has no express reference in the text, is quile in
keeping with the inattention of transcribers — Ver. 29 is entirely
wanting in A B E x,1o% 13, 40, 68, Lect. 1, Syr. Erp. Copt.
Vulg. ms. In the Syr. p. it is marked as suspected by an
asterisk. Condemned by Mill and others, deleted by Lachm. and
Tisch. Very suspicious as an interpolated conclusion of the
whole transaction (according to ver. 25). Yet it is saved from
complete rejection by the fact, that here also in detail there are
only found very immaterial variations. — Ver. 30. After usie
é¢, instead of which there is to be read, with Tisch., according to
B & lot 13, &vfuenev 82, Elz. has ¢ Ilabnreg, against witnesses of
very considerable importance. See on ver. 17.

Ver. 1. Tdre] then, after our rescue, we recognised ; looks
back to xxvii 39. — That by Me\imy is to be understood the
well-known modern Malta (Diod. Sic. v. 12 ; Strabo, vi. 2,
p. 277 ; Cic. Verr. vi. 46 ; Ovid. Fast. iii. 567 f.: Fertilis est
Melite, sterili vicina Cosyrae, Insula quam Libyci verberat unde
freti),and not — as some of the older commentators, following
Constantin. Porph. de administr. imper. p. 36 (see in Wolf,
and in Winer, Realw.), would infer partly from év 7¢ ’A8pla,
xxvii. 27, partly from BdpBapoc, ver. 2, and partly from the
aobserved fact (which, though true in the present day, cannot ab
all be made good for those times) that there are no venomous
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serpents in Malta—the island now called Meledw in the Adriatic
Gulf, not far from the Illyrian coast (Apoll. Rhod. Ary. iv. 572),
is proved as well by the previous long tossing about of the ship,
which was hardly possible with a continued storm in the Adii-
atic Gulf, as more especially by the direction of the further
voyage, vv. 11, 12. The local tradition, also, in Malta, is in
favour of it (Beza on xxvii. 41 ; Smith, Vomel, Hackett). In
the Act. Petri ¢t Poadi 1, the island is called TavSopenér.
Ver. 2. BapfBapot] from a Roman point of view, because
they were neither Greeks nor Romans, but of Punic descent,
and therefore spoke a mixed dialect, neither Greek nor Latin.
It was not till the second Punic war that Malta came under
the dominion of the Romans, Liv. xxi. 51. — ov T. Tuyoloar]
See on xix. 11. — wpogeNdf3.] they took usto themselves. Comp.
on Rom. xiv. 1. — 8td 7. Detov 7. épeat.] on account of the rain
which had set in. Comp. Polyb. xviii. 3. 7: &z 7ov édea-
TéTa fodov. — Yriryos] thus to be accented, although in oppo-
sition to a preponderance of codd. (see Lipsius, gramm. Untcrs.
P- 44), not Yryos. See Hom. Od. x. 555 ; Soph. Phil. 17.
Ver. 3. 'Amo 7. Oépu.] (see the critical remarks) on account
of the heat! See Winer, p. 348 [E. T. 465]; Hermann, ad
Arist. Nub. 834. The reading é« would have to be rendered -
Jrom out of the heat. — Swefedfoloa] DPlat. Pol. iii. p. 405 C;
Phaed. p. 109 E; Xen. Anabd. vi. 6. 38; 2 Sam. ii. 23. It
denotes that the viper came out from the brushwood in which
it was, and through the layer of the same which was above it.
See Bornemann, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Anadb. vi. 6. 38. —
kabijre s xepos abrov] it scized on his hand. Comp. Arr.
Epict. iii. 10. 20 ; Lobeck, ad Aj. 700. The reading xaf1-
rato, recommended by Griesbach, following C, min. Chrysostom,
al., appears to be an emendation. That this xafijyre took
place by means of a bite, Luke himself makes sufficiently
cvident in ver. 4 by xpeuduevov . . . éx Tis xeipos avTod; but
it follows decidedly, and without rashly leaping to a conclu-
sion, froin the judgment, from the expectation, and from the
subsequent é\eyov feov avT. eivac of the Melitenses, vv. 4, 6,
in all which it is necessarily presuppesed that they, the near
1 Ou the late form ¢igun, instead of dipua, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 331.
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bystanders, had actually seen the Dite of the serpent. From
this at the same time it follows just as certainly, that the
animal must have been definitely kuown to the islanders as a
poisonous viper. Hence we must reject the view of Bochart,
Hieroz. il 3, p. 369: “illigavit se etc, nempe uf ... mor-
deret, sed eam cohibuit Deus, sicut leones illos, Dan. vi. 22,
and of Kuinoel (comp. Heinrichs): “erat autem vipera ista
aut non venenata, etsi Melitenses eam pro venenata habuerint,
aut sl crat, insinuavit quidem se Pauli manui, non vero mo-
mordit.” The latter (also hinted at by Ewald) follows least
of all from émafer oUdév wraxov, ver. 5, by which the very
absence of result (brought about by special divine help) is
Placed in contrast with the poisonous bite. Nevertheless,
Lange {(apost. Zeitalt. 11. p. 344 {.) supposes that the reptile
may have hung encircling his hand without biting, and Leke-
busch, p. 382, that Luke had in view the alternative contained
in Kninoel's explanation. Indecd, according to Hausrath, the
judgment in ver. 5 is only ascribed to the islanders by Luke.
They were, as he thinks, aware that there were no poisonous
serpents with them, and that thus the bite was not dan-
gerous.

