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PREFATORY NOTE.

A[\‘ Dr. Crombie has heen prevented by other engagements

from continuing his co - operation with me in the
revision and editing of this series of translatious, I have asked
wy esteemed colleague, Dr. Stewart, to take part in it. He
has kiudly consented to do so; and he has revised, and seen
through the press, the present volume, with the exception of a
few pages at the beginning which I had previously looked
over. I learn from him that the translation has been executed
with care and skill by Mr. Christie.

Alr. Christie desires me to mention that at the time of pre-
paring his translation of the earlier portion of the Commentary
on Matthew (from chapter vi. onward) he was not aware of
the mode of rendering, which had been adopted in the previous
volumes, for Dr. Meyer's references to other portions of his
own Countentary (ey. “comp. on Luke xvi. 7;” “see on Rou.
viii. 57); and he requests that, in conformity to it, the word
“unote” inserted by hin in such cases may be leld as deleted,
since the refercnces arve, in general, to the text of the comimen-
tary itself, and not to the notes or Remarks appended (except
when so specified).

The following huportant work ought to have been included
in the “ Exegetical Literature” prefixed to vol. I.:—

Werss (Bernhard): Das Matthiiusevangelium und seine Lukas-
Parallelen. 8°, Halle, 1876.

WirLtiax P. Dickson.

GLASGOW COLLEGE, February 1879.



GOSPEL OF MATTHEW.

CHAPTER XVIIL

VER. 1. dpa] Lachm.: #uése, which Fritzsche has adopted, against
decisive evidence; although ancient, since both readings are
found as early as the time of Origen, 7zépq is a gloss instead of
«pe, as there appeared to be nothing in the context to which
the latter might be supposed to refer.— Ver. 4. ruasivios)
The future ruzendoes is, with Lachm. and Tiscl:, to be adopted
on decisive evidence.— Ver. 6. eis =iv vp.] for ¢is Elz. has éa7,
while Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read zsi Only s and «ep/i have
anything like important testimony in their favour. But aepi is
taken from Mark ix. 42; Luke xvii. 2. — Ver. 7. On weighty
evidence we should follow Lachm. in deleting ésrov after ydp,
and éxsivp in the next clause, as words that might naturally have
been inserted ; Tisch. 8 has deleted foriv only. — Ver. 8. aisd]
D DL & wmin vss, and Fathers: «i=é.  So Lachm. and Tisch.
correctly; «dr¢ is an emendation to include both.—Further
on Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have xwariv % ywnéy, following B K,
Vulg. It.; a transposition to suit yeip and =oJs.— Ver. 10. The
evidence is too weak to warrant us in substituting & =@ obpavs
(so Lachm. in brackets) for the first év odpaveis; still weaker
is the evidence in favour of owmitting the words, although
they are omitted at an carly period (as carly as the time of
Clem. Or. Syr.?).—Ver. 11. This verse does not occur in
B L*w, 1% 13, 33, Copt. Sahid. Syri. Acth. (cod. 1), Eus.
Or. Hil. Jer. Juv. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; condemned
also by Rinck. Already suspected by Griesb. to have been
an interpolation from Luke xix. 10, which in fact it is, con-
sidering how much evideuce there is against it, and considering,
on the other hand, that, if it had heen genuine, there was no
obvious motive on exegetical grounds for the omission. — Ver.
12, Goeis. .. mopsudeiz) Lachm.: dedneer . . . zai mopsudsls, follow-
ing B D I, min. Vulg, It. (of which, however, D, Vulg.have cgimorn,
MATT. 11, A
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and D, aopsuiusios). Exegetical analysis, in order to remove
ambiguity as to the counnection.— Ver. 14 ¢7s] Lachm. and
Tisch.: &, following B D L M* &, min. Altered to e in
accordance with ver. 10; wbile serféc pou, which Lachm. sul-
stitutes for curp. dudv (following B F H J, min. vss. Or.), is to
be regarded in the same light.— Ver. 15. eis o] deleted by
Lachm. and Tisch. 8, after B ¥, 1, 22, 234* Sahid. Or. Cyr. Bas.
This evidence is too weal, especially as the omission of EISSE
might easily enough have happened from its following H=Ii
(dnaprion), while it is further to be borne in mind that, in
what goes before, it was sin in general, not merely an offence,
that was in question. The /¢ of, which is hiere genuwine, was
inserted from our passage into Luke xvii. 3, Elz. — fxeyZor]
Elz., Scholz: zai #., against B C N and many min. vss. and
Fathers. The xai was inserled as a comnective particle.—
Ver. 19. «dawv dpdv] Llz. (so also Griesb. Scholz, Fritzsche,
Rinck, Tisch. 8) has werely =das, and Lachm., following min.
ouly (B being erroneously quoted), has merely g¢usv. Dut the
attestation for =xdiw éppy (Tisch. 7) is about equal in weight
(incl. B) to that in favour of the simple z¢aw (incl. ), and
one of the words might easily enongh have been omitted from
the combination not occurring anywlicre else.— svugwigowary)
Seeing that the future svzpwriseon is supported by the prepon-
derating evidence of LD EH I LV AN, min, and sceing, on
the other hand, that it might very readily have been supplanted
by the subjunctive as being the mood most in accordance
with the usual construction, it is, with Tisch., to be adopted
as the correct reading.— Ver. 24. apoonvixds] Lachm. and
Tisch. 7: =posiydn, following I3 D Or. Correctly; this and
Lulke ix. 41 are the only instances in which #posdyev occurs in
the Gospels, =pospipew being the form ost familiar to the
copyists. — Ver. 25. 7y ¢] Lachm. and Tisch. 7: #e, following
only B, min. Or.; but it 15 to be preferred, since to the mecha-
nical transcribers the present would doubtless scem to be
improper. — Ver. 26.] z0pse before mazp. is to be regarded as
interpolated, being omitted by B D, min. Vulg. codd. of It.
Syrew Or. Chrys. Lucif., and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. —
Ver. 27. éxeivov] owmitted by Lachm., only alter I, min., as is
also xshog, ver. 28, only after B.— Ver. 28. pos] not found in the
more weighty witnesses; deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An
interpolation. — 7 =] Elz.: 4, =, against decisive evidence.
irroneous ciendation.—Ver. 29. ad=¢3] Elz. Fritzsche, Schulz,
Scholz, Tisch. 7, insert siz roos =édus airey, Which, however, is
omitted by BC* D G L a 8, min. Copt. Sahid, Aeth. Syrew




CHAP. XVIIL 1, 2. 3

It. (Brix. excepted) Vulg. Or. Lucif. Gloss on the simple =iy
In regard to =z comp. John xi. 32, al. — =dvra] Deleted by
Matth., Scholz, Tisch., on preponderating evidence; bracketed
by Laclm. It is a mechanical interpolation from ver. 26.—
Ver. 31. For the first yevgueva Iritzsche and Tisch. substitute
oniusa, following only D L 8** min. Vulg. It. Clirys. Lueif,
but correctly. The transcribers failed to notice the difference
of meaning. — Yor abrév or ebrdv we should, with Lachm. and
Tisch., read ievrays, upon decisive evidence ; the reflexive refer-
ence of the pronoun was overlooked, as was often the case. —
Ver. 34. @] not found in B D 8**, min. vss. Lachm.; but it
may casily enough have been left out in conformity with ver.
30. — Ver. 35. vpuav] Elz. Fritzsche, Schulz, Scholz insert e
cupasrupere abriv, which is not found in B D L 8, min. and
several vss. and Fathers. Gloss from vi. 14, 15; Mark xi. 25,
26. — But ésovpaving, for which Fritzsche, Laclin. Tisch. §
substitute ebpdvo; (B C* D K L 11 8, min. Or. Damasc.), is
to Le retained, all the more that the expression ¢ zarsip ¢ imoup.
occurs nowhere clse, though we frequently find ¢ = ¢ ebpduoc.

Ver. 1. "Ev éxelvy 79 dpa] the account of Matthew, which
i3 throughout more original in essential matters than Mark ix.
23 ff. and Luke ix. 46 ff,, bears this impress no less in this
definite note of time: <n that hour, namely, when Jesus was
holding the above conversation with Teter.— 7is dpa] quis
igitur (see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176). The question, according
to Matthew (in Mark otherwise), is suggested by the considera-
tion of the eircumstances: Who, as things stund, is, ete.; for
one of them lad just been peculiarly honoured, and that for
the second time, by the part he was called upon to take in a
special miracle. Euthymius Zigabenus says well : avfpdmivov
e 707e Tewovbacw oi pabnral — peilwv] greater than the
other disciples in rank and power. —éo7iv] they speak as
though the approaching Messianic kingdom were alicady present.
Comp. xx. 21.

YVer. 2. ITaidlov] According to Nicephorus, ii. 35, the
child in question is alleged to have been St. Ignatius.
Chrysostom correctly observes that it is a Zittle child (o¢psédpa
waidiov); To yap TowobTov mwaidiov kal dmwovolas kai Sofopavias
k. Bagxavias k. pthoveikelas k. mAvTOY TOV TowoUTwy dmiANak-
Tat maldv, kai woMNas éyov Tas dpeTas, apéleav, Tamwewop-
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poalyny, dmpaypoalvy, én’ obdevi Toltwy émaiperar. Comp.
Mark ix. 36 ; Luke ix. 47.

Ver. 3. Ei 75 dmwéyetar 7@v mwpoatpetikady mabov, yiverar
ws Ta Taidia, kTwpevos 8¢ doxijgews, dmep Eyovar Ta Tadia
€€ adereias, Euthymius Zigabenus. — To twrn round (oTpa-
¢nre, representing the weravora under the idea of turning
round upon a road), and to acquire & moral disposition stmilar
to the naturce of little children—such is the condition, without
complying with which you will assuredly mnot (od uij) enter,
far less be able to obtain a high position in, tlie Messianic
kingdom abont to be established. The same truth is presented
under a Aindred figure and in a wider sense in John iil. 3,
5 ff.; the divine agent in this moral change, in which child-
like qualities assume the character of manly ¢irfues, is the Holy
Spirit; comp. Luke xi. 13, ix. 55.

Ver. 4. Inference from the general principle of ver. 3 to
the special child-like quality in which the disciples were
deficient, as well as to the special subject of their question.
If your entering the future Messianic kingdom at all is deter-
mined by your returning again to a child-like frame of mind,
then above all must you acquire, through huinble self-abase-
ment, the wnassuming character of this child, in order to
be greatcr than others in the Messial’s kingdom. — 8a7es)
quicungue ; “ de tndividuo, de quo quaerebant, non respondet,”
Bengel. In what follows ramewwse: is emphatic, and accord-
ingly stands near the beginning of the sentence. Had the
subjunctive been critically certain, we should not have had to
borrow édv from the second part of the statement (I'ritzsche),
but rather to observe the distinction in the manner of pre-
senting the idea, according to which the insertion of dv marks
the presupposition as conditioned. The futurc assumes the
action as «ctually occurring in the future; while the subjunc-
tive after the rclative without dv keeps the future realization
still within the domain of thought, without, however, conceiving
of the realization as conditioned (4v). For this usage among
Attic prose writers, see Kiibner, «d Xen. Mem. i 6. 13—
Moreover, the words of vv. 3, 4, inasmuch as they are essentially
connected with the question of the disciples, are certainly
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original, not an anticipation of xix. 13 ff. (Holtzmann), and
dispose us to prefer the account of Matthew to that of Mark
or Luke.

Ver. 5. Comp. Mark ix. 37; Luke ix. 47. The question
of the disciples has been answered. But His cye having
lighted upon this child who happened to be present, Jesus
now seizes the opportunity of inculcating upon them the duty
of talzing an affectionate inécrest in such little ones,—an exhor-
tation, of which the jealous and ambitious spirit evinced by
their question in ver. 1 must have shown they stood but too
much in need. — wai8lov TorodiTov] such a lLittle child, ic.
according to the context, not a literal child (Bengel, Paulus,
Neander, de Wette, Arnoldi, Bleck, Hilgenfeld), which would
cive a turn to the discourse utterly foreign to the connection,
but @ man of such e disposition as this little child represents—
one who with child-like simplicity is liumble and unassum-
ing. So Chrysostom (watbiov yap évratfa Tovs dvbpamovs Tods
obTws ddekels dnai ral Tamwewols kai ameppippévovs Tapd Tols
woAAois), Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wetstein, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, Kern, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Keim. Jesus
well knew how much the unassuming, child-like disposition, free
from everything like self-assertion, was just that which others,
animated by an opposite spirit, were in the habit of overlook-
ing, slighting, and thrusting aside. — év] « single one. So
very precious are they !— 8é€nTa:] denotes a loving reception
with a view to further care for the soul; the opposite to this
is oravdailew, ver. 6. — émi T dvouati wov] on the ground
of my wnwne (xxiv. 5)—Iie. on account of my name, whicl,
however, is not, with de Wette, to be taken subjectively, and
referred to the faith of the one who receives (whosoever confess-
ing my name, on account of his faith in me, etc.), but is to be
understood as referring to the wa:blov Towdrov that is to be
received (Mark ix. 41; Matt. x. 42), because my name (Jesus
the Messial) contains the sum of his belicf and confession (“ non
ob causas naturales aut politicas,” DBengel). — éué] comp. x.
40, xxv. 40 ; John xiii. 20.

Ver. 6. Comp. Mark ix. 42 ; Luke xvii. 2. —— oravdaXioy]
Opposite of &¢Enyrar, meaning: will have been to him the
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occasion of his fall, especially of his apostasy from the faith
(v. 29, x1. ). — 7@V pekpdv TovTwv] not to be understood,
any more than waidiov TotodTo, ver. 5, of literal children (Holtz-
mann), and consequently not to be uscd as proof of the faith
of little children (Daur, Delitzsch), but as meaning: one of
those little ones,—a way of designating modest, simple-minded,
unassuiming believers, that had just been suggested by seeing
in the child then present a model of such simplicity. This is
not quite the same as Tov pixpdy TolTww, X. 42 (xxv. 40),
where the expression is not borrowed from the illustration of
a child. — cvpdéper adTd, iva, x.7.\.] For the construction,
comp. note on v. 29.  “But whoever will have offended oue
of those little ones,’—it is of scrvice to him, with a vicw
to, ie. in hunc finem wt. That, which such a person may
have come to deserve, is thus expressed in the form of a
divine purpose, which his evil deed must help hiw to bring
about; comp. John xi. 50. A comparative reference of
auppéper (Jerome: “ quamn acternis servari cruciatibus ;” others:
than again fo commit such a sin) is a pure importation. —
poros ovexos] The larger mills (in contradistinetion to the
xevpopdhar, xxiv. 41) were driven by an ass; Buxtorl, Lec.
Tulue. p. 2252, Cowmp. also Anth. Peal. ix. 301 ; Ovid, A. 1.
ili. 290.—The «aramovricuos (Wesseling, «d Diod. Sie
xvi. 35 ; Ilermann, Privatalierth, § 72, 26; Casaubon,
Suct. Oct. 67) was not a Jewish method of putting to death,
neither was it a practice in Galilee (Joseph. Antt. xiv. 15. 10),
but belonged to the Greeks, Romans, Syrians, and Phoenicians.
Consequently it here expresses in a manner all the more
vivid aud awe-inspiring that puuishment of death to which
the man in question has become liable, and which is intended
to represent the loss of eternal life; comp. vv. 7-9.

Ver. 7. Oval] Bpnyrel ds dpuhdvbpwmros Tov xoouov 05 wé-
Aovra PBraBivar amd Téy oravéarwy, Theophylact. — dw o]
indicating the causal ovigin of the woe for humanity (vé
kdope). The world is not conceived of as giring the offence
(in answer to Jansen, Arnoldi, Bleel), but as suffering from it.
With regard to dame, see Buttmann, Newt. Gramm. p. 277 [L. T.
322] — dvdykn ydp] assigns the reason for the dmo Téw
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orxavbdh. immediately before : on acconut of offences, I say, for
they caunot but come.  This nceessity (necessitas consequentiar)
has its foundation in the morally abnormal condition of man-
kind, yet (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 19) is to be traced back to the divine
purpose (not merely permission), which, however, does away
neither with the moral freedom of him who, by word or deed,
cives offence (Rom. xiv. 13), nor with his liability to punish-
ment, Hence: v (yet) ovai 17¢ dvfpore, kT A.—Ta oxav-
dara] temptations, as a general conception.— 76 oxdvé.] the
temptation as conceived of in each individual case.

Ver. 8 f. Comp. Mark ix. 43 ff. A passing direction, sug-
aested by ver. 7, for avoiding certain specified offences, and
substantially the same as in v. 29. A repetition depending
lLiere, no doubt, on Mark (Weiss), yet not to be regarded as out
of place, Lecause the proverbial saying refers to one’s own
temptations as coming through the senses, while here the point
in question is the temptation of others (de Wette, Kuinoel,
Strauss, Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld), but on the contrary as
quite appropriate, inasmuch as the oxdvéala occasioned from
without operate through the scnses, and therehy seduce into
evil. — xalov oot éoTiv . . . 7] a mixture, by attraction,
of two constructions: It s good to cnter 2nto the life (of the
Messial's kingdom at the second coming) maimed (and
Letter) than, ete.  See Fritzsche's uote on this passage, and
Dissert. 1L ad 2 Cor. p. 85; Winer, p. 226 [E. T. 302];
Buttmann, p. 309 [E. T. 360]. For examples from classical
writers, see Kypke, Obss. I. p. 89; Bos, Ellips., ed. Schaefer,
D. 769 ff. Sec besides, the note on v. 29, 30. But in the
Present passage the material representation of mortification as
the condition of cternal life is somewhat more circumstantial
and graphic. — ywAov] refers to the fect, one of which, indeed,
is supposed to be awanting (comp. Hom. 77. ii. 217 : ywhos
& Erepov woda); while, according to the context, xvAXor here
(more gencral in xv. 30) refers to mutilation of the erm, from
which the hand is supposed to be cut off. Hence: limpiuy
(xohov) or maimed (kvAhov). DBut the circumstance of ywAoy
being put first is due to the fact that the cutting off of the foot
(alTov, see critical notes) had been specified, although at the
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same time an identical proceeding in regard to the hand is, of
course, to be understood. — povodpfarp.] Herod. iii. 116,
iv. 27 ; Strabo, IL. p. 70. According to the grammarians, we
should have had érepodfarp. in contradislinection to povépfarp.,
which denotes the condition of one born with one eye. See
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 136 f.; Becker, Anced. 1. p. 280.

Ver. 10. Jesus now proceeds with His cautions, which had
been interrupted Ly the parenthetical exhortation in vv. 7-9.
The belief that every tndividual has a guardian angcl (see
Tob. v.; comp. in general, Schmidt in Ilgen’s Denkschr. 1. p. 241f.)
—which is a post-Babylonian development of the Old Testa-
ment view, that God exercised His care over His people through
angelic instrumentality—is here confirmed by Jesus (Acts
xii. 15),—a point which is to be simply admitted, but not to
be explained symbolically, neither by an “as it were” (Bleek),
as though it were intended merely to represent the great value
of the little ones in the sight of God (de Wette), nor as
referring to Auwman guardiauns, who are supposed to occupy a
position of pre-eminent bliss in heaven (Paulus). — év ovp. Sta
mavTos BAémovay, k.7.N] inasmuch as they are ever in imme-
diate proximity to God’s glory in leaven, and therefore belong
to the Aiyliest order of angels. This is not merely a way of
cxpressing the great importance of the uixpoi, but a proof
which, from Néyw Uuiv and tob matpds pov, receives all
the weight of an emphatic ‘estimony ; while the mode of
representation (comp. o¥p oxn of the Rabbinical writers,
Schoettgen’s note on this passage) is borrowed {rom the court
arrangements of Oriental kings, whose most confidential ser-
vants are called 77 2B 8, 2 Kings xxv. 19; 1 Kings
x. 8; Tob. xii. 15; Luke i. 19.

Ver. 11 {. Omitting ver. 11, which is not genuine (see
critical notes), we come to the parable vv. 12-14, which
is intended to show that it would be in direct opposition to
God’s desire for human salvation to lead astray one of those
piepol, and to cause him to be lost, like a strayed sheep.
Luke xv. 4 ff. vecords the same beautiful parable, though in a
different connection, and with much tenderer, truer, and more
original featurcs. DBut the time-hallowed parable of the
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shepherd came so naturally to Jesus, that there is no reason
why He should not have employed it more than once, in a
shorter or more detailed form, according as it happened to be
appropriate to the occasion. — 7¢ Vuty Soxel] “suavis com-
municatio,” Bengel. — éav yévnras, £.7.\.] if a hundred sheep
have fallen to @ maw's lot, if he has come into the possession of
them (Kiihmer, II. 1, p. 364). The contrast to év requires that
we should conceive of éxatév as a large number (not as a small
flock, Luke xii. 32). Comp. Lightfoot. — It is preferable to
connect émi Ta dpn with ageis (Vulgate, Luther), because the
connecting of it with mopevfeis (Stephanus, Beza, Casaubon,
Er. Schmid, Bengel) would impart an wumeaning emphasis to
émi 7a 6py.  The man is pasturing his sheep upon the hills,
observes that one of them is amissing, therefore meanwhile
leaves the flock alone upon the hills (for the one that has
strayed demands ¢mmediate attention), and, going away, searches
for the one sheep that is lost. The reading of Lachmann repre-
sents the right connection. — émwi Ta 6pn] émi is not merely
uwpon (as answering the question: where ?), but expresses the
idea of being scaftered over the surface of anything, which
corresponds exactly with what is seen in the case of a flock
when it is grazing, and which is likewise in keeping with
agels, which conveys the idea of being let out, let loose.  Comp.
notes on xiiL. 2, xiv. 19, xv. 35. — éav yévnras evpeiyv adro)
if 4t should happen that he finds 4t. Comp. Hesiod, Theoy.
639 ; in classical Greek, found mostly with, though also with-
out, a dative. Xen. Mem. i 9. 13; Cyr. vi. 3. 11; Plato,
Rep. p. 397 B Kiihner, I1. 2, p. 582. This expression is
unfavourable to the mnotion of <rresistible grace. — yaipe,
xr.M] This picture, so psychologically true, of the first im-
pression is not applied to God in ver. 14 (otherwise in Luke
xv. 7), although, from the popular anthropopathic point of
view, it might have been so. Luke’s version of the parable is
characterized by greater freshness.

Ver. 14, Accordingly, as it is not the will of that man that
one of his sheep should te lost, so it is not the will of God
that one of those wucpoi should be lost (should fall into eternal
perdition). The point of the comparison therefore lies in the
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unwillingness to let perish ; in the parable this is represented
by the case of a strayed sheep, for the purpose of teaching the
disciples that if a pwpés happens to err from the faith and the
Christian life, they should not abandon him, but try to induce
him to amend.—What is said in regard to the wutxpol is there-
fore put in the form of a climax: (1) Do not despise them,
inasmuch as you would cause them to go astray, and be the
occasion of their ruin (vv. 6-10); (2) On the contrary, if
one does go wrong, rescue him, just as the shepherd rescues his
wandering sheep, in order that it may not be lost (vv. 12-14),
— éumpoofev] coram (xi. 26; Luke xv. 10).  Therc 4s not
before God (before the face of God) any determination having
as 1ts objeet that, etc.; consequently, no predestination to
condemnation in the divine will. On the idea involved in
féxnua, comp. note on i. 19. Tor the telic sense of fva, comp.
vii. 12; Mark vi. 25, x. 35, &/, and the é0énew ddpa of
Tomer; Nigelsbach’'s note on fliad, i. 133. — év] Sec critical
notes. The idea of the sheep still lingers in the mind.

Ver. 15. The connection with what precedes is as follows :
“ Despise not one of the pirpol (vv. 10-14); if, however, one
offends against thee, then proceed thus” The subject changes
from that of doing njury to the pexpoi, against which Jesus
has been warning (vv. 10-14), to that of suffering injury, in
view of which lie preseribes the proper method of brotherly
visitation. However, in developing this contrast, the poiut
of view becomes so gercralized that, instead of the wuexpol,
who were contemplated in the previous warning, we now
have the Christian brother gencrally, 6 dehdos cov — there-
fore, the genus to which the uecpos as species Lelongs. —
apaptijoq els oé] The emphasis is not on els oé, but on
apapmion : but {f thy brother shall have sinned against thee,
which he is supposed to do not merely “scandalo dato”
(Bengel), but by sinful treatment in general, by any un-
brotherly wrong whatsoever. Comp. ver. 21. Ch. W. Miiller
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1857, p. 339 {f, Julins Miiller, Doyuiat.
Abh. p. 513 {f, reject the rcading els oé, ver. 15, though on
internal grounds that are not conclusive, and which 1might
be met by stronger counter-arguments against the use of
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apapmiony without modification of any sort. How can it
be supposed that the procedure here inculcated was intended
to apply to crery sin without any limitation whatever 2 Would
we not have in that case a supervision omntum contre onties?
The reference can only be to private charges, to offences in
which the one sins against the other (ets ¢€), and whicl, as
such, ought to be dealt with within the Christian church.
Comp. 1 Cor. vi, 1 ff. —dmaye] do not wait, then, till he
Limself come to thee.— peTalV cod «. adrod wovov] so
that except him no one else is to be present along with thee,
50 that the interview be strictly confined to the two of you.
We must not therefore supply a wévov after cod as well
But the rebuking agency (Eph. v. 11) is regarded as in-
tervening between the two parties. The person who re-
proves mediates between the two parties, of whiclh he himself
forins one. — é€dv ogov drovoy] if he will have listened to
thy admonition, will have complied with it. Dut Fritzsche
and Olshausen connect the preceding povov with this clause:
“ S tibe soli aures pracbuerit”  This would imply an arrange-
ment that is both harsh and foreign to New Testament usage.
— éképénoas] usually explained: as thy friend ; wpdrov
vap €Lnuiod TobToy, ik Tob oravbilov pnyvipevov dwo Tils
adedikijs cov ovvadelas, Euthymius Zigabenus. But what a
truism would sueh a result imply ! Therefore it should much
rather be explained thus: thou hast geined him jfor the cternal
Uessediness of wy kingdom, to which, from not being brought to a
state of repentance, he would otherwise have been lost (ver. 17).
Dut the subject who gains is the party that has becn aggricved
Ly the offence of the Lrother, because the successful result is
understood to be brought about by his affectionate endeavours
after an adjustnent. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 19; 1 Pet. iii. 1.
Ver. 16. Sccond gradus adinonitionis. The one or the two
who accompany him are likewise intended to take part in the
ENéyyew (see abtaw, ver. 17). — fva émwi oTépaTos, £.TN] in
order that, in the south of tiwo or thice witnesses, cvery word
may be duly aticsted ; 1.e. in order that every declaration which
he makes in answer to your united é\éyyew may be heard by
two or three persons (according as one or two may happen to
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be present besides thyself), and, on the strength of their testi-
mony (éml aTépatos, v Sy), may be duly authenticated, so that
in the event of his submitting to the é\éyyew the possibility
of evading or denying anything afterwards will be precluded ;
or else, should he prove so refractory that the matter must
be brought before the church, then, in the interests of this
further disciplinary process, it will be of consequence to have
the declaration made by him in the previous attempt to deal
with lim in an authentic and unquestiopable shape.— In
order to convey His idea, Jesus has used, though somewhat
freely (otherwise in 2 Cor. xiii. 1), the words of the law,
Deut. xix. 15, and made them His own. Comp. 1 Tim, v. 19.

Ver. 17. Ty éxxAnoial is not to be understood of the
Jewish synagoyue (Beza, Calvin, Fritzsche), which is never
called Dby this name, and any reference to which would be
contrary to the meaning of Jesus; but it is to be taken as
referring to the community of belicvers on Jesus (comp. note on
xvi. 18), which is, as yet, regarded as one body with the
apostles included (ver. 18). There is here no allusion to
dividual congregations in different localities, since these
could come into existence only at a later period ; neither, for
this reason, can there be any allusion to presbyters and dishops
(Chrysostom), or to those whom they may have invested, as
their representatives, with spiritual jurisdiction (Catholic
writers, comp. hesides, Dollinger).  There is, further, nothing
to warrant the assumption of an historical prolepsis (de Wette,
Julius Miiller), for the truth is, the bp of believers was
actually existing ; while, in the terms of this passage, there
is no direct reference to individual congregations. Dut
as Jesus had already spoken elsewhere of His np (xvi. 18),
it was impossible for the disciples to misunderstand the
allusion. The warrant for regarding the judgment of the
church as final in regard to the &neyfis lies in the moral
power which blelongs to the unity of the Holy Spirit, and,
consequently, to true understanding, faith, ecarnest effort,
prayer, etc., the existence of all which in the church is pre-
supposed. It is not inconsistent with this passage to suppose
that, under the more developed circumstances of a later
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period, when local congregations sprung up as offshoots from
the 5np, there may have been some representative body, com-
posed of individuals chosen for the purpose of maintaining
discipline, but the choice would necessarily be founded on
sucl conditions and qualifications as were in keeping, so far
as it was possible for man to judae, with the original principle
of entrusting such 1natters only to those who were actual
Lelievers and had been truly regenerated. — éav 8¢ xai T
€cxh. wapar.] but if e refusces to listen cven to the charch ; if he
will not have subinitted to its advice, exhortation, injunction. —
éoTw goy amep, k.T.N] let him be for thee (ethical dative);
let him Le in thy estimation s, etc. ; Nowwov dviata 6 Totoiros
voger, Chrysostom. What is here indicated is the breaking
off of all further Christian, brotherly fellowship with one
who is lhopelessly obdurate, “as not being a sheep, nor caring
to be sought, but willing to go right to perdition,” Luther,
In this passage Christ says nothing, as yet, about tormal
cecommunication on the part of the chureh (1 Cor. v.) ; but the
latter was such a fair and necessary deduetion from what he did
say, as tlie apostolic church, in the cowrse of its development,
cousidered itself warranted in making. “Ad eam ex hoc
ctiam loco non absurde argumcntum duci posse non negaverim,”
Grotius. In answer to the latter, Calovins, in common with
the majority of the older expositors, asserts that the instifu-
tion of excommunication is, in the present passage, already
expressly declared. — ¢ éfvixds] generic.

Ver. 18 f By way of giving greater confidence in the
exercise of this last stage of discipline at which the matter
is finally disposed of by the church, let e assure you of two
things: (1) Whatever you (in the church) declare to be un-
lawful on the one hand, or permissible on the other (see note
on xvi. 19), will be held to be so in the sight of God; your
judgment in regard to complaints brought betore the church
is accordingly ratified by divine warrant. (2) If two of you
agree as to anything that is to be asked in prayer, it will be
given you by God; when, therefore, your hearts are thus
united in prayer, you are assured of the divine help and
illumination, in order that, in every case, you may arrive at
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and, in the churel, give effect to decisions in accordance with the
mind of God.—Those addressed in the second person (8ranTe,
r7\) are the apostics (Hofmann, Selriftbew. I1. 2, p. 266 1),
but not the disciples in the more comprelensive scisc of the word
(Weiss, Bil. Theol. p. 103), nor the church (Bleek, Schenlkel,
Keim, Ahvrens), nor its leaders (Kuthymius Zigabenus, de Wette),
nor the partics who have been injured (Orvigen, Augustine,
Theophylact, Grotius). In order to a clear understanding of
the whole discourse from ver. 3 onwards, it should be observed
generally, that wherever the address is in the sccond person
plurel (therefore in vv. 3, 10, 12,14, 18, 19), it is the Twelee
who came to Jesus, ver. 1, that are intended ; but that where
Jesus uses the second person singular (asin vv. 8, 9, 15-17),
He addresses cecry believer individually (including also the
pucpod).  But as far as the éexdnaia is concerned, it is to be
understood as meaning the congregation of belicvers, tncluding the
apostles. It is the possessor and guardian of the apostolic moral
legislation, and consequently it is to it that the offender is in
duty bound to yield obedicnee. Tinally, since the power of bind-
ing and loosing, which in xvi. 19 was adjudged to Pefer, is
liere ascribed to the apostics generally, the power conferred
upon the former is set in its proper light, and shown to be
of necessity a power of a collegiate natuve, so that Peter is
not to be regarded as exclusively endowed with it either in
whole or in part, but is simply to be looked upon as primws
tater pares.— mwdAww apny A vp] Once more a solemn
assurance ! and that to the effect that, etc.  Cowmp. xix. 24.
Tor éav with the 7adicative (cupdovicovow, see critical
notes), seec notc om Luke xix. 40, and Duttmann, Newt.
Gramm. p. 192 [E. T. 222]; Dremi, ad Lys. Ale. 13. The
coustruction is o case of attraction; wav should have been
the subject of the principal clause of the sentence, but was
attracted to the subordinate clause and joined to wpdyuaros,
so that without the attraction the passage would run thus:
dav Svo Tp. cupdwvicovow émi T. vils mepi mpdyparos,
mav 0 éav almjowvray gywioerar alrtols. Comp. Kiihner,
IT. 2, p. 925. For the contrast implied in émi 7. vijs, comp.
ix. G.
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Ver. 20. Confirmation of this promise, and that not on
account of any special preference for them in their official
capacity, but generally (hence the absence of Judv in connec-
tion with the 8do 7 7peis) owing to the fact of His gracious
presence in the midst of His people when met together: for
wheie wo or three are gathered together with veference Lo my naine,
theve am I (my presence being represented by the Holy Spirit,
comp. Rom. viii. 9 £; 2 Cor. xiit. 5; 1 Cor. v. 4; Gal. ii. 20;
LEph. iii. 16 £ ; also in general, xxviii. 20) i the midst of them ;
so that you need therefore have no doubt as to the vewjoerar
just promised to you, which I, as associated with my Father
(ver. 19), will bring about. The statement is put in the form
of an axiom; hence, althongh referring to the future, its terms
are piesent.  The higher, spiritual object of the meeting
together of the two or three lies not in ocvwpyuévor, which
expresses nothing morve than the simple fact of being met (in
answer to Grotius, de Wette), but in eis 70 éuov dvoua, which
indicates that the name of Jesus Cluist (ic. the confession,
the honowing of it, etc.) is that which in the cuwyyuévoy
elvar is contemplated as its specific motive (uy &' érépav
airiav, Euthymius Zigabenus). “Simile dicunt Rabbini de
duobus aut tribus considentibus in judicio, quod 3w sit in
medio eorum,” Lightfoot.

Ver. 21. At this point Peter steps forward from amongst
the disciples (ver. 1), and going up to Jesus, vouilwv ¢avijra:
peyaoyrvyoraros (Euthymius Zigabenus), proposes that for-
civeness should be showrn more than twice the number of
times which the Llabbis had declared to be requisite. Babyl.
Joma, {. 86. 2, contains the following words: “ Homini in
alterum peccanti semel remittunt, secundo remittunt, tertio
remittunt, quarto non remittunt.”

Ver. 22. O0 Néyw agoc] are to be taken together (in answer
to Fritzsche), and to be rendered thus: 7 do not say to thee,
do not give thee the prescription; comp. Joln xvi. 26.—
€EB8opnkovrdkes émTd) not: (il seventy times scven, i.c. till
the four hundred and ninetieth time (Jerome, Theophylact,
Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, de Wette, Bleek); but, seeing that
we have ém7d, and not émTdris again, the rendering should
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simply be: till screnty-scven times. No doubt, according to
the classical usage of adverbial numerals, this would have
been expressed by émrd xal €BSounxovrdris or éBSourrovra
émTdrs ; but the expression in the text is according to the
LXX. Gen. iv. 24! So, and that correctly, Origen, Augustine,
Bengel, Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Keim ; comp. “the Gospel of the
Hebrews” in Hilgenfeld's N. 7. cxtra can. IV. p. 24.— For
the sense, comp. Theophylact: ody iva dpifud mepueheion v
ocvyxwpnow, dA\a 10 dmewpov évrabba onupalver ws dv el
é\eyer' ooakis dv TTaloas petavos) ouyxdper alTed.

Ver. 23, dia 7o070] must refer to the reply to Peter's
question, for a new scene was introduced at ver. 21, Therefore
to be explained thus: “ because I have enjoined such wnlimited
forgiveness ” (not merely a conciliatory disposition generally,
in answer to de Wette and DBleek). The duty of wnlimited
forgiveness proves any shortcoming in regard to this matter to
be but the more reprehensible, and to point this out is the
object of the parable which follows. — @uoidén % Bac. T
ovp.] Scc uote on xiii. 24.—The &othor are the king’s
ministers who are indebted to him through having received
money on loan (3avewow, ver. 27), or, relatively, as treasurers,
land stewards, or the like. Dut it is not without reason that
avBpdme is joined to Baoikei, seeing that the Lingdom of
heaven is likened to a hwman king.  Comp. the avip Bagihels
of Homer. —o-uvalpew Noyov] to Lold a reckoning, to scttle
accounts, ocenrs again in xxv. 19, but nowhere clse. Classical
writers would say : 8La7\ory¢§,‘ecr€az wpos Twa, Dem. 1236. 17.

Ver. 24 ff. According to Boeckh, Staatshaush. d. Athener, 1.
p- 15 f,, an (Attic) talent, or sixty minae, amounted to 1373
thalers [about £206 sterling]. Ten thousand talents, amount-
ing to something considerably over thirteen millions of thalers,
are intended to express a sum so large as to be well-nigh

! Wihere, indeed, 'IDJU'1 D‘DJU cannot possibly mean anything else than

seventy-seven, as is clear from the ), uot seventy times seven; comp. Judg.
viii. 14. This in answer to lnmp]nuseu in the Stud. w. Krit. 1861, p- 1211
The (substantive) feminine form AP caunot Le considered strange (seventy
and « seven). Sec Ewald, Lelrd. . Hcbr. Spr. § 267 ¢., and his Juhab. X1.
p- 198.
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incalculable. So great was the debt of onc (els). — éxérevaer
adTov ... éxed] according to the Mosaic law ; Lev. xxv. 39,
47; 2 Kings iv. 1; Ex. xxii. 2. See Michaelis, A. L. § 148;
Saalschiitz, . R. p. 706 f. The word adrov is emphatic:
that Ze should be sold, etc. On the present indicative Eye
(see critical notes), which is derived from the idea of the
narrative being direct, comp. Kithner, IL. 2, p. 1058. — xa.
amwobolijvai] and that paymcent be made. This was the king’s
command : 1t must be paid, viz. the sum due. The fact of the
proceeds of the sale not proving sufficient for this purpose did
uot in any way affect the order; hence dmodof. is not to be
referred merely to the procceds (Fritzsche). The king wants
lis money, and therefore does the best he can in the circum-
stances to get it.—mavTa got dmobdow] in his distress
and anguish he promnises far more than he can hope to per-
form. And the king in his compassion goes far beyond what
was asked (ddirev adrd). — For Savecov, moncy lent, com).
Deut. xxiv. 11 ; found frequently in classical writers sincc
the time of Demosth. 911. 3.

Ver. 28. 4 hndred denarit, about forty Rhienish Gulden,
or 23 thalers [ahout £3, 9s. sterling] (a denarius being not quite
cqual to a drachma), what 2 paltry debt compared with those
talents of which there were a hundred times « hundred ! —
éwveye] Creditors (as the Roman law allowed them to do)
often dragged their debtors before the judge, holding them by
the throat. Clericus and Wetstein on this passage. — dwé8os,
€l T¢ @peirers] el e is not to be taken, as is often done, as
though it were equivalent to 8, 7. For where e 7, like
st quid, is used in the sense of quicquid (see Kiithner, ad Xcn.
Anab. 1. 10. 18), e always has a conditional force, which
would be out of place in the present instance; but, with
Iritzsche and Olshausen, to trace the expression to Greek
urbanity, would be quite incongruous here. Neither, however,
are we to affirm, with Pauwlus and Baumgarten-Crusius, that
the conditional expression is rather more severe in its tone, from
representing the man as aof being even eertain in regard to the
debt; for the certainty of the debt is implied in the terms of
the passage, and, moreover, in the «pamijgas adr. émveye was

MATT. IL B
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necessarily to be presupposed on the part of the Sodhos. No,
the €2 is simply the expression of a pitiless logic: Pay, if thou
owest anything (dmédos being emphatic). From the latter the
foriner follows as matter of necessity. If thou owest anything
(and such is the case), then thou must also pay,—and therefore
I-arrest thee !

Ver. 29. Heawv] after that he had fallen down,—that is,
as one who mpooexvver, which follows, as a matter of course,
from ver. 26, without our requiring to insert such words as els
Tovs wodas avrob (see critical notes). Chrysostom appropri-
ately observes: ob 7o oyijua Tijs ixernpias avéuvmoev alrov
Ths Tob SecmoTov PulavBpwmias.

Ver. 31 £ "Exvmiifnoav] They were gricved at the hard-
heartedness and cruelty which they saw displayed in what
was going on (& wywipeva, sec critical notes). — drecdg.]
not simply narrarwnt (Vulgate), but more precisely @ declar-
arunt (Beza); Plat. Prot. p. 348 B; Legg. v. p. 753 B; Polyb.
i 46. 4; i 27 3; 2 Mace i 18, i, 9.— 179 kvpio
éavtdv] The »¢flective pronoun (see critical notes) indicates
that, as befitted their position, the giovSovhor addressed them-
selves to thcir own master.  Their confidence in him led them
to turn to him rather than to any one clsc. — émel wmapexda.
pe] because thow entreatedst me.  And he had not gone so far
as to beg for entire remission of the debt, but only for for-
bearance !

Ver, 33. On the well-known double xai nsed comparatively,
see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 635. Baeumlein, Partik, p. 153.— €8e:]
the moral oportuit. — tots Bacavectals) lo the tormentors
(Dem. 978, 11; 4 Mace. vi. 11) to torture him, not merely
to cast him into prison, which latter was only a part of their
functions (Fritzsche). The idea involved in Bacavilew is of
essential importance, typifying as it does the futwre Beoavos
of Gehenna. Cowp. viii. 29; Luke xvi. 23; Rev. xiv. 10.
Grotius well observes, though he takes the Bacaviords as =
decpogpiraras (Kuinoel, de Wette), “ utitur autem hic rex ille
non solo creditoris jure, sed et judicis.”— éws 0¥ dmod@] as
in ver. 30. wuntil he shall have paid. Though not expressly
asserted, it is a legitimate inference from the terms of the



CHAP. XVIIL 23. 19

passage (comp. v. 20) to say: Toutéore Sinverds, olre wap
dmroddoes moreé, Chrysostom.

Doctrine of the parable: The remission which thou hast
obtained from God of thy great wapayable debt of sin, must
stimulate thee heartily to forgive thy brother the far more
trifling debt which he has incurred as regards thee; otherwise,
when the Messianic judgment comes, the righteousness of God
will again rise up against thee, and thou wilt be cast into
Gelienna to be punished cternally ; comp. v. 25 f,vi. 14 f —
That motive, drawn from the forgiving mercy of God, could
only be exhibited in all its significance by the light shed upon
it in the atoning death of Christ (Eph. iv. 32, Col. in1. 12 £),
so that Jesus had to leave to the {uture, which was fast
approaching, what, as yet, could be but inadequately under-
stood (so far we have here a {orepov mporepov), and hence
our passage is not inconsistent (Socinicn objection) with the
doctrine (also expressly contained in xx. 28§, xxvi. 28) of
satisfaction. — dmwo 7. xapd. vp.) from your heart, therefore
out of true, inward, heartfelt sympathy, not from a stoical
indifference. Comp. ver. 33, This is the only instance in
the New Testament of amo being used in connection with this
phrase; elsewhere it is éx that is employed. But comp. the
classical expressions dwo wywvduns, dmo omwoudis, amwo Ppevos,
and the like; also dwo xapdias in Antoninus ii. 3, and dwé

s Yrvxis. Dem. 580, 1.
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CHAPTER XIX

VER. 3. of ®«pis.] Lachm. has deleted of, following BC LM A 17,
min. Correctly; the of ®up. would suggest itself mechanically
to the transcribers from Dbeing in current use by them; in
several manuscripts it is likewise inserted in Mark x. 2. —
After Aéyorsz Elz. and Scholz insert «ir@, which, owing to the
preponderance of evidence against it, is to be regarded as a
common interpolation, as are also alroiz, ver. 4, adrgy, ver. 7.—
evdpumw] is wanting in B L T 8* min, Aug, deleted by
Lachm. Correctly ; supplement [rom ver. 5, and for whick
Cod. 4 has awpi (Mark x. 2).—Ver. 5. spoexorrnd.] Lachm.
and Tisch., also Fritzsche: xo2and, following very weighty
evidence. The compound form, lLowever, is more common,
and is taken from the LXX.—Ver. 9. 6=+ before é; is not,
with Lachm. and Tisch. 7, to be deleted. It has the pre-
ponderance of evidence in its favour, and how readily
may it have Deen overlooked, especially before &g, secing
that it is not indispensable. — Instead of 4 =i moprsig Lachm.
has sapsxric Niyov mopyeins, following B D, min. It. Or, but
clearly borrowed from v. 32 by way of a gloss. For w4, Elz.
and Scholz have ¢ x4, against decisive evidence; an exegetical
addition. — x. ¢ dmoerervpu. 7 & o /J,o/x&rr/.l] are deleted by
Tisch. 8, following C** D L S §, vss. Or.? Chrys. Dut there 1s
preponderating cvidence in favour of the words; and the
homoeotelenton might readily enough be the occasion of their
onmission. Moreover, there is no parallel passage verbally
identical with this. — Ver. 13. =poanvéy04] Lachm. and Tisch.:
=poonvizylzowy, following B C D L 8, mm. Or. In presence of
such weighty evidence, the singular is to be regarded as a gram-
matical correction. — Ver. 16. ayaéé] is justly condemmed by
Gricsb. and deleted by Lachnm. and Tisch. (B D L &, min.
codd. of It. Or. Hila.). Inserted from Mark x. 17; Luke
xviii. 18. — Ver. 17. The Received text (so also Fritzsche and
Scholz) has =i ue Neyug ayadivy obdeis dyuos ¢ mn fs & 0Osis
But the reading: =i pe dpurdc sepi 7ob dyadod; els foviv & dyulis,
is attested by the very weighty cvidence of B D L &, Vulg.
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It. Or. and other vss. and Fathers. So Griesb., Lachm,
Tisch. The reading of the Received text is taken from Mark
and Luke, and would be adopted all the more readily the more
the original reading secmed, as it might casily seem, to be
inappropriate.r  The order: &z 4y Zwiv sioe2d. (Lachm., Tisch.),
has decisive attestation; but sre<i (Lachn., Tisch. 7) for ripnoes
finds but inadequate support, being favoured merely by B D,
Homil. Cl. —Ver. 20. sguradusy i vedrnris wov) Lachm. and
Tisch.: épdnale, following important, though not quite unani-
mous, witnesses (B D L &* among the uncial manuscripts; but
D has retained éx veér., though omitting wev). The reading of the
Tleceived text is taken from Luke and Mark. — Ver. 23. Lachm.
and Tiscly,, following decisive evidence, read =xsbars duszéhws. —
Ver. 24, Instead of the first <jserder, Elz. has &is2ded, which is
defended by TIritzsche and Rinck, and also adopted again
by Lachm, in opposition to Griesb., Matth., Scholz, Schulg,
Tisch,, who read sicenfen.  The evidence on both sides is very
weighty.,  die7n.den 1s o correction for sake of the sense, with
which ees2.:n was supposed not to agree. Comp. note on
Mark x. 25; Luke xviil. 25. If the sccond éendeis were to Le
retained, the preponderance of evidence would be in favour of
mserting it after =7edeey (Lachm.); but we must, with Tisch.,
following L Z ¥, 1, 33, Syre™ Or. and other Iathers, delete it
as being a supplement from the pavallel passages. — Ver.
23. Tor zas jusr; vead, with Tisch. 8, zai eiroi, following D L Z &,
I, 124, Or. Ambr.  The reading of the Received text is an
exegetical gloss.— Ver. 29, ¢oriz] The simple ¢5 (Elz., Griesb,,
Tritzsche, Scholz) is opposed by preponderating evidence; =iz
was omitted as unnecessary (but comp. vil. 21, x. 32).—3
vuvefze] after wyr is correctly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.,,
on tle evidence of B D, 1, Or. In. Hil. vss. Taken {from Mark
and Lulke. -— For tzerorasraciooa Lachm. and Tisch. have =o2.7.a-
sraaea, following B L, Syre Sahid. Or. Cyr. Correctly; it
would be much more natural to cxplain the indefinite #o2.2.0-
arae. from Mark x. 30 by means of the definite expression
fzeroreshec, than to explain the latter from Luke xviii 30 Ly
means of =oArus)ue.

Ver. 1 f With his usual formula, «. éyéy. 61e évén., w7\
(vii. 28, xi. 1, xiil. 53), Matthew here introduces the wccownt
of the elosing staye i Christ’s ministry by mentioning His

' Ro also Rinck, Lucubr, crit. p. 268 £ Differently Hilgenfeld in the Zheol,
Jalsb, 1857, p. 414 ., but not on critical evidence.
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departure from Galilce to Judaca. It does not follow (comy.
note on xvi. 21) that there may not have been previous visits
to Judaea (in answer to Baur), but, in order to give to this
journey, above all, the prominence due to its high significauce,
it was necessary that the Synoptists should confine their view
to the Galilaean ministry until the time came for this final
visit to the capital—The conversation concerning divorce and
marriage is likewise given in Mark x. 1 {f, and, on the whole,
in a more original shape. — perijper amo rijs I'areX.] Comp.
xvil. 22, 24. —wépav 100 "Topddvov] This expression can-
not be intended to deline the locale of els Ta dpua Tijs "Tovdaios,
for the reader knew, as matter of course, that Peraea and
Judaea (iv. 15, 25) meant different districts, although, accord-
ing to Ptolem. v. 16. 9, several towns east of the Jordan
wight be reckoned as included in Judaca ; neither can it
Delong to peripev amo 7. Tak. (Fritzsche : “ Moveus a Galilaea
transiit fluvium ), for «. §ABev els 7. dp. 7. 'Tovd. is not of the
nature of a parenthesis; rather is it to Dbe regarded as in-
dicating the route (Mark x. 1) which Jesus took, thus defining
HAfepr (Mark vil. 31) somewhat more precisely, lest it should
be supposed that He was on this side Jordan, and thereforc
approached Judaea by going through Samaria, whereas, being
on the farther side of the river, He went by FPerace, and
reached the borders of Judaea by crossing over to the west
side of the Jordan (somewhere in the neighbourhood of
Jericho, xx. 29).  The expression is not awkward (Vollimar) ;
nor, again, is it to be crroneously understood as showing that
the Gospel was written in some district east of ilic Jordan. —
Turther, the narrative of Matthew and Mark cannot be recon-
ciled with that of Luke, who represeuts Jesus as keeping to
this side of the Jordan (ix. 51, and see note on xvii. 11);
unor with the account of Johm, who, x. 22, says mnothing
about the jowrney to Jerusalem, but represeuts Jesus as
already there, and i ver. 40 as setting out from that city
to make a short sojourn in Peraca. — éxet] that is, in Peraea,
just mentioned, and through which He was travelling on
llis way to the Dborders of Judaea, ver. 1. On adrovs
(their sick), sce Winer, p. 139 [E. T. 183]. Instead of the
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healing, Mark speaks of the fcaching that took place on this
occasion.

Ver. 3. IHewpabovtes] The question was of an emsnaring
nature, owing to the rivalry that existed between the school
of Hillel and that of the more rigorous Sammai. See note
on v. 31. There is not the slightest foundation in the text
for the idea that the questioners had in view the matrimonial
relations of Antipas (Paulus, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald), as
though they wanted to involve Jesus, while yet in Peraca,
within that prince’s domains, in a fate similar to that of the
Baptist. Moreover, the adoption of this view is altogether
unnecessary, since the whole school of Sammai had already
condemned that most unlawful state of matters just referred
to, and therefore there was on this score nothing of a specially
tempting character about the question. But they expected
that Jesus in His reply would declare in favour of onc of the
rival schools (and that it would doubtless be that of Sammai ;
for with «. wasav airiav they suggested the answer, No), so
that they might be able to stir up party feeling against Him.
Falling back, however, upon the divine idea on which the
institution of marriage is founded, He took higher ground than
¢tther of the schools in question, inasmuch as from this divine
idea He deduces that marriage is a union which no human
authority has a right to dissolve; but as for Himself, He
avoids prescribing any law of His own with reference to this
matter ; comp. Harless, Eheschcidungsfr. p. 34 (L. — el] See
note on xii. 10. —79v yvraiea avTod] Assuming avfpome
to be spurious, the adrod can only refer to something in the
context, and that doubtless to the logical subject, to the 7is
implied in the éfec7e. For a similar classical usage, com).
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Bep. p. 503 D.— «kata médcav aiviav]
for crery cause, which he has to allege against her,—the view
maintained by the school of Hillel, and which was precisely
that which gave to this question its fempting character, though
it is not so represented in Mark. As given by the latter
evangelist the question is not presented in its original form ;
as it now stands it would have been too general, and so not
calculated to tempt, for it would certainly have been foolish
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to expect from Jesus any answer contrary to the law (in
answer to Weiss, Keim) ; but, according to Matthew’s version,
the persons who were tempting Jesus appear to have framed
their question with a view to His splitting on the casuistical
rock implied in «. wdocav alriav. After having laid down as
a principle the indissoluble nature of the manmiage tie, Jesus,
in the course of the conversation, replies to this captious point
in their query in the very decided terms of ver. 9, where e
says, w9 émi mopvela.