Vv. 4, 5. "Ex 7is xewp. avr] from his hand, so that it
liung fastened with its mouth in the wound. Comp. Kiihner,
§ 622 ¢.— wdvtws ¢ovevs éow wTA] he is at all events a
saurderer, ete. From the fact that the stranger, though he had
cscaped from shipwreck, yet had now received this deadly
lite, the people inferred that it was the work of Adixn, who
was now carrying out her sentence, and requiting like with
like, killing with killing. Perbaps it had been already told to
them, that Paul was a prisoner; in that case their inference
was the more natural. The opinion of Elsner, to which Wolf,
Kuinoel, and Lange accede, that the people might have deduced
their inference from the locality of the (supposed) bite, according
to the idea that punishment overtakes the member with which
a crime js committed (Spanbeim, ad Callim. in Cer. 64), is to
be rejected for the very reasop, that in fact from a bite on
the hand any other crime committed by tke hand might quite
as well be inferrcd, — eiacer] not sindt (Vulgate, Luther, and
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others), but sivit; they regard the bite as so certainly fatal. —On
the goddess 4{kn, the avenger of crime (Hesiod. Op. 256 ff),
Justitie, the daughter of Zeus (Hesiod. Theog. 902), and Edv-
edpos or mdpedpos (Soph. Oed. Col. 1384 ; Arrian. iv. 9), sec
Mitscherlich, ad Hor. Od. iii. 2. 32; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1.
p. 432 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 345. How the islanders
named the goddess to whom Luke gives the Greek name dix7,
or whether perhaps they had received the Greek dixy among
their divinities, 18 not to be decided. — On the active amoTi-
vdooew, to shake off, comp. Luke ix. 5; Lam. ii. 7.

Ver. 6. But when they waited long (not: cxpectassent), and
saw, etc. On dromov of abnormal corporeal changes, see exam-
ples in Wetstein and Kypke. Not even the expected swell-

ing (mepmp.) occurred. — els alrov qwop.] taking place on him.
See on Luke iv. 23 ; comp. Plut. Mor. p. 786 C: aiels odpra
. . . ywipevat rjoes. — j::raf3dMecBad] to turn themselves

round, to change, often used even by classical writers to
express change of view or opinion (without, however, supply-
ing v yvepny). Dem. 205. 19,349. 25, and see Kypke.—
feov avTov elvar] The good-natured people, running immedi-
ately into extremes with the inferiority of their rational train-
ing, think that he is a god appearing in human form, because
they could not reconcile the complete want of result from the
poisonous bite of the viper, well known to them in its effects,
with the knowledge which they had derived from experience
of the constitution of an ordinary human body. ‘TmepBory
TIuls Gomep Kal TOV Syhwv Tév év Avkaovia (xiv. 11ff),
Chrysostom. Bengel well remarks “aut latro inquiunt aut
Deus . .. ; datur tertium ; Zomo Dei.” The people themselves
do not say (feov) that they meant a definite, particular god
(Grotius, Heinsius, Alberti conjecture Ilcrcules aleixaxos;
Wetstein, desculapius; Sepp, one of the two). Zeller finds
in ver. 6 simply an unhistorical addition “in the miraculous
style of our chap. xiv.” which character belongs still more
decidedly to the cures in vv. 8 and 9.

Vv. 7-10. The otherwise unknown TPublius, the wparos
1f)s vicov, is to be considered as the chief magistrate of the
islard. But this is not so much to be proved from the
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inscription, discovered in Malta, quoted by Grotius and
Bochart, Geogr. ii. 1. 26 (. . . TIPOT4HNZ.IIIIIEYS,. POM.
ITPNTOS. MEAITAINN . . ), asit may, both in that inserip-
tion and in this passage, be justly inferred from the nature of
the case itself; for certainly the Roman governor, that is, the
legate of the praetor of Sicily, to which praetorship Malta
belonged (Cic. Verr. iv. 18), had the first rank on the small
island. — dvadef. Jjuds] Ver. 10 proves that this Juds applies
not to the whole ship’s company (so Baumgarten), but to
Paul, Luke, and Aristarchus (xxvii. 2). Certainly the wonder-
ful course of things in connection with the bite of the viper
had directed the interest of the humane man to Paul. And
Paul repaid his kindness by the restoration of his sick father.
— Ver. 8. 7uperois] The plural denotes the varying fever
fits; Dem. 1260. 20; Lucian, Philops. 9. Observe how
accurately Luke as a technical eye-witness designates the
disease. — Svoevrepia) dysentery, Herod. viii. 115 ; Plat. Z%m.
p. 86 A; see Cels. iv. 15. Yet the later neuter form Svoev-
Teple (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 518) is so strongly attested
that it has been rightly adopted by Lachmann, Tischendorf, and
Bornemann. — Vv. 9, 10. éfepamedorro] mamely, by Paul,
ver. 81 The conjecture, based on the following 7juds (ver. 10),
that Luke as a physician was not unconcerned in these cures
(Lekebusch, p. 382), is not only against the analogy of ver. 8,
but altogether against the spirit and tendency of the narrative,
and indeed of the book. — m7oAhals Tiuals érip. Mpds x.TA]
They honoured us with many marks of honour ; and when we set
sail (were on the point of sailing), they placed on (the ship) what
was necessary (provisions, and perhaps also money and other
requisites for the journey). Many expositors render Tuals
érip., muneribus ornarunt,; but in that case, as in Ecclus.
xxxviil. 1, the context must undoubtedly have suggested this
special showing of honour (by rewards). Comp, Xen. Anab.

3 From the popular representation, ver. 9, it is not to be inferred, with Baum-
garten, that not a single sick person remained uncured in the island. This
Luke would have kuown how to bring out with corresponding emphasis, espe-
cially if he, like Baumgarten, had thought on the fulfilment of Ex. xv, 26, and

had conceived to himself Malta in a fanciful manner as emBlematic of the com-
pleted kingdom of God.
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vii. 3. 19, Even in the well-known lhonos halendus medico
(Cic. ad Div. xvi. 9) the general honos is not to be exclusively
restricted to the honorarium. In 1 Tim. v. 17 also Teuds is
quite generally honores. While the very command of Christ,
Matt. x. 8, is antagonistic to the explanation praemiis orna-
r7unt in our passage, the context is also against it, which re-
presents the actual aid (éméfevro Ta mpos T. ypelav) as a proof of
gratitude different from that quite general woAAais Teuals ériu.
Huds, both in point of substance (Teuals . . . T@mpos THv ypelav)
and in point of time (dvayopévors)—Tradition makes Publius
afterwards dishop of Malta; Martyrolog. 21 Jan.

Ver. 11. Iapacrue Aiocrolpos| mapas. is not an adjec-
tive (marked with the Dioscurt), as the adjective wapdonuos has
always a derogatory reference (eg. falsely stamped, stigmatised,
ill-famed, etc.), but a substantive, so that the dative is con-
nected with dvnyfnuer: we put to sea ... with a sign, whick
was the Dioscuri. An image of the Dioscuri was, namely, the
ship's device, v.e. the mapdanpov (Plut. Mor. p. 162 A, and sec
Wetstein) or émionuor (Herod. viii. 88), the dnsigne of the
ship. This name was given to the image of a divinity, of an
animal, or of any other selected object, which was to be found
either painted or sculptured on the prow (Lucian, Nav. 5)
See on this, as well as on the distinction from the image of
the Twitela navis at the stern, Ruhnken, dc futel. et ins. nav.
p. 5, 42; Drackenb. and Ruperti, ad Sil. It. xiv. 84 ; the in-
terpreters, ad Hor. Od. 1. 14. 14 ; Stanl. ad Aesch. IT. p. T51.—
For such a mapdonuov the image of the Dioscuri was very
suitably chosen, as Castor and Pollux (“ fratres Ielenae,
lucida sidera,” Hor. Od. i. 3. 2) were honoured as the dpwyo-
vabrar and generally as protectors in dangers. See Wetstein,
and Lobeck, Aglaoph. p. 1231 £ On the forms under which
they were represented, sec Miiller, Archdol. § 414. On the
modes of writing dioaxovpor and Adisaropor, see Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 235 ; PHugk, ad Eur. Hee. 943. — The mention of
the ship’s sign belongs to the special accuracy of the recollection
of an eye-witness. According to Baumgarten, Luke designs
to intimate “that in this vessel there did not prevail that
former presumptuous security, but confidence in a super-
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human protection and assistance.” So much the more arbi-
trarily invented, as we know not what wepdonuov the wrecked
ship had. Luke has noticed the sign in the case of the one,
and not in the other. It is conceivable enough, even without
assuming any set purpose, that after the surmounted disaster
his attention was the more alive to such a special feature in
the ship in which they now embarked.