Ver. 4. AvTods] Snhady Tods dvbpwmovs’ TouTi pév odv TO
pnrov év 15 BiBNhe Tijs yevésews (1. 27) yéypamrar, Euthymius
Zigabenus. The following avrots should be understood after
o0 moujeas, as the object of the succeeding verb has often to
be supplied after the participle (Kriiger's note on Xen. dnab.
1. 8.11). For wowety, to create, comp. Plat. Tvm. p. 76 C;
esiod, Theoy. 110, 127 (vévos avbpomwv). —am apyis]
does 1ot belong to o womjeas (as usually explained), in which
case it would be superfluous, but to what follows (¥Fritzsche,
Dleek), where great stress is laid on the expression, * siice the
cery beginning” (ver. 8). — édpoev x. OiAv] as male and
Semdde, as a pair consisting of onc of cach scx.— émoinoev]
after o mofmoas the same verb.  Sec Kiiliner, ad Xea. e,
iv. 2. 21, and Gramm. 1L 2, p. 656.

Ver. 5. Eimev] God. Comp. note on 1 Cor. vi. 16. Al-
though, no doubt, the words of Gen. ii. 24 were uttered by
Adaw, yet, as a rule, utterances of the Old Testament, in
which God’s will is declared, are looked upon as the words
of God, and that altogether irrespective of the persons
speaking.  Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus and Iritzsehe on the
passage. — €vexev TovTov] refers, in Gewn. il 24, to the for-
mation of the woman out of the rib of the man. Dut this
detail, which belongs to an iucident assuined by Jesus to be
well known, is included in the general statement of ver. 4, so
that 1Ie does not hesitate to generalize, somewhat freely, the
particular to which the évexer TovTov refers.  Observe, at the
same time, that vv. 4 and 5 fogcther constitute the seriptural
basis, the divine premasses of what is to appear in the shape
ot an inference in the verse immediately following. — xava-
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e ed] “necessitudo arctissima conjugalis, eni uni paterna et
materna cedit,” Bengel. — oi 800] These words are not found
in the Hebrew, though they occur in the Samaritan text, as
they must also have done in that which was followed by
the LXX. They are a subsequent addition by way of more
distinetly emphasizing the claims of monogamy. See note
on 1 Cor. vi. 16. The article indicates the two particular
persous in question. — eis capxa plav] Ethical union may
also Le represented by other ties; but this caunot be said of
foddy iy, which consists in such a union of the sexes,
that in marriage they cease to be two, and are thenceforth
coustituted oire person. Comp. Sir. xxv. 25 and Grimw’s
note.  The comnstruction is not Greek (in which eivas eis
meanus to refer to anything, or to serve for anything, Plat.
I'hil. p. 39 E; Ale. I p. 126 A), but a rendering of the
Hebrew '? M (Vorst, Hebr. p. 680 £.).

Ver. 6. Odxére] after this union, ver. 5. — eca’] are they,
that is, the two of ver. 5.— 48] quod, “ut non tanquam de
duobus, sed tanquam de uno corpore loqueretur,” Maldonatus.
— 0 feos] through what is said in ver. 5. Obseive the con-
trast to dvfpwmos. — Having regard, therelore, to the specific
nature of mariage as a divine institution, Jesus utterly con-
demmns divoree generally as being a putting asunder on the
part of man of what, in a very special way, God has joined
together.  With regard to the exception, by which, in fact,
the essential idea of marriage as a divine institution is already
practically destroyed, see ver. 9, and comp. note on v. 32.

Ver. 7. Supposed eounter-evidence. — éveteilato] Deut.
xxiv. 1, in which, indeed, there is mo express command,
though it may be said to contain xata Scavorav the prescrip-
tion of the bill of divorce. Mark—and in this his account is
certainly move original—represents the whole reply of Jesus
as beginiing with the question as to the law of Moses on
the matter (x. 3). Moreover, the more appropriate expressiou
emérpeyrer, which in ver. 8 is ascribed to Jesus (not so in
Alark), undoubtedly betrays the influence of riper reflection.
— Comp. besides, note on v. 31.

Ver. 8. IIpos] out of regard fo, with (wise) consideration
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so as to avert greater evil. — cxAqporapdiav] stubbornness
of heart (Mark xvi. 14; Rom. ii. 5; Acts vil. 51; Sir. xvi.
10; Deut. x. 16), which will not be persuaded to self-
reflection, gentleness, patience, forbearance, etc.; xata Siado-
pous alTias pLoovyTwY TAS YAUETAS, KAl p7) KATAANATTOMEV®Y
abrais. 'Evopoférnoe yap dmolvew Tavras, iva py dover-
wvrar, Buthymius Zigabenus.— od yéryovey oliTo] non ita
factum est, namely, that a man should have permission to put
away his wife. The above primitive institution of God is
accordingly not abrogated by Moses, who, on account of the
moral obduracy of the people, is rather to be understood
as only granting a dispensation in the form of a letter of
divorce, that the woman might be protected against the rude
severity of the man.

Ver. 9. See note on v. 32. — un éwi wopv.] not on account
of fornication, ie. adultcry. The delcting of those words
(Hug, de conjug. vinculo indissolub. p. 4 f; Maier’s note on
1 Cor. vii. 11; but also Keim, who sees in them the correc-
tion of a subsequent age) is justified neither by ecritical
evidence, which Keim himself admits, nor by the following ¢
amole\. wap. povyatar, which is in no way inconsistent with
the exception under consideration, sceing that, as & matter of
course, the amohe\. refers to a woman who has been divorced
arbitrarily, pn émi mopv. (see note on v. 32); nor by ver
10, where the question of the disciples can be sufficiently
accounted for; nor by 1 Cor. vii. 11 (see note on this passage).
We are therefore as little warranted in regarding the words
as an interpolation on the part of the evangelist in accord-
ance with a later tradition (Gratz, Weisse, Vollkmar, Schenlkel).
The exception which they contain to the law against divorce
is the wnica et adacquate cxeeptio, because adultery destroys
what, according to its original institution by God, constitutes
the very essence of marriage, the unitas carnis; while, on this
account also, it furnishes a reason not merely for separation
a toro ct mense (Catholic expositors), but for separation guoad
vinculum. To say, as Keim insists (according to Mark), that
Jesus breals with Moses, is unwarranted, not only by Matthew's
narrative, but also by Mark’s; and any indication of such a



CHAP. XIX. 10—12. 27

breach would betray the influence of a later age. — pocyaTarl
commits adultery, becanse, in fact, his marriage with the
woman whom he has arbitrarily dismissed has not yet been
disannulled. The second poryarac is justified: Dbecause this
amorehvuéry is still the lawful wife of him who has, in an
arbitrary manner, put her away.

Ver. 10. This conversation is to be understood as having
taken place privatim, in a house (Mark x. 10), or elsewhere.
— ¢l oUTws €oTiv N aiTia, k.7.\] 7 alria means cause, but
not in the sense of res or relation (Grotius) : “si ila res se habet
hominis cum uzwore” (Grimm), which is at variance with the
Greek usage, and would be tantamount to a Latin idiom ; nor
is it to be understood in the sense imported by Fritzsche:
“causa, qua aliquis cum wxore versars cogatur.”  According to
the text, 9 alria can only be taken as referring back to the
question concerning divorce, kata wdcav alriav, ver. 3. The
correct interpretation, therefore, must be as follows: If 4t
stands thus with regard to the reason in question, which the
sivan must have in relation to his wife (in order, namely, to her
divorce). The Lord had, in fact, declared the mopveia of the
wife to be such an airia as the disciples had inquired about,
aud that, morcover, the sole one. This also leads me to with-
draw my former interpretation of afria in the sense of gudlt,
that, namely, which was understood to be expressed by the
povyarar. The correct view is given by Hilgenfeld in his
Zritsehr. 1868, p. 24, and, in the main, by so early an expositor
as Luthymius Zigabenus: éav pla pévy éotiv % alria 4 péoov
Tob avdpos k. Tis ryuvaikos 7 Sabevyviovea. — o aupp. yap.]
Lecause oue cannot be released again, but, with the exception of
adultery alone, must put up with all the woman’s other vices.

Vv. 11, 12. The disciples have just said: od cuudépe
vapijcar. DBut fo this saying must Tov Aoyor TobTor be re-
ferred, not to the statement concerning the indissoluble nature of
marriage, as though Jesus meant to say that this was to be
insisted on only in the case of those who had heen endowed
with the donum continentiac (Hofmann, Schrifibew. I1. 2, p.
410 £); which would be to contradict His argument in favour
of 1non-dissolution taken from the objective nature of marriage,
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no less than His absolute declaration in v. 32, as well as to
render nugatory, for all practical purposes, the primitive moral
law of non-dissolution, by making it dependent on a subjective
condition. Desides, the illustration of the cunuehs is only
applicable to continence generally, not to a mere abstaining
from the sin of adulicry. No. Jesus wishes to furnish His
disviples with the necessary explanation regarding their od
ovudéper yapijoar, and for this end He by no means questions
their Aoyos, but simply observes that : ¢ is a proposition which
all do wnot aceept, 1.c. which all caunot see their way to adopt
as a maxim, but only such as God has endowed with special
moral capabilitics. Then, in ver. 12, He explains who are
meant by the ofs 8édorar, namely, such as have become
cunuchs; by these, Lowever, He does not understand litcral
eunuchs, whether born such or made such by men, but those
who, for the sake of the Messial’s kingdom, have made them-
selves such so far as their moral dispositions are concerned,
ic. who have suppressed all sexual desire as effectually as
though they were actual eunuchs, in order that they might
devote thiemselves entirely to the (approaching) Messianic
kingdom as their highest interest and aim (to labour in pro-
moting it, comp. 1 Cor. vil. 32, 34). Finally, He further
rccommends this ethical seli-castration, this ¢ voluntary chas-
tity 7 (Luther), when He exclaims: Whesocver is able to aceept
(to adopt) 7t (that which I have just stated), let Zim accept it!
Clivysostom well observes : He says this, mpofuporépovs Te
Totdy T Setkar Umépoyrov ov 10 waTopbwpa, kal ovk aiels
els avdaryrny vopou 1o Tpayua khealijrar.  Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 1 1.
The ywpetv, ver. 11 f, means simply to rcccive, and to be
understood as referring to a spiritual reception, a receiving in
the heart (2 Cor. vii. 2); aud those endowed with the power
s0 to receive it have, in consequence of such endowment, not
only the inclination to be continent, but at the same time the
moral force of will necessary to give effect to it, while those
who are not so endowed “aut nolunt, aut non implent quod
volunt,” Aungustine.  The more common interpretation, pracsiare
posse (“negat antem Jesus, te, nisi divinitus concessis viribus
tan insigni abstinentiae, qua a matrimonio abhorreas, pavewn
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esse,” Fritzsche), might be traced to the rendering capere, but
it is precluded by the fact that the object of the verb is a
Aoyos (a saying). Others take it in the sense of : fo under-
stand, with reference, therefore, to the power of apprehension
on the part of the <ntellect (Maldonatus, Calovius, Strauss,
Bretschneider, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald ; similarly Bengel,
de Wette, Bleek, who, however, arbitrarily take Tov Ady. Todr.
as pointing forward to ver. 12). So Plut. Cat. min. 64 ; Ael.
V. H. iii. 9; Phocyl. 86: ol ~ywpel peydrny &layw
adidaxTos arovew ; Philo, dec mundo 1151 : avfpdmivos Noyio-
pos ol ywpel. But the difficulty with respect to what the
disciples have said, and what Jesus says in ver. 12, is not
conuected with the apprehension of its meaning, but with its
etlical appropriation, which, moreover, Jesus does not abso-
lutely demand, but leaves it, as is also done by Paul,
1 Cor. vii, to each man’s «bility, and that according as he
happens to be endowed with the gift of continence as a donam
singulare.  Consequently, the celibate of the clerical order, as
such, acts in direct opposition to this utterance of the Master,
especially as the edvovyifew éavrov cannot be acted on by any
one with the certainty of its lasting. Comp. Apol. Conf. 4.,
p. 240 £ : “non placet Christo zmmunda contincntic.” As
showing lhow voluntary celibacy was by no means universal,
and was exceptional even among the apostles themselves, see
1 Cor. ix. 5.—The metaphorical use of edvodyicav éavrovs to
denote entire absence from sexual indulgence, likewise oceurs
in Sohar Ex. f. 537, c. 135 ; Levit. f. 34,c. 136 b; Schoettgen,
p- 159.—It is well known that from a misunderstanding of the
meaning of this passage Origen was led to castrate himsell.
On the correctness of this tradition (in answer to Schnitzer and
Bauer), see Engelhardt in the Stud. «. Krit. 1838, p. 157;
Redepenning, Origeies, 1. p. 444 ff—That Jesus was not lere
coutemplating any Essenian abstinence (Strauss, Gfrorer, Philo,
IL. p. 310 {, Hilgenfeld), is already manifest from the high
estimate in which marriage is always held by Him, and from
His regaxd for children. The celibacy which a certain class of
LEssenes observed was founded on the fact that they regarded
marriage as “npuic.
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Ver. 13. Comp. Mark x. 13. At this point (after being
suspended from ix. 51-xviii. 14) the narrative of Luke
again becomes parallel, xviii. 15.—ZLittle children were brought
to Jesus, as to a man of extraordinary sanctity, whose prayer
was supposed to have peculiar efficacy (Jolm ix. 31); as, in a
similar way, children were also brought to the presidents of the
synagogues in order that they might pray over them (Buxt.
Synag. p. 138).  The laying on of the hands (Gen. xlviii. 14)
was desired, not as a mere symbol, but as « means of com-
municating the blessing prayed for (Acts vi. 6); hence, with a
nearer approach to originality, Mark and Luke have simply
ayrnrae and dmrerae (which, in fact, was understood to be
of itself sufficient for the communication in question).—The
congunctive with va after the preterite (Kiihner, IL 2, p. 897;
Winer, p. 270 [E. T. 359]) serves to represent the action as
imuediately present. — ad7ois] are those of whom the =po-
anuéxtn is alleged, 7.c. those who brought the children.  The
diseiples wished to protect Jesus from what they supposed to
be an unseemly intrusion and annoyance ; a zerccundie intem-
pestiva (Bengel), as in xx. 31,

Ver. 14. By 7@y Totod7wy we are not to understand literal
children (Bengel, de Wette), for the Messianic kingdom cannot
be said to belong to children as such (sce v. 3 ff), but men of
a child-like disposition and character, xviii. 3 £ Jesus cannot
consent to see the children turned away from Him; for, so far
from their being too insignificant to become the objects of His
blessing, He contemplates in their simplicity and innocence
that character which those who are to share in His kingdom
must acquire through being converted and becoming as little
children. If they thus appeared to the Lord as types of the
subjects of His kingdom, how could Ife withhold from them
that praycr which was to e the means of communicating to
their opening lives the blessing of early fellowship with Him!
Herein lies the warrant, but, according to 1 Cor. vii. 14, not
the nceessity, for infant baptisny; comp. in general, note on
Acts xvi. 15.

Ver. 16 . Comp. Mark x. 17 {.; Luke xviil. 18 ff. — EZs]
One, a single individaal out of the multitude. According to
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Luke, the person in question was an dpywy, not a veavioxos
(ver. 20), which is explicable (Holtzmann) on the ground of a
different tradition, not from a misunderstanding on the part
of Matthew founded on éc weoryr. mov (Mark x. 20). — ¢
dyabov morjow] is not to be explained, with Fritzsche, as
equivalent to 7{ dyaBoy ov worjow, quid, quod bonum sit, faciam ?
for the young man had already made an effort to do what is
right, but, not being satisfied with what he had done, and not
fecling sure of cternal life in the Messial's kingdom, he
accordingly asks: which good thing am I to do, ete.? He
wishes to know what pearticular thing in the category of the
eternal good must be done by him in order to his obtaining
life.

Ver. 17. Thy question concerning the good thing, which is
necessary to be done in order to have eternal life in the
Messianic kingdom, is quite superfluous (7¢ pe épwrds, x.7A);
the answer is self-evident, for there is but one (namely, God,
the absolute ideal of moral life) who is the good one, there-
fore the good thing to which thy question refers can be
neither more nor less than obedience to His will,—one good
Deing, one good thing, alterum non datur! But if thou (&,
the continuative cufenv: to tell thee now more precisely what
I wished to impress upon thee Dy this eis éoriv o dyabos)
desirest to enter into life, keep the commandments (which are
given Dy this One dryaflos). Neander explains incorrectly thus:
“Why askest thou me concerning that whiclvis good ?  One
is the good one, and to Him thou must address thyself; He
has, in fact, revealed it to thee also; but since you Lawve asked
me, then let me inform you,” ete. This view is already pre-
cluded Dy the enclitic ue (as otherwise we should necessarily
have had éué).—For the explanation of the Received text, see
note on Mark x. 18 ; the claim to originality must be decided in
favour not of Matthew (in answer to Keim), but of Mark, on
whom Luke has also drawn. The tradition followed by Matthew
secems to have alveady omitted the circumstance of our Lord’s
declining the epithet @yafos. The claims of Mark and Luke are
likewise favoured by Weisse, Bleek, Weiss, Sclhienkel, Volkmar,
Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, the last of whom, however, gives the
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palm in the matter of originality to the narrative of the Gospel
of the Hebrews (N. 7. catra can. IV. p. 16 f)—For oddeis
aya@os, xrA., comp. Plat. Rep. p. 379 A: dyabfos & e Oeos
7& dvte Te Kkal Aektéoy ovTws.—On the dogmatic importance
of the propositien that God alone is good, see Kidster in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1856, p. 420 ff.; and on the fundamental
principle of the divine retribution: e fé\ess .. . Tipnoor Tas
évtoras, which impels the sinner to repentance, to a renuncia-
tion of his own righteousness, and to faith; comp. notes on
Rom. ii. 13; Gal. iil. 10 ffi  Bengel well remarks: “Jesus
securos ad legem remittit, contritos evangelice consolatur.”
Comp. Apol. Conf. A., p. 83.

Ver. 18 f. Agreeably to the meaning of his question, ver.
16, the young man expected to be referred to commandments
of a particulur Kind, and therefore calls for further informa-
tion respecting the evrohds to which Jesus referred; lence
woias, which is not equivalent to rivas, but is to be under-
stood as requesting a qualitative statement.—For the purpose
of indicating the kind of commandments he had in view,
Jesus simply mentions, by way of ecxample, one or two
belonging to the second table of the decalogue, but also at
the same time tlie fundamental one (Rom. xiii. 9) respecting
the love of our neighbour (Lev. xix. 18), because it was
through ¢ (for which also sce note on xxii. 39) He wished
the young man to be tested. This latter conmnandment,
introduced with skilful tact, Origen incorrectly regards as an
interpolation ; de Wette likewise talkes exception to it; comp.
Bleck, who considers Luke's text to be rather more original.

Ver. 20. In what respect do I still come short ? what further
attaimment have I yet to make 2 Comyp. Ps. xxxix. 4: ha yé
7 Uotepw €yw; 1 Cor. xil. 24; 2 Cor. xi. 5, xii. 11, This
reply (Plat. Rep. p. 484 D: und év &M@ undevt peper dpeijs
UaTepotyvras) serves to show that his moral striving after the
Messianic life is confined within the narrow limits of a decent
outward behaviour, without his having felt and understood
the spirit of the commandinents, and especially the boundless
nature of the duties implied in the commaudment of love,
thouglh, at the same time, he has a sceret consciousness that
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there must be somec higher moral task for man, and feels
impelled towards its fulfilment, only the legal tendencies of
his character prevent him from seeing where it lies.

Ver. 21. TéXetos] perfect, one, who for the obtaining of
eternal life, o08év €re Vorepel.  In accordance with the moral
tendencies and disposition which He discerned in the young man,
Jesus demands from him that moral perfection to which, from
not finding satisfaction in legalism, he was striving to attain.
The following requirement, then, is a special test for a special
case,! though it is founded upon the universal duty of absolute
sclf-denial and devotion to Christ; nor is it to be regarded
merely in the light of & recommendation, but as a command.
Observe that the Lord does not prescribe this to him as his
sole duty, but only in connection with drorovfer por. It was
intended, by pressing this requirement upon him, that the
young man should be led to realize his own shortcomings, and
so be enabled to see the necessity of putting forth far higher
efforts than any he had hitherto made. It was meant that
he shiould feel himself weak, with a view to his being made
morally strong; accordingly it is precisely upon the weak
side of the young man's character that Jesus imposes so heavy
a task, for with all his inward dissatisfaction he was not
aware of his actual weakness in that direction. — m 7wy 0is]
the poor. — év ovpav@] thou wilt have (instead of thy carthiy
goods) a treasure in lLeaven, ie. in the hands of God, where it
will be securely kept till it comes to be bestowed at the setting
up of the Messiali's kingdom. Comp. v. 132, vi. 20. For the
whole saying, comp. Advode Srra f. 64, 1: “ Vendite omnia,
quae habetis, et porro oportet, ut fiatis proselyti.”

Ver. 22 f. Avmovpevos] because he could not see his
way to compliance with that first requirement, and saw himself
thereby compelled to relinquish his hope of inheriting eternal
life.  “ Aurum enervatio virtutum est,” Augustine. — Svo-
x6hws] because his heart usually clings too tenaciously to
his possessions (vi. 19—21) to admit of his resigning them at

! The Catholics found upon this passage the consilium crangelicum of poverty,
as well as the opera supererogativa in general.  See, on the otlier hand, Miiller,
von d. Sinde, I. p. 69 ff., ed. 5.

MATT. IL c
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such times and in such ways as the interests of the kingdom
may demand. For analogous passages from the Greek classics
bearing on the anfagonism Dbetween wealth and virtue, see
Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 44.

Ver. 24. “ Difficultatem exaggerat,” Melanchthon. For wdAiw,
comp. xviil. 19. The point of the comparison is simply the fact
of the impossibility. A similar way of proverbially expressing
the utmost difficulty occurs in the Talmud with reference to
an elephant. See Duxtorf, Lez. Talm. p. 1722, and Wetstein.
To understand the expression in the text, not in the sense of
a camel, but of a cable (Castalio, Calvin, Huet, Drusius, Ewald),
and, in order to this, either supposing xdurov to be the correct
reading (as in several cursive manuscripts), or ascribing this
meaning to xdumhos (twés in Theophylact and Euthymius
Zigabenus), is all the more inadmissible that kdunios never has
any other meaning than that of a camel, while the form xapuihos
can only be found in Suidas and the Scholiast on Arist. Vesp.
1030, and is to be regarded as proceeding from a misunder-
standing of the present passage. Further, the proverbial ex-
pression regarding the camel likewise occurs in xxiii. 24, and
the Rabbinical simnilitude of the elephant is quite analogous. —
elaerBelv after pad. is universally interpreted: fo enfer in (to
any place). On the question as to whether pa¢is is to be
recognised as classical, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 90.  To render
this word by a narrow gale, & narrow mountain-pass (so Furer
in Schenkel's Zex. III. p. 470), or anything but a ncedle, is
simply inadmissible.—The danger to salvation connected with
the possession of riclies does not lie in these considered <n
themsclves, but in the difficulty experienced by sinful man in
subordinating them to the will of God. So Clemens Alexan-
drinus: Tis 0 cwlouevos mhovotes. Hermas, Pastor, 1. 3. 6.

Ver. 25. Tis apa] who thercfore, if the difficulty is so great
in the case of the rick, who have the means of doing much
good. The inference of the disciples is a majoribus ad minores.

! The passage in the Koran, Swr, vii. 38: ““Non ingredientur paradisum,
donee transeat camelus foramen acus,” is to be traced to an acquaintance with
our present saying ; but for an analogous proverb concerning the camel which
¢ saltat in cabo,” see Jevamoth f. 45, 1.
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The general expression Tis cannot be intended to mean what
rich man (Euthymius Zigabenus, Weiss), as is further evident
from what is said by Jesus in vv. 23, 24.

Ver. 26. 'EuBAéydras] This circumstance is also noticed
by Mark. The look which, during a momentary pause, pre-
ceded the following utterance was doubtless one of a telling
and significant character, and calculated to impress the startled
disciples (Chrysostoin, Euthymius Zigabenus: 7juépe Bhéppare).
Comp. Luke xx. 17 ; John i. 43. — wapa dvfpamors] so fur
as men are concerned, i.c. not hominum judicio (Fritzsche, Ewald),
hut serving to indicate that the impossibility is on the part of
man, is owing to human inability, Luke 1. 37. — To?70] namely,
the cwblijvar, not : that the 2ich should be saved. See ver. 25
(in answer to Fritzsche, de Wette). Jesus invites the disciples
to turn from the thought of man’s own inability to obtain salva-
tion, to the ommipotence of God’s converting and saving grace.

Ver. 27. Peter’s question is suggested by the behaviour of
that young man (hence dmoxp., see note on xi. 25), who left
-Jesus rather than part with his wealth. The apostlcs had
done quite the contrary (sueis placed emphatically at the be-
giuning, in contrast to the young man).—d¢riraper mdvral
cmployment, the custom-house, worldly things generally. It
is therefore a mistake to suppose that the disciples were still
pursuing their former avocations while labouring in the service
of Jesus (uot to be proved from John xxi. 3 ff.). See Fritzsche,
ad Mark. p. 441. — 7 &pa éoTar Huiv] dpa: in conscquence of
this. The question has reference to some special compensation
or other by way of reward ; but as to the form in which it is to
be given, it leaves that to be explained by Jesus in His reply.
In spite of the terms of the passage and the answer of Jesus,
Paulus incorrectly explains thus: what, thercfore, will theve be
Jor us still to do? Similarly Olshausen : what s cweaiting ws?
Are awe, too, to be called wpon yet to undergo such a fest (as
the young man had just been subjected to)? In Mark x. 28
and Luke xviii. 28 it is not expressly asked, 7{ dpa ésrat Huiv;
but the question is facitly implied in the words of Peter (in
answer to Neander, Bleek), as reported by those evangelists,
while Matthew appears to have gleaned it from Mark.
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Ver. 28, This part of the promise is omitted in Marlk, but
comp. Luke xxii. 30. — In answer to the question concerning
the reward, Jesus, in the first place, promaiscs a special recom-
pense to His disciples, namely, that they should hLave the
honour of being associated with Him in judging the nation at
the second coming ; then, in ver. 29 (comp. Mark x. 29 ; Luke
xviil. 29), He adds the general promise of a reward to be given
to those who for His sake bhave sacrificed their worldly
interests; and finally, in ver. 30, He makes a statement calcu-
lated to rchuke everything in the shape of false prefensions,
and which is further illustrated by the parable in xx. 1 ff.—
There is no touch of <rony throughout this reply of Jesus
(in answer to Liebe in Winer’s excget. Stud. 1. p. 73). Comp.
Fleck, de regno div. p. 436 fl. —év 75 mahiyyevesia) in
the regeneration, does not belong to dxohov@ioavés por (Hilary,
explaining the words by baptismal regeneration (Titus iii. 5);
also Calvin, who understands Ly maheyyevesia the renovation
of the world begun in Christ’'s earthly ministry), for the
disciples could only have conceived of the renovation of the
world as something that was to take place contemporaneously
with the actual setting up of the kingdom; the dmoxard-
oracs, Acts il 21, does not represent quite the same idea
as the one at present in question. Neither are we, with
Paulus, to insert o point after wahiyyev.,, and supply éote
(“youw are already in the position of those who have Dbeen
regenerated,” spiritually transformed), which would have the
effect of introducing a somewhat feeble and irrclevant idea,
besides being incompatible with the abruptness that would
thus be imparted to the &ray (otherwise one should have
expected oray &). The words belong to xabisesfe, and
signify that change by which the whole world s to be restored to
that original state of perfection in which it existed before the fall,
which renewal, vestitutio in tntegrum, is to be brought about
by the coming Messiah (ohwn van).  See Buxtorf, Lex Talm.
p- 712 Bertholdt, Christol. p. 214 f.; Girorer, Jaksrh. d.
Heils, IL p. 272 ff.  Comp. Rom. viii. 19 ff; 2 Pet. iil. 13.
When the resurrection is over, and the last judgment is going
on (and it is to this part of the scene that the Lord is here
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referring). this renovation will have already begun, and will he
in the course of development, so that Jesus can say with all
propriety : év 7 waleyy. “Nova erit genesis, cui przerit
Adamus secundus,” Bengel. Comp. walvyyeveaia tis waTpidos
in Joseph. Antt. xi. 3. 9; Talvyyev. Tdv 6Awv in Anton. xi. 1.
Philo, de mund. p. 1165 C.; leg. ad Caj. p. 1037 B.  Augus-
tine, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Fritzsche, interpret
the expression of the resurrection, in favour of which such
passages might be quoted as Loung. iii. 4; Lucian, Musc.
enc. 7; but this would be to understand it in too restricted a
sense, besides being contrary to regular New Testament usage
(avdoragis). — rav xabioy, x.7m\] as judge. -— 8okns
avTod] the throne, that is, on which the Messiah shows
Himself in His glory, xxv. 31.—«al avTo( (see critical notes) :
likewise, just as the Messink will sit on His throne. —
kabligeale] you will take your scats wpon.  Christ, then, is
to be understood as already sittzing. Moreover, though the
promise applies, in a general way, to the twelve disciples, it
does mnot preclude the possibility of one of them failing,
through his apostasy, to participate in the fulfilment of the
promise ; “ thronum Judae swmsit alius, Acts i. 20,” Bengel. —
kpivovTes] not: suling over (Gretins, Kuinoel, Neander,
Bleek), Lut, as the word smcans and the context requires:
Judging. As blelievers generally are to be partakers of the
glory and sovereignty of Christ (Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii. 12),
and are to be associated with Him in judging the non-
Christian koopoes (1 Cor. vi. 2), so here it is specially pro-
mised to the disciples as such that they shall have the
peculiar privilege of taking part with Him in judging the
people of Isracl.  But 1t is evident from 1 Cor. vi. 2 that the
people of Israel is conceived of as still forming part of the
woopos, therefore it will be so far still wnconverted, which
coincides with the view that the second coming is near at hand,
x. 23. It is a mistake, therefore, to take the people of Isracl
as intended to represent the people of God in the Christian
sense (de Wette, Bleek); but it is no less so to suppose that
the judging in question is merely of an <ndirect character,
such as that which in xii. 41 is aseribed to the queen of the
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south and the Ninevites (Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Erasmus, Maldonatus),—a view which does not at all corve-
spond with the picture of the judgment given in the text,
although those expositors correctly saw that it is the unbelicv-
ing Israel that is meant. This sitting wpon twclve thrones
belongs to the accidental, Apocalyptic form in which the
promise is embodied, though it is not so with regard either to
the judging dtself or its special reference to the Swdexdpvior
of Israel (Acts xxvi. 7), to which latter the nwmber of the
apostles expressly corresponds; for the second coming, instead
of subverting the order of things here indicated, will only
have the effect of exhibiting it in its perfection, and for the
apostles themsclves in its glory. It is therefore too rash
to infer, as has been done by Hilgenfeld, that this passage
bears traces of having been based upon an original document
of a strictly Judaeo-Christian character. ILven the Iauline
Luke (xxii. 30) does not omit this promise, although he
gives it in connection with a different occasion,—a circum-
stance which by Schneckenburger, without sufficient reason,
aud by Volkmar, in the most arbitrary way possible, is
interpreted to the disadvantage of Matthew. It is not the
case that ver. 28 interferes with the connection (Holtzmann),
although Weizsiicker also is disposed to regard it as “a mani-
fest interpolation.”

Ver. 29. The promise that has hitherto been restricted to
the apostles now Dbecomes general in its application: and

(in general) cecry one aho, cte. — ddijxev] has left, com-
pletely abandoned. Comp. ver. 27. — évexev 1. 6v. p.] e

because nmy nanle represents the contents of his belief and
confession. Comp. Luke xxi. 12. This leaving of all for the
sake of Jesus may take place without persccution, simply by
one’s clhoosing to follow Him as a diseiple; but it may also
be forced upon one throuyk persecution, us for instance by
such a state of matters as we find in x. 35 ff. — woANamAa-
alova (sec critical notes) Mjyrerar, according to the context
(see rabigeale, ver. 28; whnpovouwsjoer, ver. 29; éoovray,
ver. 30), can certainly have no other reference but to the
rccompense . the future Lingdom of the Messiah, in which a
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manifold compensation will be given for all that may have
been forsalen. Here the view of DMatthew diverges from
that of Mark x. 38, Luke xviii. 30, Loth of whom represent
this manifold compensation as being given during the period
preecding the second advent.  This divergence is founded
upon a difference of conception, existing from the very first,
regarding the promise of Jesus, so that the distinction between
the xatpos olros and the aiwv épyomevos in Mark and Luke
may Dbe regarded as the result of exegetical reflection on the
meaning of the expressions in the original Hebrew. The
words are likewise correctly referred to the reward of the
future world by de Wette, Bleek, Keim, Hilgenfeld, while
Fritzsche is at a loss to decide. In opposition to the context,
the usual interpretation in the case of Matthew as well, is to
refer the promise of a manifold compensation to the alwy
obTos, some suppesing it to point to the happiness arising
from Christian ties and relationships, as Jerome, Theophylact,
Futhymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Grotins, Wetstein ; others, to
the receiving of all things in return for the few (1 Cor
iii. 21 ; Olshausen); others, again, to inward peace, hope, the
felluwship of love (IXuinoel, Calvin), or generally, the spiritual
Ulessings of Dlelievers (Bengel) ; and others still, to Christ
Tlims:lf, as being (xil. 49 f) infiaitely more to us than father,
mother, brother, cte. (Maldonatus, Calovius). Julian mocked
at the promise. — «. fwnv ad. kAyp.] the crown of the whole,
which perfects all Ly rendering it an eternal possession.
Observe, further, liow what is promised is represented as a
reconipense, no doubt, yet not for ineritorious works, but for
self-denying, trustful obedience to Christ, and to His invita-
tion and will. Comp. Apol. Conf. A., p. 285 £

Ver. 30. However, the measure of rewards in the Messianic
kingdom is not to be determined by the time, soouner or later,
at which any one may have entered into fellowship with wme.
No, it is not scuiority of discipleship that is to be the standard
of reward at the setting up of the approaching kingdom :
Many who were the first to enter will receive just the same treal-
ment as those who were the last to become my followers, and vice
versi. The correct construction and translation are not those
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of Tritzsche, who interprets: Many will be first though last
(éoxaror dvres, namely, before the second coming), and last
though first (mp@Tot bvres), but those usually adopted, accord-
ing to which wpdros is the subject of the first, and éoyaToc
that of the second part of the sentence. This is not forbidden
by xx. 16, where, on the other hand, the order seems to have
been inverted to suit the context. Observe, further, that the
arrangement by which moAhol . . . mwpdror stand so far apart
serves to render moAAel very cmphatic: In maltitudes, how-
ever, will the first be last, and vice versd. The second clause
is to be supplemented thus: xai mo\oi égovrar &oyator
mpaTor.  But to understand wpdTor and éayaror as referring,
not to teme, but to rank, regarded from the divine and human
point of view, as though the idea were that “when the
rewards come to be dispensed, many a one who considers
himself among the lhighest will be reckoned among the lowest”
(Hilgenfeld, following Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Jansen,
Wetstein, de Wette, Dleck),—is forbidden by the subsequent
parable, the connection of which with the present passage is
indicated by yap. However, there is a little warrant in the
text for taking the words as referring specially to the Jews on
the one hand, and the Geatiles (who were later in being called)
on the other (Theophylact, Grotius).
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CHAPTER XX

VER. 6. dpav] is, with Lachm. and Tiscl, to be dcleted as a sup-
plement, following B D L &, vss. Or. — ésr@ras] Elz, Fritzsche,
Scholz insert dpyobs, which is not foundin B C**D L &, vss. and
Fathers. Interpolation taken fromvv. 3 and 7. — Ver. 7. . £ édv
# dizaiov, 27-bead<] is wanting in important codd. (BD L Z w),
vss. and Fathers. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. For rg-leoi:,
several vss. have dabo vobis. The words are a very ancient
interpolation, in conformity with ver. 4. — Ver. 8. Delete «iroiz,
with Tisch. 8, following CL Z 8, Or. A supplement. — Ver. 10.
aneiova] Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 7: =xshy, following B C*
N Z a4, min. vss. Or. The reading of the Received text is of
the nature of an explanation (a greater number of denarii). —
TFor ave read 7i avé, with Tisch., following CLN Z &, 33. The
article was omitted in conformity with ver. 9.— Ver. 13. ir/]
does not occur, it is true, in B C** D &, 1, Vulg. It. Syr,
aud is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.; but how readily may
it have been overlooked before obros!— Ver. 15. The first #
is deleted by Lachm., following B D L Z, Syr** Arm. (in
accordance with wlich evidence, as well as that of N, the
arrangement & 0w wodicws should be restored). Correctly ;
an old iuterpolation for the purpose of marking the ques-
tion. There would be no motive whatever for omitting the
7. For the second # (in Elz) we should, with Tisch. 7, read
¢f, following B** H S r, Chrys. Did. and many min. From
not being understood, ¢/ was all the more readily replaced by
#, owing to the pronuuciation being much the same. — Ver. 16.
cornoi ydp i whnTol, dAhiyos 8% éxrexvoi] omittedin BLZN,
36, Copt. Salid,, and deleted Ly Tisch. 8, with whom I{eim con-
curs. But it 1s not at all likely that the words would be inter-
polated from xxii. 14; for, so far from there having been any
occasion for so doing, they have here more the appearance of
being out of place than otherwise. This apparent irrelevancy
may have led to the omission of the saying, which is supported
by testimony so old as that of C D, It. Syr., unless we suppose
1t to have been due rather to the simple homoeoteleuton :syu-
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TOI. .. {z2.exTOL— Ver. 17. ¢év =5 6% =ai] read with Lachn,
and Tisch. : zai #v 7% id3, following B L Z &, min. Copt. Sahid.
Arm. Perse. Or. (twice). At a very early period (Vulg. It
Hil.), & 77 é65 was omitted either accidentally, or because it
is likewise awanting in the parallel passages in the other
Synoptists. DBut, in restoring it, it would most naturally occur
to those who did so to insert it after xas i6iav. — Ver. 19, éveo-
riesrar] Tisch.: éyepbioeras, following C* L N Z &, Or. Chrys.
The reading of the Received text is taken {from the parallel
passages. — Ver. 22. aiverv;] Elz, Scholz insert: xei (Scholz:
1) 7o Baaricue, b éyw PBuzrilonws, Busrichivar, against B D L Z N,
1, 22, the majority of vss. and Or. Epipl. Hilar. Jer. Awmbr.
Juv. Taken from Mark x. 38.— Ver. 23. s/ead<] Elz., Scholz,
in opposition to the same witnesses, insert: zai (Scholz:
) ro Bdmrisna § dyd Bazrilouw, Pacricthsccls, — Ver. 26, forous
év buiv] for Zerw, Lachm. has és7, following B D Z, Cant.
Sahid. Correctly; the reading of the Received text is an
alteration to suit what follows in this and the 27th verse, where,
witl Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. 8, we ought to read fores instead
of f6re, in accordance with preponderating evidence; #orw (like-
wise derived from Mark x. 43) is a gloss. But IFritzsche was
scarcely warranted in restoring & after ofrws, ver. 26, for it is
condemned by decisive evidence, and is a connecting particle
borrowed from Mark.— Ver. 31. Zxpalov] Lachin. Tisch. 8:
{zpaav, following B D L Z 11 8, min. Copt. Sahid. A repetition
{from ver. 30. — Ver. 33. avergdmorv fp. oi 6pd.] Lachm, Tisch. 8
dverydiow oi opd. nw., following 13 D L Z N, min. Or. Chrys. To
be adopted, mmasmuch as the first aorist was the more common
tense, comp. ix. 30, Johm ix. 10.— Ver. 34. i¢pdenrpiv] B D
L Z min. Or. have épudrav.  So Lachm., Rinck, Tisch. 8.
Correctly; the more usual term has been adopted from the
context. — Lachm. and Tisch. 8 delete airiv oi égdanrpoi alter
avéfrebayr.  The words are not found in B D L Z &, min, vss,
(also Vulg. 1t.) and a few Fathers, but they were left out as
being superfluous and cumbersome. There was no motive
whatever for inserting them.

Travank.—After ver. 28 there occurs in D (and in codd. of
It. with many variations in detail) the following interpolation,
apocryphal, no doubt, but akin to Luke xiv. 8 fl.: fuess 6¢ {nreire
$% panpold adlhoas x. éx pmeilove; iAarroy sivas. Elospyiusvor 08 nai aapa-
adqglivreg dumisiowr uh dvarhiveale els Tobs éSiywras Témoug, pg Tore f-
d0Eérepls Gou xidly, nal wpocsAlwy 6 lemoz}.ﬁ-wp s?"-q oor £Ti 2GTW
Lpsl, Al neeruioyulGen, "Eav 0t diawéons eis vy ferove Témoy Aed
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iEndy g0y frray, dpel oo 6 dumondiTwpr clvaye T dvw, zal foTar ou
roiro xpromov. Comp. Hilar., also Syrevr,

Ver. 1. The parable is peculiar to Matthew. —ydp] ex-
plainine and confirming what has been said in xix. 30.—
dvBp. olrob.] See notes on xiil. 24, xviii. 23. — dua mpwi]
Comp. uotes on xiil. 29, Acts xxviil. 23 : amo mpwi. Classical
writers would say: dua ép, dua TH nuépa, Gua Epbpw,
aud such like. — eis Tov dumeh. adrod] into Iis wincyard,
into which he wished to send them, ver. 2.  Comyp. Acts vii. 9 ;
and see, in general, Wilke, Rhetor, p. 47 £—On the whole
parable, see Rupprecht in the Stud. «. Krit. 1847, p. 396 ff.;
sSteffensen, 7bid. 1848, p. 656 ff.; Pesser in the Luther
Zeitschr. 1851, p. 122; Rudel, 4bid. p. 511; Miinchmeyer,
ibid. p. 728. FYor proof that it is not to Le regarded as
furnishing directions for the regulation of offices, see Kdstlin,
d. Wesen d. Kirche, 1854, p. 52 f.

Ver. 2. "Ex 8nvapiov Ty sjuépav] After he had agreed
with the labourers, on the condition that ke was to pay them
« denarius per day.  éx does not denofe the payment dtself
(which would have Deen expressed by the genitive, ver. 13),
although éx Snyvap. ¢s that payment (xxvii. 7; Acts i. 18);
but it is intended to indicate that this payment was the
thing, on the strength of which, as terms, the agreement was
come to; comp. Kithner, IL 1, p. 399 f. 7w juépav is the
accusative, as further defining the teims of the agreement: in
consideration of the day, so that a denarius was to be the wages
for the (current) dey dwring which they might work. As an
accusative of {ime (which 1t is usually supposed to be), it would
not correspond with evudew. to whick it belongs. — A derarius
was the wusuel wages for a day's work (Tob. v. 14). See
Wetstein.

Ver. 3. The ¢hird hour: somewhere about nine o'clock in
the morning. In ordimal numbers the arficle is unnecessary.
See note on 2 Cor. xii. 2.—év 75 dyopa] where they
were waiting in expectation of getting employment. The
men in question bLelonged to the class of free labourers; Toll
il 82 : é\ebfepor pev, Sia meviay 8¢ ém’ dpyuple Sovcvovres.

Ver. 4. Kdrxeivois] (o (hose also he spoke. The point
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of assimilation (also) lies in the circumstance that, as he had
invited the first, so he now invites these also to go into the
vineyard. — & éav 7 8{raiov] so that, as part of the day had
already clapsed, he did not make with them any definite agree-
ment as to wages for the day, and therefore acted differently
in this case from what he had done in the former.

Ver. 5 ff. 'Emoingev doavrws] the same thing, namely,
as hie had done in the preceding case, ver. 4, sending them
away, and promising them also only what was equitable. Comp.
ver. 7. — 67¢] because.

Ver. 8. 'O+ias 8¢ ryew] e at the close of the twelfth
hour (six o'clock in the evening). — 1@ émiTpome adTov]
the chief of the servants (osxovduos), to whom was entrusted
the management of the houselold, Luke viii. 3. — 7ov ueofov]
the wages in question. The olrovopos had instructions from
his master to give the same amount of wages to all, although
all had not wrought the same number of hows.— €ws TV
mpoToy] is connected with dmoedos adr. 7. ueof, without
anything requiring to be understood (and conitnuing, and
such like), as is evident from those passages in which the
torminus ad quem is placed first; for example, Plat. Legy.
vi. p. 771 C: mdoas Tas Siavouas éyer péype THV Swlexa
amo puas dpkduevos.  Comp. Luke xxiii. 5; Acts i.21; John
viil. 9.

Ver. 9 fI. Of wepl v évdex. dpav] that is, those who,
according to ver. G, were sent into the vineyard wbout the
cleventh hour. — mhetov] more than a denarius, plainly not
more denarii. — avd] used distributively; Winer, p. 372
[E. T. 496). The article 76 before ava 8npv., ver. 10 (sec
critical notes), denotes: the sum amounting in cach case to o
denarius, so that in analyzing v would require to be supplied.
— According to ver. 10 £, they do not contemptuously decline
to lift the denarius (Steffensen), but begin to mumur «fier
receiving it (Miinchmeyer).

Ver. 12. "Oi] 7eeitative, not because (yoyyvlopev, 671),
inasmuch as the words Méyovres o7 w7\ express the contrnts
of the ryoyyilew. — oU7ot] spoken disdainfully. — émoinoar]
they have spent one hour (Acts xv. 33, xviil, 23; 2 Cor. xi,
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95 ; Eccles. vi. 12; Wetstein on this passage; Schaeffer, ad
Bos. p. 318 ; Jacobs, in Anthol. IX. p. 449, X. p. 44). The
ordinary interpretation: they have wrought, labourcd, one
hour, is in opposition to the terms of the passage (as little is
it to Le confinmed by an appeal to Ruth ii. 19, where mov
éroinoas means: where hast thou been occupying thyself ?);
there would have been more reason to interpret thus: they
Lave been doing it (that is, the work) for one hour, if the
specifying of the time in connection with émoinoar had
not suggested our explanation as the most obvious and
most natural. — 1. xavowva] Tlose others had not cntered
till the evening.

Vv. 13-15. "Ev{] One, as representing the whole. — éraipe]
Comrade, a mild way of introducing a rebuke, similar to
“good friend” among ourselves. Comp. xxii. 12, xxvi. 50.
So also ayabé, BéAtiore. See Herm. ad ¥77g. p. 722. Comp.
Wetstein. — ovx ddtxd o€] From the standpoint of justice.
— 8nvaplov] genitive of price. Somewhat different from the
idea of ver. 2.— férew 8¢] “Summa hujus vocis potestas,”’
Bengel. —év Tois éuoisl not to be taken in the general
sense of: i iy «fuirs (Fritzsche, de Wette), but, aceording
to the context, to be understood in the more definite sense
of: 7 disposing of my own property. Comp. 16 oov, and
Plato, Legg. ii. p. 969 C.— el 6 dpfarpos cov, k.TN] see
critical notes. The e is not nferrogative, as in xii. 10,
xix. 3 (for, according to the comnection, the doud? implied in
such a question would be entirely out of place), but the
speaker is to be regarded as saying that, though such and
such be the case, his right to do what he pleases with his
own is by mo means impaired, so that el may be taken as
almost equivalent to e xal (Jacobs, Del. Epigr. p. 405;
Hartung, Partilell. I1. p. 212 ; Kiihner, I 2, p. 991): if
thine eye is evil (ic. envious, comp. Mark vii. 22, and ym,
Prov. xxviii. 22; Ecelus. xiv. 10), because I (I, on my pait,
hence éyw) am good! The mark of interrogation after éuols
is therefore to be deleted.

Ver. 16. The teaching of the parable: So,— just, as in the
case here supposed, those who were the last to be sent into the
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vineyard received the same amount of wages as the first; so
in the Messial’s kingdom, the last will be on the same footing
as the first, and the first as the last, without a longer period
of service giving an advantage, or a shorter putting to a dis-
advantage. Comp. xix. 30.-— &oovTar] that is, practically,
as far as the rcward they are to receive is concerned. The
first will be last, inasmuch as the former receive mo more
than the latter (in answer to de Wette's objection, as though,
from the expression here used, we would require to suppose
that they will receive less than a denarius). There is nothing
whatever in the text about the exclusion of the wpdTor from
the kingdom, and the admission of the éryaror (Krehl in the
Siichs. Stud. 1843); and as little to favour the view, adopted
by Steffensen: thosc who esteesn themsclves lust shall be first,
and those who estcem themselves first shall e last, for the
labourers in the parable were 1n reality éoyaror and mwpdTor.
The proposition: “that, in dispensing the Dblessings of the
kingdom of heaven, God takes no account of human merit,
but that all is the result of His own free grace” (Rupprecht,
Dleck, Holtzmann, Keim), does not constitute the leading
thouyht set forth in the parable, though, no doubt, it may be
supposed to undcrlic it. — mwoAAoi yap, x.7.\.] Confirmation of
what has just beeu said about the éayator being put upon an
equality with the mpdToe: “for although many are called to
share in the future recompense for services rendered to the
Messial'’s kingdom, yet those chosen to receive rewards of a
pre-eminent and peculiarly distinguished character in that
kingdom arc but few.” These éxhextol are not the éryator
(those, as Olshausen fancies, whose attitude toward the king-
dom 1is of a more spontancous nature, and who render their
services from hearty inclination and love), but those who are
selected from the multitude of the kAnrol.  We are taught in
the parable whet it is that God chooses them foi, namely, to
be rewarded in an extraordinary degree (to receive more than
the denarius). The train of thouglt, then, is simply this: It
is not without reason that I say: kai of wpdror éoyaror, for,
from this equalizing of the first with the last, only a few will
be excepted, — namely, those whom God has sclected for
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this from among the mass of the called. Thus the parable
concludes, and that very appropriately, with language which,
no doubt, allows the Apostles to contemplate the prospect of
receiving rewards of a peculiarly distinguished character
(xix. 28), but does not warrant the certainty of it, nor does it
recognise the existence of anything like so-called valid claims ;
for, according to the idea running through the parable, the
éxhoyr is to De ascribed simply to the purpose of God (Rom.
ix. 11, 15 f). See ver. 15. Comp. also note on xxii. 14.

ReMARK.—The simple application of ver. 16 ought to warn
against arbitrary attempts to trace a meaning in all the little
details of the parable, many of which belong to the mere
dvapery of the story. The houscholder is God ; the vincyard is
the Christian theocracy, in which work is to be done in the
interests of the approaching kingdom of the Messial; the
oizovimoz is Christ; the twelfth hour, at which the wages are
paid, is the time of the second coming; the ofher fowrs mark
the different periods at which believers begin to devote theni-
selves to the service of God’s kingdom; the dencrius denotes
the blessings of the Messianic kingdom in themselves, at the
distribution of which the circumstance of an earlier entrance
into the service furnishes no clain to a fuller measure of reward,
however little this may accord with human ideas of justice;
heuce the =parer are represented as murmauring, whereupon
they are dismissed f{rom the master's presence. Calvin
appropriately observes: “hoc murmur asserere noluit ultimo
diec futurum, sed tantum wegare causem fore murmurandi.”
Dut there is nothing to warrant the view that, inasmuch as
tliey consented to be hired only for definite wages, the =piru
betrayed an unworthy disposition, while those who came later
exhibited a more commendable spirit in being satisfied simply
with the promise of ¢ éév § éizwser. It can only be of service in
the way of edifying application, but it is not reconcilable with the
Listorical sense of the passage, to explain the different hours as re-
ferring to the different stages of life, childhood, youth, manhood,
anvl old age (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus),
inasmuch as they are meant to represent various periods be-
tween the time of Christ and the clese of the w/dv oirez, at
which the second coming is to take place, and are therelore to
be regarded as exhibiting the time embraced by the generation
then existing (xvi. 28) under the figure of a day with its
various divisions. Origen supposed that the allusion was to
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the leading epochs of history from the beginning of the world
(1) till the flood; (2) till Abraham; (3) till Moses; (4) till
Christ ; () till the end of the world. This view is decidedly
forbidden by xix. 29 f. Yet similar explanations, based upon
the history of the world, are likewise given Ly Theophylact
and others. No less foreign is the reference to the Jews and
Gentiles, which Grotius, but especially Hilgenfeld, following
Jerome, has elaborated, so that the first of the labourers are taken
to represent the Jews, whose terms of service, so to speak, are
distinetly laid down in the law, and subsequently re-affirmed,
at least, in an indefinite form ; while those who come last are
supposed to represent the Gentiles, who, in accordance with
the new covenant of grace, receive, and that before all the
others, precisely the same reward as those who were the first
to be called. Scholten is disposed to think that the parable
was also intended to expose the pretensions of the Jews to
precedence and distinction in the kingdom.