Vv. 12-14. The voyage proceeded in quite a regular course
from Malta to Syracuse, and from that to Rhegium,' now Reggio,
in the Sicilian Straits, and then through the Etruscan Sea to
Putcoli, now Puzzuolo, near Naples. — émuyevouévov Notov]
when thercupon south wind (which favoured the voyage) lad
arisen. — The force of ém( is, in all places where émuyiveo-
Ba: occurs of wind, as in Thue. iv. 50. 1, ¢f al., not to be over-
looked. — Scvrepato:] as persons, who were on the second day,
i.c. on the sccond day. Herod.vi.106. Comp. on John xi. 39 ;
Phil. iii. 5. — d8erdovs] Thus Christianity was already at that
time in Puteoli (whether coming thither from Rome, or perhaps
from Alexandria?).—Ver. 14. wapex\ifnuev ém adrols émi-
petval] we were tnvited to remain with them.— ém’ adrois] beside
them. Comp. Xen. Anab. vil 2. 1: éméuevov émi 7§ oTpartig,
Cyrop. v. 3. 52 ; Plat. Lach. p. 144 A. Rinck (Lucubr. crit.
D 93), as also Ewald, prefers the reading émipeivavres, and
takes (comp. Bengcl) mapexh. ém’ avrols together: we werce
refreshed in them; but the participle is much too weakly
attested, and without doubt has only come into the text through
this view of wapexh. — xai obrws eis 7. ‘Pop. 4\0.] and thus
(after we had first tarried seven days at Puteoli) we came o
Rome. &yeabau is peither here (in opposition to Beza, Grotius,
de Dieu, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and many others) nor elsewhere in
the N. T. é7¢ (not even in John vi 17, where the imperfect is
to be observed); but Luke narrates the arrival at Rome, and
then in ver. 15 inserts by way of episode something special,
which stood in close connection with this arrival; hence he again

Y Yo aipinbivess . from whick after we lad come round, from Syracuse
round the eastern coast of Sicily. Not: after we had sailed round about
(Lange, comp Smith). Luke does mot express himself with chartographio
accuracy,
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joins on ver. 16 by 67e &¢ 7jAfopev cis ‘P. to ver. 14,  Observe
at the same time that in ver. 14 els 7. ‘Popu., as the final aim of
the voyage, but in ver. 16 #Afopev, has the emphasis—Morc-
over, the concession of a seven days’ stay, so near to the end of
the journey, testifies how much Paul possessed the love and
confidence of the centurion. The Boolk of Acts, however, gives
us no information at all how Christianity was planted in the
Italian cities and in Rome. ,

Ver. 15. O: aerdpoi] Considering the largeness which we
must assume the church at Rome to have attained, according
to Rom. xvi. 3 ff,, probably a numerous representation of it is
to be conceived as present. — 7uiv] appropriating dative of
the pronoun. Sec Dernhardy, p. 98. Comp. John xii. 13
Matt. viil. 34; Judith v. 4. — é&yps "Amrmiov ¢. «. Tpiow
Taf3.] kai: and, respectively. Luke narrates from the stand-
point of the travellers. These came first to Forum Appii, a
village on the Via Appia, 43 miles {rom Rlome, and then to
Tres-tabernae (Three-booths), an inn ten miles nearer to Rome ;
in both places they were received by the brethren (who thus
went to meet them in two detachments). As they had tarried
seven days at Puteoli, the Roman Christians might have
obtained information timeously enough in order to come so
far to meet them with the speed of love and reverence. —
ebyap. 7. Ocw é\aBe Odipaos] How natural was it that Paul,
to whom Rome, this émiroun 7ijs olxovpéyns (Athen. Deipno:.
i. 20), bad for so long been in view as a longed-for goal of
his labours (xix. 21, xxiii, 11 ; Rom. i. 9 fI), should now, at
the sight of the brethren, who had thus from ZLome carried
their love forth to meet him, glow with gratitude to God, and
in this elevated feeling receive confidence as to the develoy-
ment of his fate and as to his new sphere of work! Accor(-
ing to Baumgarten, it is true, he saw at the same time in tho
Roman church, not founded by any apostle, “the identity an.
continuity ” of the Pentecostal church—of all which the text
contains not a hint, as, indeed, such a fancy as to the foundiny
of the church is by no means justified by the circumstances cf
the case being unknown to us.

Ver. 16. The two pracfecti practorio (commanders of tle
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imperial body-guard) had the duty of providing for the custody
of accused persons handed over from the provinces to the
Ewmperor, Plin. Ep. x. 65 ; Philostr. Vit. scholast. ii. 32. That
there was at that time only one praefect, namely Burrus, who
died before the beginning of March 62, and after whose death
there were again two, does not follow from the singular vé
orpator. (in opposition to Anger, Wieseler, and others) ; see
Introduction, § 4. Itis to be taken as: “to the pracfectus
praetorio concerned,” namely, who then had this duty of
receiving (comp. o lepevs, xiv. 13), and to whose dwelling,
therefore, the centurion repaired with a view to deliver over
the prisoners. This does not suppose (as Wieseler objects)
that the praefect received them ¢n person; he had his sub-
alterns. — xaf’ éavrov] for himself, apart from the other
prisoners. See vv. 23, 30. This special favour is explained
partly from the report of Festus, which certainly pointed to
no crime (xxv. 25, xxvi. 31), and partly from the influence of
the centurion who respected Paul, and would specially com-
mend him as having saved the lives of all on board. — i
76 . . . orpatiwry] This was a praetorian (Grotius in loc.;
Krebs, Opusc. p. 151 £), to whom Paul, after the manner of
the custodia militaris, was bound by the arm with a chain
(ver. 20). See on xxiv. 27.

Ver. 17. On the interview which now follows with the Jews
it is to be observed: (1) that Paul even now remains faithful
to his principle of trying his apostolic ministry in the first
instance among the Jews, and thereby even as a prisoner com-
plying with the divine order of the way of salvation: ’Tovdaip Te
wp@7ov kai” EMque, Rom. i. 16, and with the impulse of his own
love to his people, Rom. ix. 1 ff, which the painful experiences
of the past had not weakened. (2) He does this aféer three
days, during which time he had without doubt devoted him-
self, first of all, to the Roman Christians.' (3) The fact that he

! That; Luke gives no further information concerning the Roman church can-
not surprise us (in opposition to Zeller, p. 873), as the theme of his book was
the ministry of the apostles. A disagreement between Paul and the Roman
church (Schneckenburger, p. 122) is not at all to be thought of; the church

was not Judaizing, but Pauline. According to Zeller, the author has desired to
make Paul appear as the proper founder of that church. But this is erroneous
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commences his interview with the Jews by a self-justification
is—considering the suspicion with which he, as a prisoner,
must have been regarded by them—natural and accordant with
duty, and does not presuppose any ulterior design (such as: to
prevent a prejudicial influence of the Jews on his trial).
(4) The historical character of these discussions with the Jews
has unjustly been denied, and they have been wrongly referred
to the apologetic design of the author (Baur, Zeller). See the
details below at the passages appealed to. — peTa 7uép. Tpeis]
in which he might sufficiently occupy himself at the outset
with the Roman Christians who came to him, as doubtless (in
opposition to Zeller) he did in conformity with his long-
cherished desire to see them (Rom. i 11 ff). — Tods évras Tav
"Ioud. rpdyrovs] the existing (comp. Rom. xiii. 1) chiefs of the Jews
(comp. Luke xix. 47; Acts xiii. 50, xxv. 2), 7.e. the Jewish
leaders at that time in Rome. — o08év évavtiov k.7.\.] althouyh
I have done mothing, etc. This Paul could say, as he had
laboured only to conduct the nation to the salvation appointed
for it, and only to bring the Mosaic institutions to their
Messianic mMjpwaes.  His antagonism to the law was directed
against justification by the law. This, and not the abolition
of the law in itself, was his radical contrast to the Jewish
standpoint (in opposition to Zeller). Comp. on xxiv. 14, —
T0v ‘Pwpalwv] refers to the procurator in Caesarea, who re-
presented the Romans ruling over Palestine.

Vv. 18, 19. This observation of the apostle, disclosing his
presence at Rome thus brought about as a position of necessity,
completes (comp. xxv. 25) the narrative of xxv. 9. After his
vindication (xxv. 8) we are to conceive, namely, that Festus
expresses his willingness to release him; this the Jews
oppose (xxviil. 19), and now Festus proposes that Paul
should allow himself to be judged in Jerusalem (xxv. 9), where-
upon the latter appeals to Caesar (xxv. 11).—oly @s ToD
éBvovs . . . xampyopely] thus purely on the defensive, and
not in unpatriotic hostility. — éywr and the present infinitive

on account even of ver. 15, where, it is true, Zeller understands only isoluied
believers from Rome, who are assumed therefore mot to presuppose any church
there, as reforred to. See, on the contrary, Ewald, Jakrb. IX. p. 66 f.