Vv. 17-19. According to the Synoptists, Jesus now takes
occasion, as He approaches Jerusalem (avaB. eis ‘Iepoo. is the
continuation of the journey mentioned in xix. 1), to intimate
to His disciples more plainly and distinetly than before (xvi.
21, xvii. 22) His impending fate. Comp. Mak x. 32 ff;
Luke xviii. 31 ff. — ka7 (8{av] diére odr &8er Taira palbeiv
Tods moAhols, wa py oxavdalofoow, Euthymius Zigabenus,
There were others travelling along with them. — favdre]
dative of direction: even fo death. See Winer, p. 197f.
[E. T. 263]. This is in accordance with later Greek usage.
Comp. Wisd. ii. 20; 2 Pet. ii. 6 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 475 ;
Grimm’s note on Wisd. as above. On the prediction of the
resurrection, see note on xvi. 21.

Ver. 20. Tore] after the announcement in vv. 17-19.
Salome, His mother’s sister (see note on John xix. 25), was
one of those women who were in the habit of accompanying
Jesus, xxvil. 56 ; Mark xv. 40, xvi. 1. She may have heard
from her sons what e, xix. 28, had promised the apostles. —
altobod Ti) malking a request. It is to anticipate to suppose T¢
to imply aliquid magni (Maldonatus, Fritzsche). Comp. ver. 21,
7{ Oénets. On the present participle, see Kithner, IL. 2, p. 622 £;
Dissen, ad Pind. Ol vii. 14 ; Bornem. ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 17.

Ver. 21. She thus designates the two most distinguished
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positions in the Messial’s kingdom. For among Orientals the
foremost place of honour was considered to be immediately on
the right, and the next immediately on the left of the king,
Joseph. Antt. vi. 11. 9; Wetstein and Paulus on this passage.
She desired to see her sons not merely in the position of
ordinary cvysAnpovopor and cupBacihedovres (Rev. iii. 21),
but in that of the most distinguished proceres regni.— elmé
{va] as in iv. 3. The fact that the gentle and hwumble Jokn
ghould also have shared this wish (for both the disciples, in
whose name also the mother is speaking, are likewise to be
regarded as joining in the request, ver. 22, so that there
cannot be said to be any essential difference between the
present passage and Mark x. 35), shows how much his character
must subsequently have been changed. Comp. Introduction
to Jokn, § 3.

Ver. 22. O« oidare, x.7.N] You do not understand what 1s
volved vi yowr request ; you do not seem to be aware that
the highest stages of cupBacedeww (2 Tim. i. 12; 1 Cor.
iv. 8) in my kingdom cannot be reached without previously
sharing in such sufferings as 1 have to endure. Jesus
addresses the two disciples themselves. — 8vvaafe] said with
reference to moral ability.— 10 woTpeov] DI, figurative
description of his fate gencrally, and of his sufferings in par-
ticular. See the exposition of Isa. 1i. 17; Jer. xlix. 12;
Martyr. Polyc. 14.

Ver. 23. The disciples reply: Suvduefla, not because they
did not quite understand what Jesus meant (ver, 18 £), but
because they were animated by a sincere though self-confident
determination, such, too, as was afterwards sufficiently verified
in the case of both, only in somewhat different ways. — od«
éoTiv épov Sodvar, aAN ols fTolp. Omo Tob maTp. p.] se.
dofioerar: is not my business (does not behove me) to give,
but it will be given to those for whom it has been prepared
(has been put in readiness, xxv. 34; 1 Cor. ii. 9) by my
Tather. For éuov éor/ with infinitive, comp. Plat. Lcgy. ii.
p. 664 B: éuov dv elp Aéyew. Jesus thus discourages the
questionable request by frankly declaring that the granting
of what has just been asked is one of those things which God

MATT. IL D
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has reserved to Himself; that it is a matter with which He,
the Son, must not interfere. Tor another instance of such
reservation on the part of the Father, see xxiv. 36 ; Mark
xiil. 32, This evident meaning of the words is not to Dbe
explained away or modified. The former has been done by
Chrysostom and his successors, also by Castalio, Grotins,
Kuinoel, who took a\\d as equivalent to e u7; the latter by
Augustine, Luther, according to whom the words as man
(“ secundum formam servi”) are to be understood, and Bengel,
wlio modities ovx €otew €uov Sodvar Dy ervoncously supplying
the words: 4l after my death. Turther, the words 70 péy
moTip. p. mwieaBe are to be regarded as expressing the Lord’s
unfeigned trust and confidence in the Svvapefa of the disciples ;
He fecls confident that they will verify it by their actions. His
words, therefore, are only indirectly tantamount to a piediction,
and that not exactly of death by martyrdom, which was cer-
taiuly the fate of James, Acts xii., though not of John,' but
of suffering generally in the interests of the Messial's kingdom
(Row. viit. 17; 2 Cor.i 5). It is probable, however, that the
apocryphal story about John swallowing a cup jfull of poison
(sec Fabricius, ad Cod. Apocr. 1. p. 576 ; Tischendorf, det. ap.
apecr. p. 2069), and that without being anything the worse
(Mark xvi. 18), as well as the legend about the attempt to
scald him to death in Doiling oil (Tertullian, de pracser. 36),
owe their existence and propagation to the present passage.
Origen views our Lord’s words on this occasion in coumnection
with the banishment of John to Patmos.

Ver. 24. "HyavdxTnoav] Jealousy of the two disciples
wlho werc thus aspiring to be first. Tuthymins Zigabenus: ot
déxa Tols dual pabiprals épbovnoar, Tév TpwTelwy éprepévors.

Ver. 25 ff. Those ambitious desires which prompted the
request of tlie sons of Zebedee have likewise a good deal to do

! The statement of Gregorius Hamartolos (quoted by Nolte in the 7'ib. theol.
Quertalschi. 1862, p. 466), to the eflect that, in his Adyie, Papias declares that
John was put to death by the Jews, cannot outweigh the testimony of the carly
church to the fact that he died a natural death. For the discussion of this
point, sce Hilgenleld in his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 78 I ; Overbeck, iid. 1867,
. 68 1. ; lloltzmann in Schenkel's Lex, 111 p. 333 ; Keim, 111 p. 44 1 ;
Steitz in the Stud, u. Krit. 1868, p. 487 I,
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with the displeasure of the other disciples. Accordingly, Jesus
endeavours to check their ambition by insisting on the humble
spirit of the servant as the way to trme greatness in the ranks
of IIis followers. — oi dpyovTes T@v é0v.] the heathen rulers.
— xaTaxvp.] the intensive force of the compound verb serves
to convey the idea of oppressive rule.  Comp. Diod. Sic. xiv.
G4, and the Sept. passine; see Schleusner; 1 Pet. v. 3; Acts
xix. 16. Similarly with regard to the xarefova., which occurs
nowliere else, and which may be rendered : they practise violence
toward. — abTov] refers in both instances to T. éfv@v. — ol
peydhod] the magnates (Hom. Od. xviii. 382, com). ueyiotdves,
Mark vi. 21), “ipsis saepe dominis imperiosiores,” Bengel. —
ovx oUTws éoTiv €y vuiv] it is not so among you. Observe
the present (see critical notes); there is no such order of
things among you. — péyas] great, not equivalent to wéyioros,
but in the sense of: to occupy a high and distinguished place
among yon. In the sphere to which you belong, true greatness
lies in doing service ; that is the principle on which you will
act. Hence the future éorac; for, in the event of any one
wishing to become great, hie will aim at it by means of serv-
ing; the latter is the way fo the former. — wpdTos] one of
the first in point of 1auk, a sort of elimnz to péyas, as Suirovos
is to Sovhos. The emphasis in the consequent clauses rests
on those two predicates, and Lence the emphatic word is placed
in each case at the close.

Ver. 25. "R2omwep] “ summum exemplum,” Bengel. Comp.
Phil. ii. 5; Rom. xv. 3; Polye. Phil. 5: Os éyévero Sudkovos
wavrwr. Observe here tlie consciousness, which Jesus had
Irom the very first, that to saerifice Limself was His great divine
mission. Cowmyp. Dorner, sindlose Volll. Jesu, p. 44 ff —
Staxovybijvar] to be waited wpon, as grandees are.-— xai
Sovvad] intensive; adding on the Aighest act, the culminating
point in the Staxovijoar; but dodwar is made choice of, because
the Juyy (the soud, as the principle of the life of the body) is
conceived of as Atpov (« ransom); for, through the shedding
of the blood (xxvi. 28; Epl. i. 7), it becomes the Tuy of the
redemption, 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23. Cowp. note on John x. 11,
—av7i ToAAor] avti denotes substitution. That which is
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given as a ransom takes the place (is given dustead) of those who
are to be set free in consideration thereof. The Adrpor (Plat.
Legg. xi. p. 919 A, Rep. p. 393 D, Thuc. vi. 5. 4) is an avri-
Mvrpor (1 Tim. ii. 6), dvradhayue (xvi. 26). Whether dov7i
moAAéy should be joined to Adrpow, which is the simpler
course, or connected with dodwar, is a matter of perfect indif-
ference (in answer to Hofmann, Seirifibew. I1. 1, p. 300) so
far as the meaning of dvri is concerned. In any case, that
rueaning is strictly and specifically defined Ly Adrpor (023),
according to which dvr{ can only be understood in the sense
of substitution in the act of which the ransom is presentel
as an equivalent to secure the deliverance of those on whose
behalf it is paid,—a view which is only confirmed by the fact
that in other parts of the New Testament this ransom is usually
spoken of as an expiatory sacrifice, xxvi. 28; John 1. 29;
1 John iv. 10; Rom. iii. 25; Isa. liii. 10; 1 Pet. 1. 18 {,
ili. 18. That which they are redeemed from is the eternal
arotea, in which, as having the wrath of God abiding upon
them (John iii. 36), they would remain imprisoned (John iii.
16; Gal iii. 13; 2 Cor. v. 21; 1 Pet. ii. 24; Col. i. 14, ii
13 f) as in a state of hopeless bondage (Heb. ii. 15), unless the
guilt of their sins were cxpiated. —woAA@y] The vicarious
death of Jesus may be described as having taken place for
ell (Rom, v. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 6; 1 John ii. 2), or for many

1 Ritschl, in the Jakrb. f. D. Theol. 1863, p. 222 (1., defines Adrpov as mean-
ing something given by way of equivalent in order to avert death ; this, how-
ever, is not sufficient, for, throughout the Sept. also, in which 993 is rendered
by aderpov (Ex. xxi. 30, xxx. 12; Num. xxxv. 31 [.; Prov. vi. 35, xiii. 8), pretium
redemtionis is found to be the specific neaning given to the word, although the
connection may sometimes admit ex adjuncto the additional idea of something
given for the purpose of averting death. The Sept. likewise adlieres to the same
meaning in cases where other expressions are yendered by Aédrser, such as i'I'SRJ
(Lev. xxv. 24, 51), DMI87 (Num, iii. 51), ﬁ‘ja (Ex. xxi. 30), n» (Isa.
xlv. 13). Ritsehl interprets onr present passage as follows : ‘T am come lo
gire away my life to God in sacrifice, that I may become the substitute of those
who could never hope to succeed in finding, cither for themselves or others, any
adequate ransom as « means of securing their exemption from death ; but the
substituie only of those who, through faith and sclf-denying devotion to my person,
Julfil the condition on which «lone the ransom furnished by me can procurc the
hoped for exemption,” . 238.
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(so also xxvi. 28; Heb. ix. 28), according as we regard it
as an objective fact (that fact being: Jesus has given His
life a ransom for «l/ men), or look at it in relation to the sub-
jective appropriation of its results on the .part of individuals
(which happens ouly in the case of believers). So in the
present case, where, accordingly, roAA@v is to be understood as
meaning all who delicve now and will believe hereafter (John
xvii. 20).

Ver. 29. Comp. Mark x. 46 ff.; Luke xviii. 35 ff. — Kai
énutap. avTdy amo ‘Tepiyw] The Synoptists make no mention
whatever of the visit to Ephraim and the journey to Bethany
(inentioned in John xi. 54, xii. 1) ; indeed, their narrative (Matt.
xxi. 1 £) positively excludes at least the latter of these. This
divergence, and not a mere waut of precision, shonld Le fairly
acknowledged (comp. note on xxi. 1), and not explained away
by means of ingenious conjectures (Paulus, Schleiermacher,
Neander, comp. also Sielfert, who suppose that Jesus may have
entered Bethany along with the rest of the pilgrims in the
evening, and may have lelt it again next morning or the morn-
ing after; see, on the eother hand, on John xii. 17 £, note).
A further discrepancy is to be found in the fact that Luke
represents the healing as having taken place €v 7@ dyyilew
avtov els Tepey., and that kark and Luke mention only one
blind man, although the first mentioned divergence has been
turned to account in the way of supporting the hypothesis
that Matthew has blended together two distinct cases of heal-
ing, one of which is supposed to have talen place when Jesus
was entering the town, the other when He was leaving it
(Theophylact, Neander, Wicseler, Ebrard, Krafft). The diffi-
culty connected with the mention of two men is not removed
by a supposed reminiscence of ix. 27 ff. (Strauss), nor ex-
plained by supposing that the blind man of Bethsaida, Mark
viil. 22, may Lave Dbeen included (Holtzmann, Volkmar); but
it proves that, in point of authenticity, Matthew’s account
compares unfavourably with the characteristic narrative of
Mark, which bears traces of being the original account of what
took place. Comp. note on viii. 28 ff.

Ver. 31f "Iva ciwmije.] Aim of émeriunoev airols. —
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Euthymius Zigabenus says well: émectopioer adrovs els Teu)w
7ot "Incod, @s évoyhodvras adror. Comp. xix. 13. They pro-
bably saw that He was just then in the act of conversing on
some topic or other. — 7¢ OéreTe morjow vuiv ;] The ques-
tion is intended to increase their confidence by means of the
hope which it excites. Comp. note on John v. 6. There is
no need to supply {va, but comp. note on xiii. 28.

Ver. 33 £ "Iva avovydaw, x.1.\] answering the above
question in terms of the object aimed at in the cry, é\énoov
nuas, of which a davory., x.7.\ is the continuation. — #jyraTo]
different from Mark and Lulke, who represent Jesus as healing
merely by the power of Ilis word. — Tév oppdrev (sce critical
notes), used for variety, Leing, as far as the meaning is con-
cerned, the same as odfaruol. Comp. Xen. Iem. 1. 4. 17
Dlat. Ale. I. p. 133 B. — avéBN. avT. oi 6¢0.] their eyes re-
covered the power of sceing ; naively told. — Axorov 8. avro)
we cannot tell whether they followed him permanently, though
this seems probable {rom Mark x. 46,
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CHAP. XXI.

CHAPTER XXIL

VER. 1. «poz v ¢poc] Instead of @péz, Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢/;,
following B C** 33, codd. of It. Or.(once). Correctly; =pés is
taken from Mark xi. 1; Luke xix. 29.— Ver. 2. copeddnre]
Lachm. Tisch. 8: =opsizais, following important evidence. Dut
the transcribers happened to he more familiar with mopsfecy:
(x. 6, xxii. 9, xxv. 9, 41). — For d=évarss, Lachin. Tisch. 8 have
zarévevrs, Which, though sanctioned by important evidence, is
borrowed from AMark and Luke. — &ydysre, for which, with
Lachu., dysrs should be read, is likewise taken from the parallel
passages (see, however, on Mark xi. 2). —Ver. 3. With the
Received text, Lachmn. and Tisch. read cé=oseri; following B D
H ALY, Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Or, while Matth. Griesh.
Scliolz, on the other hand, have adopted dxoorizoe.  Important
evidence on both sides. The connection seemed to require the
future, which was acordingly introduced here and in Mark xi.
3.—Ver 4. 62.6v] is to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch. 8,
following C* D L Z N, vss. Or. Chrys. Hil.  Comp. 1. 22, xxvi.
56.— Ver. 5. «5re:] Lachin. Tisch. : é=i s@.ov, following D L N &,
1, 124, vss.  Correctly; in the Sept. there is only oune é=i —
Ver. 6. The evidence of B C D 33 in favour of suéraZsy (Lachm.
Tisch. 7) is sufficient. Tisch. 8, with the Received text, reads
=rosiraey, the more usual form.— Ver. 7. For the first éscie
edrav, Lachm. and Tiscll. 8 read é7 «iraw, following B L Z N,
69, Or, with which we may class D and codd. of It., which
have 5" wiviv. The transcriber would be apt mechanically to
anticipate the subsequent émdsw. — émexddigey (Klz.: ézendliony)
is supported by decisive evidence (adopted by Matth. Griesb.
Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), so that instead of suppesing
it to be taken from Mark xi. 7 (comp. John xii. 14), we should
rather regard the reading of the Received text as derived from
Luke xix. 35. — Ver. 8. ferpdvivor] Tisch. 8: forpusas, following
only D 8* Or. A repetition of srpwsuv in the earlier part of
the verse.— Ver. 9. @podyovreg] Lachm. Tisch. : =pody. adriv, fol-
lowing B C D L &, min. vss. Or. Eus.  This a3réy, which in itself
is not indispensable, was still more apt to be omitted in con-
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sequence of Mark xi. 9.— Ver. 11. Lachm. (B D &, Or)) puts ¢
wpep. before "Izais; so also Tisch. 8. DBut how current was the
use of the phrase, “ Jesus of Nazareth!”— Ver. 12. o3 ®cod)
deleted by Lachm,, following B L &, min. vss. and Fathers. 1t
was omitted as superfluous, and from its not being found in
Mark and Luke, also in consequence of its not occurring else-
where in the New Testament. — Ver. 13. ézoi0are] Fritzsche,
Lachm. Tisch.: wosive, following B L &, 124, Copt. Aeth. Or.
Eus. Correctly; ézooure is from Luke. Comp.on Mark xi. 17.
Ver. 19. paxér] Lachm. and Tisch.: ob wanéci, following, it
is true, only B L; but o0 would readily be omitted, all the more
that Mark xi. 14 has simply waxér. — Ver. 23. é206vrs wil=d]
Lachm. Tisch. 8: éndévros adrob. Seeon viil. 1. —Ver. 25. "Tuwdvvou]
Lachm. and Tisch.: ¢ Tadwou, which is sufficiently attested by
B C Z ¥ Or.; s was omitted as superfluons.— zap iavr]
Lachm.: & taur, following B L M** Z, min. Cyr. Gloss in
accordance with xvi. 7, 8. — Ver. 28. xov] upon important evi-
dence, is with Fritzsche, Tisch. to be deleted as an interpolation.
— Ver. 30. irépw] So also Griesh. Scholz, Tisch. The 8surépw
(Lachm.) of the Received text is opposed by C*DEFGH K U
X A T &, min, vss. and Fathers, and, coming as it does after
=puwrw, looks like an exegetical gloss.— Ver. 31. #p@rog] Lachm.:
dorepoc.  Maintained by Rinck and Schieizer ' in the Stud. .
Kit. 1839, p. 944.  Comp. Ewald also, who, however, snggests
Sorepov, sc. peraperndeic.  Similarly Buttm. in the Stud. w. Kvit.
1860, p. 343 {f. Jorepos is found in B, while. D, vss. (also
codd. of It. and the Vulg.) and several IFathers read fsyo=oc.
Consequence of the transposition that had taken place in vv. 29,
30 (B, min. vss. and Fathers): ¢ & dmoxp. simev 'Eya, xdp., nui
o &mihfer. Kal apoothd. v iripw eim. do. O 8 dmoxp. eimey: O
0irw, Gorepov 08, oA But this trausposition was the result of the
ancient interpretation of the two sons as referring to the Jews
and the Gentiles.— Ver. 32, o2] Lachm.: 08¢, following B, min,
Syrcorandjer, Copt. Aeth. It. Vulg. Hilar. The compound nega-
tive, the force of which had not been observed, would be oniitted

1 Schweizer explains thus : & Sorepes, sc. &xsafav (which Buttm. should not have
declared to be erroneous).  The answer, e says, is hesitating and reluctant, perhaps
intentionally ambiguous. But coming after the question =i ix vav 39a, x.7. 4., the
simple § So7epos cam only be taken as equivalent to ¢ Sisrepos, as in Xen. fell. i,
7. 6, al. Lachm. was of opinion that the answer was intended to be inappro-
priate (comp. already Jerome), though he ultimately decided in favour of the
view that the words Atyovow . . . ’Insovs, which Or. omits, are spurious.  Sce the
latter's Praefat. 11. p. v.  Tisch,, Bleck, and others have correctly upheld the
reading of the Received text.
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all the more readily that & occurs just before. —Ver. 33, =i¢ after
évépass (in Elz. Matth.) is deleted by Griesb. and more recent
editors, in accordance with decisive evidence.— Ver. 38, xord-
e wuev] Lachm. and Tisch.: sxaues, following B D L 7 &, min,
Or. Cyr. The compound form, for sake of greater precision. —
Ver. 44. This whole verse is wauting in D, 33, Cant. Ver. Verc,
Corl. 1, 2, Or. Eus. (?) Lucif. Cyr. (?); condemned by Griesh,,
bracketed by Lachm,, deleted by Tisch. The external evidence
is not sufficient to warrant deletion. Had the words been
borrowed from Luke xx. 18, they would have been inserted
after ver. 42, and the first half of the passage would have been
in closer agreement with Luke (that is to say, the =é&s would
not have been left out). The omission, again, might well be
due to a mistake on the part of the copyist, whose eye might pass
at once from abris zai t0 abriv xai.— Ver. 46. a¢] Lachm. and
Tisch.: i, following B L 81,22, Or.  dg is from ver. 26, xiv. 5,

Ver. 1. Comp. Mark xi. 1 ff ; Luke xix. 29 ff. Kai #A600ov
ecs BnOdayi)) Ly way of giving greater precision to the
foregoing Jjyytoav eis ‘Iepos. They had come towerds Beth-
phage; that is, as the connection shows (ver. 2), they had not
actually entered the village, but were close upon it, so that
it lay right before them; comp.on Johniv. 5. Hard Ly them
(““in latere montis Oliveti,” Jerome) was the neighbouring
village of Bethany (ver. 17), about which, however, and its
position with reference to Bethphage (Dobinson, Pel. II. p.
312), nothing more precise can now be said. Cousequently
there is no divergence from Mark and Lulke, so that it is
unnecessary to understand efs, versus, after 7oy (Fritzsche),
which is distinet from, and more definite than, %yyicav.
—Of Bellphage, W82 N3 house of figs, no trace remains
(Robinson, as above). It is not once mentioned in the
Old Testament, though frequently in the Talmud. Buxtorf,
- 1691 ; Hug, Einl. I p. 18. — 767€] an important juncture.
“Non prius; vectura mysterii plena,” Dengel. To any one
travelling from Jericho, the holy city would be in full view at
Betlhphage (not at Bethany).  And Jesus makes due arrange-
ments for the entry ; it is not something done simply to gratify
the enthusiastic wishes of those about Him (Neander, de Wette,
Weizsicker) ; comp. Keim, 1II. p. 85 £,
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REMARK.—The stay of Jesus at Bethany, recorded by John
(xii. 1 {1), does not adnit of being inserted into the account given
by the Synoptists (in answer to Ebrard, Wichelh. Komment. wiber
d. Leidensyesch.p. 149 ; Lichtenstein); we should rather say that
these latter expressly forbid the view that the night had been
passed at Bethany, all the more that they introduce the anoint-
ing (Matt. xxvi. 6 ff.; Mark xiv. 3 {{), and consequently the
stay of Jesus at this village after the triumphal entry, and
that not merely in the order ol their narrative, but also in the
order of events (Matt. xxvi. 2; Mark xiv. 1). This likewise in
answer to Wieseler, p. 391 f—The tradition, to the effect that
the triwmplal entry took place on the Sunday (Palmaium), is 1n
no way inconsistent with the synoptic narrative désclf, and
agrees at the same time with John xii. 1, 12, inasmuch as it
would appear from this evangelist that the day on which Jesus
arrived at Dethany was most probably the 8th of Nisan, whicls,
liowever, according to John's representation, must have been
Saturday (see note on John xii. 1).  Still, as regards the dates
of the passion week, there remains this fundamental divergence,
that, according to the Synoptists, the Iriday on which dJesus
died was the 15th, while according to John (sec note on Joln
xviil. 28) it was the 14th of Nisan; and further, that John xii.
12 represents Jesus as lhaving passed the night at DBethany
previous to His triumphal entry, while according to the synop-
tical account He appears to have gone at once from dJericho to
Jerusalem. In auy case, the most authentic view of this
matter is that of John, on whose authority, therefore, must rest
the tradition that Sunday was the day on which Christ rode
into the city.

Ver. 2 . Eis myv «opny, &.7N] Bthphage. — ed0éws]
cssentially appropriate to the specific character of the instruce-
tions : fmmediately, after you have entered. — The mention of
two animals made by Matthew, though seemingly at variance
with Mark xi. 2, Luke xix. 30, John xii. 14, represents the
matter more correctly than the other evangelists, and is uetther
to be explained symbolically (of Judaism and heathenism, Justin
Martyr), nor to be regarded as a reduplieation on the part of
Matthew (Ewald, IToltzmann), nor to be traced to a misap-
prehension of the words of the propliet (de Wette, Neander,
Strauss, Hilgenfeld), who intends W 59‘; as an epexcegetival
parallel to ﬂb'_'}'&‘l] ; Tor just in the same way are we to understand
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kai émi wdtoy, ver. 5, so that, acecording to Matthew as well,
Jesus rides upon the foal, though accompanicd by the mother,
a detail which the other evangelists fail to notice. Moreover,
it is simply arbitrary to assign a mythical character to the
prediction of Jesus on the strength of Gen. xlix. 11 (Strauss ;
on the other hand, Bleek). — &7¢] recitative. -—— dmooréANet]
so {ar from refusing, He sends them away. The preseat repre-
sents as already taking place what will immniediately and cer-
tainly be realized. Comp. Mark iv. 29. In et@éws 8¢, but at
once, observe Jesus’ marvellous Lnowledge, not merely of the fact
that the animals would undoubtedly be found awaiting them
exactly as He said they would be, but of the further fact that
the people of the place are so loyal to Him as perfectly to
understand the meaning of the o xvpros, x.TA, aud to find in
those words sufficient reason for at once complying with His
request. Comp. xxvi. 18. The idea of a magical virtue
attaching to the use of the name Jesus (Strauss) is foreign to
the text; while, on the other hand, we fail to satisfy the
requirements of the three accounts of this incident by
resolving it into a merc case of Dorrowing (Paulus) or
requisition (Keim). — The simple account of John does not
aftect the credibility of the synoptic narrative (also in answer
to Bleek). See note on John xii. 14 f.

Ver. 4 f. "Iva mAnpw 3] not accidental, but in accordance
with the divine pwpose of fulfilling, ete. This quotation,
which is a free rendering, partly of the original Hebrew and
partly of the Septuagint, combines Isa. Ixii. 11 (efmare . ..
Zuwov) and Zech. ix. 9, where the riding of the ideal Messianic
king upon an ass is simply a representation, not indeed of
absolute humility (Flengstenberg, Cheistol. 111 p. 360 f.), for
such riding is a sign of wpadrys, but of a peaccful disposi-
tion ; comp. Ewald, Propheten, I. p. 256, ed. 2. e does not
come upon a war-lorse, not dpuara é\adver ds ol Aormol
Baogeneis, Chrysostom.  The incident in which Jesus then
realized the recognised fulfilment of the prophecy (IHengsten-
berg, Ewald, Keim) would sugeest the strained interpretation of
the figure, and quite properly, inasmuch as Cluist’s riding into
the city revealed the (ypicel nature of the form in which the
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prophet embodied his prediction (Diisterdicck, de et propheticne
nature ethice, 1852, p. 78 ). Tor the prophetic expression
daughter of Zion (the locality of the town regarded as its
mother), sec Kuobel’s note on Isa. i. 8. Comp. Lam. i. 6. —
aoi] Dative of ethical reference, common likewise in classical
Greek along with épyecfar. — rai émi wérov] Sce note on
ver., 2. xai is epexcyetical. — viov Omoluy] MIANTI.  TFor
vmoliyeov, beast of burden, a term more frequently used in the
Septuagint to designate the ass, comp. Herod. ix. 24, 39, 41;
Xen. Anab. 1, 3. 1; Lucian, Cynic. x.; Polyb. iii. 51, 4;
3 Esdr. v. 43; 2 Pet. ii. 16.

Ver. 7. They spread their onter garments upon both animals,
being uncertain whick of them Jesus intended to mount. —
The (second) émdvw avrér must necessarily be referred, with
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Castalio, Deza, Homberg,
Fritzsche, Winer, p. 165 [E. T. 219], to the garments, in which
case it is clear from ver. 5 that Jesus sat upon the foul. Were
we to refer avrdy to the animals, the result would be the absurd
idea (which Strauss, B. Bauer, Volkmar make use of agninst
Matthew) that Jesus mounted both of them «t once, not onc
after the other (Fritzsche, Fleck), seeing that . émexdbicer ém.
atrav denotes the instantaneous, finished act which followed
the spreading of the garments. To suppose (Ebrard, Olshausen),
by way of justifying the reference to the animals, that we have
here a loose form of speech, corresponding to the German phrase:
he leaps from the horses, and such like, is out of the question,
for the simple reason that no sucl coAApYrs can be assumed
in the case of ver. 5, all the less so that, from this verse, it
would appear that it was the dan on which Jesus rode, witl
the foal walking by her side.

Ver. 8. Manifestations of respect, such as kings were usually
greeted with on entering cities, 2 Kings ix. 13; Wetstein’s
note on this passage; Robinson, II. p. 383.— o wAetoTos
dxNos] the most of the people, the greatest part of the multi-
tude. Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 397 D; Thue. vii. 78; Xen.
Anab. iil. 2. 36.— éavTdv] states what the multitude did
with their own garments, after the disciples had spread theirs
upon the two beasts.
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Ver. 9 ff. ‘Roavvd] N OYP¥IN, Ds. exviii. 25, bestow
blessing I—addressed to God. The dative is due to the
meaning of the verb (opitulare) contained in doavvd, —
doavva év Tois UYrior.] Grant blessing in the highest places
(Luke ii. 14), 1.c. in the highest Zcaven (Eph. iv. 10), where
Thy throne is fixed, and from which let it descend upon the
Messiah. The interpretation of Fritzsche, Olshausen: let
blessing Le proclatmed (by the angels) in heaven! is far-
fetehed. No less so is that of de Wette, Bleek: let Hosanna
be eonfirmed in heaven, let it be ratified by God! Nor is év 7.
. equivalent to ¢ &v 7. vy (grant blessing, O Thou who art
1n lieaven), as Beza Vatablus Calov1us Benrrel Kuinoel, are

be His mpresentative, John v, 43. — Spekamcr generally, the
exclamation may be described as an outburst of enthusiasm
expressing itself, in a free and impromptu manner, in language
borrowed from the hymn for the feast of Tabernacles, Ps. exviii.
(Succoth iv. 5). — éaeiafn] was thrown into « state of com-
motion (Pind. Pyth. iv. 484 ; Soph. Ant. 163), on account of
the sensation created by this Messianie entry iuto the city.
The excitement was contagious.— ¢ wpodrtns] the well-
Luown prophet. The crowds that accompanicd Him had, in
most explicit terms, designated Him the Messiali; but the less
interested people of the city wished above all to ascertain His
name and rank. Hence the full reply, Ineobs ... Iak,
in which the o dwo Nafap. . T'arih. doubtless betrays some-
what of the Galilean consetousncss of the multitude, inasmuch
as it was for most part composed of Galileans.

IREMARK,— The triumphal entry of Jesus is not a final
attempt to establish the Messianic kingdom in a political
sense (JVolfend. Fragm.), such a kingdom having been entirely
foreign to His purpose and His function. It is rather to be
regarded as His last public and solemn appearance as the
Messiah,—an appearance which, coming as it did immediately
before His passion, was on the one hand a matter of deep
personal interest because of the necessary bearing it was felt
to have upon the mission of His life; while, if taken in con-
nection with what happened so soon after, it was calculated, on
the other hand, to destroy all expectations of a merely political
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kind. The time was now coine when Jesus felt that, just
because He was the Messial, it behoved Him to do something—
and for this He appropriates the prophet’s symbol of the Prince
of Peace —by way of contrast to Ilis practice hitherto of for-
bidding the publication of His Messiahship. This step, which,
from the fact of the crisis being so near, might now be taken
without risk, He had postponed till the eve of His death,—a
circumnstance of the ntmost significance as regarded the seunse
in which His DMessiahship was to be understood. 77s
incident, too, was one of the things for which His hour had
not previously come (John vi. 15). Comp. note on John vii,
5 f.  Strauss asserts that there is here the possibility at least
of o mythical story, though his objectious are far {rom Dbeing 1o
the point. See, on the other haud, Ebrard and Bleek. Accord-
ing to Wittichen, Jaksd. f. D. Theol. 1862, p. 365, Jesus did
not intend this incident to be regarded in any other light than
as an ordinary festival procession, but the multitude, withont
consulting Him, turned it into an occasion for a Messianic
demonstration. This is not in keeping with the unusual pre-
parations mentioned in ver. 2; comp. ver. 7.

Ver. 12, Different from Mark xi. 11, 15, where the narra-
tive is more precise; comp. Weiss’ note on Mark. — In the
court of the Gentiles were the f«lernac, mwn, where animals,
incense, oil, wine, and other requisites for sacrifice were ex-
posed for sale. Lightfoot on this passage.— The moncy-
changers (koAivf., see Phrynichus, p. 440) exchanged on
cominission (na%p, Maimonides, Shckal. 3) ordinary money for
the two draclunae pieces which werc used in paying the
temple tribute (see note on xvii. 24). — This cleansing of the
temple is, with Chrysostom, Paulus, IXuinoel, Tholuel, Olshau-
sen, Kern, Ebrard, DBauwmgarten - Crusius, Schleiermacher,
Hengstenberg, Wieseler, to be regarded as the sccond that took
place, the first being that recorded in John ii. 13 ff, and
which occurred on the occasion of the first visit to Jerusalem.
The abuse having been repeated, there is no reason why Jesus
should not have repeated this purifying process, and that (in
auswer to Hofmann, Luthardt, IIengstenberg) without any
essential difference. The absence, in the synoptical account,
of any allusion to a previous oceasion, is sufficiently explicable
from the length of time that iutervened, and from the fact
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that the Synoptists take no notice generally of what took
place during the earlier visit to Judea. The similarity of the
wccompanyiny circumstances may be accounted for from the
similarity of the incidents themsclves ; whereas the supposition
that the cleansing took place only on one occasion would
necessarily involve a clironological derangement extending to
almost the whole period of Christ’s ministry,—a derangement
which can neither be fairly imputed to the synoptical narrative
nor even conceived of as far as John is coucerned, whose
testimony is that of an eyc-witness. This is not “ wishy-
washy criticism ” (Keim), but it is based upon the authenticity
of the fourth Gospel, as well as upon the weighty and unani-
mous testimony of the synoptical writers, to sacrifice whose
authority for the sake of John would be both one-sided and
violent. This, however, is what Wetstein, Liicke, Neander,
de Wette, Dleek, Ewald, Weizsicker have doune. Otheis,
again, have rejected the fourth evangelist’s account, so far
as its chronology is concerned, in favour of that of the
Synoptists (Ziegler, Theile, Strauss, Baur, Weisse, Hilgen-
feld, Schenkel, Keim). Comp., further, the remarks under
John ii. 17.

Ver. 13. Free combination of Isa. Ivi. 7 and Jer. vii. 11,
and taken from the Sept.— xAn67c.] how sacred the pur-
pose for which it was intended, but ye, etc. — woeeire (sce
critical notes) censures this desecration of the temple as a
thing in which they are still persisting. — omihacov AnaTév]
The strong language of the prophet (otherwise in John) was in
keeping with the emotion that was awakened in Jesus. The
use of such language is sufficiently accounted for by the fact
that «varice had taken up its abode In those sacred precincts
to carry on its huckstering and money-changing : 76 wap
didorepdés \yorpicoy wabos éor, Theophylact. Differently
Tritzsche : “ Vos undequaque pecuniam, animalia huc conge-
rere sustinetis, ut latrones praedam comportant in speluncam,”
—where, however, due prominence is not given to the dis-
tinctive point of comparison, viz. the robbery. — In vv. 12,13,
Jesus acts with higher authority than that of a mere zealot
(Num. xxv. 11) : He addresses Himself to the purifying of the
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temple and its worship with such a reforming energy as,
according to Mal. iii. 1-3, Dbefitted the Messich. Comp.
Bertholdt, Cristol. p. 163 ; Ullmann, Sindl. p. 177.  And the
acquiescence of the astonished multitude is all the more in-
telligible on the occasion of tis cleansing, that the indignant
reformer had just celebrated His triumphal march into the
city in the character of Messiah. But even on the first occa-
sion, John ii., their acquiescence is sufficiently explicable from
the sudden and decided nature of the proceeding, taken in
connection with the spiritually - imposing character of the
Lord's person and bearing (* divinitatis majestas lucebat in
facie,” Jerome), so that it is quite ncedless to resort to the
hypothesis of a miracle (Origen, Jerome).

Ver. 14 ff. The insertion of vv. 14-16 from the apostolic
tradition is peculiar to Matthew. —ta favpdoea] the only
instance of this usage in the New Testament, though very com-
mon in classical Greek and the Sept.: the wondciful things, viz.
the cleansing of the temple and the miraculous cures. This
combination has suggested the use of the more comprehensive
term. —Ver. 16. dxovets «.7.A.] in a tone of rebuke, implying
that He was the occasion of such impropriety, and was tolerat-
ing it.— 67¢] recitative. The reply of Jesus, so profoundly
conversant with the true sense of Scripture, is as much as to
say that this shouting of the children is altogether befitting, as
being the praise which, according to Ps. viil. 3, God has perfected.
—vymiov k. @nratévTwr] In explaining the words of the
psaln, there is no need to bave recourse to the fact that
children wnsually received suck for two and threc years
(Grimm’s note on 2 Mace. vii. 27), nor even to theidea of the
children being transformed into «du/t instruments in effecting
the triumph of God’s cause (Hofmann, IWeiss. «. Epf. 1L p.
118), but only to bear in mind that, as a genuine poet, the
psalmist seemed to hear, in the noise and prattle of the babes
and sucklings, a celebration of their Maker's praise. DBut, in-
asmuch as those children who shouted n the temple were not
mjmioe (i.c. in connection with €nidal. nfuntes, Isa. xi 8;
1 Cor. iil. 1), the scriptural warrant by which Jesus here
justifies their hosannas may be said to be based upon an in-
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ference @ minore ad majus. That is to say, if, according to
Ds. viii. 3, God had already ordained praise from the mouths
of sucklings, how much more has He done so from the mouths
of those little ones who now shouted hosamne ! The former,
though unable to speak, and still at the mother's breast, are
found praising God; how much more the lutéer, with their
hosauna cries! These last are shouted in honour of the
Messiah, who, however, is God’s Son and Representative, so
that in His Sofa God is glorified (John xiii, 31, xiv. 13;
Phil. ii. 11), nay, God glorifies Himself (John xii. 28) — .
nvA{cln éxei] Consequently He did not pass the night in
the open iy (in answer to Grotius), for neither in classical
Greek do we always find adhilesBar used in the sense of
bivouacking (Apollonid. 14; Diod. Sic. xiii. 6). Comp. Tob.
iv. 14, vi. 10, ix. 5; Judg. xix. 9 f — On Bethany, some
15 stadia from Jerusalem (John xi. 18), see Tobler, Topogr-
2. Jerus. I1 p. 432 ff; Robinson, Pel. II. p. 309 ff.; Sepp,
Jerus, w. d. heil. Land, 1. p. 583 ff. At present it is only a
niigerable village, known by the Arabic name of ¢/-A4ziréych (from
el-Azir, 1.e. Lazarus).  For the name, see note on John i, 28.

Ver. 19. Comp. Mark xi. 19 fff  Miav] “unam illo loco,”
Bengel. — émi 74s 080d] The tree, which was by the side
of the public road (not on private property), stood above
the road, either projecting over it merely, or occupying an
elivence close to it, or tlie road itself may lave been in a
ravine. It was a favourite practice to plant fig-trees by the
rondside, because it was thought that the dust, by absorbing
the exuding sap, was conducive to the better growth of the
fruit, Plin. . H. xv. 19.— 9Afev émw’ adriv] not: con-
scendit arborem (Fritzsche), but: He went wp to . From
sceing the tree in foliage, Jesus expected, of course (for it
was well known that the fig-tree put forth its fruit before
coming into leaf), to find fruit upon it as well, namely, the
carly boccore, whieh, as a rule, did not ripen till June,
aud not the harvest-figs, kermuse, that had been on the
tree all winter, and the existence of which He could not
infer from secing leaves. Comp. Tobler, Denlll. aus Jerus.
- 101 fT.  On the disappointed cxpectation of Jesus, Dengel

MATT. IL E
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observes : “maxima humanitatis et deitatis indicia uno tem-
pore edere solitus est.” It is a perversion of the text to say,
with Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, that He did not ex-
pect to find fruit upon the tree, but went up to it merely for
the purpose of working the miracle. Moreover, the hunger
is alleged to have been only a oymparilecfac (Euthymius
Zigabenus), or an esuries sponte cxcitale (Cornelius a Lapide).
The account of the withering of the tree, contained in Mark
xi. 12 ff, 19 £, is more precise and more original (in answer
to Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Keim). Matthew abridges.

Ver. 21 f Instead of telling the disciples, in reply to
their question, by what means He (in the cxercise of His
divine power) caused the tree to wither, He informs them
how they too might perform similar and even greater wonders
(John xiv. 12), namely, through an unwavering faith in Him
(xvil. 20), a faith which would likewise secure a favourable
answer to all their prayers. The participation in the life
of Christ, implied in the «rioTis, would make them partakers
of the divine power of which He was the organ, would be a
guarantec that their prayers would always be in harmony
with the will of God, and so would prevent the promise from
being in any way abused. — The afuir of the fig-tree (7o mijs
aukijs, comp. viii. 33) should neither be explained on natural
grounds (Paulus says: Jesus saw that the trec was on the
point of dying, and that He intimated this “in the popular
phraseology ”!  Comp. even Neander, Baumgarten - Crusius,
Dleek), nor regarded as a mythical picture suggested by the
parable in Luke xiii. 6 ff. (Strauss, de Wette, Weisse, Hase,
Keim), but as the miraculous result of an cacreise of His will on
the part of Jesus,—such a result as is alone in keeping with
the conception of Christ presented in the Gospel narrative.
But the purposc of the miracle cannot have been to punish an
inanimate object, nor, one should think, merely to make a
display of iiraculous power (Fritzsche, Ullmaun), but fo e-
present in a prophetic, symbolical, visible form the punishment
which follows moral barrenness (Luke xiii. 6 ff),—such a
punishment as was about to overtake the Jews in particular,
aud the approach of which Jesus was presently to announce
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with solemn earnestness on the eve of His own death (vv. 28-4 4,
xxii, 1-14, xxiii,, xxiv., xxv.). It is true He does not make
any express declaration of this nature, nor had He previously
led the disciples to expect such (Sieffert); but this objec-
tion: is met partly by the fact that the =7d¢ of the disciples’
question, ver. 20, did not requiic Him to do so, and partly by
the whole of the subsequent denunciations, which form an
eloguent commentary on the silent withering of the fig-tree.
— altionte €v 77 wpooevys] Comp. note on Col. i 9:
what ye will have desired in your prayer.— wioTevorTES]
Condition of the Mijyrecfe. He who prays in fuith, prays in
the name of Jesus, John xiv. 13.

Ver. 23. Comp. Mark xi. 27 ff.; Luke xx. 1 ff. — 4¢8d-
oxovte] while He was engaged in teaching. — év woia
¢fovoia] in virtue of what Lind of authority. Comp. Acts
iv. 7. The second question is intended to apply to Him who
lies given the authority ; the first is general, and has reference
to the naturc of the authority (whether it be divine or human).
—7avTa) these things, caunot point merely to the cleansing
of the temple (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus), which is
too remote for such special reference. As little can the
teaching by itself be intended (Grotius, Jengel), that being a
matter in connection with the ministry of Jesus about which
the Sanhedrim was comparatively unconcerned, and for which
He did not need a higher authority. We should rather say
that, in their ravra, the questioners mean to include «l! that
up till that moment Jesus had done and was still doing in
Jerusalem, and therefore refer to the triumphal entry, the
cleansing of the temple, the miraculous healing and the teach-
ing in the temple, all which, taken together, seemed to betoken
the Messianic pretender. Comp. de Wette, Bleek, Weizsdcker,
p. 532; Keim, IIL p. 112. The members of the Sanhedrim
Lioped either to hear Him acknowledge that the éfovoia was
divine, or presumptuously assert that it was self-derived, so
that in either case they might have something on which to
found judicial proccedings against Him. They seem to have
heen a provisional deputation of the Sanhedrim appointed to
discover a pretext for excommunicating Him, Comp. John i, 19.
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Ver. 24 f. Jesus prudently frustrates their design by pro-
posing in reply a puzzling question, which, in the circumstances,
they did not know how to answer.— Aoyov éva] a single
word, a single question ; not more. The subject of the ques-
tion itself is admirably chosen, seeing that the work of reform
in which Jesus was engaged had a necessary connection with
that of John ; both would stand and fall together. — o8ev
] whence did ¢ procced ? The following alternative is ex-
planatory : was it from God, who had cownmissioned John, or
jromy mcen, so that he baptized simply on his own authority or
that of his fellow-mortals ? The Ilatter was out of the ques-
tion, if John was a prophet (ver. 26). Comy., further, Acts
v. 39.—&veroy. map’ éavTols] they deliberated by themsclues,
privately xa7’ i8lav, v.c. with cach other, during a Lrief pause
for private consultation, before giving their decision, whiclt
was intimated in the subsecqueut awoxpifévres 76 'Inoob.
Suahoyileobasr in this instance also denotes reflection combined
with mutual consultation. Comp. xvi. 7; Mark viil. 16
Luke xx. 14.—émtoTevoare avTd] Myorte moANa Kai
peydha mept epod, Euthymius Zigabenus.

Ver. 26 {. PoBovpeba Tov xrov] Those words are pre-
ceded by an aposiopesis, the import of which, however (Luke
xx. 6), is indicated by the words themselves.—The languase
of embarrassment: “ But supposc we should say: From men ;
we ave afraid of the people)” etc.  Comp. note on Acts xxiil
9. — mdvTes yap, #.TA] See on xiv. 5.—«kai adTos] He
olso on His part ; for as they with their wretched odx of8auer
left the question of Jesus unausiwcred, so now in like manncr
H: with His decided and humbling od8e éyd (ncither do I')
refuses to answer theirs.

Vv. 28—-32. Peculiar to Matthew, and doubtless taken from
the collection of the sayings of the Lord.—Jesus now assumes
the offtnsive in order to convince His adversaries of their own
baseness. — Téxva and Téxvoy suggest the father’s love. — Ver.
30. éyd] is to be taken clliptically, and that with due regard
at the same time to its emphatic character, in virtue of which
it forms a contrast to the negative answer of the other son:
Z, sir, will go and work in the vineyard this very day. The
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xUpte_expresses the hypocritical submission of the man. — T%.
publicans and hailots are represented Dby the first mentioned
son ; for previous to the days of John they refused to obey
the divine call (in answer to the command to serve Him,
which God addressed to them through the law and the pro-
phets, they practically said: od 8éw), but when John appeared
they accorded him the faith of their hearts, so that, in con-
formity with his preaching, they were now amending their
ways, and devoting themselves to the service of God. The
acinbers of the Sanledirim arve vepresented by the second son ;
for, while pretending to yield obedience to the law of God
revealed in the Scriptures (by the submissive airs which they
assumed, they practically uttered the insincere éyw, xUpie), they
in reality disregarded it, and, unlike the publicans and the
lLarlots, they would not allow themselves to le influenced by
the movement that followed the preaching of the Baptist, so
that neither the efforts of John nor the example of the publicans
and hatlots had any effect upon them in the way of producing
conversion. To understand by the two sons the Gentiles and
the Jews, is entirely against the context.— mpoayovow
buas) as though the future entering into the Messianic king-
dom were now taking place. The goling before, however, does
not necessarily imply that others are following. Comp. xviii.
14.—¢év 086 Sirarootuns) in the way of righicousness, i.c.
as oune whose walk aud conversation are characterized by
moral integrity. év duéumte Biw (Theophylact), va xai a&io-
wtoros ¢avy (Luthymins Zigabenus). Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 21,
i, 2; Prov. viil. 20, xii. 28, xvii. 23. The preaching of
richteousness (de Wette, Bleek, Keim) would have been ex-
pressed by some such terms as o8ov Swkaios. Sidacwwy
{(xxil. 16).— (8évTes] the fact, namely, that the publicans
aud harlots believed Him. — 08¢ peTepeh. vot.] did not cven
feel penitent afterwards (ver. 29), far less did you get the
leugth of actual conversion. The example of those others
produced so little impression upon you. The emphasis is not
on DaTep., but on wereu. — Tob mwiaTeboar] Object of uerep.
voT., so as to belicve Him.

Ver. 33 ff. Comp. Mark xii. 1 ff.; Luke xx. 9 [f.  Jesus,
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in ver. 28 [T, having shown His adversaries how base they are,
now proceeds to do this yet more circumstantially in another
parable (founded, no doubt, upon Isa. v. 1 {f), in which, with
a lofty and solemn earnestness, Ile lays bare to them the full
measure of their sin against God (even to the killing of is
Son), and announces to them the punishinent that awaits them.
-—opvfev év alTd Anvov] dug o wine-vat tn it.  Comp.
Xen. Oce. xix. 2: omdgov Bdbos dpirreww 8ei 70 ¢puror. This
was a trough dug in the earth for the purpose of receiving the
juice of the grape as it flowed down from the press through
an aperture covered with a grating. See Winer, Realir. L.
p- 653 f —@dpyov] a tower, for watching the vineyard.
Such tower - shaped structures were then, and are still, in
common use for this purpose (Tobler, Denkdl. p. 113. — éEé-
do70] ke let it out (Pollux. 1. 75 ; Herod. i. 68 ; Plat. Parm. p.
127 A; Dem. 268, 9), namely, to be cultivated. Seeing that
the proprictor himself collects the produce (vv. 34, 41), we
must assume that the vineyard was let for a moncy rent, and
not, as is generally supposed, for a share of the fruit. Tor
nothing is said in this passage about payment in kind to
the proprietor, including only part of the produce. Other-
wise in Mark xii. 2; Luke xx. 10; comp. Weiss’ note on
Mark. — Tovs kapmovs abTod] adrod is often taken as
referring to the vineyard ; but without reason, for there is
nothing to prevent its being referred to the subject last
wmentioned. It was is own frwit that the master wished to
have brought to him. The fruit of the vineyard, and the
whole of it too, belongs to him.— éxeBoBorncav] they stoned
M (xxitl. 37 ; John viii. 5; Acts vil. 58 f, xiv. 5; Heb. xit.
20), forms a climaz to amékr., as being a “species atrox”
(Bengel) of this latter. — évrpamija.] a reasonable expecta-
tion. — eilmor €v éavtols] they swid onc to another.— kat
oxGper TYY KAnpov. avTol] and let us oblwin possession of
his anheritance, namely, the vingyard to which he is the hen:
In these words they state not the result of the murder (as in
Mark), but what step they proposc to take next.  Alter the death
of the son, who is therefore to be regarded as an only one,
they intend to lay claim to the property. — é€éBarov «.
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amérr.] differently in Mark xii. §, hence also the transposition
in D, codd. of It. This passage contains no allusion to the
previous excommunication (Grotius), or to the crucifixion of
Christ because it took place outside of Jerusalem (comp. Heb.
xiii. 12 {.; so Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Olshausen), but simply describes the seene in which the son
on his arrival s thrust out of the vineyard and murdered.—
The parable illustrates the hostile treatment experienced
time after time Ly God’'s prophets (the SodAoc) at the hands
of the leaders (the husbandmen) of the Jewish theocracy
(the vineyard),-—an institution expressly designed for the
preduction of moral fruit,—and also shows liow their self-
seeking and love of power would lead them to put to death
even Jesus, the Son, the last and greatest of the messengers
from God. Comp. Acts vii. 51f  Clrysostom, Theophylact,
Euthymius Zigabenus, likewise find a meaning in the ledge
(the law), the winc-zat (the altar), and the fower (the temple).
So also Bengel, who sees in amedjunoer an allusion to the
“tempus divinac taciturnitetis ;” while Origen takes it as re-
ferring to the time when God ceased to manifest Himself in
a visible shape.