320 TIIE ACTS OF TIIE APOSTLLS.

(see the critical remarks) refer to what Paul has to do now
in Rome.

Yer. 20. Therefore (because I am here only as a constrained
appellant, and entirely free from any hostile effort) I Zave
inviled you, to see you and to spcak with yow. MHeinrichs,
Kuinoel, Schott take it otherwise: “vos rogavi, ut me
viseretis et mecum collogueremini.”  But the supplying of
me and mecum is arbitiucy, seeing that, in fact, duds and
Upiv are naturally suggested by the directly preceding vuds;
besides, it is far more in keeping with courtesy for Paul to say
that ke desired to see and speak with 2em, than that he had
requested tZcm to see and speak with Aim. — &vexer yap Tis
é\mibos x.TA] now contains the more special reason, in a
national point of view so highly important, for the arrange-
ment of this interview. — The éiwis 7ob *Iopaih is to be
takeu entirely, as in xxvi. 6, of the Messianic national Lope.
— On 7epinecpar with accusative, comp. Heb. v. 2; Kypke,
Obss. 11, p. 147 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 75; on 7. dAvsw
TavT., comp. xxvi. 29.

Ver. 21. This answer of the J.ws makes it probable that
Paul in his discourse had definitely suggested that they might
perbaps have received written or oral insinuations concerning
him from Judaea.—It appears almost incredible that neither
took place, but we have to weigh the following considerations :
—(1) Before the uppeal the Jews had no ground inducing
them to make communications regarding him to the Rom wn
Jews in particular, because they could not conjecture that
Paul, then a prisoner in Caesarea, and whom they hoped
to destroy presently, would ever come into contact with their
brethren in the distant West. (2) After the appeal it was hardly
possible for the Jews to forward accounts to Rome before
lis arrival there. Tor the transportation of the apostle, which
followed at any rate soon after the entering of the appeal (xxv.
13, xxvii, 1), occurred so late in autumn, and so shortly before
the closing of the navigation (xxvii. 9), that there is extreme
improbability in the supposition of another vesse! having
earlier opportunity of reaching Italy than I’aul himself, whose
vessel in spring, after the opening of the navigation, bad to
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sail only the shnrt distance between Malta and Puteoli, and
that, too, with a favourable wind (xxviii. 13). (3) There
remains, therefore, only the possible case, that during Paul’s
two years' imprisonment at Caesarea evil reports concerning
him might have come to the Roman Jews in some acci-
dental way (not officially) by means of private letters or
Jewish travellers. Indeed—considering the lively intercourse
between Judaea and Rome, and the great noise which the
labours of the apostle had made for many years, as well as
the strong opposition which he had excited among the Jews
—it can by no means be supposed that these labours and
this opposition should have continued unknown to the Roman
Jews! But the mpdTor of the Roman Jews here proceed with
reserve under dread of possible eventualities, and prudently
fall back upon the gffictal standpoint ; and so they affirm—what,
taken in all the strictness of the literal sense, might certainly be
no untruth—that they on their part (fueis) had neither received
letters concerning him, nor oral notification or statement (énaX, :
“in sermone quotidiano™) of anything evil concerning him.
The more impartial they thus appear and maintain a politic
spirit of frankness, the more openly, they at the same time
hope, will Paul express his mind and disclose his purposes
(ver. 22). Zeller therefore too rashly seizes on the seeming
contradiction to truth in ver. 21, as warranting the inference
that the non-historical character of the narrative is evident.?
The explanation also to which Olshausen has recourse appears
erroneous : that by the expulsion of the Jews from Rome
under Claudius, the connections, which the Jews of Jerusalem
had with them, were broken off; that only very slowly and

1Tt has indeed been thought that the Jews, in their plot against the life of
the apostle, might have had a motive for not allowing their exasperation against
him to become notorious, least of all at Rome (see Lange, apostol. Zeitalt. I.
p- 106). But even granting this arbitrarily assumed calculation on their part,
the hostile disposition in Judaea was much too general (xxi. 21) to admit of
control over the spread of the hostile report to a distance.

3 Comp. Holtzmann, Judenth. w. Christenth. p. 785, who suggests that the
nuthor wished to evade touching on the wide opposition between Paul and
Jewish Christianity, But merely o evade this point, he would have needed

only to suppress vv. 21, 22, instead of putting such a surprising expression
into the mouth of the Jews.

ACTS 1L X
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secretly the Roman Jews returned in the first years of Nero ;
and that therefore those who were in Palestine were not
properly informed of this situation of matters in Rome, and
accordingly made no notification concerning Paul to that
quarter. Even a priore, such s strange ignorance of the Jews
as to the fortunes of their very numerous countrymen (Dio
Cass. xxxvi. 6 ; Suet. 7%. 36 ; Philo, leg. ad Caium, p. 568 ;
Tac. Ann. ii. 85) in the capital of the world is very improb-
able; and, from a Austorical point of view, that expulsion of
the Roman Jews had occurred so many years before, and the
edict of banishment was at all events only of such temporary
force (see on xviii. 2, and Anger, temp. rat. p. 118 £), that the
renewed toleration of the Jews, permitted either expressly or
tacitly, is to be placed even under the reign of Claudius. See,
moreover, on Rom. Introd. § 2.

Ver. 22. "AEioduev 8é] But we judge (so as, in such lack of
information from other quarters, to be better instructed con-
cerning the circumstances in which thou art placed) it right
(xv. 38)—as a claim which, as matters stand, is no more
than right and proper—to learn from thee (mwapa oob has
emphasis), etc. — & ¢poveis] ie. what principles and views
thou pursuest. — mepl wpév yap ths aipéo. TavT.] for of this
party certainly. As to aipée., see on xxiv. 14. Tavrys has its
reference in the more precise expressions, with which Paul
must be presumed to have accompanied his &vewev yap Tijs
xlos 7. 'Iopaijr. In the uév without ¢ the tacit contrast
is to be mentally supplied : “ Although thou thyself art un-
known to us.” Comp. on xxvii. 21; also Buttmann, neu?.
Gr. p. 313 [E. T. 365]. The ydp grounds the dfiodpev £.7.\
on the (apparently) impartial interest of obtaining more par-
ticular information.—At first view, it must appear strange that
these Jewish 7mpd7oc in Rome betray so little acquaintance, or
none at all, with the great Christian church at Rome, which
consisted, at any rate in part, of Jewish Christians. This
difficulty is not solved by the arbitrary (comp. also on ver.
21) assumption that, after the return of the Jews expelled
by Claudius, the Jews and Christians kept aloof from each
other and thus gradually lost acquaintance with one another
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(Olshausen ; comp. also Kling in the Stud. w. Krit. 1837, p.
302 ff)); nor yet by the circumstances of such a great city as
Rome, amidst which the existence of the Christian community
might well have escaped the knowledge of the rich worldly Jews
(Neander),—which, considering the relationship of Judaism
and Christianity, would @ priori be very improbable. It is
rather to be explained, like the expression in ver. 21, from a
cautious sort of official reserve in thetr demeanour, not exactly
hypocritical (Tholuck) or intimidated by the Claudian measures
(Philippi, comp. Ewald), but in which withal the Jewish con-
tempt for Christianity generally is apparent. The representation
here given, according to which those Jews simply avoid any sort
of expression compromising them, is by no means to be used,
with Baur and Zeller, against the historical truth of the occur-
rence. Its historical character, on the contrary, gains support
from the Epistle to the Romans itself, which shows no trace
that #n Rome Christianity had been in conflict with the Jews
(see Rom. Introd. § 3); and therefore de Wette is wrong in
his remark that, if Luke had only added xai map’ juiv to
wavrayol, there would have been no ground of offence.