Ver. 40 f. According to Mark and Luke, it is Jesus who
replies.  But how appropriate and how striking (comp. ver.
31) that the adecrsarivs themselves are forced to pronounce
their own condemnation (in answer to Schueckenburger, de
Wette, Bleek) ! — kaxovs kaxas dmohécer avr.] as despic-
able ercatures (scoundrels), He will miseradly destroy them.  The
collocation xaxous xaxws serves to indicate iu an emphatic
manner the correspondence between the conduct in question
and its punishment. See Wetstein’s note ; Fritzsche, Diss. in
2 Cor. i p. 147 f.; Lobeck, Peralip. p. 58. Comp. Eur
Cyel. 370: kakws oltor karol amorowd; and, in general,
Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 866 ; Elmsl. «d Eur. Med. 787. If we
are to apply the parable in accordance with the order of
thought, and, thercfore, in conformity with the meaning
intended by Jesus Himself, we caunot understand the coming
of the «Upios and the execution of the punishment as denoting
the second advent and the last judgment ; for, apart from the
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fact that it is God and mnot Christ that is represented by
the xdptos, the words oirwes amoddoovow, 7.\, would point
to the period subscquent to the advent and the judgment,—
a reference not in keeping with the sense of the passage.
The true reference is to the destiuction of Jerusalem, the
shape in which the divine judgment is to overtake the then
guardians of the theocracy, whereupon this latter would be
entrusted to the care of other gunides (ic. the leaders of the
Christian church as representing the true 'Ispan\ Toi Geob),
who as such will be called upon to undertale the duties
and responsibilities of their unfaithful predecessors. Comp.
xxii. 7; John vil. 34; Eph. iv. 11 f.  Such are the things
which those lostile questioners * dxovres mwpodnTevovar”
(Euthymius Zigabenus). — év Tois Katpois avTav] avrov
refers to the ryewpyol: at the terms prescribed to them for
doing so.

Ver. 42. The enemies of Jesus have answered correctly,
but they are not aware that they have thus pronounced thelr
own condemnation, since those who thrust out the Son that
was sent to tliem are no other than themselves. To Dlring
this fully home to them (ver. 45), is the purpose of the
coucluding words added by our Lord. The quotation is
from the Septuagint version of Ps. exviii. 22 f, which was
composed after the captivity, and in which the stone, ac-
cording to the listorical sense of the psalm, represents the
people of Isracl, who, though rejected by the Geutiles, were
chosen by God to form the foundation-stone of 1Iis house
(the theocracy); while, according to the fypical reference of
the passage (which the Rabbinical teachers also recognised,
see Schoettgen), it denotes the ideal head of the theoeracy,

viz. the Messiah. — Nifov 6v] @ stonc which, attraction of
very frequent occurrence. — dmedokip.] as not fit for being
nused in the building. — odTos] ?¢hdis, and no other —

keparyy yovias] NV YN, head of the corncr, ie. corncr-
stone (in Hesychius we find xedpaliTns in the sense of
corner-stone ; see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 700), is the meta-
phorical designation of Him on whom the stability and
development of the theocracy depend, without whom it would
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fall to picces, and in this respect He resembles that stone in
a building which is indispensably necessary to the support
and durability of the whole structure. The antitype here
referred to is not the Genfiles (I'ritzsche), but, as must be
inferred from the connection of our passage with what is said
about the Son being thrust out and put to death, from the
further statement in ver. 44, and from the common usage
throughout the New Testament (Aets iv. 11; Eph. ii. 20;
1 Pet. ii. 7), the Messiah. — éyévero atiTy] did he become so
(viz. the corner-stone, xepady ywvias). Here the fominine is
not a Hebraism fov the ncuter (as little is it so in 1 Sam. iv.
7; Ps. xxvil. 4), as Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 108 [E. T. 123],
would have us suppose, but strictly grammatical, inasmuch as
it refers to xep. ywv.; and accordingly we find that in the
Septuagint also nxr is rendered aceording to its contextual
reference. To refer to mwvias merely (Wetstein) is inad-
missible, for this reason, that, in what precedes, xegaly yowv.
was the prominent idea. —xai écre QavpasTy, x.TA] viz
this xedpaNy yov. “ Our eyes,” as relerring to belicvers.

Ver. 45, dea TodTo] therefore, because, according to the
psalm just quoted, the rejected stone is destined to become
the corner-stone.  What is contained in the following
aunouncement is the necessary consequence of the inversion
of the order of things just referred to. The Aéyw Juiv, how-
ever, like the d¢’ Uudv below, implies the obvious inter-
mediate thought: “ for it is you who reject this corner-stone.”
—apbioerar ad’ vudv] for they, along with the whole
'Iopai\ kata cdpra represented Ly them, were by natural
right the owners of the approaching Messianic kingdom, its
theocratic heirs; comp. xiii. 88. — éfver mocotvTe, x7A]
Jesus is not here referring to the Gentiles, as, since Eusebiuy
time, many, and in particular Schenkel, Hilgenfeld, IKeim,
Volkmar, have supposed, but, as the use of the sincular
already plainly indicates, to the whole of the future subjects
of the kingdom of the DMessialy, conecived of as one people,
which will therefore consist of Jews and Gentiles, that new
Messianic people of God, which is to constitute the body
politic in the kingdom that is about to be established,
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1 Pet. ii. 9. The fruits of the Messiak’s kingdom are those
fruits which must be produced as the condition of admission
(v 38 ff, xiii. 8). Hence, likewise, the use of the present
mowotyTe; for Jesus regards the future subjects of the king-
dom as alrcady enticipating ifs establishment by producing
its fruits. The mectaphor is to be regarded as an echo of
the parable of the vineyard.  The frwits themselves are
identical with those mentioned in Eph. v. 9; Gal. v. 22;
Rom. vi. 22.

Ver. 44. After having indicated the future punishment in
the merely negative form of ap@ijgerar «.7.\., Jesus now pro-
ceeds to announce it in posifive terms, by means of parallelism
in which, without dropping the metaphor of the stoue, the
person in question is first the subject and then the olject.
A solemn exhausting of the wlole subject of the coming
doom. And whosocver will have fallen upon this stone (who-
soever Dy rejecting the Messiah shall have incurred the
judgment consequent thercon) shall be broken (by his fall);
but on whomsocver it shall fall (whomsoever the Messiah, as
an avenger, shall have overtaken), @ shall winnow him, i.c.
throw him off like the chaff from the winnowing-fan. ouvvfAdo-
Oac (to be crushed) and Mwpdcbac, which form a climax, are
intended to portray the execution of the Messianic judgments.
Mrpaw is not equivalent to conterere, comminaere, the meaning
usnally assigned to it in accordance with the Vulgate, but
is rather to be rendered by to winnow, ventilare (I1. v. 500 ;
Xen. Occ. xviil. 2. 6; Plut. Mor. p. 701 C; Lucian, Gymnas.
xxv.; Ruth iil. 2 ; Eeclus. v. 10).  See likewise Job xxvii. 21,
where the Sept. employs this figurative term for the purpose
of rendering the iden of driving away as before « sform ().
Comp. Dan. ii. 44; Wisd. xi. 20. — Observe the change which
the figure undergoes in the second division of the verse. The
stone that previously appeaved in the character of the corner-
stone, lying at rest, and on which, as on a stone of stum-
bling (Isa. viil. 14 f), some one falls, is now conceived of as
rolling down with crushing force npon the man; the latter
having reference to the whole of such coming (ver. 40) in
judgment down to the second advent; the former expressing
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the same thoucht in a passive form, xeitar els wr@ow (Luke
1. 34).

Ver. 43 f It was the hint contained in this concluding
remark that led Jesus at once to follow up what had heen
already said with another parabolic address directed against
Ilis enemics. — ol apytepeis «. ol Papeo.] identical with
the of dpy. & of mwpeoBiTepor of ver. 23, so that, in the
present instance, the latter are designated by the name of the
party to which they belonged. — éyvwoav] what had now
hecome clear to them from what was said, vv, 42-441  The
confident manner in which they express themselves in ver. 41
bears up to that point no trace of such knowledge, otherwise
we should have to suppose that they consciously pronounced
their own condenination. — eis (see critical remarks) mpodj-
v held Him as a prophet, 7.c. in Hin they felt they possessed
a prophet ; on els, which is met with in later writers in the
sense of the predicate, see Bernhardy, p. 219,
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CHAPTER XXIL

VER. 4. 4roipase] Following BC*DL v, 1, 22, 23, we should,
with Lachm. aud Tisch., read #roiuuxa because of the prepon-
derance of manuscript authority.— Ver. 5. 6 wiv...é0¢] BL,
min. Or.: & wiv. .. és 6. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tischh. To be
preferred on the strength of this external authority, particularly
as C* N, which have 6 wiv . .. ¢ 8¢, cannot be regarded as counter-
cvidence. — For ¢/¢c r4v, Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. read ézi =4,
following B C D &, min. Or. Correctly; eis is a mechanical
repetition of the one preceding. — Ver. 7. The Received text has
araboug 8t 6 Bus. Of the numerous readings, the simple ¢ & Busicig
is the one favoured by B L &, min. Copt. Sahid., while most of
the other witnesses have zwui éx. ¢ BSus. (so Fritzsche, Secholz,
Tisch. 7). Lachm. reads i 8 Bus. drodouc, but only following min.
Tt. Vul% Arm. Ir, Chrys. Eus. In presence of such a multi-
plicity of readings, we ought to regard the simple ¢ & Sac. as
the original one (so also Tisch. 8), to which, in conformity with
Matthew’s style (comp. on the reading of the Iieceived text,
especially ii. 3), axelone was added, being inserted sometimes in
one place and sometimes in another. Many important witnesses
insert éxzedoc after Busn. (D and codd. of Tt. Luecif. place it
hefore), a reading which is also adopted by Scholz and Tisch. 7
(therefore: z. dxobous & Bacrsic xsdog). It is not found in B L
N, min. Copt. Salid. codd. of It. Vulg. Ir. It, too, has been
inserted mechanically as being in accordance with Matthew's
usual manner; it would scarcely have been omitted as being
somewhat in the way because of the <zeios which follows, —
Ver. 10. 5 yapmos] Tisch. §: ¢ wupdy, following B* L. A mis-
taken gloss, for wupdv means the Uride-chamber. — Ver. 13.
dpars adrdv zai ixfBdxrsre] Lachm. Tisch. 8: ixBdrcre airoy,
following B L &, min. vss. and Fathevs. The word dpare, not
being needed to complete the picture, was struck out. The read-
iug of the Received text ought to be maintained. The genuine-
ness of the épare is likewise confirmed by the gloss dpure adriv
modiw =. xeipaw, Which came to be substituted for dpcavress alrod
=@d. % yeipas (so D, Cant. Verc. Ver. Colb. Corb. 2, Clar. Ir.
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Lucif). — Ver. 16. »éyovres] Fritzsche, Lachm, Tisch. 8: 2.2yc-
ra¢, following B L &, 27, vss. (9). An improper emendation. —
Ver. 23. oi léyovrs;] Lachm. and Tisch. § have deleted the
article, following B D M S Z &, min. Or.,, no doubt ; but in-
correctly, for it is indispensable, and would be readily enough
overlooked in consequence of the 01 which immediately precedes
it. —Ver. 25. For youpsoas, with Lachm. and Tisch,, following
B L ¥, min. Or. read y4peg, a form which the copyists would be
very apt to exchange for one of more frequent occurrence in the
New Testament.— For xai # yuw, ver. 27, read, with Tisch. 8§,
simply # yuws, in accordance with the preponderance of evidence.
— Vor. 28. Instead of év 7 odv dvxor., we should, with Lachm.
and Tisch., read év r, avasr. odv, following B D L 8, min. The
reading of the Received text was intended to be an emendation
as regards the position of the olv.— Ver. 30. éxyamiforrai]
Lachm. Tisch. 8: yapifovras, following B D L &, min. Clem. Or.
(twice) Ath. Isid. The compound form, besides being obviously
suggested by Lule, is intended to be more precise, so as to bring
out the reference to women. Neither of the words belongs to
the older Greek, hence the variations are not of a grammatical
nature. — ro ¢:05] wanting in B D, 1, 209, vss. and Fathers.
Deleted by Lachm.  Left out, in accordance with Mark xii. 25,
— Ver. 32. odx fo71v 6 deic ds6¢c] The second deds is deleted by
Lachm,, following B T A, min. Copt. Sahid. Or. (2). Tt is like-
wise wanting in D N, min. Eus. Chrys., which authorities drop
the article before the first ds¢;. Tisch. 8 follows them, simply
reading odx éorwv deée.  The sufficiently attested reading of the
Received text is to be adhered to; it was simplified in accord-
ance with Mark and Luke. — Ver. 35. ze/ 2¢ywv] not found in
B L ¥, 33, vss. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. The omis-
sion, thoufrh opposed to Matthew’s usual style (xil. 10, xvii. 10,
XXIL. .Ja, 41 xxvil. 11), is in accordance with Mark xii. 28, —
Ver. 3 Inaouc] is to be deleted, with Lachin. and Tiscl., follow-
ing B L , 33, Copt. Sahid. Tnserted from Maxk xii. 29, —&¢/]
havmrr decisive evidence in its favour, is to be preferred to sizev
of Lhe Received text. — Ver. 38. For -:puSrn #. peydday, read, with
Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.: 3 ueydon =. apiry, following B D (which
latter, however, omits #) L (which, however, inserts the article
also before wparn) Z N, min: vss: Hilar.; =pury would be placed
first as being the chief predicate. Comp. ssurépe below,—Ver. 40.
zaiol wpopiras xpipavrar) B D L Z %, 33, Syr. Vulg. It. Text.
Hil.: xpipparas zai oi apop. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by
Tritzsche, Lachm: Tisch. The reading of the Received text
1s an exegetical correction. — Ver, 4. dmomioier] B D G L
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Z T a ¥, min. vss: Aug.: daoxdrw. Recommended by Griesh,,
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The reading of the Received
text is taken from the Sept. and Luke.

Ver. 1. Kai awokp. 0 "Ino. warww elmey, kv \] In the
full consciousness of His mission and Iis own superiority,
Jesus replied (amoxp., see note on xi. 25) to their hostile
tnretw, which only fear of the people kept in check, by adding
another parabolic address (év mapa@. plural of the category).
Olshausen and Keim are not justified in doubting this con-
nection on the ground that xxi. 435 f. is, as they suppose, the
formal conclusion. The parable as given in Luke xiv. 16 ff.
is not a Pauline modification of the one before us (Baur,
Hilgenfeld), but is rather to be regarded as representing an
imperfect version of it which had found its way into the
document consulted by Luke. Ot/hcers are of opinion that the
parable in Luke xiv. 16 ff. is the more original of the two,
and that here it is interwoven with another (ver. 8 ff.), the
introduction to which, however, has disappearcd, and that, in
the process, still a third feature (vv. 6, 7) has been added from
the parable which precedes (Ewald, Schneckenburger, de Wette,
Strauss, Weizsicker, Keim, Scholten). Dut coming as it does
after the remark of xxi. 45 £, a somcwhat copious parable such
as that Lefore us, so far from being a mere heaping of passage
upon passage, is intended to serve as a jforeible concluding
address directed against His obdurate enemies,—an address, too,
which does not interrupt the counection, since it was delivered
before those for whom it was intended had had time to with-
draw (ver. 15). As, in presence of such obduracy, thoughts of
the divine love and of the divine wrath could not but crowd into
the mind of Jesus; so, on the other hand, there could not fail to
be something corresponding to this in their parabolic utterance.

Ver. 2 f. On qyapouvs woteiv, lo prepare o marriage feast,
comp. Wetstein and Xen. de rcp. Lac. i. 6; Tob. viii. 19.
Michaelis, Fischer, Kuinoel, Panlus are mistaken in supposing
that what is meant is a feast on the occasion of his sow's acces-
sion to the throne. — The Messiah is the dridegroom (xxv. 1 ;
Rev. xxi. 2, 9), whose marricge represents the setting up of
His kingdom. Comp. ix. 15, John iii. 29, aud note on Eph.
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v. 27. —rkaréoad] 7e. to tell those who had been previously
invited that it was now time to come to the marriage. Comp.
ver. 4; Luke xiv. 17. Tor instances of such repeated invita-
tions, see Wetstein. — dvfp. LaceN.] as in xviil. 23 ; cpowy,
as in xiii. 24

Ver. 4. To dpeaTov] not equivalent to Seimvov (see Luke
xiv. 12 ; Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyr. ii. 3. 21), nor a meal genc-
rally, but in the sense of breakfast, prandium (towards mid-day,
Josepl. Antt. v. 4. 2), with which the series of meals con-
nected with marriage was to begin. — 9Tolpara (see critical re-
marks): paratum habeo.— kai wayra) and ceerything generally.

Ver. 5 ff. "ApehijoavTes] having paid no aftention, said
with reference merely to those who went away ; for the others,
ver, 6, conducted themselves in a manner directly hostile.
This in answer to Fritzsche, who lholds that Matthew would
have expressed himself more precisely: of 8¢ due., of pév
&mii\@ov . . . ol 8¢ Novwol, k.7 A, Instead of so expressing himself,
Liowever, he leaves it to appear from the context that the first
oi represents the majority of those invited, while the oc 8é
Aowwol constitute the remainder, so that the general form of
expression (o 8¢ duek., k.7.\.) finds its limitation in ot 8¢ Noimol.
This limitation miglt also have been expressed by of 8¢ alone,
in the sense of some, however (see Kithner, IT. 2, 1. 808). — els
Toy L&eov aypdr] to his own furm (Mark v. 14, vi. 3G), so that
he preferred his own selfish interests to being present at the
marriage of the royal prince, as was also the case with him wlo
went to his merchandise. For i8os, comp. note on Eph. v. 22.

Ver. 8. Obk 7joav &Evoe] Comp. Acts xiii. 46. “ Prac-
terttum indignos eo magis praetermittit,” Bengel. To repre-
sent the expedition against the rebels, and the destruction of
their city as actually taking place while the supper is being
prepared, — a thing hardly conceivable in real life,—is to
introduce an episode gquite in «ccordance with the ‘llustrative
character of the parable, which after all is only a fictitious
narrative. Comp., for example, the mustard seed which grows
to a tree; the olive on which the wild branch is engrafted,
Rom. xi., etc.; see also note on xxv. 1 f.

Ver. 9. "Exi tas Stefodovs 76y 68adv] lo the crossings of
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the roads, where people were in the habit of congregating most.
It is evident from ver. 7, according to which the city is
destroyed, that what is meant is not, as Kypke and Kuinoel
suppose, the squares <n the city from which streets branch
off, but the places where t/i: country voads cross each other.
Comp. Babyl. Berae. xlii. 1. Gloss.: “Divitibus in more
fuit, viatores pauperes ad convivia invitare.”

Ver. 10. "EferfovTes] from the palace of the king out
into the highways.— cvvryayor] through their invitation,
which was accepted. —wovyp, 7¢ kai dyaf.] not “locutio
quasi proverbialis,” Bengel, but they proceeded on the prin-
ciple of not inquiring whether the parties in question were at
the time morally bad or good, provided they ouly accepted
the invitation. The separation between the bad and the good
was not to be made by them, but subsequently by the king
himself, and that according to a higlher standard. Accordingly,
the separation takes place in ver. 11 ff,, where the man who
has no wedding garment represents the wovnpol. — 6 yauos]
not equivalent to vvugaw, but the wedding (ie. the marriage
Jeast, as in ver. 8; comp. Howm. Od. iv. 3, Il. xviii. 491), was
full of guests. The emphasis, however, is on €wAsjofy.

Ver. 11 f. "Evvua yapov] « dress suited for a marriage.
Comp. yAavis yauuer, Aristoph. Av. 1693. It is true that, in
interpreting this passage, expositors (Michaelis, Olshausen)
lay stress on the Oriental custom of presenting handsome
caftans to those who are admitted to the prescnce of royalty
(Harmer, Beobacht. II. p. 117; TRosenmiller, Morgcnl. V.
p. 75 ff); and they are all the more disposed to do so,
that such a custom is caleulated to make it appear with
greater prominence that righteousness is a free gift, and
that, consequently, man's sin is so much the more heinous:
but neither can it be proved (not from Gen. xlv. 22; Judg.
xiv. 12; 2 Kings v. 22, x. 22; Esth. vi. 8, viii. 15) that
any such custom existed in ancient times, nor does the text
make any allusion to it whatever, although it would have
contributed not a little to bring out the idea of the parable,
That those invited, however, showld appear in festive attive was
a matter of course, and demanded by the rules of ordinary
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etiquette (see Dougt. Anal. IL p. 23).  The only thing ¢itended
o be wepiesented liere is the moral Sixatoavvy, which, by faith
in Christ, men are required to assume after being called to the
Messianic kingdom through uperdvoia. Comp. vi. 33, v. 20.
So far, our Lord’s adversarics themselves could understand
the fisure of the wedding garment. Dut, of course, the true
inward basis of the morul Sikatoovvy was to be sought in that
righteousness which, as a free gift, and in virtue of the death
of Jesus, would be bestowed on those who belicved (comp.
the Fathers in Calovius). The knowledge of this truth, how-
ever, had to be reserved for a later stage in the development
of Christian doctrine. — ératpe] Comp. on xx. 13. —mds
elaijhOes, k.A.] o question expressive of astonishment : how
has it been possible for thee to come in hither (how couldst
thou venture to do so), without, ete.? — uy &Eywv] although
thow hadst wnot. Differently ver. 11: odx évdedup. Comp.
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 301 [E. T. 351].

Ver, 13. dyaavtes, x.7\] that is, to malke it impossible
for him to get lovse in course of the éxBaiesfar, as well as
to secure against Lis escape subsequently from the oxoros
¢Ewrepov. — avtod w68.] Lis feet; comp. on viil. 3. — For
the 8iaxovor of this passage (not Soflor this time, for the
sevvants waiting at the feble arve intended), see xiii. 41. —
érel €o7ar, k1 h] not the words of the king, but, as the
{future éo7as indicates, a remark on the part of Jesus, having
reference to the condition Zinfed @t in the words 7o oxor. T.
étar.  See, further, on viii. 12.

Ver. 14. Tap] introduces the reason of the éxei éorac, .7\
For, so far from the mere calling availing to secure against
cternal condemnation, #any, on the contrary, ave ealled to the
Messialt's kingdow, but comparatively few are choscn by God
actually to participate in it. This saying has a somewhat
different purport in xx. 16; still in both passages the éxhoyy
is not, in the first iustance, the judicial sentence, but the
cternal decree of God; a decreec, however, which has not
sclected the future subjects of the kingdom in any arbitravy
fashion, but has destined for this lionour those who, by appro-
priating and faith{ully waintaining the requisite Stxawaivy

MATT. II. F
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(sce on ver. 11 £), will he found to possess the correspond-
ing disposition and character. Comp. xxv. 34. Similarly,
too, in xxiv. 22; Luke xviii. 7. It was, however, only a
legitimate consequence of the contemplation of history from
a religious point of view, if the Clivistian consciousness felt
warranted in attributing even this amount of human freedom
to the agency of God (Iiph. 1. 4; Phil. il. 13), and had to be
satisfied, while maintaining the human element no less than
the divine, with leaving the problem of their unity unsolved
(see on Rom. ix. 53, Remark).

Teaching of the purable: When the Messianie kingdom is
about to Le established, instead of those who have been
invited to entev it, <. instead of the people of Israel, who
will despise the (according to the plural) repeated invitations,
nay, who will show their contempt to some extcut by a violent
behaviour (lor which God will chastise them, and that belore
the setting up of the kingdom, ver. 7), God will order the
Gentiles to be called to His kingdom. When, however, it is
being established, ITe will single out from among the Gentiles
wlo lhave responded to the call such of them as turn out to
be morally disqualified for admission, and condemmn them tu
be punished in Gehenna. — The first turitation, and which is
referred to in the Tods xexhnuévovs of ver. 3, is conveyed
through Clivist ; the suceessive tncitations which followed were
given through the «postics, who, ver. 9, likewise invite the
Gentiles.  Comp. xxviil. 19; Acts i §, xiii. 46. — Observe in
connection with Tore, ver. 8, that it is not intended thereby
to caclude the calling of the Gentiles before the destruction of
Jerusalem ; but simuliancously with this event the work of
conversion was to be directed in quite @ speciel manner toward
the Gentiles. The destruction of Jerusalem was to form the
signal for the gathering in of the fulness of the Gentiles
(Rom. xi. 25). Thus the Tore marks a grand cpock in the
historical development of events, an cepoch already visible to
the far-seeing clanee of Jesus, though at the same time we are
bound to admit the discrepancy that exists between this pas-
sage and the very definite statement regarding the date of the
second advent contained in xxiv. 29, As is clear from the
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whole connection, we must not suppose (Weisse) that the man
without the wedding garment is intended to represent Judas;
but see on ver. 12, What is meant is a Christian with the
old man still clinging to him.  Comp. on Rom. xiii. 14; Gal.
iii. 27 ; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 12, i

REMark.—The part of the parable extending from ver. 11
onwards was certainly not spoken, so far as its immediate refer-
ence is concerned, with a view to the Pliarisees, but was essen-
tial to the completeness of the truths that were being set fortl,
inasmuch as, without that part, there would be no reference to
the way in which the holiness of God would assert itself at the
selting up of the Messianic kingdom. And the more this latter
point is brought out, the more applicable did it become to the
case of the IPharisces also, who would be able to infer from
it what their fate was to be on that day when, even from
among those who will be found to have accepted the invitation,
God will single out such as appear without the garment of
dirasosivy, and consign them to the punishmment of hell,

Ver. 15 {f. Comp. Mark xii. 13 ff.; Luke xx. 20 {f —
O¢ Papioaior now no longer in their official capacity, as
deputed by the Sauhedrim (xxi. 23, 45), but on their own
responsibility, and as representing a party adopting a still
holder policy, and procecding upon a new tack. — émws]
They Zool: counscl (comp. AaBov aipeaw, Dem. 947, 20), c-
pressly with a view to.  Not cquivalent to 7ras, the reading in
D, and originating in a mistaken gloss. Comp. xii. 14. For
qupBovdhiov, consultation, comp. xxvii. 1, 7, xxviil. 12 ; Mark
iil. G ; Dio Cass. xxxvill. 43 ; classical writers commonly use
cupBovdg, cvpBovhia. Others (I eim included), without gram-
matical warrant, render according to the Latin idiom: consilzum
erperunt. Euthymius Zigabenus correctly renders by: cvoxém-
TovTar. — év Aoyo] i an uttcrance, 7.c. in a statement whicl
lic wight happen to make. This statement is conceived of as
a trap or snare (wayis, see Jacobs ad Anthol. VIL p. 409,
XI. p. 93), into which if He once fell they would hold Him
fast, with a view to further proceedings against Him. Others
explain: &’ épwmijoews (Euthymius Zigabenus). DBut Jesus
could not become inwolved in the snare unless He gave such
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an answer to their queries as they lioped to elicit.  mrayidedew,
illaqueare, is not met with in classical writers, though it fre-
quently occurs in the Septuagint.

Ver. 16. The Herodians are not Ilerod’s courtiers (TFritzsche,
following Luther), but the political party among the Jews that
sought to uplold thie dynasty of the IHerods, popular royalists,
in opposition to the principle of a pure theocracy, though
willing also to take part with the powerful Pharisees against
the unpopular Roman sway, should circumstances render such
a movement expedient. I'or other interpretations, some of
them rather singular, see Wolf and Kocher vn loe. The pas-
sage in Josepl. aff. xiv. 15, 10, refers to different cir-
cumstances from the present. Cowmp. Ewald, Gesch. Chi.
p- 97 {I; Keim, IIL p. 130 £ To regard (as is doue by
Origen, Maldonatus, de Wette, Winer, Neander, Vollanar)
tliose lhere referred to as supporters of the Roman swuy
generally (and not merely of the Herodian dynasty in parti-
cular), is certainly not in accordance with the nane they bear.
We may further observe that no little cunning was shown by
the orthodox hiecrarchy in selecting some of the younger
members of theiv order (who as such would be Iess liable to
be suspected) to co-operate witlt a party no less hostile than
themselves to the Messianic pretender, with a view to betray
Jesus into an answer savouring of opposition to the payment
of the tribute. Z%ds was the drift of the {lattering preface to
their question, and upon His answer they hoped to found an
accusation before the Roman anthoritics. Comp. Luke xx. 20,
Dut though the plot miscarried, owing to the answer being
in the «firmative, the Pharisees had at least succeeded in
now getting the Herodians to assume o lostile attitude
toward Jesus, while at the same time they would be able
to turn the reply to good account in the way of rendering
Ilim unpopular with the masscs. — AéyovTes] that is,
through their representatives. Cowmp. xi. 2, xxvii. 19. —
8:8dorare, oidapev, w.T.A] Comp. with this cunning,
though in itself so true an instance of captatio benevolentiac,
the sincerc one in John iii. 2. — aAn8ns €l] true, avoiding
every sort of yreddos in your dealings, cither sumnmulando or
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disstmulando.  In what follows, and which is still conmnected
with é7e, this is made more precise, being put both positively
and negatively. — 79y 08ov Tod Oeod] the way preseribed by
God, 7.¢. the Lehaviowr of men to each other which God requires.
Comp. T Sixatoabvny 1. Geod, vi. 33 ; Ta épya 7. Oeod, Jolm
vi, 28; and so Ps. xxvii. 11; Wisd. v. 7; Bar. iii. 13. — év
arnBeia) trathfully, as bescems the character of this way ;
sce on John xvil, 19. — o0 wéher oot wepi ovdevos] Thow
carest for mo man, in Thy teaching Thou actest without
recard to the persons of men.— o0 yap BAémers, x.T.\]
eiving the reason for the statement contained in oiSapev, x.T\.:
Jor Thow lookest not to wmmere caternal appearances in men ; to
Thee it is always a matter of indifference in regard to a
man’s person whetlhier he be powerful, rich, learned, etc., or
the reverse ; therefore we are convinced, 6m¢ @Anbis €@ kat T
obov, k7 A. Ilpocwmov avfp. denotes the outward manifeste-
tion. in which men present themselves (comp. on xvi. 3).
Cowmp. bavpaler mpocwrov, Jude 16. The emphasis, how-
ever, is on ob Bhémers.  We have not lere a “natural para-
phrase” of the Hebrew idiom AaepBdvew wpiowmor (Luke
xX. 21), which expresses another, though similar idea (in
answer to de Wette; see on Gal. ii. 6). 1In classical Greek,
3. €ls mwp. Twos is used in the sense of being harefaced. See
Bremi ad Aeschin. p. 370.

Ver. 17. "E Eeo1¢] problem founded on theocratic one-sided-
ness, as though the Jews were still the independent people of
God, according to their divine title to recognise no king lLut
God ITimself. Comp. Michaelis, os. B. I11. p. 1534, It was
also on this ground that Judas the Gaulonite appears to have
refused to pay the tribute. Sec Joseph. Anif. xviii. 1. 1.
As to «fvgos, not merely poll-tax, but land-tax as well, see

on xvil. 25. — Ka{eap:] without the article, being used as
a proper name.— 7 o¢] “flagitant responsum rotundum,”
Bengel.

Ver. 18. Tyv wovnpiav] for they concealed malicions
designs  (the reverse of dahdrys) Dehind their scemingly
candid, nay, flatteringly put question, in whicli their ohject
was to try (wepabere) whether He might not he betrayed
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into returning such an answer as might e used in further
proceedings against Him. Apropos of Umexpitai, Bengel
appropriately observes: “werwm se eis ostendit, ut dixerant,
ver. 16;” but in the interrogative =i, why, is involved the
idea of: what is your design in putting such a question ?
Ver. 19. To voptopa 7. «] “nummum aliguem ejus
monetae, in qua tributum exigi solet,” Grotins. The tribute
was paid in Iloman, not in Jewish money. ¢ Ubicunque
numisma regis alicujus obtinet, illic incolae regem istum pro
domino agnoscunt,” Maimonides in Gezelah v. 18.— mpo-
civeyk. atTe Snvdp.] they had such current coin upon the.
Ver. 21 f “There He cateches them in their own trap,”
Luther. The poiuting to the image and inscription furnishes
the questioners with ocular demonstration of the actual exist-
euce and practical recognition of Caesar’s sway, and from
these Jesus infers not merely the lawfulness, but the duty
of paying to Cacsar what belongs to Cacsar (namely, the money,
which shows, by the stamp it bears, the legitimacy of the
existing rule) ; but He also recognises at the same time the
neeessity of attending to their theocratic duties, which are not
to be regarded as in any way compromised by their political
circumstances : «nd fo God what s God's (what you derive
from IMim in virtue of His dominion over you). Dy this is
not meant simply the teinple éribute, nor the repentance which
Jod may have desired to awaken through punishing them
with a foreign rule (Ebrard), nor mercly the life of the soul
(Tertullian, Evasmus, Neander) ; but everything, in short, of
material, religious, and cthical nature, which God, as sovercign
of the theocratic people, is entitled to exact from them as
His due. DBy the ra Kaicapos, on the other hand, we arc not
to understand mercly the civil tax, but everything to which
Caesar was entitled in virtue of his legitimate rule over the
theocratic nation.  So with this reply Jesus disposes of the
cnsuaring question, answering it immediately with decision and
clearness, and with that admirable tact which is only et with
where there is a moral insight into the whole domain of duty ;
in a quick and overpowering manner He disarmed His adver-
saries, and laid the foundation for the Christian doctrine which
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was more fully developed afterwards (Rom. xiit. 1 {f.; 1 Tim.
i1 f.; 1 Pet. il 131, 17), that it is the duty of the Christian
not to rcbel against the existing rulers, but to conjoin obedience
to their authority with obedicnce to God. At the same time,
there camot be a doubt that, although, in accordance with
the question, Jesus chooses to direct His reply to the first and
not 1o the second of those two departments of dnty (in answer
to Klostevmann’s note on Mark), the second is to be regarded
as the uncouditional and absolute standard, not only for the
first of the duties here mentioned (comp. Acts v. 29), but for
every other. Chrysostom observes that: what is rendered to
Cacsar must not be tyv evaéBeiav mapaBramrovra, otherwise
it is olwére Kaloapos, aAla Tob SiafBorov dopos xai TéNos.
Thns the second part of the precept serves to dispose of any
collision among our duties which aceidental circumstances
micht bring about (Rom. xiil. 5). According to de Wette,
Jesus, in the first part of His reply, does not refer the
matter nquired abont to the domain of conscience at all,
hut treats it as belonging only to the sphere of politics
{Luke xii. 14), and then adds in the second part: “You can
ad ought to serve God, in the first place, with your moral
and religious dispositious, and should not mix up with Iis
scrvice what lelongs to the domain of civil authority.”
But such a severance of the two is mnot in accordance
with the context; for the answer would in that case be
an answer to an alternative question based on the gemeral
thought : is it lawful to be subject to Caesar, ov to God only ?
Whereas the reply of Jesus is: you ought to do both things,
vou ought to be subject to God and to Caesar as well; the
one duty is nscparadble from the other! Thus onr Lovd 7iscs
above the alternative, which was based on theocratic notions
of a one-sided and degenerate chavacter, to the higher wnity of
the truc theoerecy, which demands no revolutions of any kind,
and also looks npon the right moral conception of the existing
¢ivil rule as necessarily part and parcel of itself (John xix. 11),
aud consequently a simple yes or no in reply to the ques-
tion wnder consideration is quite impossible. — awodo7e] the
ordinary expression for puying what it 4s ond’s duty to puy,
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as in xx. §, xxi. 41; Rom. xiii. 7.—Ver. 22. éfadpacav)
“ conspicito modo ob respousum tutum et verum,” Bengel. Odx
émiorevoay &8¢, Euthymius Zigabenus.

Ver. 23. Comp. Mark xii. 18 I ; Luke xx. 27 ff. ; Matthew
condenses. — Oi AéyovTes uy €lvae avdoT.] who assert, ete.,
serving to account for the question which follows. On the
necessity of the article, inasmuch as the Sadducees do not
say to Jesus that there is no resurrection, hut Dbecause their
reqular confilcor is here quoted, comp. Kiithner ad Xen. ii.
7.13; Mark xii. 18 : oiriwes Aéyovor.

Ver. 24 . A free citation of the law respecting levivale
marriage, Deut. xxv. 5, and that without following the Sep-
tuagint, which in t4is instance does not render £ by the
characteristic émuyapBp. If a marricd man died without male
issue, his Drother was required to marry the widow, and to
register the first-Dorn son of the marriage as the son of the
deceased lhusband.  See Saalschiitz, L B. p. 754 . ; Ewald,
Alterth. p. 276 ff.; Denary, de Hebracor. leviratu, Berl. 1835,
As to other Oriental natious, seec Rosemmiiller, JMoigenl. V. p. 81;
Bodenstedt, 7. Vilker des Keukasus, p. 82 ; Benary, p. 31 ff.
— emyapBpedew, to marry as brother-in-law (lecir, D).
Comp. Gen. xxxviil. 8; Test. NIL patr. p. 599.  Differently
émiyapBp. 7wt in 1 Mace. x. 54; 1 Sam. xviii. 22. — €ws
Tov émrra) unlil the seren, 2.c. and in the same manner they
contiutted to die uutil the whole seven were dead.  Cowmp.
xviil. 225 1 Mace. il 38. — Varepov mavrwy] luter thun ol
the hiusbands.

Ver. 28. Tounding upon this alleged incident (which was
undoubtedly a silly invention got np for the oceasion, Chry-
zostom), as being one strietly in accordance with the law, the
Sadducees now endeavour Lo make it appear that the doctrine
of the resurrection—a doctrine which, for the purpose of being
able to deny it, they choose to apprehend in a gruss matevial
sense — is «ricconcdable with the low; while, by their fancied
acuteness, they try to involve Jesus Ilimself in the dilenmma
of having to give an answer either disadvantageous to the law
or favourable to their doctrine, — yuvw+j] Predicate.

Ver. 29, Jesus answers that, in [ounding upon Deut. xxv. 5
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the denial of the resurrection, which their question implies,
they are misteden, and that in a twofold respect: (1) they
do not understand the Seriptures, e they fail to see lhow
that doctrine actually underlies many a scriptural utter-
ance; and (2) they do not sufficiently realize the extent of
the power of Gud, inasmuch as their conceptions of the resur-
rection are purely material, and because they cannot grasp
the thought of a higher corporeality to be evolved from the
material body by the divine power. And then comes au
illustration of the latter point in ver. 30, and of the former
in ver. 31.

Ver. 30. "Ev yap 75 davactdoee] not: n the resurrection
life, but, as in ver. 28: at the resurrcetion (in answer to Fritzsche),
which will be signalized not by marrying or giving in marriage,
but by ushering in a state of things in which men will be
like the angels, therefore a higher form of existence, {rom
which the earthly conditions of life are climinated, in which
Liunan beings will be not indeed disembodied, hut endowed
with o glorified corporeality, 1 Cor. xv. 44. The cessation of
Inunan propagation, not the abolition of the distinetion of
sex (Tertullivg, Origen, Hilary, Athanasius, Dasil, Grotius,
Volkmar), is esseutiully implied in the d¢bapaia ol the
spivitual hody.  Comp. Luke xx. 36. —yapotaer] applics
to the iridegioom ; yauillovrar (Apoll. de Synt. p. 277, 13),
ou the other hand, to daughters who are given in marriage by
their parents.— ¢AN ds Gyyelae, kT N] but they are as the
wngcls of God in hewven. €y ovpavé belongs not to elod, hut to
dyryedot 7. Beod, because the partakers in the resnrrection (and
the Messianic kingdom) are not understood to be in heaven
(xxv. 31 {f; 1 Cor. xv. 52; 2 Pet. 1. 13 ; not inconsistent
with 1 Thess. iv. 17). It is obvious from owr passage——in
which the likeness to the angels has veference to the nature
ol the future hody—that the angels are to be conceived of not
as mcre spirits, but as possessing a supramundane corporeality.
This is necessarily presupposed in the language before us.
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 40; Phil. ii. 10; Haln, Theol. d. N. 7. L p.
267, Weiss, Dl Theol. p. 6S; Kalmis, Dogm. I. p. 556.
The Eofa of the angels is cssentially conneeted with their cor-
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poreality (in opposition to Delitzsch, Psyckol. p. 66). — While
a similar idea of the future body and the future mode cf
existence is met with in Rabbinical writers (see Wetstein), it
is also conjoined, however, with the gross materialistic view :
“ Mulier 1lla, quae duobus nupsit in lhoc mundo, priori
restituitur in mundo futuro,” Sohar Gen. f. xxiv. 90.

Ver. 31 f. But with reference to the resurrcction, set over
against the foregoing év yap 74 dvaor.; the sequence of the
address is indicatedd by the prepositions, mepi 7ijs dvaor.
should be taken along with olx avéyvwre. — Dulv] imparts
the vivacity of individuality to the words of Jesus. The
quotation is from Ex. 1. 6. Mis opponents had cited a
passage from the law; with a passage from the law Jesus
confutes them, and thus combats them with their own
weapons. 1t is wrong to refer to this in support of the view
that the Sadducees accepled only the Peataternch as anthori-
tative scripture (Tertullian, Orvigen, Jerome, Luther, Paulus,
Olshausen, Siiskind in the Stud. «. Kvif. 1830, p. 665). Yet
these aristocrats regarded the law, and the mere letter of the
luw too, as possessing supreme authority. — odx €o7ev o feos,
w1 A This is the ancjor proposition of a syllogism, in terms of
which we are warranted in recognising in the passage heve
quoted a seriptural testimony in favour of the resmrrection.
The Sadducces had failed to draw the inference thus shown
to be deducible from the words; hence ver. 29: uy eldotes
Tas ypadas, a fact which Jesus has now confirmed by the
illustration beflore ns.  T%he point of the argument does not
turn upon the present esui (Chrysostom, and those who follow
Lim), but is to this effect: sceing that (iod calls Himself
the God of the patriarchs, and as He cannot sustain
such a relation toward the dead, 7.c. those who arve absolutely
dead, who have ceased to exist (odx Svrwv xai xaldmak
agpavia@évrop, Chrysostom), but only toward the living, it
{follows that the deceased patriavchs must be living,—living,
that is, in Sheol, and living as dvaorijvar péAhovres (Euthy-
mius Zigabenus). Comp. Heb. xi. 16.  The similar inference
in Menasse f. Ist. de Resurr. 1. 10. 6, appears to have been
deduced from the passage before us.  Comp. Schoettgen, p. 180.
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Ver. 33. O dyhoe] dmompor kai ddéxaotor, Euthymius
Zigabenus. Comp. vii. 28.

Ver. 34 The {following conversation respecting the great
commandment is given in Mark xii. 28 ff. with such charac-
teristic detail, that Aatthew’s account cannot fail to have the
appearance ol being dncomplete, and, considering the bias of
the incident (see note on ver. 35), to look as if it represented
a corrupt tradition.  In Luke x. 25 ff. there is a similar con-
versation, which, however, is not given as another version of
that wow Dbefore ug, but as conunected with a different
incident that took place some time before.— ol 8¢ Papis.]
Comp. ver. 15, They had already Dbeen bafiled, and had
withdrawn into the background (ver. 22); but the victory of
Jesus over the Sadducees provoked them to make one more
attempt, not to avenge the defeat of those Sadducees (Strauss),
nor to display their own superiority over themn (Ebrard, Lange),
—cither view being hinted at in the text, or favoured by any-
ihing analogous elsewhere,—but, as was the object in every
=ueh challenge, to tempt Jesus, if that were at all possible, to
cive such an answer as might be used against Him, see ver,
43.— axovoavTes] whether while present (among the
multitude), or when absent, through the medium, perhaps, of
their spies, cannot be determined. — cvvijyOnoarv émwi To
avTd] fer the purpose of comcerting measures for a uew
attack.  Consequently the woutkos of ver. 35 had to be
put forward, and, while the conversation between Jesus and
him is going on, the parties who had deputed him gather
round the speakers, ver. 41. There is, accordingly, no
reason to apprchend any discrepancy (IKostlin) between the
present verse and ver. 4l. — éwi 7o a¥to] locally, not
said with reference to their sentiments. Sec on Acts i 15;
Ps. ii. 2.

Ver. 35. Nouckos] the only instance in Matt.; it is met
with in none of tie other Gospels except that of Luke. It
ocewrs, besides, in Tit. iii. 13.  The word is used to signily
one who is conversant with the low, émonjpov 76v vopwy
(Photius), Plut. Sull. 36 ; Strabo, xii. p. 539; Diog. L. vi.
o4 ; Epictet. 1. 13 ; cuthol. xi. 382. 19, It is impossible to
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show that there is any essential difference of meaning
between this word and ypapparets (sce note on ii. 4); comp.
on the contrary, Luke xi. 52, 33.—The term wvoutcos is
more specific  (jurisconsultus), aud more strictly Greek ;
ypappateds, on the other hand, is move general (Fleratus),
and more Hebrew in its character (12D). The latter is also
of more frequent occurrence in the Apocr.; while the former
Is met with only in 4 Macc. v. 3. In their character of
teachers they are designated vouodidiioraror, Luke v. 17; Acts
v. 37;1 Tim. i 7.— weepdlwy avror] different from Mark
xil. 28 ff, and indicating that the question was dictated by
o malicious intention (Augustine, Grotius). The cnsnaring
character of the question was to be found in the circumstance
that, if Jesus had specified any particular 7owetys of a great
commandment (sec on ver. 36), His reply would have heen
made use of, in accordance with the casuistical hair-splitting
of the schools, for the purpose of assailing or defaming
IIim on theolosical grounds.  He specifies, Lowever, those
two conmandments themselves, in which «/l the others are
cssentially included, thereby giving His answer indirectly, as
though He had said: supreme love to God, and sincerest love
of our neighbour, constitute the moworys about which thou
mquirest. This love must form the principle, spirit, life of
all that we do.

Ver. 36 f. TWhat kind of o commandment (qualitative,
comp. xix. 18) 4s great 7iv the leaw; what must be the nature
of a commandment in order to constitute it yreat 2 The com-
waudment, then, which Jesus singles out as the great onc xa7
€€oxfy, and which, as corresponding to the subsequent Sevrépa,
He places at the head of the whole series (3 peyarn k. mpary,
see the critical notes) in that of Deut. vi. 5, quoted somewhat
frecly after the Sept.— xvptov Tov Oeov oov] 'IH{’.\ nim Ny,
in which regulw designation 7év @eér cov is in apposilion,
consequently not to be vendered: “u/pofe Dominum tunm,”
Tritzsche.—Love to God must fill the whole Aeart, the entire
inner sphere in which all the workings of the personal con-
sciousness originate (Delitzsel, DPsyclol. p. 248 {[; Krumm,
de notionth. psych. Paul. § 12), the whole sou/, the whole
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faculty of feeline and desire, and the whole wnderstanding, all
the powers of thought and will, and must determine their
operation. We have thus an enumeration of the different
clements that go to make up 70 detv d&yamdv 7ov Gedv oroYriyws,
70076 €aTi TO Oia TdvTwr TOVY Tijs YUxis pepwr xai Suvdpewy
avre wpoaéxew (Theophylact), the complete harmonious self-
dedication of the endire inner man to God, as to its highess
good. Comp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 81, ed. 2.

Ver. 39, Dut a sccond 1s ke unto ¢, of the same naturc
and character, possessing to an equal extent the wowrys (67¢
aiTy éxelvmy wpooboTrotel, kat wap’ avTis ocuykpoTeiTar TwdAw,
Chrysostom), whicl is the necessary condition of greatness,
and therefore no less radical and fundamental.  Comp. 1 John
iv. 10, 20, 21; Matt. xxv. 40, 45. Euthymius Zigabenus:
@\ hoyolvTar k. peparhnhoi ecaw at dvo. We should not adopt
the reading opola at/ry, recomumended by Griesbach, following
many Uncials and min. (but in opposition to the vss.); nor
acain that of Fritzsche, omoia adh, atry (conjecture). The
former was presumed (comp. Mark xii. 31) to be a necessary
emendation, because from the commandment being immediately
added, the demonstrative seenmied requisite by way of intro-
ducing it.  Moreover, according to the context, there would
Le no need for the dative in thie case of duowos. The com-
mandwent is quoted from Lev. xix. 18, after the Sept.—
avamwnoees] This, the inward, moral esteem, and the corre-
sponding behaviour, may form the subject of a command,
though the same cannot be said of ¢ehety, which is love as a
matter of feeling. Comp. on v. 44, and see in general Tittmann,
Syn. p. 50 ff. The ¢inia Tob xéopov (Jas. iv. 4), on the
other hand, may be forlidden ; comp. Rom. viil. 7; the ¢perelv
of one’s own Yrvxa (John xii. 23), and the w1y kel Tov rdprov
(1 Cor. xvi. 22), may be condvinncd, comp. also Matt. x. 37,
— @5 cgeavT.] as thou shouldst love thyself, so as to cherish
toward him no less than toward thysclf that love which God
would have thee to feel, and to act toward him (by promot-
ing his welfare, ete,, comp. vii. 12) in such a manner that
your conduct may be in accordance with this loving spirit.
Love wust do away with the distinction between I and Thou.
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Bengel: “Qui Deum amat, se ipsum amabit ordinate, citra
philautiom,” Eph. v. 28.

Ver. 40. Thosc two commandments contain the funda-
mental principle of the whole of the commandments in the Old
Testament. — TavTaces] with emphasis: these are the two
commandments on which, ¢te. — kpéparac] depends thereon,
so that those commandments constitute the basis and essen-
tial condition of the moral character of all the others, Rom.
xiil. 8 f.; Gal. v. 14. Comp. Plat. Legy. viii. p. 831 C: ¢§
awv kpepapéry waca Yuyy molitov. Pind. OL vi. 125 ; Xen.
Symp. viil. 19; Gen. xliv. 30; Judith vill, 24. —«xai o
wpogiTa] so far as the preceptive element in them is con-
cerned.  Comp. on v. 17. Thus Jesus includes more in His
reply than was contemplated by the question (ver. 36) of the
vouLLKss.

Ver. 41. Comp. Mark xii. 35 ff; Luke xx. 41 ff.  Jesus,
in His turn, now proceeds to put o question to the Pharisees
(who in the meantime have gathered round Him, see on
ver. 34), for the purpose, according to Matthew’s view of the
matter (ver. 46), of convincing them of their own theological
helplessness, and that in regard to the problem respecting the
title “ Son of David,” to which David himself bears testimony,
and with the view of thereby escaping any further molestation
on their part. According to de Wette, the object was: to
awaken a higher -idea of His (non-political} mission (Neander,
Baumgarten-Crusius, Dleek, Schenkel, Keim).  This view,
however, is not favowred by the context, which represents
Jesus as victor over His Impudent and crafty foes, who arve
silenced and then subjected to the castigation described in
ch. xxiii.