Ver. 23. Eis v Eeviav] to the lodging, t.e. the dwelling
which, after his arrival at Rome (ver. 16), he was allowed to
occupy with a friendly host (Philem. 22). At a later period he
obtained a Aired house of his own (ver. 30). Whether the £evia
was the house of Aguila (Olshausen), cannot be determined. —
mheloves] a greater number than were with him on the former
occasion. — meiwy x.7.\.] and persuading them of what concerns
Jesus. meilfwy is neither to be taken as docens with Kuinoel
(comp. on xix. 8), nor de conatw with Grotius. Paul really did
on his part, subjectively, the meifew, persuadere ; that this did
not produce its objective effect in all his hearers, does not alter
the significance of the word. Comp. on vii. 26 ; Rom. ii. 4.
— @md . .. Tob vopov k.T.N.] starting from ¢, linking his meifew
to its utterances. Comp. on xvii. 2.—The opinion of Bottger,
Beitr, 11 p. 32 ff, that Paul was liberated between vers. 22
and 23 is refuted by ver. 30, compared with ver. 16, as well as
by Phil. i. 13 ff,, since the Philippian Epistle was not written
in Caesarea, as Bottger judges. See also Wieseler, p. 411 ff
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Vv. 25-27. 'Awenvovro] they departed (Polyb. ii. 34, 12,
v. 98. 6, and frequently), they withdrew. The imperfect is
graphic. — elmovros . IT. piua &] after that (not when, see ver,
29) Paul (immediately before their departure) had made one
utterance. &v: one dictum, instead of any further discourse : it
makes palpable the importance of this concluding saying. Then
follows this pnua & in the oratio directa (with &7¢) as far as ver.
28. —kahas] because completely justified as appropriate by the
latest result before them. Comp. Matt. xv. 7. — 70 mvedpa 70
aywr] “Quod Spiritum sanctum loquentem inducit potius
quam prophetam, ad fidem oraculi valet,” Calvin ; 2 Pet. 1. 21,
— 7pos Tovs watépas Hudy] to our fathers;' for the divine
command imparted to Isaiak, mopelOnte k.T.\., was as such
made known to the fathers.—Isa. vi. 9, 10 (almost exactly
according to the LXX.) has its Messianic fulfilment in the
obduracy of the Jews against the gospel (Matt. xiii. 14 f.;
John xii. 40),—a fulfilment which Paul here announces to
the obdurate, so that he recognises himself as the subject
addressed by wopedfnt. With hearing (auribus) ye shall hear,
wnd certainly not understand ; and seeing ye shall see, and cer-
tainly not percetve. For the heart (the spiritual vitality) of
this people has become fat (obdurate and sluggish, see on
Matt. Lc.), and with their ears they have become dull of hear-
ing, and their eyes have they closed, in order that they may not
(see on Matt. Lc.) percetve with the eyes, or hear with the ears,
or understand with the heart, or turn themselves (to me), and
I (ie. God) should heal them (of their spiritual malady, by
forgiveness and sanctification). On the expression, comp.
Dem. 797. 3: épdvras wi opdv kai drolovras w1 drovew,
Aesch. Prom. 448 : x\ovtes olk 7jrovoy, Jacobs, Del. epigr.
vii 1. 4 £ ; Soph. O. R. 371 : 7upros Ta 7 dra Tév Te VoIV TA
7 Supar’ €. — elwov (Elz. elmé) is oxytonon. See Goettling,
Zehre vom Accent, p. 53 ; Winer, p. 50 [E. T. 58]; Borne-
mann in loc.

Vv. 28, 29. Odv] because ye are so obdurate and irre-

' By #udr Paul as little includes himself (thinking possibly of his conver-
sion) in the hardening, as with #gav in 1 Cor. x. 1 (in opposition to Baumgarten).
It is the simple expression of Israelitish fellowship, Comp. Rom, iv. 1.
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coverable. — 87v Tols é&Bveaw k.7N] that by my arrival at
Rome this (rolito, see the critical remarks) salvation of God
(e the Messianic salvation bestowed by God, which is meant
in this prophecy) Aas been sent, not to you Jews, but fo the
Gentiles.  Comp. Luke ii. 30, iii. 6. — adrol] they on their
part, quite otherwise than you. — kal axolcovrar] namely the
announcement of salvation, which conception is implied in
dmeaTdAy as its mode (x. 36, xiii. 26). «af, etdam: non
solum missa est iis salus, sed efiwm audient (give ear). Conup.
Bornemann, Schol. @n Luc. p. 24. Bengel appropriately
observes: “ Profectionem ad gentes declaraverat Judaeis con-
tumacibus Antiochiae xiii. 46 ; Corinthi xviii. 6, nunc tertium
Romae ; adeoque in Asia, Graecia, Italia.”—Ver. 30. év i8/w
wiefdp.] te. in a dwelling belonging to himself by way of
hire. This he had obtained after the first days when he
had lodged in the Eevéa, ver. 23; but he was in it as a
prisoner, as follows from ver. 16, from xai dmwedéyeto KT,
and from dcwhiTws, ver. 31 (nemine prokibente, although he
was a prisoner ; comp. Phil. i. 7). To procure the means of
hiring the dwelling, must have been an easy matter for the
love of the brethren (and support came also from a distance,
Phil. iv. 10 ff).— wdvras] Christians, Jews, Gentiles; not
merely the latter, as Baumgarten arbitrarily limits the word,
while with equal arbitrariness he finds in ver. 31 a pointing
to the final form of the church, in which the converted Israel
will form the visible historical centre around which the Gentile
nations gather, and then the Parousia will set in. This
modern view of Judaistic eschatology has no support even in
Row. xi. 27 ff.

Ver. 31. Solemn close of the whole book, which is not to
be regarded as incomplete (see Introd. § 3). The Gospel also
concludes with a sonorous participial ending (but less full and
solemn). — knpvsowy x.7.\.] thus his word was not bound in
his bonds, 2 Tim. ii. 9. — drorvTws] Plat. Crat. p. 415 D;
Herodian, 1. 12. 15; “ Victoria verbi Dei. Paulus Romae, apex
evangelii, actorum finis,” Bengel