Ver. 43 I ITds] how s it possible, that, ete—In His ques-
tion Jesus starts with what was o universal esswmption in
Ilis day, viz. that David was the author of I~ ex., whicl,
Tiowever, is 1mpossidle, the fact being that it was only composed
in the time of this monarch, and addressed fo Tim (see Ewald
on this psalm). The fact that Jesus shared the opinion
referred to, aud cutertained no doubt as to the accuracy of the
title of the psalm, is not to be questioned, though it should
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not be made use of, with Delitzsch and many others, for the
purpose of proving the Davidic authorship of the composition ;
fur a historico-critical question of this sort could only belong
to the sphere of Christ’s ordinary national development, which,
as a rule, would necessarily bear the impress of Iis time.
With év mvedp. before us, the idea of accommodution or of a
Play upon logic is not to be thought of, although Delitzsch
himself maintains that something of the kind is possible.
Awong the wnwarrantable and evasive interpretations of
certain expositors is that of Paulus, who thinks that the object
of the question of Jesus from beginning to end was the Zistorico-
eritical one of persuading His opponents that the psalm was
not composed by David, and that it contains no reference to
the Messial.!—év wrvedpari] meaning, perhaps, that He did
not do so on His own authority, but d@mpulsi Spiritus Sancti
(2 Pet. i 21); Lukeii. 27; 1 Cor. xii. 3; Rom. viii. 15,
ix. 2. David was regarded as a prophet, Acts ii. 30, i 16.
— ad7ov] the Messiak ; for the personage in the psalm is a
prophetic ¢ype of the Alessiceh ; as also the Iabbinical teachers
recognised in him one of the foremost of the Messianie pre-
dictions (Wetstein, Schoettgen), and only at a later period
would they hear of any other reference (Delitzsch on Heb.
i. 13, and on Ps. cx.).— éws av 86, «.7A] sce on 1 Cor.
xv. 25,

Ver. 45 f. E¢ oov daveld, wrx] The emphasis rests on
the correlative terns wdpeov and vids : If, then, as appears from
this language of the psalm, David, whose son He is, accord-
ing to your express confession, still calls Him Lord, how is this
to be reconciled with the fact that He is at the same time the

1 For the correct view of this matter, see Diestel in the Jalrd, f. D. Theol.
1563, p. 541 f.; see also the pointed elucidation, as well as refutation of the
other interpretations, in Keim, 111, p. 154 {F; comp. Gess, I. p. 128 £, Then
there is the explanation, frequently offered since Strauss suggested it, and which
i5 to the effect that Jesus wished to cast discredit npon the currently received
view regarding Messiali's descent from David, and that e Himsell was not
descended from David,—a circumstance which is supposed to have undoubtedly
stood in the way of His being recognised as the Messiah (Schenkel, Weisse,
Colani, Holtzmann): all which is decidedly at variance with the whole of the
New Testament, where the idea of a non-Davidie Messial would be a contradictio
in adjecto.
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psalmist’s son 2 Surely that styling of Him as Lord must seem
incompatible with the fact of such sonship! The difficulty
might have been solved in this way: according to His human
descent ITe is David's son ; but, according to Ilis divine origin
as the Son of God, fron whom He is sprung, and by whomn He
is sent (x1. 27, xvil. 26; John 1. 14, 18, vi. 46, vii. 28 {;
Rom. i. 3 £),—in virtue of which relation He is superior to
David and all that is merely human, and, by His clevation to
the heavenly &ofa (Acts ii. 34), destined to shave in the
divine administration of things in a manner in keeping with
this superiority,—He is by David, speaking nuder the in-
fluence of the Holy Spirit, called his Zord. The Pharisees
understood nothing of this twofold relation, and consequently
could not discern the true majesty and destiny of the Messial,
s0 as to see in IIhn both David’s Svn and Lord.  1lence not
one of them was found capable of answering the question as
to the wds . . . éore. Observe that the question does not “mply
« aegative, as though Jesus had asked, uy vids adrod éore ; —
ovkéTe] ¢ Nova deline quasi seena se paudit,” Dengel,
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CHAPTER XXIIL

\'I'I‘ 3. wgpehy] alter dud is deleted by Iritzsche, Lachm. and

Tisch., following Mill. It is wanting in very important autho-
rities. A glosc, for which certain authorities have mored. —
THOETTE A, -,-.ols}‘rs] Tachm.: sooure 2. rrpsivs.  So also Tisch.
This is the original reading (B L Z 8** 124, Hilar) ; for the
sake of nniformity, =esars was changed into «ossir (D 1, 209,
Tus. Dam.); but the transposed order Tip. % 7. 18 an ancient
Jozical correction (as old as Syr. Vulg. It.). — Ver. 4. For ydp
Lachm. and Tisch. read 4, following weighty attestation. Cor-
rectly; ydp was meant to be more precise.— zai éusfBaucr.]
deleted by Tisch. &, following L &, vss. I, But the evidence
in favour of the words is too strong, and their omission on
account of the two =ai’s might so readily occur that they must
not be regarded as an interpolation from Luke xi. 46. — =3 6]
Lachm. Tisch, 8: adrei 6: =g, following B D L &, and two miu.
Vs, 'md Tathers. lixegetical amplification after Luke xi. 46. —
Ver. 5. For o: after @rariv. Lachm. Tisch. 8 have ydp, in accord-
ance \\'1tlx B D L §, min. vss. Chrys. Damasc. See on ver. 4.
— Ty m.a.. wiz] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following B
D, 1, 22, vss, Correctly; an explanatory addition. — Ver. 6.
Yor @i 7e we should, with Lachm. and Tisch, read e 8, in
accordance with decisive evidence.— Ver. 7. Lachn. and Tisch. 8
have feBBi only once, following B L A &, min. vss. and Fathers.
But how e’mly may the reduphcatlon have been overlooked,
hoth on its own account and in consequence of its not occurring
in the instance immediately following! Comp. on Mark xiv. 45
— Ver. 8. zadnysric] Fritzsche, Lachm,, and Tisch., following
Givotius, Mill, and Bengel, read drdcozar.oz, which Rinck also ap-
proves.  No doubt zadsy%r. has a very decided prepondevance of
evidence in its favour (of the uncials only B U 8**? read éddox.);
hut, owing to ver. 10, it is so utterly inappropriate in the
present instance, that it must be regarded as an old and clumsy
gloss inserted from ver. 10 (namely, zafdsyncis 6 Xporés, according
to the reading of Elz. Scliolz). By this it was merely intended
to intimate that it is Christ that is referred to here as well as

MATT. IL G
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in ver. 10 below.—Ver. 10. €t ydp duiv doriv & nabny]
Lachm. and Tisch.: érs xatnygeiz dudv éoriv ¢fz. The latter is
the best attested reading ; that ol the Received text is to con-
form with ver. 8 f. —In the Zextus reccptus the two verses, 13
and 14, stand in the following order: (1) obui. .. eimendeiv; (2)
odeed .. . #piue, in opposition to EFGHK M SU V 1 a1y, vss,
and Fathers. On this cvidence Griesbach, Scholz, Iritzsche
have adopted the transposed order. DBut edai ... zpiza (in Elz.
ver. 14) is wanting in B D L Z §, min. vss. and Fathers (Origen
as well), and is correctly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., although
defended by Rinck and Keim. An interpolation from Mark
xil. 40 ; Luke xx. 47. — Ver. 17. /5 yap peilwv] Lachm.: =7 yap
ws?Zov, Lut, undoubtedly, on the cevidence of Z only. The vss.
(Vulg. It.) can have no weight here.— ¢y sdZwy] Lachm. and
Tisch. : ayidoas, following B D Z 8, Cant.; Vulg. has sancti-
Jicat. The present participle is from ver. 19, where there is no
difierence in the reading. — Ver. 19. zwpoi zai] is wansing in
DL Z w1, 209, and several vss, also Vulg. It. Dracketed by
Lachm., condemned by Rinck, deleted by Tisch. ; and justly so,
because there was no motive for omitting the words, while their
insertion would be readily suggested by ver. 17.— Ver, 21.
For xarompons= Elz. Lachm. Tisch. 8 have zarwzedvri, following
B H S & min, the force of the aorist not being apprehended,
— Ver, 23. Elz.: ruira s ; but Griesb, Fritzsche, Lachm.,
Tisch. 7 have adopted radra ot #der. In both cases the evi-
dence is considerable; but how readily might & be omitted
before ¢3e through oversight on the part of the transcriber!—
Ver. 25. ¢£] is wanting in C D, min. Chrys. Deleted by Lachm.
It had been omitted as unnecessary. — Elz. Lachm. Tisch.
read éxpasiug, instead of which Griesb. and Scholz have &éixiac.
The evidence is very much divided, being strong on both sides;
axpadis 1s to be preferred. This word, the only other instance
of which in the N. T. is at 1 Cor. vii. 5, appeared to be inap-
propriate, and came to be represented by a variety of glosses
(axadapoing, arsoviiug, ddming, covgping). — Ver. 26, abrrﬂv]
Fritzsche, Lachm., Tisch.: abroi, following B* D E* min. Aeth.
Vere. This aimel is bound up with the omission of za/ 73
mapod. in D, min. Cant. Verc. Clem. Chrys. Ir. (dcleted by
Tisch.). Those words, however, are evidently an insertion from
ver. 25, an insertion, moreover, which is inconsistent with adro3,
so that the words ought to be deleted and alrob preferred to
wirivr. — Ver. 27, sapopordere] Lachm. : suodisre, only on the
cevidence of B, 1. The preposition has been left out, probably
because the compound form is not found elsewhere in the N. T,
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— Ver. 30. 7utte, instead of zev of the Received text, is sup-
ported by decisive evidence.— Ver. 34. zai iZ «in] in the first
case xai is wanting in B M A 11 &, min. codd. of 1t. Syr. Arn.,
Or.(once). Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.; but how readily may
this xei have beeu omitted since the next clause opens with e/ :
— Ver. 36. Before #Za, Griesb., followed by Matth., Fritzsche,
Scholz, inserted émy, which, however, Lachm, and Tisch. have
deleted again.  és¢ has important evidence both for and against.
A common interpolation.—raira sdvra] The order sdire raire
(Lachm. Tisch. 7) is well attested, though there is a prepon-
derance of evidence (C D §, etc., Vulg. It.) for the reading of
the Received text. — Ver. 37, voooia tauvr7¢] Lachm. has deleted
taur., but only on the evidence of B, vss. Clem.(once) Or.(once)
Cypr. I, and notwithstanding the probable omission of the
pronoun as apparently superfluous. Had it been inserted from
Luke xili. 34, 1t would have been placed between = and sossic.
For :tcwriz Tisch. reads abrzs, following B** D, marg. M A 8* 33,
Clem.(once) Eus. Cyr. Theodoret. The reflective might be casily
overlocked, as was often the case. — Ver. 38. {pnuo; is wanting in
B L Copt.* Corb. 2,0r. Deleted by Lachm.; to be maintained on
account of the preponderating evidence in its favour, though in
the case of Luke x1ii. 35 it is inserted as a gloss from Matthew.

Ver. 1. After the Pharisees have been thus silenced, there
now follows the decisive and direct attaek upon the hierarchs,
in a series of overwhelming denunciations exteuding to ver. 39,
and which, uttered as they are on the eve of His death, forn
a kind of Messianic anueior through which Jesus seeks to
testify against them. Luke has inserted at ch. xi. portions of
tlis discourse in an order different from the original; but he
has given in the present connection, like Mark xii, only a
few fragments, so that, keeping in view that a collection of
our Lord’s sayings was made by Matthew, and considering the
originality in respect of matter and arrangement which charac-
terizes the grand utterances now Dbefore us, the preference
must be accorded to the report furnished by this apostle (in
answer to Schleiermacher, Schulz, Schneckenburger, Olshausen,
Volkmar). The entire discourse has so much the character of
a living whole, that, although much that was spoken on other
occasions may perhaps be mixed up with it, it is scarcely
possible to disjoin such passages fromn those that are essentially
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original.  Ewald thinks that the discourse is made up of
passages that were probably original, though uttered on
very different occasions; Holtzmann has recourse to the
hypothesis that the evangelist has derived his account from
a supposed speeial source, the same as that on which ch. v.
is based ; in answer to the latter, sec Weiss, 1864, p. 114
Observe that the &yAot are mentioned first, because the first
part of the discourse on to ver. 7 is directed to them, then the
pabnral are addressed in vv. 8-12, whereupon in ver. 13 fl.
we have the withering apostrophe to the Pharisees who were
present, and that for the purpose of warning the dyAoe amd
the wafyral to beware of them ; and finally, the concluding
passage, ver. 37 ff., containing the pathetic exclamation over
Jerusalem, The glance, the gesture, the attitude, the matter
and the language, were such that there could be no doubt who
were inmediately aimed at in the varions sections of the dis-
course. We may imagine the seene in the temple to have been
as follows: in the foreground, Jesus with His diseiples ; a little
Jarther off, the dyhoe; more i the background, the Pharisces,
wlo in xxii. 46 are spoken of as having withdrawn.

Ver. 2. The plirase: “{to sit wn AMoses’ seat” (in the seat
which Moses had occupied as lawgiver), is borrowed not {rom
Ex. xviii. 13, but refers to the later practice of having ehairs
for teachers (comp. Acts xxii. 3), and is intended as a figura-
tive mode of deseribing the functions of one who “acts as «
public teacher of the Mosaic laar)” in discharging which {unctions
the teacher may be regarded as the vepresentative and successor
of Moses. Accordingly, in Rabbinical writers, one who suc-
ceeds a Rabbi as the representative of his school is described
as it\'f?;\‘slj Wi, See Vitringn, Synay. p. 165 f. — éxabioar]
howve scated themselves, have asswmed to themselves the duties
of this office. In the whole of this phraseology one cannot
fail to detect an allusion to the pretensions and scll-seeking
character of the Pharisees. Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 4.

Ver. 3. Odv] imasmuch as they speak as teachers and
interpreters of the Mosaic law. — wavra. . . 80a] Limitations
of the sensc, which lie outside the point of view marked out
by the expression “Moses’ seat,” — as though Jesus had in
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view only the moral part of the lww (Chrysostom), or contem-
plated merely what had reference to the theocratic polity
(Lange), or meant simply to speak comparatively (Dleek)—
are in opposition to the text, and are of an arbitrary character,
all the more so that the multitude was assumed to possess
«ufficient capeeity for judging as to how much of the teaching
was binding upon them, and how much was not. The words
are addressed to the &yAot, whom Jesus had neither the power
nov the wish to release from their obligations in respect to
the manifest teachings of the law. But having a regard to
the glaring inconsistency between the feaching and the condict
of their pharisaic instructors, and considering His own funda-
mental principle with regard to the obligatory character of the
Jaw, ver. 18 £, He could not have spoken otherwise than He
did when He inculcated upon the people the duty of comply-
ing with the words while refusing to imitate the conduct of
those instructors. This utterance was censervative, as befitted
the needs of the people, and unsparingly outspoken, as the
conduct of the Pharisees deserved; but, in opposition to both
Tharisces and people, it guarded the holiness of the law.
Observe that Ile is here speaking of the Phatisees in their
special capacity as teackers of the Mosaie luw (Augustine, Calvin,
Girotius, Bengel), so that His language is at variance neither
with xvi. 6 nor with the axiom given in xv.13; Acts v. 29. —
—onjoate k. THpeiTe (see critical notes): aorist and present : do
it, and observe it constantly. See Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 158 f.
Ver. 4. Comp. Luke xi. 46. — In Seauedovar 8¢ (see critical
notes), the 8¢ introduces an instance of their Aéyovo: xai ol
wotetae of @ peculiarly oppressive character.— The bindiny
(tying up into a bundle portions from the various elements,
comp. Judith viii. 3) of heavy burdens is an expression intended
to represent the connecting together of a number of require-
ments and precepts, so that, from their accumulation, they
become difiicult to fulfil. —7¢ 3¢ akTiAep adrdy, kTA]
but arc themselves indisposed to move them cven with their finger,
in the direction, that is, of their fulfilment. The emphasis
rests on 7@ SaxtiAe ; they will not move the burdens with
their finger, far less would they Lear them npon their showlders.
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Vv. 5-7. Comp. Luke xi. 43 f — ¢urarmipta, amulets,
were the i';5$1';1, the strips of parchment with passages of
Scripture, viz. Deut. xi. 13-22, vi. 4-10, Ex. xiii. 11-17,
1-11, written upon them. They were enclosed in small
boxes, and, in accordance with Kx. xiii. 9, 16, Deut. vi. 8,
xi. 18, worn during prayer, some on the forehead, some on the
lelt arm next the heart. They were intended to remind the
wearer that it was his duty to fulfil the law with head and
leart, and, at the same time, to serve the purpose of protecting
him from the influence of evil spirits. Joseph. Auét.iv. 8. 13;
Lund, Jud. Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 898 ff.; Keil, dwrch. 1.
p- 342 f.—mXatvvova:] they broaden their ¢vraxmipea, 1.c.
they make them Dbroader than those of others, in order that
they may thercby become duly conspicuous. Corresponding
to this is: peyaliwovay, they enlarge.  On the xpdomeda, see
on ix. 20. — 7y wpwTor iaiav] the forcmost couch at table,
.. according to Luke xiv. 8 ff. (Joseph. Autt xv. 2. 4),
the wppermost place on the divan, which the Greeks also
regarded as the place of honour (Plut. Symp. p. 619 B). The
Persians and Romans, on the other hand, looked upon the
place in the wmiddle as the most distinguished. The term is
met with only in the synoptical Gospels and the Ifathers.
Suidas: mwpwrorhicia® ¥ wpdry rxabédpa.— paBPi, paBBi]
YN, A (Sidaorare, Joln 1. 39 ; with yod paragogic). The
reduplication serves to sliow liow profound the reverence is.
Comp. Mark xiv. 15; Matt. vii. 21 f.  For the view that
Rabbi (like our “ Dr.") was the title used in addressing learned
teachers as early as the time of Jesus (especially since Hillel’s
time), see Lightfoot, also Pressel in Herzog's Encykl. XIIL
p. 471 ; Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 305.

Vv. 8-12. ‘Tueis] with which the discourse is suddenly
turned to the disciples, is placed first! for sake of emphasis,
and forms a contrast to the Pharisees and scribes. — uy

1 In consequence of this address to the disciples, Holtzmann, p. 200, regards
the whole discourse, in the form in whicl it has come down to us, asan historieal
impossibility. Obscrve, however, the impassioned and lively way in which the
topies are varied so as to suit exactly the dilferent groups of which the audicnce
was composed (see on ver. 1).
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kAn0i7e] neither wish nor allow it. — wdvTes 8€] so that
no cne may violate the fraternal tie on the ground of his sup-
posed superiority as a teacher. — kai watépa, x.7.\.] The word
mavépa, by being placed at the beginning, becomes emphatic,
and so also dpdv, by being separated from marépa to which
it belongs: And you must not call any one futher of you upon
earth, Z.¢. you must not apply the teacher’s title “ our jfuther ™
(3N, see Buxtorf, p. 10, 2175 ; Ewald as above) to any mere
man.  Comp. Winer, p. 549 [E. T. 738]. — Ver. 10. Neither
are you to allow yoursclves to be called leaders (in the scholastic
sense), for the leader of yow 1s One (see critical notes), the Messial.
For examples of the way in which Greek philosophers were
addressed by their disciples, see Wetstein.— o 8¢ pellwv
tpdv, k.TA] Dut among you greatness is to be indicated quite
otherwise than by high-sounding titles: thc greater amony you,
1c. lie among you who would surpass the others in true
dignity, will be gour scrvant. Comp. ver. 12. This is a say-
ing of which Jesus makes very frequent use (Luke xiv. 11,
xviil. 14).,  Comp. xx. 26 f.; also the cxample of Jesus in
the washing of the disciples’ feet, and Phil. ii. 6 f. — ramevwb.

. vyrwf.] that is, on the occasion of the setting up of my
kingdom.

ReEMarx.—The prohibitions, ver. 8 ff,, have reference to
the Lierairchical meaning and usage which were at that time
associated with the titles in question. The teacher's titles i
thenselves are as legitimate and necessary as his functions ; but
the hierarchy, in the formn which it assumed in the Catholic
chureh with the “ holy futher’ at its head, was contrary to the
spivit and mind of Jesus. Apropos of ver. 11, Calvin appro-
priately observes: “Hac clausula ostendit, se non sophistice
litigasse de vocibus, sed rem potius spectasse.”

Ver. 13. Ilere begins the direct and withering apostrophe
of Jesus to His aduersarics themselves who are still present,
this part of the address consisting of scven woes, and extending
to ver. 36. For the spurious ver. 14, Elz, concerning the
devouring of widows’ houses, see the critical remarks. The
characteristic fralure in this torrent of woes is its intense
righteous indignation, such as we meet with in the prophets
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of old (comp. Isa. v. 8, x. 1; Hab. ii. 6 (f),—an indignation
which abandons the objects of it as past all hope of amendment,
and cuts down every bridge behind them. To Celsus (in Origen,
il. 76) all this sounded as mere empty threat and scolding.
— é7.] assigns the reason of this odai. — xXelete, x.7.1.] The
approaching kingdom of the Messiah is conceived of under the
figure of a palace, the doors of which have been thrown open
in order that men may enter. But such is the effect of the
opposition offered to Christ by the scribes and Iharisees, that
men withhold their belief from the Messiah who has appeared
among them, and show themselves indifferent to the Sixatocivy,
necessary in order to admission into the kingdom from which
they are consequently excluded. Comp. Luke xi. 52.  Zhey
thus shat the door of the kingdom in men’s faces. — bpels yap,
«.7.\.] explanatory reason. — Tovs elaepyop.] who are trying,
who are endeavouring to obtain admission. See Dernhardy,
p- 370 f.

Ver. 15. Instead of helping men into the Messial's kingdom,
what contemptible efforts to secure prosclytes to their own way
of thinking ! This representation of pharisaic zeal is doubt-
less hyperbolical, though it is, at the same time, hased upon
actual journeyings for the purpese of making converts (Joseph.
Antt. xx. 2. 4).  On Jewish proselytism generally, see Danz
in Meuschen, V. T. ex Talm. 2l p. 649. Wetstein'’s note on this
passage. — €va] a single. —«xai 6Tav yévnrai] s wpooij-
AvTos.—viov yeévwns] one fit for Gehenna, condemned to
be punished in it. Comp. on viii. 12; John xvii. 12, —
SumnoTepov Upav] is commonly taken in an adverbicl sense
(Vulg.: duplo quam), a sense in which it is consequently to
be understood in the corresponding passage of Justin (e. T
122): viv 8¢ Sumhorepov viol ryeévrms, ds aldros elme, vyivesOe.
Coming as it does after wiow, it is more natural to regard
it, with Valla, as an adjective : who s doubly more so thun
you are.  For the comparative itself, comp. App. Hist. pracf.
10 : gxevn SimioTepa TobTwr. DBut it is still rendered doubt-
ful whether 8im\éTepor is to De taken in an adverbial or
adjective sense Ly a passage from Justin as above: oi &¢
TPOTHAUTOL 00 MOVOY o) MGTEVOUGW, dANG SiTAoTEPOY TudY
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Bracdyuobor.  This passage is likewise unfavourable to
Kypke's interpretation : fallaciorem, which adjective would be
of a more specitic character than the context would admit of.
But in Low for was Jesus justifiable in using the awords
demhdtepov vpdv?! According to Chrysostom, Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Euthymins Zigabenus: in consequence of the evil
example of him who made the convert, which was such that
“ ¢x malo ethnico fit pejor Judaens” (Erasmus) ; according to
de Wette: in consequence of the high estimate in which the
teachers are held by their disciples, and because superstition
and error usually appeav with a twofold greater intensity in
the taught than in the teachers; according to Olshausen:
lecause tbe couverted heathen had not the advantage of
enjoying the spiritual aid to be found in Mosaism ; according
to DBleek: because it was common also to admit as converts
those who were influenced by mere external cousiderations.
According to the context (motetre) : on account of the manner
in which the proselytes continued to be influenced and wrought
upon by those who converted them, in consequence of which
they were generally found to become more bigoted, more un-
loving, and wore extreme than their instructors, aud, of course,
necessarily more corrupt.

Ver. 16. A new point, and one so peculiarly heinouns that
2 somewhat larser portion of the denunciatory address is de-
voted to it. — €v 7@ va@] as in the Mischna we frequently
meet with such expressions as: per Zabitaculrum hoe, M pyo7.
See Wetstein and Lightfoot. — év 7¢ xpvo@ 7ol vaod] by
the gold ackich belongs to the temple, the ornaments, the vessels,
perhaps also the gold in the sacred treasury (to which latter
Jerome, Maldonatus, refer). 'We nowhere meet with any
example of such swearing, and the subject of Corban (xv. 5)
is foreign to our passage (Lightfoot), inasmuch as there is no
question of vows in the present instance. For év with duvvew,
comp. on v. 3+. —o008éy éoTiv] it (the oath) s nothing, is
of no consequence. It is not the person swearing who is the
subject, but s dv duday, x.7.\., form an absolute nominative, as
in vii. 24, x. 14, xiil. 12.—dPpeirer] 7s indcbted, bound to
keep the oath.
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Ver. 17 {f. I'ap] Justifics the preceding epithets. —
peilwv] of greater consequence, and consequently more binding,
as being a more sacred object by which to swear. The reason
of the pelfwr lies in ¢ dywdoas Tov xpvady, according to which
the consecrated relation is conceived of as one between the
temple and the gold, that has been brought alout (otherwise if
aywafwr be read) by the connecting of the latter with the
former. — 70 8@pov] the offering (v. 23), as laid upon the
altar, it belongs to God.

Vv. 20-22. Odv] inference {rom ver. 19; because the
greater, from which the less (the aceessorium), as being bound
up with 1t, derives its sanctity, necessarily includes that less.
— o dposas ... ouvvel] The aorist participle represents the
thing as alicady in the course of being done (Wihner, IL 1,
p- 134, ad Xen. Menr. 1. 1. 18): he who has proceeded to
swear by the altar, swears (present), according to the point
of view indicated by ofw, not merely by the altar, but at the
same time Dby all that is upon it as well. — Ver. 21. No
longer dependent on ofw; but two other examples of swearing
are adduced independently of the former, in each of which
even the highest of all, God Himself, is understaod to be in-
cluded. Accordingly we find the objects presented in a dif-
ferent relation to one another. Formerly the greater included
the less, now the converse is the case. DBut though differing
in this respect, there is in both instances a perfect agreement
as to the sacred and binding character of the oaths.—xaTo:-
kjoavtd] who made it his dwelling-place, took up his abode
in it (after it was built). Comp. Jas. iv. 5; Luke il 49, —
Ver. 221, Comp. on v. 34.

Ver. 23. Comp. Luke xi. 39 {f. — In accordance with eer-
tain traditional enactments (Dadyl. Joma, f. lxxxiii. 2), the
Pharisees extended the legal prescriptions as to tithes (Lev.
xxvil, 30; Nwn. xviii. 21 ; Deut. xii. 6 f, xiv. 22-27) so as
to include even the most insignificant vegetable products, such

1 The opposite of ver. 22 occurs in Schevuoth, f. xxxv. 2:  Quia praeter
Dcum, coeli et terrae creatorem, datur etiam ipsum coelum et terra, indubium
csse debet, quod is, qui per coclum et terram jurat non per cum juret, qui ijly
creavit, sed per illas ipsas creaturas,”
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as mint, anise, and cummin. See Lightfoot and Wetstein on
this passage. Ewald, Alterth. p. 399. —7a BapvTepa Tob
vopov] the weightier things, .. the more important (yrariore)
elements of the law (comp. Acts xxv. 7), not: the things e
difficlt of fulfilment (difficiliora, as Fritzsche), which inter-
pretation is indeed grammatically admissible (1 John v. 3),
but must be rejected, because, according to the context (see
ver. 24), Jesus was comparing the important with the less
important, and most probably had in view the analogy of the
praceepta gravie (8vWR) et levia (@5p) of the Jewish doctors
(sce Schoettgen, p. 183). — 79v kpioev] comp. Ps. xxxiil. 5 ;
not : »iyhteousncss (the usual interpretation), a sense in which
the term is never used (comp. on xii. 18), but judgment, ie.
deciding for the vight as against the wrong. Comp. Bengel and
Paulus.  The xploes is the practical manifestation of righteous-
ness. — v wioTww] fuithfulness, Jer. v. 1; Rom. iil. 3 ; Gal.
v.22; and see on Philem. 5. The opposite of this is dmoria,
perfidie (Wisd. xiv. 25, frequent in classical writers). —
ravTal the Bapvrepa just mentioned, not the tithing of mint,
ete. (Bengel). — €8e] oportcbaé.  See Kithner, II. 1, p. 176 f.
Those were the duties which had been neglected. — ) adiévad]
searcely so strong as the positive 7roujoat. Observe the con-
trasts : What you Aave negleeted you ought to have done, and at
the same time not Zave neglected what you ave in the habit of
doing,—the former being of paramount importance; the sub-
ordinate matter, viz. your painful attention to tithes, is not super-
seded Ly the higher duties, but only kept in its proper place,
Ver. 24. The Jews were in the habit of straining their wine
(8ehil, Plut. Mer. p. 692 D), in order that there might be no
possibility of their swallowing with it any unclean animal, how-
ever minute (Lev. xi. 42). Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 516. Comp.
the liguare vinwm of the Greeks and Romans; Mitscherlicl,
ad Hor. Od. 1. 11.7; Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxvi 17.
Tigurative representation of the painful scrupulosity with
which the law was observed. — Tov k@vwma] a kind of attrac-
tion for percolando remorventes muscam (that found i the wine,
Tov k.), just as in classical writers the plrase xafadpewv T¢ is
often used to express the removing of anything by cleansing
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(ITom. I7. xiv. 171, xvi. 667 ; Dio Cass. xxxvil. 52).  rdveyr
is not a worm found in sour wine (Bochart, Dleck), but, as
always, a gnat.  In its attempt to suck the wine, it falls in
amongst it. — Tyv 8¢ kdun\. kaTawiv.] proverbial expression,
Ta péywoTa 8¢ dmapatnpites duaprdvortes, Euthymius Ziga-
benus. Observe at the same time that the camel is an wncleen
animal, Lev. x1. 4.

Ver. 25. But dnwardly they (the cup and the plate) are
Jfilled from eatortion wd cveess (axkpagias, sce critical notes).
That with which they are filled, viz. the wine and the meat, Zas
been obtatined through extortion and excess. Tlunder (Heb. x.
34, common in classical writers) and exorbitance have contri-
buted to fill them. On yéueww éx, see on Jolm xii. 3. The
simple geuitive (ver. 27) would only be equivaleut to: they
are full of plunder, etc.— dxpacias] a later form of axpa-
Telas. See on 1 Corv. vii. 5.

Ver. 26. Kafdpiocov mpdTov, x.7A] e let it be your
first care (wpdTov, as in vi, 33, vii. 5, and elsewhere), to sce
that the wine in the cup is no longer procured by extortion
and exorbitance. — {va yévnrar, x£71A] not: “ut tum recte
etiam externae partes possint purgari,” Iritzsche, but with
the emphasis on ~évprar: in order that what you aim at
may then bc effected, viz. the purity of the outside as well,
—in ovder that, then, the outside of the cup also may
not merely appear to be clean through your washing of it,
but may actually decome so, Ly losing thet impurity which,
in spite of all your cleansing, still adheres to it (whicl
it contracts, as it were, from its contents), simply Dbecause
it is filled with that which is procured throngh immoral
conduct. The external cleansing is not declared to be un-
necessary (de Wette), nor, again, is it intended to be regarded
as the true one, which latter can only be Dbrought about
after the purifying of the contents has been effected. Dengel
fitly observes: “alias enimn illa mundities externa non est
mundities.” That which is insisted on with wp@Tow is to Le
attended fo in the first place.

Ver. 27 . The graves were whitewashed with lime (xovia)
every year on the 13th of Adar (a custom which Rabbinical
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writers trace to Ezek. xxxix. 15), not for the purpose of
ornamenting them, but in order to render them so conspicuous
as to prevent any one defiling himself (Num. xix. 16) by
coming into contact with them. For the passages from
Nabbinical writers, see Lightfoot, Schoettgen, and Wetstein.
A kind of ornamental appearance was thus imparted to the
craves.  In Luke xi. 44, the illustration is of a totally dif-
ferent character. — Uwoxpio. «. avop.] (fmmorality): both as
representing their disposition.  Thus, morally speaking, they
were Tagor éuruxoe, Lucian, D. M. vi. 2.

Ver. 29 ff. Comp. Luke xi. 47 {f. — The oixodoueiv of the
tombs of the prophets and the xoouelv of the sepulchres of the
righteous (the Old Testament saints, eomp. ver. 35, xiii. 17;
Ileb. xi. 23); this preserving and ornamenting of the sacred
tombs Dby those who pretended to be holy was accompanied
with the self-righteous declaration of ver. 30.  On the ancient
tombs of a more notable character, see, in general, Robinson,
Pl 11 p. 175 {1, and on the so-called “ tombs of the prophets ”
still existing, p. 194, Tobler, Topoyr. . Jeras. 11 p. 227 ff. —
€l nueba, k.t X] vot: if we had beear, but: (f we were (comp.,
on John xi. 21), i we were Living in the time of our fathers,
certaiudy we would wot be, ete. —daTe LAPTUPELTE €QUTOLS,
k1] Thus (inasmuch as you say Tév waTépwr judv) you
witness ogoinst yourselres (dative of reference, Jas. v. 3), that you
vie the sous, ete.  viol contains a ticsfold meaning. From Téw
matép. u., in which the Pharisees point to their bodily descent,
Jesus likewise infers their kinship with their fathers in respect
of eheeracter and disposition.  There is a touch of sharpness in
this pregunant force of wiol, the discourse becoming more and
more impassioned. “ When you thus speak of your futhers, you
vourselves thereby testify to your own Linskip with the -
devers of the prophets.” De Wette's objection, that this inter-
pretation of wio{ would be incompatible with what is said by
way of vindicating themselves at ver. 30, does not apply, because
Jesus feels convinced that their character entircly belies this
gelf-righteous utterance, and hecause He wishes to make themn
sensible of this conviction through the sting of a penetration
that fearlessly searches their hearts and reads their thonghts.
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—¢v 7 alpari] 1 the crime of shedding their blood. On
aipa in the sense of caedes, see Dorvill. «d Charit, p. 427.
For €v. sece on Gal. vi. 6.

Ver. 32. Quite in keeping with the deepening intensity
of this outburst of indignation is the Ditter <rony of the
imperative mAnpwoarte (comp. xxv. 45), the mere permissive
sense of which (Grotius, Wetstein, Kuinoel) is too feeble.!
This filling up of the measure (of the sins) of the fathers
was brought about by their sons (“ haereditario jure,” Calvin),
when they put Jesus Himself as well as His messcugers to
death. — xai Uuels] ye also. The force of xai is to be
sought in the fact that mAnpwcare, «.T\., is intended to in-
dicate a line of conduct corresponding to and supplementing
that of the fathers, and in regard to which the sons «lso must
take care not to come short.

Ver. 33. IHHas ¢piyyte] Conjunctive, with a deliberative
Joree : how are you, judging from your present character, fo
escape from (see on iil. 7),ete.  Comp. xxvi. 54; Mark iv. 30;
Homn. Il i. 150: mads 7is Tor mpodpwy émecw melbnTa
"Axaiév; —The xpios Tis yeévv. means the pronouncing of the
sentence which condemns to Gehenna. The phrase judicium
Gelennae is also of very frequent occurrence in Ilabbinical
writers.  See Wetstein. The judgment comes when the
measure is full.  Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 16.

Ver. 34. dia TovTo] must be of substantially the smune
import as émws éNOy éd’ vuas in ver. 35, Thergfore, in order
that ye may not escape the condemmnation of hell (ver. 33),
belold, I send to you . .. und ye will, ete.; xai é€ adrdy is
likewise dependent on &wud TodTo. Awful uunveiling of the
divine decree. Others have interpreted as follows: Siore péA\ere
TAgpeoar 0 pétpor Tis Kaxias Tév matépwr vudy (Kuthymius
Zigahenus, Fritzsche), thus arbitrarily disregarding what im-
niediately precedes (ver. 33). Morcover, without any hint what-

1 The readings irizgdoare (D 1, min.) and #anpdoere (B* min, vss.) are
nothing but traces of the difliculty felt in regard to the imperative. The
former is preferred, though at the sume time erroncously interpreted by Wilke,
Lhetor. p. 367 ; the latter, again, is adopted by Ewald, who regards ». Jusis
aAnpdoize as also dependent on i=,
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ever in the toxt of Matthew, tdov, éyw amooréN\w, x.7.X, L
sometimes been taken for a quotation 1rom some lost apoeryphal
prophecy, ¢y o fess, or some such expression, heinz under-
stood (van Hengel, Annotatio, p. 1 {f, and Paulus, Strauss,
Lwald, Weizsicker),—a view borne out, least of all, by Luke
xi. 40, which passage accounts for the unwarrantable inter-
pretation into which Olshausen has been betrayed.! The corre-
sponding passage in Luke has the appearance of belonging to
a later date (in answer to Holtzmann and others). Comp. on
Luke xi. 49. — éy®] is uttered not by God (Ewald, Scholten),
but by Jesus, and that under a powerful sense of His Messianic
dignity, and with a boldness still more emphatically manifested
by the use of ¢dov. Through this éyw dmooTé\\o, k7)., Jesus
gives it to be understood that it is Himself who, in the future
also, is still to be the object of hatred and persecution on the
pat of the Pharisees (comp. Acts ix. 5).—mwpodiiTas «
gogois «. ypapu.] by whom He means His apostles and other
teachers (Lph. iv. 11), who, in respect of the Messianic
theoeracy, would be what the Old Testaoment prophets were,
and the Rabbins (B*92M) and sciibes of a later time ought to
have been, in the Jewish theocracy. For the last-mentioned
order, comp. xiil. 52.  Olshausen is of opinion that the Old
Lestament  prophets themselves mast also have been intended
to be included, and that dmooréAhew (which represents the
near and certain future as already present) must indicate
“ (God’'s pure and eternal present” The subsequent futures

14 Josus,” he says, ““is liere speaking as tlie very impersonation of wisdom ;
Matthew has omitted the quotation formula, because his object was to represent
Jesus as the one from whom the words originally and directly emanate ; but the
original form of the passage is that in which it is found in Luke.” Strauss,
in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1863, p. 84 fF.,, also has recourse to the hypothesis of «
lost book, belonging, as he thinks, to a date subsequent to the destruction ol
Jerusalem, and written by a Christian, and in which the messengers in question
are understood to be those whom God has been sending from the very earliest
times. In this Sirauss, following in the wake of Baur, is influenced by anti-
Johannine leanings. According to LEwald, a volume, written shortly after Zae
death of the prophet Zechariah in the fifth century before Christ, but which
is now lost, was entitled 2 oe@ia Tov fe00. The eravpdoerr, he thinks, was in-
serted by Matthew himself.  Bleek, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1853, p. 334, and in
his commentary, agrees in the main with Ewald,
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ought to have prevented any such construction being put
upon the passage. For qpapp., comp. xiii. 52, —xai €&
abvTdv] o wdvres (Buthymius Zigabenus), but more em-
phatic than if we had had 7wds besides: and from their
runlks ye will murder, ete., so that the actions are conceived
of absolutely (Winer, p. 552 [E. T. 743]). The same words
are solemnly repeated immediately after. — xai oTavpe-
ageTe] and among other ways of putting them to death, will
crucify them, de through the Romans, for crucifixion was
a QRoman punishment. As a listorical case in point, onc
might quote (besides that of Teter) the crucifixion of Simcon,
a Dbrother of Jesns, recorded by KEusebius, H. E. 11 32.
The meagreness, however, of the history of the apostolic
age must be taken into account, though it must not be
asserted that in oravpweere Jesus was referring to flis own
casc (Grotius, Iritzsche, Olshausen, Lange). 1le¢ certainly
speaks with reference to the third class of divine messengers,
the class whom 1le is now sending (Calov.), but not from the
standpoint of His eternal, ideal existence (Olshausen), nor in
the name of God (Grotius), and then, again, from the stand-
point of His personal manifestation in time (Olshausen),
funcies for which therc is no foundation either in Luke xi. 40
or in the text itself. Jesus does not contemplate His own

] o in what 1 e , -
execution in what is said at ver. 32, — év Tals cvraywy.]
x. 17. — dmo morews els worhew] x. 23, Comp. Xen. Anab.

v. 4. 81: els T érépav éx Ths érépas woAcws.

Ver. 35."0mws énby, x.r.A.] Teleology of the divine deeree:
in order that all the viyhteous (inmocent) blood (Jonah 1. 14
Joel iil. 19 ; Ps. xciv. 215 1 Macc. 1. 37) may coie uwpon you,
7.¢. the punishment fov shedding it.  Comp. xxvii. 23. The
scribes and Pharisees are regarded as the repicsentatives of the
people, and for whom, as their leaders, they arve held respon-
sible. — aipal “ter hoe dicitur wno hoc versu, magna vi”
DBengel.  And it is 8ikacoy, because it contains the /ife (see on
Acts xv. 20).  Comp. Delitzsch, Psych. p. 242. — éxyvvope-
rov] present, conceived of as a thing going on in the present,
Kiilmer, 1I. 1, p. 116. A vivid picture, in which we seem
to sec the blood still actually flowing. On the later form
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éxxvrw for éeyéw, see Lobeck, ad Phiyn. p. 726. — éxi 4
v#s] according to the canonical narrative (see hbelow). —
Zaxapiov vict Bapayiov] refers to 2 Clron. xxiv. 20,
where Zecharial, son of Jeholada, is said to have been stoned
to death by order of King Joash, év atAjj oikov xvpiov. Comp.
Josepl. Aitt. ix. 8. 3. The detail contained in perakv, 1.\,
renders the narrative more precise, and serves to emphasize
the «trocious character of a deed perpetrated, as this was, on
so sacred a spot.  Since, according to the arrangement of the
books iu the Hebrew Canon, Genesis stood at the beginning
and 2 Chronicles at the end, and since the series here in-
dicated opens with the case of Abel (Gen. iv. 10; Heb. xi. 4),
0 this (2 Clron. xxiv. 20) is regarded as the /last instance of
the murder of a prophet, although, clironologically, that of
Urijah (Jer. xxvi. 23) belongs to a more recent date. The
Rabbinical writers likewise point to the murder of this
Zachavias as one of a peculiarly deplorable nature ; see Twi-
grin Lain. 1. 20; Lightfost on our passage. And how
admirably appropriate to the scope of this passage are the
words of the dying Zechariah: ¥ MM 82, 2 Chron. xxiv. 223
comp. with Gen. iv. 10! If this latter is the Zacharias referred®
to in the text, tlien, inasmuch as the assumption that his
father had two names (scholion in Matthaei, Chrysoston,
Lutlier, Beza, Grotius, Elsuer, Kaune, Uil Unters. 11 p. 198 ff)
is no less arbitrary than the supposition that viod Bapay. is
i gloss (Wassenbergh, Kuinoel), there must, in any case, be
some anisteke T the quoting of the father's naine (de Wette,
Dleek, Daumgarten-Crusius). It is probable that Jesus Him-
self did not mention the father'’s name at all (Luke xi. 51),
and that 1t was introduced into the text from oral tradition,
into which an error had crept {from confounding the person
liere in question with the better known prophet of the same
name, and whose father was called Barachias (Zech. i. 1).
Comyp. Holtzmann, p. 404, This tradition was followed by
Matthew ; but in the Gospel of the Helrews the wrong name
was carefully avoided, and the correct oune, viz. Jehoiade,
inserted instead (Hilgenfeld, N, T catra can. IV, p. 17, 11).
According to others, the person referred to is that Zacharias
MATT. 1L 1
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who was murdered at the commencement of the Jewish war,
and whose death is thus recorded by Joseph. Bell. iv. 6. 4:
dbo 8¢ Tav TolumpotdTey ({M\WTGY) mpoomeTovTes €y peod
¢ (ep@ dapbelpovar Tov Zayapiav viov Tot Bapodyov
So Hammond, Krebs, Hug, Credner, Einl. 1. p. 207, Girorer,
Baur, Keim. It is the opinion of Hug that Jesus, as speak-
ing prophetically, made use of the future tense, but that
Matthew substituted a past tense instead, because when this
Gospel was written the murder had already been committed
(after the conguest of Gamala). I{eimn likewise finds in this
a hint as to the date of the composition of Matthew. Dut
apart from the fact that the names Darachias and Baruch are
not one and the same, and that the reading in the passage
just guoted from Josephus is doubtful (Var. Bapioraiov), the
alleged substitution of the aorist for the future would be so
(lagrantly preposterous, that a careful writer could scarcely
be expected to do anything of the sort. As against this whole

' hypothesw see besides Theile in Winer's new. Lrit. Jowrn. 11
p 405 ff, Kuln in the Jakrd. d. Theol. 1. p. 350 ff.
lI‘lnally, we may mention, only for the suke of recording them,

P%he ancient opinions (in Chrysostom and Theophylact) that
the Zacharias referred to in our passage was cither the minor
prophet of that name, or the father of the Baptist (see Prot-
cvany. Jac. 23). The latter view is that of Origen, Dasil,
Gregory of Nyssa, Theophylact, and several others among the
Fathers (see Thilo, Pracf. p. Ixiv. £.); and recently of MMiiller
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1841, p. 673 {f. — peralv 7o vaod,
¢7\.] between the temple proper and the altar of burnt-
offerings in the priests’ court.

Ver. 36. "HEe:] Put first for sake of emplasis: shall come,
shall inevitably come upon, etc. Comp. ix. 15, xxvii. 49.
— wdvTa TabTa] according to the context: all this shedding
of blood, 7.c. the punishment for it.— émi 7. yevearv TavT.]
Sece on xi. 16; wpon this yencration, which was destined to
be overtaken by the destruction of Jerusalem and the judg-
ments connected with the second coming (ver. 38 {), comp.
on xxiv. 34.

Ver. 37 . After denouncing all those woes against the
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seribes and Pharisces, the departing Redeemer, looking with
sad eye into the future, sets the %oly city also—which He
sees hasteningz to its destruction under the false guidance
of those leaders—in a living connection with the tragic
contents of ver. 34 ff, but in such a way that his parting
words are no longer denunciations of woe, but the deep
wail of a heart wounded, because its love has been despised.
Thus ver. 37 ff. forms an appropriate conclusion to the whole
drama of the discourse. Luke xiii. 34 introduces the words
in a historical connection entirely different. — The repetition
of the name of Jerusalem is here éupavrinos ééos, Euthymius
Zigabenus. — awoxTeivovoa, k.7 N.] The present participles
denote the usual conduct: the maurderess, the killer with stoncs.
—apds adTiv] o her; because the attributive participial
clouse from being in the nominative places the subject addressed
under the point of view of the ¢third person, and only then pro-
ceeds (moodnis . . . Tékva aov) with the vocative of address in
‘Iepovoahijp. Comp. Luke i. 45; Job xviil. 4 ; Isa. xxii. 16.
With Beza and Fritzsche, avrjv might be read and taken as
equivalent to ceavryy; but admjy is to be preferred, for this
reason, that there is here no such special emphasis as to call
for the use of the reflective pronoun (we should expect simply
wpds ce in that case). — moodxcs, «.7.X.] The literal meaning
of which is: “ How often I have wished to take thy citizens
under my loving protection as Messiah!”  For the metaplior,
comp. Eurip. Here. Fur. 70 f, and the passages in Wetstein,
Schoettgen, p. 208 (Rabbinical writers speak of the Shechinah
as gathering the proselytes under its wings). Observe éavrijs:
her own chickens. Such was the /ove that I felt toward you.
On the form vooo. for veoso., see Lobeck, «d Phryn. p. 2006.
ovk é0ehrjoare] sc. émovvaybivar ; they r¢fused (Niigelsbach
oun Il iii. 289 ; DBaeumlein, Partik. p. 278), namely, to have
faith in him as the Messiah, and consequently the Olame
rested with fhrmsclves.  This refusal was their actual xpiua,
John ix. 39.

Ver. 38 f A¢lerar vulv o olxos Du) your house is
abandoned to your own disposal ; the time for divine help and
protection for your city is now gone by: For the meaning,
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comp. Joseph. Antt. xx. 8. 5. The present implies the
tragic and decisive wltimatum. The Eppuos, which is to he
retained on critical grounds (see critical notes), intimates
what is to De the jfinul result of this abandonment, viz.
the destruction of Jerusalem (épruwois, xxiv. 45; Luke
xxi. 20); on the proleptic use of the adjective, comp. on
xii. 13, and Kihner, IL 1, . 236. According to the context,
0 oiros Dy can only mean ‘Iepovoaiju, ver. 37 (Bleek), in
which their children dwell; not the city and the country at
large (de Wette and earlier expositors, in accordance with
Ps. Ixix. 25), nor the whole body of the Jewish people (I<eim),
nor the Zemple (Jerome, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Calvin, Oleavius, Wolf, Michaelis, Kuinoel, Neander, Baumeister
in Klaiber's Stud. I1. p. 67 £.; Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL 2, p. 92 ;
Ewald). — Ver. 39 proceeds to account for this ddierar tuiv,
w7 A.  Were your city any longer to be shielded by the divine
protection, I would still linger among you; but I now leave
you, and it is certain that henceforth (Eis presence among
them, as He knows, being about to cease with His deati,
comp. xxvi. 64) you will not sce me again until my second
coming (not: in the destruction of Jerusalem, Wetstein), when
I shall appear in the glory of the Messial, and when, at my
approach, you will have saluted (elmnre, deaeritis) me, whom
you have been rejecting, with the Messianic confession edhoyy-
pévos, xrh. (xxi 9). This is not to be understood of the
conversion of Israel (Rom. xi.; Rev. xi) in its development
down to the sccond coming (Bengel, Kostlin, ITofmann, Lange,
Schegg, Auberlen, Ewald) ; for Jesus is addressing Jerusalonw,
and threatening it with the withdrawal of God’s superintend-
ing care, and that wntil the second appearing of Messial (o
épxopevos), and hence He cannot have had in view an inter-
vening uerdvote and regenmeration of the city. No; the
abandonment of the city on the part of God, which Jesus here
announces, is ultimately to lead to her destruction; and then,
at His second appearing, which will follow immediately upon
the ruin of the city (xxiv. 29), His obstinate enemies will be
constrained to join in the loval greeting with which the
Messiah will be welcomed (xxi. 9), for the manifestation of
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His glory will sweep away all doubt and opposition, and
Juree them at lust to acknowledye and confess Ilim to be their
Deliverer. A truly tragic feature at the close of this moving
address in which Jesus bids farewell to Jerusalem, not
with a Jope, but with the certainty of ultimate, though
sorrowful, viclory. Luthymius Zigabenus very justly observes
in connection with éws dv elmnre, k. TN : kal T6Te TodTO elTmw-
aw ; ékovres pév ovdémoTe’ dkovtes 8¢ katd TOV Kalpov THS
devrépas avrol Tapovaias, Grav ifer pera Svvdpews ral Sokns
wo\Nijs, 8tav ob8év avrols S¢ehos Tijs émiyvwoews.  Comp.
Theophylact, Calvin, Gerhard, Calovius. Wieseler, p. 322,
despairing of making sense of the passage, has gone the length
of maintaining that some ancient reader of Matthew las
inserted it from Luke. This view ight seem, no doubt, to
be tavoured by the use, in the present instance, of ‘Iepovoanip,
ver. 37, the forni in which the word regularly appears in Luke,
and for which, ou every other occasion, Matthew has ‘Ieposo-
\vua; but it might very easily happen that, in counection
with an utterance by Jesus of so remarkable and special a
nature, the form given to the name of the city in the fatal
words addressed to ler would becoine so stercotyped in the
Greek version of the evangelic tradition, that here, in particular,
the Greek translator of Matthew would make a point of not
altering the form “ “Tepovoalnu,” which had come to acquire
0 fixed a character as part of the utterance before us.

REManK.—1t is fair to assume that Christ’s exclamation over
Terusalem presupposes that the capital had repeatedly leen
the scene of His ministrations, which coincides with the visits
on festival occasions recorded by John. Comp. Acts x. 39,
and see IToltzmann, p. 440 f.; Weizsiicker, p. 310. Those
who deny this (among themn being Hilgenfeld, Keim) inust
assume, with Eusebius in the Zheophan. (Nove I patr.
iv. 127), that by the children of Jerusalem are meant the
Jews in general, Inasmuch as the capital formed the centre of
the nation ; comp. Gal. iv. 25. DBaur himself (p. 127) cannot
Yielp seeing the far-fetched character of this latter supposition,
and consequently has recourse to the unwarrantable view that
we have before us the words of & prophet speaking in the name
of God,—words which were first put into the mouth of Jesus
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in their present form, so that, when they were uttered, soodx::
would be intended to refer to the whole series of prophets and
messengers, who had come in God’s name; just as Origen had
already referred them to Moses and the prophets as well, in
whom Christ was supposed to have been substantially present;
comp. Strauss in Hilgenfeld's Zeutschr. 1863, p. 90.
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~CHAPTER XXIV.

VER. 2. For ¢ & 'I4665¢ we should read, with Lachm. and Tisch.,
4 6% amoxpideis, following important evidence. The insertion of
the subject along with the participle led to the omission of the
latter. — ot S2émsr<] Fritzsche: 8rézere, following D L X, min.
vss. and Iathers.  Ancient (It. Vulg.) correction for sake of the
sense, after Mark xiil. 2. — For #dire rafre we should read,
with Lachm. Fritzsche, Tisch. 8, rufre sdire, in accordance with
a preponderance of evidence. —&; 03] Elz.: 8; ob %, against
decisive evidence. Mechanical repetition of the preceding o3
wi.— Ver. 3. =j¢ euvrenr] The article is wanting in B C L §,
min. Cyr. (in the present instance), and has been correctly
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Superfluous addition.— Ver. 6.
cdvra] 15 wanting, no doubt, in B D L &, min. vss., and has
been deleted by Lachm. and Tiscl. 8, but it had been omitted
in conforiity with Mark xiii, 7; while in some of the wit-
nesses we find r«ir«, in accordance with Luke xxi. 9, and in
some others, again, =dre reira (Fritzsche: caire advra). The
various corrections were occasioned by the unlimited character
of wdwra.— Ver. 7. zai Aoiwoi] is wanting in B D E* &, min.
Cant, Ver. Verc. Corb. 2, Hilar. Arnob. Deleted by Lachm.
and Tisch. 8. Other witnesses reverse the order of the words,
which is strongly favoured by Luke. All the more are they to
be regarded as inserted from Luke xxi. 11.—Ver. 9. Elz. has
vy, But the reading <&» é0vév has a decided preponderance of
evidence in its favour; and then how easily might <& be
overlocked after «dirwy! The omission of =&y éviv in C, min.
Chrys. was with a view to conformity with Mark and Luke.
— Ver. 15, éo7us] Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. : éer¢s, follow-
ing a preponderance of Ms. authority (including B* X), and
correctly. The transcribers have contracted into éerw: what,
strictly speaking, should be spelt ioruis, though the spelling
teréz Is also met with in classical writers.— Ver. 16. ¢=/]
Lach.: ¢, following B D A, min. Fathers. Adopted {rom
Mark xiii. 14; Luke xxi. 21, Mark is likewise the source of
the reading zure3drw, ver. 17,in B D L Z &, min, Or. Caes. Isid.
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Clirys., and which Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. 8 have adopted. —
For = éx, as in Elz., read, with Lachm. and Tisch., =& ¢z, fol-
lowing decisive evidence. — Ver, 18. ra igdrie] 7 iudzioy, 10
doubt, has weighty evidence in its favour, and is approved by
Griesb. and adopted Ly Lachm. and Tisch. 8, but it is taken
from Mark xiii. 16.— Ver. 20. The simple oxfSBdrew (Elz.: év
c38.) 1s supported Ly decisive evidence. — Ver. 23. zi67s06n7e]
Tachm.: aiarebers, following only B* Or. Taken from Mark
xiil. 21. — Ver, 24. For aawdees Tisch. S has shavytfias, follow-
ing D &, codd. of It. Or.™ and several other Fathers. The
reading of the Received text is, no doubt, supported by pre-
ponderating evidence ; but how readily might the active have
been substituted for the passive in conformity with vv. 5, 11!
— Ver. 27, xai 1s, with Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., to be deleted
after foras, in accordance with decisive evidence. Inserted in
conformity with the usual mode of expression; in vv. 37, 39
we should likewise delete the xwi, which Tisch. 8 retains in
ver. 39.— Ver. 28. ydp] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. §, follow-
ing BD L&, min. vss. and IFathers. Correctly. A common
insertion of the connecting particle. This is more probable than
the supposition that a fastidious logic took exception to the
kind of connection. — Ver. 30. rére x¢~p.] The omission of rér
by Tisch. 8 is without adequate evidence, having among the
uncials only that of &*  Had the words been inserted in
accordance with Mark xiii. 26, Luke xxi. 27, they would have
been placed before iborrar. — Ver. 31. pavic] is not found in
L A ¥, min. Copt. Syr. and several Fathers. Deing awkward
and superfluons, it was in some cases omitted altogether, in
others (Syr* Aeth.,, also Syr.”, though with an asterisk at pwy.)
placed before sars, and sometimes it was conjoined with car.c.
by inserting e/ alter this latter (D, min. Vulg. It. Hilar. Aug.
Jer.). — For the second é&xzpwv Lachm. has =@v &xp., following only
B, 1, 13, 69. — Ver. 31, After 2éyw vui, Lachm, in accordance
with B D F L, min. It. Vulg. Or, inserts ¢r, which, however,
may readily have crept in from Mark xin. 30; Luke xxi. 32.
— Ver. 35! Griesh. and the more recent editors (with the ex-
ception, however, of Matth. and Scholz) have adopted swpehei-
csvar 10 preference to the supersisorras of Elz., following B D L,
min. Fathers. The plural is taken from Mark xiil. 31; Luke
xxi. 33. — Ver, 36. Before dpas Elz. has ¢, which, though
defended by Schulz, is condemned by decisive evidence. Super-

1 The omission of this whole verse by N*, an omission sanctioned neither by
earlier nor by later evidence, is simply an error of the transcriber,
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fluous addition. Comp. ver. 3. — After olpavidy Lachm. and
Tisch. 8 have 638: ¢ wiés, in accordance with B D &, min. endd. of
1t. Syr.e Aeth. Arm. Chrys. Or.™ Hil. Ambr, etc. For a detailed
examination of the evidence, see Tisch. The words are an
ancient interpolation {rom Mark xiil. 33.  Had it been the case
that they originally formed part of our passage, but were deleted
for dogmatic reasons, it is certain that, having regard to the
christological importance sometimes ascribed to them (“ gaudet
Arius et Eunomius, quasi ignorantia magistri,” Jerome), they
would have been expunged from Mark as well.  The interpola-
tion was all the more likely to take place in the case of Matthew,
irown its serving to explain uévs (which latter does not oceur in
AMark). — Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. 7 have pov after zarsp. De-
fended by Schulz, though deleted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. 8.
Tt is likewise adopted by Fritzsche, who, however, deletes the
following méves, which is wanting only in Sahid. In deference
to the ordinary usage in Matthew (vii. 21, x. 32 {, ete.), uev
should be restored. It is wanting, no doubt,in BD L a m1 8,
min. vss. and Fathers, but it may readily enough have been
omitted in consequence of the »o inunediately following it, all
the more that it 1s not found in Mark. — Ver. 37, 6¢] Laclun.:
vdp, following BD I,vss. Fathers. An exegetical gloss.—Ver. 38.
rafz wpi] is deleted by Iritzsche and Tisch. 7, in accordance
with some few, and these, too, inadequate witnesses (Origen,
however). Coming as it does after ver. 37, it had been mechani-
cally omitted ; it can scarcely have been inserted as the resnlt
ot reflection. DBefore su; Lachm. has ‘xeiveus, following B D
(whiel latter omits refs), codd. of It.,—a reading which ought to
he adopted, all the rmore because in itself it is not indispensable,
and because it was very apt to be omitted, in consequence of the
similarity in the termination of the words.— For Zzyenilos;
read vauilovrsg, with Tisch. 8, following D &, 33, Chrys.; comy.
on xxil, 30.—Ver. 40. For ¢ ¢fs Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tiscl. have
<lply <% in both instances, following B D I L&, min. (A and
Chrys. leave out the article only in the first case). For sake of
uniformity with ver. 41. — Ver. 41. porav/] Lachm. and Tisch.:
adrw, following preponderating cvidence; the reading of the
teceived text is intended to be more precise.—~ Ver. 42, wpq]
Lachm. and Tiscll: #Auépg. So B D I a®, min. Ir. Cyr. Ath.
IIilar. aud vss. The reading of the Received text is by
way of being more definite. Comp. ver. 44. — Ver. 15. udred
after zbpros 1s wanting in important witnesses (deleted by
Lachm. and Tisch. 8), but it must have been left out to
conform with Luke xii. 42. — 0spamcing] Lachm, and Tisch.:
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sinereine, following B I L A, min. Correctly; from the worl
not occwrring elsewhere in the New Testament, it would be
explained by the gloss eizizg (¥, min. Ephr. Bas. Chrys.), or at
other times by fspew. — For the following érdéves read dodvees, with
Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with prepon-
derating evidence. — Ver. 46. =orodvre obrws] Lachm. and
Tisch. : sirws sodvra, following B C D I L &, min, Vulg. It. Aeth.
Ir. Hil. The reading of the Received text is from Lulke xii. 43.
— Ver. 48. The order uov 6 zbpioc is favoured by a preponderance
of evidence, and, with Lachm. and Tisch., ought to be preferred.
Lachm. and Tisch. 8 omit &%, though on somcwhat weaker
evidence ; éadeiv is further confirmed by the reading Zpyesides i
min. Or. Bas., which is taken fromm Lulke xii. 45. The infini-
tive not being tndispensadle (comp. xxv. 5), was passed over. —
Ver, 49. airos, which is wanting in Elz. (and Tiseh. 7), has
been restored by Griesh. Lachm. and Tisch. §, in accordance
with preponderating evidence. Similarly with regard to isdiy
0: nai wivy (for tebier 8% xai mivew in Elz.), which has decisive
evidence in its favour, and is an altered form of Luke xii. 45.

Ver. 1. On the following discourse generally, see: Dorner,
de orat. Chr. eschatologica, 1844 ; R. Hofmann, Wicderunft
Clr. w. Zeichen d. Menschensohnes, 1850 ; Hebart, d. =zweile
stchtb. Zul. Chr. 1850 ; Scherev in the Strassh. Beifr. 1851,
II. p. 83 ff.; E. J. Meyer, Zrit. Comment. zu d. eschatoloy.
Rede Maith, xxiv, xxv, I, 1857; Cremer, d. eschatoloy.
Lede Matth, xxiv., xxv., 1860 ; Luthardt, Lehre v. d. letzten
Dingen, 1861 ; Hoelemann, Bibelstudien, 1861, 11 p. 129 1L
Auberlen in the Stud. «. Krit. 1862, p. 213 (£ ; Pfleiderer in
the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1868, p. 134 fI.; Kienlen, dbid. 1869,
p. 706 ff, and Commentaive sur Uapocalypse, 1870, p. 1 {I.;
Wittichen, Idee d. Reiches Gotées, 1872, p. 219 ff.; Weissen-
bach, d. Wicderkunfts-gedanle Jesu, 1873, p. 69 I, comyp.
his Jesw in regno eocl. dignatas, 1868, p. 79 1 ; Colani, Jésus
Christ ¢ les croyances messian. de son {emps, ed. 2, 1864,
p- 204 ff—The parallel passages are Mark xiii., Luke xxi
Luke, however, in accordance with his own independent way
of treating his narrative, does not merely omit many particulars
and put somewhat diffcrently many of those which he records
(as is likewise the case with Mark), but he introduces not a
few in o different, and that aun earlier historical connection
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(ch. xii. 17). But this would not justify us, as Luther,
Schleiermacher, Neander, Hase suppose, in using Lulke’s nar-
rative for correcting Matthew (Strauss, IL p. 337 f.; Holtz-
wann, p. 200 ), to whom, as the author of the collection
of our Lord’s sayings, precedence in point of authority is
due. It must be admitted, however, that it is precisely the
eschatological discourses, more than any others, in regard to
which it is impossible to determine how many modifications
of their original form may have taken place! under the influ-
ence of the ideas and expectations of the apostolic age,
although the shape in which they appeared first of all was
given to them, not by Mark (Holtzmann, p. 95 ; see, on the
otlier hand, Weiss), but by Matthew in his collection of the
sayings of our Lord. This is to be conceded witliout any
hesitation. At the same time, however, we must as readily
allow that the discourse is characterized by all the unity and
congecutiveness of a skilful piece of composition, and allow it
all the more that any attempt to distinguish accurately between
the original elements and those that are not original (IXeim) only
leads to great uncertainty and diversity of opinion in detail. But
the idea that portions of a Jewish (Weizsiicker) or Judaeo-Chyis-
tian (PHeidever, Colani, Keim, Weissenbach) apocalyptic writing
liave been mixed up with the utterances of Jesus, appears not
only unwarrantable iu itself, but irreconcilable with the early
date of the first two Gospels, especially in their relation to the
collection of our Lord’s sayings (Aoyia). — éEerfwr] [rom the
temple, xxi. 23. — émopedeTo dmo Tob iepov] He went aay
from the temple, withdrew to some distance from it. Comp.
xxv. 41.  For this interpretation we require neither a Zyper-
beeton (Fritzsclhie, de Wette), according to which amo 7. (epod

1 Although the contents of the discourse itself, as well as the earlier date of
the lirst two Gospels generally, decidedly forbid the supposition that it was not
composed till alter the destruction of Jerusalem, and that, conscquently, it
assumes this latter to have already taken place (Credner, Baur, Kostlin, Hilgen-
feld, Volkmar). If this supposition were correct, the diseourse would have to
be regarded as a late product of the apestolic age, and therefore as a vaticinium
post eventum. Turther, the escliatological views of the apostolical Epistles,
though they presuppose corresponding teaching on the part of Jesus, by no
means imply any knowledge of the specific discowrses in ch. xxiv., xxv. (in
answer to E. J. Mcyer, p. 50 ).
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would belong to éfedfwy,! nor the accentuation drwo (Bornemann
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1843, p. 108 f.). — 7as oixoSopas Tod
{epod] not merely 70D vaod, but the whole of the buildings
connected with the temple, all of which, with the vads and
the porches and the courts, constituted the ilepév. Comp. on
iv 5. The magnificent structures (Joseph. Bcll. v. 5. G, vi.
4. G, 8; Tac. Hist. v. 8. 12) were not then finished as yet, see
on John ii. 21.—Even Chrysostom, Erasmus, and Bengel
did not fail to perceive that what led the disciples to direct the
attention of Jesus to the temple-buildings was the announce-
ment contained in xxiii. 88, which, though it did not refer
exclustvely to the temple, necessarily included the fate of
this latter as well. This the disciples could not but notice;
and so, as they looked back and beheld the splendours of tlc
cntive sacred edifice, they could not help asking Jesus further
to explain Himself, which He does at once in ver. 2, and
in terms corresponding with what He had announced in
xxiii. 38.

Ver. 2. O00® BAémete TadTa wdvra (see critical notes)
does not mean: “do wot gaze so much at all this” (Paulus),
in which case w7, at least, would be required; nor: “are you
w0t astontshed b all this magnificence” (de Wette, following
Chrysostom) ? which would be to import a different meaning
into the simple B\émere; but: ye scc not all this, by which, of
course, Jesus does not intend the mere temple-buildings <
themsclves considered, but the doom which aweaits all thos:
splendid edifices—a doom which He at once proceeds to reveal.
Instead of having an eye to perceive all this, to them cvery-
thing looked so magnificent; they were B\émovtes ov PBNé-
mrovres (xiil. 13}, so that they were incapable of seeing the
true statc of matters as regarded the temple ; it was hid from
their eyes. The more vividly Jesus Himself foresaw the

1 This supposition, indeed, has likewise led to the transposition : 73 (Lachm. :
ix, following B) 7ob isps imopeiezo (B D L A 8, min. vss. Iathers), which order is
adopted by Tisch. 8.

* Among modemn critics, Kuinocl, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald,
Bleck, have deeided in favour of omitting o5, as approved by Griesbach and
Schulz. Among these belonging to an carlier date, Casaubon says distinctly,
with regard to the ncgative : “ hic locum non potest habere.”
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coming ruin; the more distinet the terms in which IIe huad
just been pointing to it, xxiii. 38 ; the deeper the cmotion
with which He had taken that touching farewell of the
temple; the fuller, morcover, the acquaintance which the
disciples must have had with the prophecy in Dan. ix.;
and the greater the perplexity with which, as the Lord was
aware, they continued to regard His utterance about the temple,
xxiii. 38; so much the more intelligible is this introduc-
tory passage, in which Jesus seeks to withdraw their attention
from what presents itself to the mere outward vision, and open
their eyes in order that as p) Brémrovres BAémwae (Jolin ix. 39).
Twether, it is better to take this pregnant utterance m an
affirmative rather than in an enferrogative sense, as is usually
lone, because there is no preceding assertion on the part of
the disciples to which the question of surprisc might be said
to correspond. Grulich (de loci Matth. xxiv. 1, 2, interpret.,
1839) places the emphasis on wdrra : “ videtis quidem raira,
sed non videtis Tadra mavra (nimirum templi desolationen,
etc.).” So also Hoelemann. This is improbable, if for no
other reason thau the ordinary usage as regurds ratTa mwdvra,
which has no such refinement of meaning anywhere else.
Jesus would simply have said: od wdvra BAémere.  Borne-
maun, as above, after other attempts at explanation, finds it
simplest to interpret as follows: ye sec not; of all this, belicvc
we, wot one stone will remain wpon another, ete.  He thinks
that what Jesus meant to say was: Tabra wdvra xatalvdi-
gerar, but that He interrupts Himself in order to introduce
the asseveration dpyv Aéyw Duiv, and so breaks the construe-
tion. That Jesus, however, would not merely have broken
the construction, but still more would have used the words
ob un d¢geli without any logical reference to radra wdvra,
is clearly indicated by &8, which therefore contradicts the
explanation just given. — b5 o0 xaTaAvl.] For ov, see Winer,
p- 448 [E. T. 604]; Buttmann, p. 305 [E T. 355]. Not
a stone will be left upon another without being thrown down.
Ocecurring as it does in a prophetical utterance, this Zyperbolice!
langnage should not be strained in the least, and certainly it
ought not to be made use of for the purpose of disproving
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the genuineness of the passage; see, as against this abuse,
Keim, IIT. p. 190 fI.; Weissenbach, p. 162 ff. And on
account of Rev. xi. 1 {f, comp. also Weizsicker, p. 548 f.
Ver. 3. Ka7 {8{av] unaccompaunied by any but such as
belonged to the number of the Twelve, because they were
going to ask Him to favour them with a secret revelation.
Differently Mark xiii. 3. —7ad7a] those disastrous cvents
of ver. 2. — kat 7({ 70 anuetoy, x.T.A] The disciples assume,
as matter of course, that immediately after the destruction in
question the Lord will appear, in accordance with what is said
xxiil. 39, for the purpose of setting up His kingdom, and that
with this the current (the pre-Messianic) era of the world’s
history will come to an end. Consequently they wish to
know, @ the sceond place (for there are only Zwo questions, not
three, as Grotius, Ebrard supposc), what is to be the sign
whicl, after the destruction of the temple, is to precede this
second coming and the end of the world, that by it they may
be able to recognise the approach of those events. The above
assumption, on the part of the disciples, is founded on the
doctrine respecting the mtmn *5an, dolores Messiae, derived
from Hos. xiii. 13. See Schoettgen, II. p. 550 ; Bertholdt,
Clristol. p. 43 . — 7ijs ojs mapovsias] After his repeated
intimations of future suffering and death, the disciples could
not conceive of the advent of Jesus (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; 1 Thess.
ii. 19; in the Gospels peculiar to Matthew) to set up IHis
kingdom and make a permanens stay in any other way than
as a solemn sccond coming. After Iis reswrrection they ex-
pected the Risen One straightway to set up His kingdom (Acts
i. 6),—a very natural expectation when we Dear in mind that
the resurrection was an unlooked-for event; but, after the
ascension, their hopes were directed, in accordance with the
express promises of Jesus, to the coming from heaven,
which they believed was going to take place ere long, Acts
i 11, iil. 20 f, «/, and the numerous passages in the
New Testament Epistles. Comp. Wittichen in the Jaksd. f.
Deutsche Theol. 1862, p. 354 ff.  Observe, too, the ew-
phatic o7s coming after the general expression Taita. — xai
guvTel. Tod ai@vos] In the Gospels we find no trace of
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the millenarian ideas of the Apocalypse. The 7Tod afdvos,
with the article, but not further defined, is to Le understood
as referring to the cuisting, the then current age of the world,
. to the alwv obres, which is brought to a close (currérea)
with the second coming, inasmuch as, with this latter event,
the alwr weMwp begins. See on xiil. 39. The second
coming, the reswrrection and the last judgment, fall upon
the éoyxdry yuépa (John vi. 39, xi 24), which, as it will
be the last day of the aiww ofros in general, so of the éoya-
Tov Huepdy (Acts 1. 17; 2 Tim. iil. 1; Jas. v. 3; Heb. i 2;
2 Det. iii. 3) in particular, or of the xaipos €ayatos (1 Pet.
1. 5), or of the ypoves éoyaros (Jude 18; 1 Pet. i. 20), which
John likewise calls the éoyarn dpa (1 John ii. 18). This
concluding period, which terminates with the last day, is to
Le characterized by abounding distress and wickedness (see
on Gal. i. 4). The article was unnecessary before cvvrereias,
seeing that it is followed Dby the genitive of specification;
Winer, p. 118 £ [E. T. 155].

Ver. 4. The reply of Jesus is directed, in the first instance,
to the sccond «question (7i 76 onueioy, w.7.\.), inasmuch as He
indicates, as the disconrse advances, the things that ave to pre-
cede His second coming, till, in ver. 28, He reaches the point
which borders immediately upon the latter event {see ver. 29).
But this answer to the second (uestion involves, at the same
time, an indirect answer to the first, in so far as it was possible
to give this latter at all (for see ver. 3G), and in so fav as it
was advisable to do so, if the watchfulness of the disciples was
to be wmaintained. The discowrse proceeds in the following
order down to ver. 28 : first there is a warning with regard
{o the appearing of false Messiahs (extending to ver. 5), then
the announcement of the deginning and decclopment of the
dolores Bessine on to their termination (vv, 6—-14), and finally
the hint that these latter are to end with the destruction of
the temple and the accompanying disasters (vv. 15-22),
with a 1repetition of the warning against false Messiahs
(vv. 23-28). Ebrard (adv. erroncam nonnull. opinion., que
Christus Christique apost. cxistumasse perkibentwr, fore ut univ.
tudietum psor. actale supervencret, 18432) finds in vv. 4-14
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the reply of Jesus to the disciples’ second question. He thinks
that in ver. 15 Jesus passes to the first, and that in ver. 29
He comes back “ad oquelor Tis cavrod wapovaias xat
oy, .. ad secundae quaestionis partem priorem.” This
supposition is simply the result of an imperions dogmatie pre-
conception, and eannot be justified on any fair exegetical
principle. See below. Dorner, who spiritualizes the dis-
course, understands vv. 4-14 as setting forth the nature of
the gospel and its nccessary development, while he regards
what follows, from ver. 15 onward, as describing the historical
“deccursum Christianae religionis ;” he thinks that Jesus
desired by this means to dispel the premature Messianic
liopes of the disciples, and make them reflect on what they
must bear and suffer “ut evangelium munere suo Zistorico
perfungi possit.”

Vv. 4, 5. In the first place—and low appropriate and
necessary, considering the eagerncss of the disciples for the
second coming {—a warning against false Messiaks, and then
ver. 6 f. the first, far off, indirect prognostics of the second
advent, like the roll of the distant thunder.— éwi 7. dwopu.
pov] on the strength of my name, so that they rest their claims
upon the name of AMessiak, which they arrogate to themselves.
Cowp. xviii. 5. The following Aéyovres, .7\ is epexegetical.
We possess no historical record of any false Messiahs having
appeaved previous to the destruction of Jerusalem {Barcochba
did not make his appearance till the time of Hadrian); for
Simon Magus (Acts viil. 9), Theudas (Acts v. 36), the
Eayptian (Acts xxi. 38), Menander, Dositheus, who have been
referred to as cases in point (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Grotius, Calovius, Bengel), did not pretend to be the Messiah.
Comp. Joseph. Antt. xx. 5. 1; 8. 6; Bell. ii. 13. 5.  Then as
for the period swbscqucnt to the destruction of the cupital, it is
not here in question (in answer to Luthardt, Cremer, Lange);
for see on ver. 29.  And consequently it cannot have been
intended, as ycet, to point to such personages as Manes, Mon-
tanus, and least of all Mohammed.

Ver. 6. 4€] continuative: but to twrn now from this pre-
liminary warning to your question itself—ye will hear, ete.



CITAP, XXIV. 6. 129

This reply to the disciples’ question as to the events that
were to be the precursors of the destruction of the temple
(comp. 7oTe, ver. 3), is so framed that the prophetic outlook is
directed tirst to the more general aspect of things (to what is
to talke place on the theatre of the world at large, vv. 6-8),
aud then to what is of a more special nature (to what con-
cerns the disciples and the community ol Chrisiicns, vv. 9-14).
For the fulure pedhjo. (you will have to), comp, 2 Det. 1. 12
Plat. Ep. vii p. 326 C. — wohépovs k. dxoas morépwy]
sald with reference to wars wear aé hand, the din and tumult
of which are actually heard, and to wars at « distance, of which
nothing is Lknown except from the »eports that are brought
home. — opdate, un Gpoeiabe] tule care, be not terrified.
Yor 6poeiobe, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2; Song of Sol. v. 4; on
the two imperatives, as in viil. 4, 15, ix. 30, see Duttinann,
Newl, Grop. 209 [E. T, 243). — 8ei yap mdvra yevéolai]
they are not to be tervified, becewse it is wecessery that all thet
should lule place.  The reflection that it is a matter of nceessity
in pursnance of the divine purpose (xxvi. 54), is referred to
us calculated to inspire a calm and reassured frame of mind.
wravra is to be understood as meaning : coergthing that is then
{0 happen, not specially (ra wdvra, Tabra wdvra, comp. critical
notes) the matters indicated by upeAMsjoete . .. moréuww, but
rather that: nothing, which begins to take place, can stop
short of its full accomplishment. The emphasis, however, is on
oei. — aAN' oUmw éoTi To TéNos) however, this will not be ¢
et the pinal consumnetion, se that you will require to preserve
vour cquanimity still further. Comp. Hom. I/ ii. 122 : 7éXos
&' ol m& Ti mépavras. To Téhos cannot mean the owwrélea,
ver. 3 (Clirysostom, Ebrard, Bleek, Lange, Cremer, Auberlen,
IHoelemann, Gess), but, as the context proves by the corelative
expression apyn @dlvwy, ver. S, and by To Téhos, ver. 14,
comp. with ofw, ver. 15, the end of the troubles at present under
consideration.  Inasmuch, then, as these troubles are to Dbu
straiglitway followed by the world’s last crisis and the signs
of the Messial's advent (vv. 29, 30), 7o 7éhoy must be taken
as referving to the cnd of the dolores Messine.  This end s the
laying waste of the temple and the unparalleled desolation of
MATT. 1. 1
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the land that is to accompany it. Ver. 15 {l. This is also
substantially equivalent to de Wette's interpretation: *the
decisive winding up of the present state of things (and alony
with it the climax of trouble and affliction).”

Ver. 7. I'dp] it is not quite the end as yet; jor the situa-
tion will become still more turbulent and distressing: nation
will 7ise against nation, and kingdom against kingdom, etc.
We have here depicted in colours borrowed from ancient
prophecy (Isa. xix. 2), not only those risings, becoming more
and more frequent, which, after a long ferment, culminated in
the closing scene of the Jewish war and led to the destruction
of Jerusalem, but also those convulsions in nature by which
they were accompanied. That this prediction was fulfilled
its general aspects is amply confirmed, above all, by the well-
Eknown accounts of Josephus; but we are forbidden by the
very nature of genuine prophecy, which cannot and is not
meant to be restricted to isolated points, either to assume
or try to prove that such and such historical events are special
literal fulfilments in concrete of the individual features in
the prophetic outlook before us,— although this has been
attempted very recently, by Kostlin in particular. As for the
Parthian wars and the risings that took place some ten years
after in Gaul and Spain, they had no connection whatever with
Jerusalem or Judaea. There is as little reason to refer (Wet-
stein) the wolépovs of ver. 6 to the war waged by Asinaeus
and Alinaeus against the Parthians (Joseph. Antf. xviii. 9. 1),
and the dwods wohéuwy to the Parthian declavation of war
against King Izates of Adiabene (Joseph. Antt. xx. 3. 3), or to
explain the latter (drods molépwv) of the struggles for the
imperial throne that had broken out after the death of Nero
(Hilgenfeld). Jesus, who sees rising Lefore Him the horrors
of war and other calamities connected, ver. 15, with the coming
destruction of Jerusalem, presents a picture of them to the
view of His hearers. Comp. 4 Esdr. xiii. 21; Sokar Chadasch,
f.viii. 4: “IHo tempore bella in mundo excitabuntur; gens
erit contra gentem, et urbs contra urbem: angustine multae
contra hostes Israelitarum innovabuntur” Beresch. Rabba,
42 f, 41. 1: “ 81 videris regna contra se invicem insurgentia,
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tunc attende, et adspice pedem Messiae.” — Nipol k. cetopor]
see critical notes. Nor, again, is this feature in the prediction
to Dbe restricted to some such special famine as that which
occurred during the reign of Claudins (Acts xi. 28), too early
a date for our passage, and to oue or two particular cases of
earthquake which happened in remote countries, and with which
history has made us familiar (such as that in the neighbour-
hood of Coloessae, Ovos. Hist. vii. 7, Tacit. Aunn. xiv. 27, and
that at Pompeii). — kata Tomovs] which is applicable only
to gewopol, as in Mark xiil. 8, is to be taken distributively
(Bernhardy, p. 240 ; Kiibner, IL 1, p. 414): locatim, travel-
ling from one district to another. The equally grammatical
interpretation : in wvarious localities here and there (Grotius,
Wetstein, Raphel, Kypke, Baumgarten-Crusius, Kostlin, Bleek),
is rather too feeble to suit the extraordinary character of the
events referred to. In vv. 6, 7, Dorner finds merely an em-
bodiment of the thought: “ evangelium gladii instar dissecabit
male conjuncta, ut vere jungat; naturae autem phaenomena
concomitantia quasi depingent motus et turbines in spiritu-
alibus orbibus orturos.”

Ver. 8. But all this will be the beginning of woes (Buthymius
Zigabenus: wpooipia 1OV cvudopadv), will stand in the same
relation to what is about to follow, as the beyinning of the
birth - pangs does to the mueh serercr pains which come
after. It is apparent from ver. 7 that éora: is understood.
The figure contained in @divwy is to be traced to the popular
way of conceiving of the troubles that were to precede the
advent of the Messiah as mwnn ban.  Comp. on ver. 3.

Ver. 9. Jesus now exhibits the sequel of this universal
leginning of woes in its special bearing upon the disciples
and the whole Christian community. Comp. on x. 17 ff. —
ToTe] then, when what is said at ver. 7 will have begun.
Differently in Luke xxi. 12 (wpo 8¢ rodrwv), where, though
Tére is not in any way further defined (Cremer), we have
clearly a correction in order to adapt the expression to the
persecutions that in the evangelist’s time had alveady begun.
Seeiug that the expressions are distinetly diffeicnt from each
otlier, it is not enough to appeal to the “ clusticity ” of the Tore
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(Hoelemann). — awoxTevoboty vpds] spoken generelly, net
as intimnating, nor even presupposing (Scholten), the deatl of
ell of them. After mapadwo. vpds the current of prophetic
utterance flows regularly on, leaving to the hearers themselves
to make the uecessary distinctions. —xai éadeafle picou-
pevos] It 1s a mistake to suppose that we have here a reference
to Nero's persecution (proceeding upon au erroneous inter-
pretation of the well-kuown “ odio humani generis ” in Tacit.
Ann. xv. 44, see Orelli on the passage), because it is the
disciples that are addressed ; and to regard them as the repre-
sentatives of Christians <n general, or as the sum total of i
chwrch (Cremer), would be arbitrary in the highest degree ; the
discourse does not hecome general in its character till ver. 10.
Comp. 1 Cor.iv. 13. — dmo mdvTov 7. é0vov] by all aations.
What a confirmation of this, in all general respects, is fur-
nished by the history of the apostles, so far as it is known to
us! But we are not justified in saying more, and especially
when we take into account the prophetic colouring given to
our discourse, must we beware of straining the mavrer in
order to favour the notion that the expression contaius an
allusion to the vast and long-continued efforts that woulil
be made to dissemiuate the gospel throughout the world
(Dorner) ; let us repeat that it is the apostles who are in
question here. Comp. x. 17 f,, 22.

Ver. 10. Kai tote] and then, when those persecutions
will have broken out against you. — cxavéalio@ycovra:
woANol] nuny will receive a shock, d.c. many Christians will
he tempted to relapse into unbelief, see ou xiii. 21, For the
converse of offendentur in this sense, see ver. 13. Conse-
quence of this falling away: «ai aAMijrovs mapadws.] onr
another, 1.e. the Christian who has turned apostate, him whao
lus continued faithful. What a climax the troubles have
reaclied, sceing that they are now springing up in the very
heart of the Christian community itself!

Ver. 11. Besides this ruinous apostasy in consequence of
persecution from withont, there is the propagation of errvor by
fedse Chaisticon teachers living in the very bosom of the church
itself (comp. vil. 13). These latter should not be wore
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precizely defined (Kostlin: “ extreme antinomian tendencies ;™
Hilgenteld : * those who adhere to Tauline views;” comp.
also Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 586, ed. 2). The history of the
ppostolic age has sufficiently confirmed this prediction, Acts
xx. 30; 1 John iv. 1.

Ver. 12, dud in consequence of the growing prevalenee of
wickedness (as the result of what is mentioned in vv. 10, 11},
the love of the greader nwmber il beeome cold ; that pre-
dominance of evil within the Christian community will
Lve the effect of cooling tlie brotherly love of the majority
of its wembers. The moral degeneracy within the pale of
that commuuity will bring about as its special result a pre-
vailing want of charity, that specific contrast to the true
characteristic of the Christian life (Gal. v. 6; 1 Cor. xiii. 1 {{.;
1 Jolm iv. 20).  For avouia, the opposite of meral compliance
with the law of God {= duapria, 1 John iii. 4), comp. vii. 23,
xili. 41, xxiii, 283 2 Cor. vi. 14; 2 Thess. il. 7. For yriyerw
with «y, comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 318. — 7dv moAradr] are
nut the woAXol m=ntioned in ver. 10 (Fritzsche), whose love,
=+ that verse inforius us, is already changed into hatred, but
the saultitude, the mass, the great body (Kithuner, IL 1, p. 548;
Ast, Zew. Plat. II1 p. 148) of Christians.  In the case of those
who were distinguisked abeve the ordinary run of Christians,
no such eooling was to take place; Lut yet, as compared with
the latter, they were only to be regarded as ohéyor. According
to Dorner, vv. 11, 12 apply not to the apostolic age, but
to a subscquent stage in the history of the church. DBut
suich a view is inconsistent with the numerous testimonies to
le met with in the Epistles, with the appreliensions and
expectations regarding impending events to which they give
expression. Comp. on Gal. i. 4.

Ver. 13. ‘O 8¢ vmopelvas] contrast to what in the oxar-
cadia@is. morrol of ver. 10 and the wAawjc. moAlovs of ver.
12 is described as apostasy, partly from the faith generally,
and partly (ver. 12) from the ¢rue Christian faith and life.
Comp. x. 22, According to Fritzsche, it is only the per-
severing <n love that is meant, so that the contrast has
reference merely to Yruyzoerar, A, But according to our
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interpretation, the contrast is more thorough and better
suited to the terms of the passage.—eis TéXos] not
perpetuo (Fritzsche), which, as the connection shows (ver. 6),
is too indefinite ; but: wnfo the cuel, il the last, until the
troulles will have come to an end, whicl, as appears from
the context (cwjgeras), will, in point of fact, be coincident
with the second advent. Comp. vv. 30, 31, x. 22. The con-
text forbids such interpretations as: wnio death (Elsner, Kuinoel,
Ebrard), untdl the destruction of Jerusaleny (Krebs, Rosemmiiller,
IR, Hofmann), cwfjcerar being referred in the latter case to
the flight of the Christians to Pella (Eusebius, H. Z. iii. 5).
Of course ver. 13 deseribes the “ sanam hominis Christiani dis-
positionem spiritualem ad eschatologiam pertinentem ” (Dorner),
always on the understanding, however, that the second advent
15 at Land, and that the “ homo Christianus 7 vl live to sce 11,

Ver. 14. Having just uttered the words els Téxos, Christ
now reveals the prospect of a most encouraging state of maticis
which is immediately to precede and usher in the consum-
mation indicated by this els Téhos, namely, the preaching ol
the gospel throughout the whole world in spite of the hatred
and apostasy previously mentioned (vv. 9,10 {f); 87¢ od8év 7o
Sewady mepiyeviaertar Tod kmpuyuatos, Kuthymius Zigabenus.
The substantial fulfilment of this prediction is found in the
missionary labours of the apostles, above all in those of I"aul ;
comp. Acts 1. 9; Rom. i. 14, x. 18, xv. 19; Matt. xxviii. 19;
Col. i. 23; Clem. 1 Cor. v.— TobT0 70 €vayqy.] According
to de Wette, the author here (and xxvi. 13) so far forgets
himself as to allude to the gospel which he was then n the act
of writing. The Tovro here may Le accounted for by the fact
that Christ was there and then engaged in preaching the
gospel of the Messial’s kingdom, inasmuch as eschatological
prediction undoubtedly constitutes an essential part of the
gospel.  Consequently: “ hoc evangelium, quod nuntio.” — év
6An T oixovu.] must not Le lmited to the Roman cmpire
(Luke ii. 1), but should be taken quite generally : over the whole
habitable globe, a sense which is alone in keeping with Jesus’
consciousness of His Messianic 1wission, and with the wada:
Tois éveat which follows.—els papTipiov, K. 7N.] in vider that
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testimony may be borne before all nations, namely, conccrning
ine and oy work, however much they may have hated you
for my name’s sake.  The interpretation of the Fathers: eis
éXeyyov, is therefore substantially in accordance with the
context (ver. 9), though there was no need to import into the
passage the idea of the condemaation of the heathen, which
condemnation would follow as a conscquence only in the case
of those who might be found to reject the testimony. There
are otker though arbitrary explanations, such as. “ ut nota illis
esset pertinacia Judaeorum ” (Grotius), or: “ut gentes testi-
monium dicere possint harum calamitatum et insignis pompae,
qua Jesus Messias in has terras reverti debeat” (Fritzsche),
or: “ita ut crisin aut vitae aut mortis adducat” (Dorner). —
kai ToTe] and then, when the announcement shall have been
made throughout the whole world. — 76 TéAos] the end of the
troubles that are to precede the Messial’s advent, correlative
to apy, ver. 8. Comp. ver. 6 ; consequently not to be under-
stood in this instance either as veferring to the ead of the world
(LEbrard, DBleck, Doruer, Hofinann, Lange, Cremer), which latter
cvent, however, will of course aunounce its approach by
catastrophes in nature {ver. 29) mmed {wtely after the termina-
tion of the dolores Messiac.

Ver. 15. See Wieseler in the Gatting, Vievieljulrsehr. 1846,
p- 183 ff.; Hengstenbery, Christol. 111. p. 116 ff.  More precise
information regarding this 7éXos. — oDv] therefore, in couse-
quence of what has just been stated in the xai 7d7e et 70
réhos.  According to Ebrard and Hoelemann, odv indicates a
resumang of the previous subject (Baeumlein, Partik.p.177; Winer,
D-414 [E.T.555]): “Jesusad primam guestionem revertitur, prae-
misso secundae quaestionis responso.”  But even Ebrard him-
sell admits that Jesus has 2ot az et made any direct reference
to the disciples’ first question, ver. 3, accordingly he cannot
he supposed to 7ccur to it with a mere odw.  Wieseler also
takes a similar view of otw.  He thinks that it is used by way
of resuming the thread of the conversation, which had been
iterrupted by the preliminary warning inserted at vv. 4-14.
But this conversation, whicl the disciples had introduced, and
in which, moreover, vv. 4-14 arc by no means of the nature
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of a mere warning, has not been interrupted at all. According
to Dorner, odv marks the transition from the eschatological
Jrineciples contained in vv. 4-14 to the applicatio corum his-
lorice s. prophetice, which view is Dbased, however, on the
crroneous assumption that vv. 4-14 do not possess the
character of concrete eschatological prophecy. The predic-
tions belore us respecting the Messianic woes become more
threatening till just at this point they reach a climax.— 7o
Béérvypa Tijs éppuwocos] the abomination of desolation ;
the genitive denotes that in which the BeAvyua specifically
cousists and manifests itself as such, so that the idea, “the
abominable desolation,” is expressed by the use of anothier
substantive instead of the adjective, in order to bring out the
characteristic attribute in question; comp. Ecclus. xlix. 2;
Hengstenberg : the abomination, whielh prodwces the desola-
tion. But in Daniel also the épjuwois is the leading
idea. The Greek expressinn in our passage is not exactly
identical with the Septuagint!® rendering of D!;E;P %Y Dan.
ix. 27 (xi. 31, xii. 11). Comp. 1 Mace. i. 54,vi. 7. In this
prediction it is not to Antickrist, 2 Thess. ii. 4 (Origen,
Luthardt, Klostermann, Ewald), that Jesus refers; nor, again,
is it to the statuc of Titws, which is supposed to have been
erected on the site of the temple after its destruction (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus); nor to that of
Caligula, which is scid (but see Irebs, p. 53) to have been

1 In the Hebrew of the passage referred to in Daniel the words are not intended
to be taken together (1lavernick, von Lengerke on Dan. ix. 27, Hengstenbery,
Christol. 111. p. 103 £.). They are, moreover, very variounsly interpreted ; von
Lengerke (Hengstenberg), for example: ““ the destroyer comes over the pinnacles
ofabomination ;" Ewald (Auberlen): **and that on accountof the fearful height of
abominations ;” Wiescler: ‘‘and that beeause of the destructive bird of abomina-
tion” (referring to the eagle of Jupiter Olympius, to whom Lpiphanes dedicated
the temple at Jerusalem, 2 Mace. vi. 2); Hofmann, Weissag. w. Erf. 1. p. 309 :
“and that upon an oflensive idol cover” (meaning the veil with which the
altar of the idol was covered). My interpretation ol the words in the original
(DDU’D D"_SH,’-Jt_.'; "3 51_)1) is this: the destroyer (comes) on the winy of abomi-
nations, and that until, etec. Comp. Keil. Ewald on Matthew, p. 412,
takes ¥JD as a paraphrase for ¢ ispsv. The Sept. rendering is probably frow

such passages as Ps. lvii. 2. For other explanations still, see Ilengstenbery,
Christol. 111, p. 123 (T, ; Bleek in the Jalrdb. f1 D. Theol. 1860, p. 98 {L.
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set up within the tewple; nor even to the equestrian statne
of Hadricir 11 which Jerome considers possible), which
references would imply a period too early in some instances,
and too late in others. It is Detter, on the whole, not to seck
for any more special reference (as also Llsner, Hug, Dleck,
i‘leiderer have done, who see an allusion to the sacrilegious
acts committed by the zealots in the temple, Joseph. Lell.
iv. 6. 3), but to be satisfied with what the words tliemselves
plainly intimate : the abominable desolation on the temple square,
which was historically realized in the doings of the leathen
canquerors during and after the capture of the temple, though,
at the same time, no special stress is to be laid upon the
heathen standards detested by the Jews (Grotius, Bengel,
Wetstein, de Wette, Ebrard, Wieseler, Lange), to which the
words cannot refer.  Fritzsche prefers to leave the S6éN. 7. ép.
without any explanation whatever, in cousequence of the o
avaywwok. vositw, by which, as he thinks, Jesus meant to
indicate that the reader was to find out the prophet’s meaning
for himself. The above genecral interpretation, however, is
founded upon the text itself; nor are we warranted by Dan.
ix. 27 in supposing any reference of a very special kind to
underlie what 1is said. The idea of a desecration of the
temple by the Jues themselves (Hengstenbers), or of the coriupt
sate of the Jewish Licrarchy (Weisse, Evangclienfr. p. 170 1),
is foreign to the whole connection.— 1o pnbév 8ia dav. 7.
wpo¢.] what has becin sid (expressly mentioned) by Daniel,
not: “which is an expression of the proplhet Daniel ”
(Wieseler); for the important point was not the prophetic
repiession, but the thing itself indicated by the prophet.
Comp. xxil. 31. — On éo7os, see critical notes, and Kiihoer,
I p. 677.—¢év tome dyiw] n the holy place; i.e. mot
the fown as invested by the Romans {so IHoelemaun and
many older expositors, after Luke xxi. 20), Lut the place
of the temple which hLas been in question from the very
first (ver. 2), and which Daniel has in view in the pas-
sage referred to. The designation selected forms a tragic
contrast to the B8éAvypa; comp. Mark xiii. 14: dwov o¥ B¢l
Others, and among themn de Wette and Bawmgarten-Crusius
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(comp. Weiss on Blark), understand the words as referring
to Pulestine, especially to the neighbourhood of Jerusalem
(Schott, Wieseler), or to the Mount of Olives (Bengel), because
it is supposed that it would have Dbeen too late to seek to
escape after the temple had heen captured, and so the flight
of the Christians to Pelln took place as soon as the war
hegan. The ground here urged, besides being an attemypt to
make use of the special form of its historical fulfilment in
order to correct the prophetic picture itself, as though this
latter had been of the nature ol a special prediction, is irrele-
vant, for this reason, that in ver. 16 the words used are not
“in Jerusalem,” but év Ty 'Iovdaia; see on ver. 16. Jesus
means to say : When the abomination of desolation will have
marred and defaced the symbol of the divine guardianship of
the people, then everything is to be given up as lost, and
safety sought only by flecing trom Judaea to places of greater
security among the mountains. — o dvayivwokwy voeitw)
let the veader understand ! (Eph.iii. 4).  Parenthetical observa-
tion by the cvangelist, to impress upon his readers the precise
Joint of time indicated by Jesus at which the flight is to
take place upon the then impending (not already present,
Hug, Bleek) catastrophe.  Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Paulus, Fritzsche, Kaeuffer, Hengstenberg (Authent. d. Dan. .
258 {f)), Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, ascribe the observation
to Jesus, from whose lips, however, one would have expected,
in the flow of living utterance, and according to Iis manner
elsewhere, an expression similar to that in xi 15, xiii. 9, or
at least o dwovwv voeltw. We may add that owr explanation
is favoured by Mark xiii. 14, where 7o pnfev imo dav. Tob
mpop. being spurious, it is consequently the reader, not of
Daniel, but of the gospel, that is meant. Hoelemann incorrectly
interprets: “he who has discernment, let him understand it ”
(alluding to Dan. xii. 11); dvaywaeok. is never used in the
New Testament in any other sense than that of fo read.

Ver. 16 ff. Apodosis down to ver. 18.—o( év 7. 'Tovd)]
means those who may happen to be living in the country
of Judaea (John iii. 22), in contradistinction to Jerusalem
with its holy place, the abominations in which are to Dbe
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the signal for flicht. — puy xaTaBarvérw, k7] Some have
conceived the idea to Le this: “ne per scalas interiores, sed
exteriores descendat,” Bengel (Grotius, Wetstein) ; or: et him
Jlee over the roofs (over the lower walls, separating house from
Liouse, till he comes to the city wall, Michaelis, Kuinoel,
Iritzsche, Paulus, Winer, Kaeuffer). Both views wmay he
taken cach according to circumstances.— ta éx Tijs olxiac
adTod] common attraction for ra €év 7§ olxia éx Tijs oixias.
See Kiihmer, I. 474, and ad JXea. Mem. iil. 6. 11 ; Winer,
p. 584 [E. T. 7S4]. — é» 70 dypp] where, being at work,
lie has no upper garment with him.— People will lhave to
flee to save thetr Lives (ver. 22); not according to the idea
imported by Hofmann: to escape the otherwise too powerful
temptation to deny the Lord.  This again is decisively refuted
by the fact that, in vv, 16-19, it is not merely the disciples
or bclicvers who are ordered to flee, but the summons to do
%0 is « general one.  What is said with reference to the flight
does not assume an ndividualizing character till ver. 20.

Ver. 19. Ai pév vyap éyrxvor ov Suvijocovtar ¢pevyew, TG
dopTip Tils yaoTpos Bapuvopevar ai 8¢ Ophilovear Sia T
mpos Ta Tékve oupmdbeav, Theophylact.

Ver. 20, “Iva] Object of the command, aud therefore its
purport ; Mark xiv. 35; Col. 1. 9. — unéé caBBdTe] with-
out dv, as in xii. 1; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. 274]. On the
Sabbatl. the rest and the solemnities enjoined by the law, as
well as the short distance allowed for a Sabbath-day’s journey
(2000 yards, according to Ex. xvi. 29 ; see Lightfoot on Luke
xxiv. 50; Aets i. 12; Schoettgen, p. 406), could not but
interfere with the necessary haste, unless one were prepared
in the circumstances to ignore all such enactments. Taken
by themsclves, the words pnde gaBBarte seem, no doubt, to
he inconsistent with Jesus’ own liberal views regarding the
Sabbath (xii. 1f1); John v. 17, vii. 22); but he is speaking
[rom the standpoint of His disciples, sueh a standpoint as they
occupied at the time He addressed them, and which was destined
to be outgrown only in the course of a later developuent of
ideas (Ilom. xiv. 5; Col. ii. 6). As in the case of yeyudvos,
what is here said is simply with a view to everything being
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avoided calculated to interfere with their hasty flight.  Comyp.
¢ 25.

Ver. 21. Those hindrances to {flight are all the more to
he deprecated that the troubles are to Dbe unparalleled, and
therefore a rapid flicht will be a matter of the most urgent
necessity. — €ws Tov vov] usque ad hoc tempus, Rom. viii. 22.
Kéopov is not to be supplied here (Fritzsche). See, on the
other hand, Mark xiii. 19; 1 Mace. ii. 33; Dlat. Parm.
p-152 C, Ep. xiii. p. 361 E.  On the threelvld negative od8¢
oU p17, sce Bornemann in the Stud, w. Krit. 1843, p. 109 f.
Yor the expression generally, Plat. 7im. p. 38 A: 008¢ yevéo-
Bas moté 0vbé yeyovévar viv 008 eloatbis Eaeabar; Stallhaum,
ad Rep. p. 492 L.

Ver. 22. And wnless these days had been shortencd, those,
namely, of the ONiYris peyarny (ver. 29), ete. This is to
be understood of the reduction of the number ol the days
over which, but for this shortening, the OAijris would have ex-
tended, not of the curtailing of the length of the dny (Iritzsche),
a thought of which Lightfoot quotes an example from Rab-
binical literature (comp. the converse of this, Josh. x. 13),
which,, seeing that there is a considerable nwmber of days,
would be to introduce an element of 2 very extraordinary
character into the usual ideas counected with the acceleration
of the advent (1 Cor. vii. 29). Rather comp. the similar idea,
which in Barnab. iv. is ascribed to Enoch, — €a@09] used here
with reference to the seving of the life (viil. 25, xxvii. 40, 42
49, and frequently); Iiuthymius Zigabenus: ok &v vmefé-
¢uvye Tov Bavaror. Holmann incorrectly explains: saved from
denying the Lord. — wdoa oapf] cvery jlesh, ie. cvery mortal
man (see on Acts ii. 16), would not be rescued, <.c. would
have perished.  Com. for the position of the negative, Fritzsche,
Diss. IL on 2 Cor. p. 24f.  The limitation of wdca gapf to
the Jews and Christians belonging to town or country who are
found in tmmedicte conlact with the theatre of war, is justified
by the context. The éx\extol are (ncluded, but it is not these
«lone who are meant (Hofinann). — The aorist éeohoB. conveys
the idea that the shortening was resolved upon wn the counscls
of the divine compassion (Mark xiii. 20), and its relation to
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the aorist €owdy in the apodosis is this. Lad the shorlening of
the period over which the calamities were to extend not taken
place, this would have invelved the utter destruction of all
flesh.  The futwre xohoBwdio. again conveys the idea that
the vctuel shortening s being effected, and therefore that the
case supposed, with the melancholy conscquences involved in
it, ius been averted. — 8ea 8¢ Tovs éxhexToUs) for sale of the
chosen (for the Messianic kingdom), in order that they might
he preserved for the approaching advent.  That in seeking to
save the righteous, God purposely adopts a course by which 1l¢
mav save others at the same time, is evident from Gen. xviii.
13 {f. Dut the éshextol (see on xxii. 14) are those who, at
the time of the destruction of the capital, are belicvers in
Christ, and are found perseeering in thewr fuith in Him
(ver. 13); not the futwre erediture as well (Jahn in Bengel’s
Aiehie. 11 15 Schott, Opuse. 11 p. 205 ff; Lange, following
Aungustine, Calovius), which latter view is precluded by the
ebfiws of ver. 29. — There is a certain solemnity in the repe-
tition of the same words xokoB. at juépac éxetvar. Llrard
luys stress upen the fuet, as he supposes, that owr passage
deseribes a calamity “cul finis sit dmponendus, et quae ab
actate paulo saltem feliciore sit excipienda,” and accordingly
infers that the idea of the lmmediate end of the world is
theveby excluded.  Dut the actas puido saliem felicior, or the
supposition that there is any interval at all between the @xijres
peyary and ver. 29, is foreign to the text; but the end of the
above-mentioned disaster is to take place in order that what
1s stated at ver. 29 may follow it at once.

Ver. 23 f. Tore] then, when the desolation of the temple
and the great s shall have arrived, false Messiahs, and
such as falsely represent themselves to be prophets, will again
come forward and wrge their claims with greater energy than
ever, nay, in the most seductive ways possible. Those here
referred to are different from the pretenders of ver. 4 1 The
exeitewent and longing that will be awakened in the midst of
such terrible distress will be taken advantage of by impostors
with jretensions to miracle-working, and then how dangerous
they will prove! Dy such early expositors us Chrysostom ind
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those who come after him, ver. 23 was supposed to mark the
transition to the subject of the advent, so that Tarte would
pass over the whole period between the destruction of Jerusalem
and the second advent; while, according to Ebrard (comyp.
Schott), the meaning intended by Jesus in vv. 23, 24 is, that
after the destruction of the capital, the condition of the church
and of the world, described in vv. 4-14, “in posternr quogue
mansurwmn csse”  Such views would have been discarded if due
regard had been paid to the 7ote by which the point of time is
precisely defined, as well as to the circumstance that the allusion
here is merely to the coming forward of false Christs and false
prophets.  Consequently we should also bLeware ol saying,
with Calovius, that at this point Clirist passes to the subject
of His adventus spiritualis per cvangelium.  1le is still speaking
of that period of distress, ver. 21 £, which is to be dmmediately
Jollowed, ver. 29, Ly the second advent.— YrevdoxpioTor]
those who falsely claim to be Messiah; nothing is known
regarding the historical fulfilment of this. Jonathan (Josepl.
Bell. vii. 11. 3) and Barcochba (see on ver. 5) appeared
at a later period.-— yrevdompodijTac] according to the
context, not Christian teachers (ver. 11), in the present
instance, but such as pretended to be seat by God, and in-
spived to speak to the people vn the scason of their calamity,—
deceivers similar to those who had tried to impose upon their
fellow-countrymen during the national misfortunes of ewlier
times (Jer. xiv. 14, v. 13, vi. 13, viii. 10). Comp. Joseph.
Bell. ii. 13. 4: mhdvor yap avlpwmor kai dwatdvres wpoo-
xipate Oeiacuol vewrepiopovs kai petaffohas mwpaypaTevouevor,
Sarpovav 10 mAiflos avémebov, k7N Others suppose that the
reference is to such as sought to pass for Elijal or some other
prophet 2isen from the dead (Xuinoel), which would scarcely
acree with the use of a term so general as the present;
there ave those also who think it is the cnissiies of the fulse
Messiahs who are intended (Grotius).— 8w ova] not: proumis
(Kypke, Krebs), but : give, so as to suit the idea involved in
onpeta. Comp. xil. 39 ; Deut. xiii. 1. — On oypeia xai Tépata,
between which there is no material difference, see on Rowm.
xv. 19. Miracles may also be performed by Satanic agency,
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2 Thess. ii. 9. — dore mhavnfijvar (see critical notes) : so
the vevy elect nwey be led astray (Kithmer, I1. 2, p. 10035) if
possible (el Swvvatov: si fleri possit; “conatus summus, sed
tamen irritus,” Bengel). — Ver. 25, diapaptipetar éfacdaii-
Copervos, Luthymius Zigabenus.  Comp. John xiv. 29,

Ver. 26. O9v] according to the tenor of this my prediction.
Ver. 26 does not stand to ver. 23 in the relation of o strange
reduplication (Weiss), but as a rhetorical amplification which
is brought to an emphatic close by a repetition of the uy
miorevonre of ver. 23. — éo7¢] the Messiah, ver. 23. —év
Tols Tapelots] the article is to Le taken demonstratively,
while the plural denotes the inner rooms of a house. Accord-
ing to Fritzsche, we have here the categorical plural (see on
il. 20): “en, ibi est locorum, qnae conclavia appellantur.”
That would be too vague a preteuce. The phraseology here
made use of: i the wilderness—7ii the inncr rooms of the house
—is simply apocalyptic vmagery. “ Ultra de deserto et pene-
tralibus quaercre non est sobrii interpretis,” Maldonatus.

Ver. 27. Reason why they were not to listen to such asser-
tions. The advent of the Messiah will not be of such a nature
that you will require to be directed to look here or look there
in order to see him ; but it will be as the lightning, which, as
=ooun as it appears, suddenly aunonnces its presence everywhere;
obTws éotar 1) mapovoia éxelvn, opol mavtaxod pawopivn Sia
i Exhaprey Tis 8oEns, Chrysostom.  Not as though the advent
were not to be counected with some locality ov other upon
carth, or were to be invisible altogether (R. Hofmanu); but
what is meant is, that when it takes place, it will all of a
sudden openly display itself in a glorious fashion over the whole
worid.  Ebrard (comp. Schott) is wrong in supposing that the
point ol comparison lies only in the ecircumstance that the
event comes suddenly and without any premonition.  TFor
certainly this would not tend to show, as Jesus means to do,
that the assertion: he is in the wilderness, etc., is an wnicar-
rantable pretence.

Ver. 28. Confirmation of the truth that the advent will
announce its presence everywhere, and that from the point of
view of the retributive punisluent which the coming One
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will be called upon cverywhere to execute. The emphasis of
this fizurative adage is on éwov éav 5 and éxer: “ Hhererer
the carcase may happen to be, there will the eacles be gathered
together,”—on no spot where there is a carcase will this
cathering fail, 50 that, when the Mess'ah shall have come,
He will reveal Himself everywhere in this aspect also (nawmely,
as au avenger). Such is the sense in which this saying was
evidently understood as early as the time of Luke xvii. 37.
The carcase is a metaphorical expression denoting the spiritually
drod (viii. 22 Luke xvi. 24) who are doomed to thie Messianic
awohea, while the words owvway@joovrar (namely, at the
advent) of aerol convey the same idea as that expressed in
xiil. 41, and which is as follows : the wugels, who ave sent forth
by the Messialt fur the purpose, oA éfovow éx Tils Baoihelas
alTol mavTa Td cravdala, kai Balodaw adTous els Ty wduivoy
Tov arupos, the only difference being, that in our passag:
the prophetic imagery depicting the mode of punishment is
not that of conswming by fire, and that for the simple reason
that the latter would not harmonize with the idea of the cavease
and the ecagles (Bleek, Luthardt, Auberlen). Others (Light-
foot, Hammond, Clericus, Wolf, Wetstein) have erroncousiy
supposed that the carcuse alludes to Jerusalem or the Jews,
and that the cagles ave intended to denote the Iloman legions
with their standards (Nen. Adneb. i 10, 125 Plut. M. 23).
Dut it is the «dvent that is in question ; while, according to
vv. 23-27, 6mov éav 5 cannot be taken as referring to any
one particular locality, so that Hoelemann is also in error,
inasmuch as, though he interprets the eagles as representing
the Messivh and His angel-hosts, lie nevertheless understands
the carcase to mean Jerusalem as intended to form the
central scene of the advent. It is no less mistaken to
explain the ltter of “the corpses of Judwism” (Ililgenfeld),
on the ground that, as Keim also supposes, Christ means tov
represent Himscll “ws Hom who ds to win the spoils amid th-
physical and ol vwins of Isracl”  According to Cremer,
the cavcase denotes the anti-Messiantc ayitation previously
deseribed, which is destined to be suppressed and pumished
by the dmperial power (the eagles).  This view is erroncous;
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for, according to ver. 27, the owvayf. of derol can only
represent the wapovaia 7. viob 7. avfp. TFritzsche and Tleck,
I 384 “ubil Messins, ibi homdnes, qui cjus potestatls jfuturi
sint” (of éxhexTor, ver. 31). Similarly such early expositors as
Chrysostom (who thinks the angels and martyrs are intended
{o be included), Jerome, Theophylact (damep émi vexpov cdpa
ourdyovtar 6féws of detol, oUTw xai évba av ely o XpiaTds,
d\evoovrar mdvres of dywo), Euthymius Zigabenus, Miinster,
Tuther, Erasmus (“non deerunt capiti sua membra”), Beza,
Calvin, Clarius, Zeger, Calovius, Jansen. Dut how inappro-
priate and incongruous it would be to compare the Messiall
(who is conceived of as Tpopy mvevpaticy, Euthymius Ziga-
benus) to the earcese ; which is all the more offensive when,
with Jerome, wrdua is supposed to contain a reference to the
death of Jesus—a view which Calvin rejected. Wittichen in
the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1862, p. 337, reverses the subjects
of comparison, and takes the carcase as representing the
Tsraelitish éxhentoi, and the eagles as representing the Messial.
Dut this interpretation is likewise forbidden by the incongruity
that would result from the similitude of the carcase so sug-
gestive of the domain of death, as well as by that universal
cliaracter of the advent to which the context bears testi-
mony. With astonishing disregard of the context, Kaeuffer
observes: “un mworevanTe, sc. illis, nam ubi materies ad
praedanduwm, ibi praedatores aidi, h. e. nam in fraudem
vestram erit.”  On the question as to whether wrdua without
a qualifying genitive be good Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phrymn.
1. 375.—oi derol] ave the carrion-kites (vultur percnopterus,
Linmaens) which the ancients regarded as belonging to the
cagle species.  See Plin. V. A x. 3 ; Aristot. ix. 22.  TFor the
similitude, comp. Job xxxix. 30 ; Hos. viii. 1; Hab. viii. 1;
Prov. xxx. 17 ; Ezek. xxxix. 17.

Ver. 29. Here follows the sccond portion of the reply of
Jesus, in which He intimates what events, following at once
on the destruction of Jerusalem, are @mmediately to precede
1is second coming (vv. 29-33); mentioning at the same
time, that however near and certain this latter may be, yet
the day and hour of its occurrence carnot be determined, and

MATT. 1L K
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that it will break unexpectedly upon the world (vv, 34-41);
this should certainly awaken men to watchfulness and pre-
paredness (vv. 42-51), to which end the two parables, xxv.
1-30, are intended to contribute. The discourse then con-
cludes with a deseription of the final judgment over which
the coming one is to preside (xxv. 31-40). —edféws 8¢ peta
7. ONrev TOV Huep. éx) bul dmmediately after the distress of
those days, immediately after the last (76 Télos) of the series
of Messianic woes described from ver. 15 ounwards, and the
first of which is to be coincident with the destruction of
the temple. For 7ov nuep. éxelvwy, comp. vv. 19, 22 ; and
for Onidew, ver. 21. Ebrard’s explanation of this passage
falls to the ground with his erroncous interpretation of vv.
23, 24, that explanation being as follows: immediatcly «ftes
the unhappy condition of the church (vv. 23-28), a condition
which s to continue after the destiuction of Jerusalem, — it
heing assumed that the ed@éws involves the meaning: “nullis
aliis tniercedentibus endiciis” It may be observed generally,
that a whole host of strange and fanciful interpretations havc
Leen given lere, in consequence of its having Deen assumed
that Jesus could not possibly have intended to say that His
second advent was to follow immediately upon the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem. This assumption, however, is contrary to
all exegetical rule, considering that Jesus repeatedly nakes
reference elsewlere (see also ver. 3-4) to His second coming as
au event that is near at hand. Among those interpretations
may also be classed that of Schott (following such earlier
expositors as Hammond and others, who had alrcady taken
etféws in the sense of suddenly), who says that Matthew had
written Di\‘IjE;J, subito, but that the translator (like the Sept.
in the case of Job v. 3) had rendered the expression “iinus
accurate ” by edféws. This is certainly a wonderful supposi-
tion, for the siinple reason that the pxne itself would be o
wonderful expression to use if an interval of a thousand years
was to intervene, DBengel has contributed to promote this
view Dby his observation that: “ Nondwm erat tempus revelandi
totam sericm rerum futurarum a vastatione Hieros. usque ad
consummationem seculi,” and by his paraplrase of the passage :
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“De iis, quae post pressuram dierum illorum, delendae urbis
ocrusalem, evenient proxzimum, quod in praesenti pro mea con-
ditione commemorandum et pro vestra capacitate expectandum
venit, hoc est, quod sol obscurabitur,” etc. Many others, as
1Wetstein, for example, have been enabled to dispense with
gratuitous assumptions of this sort by understanding ver. 29 ff.
to refer to the destruction of Jerusalem, which is supposed to
he deseribed therein in the language of prophetic imagery
(Kuinoel), and they so understand the verse in spite of the
destruction already introduced at ver. 15. In this, however,
they escape Scylla only to be drawn into Charybdis, and are
compelled to lave recourse to expedients of a still more
hazardous kind in order to explain away the literal advent!
which is depicted in language as clear as it is sublime. And
vet E. J. Meyer again interprets vv. 29-34 of the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, and in such a way as to make it appear
that the prediction regarding the final advent is not intro-
duced till ver. 35. Dut this view is at once precluded by
the fact that in ver. 35 o olpavos «. 1) «i) wapekeboeras cannot
be regarded as the leading idea, the theme of what follows, but
ouly as a subsidiary thought (v. 18) by way of backgronnd
for the words of 8¢ Adyoc pwov ol w7 wapérf. immediately after
(obsevve, Christ does not say of yap Aéyor, wt\., but of &
Xoyor, & N.). Hoelemann, Cremer, Auberlen are right in
theicv interpretation of etféws, but wrong in regarding the
fime of the enlmination of the heuthen power — an idea im-
ported from Luke xxi. 24— as antecedent to the period indi-
vated by edBéws.  Just as there are these who seek to dispose
of the historical difficulty connected with esféws by twisting the
sense of what precedes, and by an importation from Luke xxi.
24, so Dorner seeks to dispose of it by twisting the sense of
whet comes after.— o djAios sroTio ., k1] Deseription of
the great catasiroplie in the heavens which is to precede the

! Comp. the Old Testament prophecies respecting the day of the coming of
Jeliovahy, Isa. xiii. 9 (L, xxxiv. 4, xxiv. 21; Jer. iv. 23 f.; Ezek. xxxii. 71.; Hag,
ii, 6 f. ; Joel ii. 10, iii. 3 L, iv. 15; Zeph, i. 15; Hag, ii. 21; Zech. xiv. 6, etc.,
and the passages from Rabbinical writers in Bertholdt, Christol. § 12; Glrorer,
Gesch. d. Urchrist. 1. 2, pp. 195 {5, 219 (I,
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second advent of the Messiah. According to Dorner, our pas-
sage is intended as a prophetical delineation of the full of
heathenisin, which would follow immediately upon the overthrow
of Judaism; and, accordingly, e sees in the mention of the
sun, moon, and stars an alluston to the naturc-worship of the
Lieathen woild, an idea, however, which is refuted at once by
ver. 34; see E. J. Meyer, p. 125 ff.; Bleek, p. 356 ; Hof-
mann, p. 636; Gess, p. 136. Ewald correctly interprets:
“ While the whole world is being convulsed (ver. 29, after
Joel iii. 3 f; Isa. xxxiv. 4, xxiv. 21), the heaven-sent
Messiah appears in His glory (according to Dan. vii 13) to
judge,” etc.— ol acTepes mecovvrar, xrX] Comp. Isa.
xxxiv. 4. To be understood literally, but not as illustrative
of sad times (Ilengstenberg on the Revelation ; Gerlach, lcizt:
Dinge, p. 102); and yet not in the sense of fulling-sturs
(Fritzsche, Kuinoel), but as meaning: the whole of the stars
together. Similarly in the passage in Isaiah just referrcd to,
in accordance with the ancient idea that heaven was a firma-
ment in which the stars were set for the purpose of giving
light to the earth (Gen. i 14). The falling of the stars
(which is not to be diluted, with Bengel, DPaulus, Schott,
Olshausen, Banmgarten-Crusius, Cremer, following the Greek
Fatliers, so as to mean a mere obscuration) to the earth—
which, in accordance with the cosmical views of the time, 13
the plain and natural sense of els Ty viy (see Rev. vi. 13)—
is, no doubt, impossible as an actual fact, but it nced not sur-
prise us to see such an idea introduced into a prophetic picture
so grandly poetical as this is,—a picture which it is scarcely
fair to measure by the astronomical conceptions of our own
day. —ai Svvapers rdv ovpavdy calevd.] is usually
explained of the starry hosts (Isa. xxxiv. 4, x1. 26; Ds.
xxxiii. 6 ; Deut. iv. 19; 2 Kings xvii. 16, ete.), whicl,
coming as it does after oi aorépes megotvrar, would intro-
duce 2 tautological feature into the picture. The words
should therefore be taken in a general sense: the powers of the
heavens (the powers which uphold the heavens, which stretch
them out, and produce the plienomena which take place in
them, ete.) will be so shaken as to lose their usual stability.
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Comp. Job xxvii 11. The interpretation of Olshausen,
who follows Jerome, Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus,
in supposing that the trembling @ the world of angels is
referred to (Luke ii. 13), is inconsistent not merely with
gakevfijo., hut also with the whole connection which refers
to the domain of physicel things. For the plural Tov
ovpavéy, comp. Lcelus. xvi. 16.— This convulsion in the
hearens, previous to the Messial'’s descent therefrom, is not as
yet to be regarded as the end of the world, but only as a pre-
lude to it; the carth is not destroyed as yet by the celestial
commotion referred to (ver. 30). The poetical character of
the picture does not justify us in regarding the thing so vividly
depicted as also belonging merely to the domain of poetry,
—all the less that, in the present case, it is not political
revolutions (Isa. xiil. 10, xxxiv. 4; Ezek. xxxii. 7 f.; Joel iii.
3 t) that are in view, but the new hirth of the world, and the
establishment of the Messial's kingdom.

Ver, 30. Kai To7e] and then, when what is intimated at
ver. 29 shall have arrived. — ¢avijoerad] universally, and so
not visible merely to the eclect (Cremer), which would not be
in keeping with what follows.— 76 onpueior 7ol viod 7
avBp] accordingly the sign inquired about in ver. 3, that
phienomenon, namely, which is immediately to precede the
coming Messiah, the Son of man of Dan. vii. 13, and which is
to indicate that His secoud advent is now on the point of
taking place, which is to be the signal of this latter event. As
Jesus does not say what thisis to be, it should be left quite in-
definite; only this much may be inferred fromn what is predicted
at ver. 29 about the darkening of the heavenly bodies, that it
must be of the nature of a manifestetion of light, the dawning
of the Messianic 8¢€a which is perhaps to go on increasing in
Trillianey and splendour until the Messiah Himself steps forth
from the midst of it in the fulness of His glory. There is no
foundation for supposing, with Cyril, Hilary, Chrysostom,
Augustine, Jerome, Erasmus, that the allusion is to a cross
appearing in the heavens; with Hebart, that it is to the
rending of heaven or the appearing of angels; with Fleck and
Olshausen, that it is to the sfer of the Messiah (Nwm, xxiv. 17);
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«imilarly Bleek, though rather more by way of conjecture.
Following the older expositors, Fritzsche, Ewald, Hengstenbere,
R. Hofmunn understand the coming Messiak Himself: * mira-
culum, quod Jesus revertens Messias oculis objiciet ” (accord-
ingly, taking Tob viod T. dvfp. as a genitive of subject ; while
Wolf, Storr, Weiss, Bill. Theol. 1. 50, ed. 2, assume it to be a
genitive of apposition). This view is inconsistent not only
with what follows, where the words «ai yrovrar Tov viow, x.T.\.
evidently point to something still farther in the future, and
which the omueiov serves to introduce, but also with the
question of the disciples, ver. 3. . Hofmann thinks that the
reference is to that apparition in the form of a man which 13
alleged to have stood over the holy of holies for a whole night
while the destruction of the capital was going on. A legendary
story (chronicled by Ben-Gorion) ; and it may be added that
what is said, vv. 29-31, certainly does not refer to the de-
struction of Jerusalem, after which event Hofmann supposes
our evangelist to have written. Lastly, some (Schott, Kuinoel)
are even of opinion that enueior does not point to any new
and special circumstance at all—to anything beyond what s
contained in ver. 29 ; but the introduction of the sequel by 7To7e
is decidedly against this view. —xal To7e] a new point
brought forward : and then, when this onueiov has been dis-
played. — kovrovrar] Comp. Zech. xii. 10; Rev. i. 7; with
what a totally different order of things are they now on the
point of being confronted, what a breaking up and subversion
of all the previous relationships of life, what a separation of
clements hitherto mingled together, and what a deciding of
the final destinics of men at the judgment of the old and the
ushering in of the new aidv!  Hence, being seized with
terror and angunish, they will mowrn (see on xi. 17). The
sorrow of repentance (Dorner, Ewald) is not to be regarded as
excluded from this mourning. There is no adequate reason
to suppose, with LEwald, that, in the collection of our Lord’s
sayings (the Moyia), 8yrovrar probably occurred twice here, and
that it was reserved for the last redactor of those sayings to
make a play npon the word by substituting xoyrovrar. —

épxopevoy, k] asin Dan. vil. 13. — pera Svvdp. «. 80§



CITAP. XXIV. 21. 151

=oAN.] This grcat power and majesty will also he displayed in
the accompanying angel-hosts, ver. 31. The wdoac ai puvrai
Tis fs are not: “ omnes familiae Judacorwm” (IKuinoel), as
those who explain ver. 29 ff. of the destruction of Jerusalem
must understand the words, but: «ll the tribes of the carth,
Comp. Gen. xii. 3, xxviii. 14.

Ver, 31. Kai amoorehet] And He will send jforth, ic.
from the clouds of leaven, 1 Thess. iv. 16, 17.— 7ods
ayyérovs avTod] the angels specially employed in His
service, — peTa odAmeyyos Povils peyaAr] with (having
as an accompaniment) a trwsupet of o loud sound. The second
cenitive qualifies and is governed by the first ; see Buttmann,
Newt. Gr.p. 295 [E. T. 343]. The idea is not that the individual
angels blow trumpets, but what is meant (Isa. xxvil 13) is
the last trumpet (1 Cor. xv. 52), the trumpet of God (1 Thess.
iv. 10), which is sounded while the Messiah is sending forth the
augels.  The resurrection of believers is also to be understood
as taking place on the sound of this trumpet being heard
(1 Cor. as abeve; 1 Thess. as above). — émiovvdEovad]
gedlicr together (xxiii. 275 2 Thess. il 1; 2 Mace. i 27, 1i. 18),
nainely, toward the place where He is in the act of appearing
upon earth. This gathering together of the elect, which is to
he a gathering from every quarter (comp. Rev. 1. 7), and from
the whole eoiipass of the earth, is an act and accompantmncut
of the sccond advent (in answer to Cremer’s distinction, see
THoelemann, p. 171). But the dpmdleafar eis aépa, to meet
the Lord as He approaches (1 Thess. iv. 17),is to be regarded
s taking place after this gathering together has been effected.
— Tovs éxhext. avTob] the clect belonging to Him (chosen
by God for the Messianic kingdom, as in ver. 22). Comp.
Rom. i. 6. — ameé dxpwv odpav.] ab cxtremitatihus coclorim
asque ad cxtremitates corum, i.c. from one horizon to the other
(for olpavéy without the article, see Winer, p. 115 [E. T.
1507), thevefore from the ehnle earth (ver. 14), on which the
extremities ol the sky seem to rest. Deut. iv. 32, xxx. 4
Ds. xix. 7.—As showing the exegetical abuses to which this
vrand passage has heen subjected, take the following, Light-

>

{fuot: “emittet filius homines ministros suos cum tuba evan-
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gelica,” etc. ; Kuinoel (comp. Wetstein) : “ in tanta calamitate
Judaeis, adversariis religionis Christianae, infligenda, ubivis
locornm Christi sectatores per dei providentiam illaesi serva-
buntur,” ete.; Olshausen : he will send out men armed with
the awalkening power of the Spirit of God, for the purpose of
assembling believers at a place of safety. This is substantially
the view of Tholuck also.—1It may be observed, moreover, that
this passage forbids the view of Kostlin, p. 26, that our Gospel
does not contain a specifically Chwistian, but mevely an ethicul
universalism (as contrasted with Jewish obduracy). See, on
the other hand, especially viil. 11, xxil. 9 f, xxv. 31 {i,
xxviii, 19, ete.

Ver. 32 £ Cheering prospect for the disciples in the midst
of those final convulsions—a prospect depicted by means of
a pleasing scene taken from nature. The understanding ol
this passage depends on the correct interpretation (1) of 7o
Oépos, (2) of wdvra Tadra, and also (3) on owr taking care not
to supply anything we choose as the subject of éyyis éorw
éml Bbpais. — 8¢ is simply peraBaTicor. — amo Tijs ovi)s)
the article is gencric; for éwo, comp. on xi. 29. From the
Jig-tree, 4. in the case of the fig-lrce, see the parable (v
7ap.) that is intended for your instruction in the circumstances
referred to.  Tor the artic/c conveys the idea of your simili-
tude ; here, however, mapaBoryy means simply o comparison,
wapdSevypa. Comp. on xiii. 3.-— kai 74 A éxdiy]
ond  puts forth the leaves (the subject being 6 xAd8os).
Matthacl, Iritzsche, Lachmamn, Bleck, on the authority of I8 1°
G II KMV 4, Vulg. It, write éx¢uvy, taking it as an
aorist, e cf jolie edite fucrint (sec, in general, Kiilmer, I
p- 930 L), Dut in that casc what would be the meaning of
the allusion to the branches recovering their sap 2 Further,
it is only Ly taking «. 7. ¢. éxdim as present that the strictly
defindte element is brought ont, namely: when the xiddos ¥s
ww the act of budding. — 76 Bépos] is usually taken in the
sense of acsfus, after the Vulgate. Dut, according to the cor-
rect interpretation of mwdvra tadrta, summer would be too lale
in the present instance, and too indefinite ; nor would it be
suliciently near to accord with éyyds éorw émi 6ipars. Hence
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it is Detter to understand the Zareest (equivalent to fepiopos,
Photius, p. 86, 18) as referred to, as in Prov. xxvi. 1; Dem.
1253. 15, and frequently in classical writers; Jacobs, «d
Anthol. VIII. p. 357. Comp. also Ebrard, Keim. It is not,
however, the fig-harcest (which does not occur till August)
that is mecant, but the frudt-harvest, the formal commence-
ment of which took place as early as the second day of the
Pussover season. — oUTw «. Upels] so understand we also.
TFor the preceding indicative, ywoorere, expressed what was
watter of common observation, and so, in a way corresponding
to the observation referred to, should (ywwax. imperative) the
disciples also on their part understand, etc.— 8rav idpre
wavTa TavTa) when ye wdl have seen all this. It is usual
to scek for the reference of wavra Tadra in the part of
the passage D¢foie ver. 29, namely, in what Jesus has just
foretold as to all the things that were to precede the second
coming.  DBut arbitrary as this is, it 1s outdone Dby those
who go the length of merely picking out a few from the
phenomena in question, in order to restrict the reference of
wavta Tavra to them ; as, for example, the dnercmente maligni-
tafls (Ibrard), or the covling of lorc among belicvers, th
preacking to the Genliles, and the overthrow of Jerusalem (Gess).
If we are to take the words in their plain and obvious mean-
lng (ver. 8), wavra TavTa can ouly be understood to refer to
what Zmmediately preeedes, therefore to what has been predicted,
from that epoch-making zer. 29 on to wer. 31, respecting the
onuetov of the Soiv of man, and the phenomene thet were to
cecompuny the sccond coming atsdlf. When they shall have
secen all that has Leen announced, vv. 29-31, they are to
understand from it, ctc. —87¢ éyyds éoTww émi Oipacs]
To supply a subject here is purely arbitrary; the Son of man
Lias Deen supposed by some to be understood (Fritzsche, de
Wette, Ilofmann, Bleek, Weiss, Gess); whereas the subject is
70 8épos, which, there lLeing no reason to the contrary, may
also Le extended to ver. 33. This épos is neither the sccond
coming (Cremer), nor the judynient (Lbrard), nor the Zingdom
¢of God generally (Olshausen, Auberlen), or even the diffusion
of Cloristiunity (Schott), but simply the Aercest, understanding
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it, however, in the higher Messienic sense symbolized by the
natural harvest (Gal. vi. 9; 2 Cor. ix. 6), namely, the recep-
tion in the JMessianic Lingdom of that eternal rewerd which
awaits all true workers and patient sulferers. That is the
joyful (Isa. ix. 2) and blessed consinvnation which the Lord
encourages His disciples to expeet immediately after the
phenomena and convulsions that are to accompany His second
advent. — On éwi Bdpars without the article, sec Bornemann,
ad Xen. Cyr. i 3. 2; and for the plural, see Kiihuer, II. 1,
p. 17.

Ver. 34. Declaration to the effect that all this is to take
place before the generation then living should pass away.
The well-nigh absurd manner in which it has been attelpted
to force into the words n yevea afrn such meanings as: the
creation (Maldonatus), or: the hwman race (Jerome), or : the
Jeacish nation (Jansen, Calovius, Wolf, Hewmann, Storr,
Dorner, Hebart, Auberlen; see, on the other hand, on Mark
xiii, 30), or: “the class of men consisting of my belicvers”
(Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Clarius, Paulus, Lange), resembles the unreasonable way in
which Ebrard, following up his erroncous reference of wrdvra
Tabra (see on ver. 33), imports into the saying the idea: inde «b
ipsorum (discipulorum) aclate omnibus ecclesice temporibus dnler-
Sutura, an imaginary view which passages like x. 23, xvi. 2§,
xxiil. 39, should have been sufficient to prevent. This also in
oppositiou to the interpretation of Cremer: “the generetion of the
elect now in question,” and that of Klostermann : “ the (future)
generation whiclh 4s 1o witness those cvents,” both of which are
foreign to the sense. Comp. xxiil. 36. — The wavra Tadra
is the same as that of ver. 33, and therefore denoting neither
the mere prognostics of the second advent, or, to be more
definite, “ the taking away of the Lingdow from Isracl” (Gess),
nor specially the destruction of Jernsalem (Schott, . J.
Meyer, Hoelemann, Biwmlein in Klaiber’s Stud. I 3, p. 41 1L).
That the second advent itself is intended to be included, is
likewise evident from ver. 36, in which the subject of the day
and hour of the advent is introduced.

Ver. 35. With the preceding wdvta TadTe yévnrac will
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commence the passing away of the fabric of the world as it
now exists (2 Pet. iii. 7, 8); but what I say (generally, though
with speeial reference to the prophetic utterances before us)
wll certainly not pass away, will abide as vperishable truth
(v. 18). The utterance which fails of its accomplishment is
conceived of as something that perishes (Addit. Esth. vii. 2),
that ceases to exist. Comp. éxmirrery, Rom. ix. 6.

Ver. 36. The affirmation of ver. 34, lowever, does not
exclude the fact that no one knows the day and hour when
the second advent, with its accompanying phenomena, is to
take place. It is to occur dwring the lifetime of the genciu-
tion then cxisting, but no one knows on what dey or at what
Lowr within the period thus indicated. Accordingly it is im-
possible to tell you anything more preeise in regard to this
than what is stated at ver. 34. — e p1) 6 maT. pov povos]
This reservation on the part of the Father excludes even the
incarnate Svn (Mark xiii. 32). The limitation implied in our
passage as regards the human side of our Lord’s nature is
0 be viewed in the same light as that implied in xx. 23.
See, besides, on Mark xiii. 32,

Vv, 37-39. Dut (8, introducing an analogous case from
rn carly period in sacred history) as regards the ignorance as
to the precise moment of its occurrence, it will be with the
second coming as it was with the flood. —jjoav... Tpwyovres]
not for the imperfect, but to make the predicate more
strongly prominent.  Comp. on vil 29. Tpayer means
stuply to eat (Johm vi. 54-58, xiil. 18), not devouring like
a least (Beza, Grotius, Cremer), inasmuch as such an
aufavourable construction is mot warranted by any of the
matters aftevwards mentioned. — yapodvres . éxryap.]
awores 1 aaatrimontum ducentes et filias collocantes, descriptive
ol o mode of life without eoncern, and without any foreboding
ol an impending catastrophe. — kal o0k éyvwoay] The “it”
(scc Niigelsbach, Jlind, p. 120, ed. 3) to be understood after
¢yvwaav is the flood that is so near at hand. I‘ritzsche’s
interpretation : “ quod debebant intelligere ” (namely, from
seeing Noah Dbuild the ark), is arbitrary. The time within
which it may he affirmed with certainty that the second
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advent will suddenly burst upon the world, cannot be sup-
posed to refer to that which intervenes befween the destruction
of Jerusalem and the advent, a view precluded by the ed@éws
of ver. 29. That period of worldly unconcern comes in just
before the final consummation, ver. 15 ff,, whereupon the advent
is immediately to follow (vv. 29-32).  This last and most
distressing time of all, coupled with the advent immnediately
following it, forms the ferminus anfe guem, and corresponds
to the mpo Tod katarivouod of the Old Testament analogy. —
év nuépa 7] without repeating the preposition Dbefore 7
(Johm iv. 54). Comp. Xen. Aneb. v. 7. 17, and Kiilner on
the passage; Winer, p. 393 [E. T. 524 {]; Stallbaum, «/
Plat. Apol. p. 27 D. Comp. ver. 50.

Vv. 40, 41, Tore] then, when the second advent will have
thus suddenly taken place.— wapatapBaverad] s taken
away, namely, by the angels who are gathering the elect
together, ver. 31. The use of the present tense here pic-
tures what is fufurc as though it were already taking place.
But had this referred to the being caught up in the clouds,
mentioned 1 Thess. iv. 17 (Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga-
benus, Jansen), avarapBaverar would have been used instead.
—a¢leTar] s lgft, expressing oY mwapalapBdverar in its
positive form. Comp. xxiii. 38, xv. 14; Soph. 0. R. 599.
It is tantamount to saying: away ! thow art not aceepted. To
understand the terms as directly the opposite of each other
in the following sense: the one is faken capiive, the other
allowed to go free (Wetstein, Kuinoel), is grammatically
wrong (mrapaiapB. cannot, when standing alone, be taken ax
equivalent to bello capere, although it is wsed to denote the
receiving of places into surrender, in  deditionem  accipere,
Polyb. il 54. 12, iv. 63. 4, iv. 65. G), and does violence
to the context to suit the exigencies of the erroneous reference
to the destruction of Jerusalem.  Rather compare John xiv. 3.
It is no doubt admissible to interpret the expression in the
hostile sense: the one is scized (PolyD. iil (9. 2; similuly
Baumgarten-Crusius) or carried off (iv. 5, §; Num. xviii. 27,
1 Mace. iil. 37, iv. 1), namnely, to be punished. DBut the ordi-
nary explanation harmonizes better with the reference to ver.
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31, as well as with the subsequent paralle, ver. 45 ff,, where
the wioTos Sobhos is first introduced.—8vo aAsjfovoar, k1]
of two who yrind at the mill, one will, etc. Tor the cou-
struction, in which, by means of a ueraBacis awo 6\ov els uépy,
tlic plural-subject is broken up into two separate persons,
comp. Hom. JI vii. 806 f: 7w 8¢ Saxpwbévre, o pev pera
Naov "Axaidy i, 0 8 é Tpdwy Suadov xie. Tlut. Phaedr. p.
248 A, «l.; see Dissen, ad Pind. Ol viil. 37 ; also ad Dem.
de cor. p. 237 f. If we were to adopt the wsual course
of supplying égovrar from ver. 40, we would require to
translate as follows : fwo will be grinding at the mill. But
this supplying of égovrar is not at all necessary; as may
be gathered from the annexing of the participle, we have
in this other case, ver. 41, just a differcat mode of presenting
the matter. — dAfoveac] the hard work usually performed
Ly the lower order of female slaves (Ex. xi. 5; Isa. xlvil. 2;
Job xxxi. 10; Eccles. xii. 8), and such as is still performed
in the Bast by woincn, either singly or Ly two working
together (Rosenmiiller, Aorgenl. on Ex. xi. §; and on the
present passage, Robinson, Paldst. I1. p. 405 f). A similar
practice prevailed in ancient Greece, Hermanu, Privatalterth.
§ 24. 8. Hemsterhuis, ad Lucien. Tim. xxiii. On the un-
classical dAnfew (for aXeiv), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 151.—
év 7% uwvAe] which is not to be confounded (see the critical
notes) with uvAwre (a mill-house), is the mellstone (xviii. 6)
of the ordinary household hand-mill. It may denote the lower
(Deut. xxiv. 6) as well as the upper stone (Isa. xlvii. 2),
which latter would be more precisely designated by the term
émpvioy (Deut. as above). It is the upper that is intended
in the present instance ; the women sit or kneel (Robinson as
above), hold the handle of the upper millstone in their hands
(hence év 7. p.: with the millstone), and turn it round upon
the lower, which does not move.

Ver. 42. Moral inference from vv. 36—41. Comp. xxv. 13.
—The following 67¢ 7N (because e, ete) is an emphatic
epexegesis of ovw. This exhortation is likewise based on the
assumiption that the second advent is to take place in the
lifetime of the disciples, who are called upon to wait for it
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in an attitude of spiritual watchfulness (1 Cor. xvi. 13, 22).
The idea of watchfulness, the opposite of security, coincides
with that implied in the constant éroipacia Tod edayyeriov
(Eph. vi. 15). Comp. ver. 44. — woia] at what (an early or
a late). Comp. ver. 43; Rev. iii. 3; 1 Pet. i. 11; Eur
Iph. A. 815 ; Aesch. Adg. 278.

Ver. 43. But (that I may show you by means of a warning
example how you may risk your salvation by allowing your-
selves to be betrayed into a state of unpreparedness) kuow
this, that if, etc. — o0 olxoSeomworns] the particular one
whom the thief has anticipated. — eZ #8et. .. éypnyopnoev
av] if he had been awure at what wateh in the wight the thicf
conwes, 50 break into lhis house, e would have watched. Dut
as le does not know the hour which the thief chooses (it
being different in different cases), he is found off his guard
when the Dburglary is being committed. The rendering
vigilarct (Luther, I{uinoe], Bleek, after the Vulg.) is incorrect.
For the illustration of the thief, comp. 1 Thess. v. 2, 4;
2 Pet. iil. 10 ; Rev. iii. 3, xvi. 15.

Ver. 44. dea TodTo] in order that, as regards your salvation,
your case may not be similar to the houselholder in question,
who ought to have watched, although he did not know the
¢vrary of the thief — xai vpeis] as the householder would
have been had he watched. — étospoe] spoken of their
spiritual readiness for the second advent, which would take
them by surprise (xxv. 10; Tit. iii. 1). This preparedness
they were to acquire for themselves (yiveafe).

Ver. 45 f. Tis édpa, .7N] who thercfore, considering the
necessity for preparedness thus indicated.  The inference
itself is presented in the form of an allegory, the Soihos
representing the disciples whown the Lovd has appointed to be
thie guides of Ilis church, in which they arc rcquired to show
themselves faithful (1 Cor. iv. 1 £) and prudent, the jformer
by a disposition habitually determining their whole behaviowr
and characterized by devotion to the will of the Lord, the laticer
by the ntclligent clioice of ways and means, by taking proper
advantage of circumstances, ete.  The 7iv 1s not cquiva-
Ieut to e 7es (Castalio, Grotius), which it never can be; but
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ver. 45 asks: wko then s the foithful slave 2 and ver. 40
contains the answer ; the latter, however, being so framed that
instead of simply saying, in accordance with the terms of
the question, “¢t ¢s ke, whom lis lord, on his return,” etc,
prominence is given to the blesscdncss of the servant here in
view. According to Bengel, Fritzsche, Ileck, de Wette, our
question touchingly conveys the idea of secking for: quis
tandeait, ete., “ hune scire pervelim.”  To this, however, there is
the logical objection, that the relative clause of ver. 45 wonld
in that case have to be regarded as expressing the cherac-
leristic featwre in the faithful and wise slave, whereas this
feature is first mientioned in the relative clause of ver. 40,
which clause therefore must contain the answer to the ques-
tion, 7is dpa éotiv ¢ migTos O. k. Pp.— olxeTela, domestic
sereants, Lucian, Mere. cond. 15 ; Strabo, xiv. p. 668.  Comp.
oixeria, Symmachus, Job i. 3; Lobeck, «d Phryn. p. 505. —
obTws] thus, in accordance with duty assigned him in ver.
45 ; the principal emphasis being on this word, it is put at
the end of the sentence.

Ver. 47. He will assign hin: a far higher position, set-
ting him not merely over his domestics, but, etc. The
svuBaciedeww in the Messial's kingdom is represented as
being in accordance with that principle of gradation on whiclh
faithfulness and prudence are usually rewarded in the casc
ot ordinary servants. Comp. xxv. 21 fl.; Luke xix. 17 ff.

Vv. 48-51. "Eav 8¢, «.m.A.] the emphasis is on 6 xaxos
as contrasting with o mioros x. ppompos, ver. 45, therefore
0 {meaTos k. ddpwyv, — éxelvos] refers back to év xatéoTnoey,
w1\, ver. 43, and represents thie sum of its contents. Hence:
but suppose the worthless servant who has been put tn thet
position shall have said, etc. To assume that we have
Liere a blending of two cases (the servant is either faith-
ful or wicked), the second of which we are to regard as
presupposed and pointed to by éxeivos (de Wette, Kaeuffer),
is to Lurden the passage with unnecessary confusion. —
dpEnrad] will have beyun, does not refer to the circumstauce
that the lord surprises him in the midst of his misde-
weanowrs (Fritzsche), because in that case what follows would
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also have to be regarded as depending on dp£nrat, but on
the contrary it brings out the fearless wickedness of the man
abandoning himself to tyrannical behaviour and sensual grati-
fications. — éofin 8¢ . w.] Defore, we were told what his
conduct was toward his fellow-slaves over whom he had
been set; now, on the other hand, we are shown how he
behaved himself apart from his relation to the olxereia. —
SuxoTourjoer avTov] he will cut him in two (Plat. Polit. p.
302 F; Polyb. vi. 28. 2; x. 15. 5 ; Ex. xxix. 17), a form of
punishment according to which the criminal was sawn asunder,
2 Sam. xii. 31; 1 Chron. xx. 3; Heb. xi. 37. Comp. Sueton.
Calig. xvii.: “ medios serra dissecuit.” Herod. vii. 37.  See,
in general, Wetstein and Rosenmiiller, Morgenl, on our pas-
sage. There is no force in the usual objection that, in
what follows, the slave is assumed to be still hiving; for,
in the words xat 70 uépos alrod, w7, which are imme-
diately added, we have a statement of the {(hing itself,
which the similitude of that terrible punishment was
intended to llustrate. All other explanations are incon-
sistent with the text, such as: ke will tear him with the scourge
(Heumann, Paulus, Kuinoel, Schott, de Wette, Olshausen),
or: hewill cut him off from his serviec (Beza, Grotius, Jansen,
Maldonatus ; comp. Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus), or : he will
withdraw s spiritual gifts from him (Basil, Theophylact),
or generally: he will punish him awith the wtinost scverity
(Chrysostomn).— «at 76 pépos abrod, wrN] and will assiyn
lim Lis proper place amony the hypocrites, 1.c. he will condenn
Iim to have his fitting portion in cominon with the hypoerites,
that thenceforth he may share their fate. Comp. on John
xiii. 8, and the classical phrase év wéper Twos tifeobar.
tabbinical writers likewise regard Gehenna as the portion
of hypocrites ; see Schoettgen. DBut the expression Twv
Umokper. is made use of lere because the xaxos Sofhos s a
hiypocrite in the inmost depths of his moral nature, inasmuch
as he acts under the impression ypoviler pov 6 kipios, though
he hopes that when his lord arrives he will be able to
asswne the appearance of one who is still faithfully dis-
charging lis duty, just as he must have pretended to Dbe
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good at the time when he received the trust which had been
committed to him; but now he is suddenly unmasked. —
éxel] namely, in hell, viii. 12, xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxv. 30.

REMARK 1.—TIt is exegetically certain that from wver. 29 on-
seard Jesus announces His second advent, after having spoken,
in what precedes that verse, of the destruction of Jerusalem,
and of that, too, as an event that was to take place immediately
before His second coming. All attempts to obtain, for the
Sdiws of ver. 29, a different ferminus « quo (see on ver. 29),
and therefore to find room enough before this eidéws for an
interval, the limits of which cannot as yet be assigned, or to fix
upon some different point in the discourse as that at which the
subject of the second advent is introduced (Chrysostom: ver.
23, 15 J. Meyer: ver. 35; Sisskind: ver. 36; Kuinoel: ver.
43 ; Lightfoot, Wetstein, Flatt: not till xxv. 31; Hoelemann:
as carly as xxiv. 19), are not the fruits of an objective inter-
pretation of the text, but are based on the assumption that
every trifling detail must find its fulfilment, and lead to inter-
[retations in which the meaningis explained away and twisted
m the most violent way possible. The attempts of Ebrard,
Dorner, Cremer, Heelemanu, Gess, to show that the prediction
of Jesus i3 in absolute harmony with the course of history,
are refuted by the text itself, especially by ver. 29; above all
15 1t impossible to explain vv. 15-28 of some event which is
still in the womb of the future (in opposition to Hofmann,
Sehriftbew. 11, p. 630 f.); nor again, in ver. 34, can we narrow
the scope of the drra uira, or extend that of the yevia airy,
or make yivres dencte merely the dawning of the events in
question.

ReMARK 2.—1¢t is true that the predictions, ver. 5 ff., regard-
ing the events that were to precede the destruction of Jerusalem
were not fulfilled in so special and ample a way as to harmonize
with the synoptical representations of them ; still, that they were
so 1n all essential respects, is proved by what welearn from his-
tory respecting the impostors and magicians that appeared, the
wars that raged far and near, the numerous cases of famine and
carthquake that occurred, the persecutions of the Christians
that took place, the moral degeneracy that prevailed, and the
way in which the gospel had been proclaimed throughout the
world, and all shortly before the destruction of Jerusalem (after
the Jews had begun to rise in rebellion against the Roman
authority in the time of Gessius Florus, who bhecame pro-
curator of Judea in G4). This prophecy, though iu every

MATT. 1L L
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respect a genuine prediction, is not without its imaginative
clement, as may be seen from the poetical and pictorial form
in which it is embodied. Compare on ver. 7, Remark. But it
is just this modc of representation which shows that a wate-
ctntum post cventum (see on ver. 1) is not to be thought of.
Comp. Holtzmann, Weizsicker, Pfleiderer.

EMARK 3. — With regard to the difliculty arising out of the
fact that the second advent did not take place, as Jesus had
predicted it would, iminediately after the destruction of Jeru-
salem,—and as an explanation of which the assumption of a
blending of type and antitype (Luther) is arbitrary in itself,
and only leads to confusion,—let the following be remarked:
(1) Jesus has spoken of His advent ¢n a threcfold sense; for
He described as His second coming (@) that outpouring of
the Holy Spirit which was shortly to take place, and which
was actually fulfilled; see on John xiv. 18 f., xvi. 16, 20 ff,
also on Epl. ii. 17; (b) that historical manifestation of His
majesty and power which would be seen, immediately after His
ascension to the Father, in the triumph of His cause upon the
earth, of which Matt. xxvi. 64 furnishes an undoubted example;
(c) His coming, in the strict eschatological sense, to raise the
dead, to hold the last judgment, and to set up His kingdom,
which is also distinctly intimated in such passages of John as
vi. 40, 54, v. 28, xiv. 3 (Weizel in the Stud. «. Krit. 1836, p.
626 ff.), and in connection with which it is to be observed that
in John the dasriow adriv iyw rf daydrn suépe (Vi 39 f., 44, 54)
does not imply any such nearness of the thing as is implied
when the spiritual advent is in question; but, on the contrary,
presupposes generally that believers will have to undergo death.
Again, in the parable contained in Matt. xxii. 1-14, the calling
of the Gentiles is represented as coming after the destruction of
Jerusalem ; so that (comp. on xxi. 40 f) in any case a longer
interval is supposed to intervene between this latter event
and the second coming than would seem to correspond with the
e00éwg of xxiv. 29. (2) But though Jesus Himself predicted His
second coming as an event close at hand, without understanding
it, however, in the literal sense of the words (see above, under @
and d); though, in doing so, He availed Himselfto some extent
of such prophetical phraseology as had come to be the stereo-
typed language for describing the future establishment of the
literal kingdom of the Messiah (xxvi. 64), and in this way
made use of the notions connected with this literal kingdom
for the purpose of embodying his conceptions of the ideal advent,
—it is nevertheless highly conceivable that, in the minds of the
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disciples, the sign of Christ’s speedy enirance into the world
again came to be associated and ultimately identified with the
expectation of a literal kingdom. This is all the more con-
ceivable when we consider how difficult it was for them to
realize anything so ideal as an invisible return, and liow natural
it was for them to apprehend [literally the figurative language
in which Jesus predicted #his return, and how apt they were,
in consequence, to take everything He said about Iis second
coming, In the threefold sense above mentioned, as having
reference to the one great object of eager expectation, viz.
the glorious establishment of the Messiah’s kingdom. The
separating and sifting of the heterogeneous elements that were
thus blended together in their imagination, Jesus appears to
have lelt to the influence of future development, instead of
undertaking this task Himself, by directly confuting and cor-
recting the errors to which this confusion gave rise (Acts i.
7, 8), although we must not overlook the fact that any utterances
of Jesus in this direction would be apt to be lost sight of—all
the more, that they would not be likely to prove generally
acceptable. It may likewise be observed, as bearing upon this
matter, that the spivitual character of the Gospel of John—in
which the idea of the advent, though not altogether absent,
occupies a very secondary place as compared with the decided
prominence given to that of the coming again in a spiritual
sense—is o phenomenon which presupposes further teaching on
the part of Jesus, differing materially from that recorded in
the synoptic traditions. {3) After the idea of imminence had
once got associated in the 1ninds of the disciples with the expec-
{ation of the second advent and the establishment of the literal
kingdom, the next step, now that the resurrection of Jesus had
taken place, was to connect the hope of fulfilment with the pro-
mised baptism with the spirit whicli was understood to be near at
hand (Acts i. 6); and they further expected that the fulfilment
would take place, and that they would be witnesses of it before
they left Judea,—an idea which is most distinctly reflected in
Matt. x. 23.  Ex eventw the Liorizon of this hope came to be
gradually enlarged, without its extending, however, beyond the
lifctime of the existing generation. It was during this interval
that, according to Jesus, the destruction of Jerusalem was to
take place. But if He at the same time saw, and in prophetic
symbolism announced, what He could not fail to be axare of,
viz. the connection that there would be between this cata-
strophe and the triumph of His ideal kingdom, then nothing was
more natural than to expect that, with Jerusalem still standing
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(differently in Lulke xxi. 24), and the duration of the existing
generation drawing to a close, the second advent would take
Dlace immediately after the destruction of the capital,—an ex-
pectation which would be strengthened by the well-known
descriptions furnished by the prophets of the triumphal entry
of Jehovah and the disasters that were to precede it (Strauss,
IL p. 348), as well as by that form of the doctrine of the dolores
Messiae to which the Rabbis had given currency (Langen,
Judenth. in Palist. p. 494 £). The form of the cxpectation in-
voluntarily modified the form of the promaise ; the idecl advent
and establishment of the kingdom came to be identified with the
eschatological, so that in men’s minds and in the traditions alike
the former gradually disappeared, while the latter alone remained
as the object of earnest longing and expectation, surrounded
not merely with the gorgeous colouring of prophetic delinca-
tion, but also placed in the same relation to the destruction of
Jerusalem as that in which the ideal advent, announced in the
language of prophetic imagery, had originally stood. Comp.
Scherer in the Strassb. Beur, II. 1851, p. 83 ff.; Holtzmann,
p- 409 £ ; Keim, III. p. 219 f—Certain expositors have referred,
in this connection, to the sentiment of the modern poet, who
says: “the world's listory s the world's judgment,” and have
represented the destruction of Jerusalem as the first act in this
judgment, which is supposed to be immediately followed (ver.
29) by a renovation of the world through the medium of Chris-
tianity,—a renovation which is to go on until the last revela-
tion from lieaven takes place (Kern, Dorner, Olshausen). But
this is only to commit the absurdity of importing into the
passage a poctical judgment, such as is quite foreign to the rea/
judgment of the New Testament. No less objectionable is
Bengel’s idea, revived by Hengstenberg and Olshausen (comp.
also Kern, p. 5G; Lange, IL p. 1258; Schinid, Bibl. Theol. 1.
p- 354), about the perspective nature of the prophetic vision,—
an idea which could only have Dbeen vindicated fromn the
reproach of imputing a false vision, w.e. an optical delusion, to
Jesus if the latter had fuiled to specify a definite time by means
of a statement so very precise as that contained in the eddéwe of
ver. 29, or had not added the solemn declaration of ver. 34.
Dorner, Wittichen, rightly decide agaiust this view. As a last
shift, Olshausen has recourse to the idea that some condition or
other is to be understood: “ All those things will happen, znlcss
men avert the anger of God by sincere repentaice,’—a reservation
whicl, in a prediction of so extremely definite a character,
would most certainly have been expressly eutioned, even
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althoush no doubt can be said to exist as to the conditional
nature of the Oid Testament prophecies (Bertheau in the
Jalrb. f. D. Theol. 1859, p. 335 ff.). If, as Olshausen thinks,
it was the wish of the Lord that His second advent should
always Le looked upon as a possible, nay, as a probable thing,
—and if it was for this reason that Ile spoke as Matthew repre-
sents Him to have done, then it would follow that He made
use of false means for the purpose of attaining a moral end,
—a thing even more inconceivable in His case than theoretical
error, which latter Strauss does not hesitate to impute. Accord-
ing to this view, to which Wittichen also adheres, it is to the
¢thical side of the ministry of Jesus that the chief importance
is to be attached. Dut it is precisely this ethical side that, in
the case ol Him who was the very depository of the intuitive
tinth of God, would necessarily be compromised by such an
crror as is here in view,—an ecrror affecting a prediction so
intimately connected with His whole work, and of so much
importance in its moral consequences. Comp. John viii. 46.
REMARK 4.—The statement of ver. 29, to the eflect that the
second advent would take place immediately after the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, and that of ver. 34, to the effect that it would
oceur during the lifetime of the generation then living, go to
decide the date of the composition of our Greck Matthew,
which must accordingly have been written at some time pre-
wious to the destruction of the capital. Daur, indeed (Brvan-
gelica, p. 605 5 Neut. Theol. p. 109), supposes the judgment that
was immediately to precede the second advent to be represented
Dy the Jewish war in the time of Hadrian, and detects the date
of the composition of our Gospel (namely, 130-134) in the
36sh. <75 lpruwe. of ver. 15, which he explains of the statue of
Jupiter which Hadrian had erected in the temple area (Dio
Cass. Ixix. 12). Such a view should have been felt to be
already precluded by vv. 1-3, where, even according to Baur
himself, it is only the first devastation under Titus that can be
meant, as well as by the parallel passages of the other Synoptists;
to say nothing, moreover, of the fact that a literal destruction of
Jerusalem in the time of Hadrian, which is mentioned for the
first time by Jerome in his comment on Ezek. v. 1, is, according
to the older testimony of Justin, Ap. 1. 47, and of Eusebius, iv. 6,
highly questionable (Holtzinann, p. 405). But as regards the
vosd, in whose lifetime the destruction of the capital and the
second advent were (ver. 34) to take place, Zeller (in the Z%eol.
Jakrd. 1852, p. 299 £.), following Daur and Hilgenfeld, 4ib. d. Ev.
Justin's, p. 367, has sought to make the duration of the period
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in question extend over a cenfury and more, therefore to some-
where about the year 130 and eveu later, although the connnon
notion of a yeved was such that a century was understood to be
equal to something like three of them (Herod. ii. 142 ; Thuc.
1. 14. 1; Wesseling, ad Diod. i. 24). The above, however,
is an erroncous view, which its authors have been constrained
to adopt simply to meet the exigencies of the case. For, with
such passages before them as x. 23, xvi. 28, neither their critical
nor their dogmatical preconceptions should have allowed them
to doubt that anything else was meant than the ordinary life-
time of the existing generation, the gencration living at the
time the discourse was being delivered (the yasa 7 zare =i
apivra ypivor, Dem. 1390, 25), and that, too, only the portion
of their lifetime that was still to run. Comp. Kabnis, Doy
I p. 494 ; Holtzmann, p. 408; Keim, p. 206 ; also Kostlin, p.
114 {t,
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CHAPTER XXWV.

VER. 1.! d=dvrnon] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 : bmdvrnon, following B C
¥, 1, Method. Had this been the original reading, it would also
have forced its way into ver. 6, in which latter, however, it is
found ouly in 157, Cyr. — Ver. 2. Lachm. and Tisch. 8: =évre
83 3£ abriw Foav papai xal wéves ppévpor, following BC D L Z ¥, min.
and vas. (also Vulg. It.). Considering what a preponderance of
evidence is here, and sceing how ready the transcribers would
be to place the wise first in order, the reading of the Received
text must be regarded as a subsequent transposition. — Ver. 3.
For wiriveg there are found the readings (glosses): «i & in Z,
Vulg. codd. of the It. Lachm., and ai ydp in B C L 8, Tisch. 8 ;
likewise «i oy in D. — Ver. 4. In witnesses of importance «drdy
is wanting after &yysiws, so that, with Lachm. and Tisch. 8, it
is to be deleted as a common interpolation. — Ver.6. fpysrai]
is wanting in such important witnesses (B C* D L Z ¥, 102,
Copt. Salid. Ar”. Cant. Method. Ephr. Cyr.), and has so much
thie look of a supplement, that, with Lachm. and Tisch. §, it
should be erased. DBut the w«irob after awdsr., which Tisch. 8
deletes, is wanting only in B §, 102, Meth. Cyr. — Ver. 7. For
wdrdv 1t 1s better, with Lachm. and Tisch., to read tavsdy, following
A B L Z N The reflective {orce of the proioun had never been
noticed, espeeially with ver. 4 preceding it, in which verse iavré
instead of ubriv after Aepa (50 Tisch. 8) is supported only by the
evidence of B 8. — Ver. 9. For oix, as in the Recetved text,
there is a preponderance of evidence in favour of reading ob 7,
which Griesh. has recommended, and whiclh Lachm., Tisch. 7,
and also Scholz have adopted. The w#, which Fritzsche and
Tisclh. 8 have discarded, was omitted from its force not being
understood. — 8¢ after mopevsode (in Elz., Tisch. 7) would be just
as apt to be inserted as a connective particle, as it would
be ready to be omitted if mopsissls, x.z2r was taken as the
apodosis.  Accordingly, the wmatter must be decided by a

! The Codea Alez. () joins the list of critical authorities for the first time at
ch. xxv. It begins at ver. 6 with the word iZépysede.
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preponderance of evidence, and that is in favour of deleting
the é:.— Ver. 11. x«/ «i] Lachm. has simply «i, but against
decisive evidence; and then think how readily xai might
be dropped out between TAI and AI!— Ver. 13. After dpus
Elz. inserts & 7 ¢ vitc #60 dwpumov €pyeras, Words which, in
accordance with a decided preponderance of evidence, ave to be
regarded as o gloss (xxiv. 44). — Ver. 16. éxoinoev] A** B C
D L 8™ min.: éxépononr. Recommended by Griesb. and Schulz,
adopted by Lachm. Gloss derived from what follows.— The
omission of the second rérevre by Lachm. is without adequate
authority, nor had the transcribers any motive for inserting it ;
comp. ver. 17.— Ver. 17. z«i adris] is wanting in important
witnesses, and is erased by Lachm. and Tisch. 8; but, owing
to the circumstance of woudrws xai having preceded, it may very
readily have been left out as superfluous and clumsy. — Ver. 18.
Lachin. inserts =daavrov after &, only on the authority of A, It.;
but €xpuber (Lachm. Tisch.) for a=éxpupsv 1s supported by such
a preponderance of evidence that it is unnecessary to regard
it as taken from ver. 25.— Ver. 19. It is better, witlh Lachm.
and Tiscl., to adopt in both cases the order moriy wpévev and
néyov mer’ abray, in accordance with preponderating cvidence.—
Ver. 20. ié=’ abrois] is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8, both
here and in ver. 22, following B D L &, nmn. and vss,, while
I G, min. read & aiseiz; but D, Vulg. It. Or. insert émszépdnoa
before the é7 alvoi;. Later vanants are interpretations of
the superflaous (and therefore somctimes omitted) éx adrof;
— Ver. 21. &, which Elz. inserts after {p», has been deleted,
in accordance with preponderating evidence, as being an inter-
polation of the counmnective particle (so also Griesb., Scholz,
Fritzsche, Lachm., Tisch.).— Ver. 22. a«Bdv] is wanting in
ADBCL AN min. Syr.*; a few min, have siaggds.  Deleted
by Lachm. and Tisch. Correctly ; a supplement. — Ver, 27.
For o épydp. wouv Tisch. 8 reads =& épyvpic pov, following 13
w* Syr®  Correctly ; the plural would be apt to be replaced
by the singular (comp. Luke), because it is a question of one
talent, and because of the 7o iuév following. — Ver. 29. a=d é:
o3 BD L 8, miu.: o5 6¢. Approved by Griesb,, adopted by
Fritzsche, Lachm., Tisch.; the ordinary reading is by way of
helping the construction. — Ver. 30. ixBdAers for éxBdaners (in
Elz.) is confirmed by decisive evidence.— Ver. 31. Elz. Scholz
insert &y before éyyeras, in opposition to B D L m* &, min. and
many vss.and Fathers. An adjective borrowed from the ordinary
ceclesiastical phraseology, and which, though it might readily
cnough be inserted, would scarcely be likely to be omitted.
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Comp. Zech. xiv. 5.— Ver. 0. +&v &dsrpdv mov] wanting
only in B* and Fathers. DBracketed by Lachm. Dut comp.
ver. 45, — Ver. 41. oi zarnpan.] Tisch. 8 has deleted the article,
in accordance with B L 8, and that correctly ; it is taken from
ver. 34.

Ver. 1 f An additional exhortation to watehfuluess in
consequence of the day and liour of the advent being un-
known, and embodied i the parable of the ten virgins, extend-
ing to ver. 13, which parable is peculiar to Matthew (having
heen taken from the collection of our Lord’s sayings); for it
is not the cchoes of the prescnt narrative, but something essen-
tially different, that we meet with in Mark xiii. 35-37 and
Luke xii. 35-38. — 707€] then, 7. on the day on which the
master will return, and inflict condign punishment upon his
worthless slave.  Not: affter inflicting this punishinent
(Fritzsche), for the parable is intended to portray the coming
of the Messiali; but neither, again, is it to be taken as point-
ing back to ver. 37 and ver. 14 of the previous chapter
{Cremer), which would be an arbitrary interruption of the
regular sequence of the discourse as indicated by Tore, —
opotwBioerar] will be made like, actually so; see on vii. 26,
-— 1 Baci\. Tav ebpav.] the Messianic Lingdom, in respect,
that is, of the principle of admission and exclusion that
will e followed when that kingdom comes to be set up. —
dEiNGov eis amavt. Toh vuuep.] Here the marriage is not
represented as taking place in the house of the bridegroom,
i accordance with the usual practice (Winer, Realw. 1. p.
409; Ieil, drch. § 109), but in that of the bride (Judg. xiv. 10),
fromn which the ten bridesmaids set out in the cvening for the
purpose of meeting the expected bridegroom. The reason why
the parable transfers the scene of the marriage to the Lome of
the bride, is to be found in the nature of the thing to be illus-
trated, maswuel as, at the time of His advent, Christ is to be
understood as coming to the earth and as setting up His
kingdom here below, and not in heaven. Comp. also the fol-
lowing pavable, ver. 14 ff. — éE4nGov] they went out, namely,
from the bride’s house, which is self-evident from the context
(ets amdvrnow Tob vupdiov). DBornemann in the S'ud. w. K7it.
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1843, p. 112 f,—who, like the majority of expositors, sup-
poses that what is here in view is the ordinary practice of
conducting the bride from her own house to that of the bride-
aroom (but see on ver. 10),—and Ewald understand é&ixfov
of the setting out of the maids from their own homes to go
to the house of the bride, in order to start from the latter
for the purpose of meeting the bridegroom as he comes to
fetch home his bride. DBut the meaning of the terms forbids
us to asswme different starting - points for é&fnfov and eis
amavtyow (Acts xxviil. 15); this is further precluded by
the supposition, in itself improbable, that the foolish virgins
could not have obtained a fresh supply of oil at the house
of the bride—Whether ¢cn was the wsual number for brides-
maids cannot be determined ; but generally “numero denario
(as the Dase of their numeral system) gavisa plurimum est
gens Judaica et in sacris et in civilibus,” Lightfoot. Comy.
Luke xix. 13.— ¢ppovipos] Comp. xxiv. 45, vil. 24, 26.
This second virtue belonging to a right érotpacia (see on
xxiv. 55), viz. practical wisdom, is here intended to be made
specially prominent. The idea of a contrast between chastity
and its opposite (Cremer) is quite foreign to the context.
Comp. xopdoiov ¢povipov, Tob. vi. 12.

Ver. 3. Altwes pwpai] sc. joav, quotquot crant stultac. —
éhaBov] they {look, on setting out; not for the pluperfect
(Erasmus, Vatablus). —ped éavrdv] with themsclees, namely,
besides the oil that was burning in their lamps.

Vv. 5, 6. The virgins, who, ver. 1, have left the house ol
the bride (in opposition to Cremer and Lange, who suppose
éEiinfoy to contain a prolepsis), and therefore are no longer
there, have Detaken themselves to some house on the way
(é€épyeabe, observe), in order there to await the passing by of
the bridegroom. The coming of the latter was delayed on till
midnight ; the maids who sat waiting began to get wearied,
they nodded (aorist), and slept (imperfect). Comyp. Isa. v. 27;
Ps. xxi. 4. Vulgate : “ dormitaverunt omnes et dormiernut.”
— 800 o vvudlos (without &pyerar, see critical remarks):
behold the bridegroom ! The cry of the people who see him
coming a little way off. They are made aware of his approach



CIIAP. XXV. 7-13. 171

from sceing the light of the torches or lamps carried by those
who accompanied him in the procession.

Ver. 7f 'Excounoav] they put in proper order, namely,
by trimming the wick and such like, they dressed them. —
éavTav (sec critical remarks) : each one her own ; betokening

the tndividual preparation that was now going on. — o Bép-
vvvTat] arc just on the point of going out.
Ver, 9. MiyjmoTe ... vuiv] Since o uyj is the correct read-

iug (see critical remarks), and seeing that the apxéon following
caunot be regarded as dependent on psjmore, but only on ot ui,
the punctuation should be as follows: wijmore: ob un apréop,
wr.A o never (shall we give you of ouv oil) = there will certainly
wnt be enough for us and you! TFor the absolute negative us,
comp. xxvi. 5 ; Ex. x. 11 ; Matthiae, p. 1454 ; Kiihner, 1I. 2,
p. 1047. Correctly Bornemann, as above, p. 110 ; Bleek,
Lange, Luthardt.  Comp. Winer, p. 556 [E. T. 632]; Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. IL. p. 107.

Ver. 10 £ Whilethey were going away, came (not: advenerdat,
Tritzsche). — elofjAfov per’ av7od] namely, into the house
ot the bride, whitlier the bridegroom was on his way, and to
which the maids were conducting him, with a view to the
celebration of the mariage. The idea of the bridegroom’s
Twuse Dbeing that referred to (see on ver. 1) is precluded by
the correlation in which H\6ev o vwudlos and elcirbov per’
avtot stand to each other. — kdpee, xipee] expressive of
most urgent and anxious entreaty. Comp. vii. 21.

Ver. 12 [ Odk o0ida vpas] because ye were not amongst
the bridesmaids wlo welcomed nie, ye are to me as entire
atrangers whom I do not know, and swho, therefore, can have
no part in the marriage! The knowledge of experience arising
out of the intercourse of life (vii. 23; 1 Cor. viii. 3, xiii. 12;
Gal. iv. 2) 1is the point intended to be thus <llustrated.
Desides, Jesus might also have said (in opposition to Cremer):
ot éyvwv vu. (I have net known you). — odr] because the
foolish virgins were shut out, and because something corve-
sponding to this would happen to you unless you wateh—
According to ver. 13, the teacking of the parable is: that the
moral preparedncss thut continues to moesntain dtself wp till
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the moment of the advent, the day and hour of which do not
admit of being determined, will lead lo participation in the
Messianie Lingdom, whereas those in whom this preparedness las
not been muintained Gl the end will, when swrprised by the
sudden appearing of the Lord, cxpcrience in themsclves the irre-
parable conscquences of thetr foolish negleet, und be shut out from
His Lingdom. This latter is a negative expression of con-
demnation, not, as Olshausen supposes notwithstanding the
éeheiobn 1) Ovpa, merely a way of designating such a salvation
as is spoken of in 1 Cor. iii. 15. More specific interpreta-
tions—of the virgins, the lamyps, the oil, the kpavysj, ete.—are
to be found not only in Origen, Hilary, Cyrill, Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Augustine, Jerome (see
Cremer, p. 156 ff.), but also in Olshausen, von Meyer, Cremer,
Lange, Auberlen. In those interpretations subjective opinion
has, in most diverse and arbitrary fashion, exceeded the limits
indicated Ly Jesus in ver. 13. Calvin well remarks: “Multum
se torquent quidam in lucernis, in vasis, in oleo. Atqui sim-
plex et genuina summa est, non sufficere alacre exigui temporis
studium, nisi infatigabilis constantia simul accedat.” Neither
is the felling aslecep of the virgins intended to be specially
significant; for, as it happened in the case of the exemplary
wise ones as well, it cannot represent any moral shortecoming.
Ver. 14. The parable of the talents, extending to ver. 30,

is introdnced as an additional ground for the eypyyopetre,
aud that by viewing it as a question of work and responsi-
bility. The parable in Luke xix. 12 {f,, which, notwithstanding
the differences in regard to individual features, resembles
the present in its leading thoughts and illustrations, is to
be regarded as a modification, arising in the cowrse of the
Gospel tradition, of the more original and simpler one before
us (in opposition to Calvin, Olshansen, Neander, Holtzmann,
Volkmar), and which Luke also represents as having been spoken
1 In conncction with this parable, compare the following traditional sayings
attributed to Christ: ¢iviede rpawelirar doxipo (Hom. Clem. ii. 51, iii. 50,
xviii, 20, etc. ; Clement of Alexandria, Orvigen; Apostolical Constitutions); and
iv ofs &v Sps xavardPu, iv rodro xai xpivés (Justin, ¢. 7'r. 47). Eusebius gives a

kindred parable from the Gospel of the 1lebrews, and for which see Mai's Nocw
patrum béblioth, 1V. p. 155,
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at a different time ; comyp. Weizsiicker, p. 181. In this latter
Gospel we have what was originally an independent parable
(that of the rebellious subjects) blended with that of the talents
(Strauss, I. p. 636 f.; Ewald, p. 419 f.; Bleek, Keim, Weiss,
186+, p. 128 fI). If it be maintained, as Kern, Lange, Cremer,
are disposed to do, that in Matthew and Luke we have two
distinet parables, spoken by Jesus on two different occasions,
then there is no alternative but cither to accept the wnnafural
view that the simpler (Matthew’s) is the later form, or to
suppose, wn opposition to what is rccorded, that Jesus spoke
the parable in Matthew, where, however, the connection is
perfectly apposite, somewhat ecarlier than that in Luke
{Schleiermacher, Neander). The one view as well as the
other would be all the more questionable, that the interval
during whiclt Christ ¢ intentionally employs the same para-
bolic materials for the purpose of illustrating different sub-
jects” (Auberlen) would thus comprise only a few days.
Mark xii. 34 is extracted from what Matthew has taken
frum the collection of our Lord’s sayings.— @omwep, x.7.\.]
a cvase of ananéapodosis similar to that of DMark xiii. 34,
and doubtless reproducing what already appeared in the
collection of sayings from which the passage is taken. Comp.
Rom. v. 120 Fritzsche on ver. 50. At the outset of the
discourse it would be the intention to conmect the whole
parable with domep, and, at the conclusion, to annex an
apodosis by means of olrws (probably oltw xai o wvios T.
avBpwrov woujaer, Or olTws éoTar xal 1) wapovaia T. viol T.
¢vflp.); but, considering the somewhat lengthened character
of the parable, this had to be omitted. — d7oénu.] on the
point of going abroad (sxi. 33).—7ovs (8lovs Sodhous]
not strangers, such as exchangers, but Ais own servants, of
whom, therefore, Iie had a right to expect that they would do
their best to lay out for his advantage the money entrusted to
them.

Ver. 15. Karta 7y (8iav §vvauew] not arbitrarily, there-
fore, but according fo cach one’s peeuliar capabilities (* pru-
dentia et peritia,” Deza) for doing business. The different
charismatic gifts are bestowed i1 a manner corresponding to
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the varying nafural aptitudes of men. Those endowments
are conferred according to an individualizing principle.
“Nemo urgetur ultra quam potest,” Bengel. — ed8¢éws] tmme-
diately, therefore without making any further arrangements
for disposing of the money. Fritzsche, Rinck, and Tisch. 8
agree with B and several codd. of the It. in connecting edféws
with what follows. In that case it would be necessary either
to insert the 8¢ of ver. 16 before mopevf. (8**), or, with Tisch.,
to delete it altogether (8*). However, the evidence in favour
of this view is quite inadequate. And it is precisely in
connection with dmedjunoer that edféws is seen to have a
peculiar significance, that, namely, of showing that absolute
independence was allowed in regard to the way in which the
money was to be employed by those to whom it had been
entrusted, which is admirably in keeping with «ara v (8iav
Svvapty. — TalavTe] see on xviii, 25,

Ver. 16. Elpydoato] traded with them (év alrois, in-
strumental). Very common in classical writers (especially
Demosthenes) with reference to commerce and matters of
exchange, though wusually with the sunple dative of the
instrument. — émoinaev] he acquived, gained; as in German :
er machtc Geld (he made money). See instances in Wetsteiu
and Kypke. So also the Latin jaccre.

Ver. 18. "Amerbwv] he went away, removed to a distance.
How entirely different in the case of the two first, ver. 16!
They started upon a journcy (mwopevf). — dpuvfev év 7. 43
he digged, ie. he made a hole @ the carth. The reading i,
which Tisch. adopts, following B L & (C*: 7 «ijp), but from
which the vss. deviate, would mean: he dug up the earth (Plat.
Euthyd. p. 288 E). — 76 dpryvp. Tod kup. avT.] brings out
emphatically the iden of responsibility and dereliction of
duty.

Ver. 20 f. "Ex’ ad7ois] i addition fo them; comp. on
Col. iii, 14. The e points the master to what had been
gained ; the boldness of a good conscience. — €] is generally
taken absolutely : cxecllent ! that 4s right! Dut this would
have required edye (Plat. Gorg. p. 494 C; Lach. p. 181 A;
Soph. Phil. 327), which reading (taken from Luke xix. 17,



CIIAP. XXV. 24, 93, 175

where edye is the original one) Fritzsche actually adopts, follow-
ing A¥* Vulg. It. Or. (once). Consequently we should connect
€0 with s moras 1 Thow wast admirably (probe; fuithful in
regard to o little.  Tor eb when separated from the word to
which it belongs, comp. Xen. Cyr. i. 6. 24 ; Mem. ii. 1. 33,
and Kiihner thereon. ’Ayafé and mioré represent the genus
and specics of an upright character. The opposite of this:
ver. 26. —els Tyv xapav Tol kvpiov cov] xapd is not
to be understood of a feast (Clericus, Schoettgen, Wolf,
Michelsen, Kuinoel, Schott), a sense in which the word is
not used (LXX. Esth. ix. 17 is an inaccurate rendering), and
which the context does mnot sanction any meore than it
countenances the idea of a jfestival in honour of the master’s
return (in opposition to de Wette and Lange); but what is
meant is that the slave is invited to participate <n the happi-
ness which Iis master is enjoying (Chrysostom admirably :
T magav paxaperyTa Sid To pruaTes TovTov Sexvis), thus
exhibiting the thonght of Rom. viii, 17. The use of the
expression efoerde is, in that case, to be regarded as due to
the nature of the thing which the parable is meaut to illus-
trate (the Messianic kingdom).

Ver. 24 f. "Eyvwy o€, 67i] well-known attraction. Winer,
p. 581 [E. T. 781). The aorist is not used here in the sense
of the perfect, I know thee (Kuinoel), but: I Incw thee, and
Zid —What follows characterizes, in proverbial language (by
a figure taken from farming), a man wnconscionully hard to
please, and demanding more than is reasonable. — cvvdywv
60ev ol Sreaxopm.] gathering (corn into the dmwobhixn) from «
plaec where you have not threshed (with reference to the thresh-
ing-floor of another man's farm). Siackopmilew, to scatter so as
to separate from cach other (for the classical character of which
expression see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 213), is crpressly used in
the present instance, because it forms a Detter contrast to
cuvdywy than Aewepav (xxi. 44). If it were to be taken
as equivalent to ameipew, the result would be a tautological
parallelism (in opposition to Erasmus, Beza, de Wette).—The
cntire excuse js a false pretext invented by moral indolence,
—a pretext which is reduced «d absurdum in vv. 26, 27. —
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¢poBnbels] namely, of losing the talent in business, or of not
being able to satisfy thee. — 76 gév] self-righteous.

Ver. 26 f. The master chastises the worthless and indolent
(Rom. xii. 11) servant with his own weapons. — 778ets, x.7.\.]
question of wstonishument, which is more spirited and more in
keeping with the surprising nature of the excuse than to under-
stand the words in a conceding sense (Kuinoel, de Wette), or
as an independent hypothesis (Bernhardy, p. 385), in which
case the odv of the apodosis would Le deprived of its force
(sec Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 22 f; Klotz, ad Devar. p.
718 {). — BaXeiv . .. 70is Tpamel.] flinging down upon the
lable of the monecy-changers, vepresents the indifference of the
proceeding, — éyw] is emphatic as related to the preceding ¢3¢,
éxets 70 oov, ver. 25, To it likewise corresponds 7o éuov, to
which, however, odv Toxe is now added for sake of emphasis.

Vv. 28-30. O9r] because his conduct was so inexcusable.
—Ver. 29. Justification of this mode of proceeding, by appeal-
ing to a principle founded on universal experience, and which
was to find its verification in the case before us. Comp. xiii.
12.— Tod 8¢ py éxovTos] see critical remarks. The genitive,
here placed first for sake of emphasis, might be regarded as
dependent on ap@jaerar (Fritzsche), in accordance, that is, with
the construction of verbs of depriving with mwés 7¢ (Kiihner,
IL 1, p. 282). Inasmuch, Liowever, as the ar’ adtov which
follows would thus be superfluous and clumsy, it is better to
take the genitive as absolute: as for him 1who hes not (the poor
man); comp. Thue. v. 18. 8, and Kriiger thereon. We thus
obtain “duobus membris factis ex uno oppositio wcrvosior”
(Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 272).  For o éywv, the rich man,
comp. Isocr. vii. 55 and DBenscler thercon. — For ver. 30,
comp. viii. 12, xiit. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxiv. 51. The verse is
not here out of place, but acquires a certain solemnity from
its resemblance to the conclusion of ch. xxiv. (in opposition
to Weiss, 1864, p. 129).

Teacking of the parable—By u faithful use, after my de-
parture, of those varied endowments which I have bestowed on
each of you according to his special capacity, you are to do your
utmost to promote my cause. For when I return and reckon
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with you {(ver. 19), then those who have exerted themselves in
a dutiful muanner will receive a distinguished reward in the
kingdom of the Messiah; but those who have allowed their
gifts, however small, to lic unused, will e deprived of that
which has been entrusted to them, and be cast into Gehenna.
Tor more minute and specific interpretations, all of them of
a more or less arbitrary character, see Origen, Chrysostom,
Theophylact.  The refevence to all Christicon endviweinents gene-
»alfy (1 Cor. xil), is to be regavded rather as an application
of the parable in a more comprehensive sense.

Ver. 31 ff. It is unnecessary to suppose that this utterance
about the judgmeat—an utterance taken, like the preceding,
from the collection of our Lord’s sayings (Aoyea)—should De
itnmediately counected with xxiv, 3.0 f. (Iritzsche, de Wette)
or with xxiv. 51 (dwald). The coming of the Messiah and
Ilis judicial dealing with His servants had leen portrayed
immedintely before, aud now the prophetic glance extends
and takes in e judgmeat of all nations—a judgment which
is to Dbe presided over Ly the Lord when He returns in
Ilis glory.  This is the grand closing scene in which the
eschatological predictions are all to be realized, and depicted
too with a simplicity and beauty so original that there is
hut the less reason for imagining that this disconrse about
the judgment is the product of the apostolic period (Hilgen-
feld, Volkmar, Scholten, Wittichen, Keim). — It is wsual to
understand  #ose who wie being judged as representing mes
grrevedly, Christians and non-Cluistians alike (see, among
madem  expositors, Kuinoel, Fritzsehe, de Wette, Lange,
Weizel, as above, p. 603 ; Kaeuffer, de {wiis alwv. not. p. 44 ;
Holmanu, Selrifthew. p. 645), Bleek arbitrarily assmning
that the evangelists have catended the application of what
originally referred ouly to Christians. On the other hand,
Keil (in the Opuse., ed. Goldh, p. 136 ([, and dnral 1813,
I 1797 ff) and Olshausen, as well as Bawmgarten-Crusius,
Georgii In Zellev's Jukrd. 1843, p. 18 f.; Hilgenfeld, Weiz-
siicker, Volkmar, Keim, Wittichen, Auberlen, Cremer, under-
stand all who are wot Christiuns to he referred to, some of
them, however, expressly excluding the Jews.  Dut non-

MATT, II. M
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Christians could not have been intended, because it would be
improper to say that the Messianic kingdom has been prepared
for such, to say nothing of the dmo xaraBorss xdopov, ver. 34.
in which the idea of the éwAextol is exclusively involved ;
further, because it would be no less improper to suppose,
without more ado, that non-Christians are intended by the
of Siracor of ver. 37, which latter we are not at liberty to
understand in a generalized sense, but only as equivalent to
the elect; again, because those things which Jesus represents
(vv. 35, 36, 60) as manifestations of love toward Iimself
cannot possibly be conceived of as done by those who, never-
theless, continued to remain outside the Christian community ;
finally, Decause both sides of the assemblage wuse such
language (vv. 37 ff., 44) as compels us to acknowledge their
belief in the Judge before whom they now stand. Their
language is the expression of a consciousness of their faith in
the Messial, towards whom, however, they have had no oppor-
tunity of displaying their love. If the Messianie felicity were
here adjudged to pure Zeathens according to the way in which
they may have acted toward Christians (Hilgenfeld), this would
be to suppose a “ remarkable toleration ” (Keim) altogether at
variance with the whole tenor of the New Testament, and
such as even Rev. xxi. 24 (see Diisterdieck on that passage)
does not countenauce,—a humanity which does not need
faith, because it compensates for the want of it by its love
(Volkmar, p. 546). If, after all this, we caunot suppose
that a judgment of non-Christians is here meant, we may
even go still further, and say that non-Christians are not
iacluded at all, and so we must also reject the view wsually
adopted, since Clhrysostom and Augustine, that what is here
exhibited is a judgment of all men, believers aud unbelievers
alike. Tor, so far from the mention of the divine éxioyy,
ver. 34, or the idea of the 8ikacor, ver. 37, or what Jesus
says at ver. 35, or the answer of those assemmbled before
the Judge, vv. 37 and 44, or the entire omission generally
of any distinction between belief and unbelief, harmonizing
with the notion of a mixed body consisting of Christiaus and
non-Cludstians, they cntively exclude the latter. We should
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therefore return to the very old view (Lactantius, Tastit. vii.
20; Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus), which, though it had been
neclected in consequence of the prevalent ecschatology, was
preserved by Grotius, the view, namely, that what Jesns is
heve depicting is the judgment of Christians: wept r@v Xpio-
Tiavey 8¢ povwv o Aoyos évravfa, Euthymius Zigabenus, who
proves this, above all, from vv. 35, 36. All the points
previously adduced as arguments against the other explana-
tions combine to favour this view. It is confirmed by the
whole fundamental idea on which the Judge's sentence turns
(the determining principle being the love manifested toward
Jesus), by the figure of the shepherd and his sheep, and
finally, and at the same time somewhat more definitely, by
the fact that those who are being judged ave called wdvra
Ta €0vy. For the latter words are not intended to limit the
reference expressly to the Gentiles, but they are to be taken
as assumning the realization of the wuniversality of Christianity
Ly the time of the advent when all the nations of the earth
(€6vm, as expressing the idea of nation, does not exclude the
Jews; comp. xxviii. 19, xxiv. 9, and see on John xi. 50) will
have heard the gospel and (to a proportionable degree) re-
ceived Christ (xxiv. 14; Rom. xi. 25). Jesus, then, is here
deseribing the universal judgment of those who have belivved
in Him, in whom, as they will be gathered around His
throne, His prophetic glance beholds all the nations of the
world (xxviil. 19). Comp, for the judgment of Christiens,
2 Cor. v. 10; Rom. xiv. 10. The judgment of unbelievers
(1 Cor. xv. 23, vi. 2; comp. on xix. 28), who are not in
yuestion at present, forms a distinet scene in the universal
assize; and hence in the preceding parable also the reference
is to His servants, therefore to believers. Neither here
nor in the passages from Taul do those dilferent judgment
scenes presuppose anything in the shape of chiliastic ideas.
The Messtanic judgment is one «ct consisting of two scenes, not
two acts with a chiliastic interval coming in between. See,
on the other hand, xiii. 37 ff. — wrdvres oi dyyelot] “omnes
angeli, omnes nationes ; quanta celebritas I” Bengel. — ra mpo-

o

Rata dmo Tov épipwv] sheep and goats (Ecclus. xlvii 3;
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(ien. xxxviil 17) are here vepresenteil as having been pastured
fogether (comp. Gen. xxx. 33 ff). The wicked are conceived
of under the figure of the é&pepor, mot on account of the
wantonness and stench of the latter (Grotius), or in conse-
quence of their stubbornness (Lange), but generally because
those animals were considered to Le comparatively worthless
(Luke xv. 29); and hence, in ver. 33, we have the diminutive
ra épidra for the purpose of expressing contempt. — For the
significance attached to the right and left side (Eccles. x. 2),
see Schoettgen and Wetstein on our passage.  Iermann,
(iotlesd. Alterth. § xxxviil. 9 £ Comp. Plat. Bep. p. 614 C;
Virg. Aden. vi. 542 £,

Ver. 34. ‘0O Baogihevs] because Christ is understood to
have appeared év 77 Baciheia avrob, xvi. 28, which fact is here
self-evident from ver. 31.—oi elNoynuévor Tol TaTpos
wnovl the blessed of wy Father (for “in Christo electi sumus,”
Dengel), now actually so (sce on Eph. i. 3) by being admitted
into the Messianic kingdom that has been prepared for them.
On the use of the participial substantive with a genitive,
see Lobeck, ad Aj. 358; Winer, p. 178 [E. T. 236]. —
nToipacuérnv] not merely destined, but: pul in readiness;
comp. xx. 23; 1 Cor. ii. 9; John xiv. 2. Kai olx cime
AdBete, dANd* KAnpovopijcaTe, @S oikela@, WS TWATPEE, WS
vuértepa, o Vulv dvwley sdedopeva, Chrysostom. This xAnpo-
vouia is the fulfilment of the promise of v. 5, kAnpovousjoovo:
v yiv.  Comp. xix. 29.—dwo xaraf. «] xiil. 35, not
equivalent to mpo «. «., when the election took place (Eph. i. 4
1 Pet. i. 20). Ior the order of the words, comp. Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. iv. 2. 18.

Ver. 35 f. Svvnydyeté pe] ye have taken me along with,
ndroduced me, that is, into your family circle along with the
members of your family. Zhis meaning, but not that of
Iritzsche: “simul convivio adhibuistis,” is involved in the
idea of Eévos. For cuvdayw, as used with reference to a
single individual who is gathered in along with others, com.
Xen. Cyrop. v. 3. 11; LXX. Deut. xxil. 2; 2 Sam. xi. 27;
Judg. xix. 18; Eeclus. xiii. 15. For instances of Rabbinical
Promises of paradise in return for hospitality, see Schoettzen
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and Wetstein.—yvurds] “ Qui male vestitum et pannosum
vidit, nudum se vidisse dicit,” Seneca, dc¢ benef. v. 35 Jas. 1.
15. Comp. on John xxi. 7; Acts xix, 16.

YVer. 37 ff Not mere modesty (not even, according to
Olshausen, nuconscions modesty), but an actual decl/ining with
Lumility, on the ground that they have never rendered the
loving services in question to Christ Himsclf; for they do not
venture to estimate the moral value of -those services accord-
ing to the lofty principle of Clrist’s unity with His people,
xviil 5, x. 40, The Lord Himself then explains what He
means, ver. 40.  Hence it does not follow from this passage
that these Sixaor “ have not as vet been consciously leading
the New Testament life ” (Auberlen, Cremer). Bengel well
remavks : “ Fidvles opera bona sua, impii mala ver. 44, non
perinde aestinant ut judex.” —ré7e o é eldouer] three times,
earnestly, honestly. —é¢’ 6oov] in quantwm, tnasmuch as;
see on Rom. xi. 13. — éroinoare] ye have done it, namely,
the things previously mentioned. — évi 1007wy 7Gv A8l poy
pov Twy éhaxloTov] to « single one of these my brethren, and
that of the most insignificant of them. Those words, which are
referred Ly ICeil, Olshausen, Georgii, Hilgenfeld, IKeim (see
on ver. 31 f), to Chidstians in general ; by Cremer, to the
¢leet; by Luthavdt, to the Clristian church < dts distress;
by Auberlen, to their poor miserable fllow-men (comp. e
Wette, Ullmann in the Stud. w. Krit. 1847, p. 164 ff),—do
not admit of being also referred to the apostles (xxviii. 10
1 Cor. iv. 13}, to whom, as swrrounding His judgment-throne,
Christ is supposed to point; for the amount of love shown
to the vpostles cannot be taken as the uuiversal standard of
judgment ; and though the apostles themselves, appearing
here, as they do, in their relation to the rest of Christians,
may well be called the brethiren of Christ (xxviil. 10 ; John
xx. 17); yet they would certainly not be described by Him as
the least of such brethren. Noj as during His eaxthly life Christ
is always surrounded Dby the obscure and despised (the poor,
the humble, publicans and sinners, and such like), who seek
their salvation through Him ; so He also represents Himself
as still surrounded by such as these on the occasion of the
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judgment (comp. Ewald, p. 420). In consequence of their
longing after Him, and of their love for Him, and the eternal
salvation to be found in Ilim (as jyamnxéres v émidaveiav
avrov, 2 Tim. iv. 8), they here come crowding around the
throne of is glory; and to these He now points.  Zhey are
the mrwyoi, mevboivres, mpaeis, Sediwypévor of the Sermon on
the Mount, who are now on the point of receiving the
promised bliss. .

Ver. 41. Oi katnpapévor] opposite ol of edhoynuévor.
This consigning to everlasting destruction is also a reality,
and the doing of God. Dut the words 7ol waTpos pov ave
omitted this time, because the idea of mamjp accords only
with the loving act of Dlessing. The divine rxatdpa is
the effect of holy wrath and the consequence of human guilt.
— 70 fTowuacucvor} not this thne dmo xataBoXijs xdouov ;
this the hearer knew as matter of course. The Rabbins are
not agreed as to whether Gehenna, any more than paradise
and the heavenly temple, came into existence Dbefore or
after the first day of creation. See the passages in Wetstein,
I'rom our passage nothing can be determined one way or
another, especially as it is not the aorist puarticiple that is
made use of  Observe, however, that, in this instance,
Jesus does not follow up 3jroipacu. with duiv, as in ver. 54,
It with 76 &aBore, x.7.A.; because the fall of the angels
(Jude G; 2 Pet. il. 4), which Scripture everywhere pre-
supposes in its doctrine of the devil and his kingdom (IIahmn,
Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 313 ff.), took place previous to the
introduction ol sin among men (John viii. 44; 2 Cor. xi. 3),
so that it was for the former in the first instance that the
everlasting fire was prepared ; comp. viil. 29. DBut as men
beeame partakers in the guilt of demons, so now are they
also condemned to share in their punishment. For dyyelo:
Tob Swaf., comp. 2 Cor. xil. 7; Rev. xii. 7.

Ver. 44, Scll-justification, by repelling the accusation us
unwarranted. — «kal adTol] they too; for their answer is in
exact correspondence with that of the righteous. — moTe . ..
kai od Simrovyao. aod] when sww we Thee hungry, ete., with-
out mindstering to Thee? What was the occasion on whicl,
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according to Thy accusation, we saw Thee hungry, and did not
sive Thee food? Such an occasion never occurred; as we
have never seen Thee in such circumstances, so can we never
have refused Thee our good services. In this self-justification
it is assumed that {f they had seen Ilim, they would bave
shown their love toward Him.

Ver. 46. Comp. Dan. xii. 2. The absolute idea of ctcrnity,
in recard to the punishment of hell (comp. ver. 41), is not to
he got rid of cither by a popular toning down of the force of
aloveos (Paulus), or Ly appealing (de Wette, Schleiermacher,
Oetinger) to the figurative character of the term fire and the
supposed incompatibility between the idea of eternity and
such a thing as evil and its punishment, any more than by
tt» theory that the whole representation is intended simply
Ly way of weariing (according to which view it is not meant
therchy to throw light upon the eternal nature of things, but
only to portray tlie xpiois, ic. the cessation of the conflict
between good and evil by the extinetion of the latter); but is
to be regarded as exegetically established in the present
Passage (comp. iii. 12, xviii. 8) by the opposed {wyr aiwviov,
which denotes the everlasting Messianic life (IKaeuffer, as
abave, p. 215; comp. also Weizel in the Stud. v. Arit. 1836,
1. 603 {f; Sehmid in the Juked. f. D. Theol. 1870, p. 136 f.
—of & 8ikator] “hoc ipso judicio declarati,” DBengel.
Comp. Rom. v. 19.

Reyank.—Decause the judgment is a judgment of Christians
(see on ver. 31), fuith is piresupposed though not formally
mentioned.  The truth is, the Judge regulates His decision
according to the way in which faith has been evidenced by love
(1 Cer. xiii. 1 HI.; Johu xiii. 35), without which as its necessary
fruit fuith does not save (Gal. v. 6). Comp. Apol. Conf. A,
p-138.  The manifestations of love, as forming the principle of
the Christian’s life, accordingly constitute the =p&Ziz by which
Le is to be judged (xvi. 27 ; 2 Cor. v. 10). Comp. v. 7. Bat, in
so far as, according to this concrete view of the judgment, Jesus
bases His sentence upon the principle that love shown to or
withheld from the least of His brethren is the same as love
shown to or withheld {rom Himself, He does so in harmony
with the view contained in xviil. 5, x. 40.  Comp. John xiii. 20.
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CHAPTER XXVL

VER. 3. After aeypepsiz Elz. Scholz have zai of ypamuares,
which, in accordance with A I D L &, min. vss, Or. Auy,
has Leen deleted as an interpolation f{rom Mark xiv. 1, Luke
xxii. 2.—Ver. 4. The order dirg zparions (reversed in Elz.) is
supported by decisive evidence.— Ver. 7. Bupurigov] Lachm.
and Tisch. 8 : serwripes, which, though in accordance with A 1)
L M 11 &, min, is, nevertheless, taken from John xii. 3. Comp.
Mark xiv. 3. I'rom this latter passage is derived the order #xovoa
aref3. pipsw (Lachn. and Tisch. §, following B D L &, min.). —
v zspadgv] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: %7 zcparie, following B D
M ¥, min. Chrys. Dut the genitive would be suggested to the
transeribers by a comparison with ver. 12, quite as readily as by
Mark xiv. 3. — Ver. 8. «bdro?] is, with Lachm. and Tisch,, to be
deleted, both here and in ver. 45, as being a common interpo-
Iation ; similarly with Tisch. after Sraop., ver. 65.—Ver. 9. soiiro]
Elz. inserts =5 pogov, against decisive evidence ; borrowed from
Mark xiv. 3; John xii. 5, —The article betore wrwyoiz, which
may as readily have been omitted, in accordance with John
xiil. 5, as inserted, i accordance with Mark xiv. 3, is, with Elz,
and Tisch. 8, to be left out. There is a good deal of evidence
on both sides ; but the insertion might easily talke place out
of regard to ver. 11.— Ver. 11. sdvrore yap rolg 77wx06;]
ETX H MUY, min. Chl‘ys.: ToUg FTWYds yap wAVTTE. Recomu-
mended by Griesb,, adopted Ly Iritzsche. As this reading
may have been taken from Jolm xii. 8 as readily as that of
the Neceived text from Mark xiv. 7, the matter must be deter-
mined simply by the Dbalance of evidence, and this is in
favour of the Received text. — Ver. 17, iroipdswusy] The evi-
dence of D K U, min. Or. in favour of the reading iropdoou:s
(Fritzsche) is inadequate.—Ver. 20. Lachm. and Tisch. read
wadnréy after dudexa, on the anthority of A L M a 11 N, min.
vss. Chrys. Correctly ; the omission is due to Mark xiv. 17,
— For sxagros adrdy, ver. 22, it is better, with Lachm. and Tisch,,
to adopt <z éxworog, in accordance with weighty evidence. Had
¢z been derived from Mark xiv, 19, we should have had 5 xa’
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¢fz3 adriy, again, was an interpolation of extremely common
occurrence. — Ver, 26, edroynoe ;] Scliolz : U upioTions, follow-
ing A EFHKMSUVr AT, min. vss. Fathers. Considering,
hiowever, the weight of evidence that still remains in favour of
gy, (B C DL Z 8), and having regard to the preponderating
mtuence of Luke and Panl (1 Cor. xi. 23 ) rather than
Mark, upon the ecclesiastical phraseology of the Lord’s Supper,
it 1s better to retain :drey.—For this reason we should also
retain =év before &prov, though deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. &,
and not found in B C D G L Z &, min. Chrys. Theophyl.—For
{5i/60u Lachm. reads 449z, omitting at the samne time =« before 7=,
i accordance with B D L Z 8** min. Cant. Copt. Due to a
desive to make the censtruction uniform with the preceding.
Had é0%; heen changed to a tense in accordance with Mark and
Luke, we should have had ¥3wze. — Ver. 27. = soripi0v] The
article which is deleted by Tisch., and is wanting in B EF G
[.Z A N, min, is due to the ecclesiastical phraseology to which
Lulke and Paul have given currency. — Ver. 28. 3 =%¢] Laclhm.
aud Tisch. have simply =73, in accordance with B D L. Z w, 33.
= 1s an exegetical addition. — zeass%¢ before dixd. is wanting
in B LZ«, 33 102, Sahid. Cyr, and is a liturgical addition.
ilad it been originally written, this is just the place of all
athers wherve it would not have been omitted. — Ver. 31, ésx0-
nepmindiosrar] ABCGH* T L MY, min. Or. (once): dis-
wpmicdicoras. S0 Laciun. and Tiseh. The reading of the Received
text 1s a grammatical correction. —— Ver. 33, Instead of ¢ xai of
the Received text, there is decisive evidence for the simple
#. xzei would be written in the margin from Mark xiv. 29,
but would not be inserted in the text as in the case of Mark. —
¢7%} The evidence in favour of inserting & (which is adopted
by Ciriesh., Matth., Fritzsche) is inadequate. Aun addition for
‘e purpose of giving promiuence to the contrast. — Ver. 35.
After émoimz important witnesses read 6¢, which has been
adopted by Griesh., Matth,, Scholz, Fritzsche. Taken from
Mark xiv. 31— Ver. 50, faug od] Lachm. : ;60 év; DXL 4,
min. : faz ¢v. The reading of Lachn., though resting only on the
suthovity of A, is nevertheless to be regarded as the original
one.  ob gv would be omitted in couformity with Mark xiv. 52
(C AM*™ ¥, min. have simply ¢w:), aud then there would come a
restoration in some instances of oo ouly, and, in others, merely
of év.— Ver. 38. We should not {ullow Griesh., Matth., Fritzsche,
Scholz, Tisch. 7, in adopting ¢ ‘Ixeeds after «dreiz; a reading
which, though attested by jmportant witnesses, is nevertheless
contradicted by a preponderance of evidenee (A B C*D J L
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¥, and the majority of vss.), while, moreover, it would be in-
serted more readily and more frequently (in this instance prob-
ably in couformity with Mark xiv. 34) than it would be omitted.
— Ver. 39. spoc20dv] so B M 1, It. Vulg. Hilar. Elz. Laclun.
and Tisch. 7. The preponderance of evidence is in favour of
mpoced.duy, which, indeed, has been adopted by Matth., Scholz,
and Tisch. 8; but it is evidently a mechanical error on the part
of the transcriber; =poipyesdes occurs nowhere else in Matth.—
The pov after =dsep (deleted Ly Tisch. 8) is suspected of being
an addition from ver. 42 ; however, the evidence in favour of
deleting it (A B C D R, etc.) is too weighty to adinit of its being
retained. — Ver. 42. «¢ m-nip.rov] is wanting in A B CI L
N, min. vss. and Tfathers; in D it comes before woiro (as in
ver. 39); in 157, Arm,, it comes before idv, in which position it
also occurs in 4, though with a mark of erasure. Suspected
by Guiesb,, deleted by Iritzsche, Lachm., and Tisch. A sup-
plement from ver. 39. Iurther, the ¢= éuod following, though
the evidence against it is not quite so strong (b D L N, how-
ever), and though it is defended by Fritzsche, and only bracketed
by Lachm., is to be condemned (with Griesh., Liinck, Tisch.)
as an interpolation from ver. 39.— Ver. 43. ebpiones abrodg
warn] Lachm. and Tisch., with the approval of Griesb. also:
warn shpev abrobs, following B C D I L &, min. and the majority
of vss.; while other important witnesses (such as A K a) also
reacl edpey, but adhere to the order in the Received text.
Accordingly, ebpev 1s decidedly to be adopted, while ebpisxer is to
Le regarded as derived from ver. 40; as for =d¢xw, however,
there is so much diversity among the authorities with refer-
euce to its connection, and consequently with reference 1o its
position, that ouly the preponderance of evidence must decide,
and that is favourable to Lachm. and Tisch. — In ver. 44, again,
=drav 18 variously placed; but, with Lachm. and Tisch,, it shiould
be put before dasaday, in accordance with B C D I L 8, min,
vss. éx rpirew, which Laclim. brackets, is, with Tisch., to bLe
maintained on the strength of preponderating evidence. Iad
it Leen inserted i conformity with ver. 42, it would have been
placed after adzav; had it been from Mark xiv. 41, again, we
should have had o spizo.  The omission may have been
readily occasioned by a fear lest it should be supposed that
Josus prayed riv adriv 2iyor but once before.—After eimay
Tisch. 8 repeats the #érnv (B L N, min. Copt.), which may easily
have been owmitted as super(luous. However, the prepouder-
ance of evidence (especially that of the vss. also) is against
adopting it, so that there is reason to regard it rather as a
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mechanical repetition. — Ver. 50. The reading {7 ¢ (instead of
2 ¢, as in Elz) is attested by decisive evidence. — Ver. 52.
exoroivra] F H XK M S U V I a4, min vss. and Fathers:
amebosolirar. Approved by Griesb. in opposition to the prineipal
mss.; a gloss, for which Sahid. must have read sssodvrar.— Ver. 53.
The placing of dpr after zapasr. war, by Tisch. 8, is in opposition
to a preponderance of evidence, and is of the nature of an emen-
dation ; &é: is likewise inserted by some. — s7.¢/0v;] Lachm. and
Tisch.: =7siw, after B D 8% Correctly ; the reading of the
lleceived text is an unskilled emendation. For the same
reason the following 7, which Lachm. brackets, should, with
Tisch., be deleted, in accordance with I3 D L &; though we should
not follow Tisch. § in reading 2eysiver (A C K L arr* &%)
for 7:yesnas, because the genitive is connected with the reading
arsioos. — Ver. bi. apig buae] is, with Tisch, following B L w,
33, 102 Copt. Sahid. Cyr. Chrys., to be deleted as an interpola-
tion from Mark xiv. 9. — Ver. 38. d=¢ maxpider] a=é should be
deleted, with Tisch., in accordance with importaut evidence.
Taken from Mark xiv. 54— Ver. 59, za? o/ wpcafSorepos] is
wanting, no doubt, in B D L &, miu. vss. and Fathers, but it was
omitted in conformicy with Mark xiv. 55. Suspected by Griesb.,
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. A desire to conform with
Alark also serves to explain the fact that, in a few of the wit-
nesses, ézev 15 placed defore =6 switp. — davasdoweiv] davardcovs,
as read by Lachm. and Tisch., is supported by decisive evidence,
and had been altered to the more usnal subjunctive. edrév should
likewize be put bejure doses. (B C D L N 8, min. Vulg. It.). —
Ver. 60, The reading of the Received text, which is attested by
the important evidence of A C** EF G, etc,, and likewise main-
tained by Iritzsche and Scholz, 1s @ zai oly shpov. Kai w0208y ~pu-
beueeprioon mpessddivray ovy, shpov,  Griesb.: wel ody ebpov w6225y "svb,
wees7d. Lachm, and Tiselr. : zai by chpov sor0. wpogedd. Jevi., after
which Lachm. gives the secoud o33 ebpev 1 brackets. This second
6y sopov 1s wanting in A C* L N* R, min. vss. and Fathers (Or.
twice) ; while in .\ B L of &, min. Syr. Or. Cyr. the order of the
words 1s: =6 sposerd. -bews.  Further, Syr. Arr. Pers® Syr«
Slav, thongh omitting the second eds; efpov, have retained xwi
hetore =ovr.av; and this reading (accordingly: xa/ ¢isy shpor zai
Terhy Tpesidiran psvdowapripwy) 1 oagree with Rinek, Lecubr.
crd. p. 282 1, regurding as the original oue.  This zai, the force
of whicli was missed from its uot being followed by a verb,
occasioned considerable embarrassment to the transcribers, who
disposed of the difficulty by adding a second ois; shpes, While
uthers got rid of the troublesvine =z« by simply owmitting it.—ois
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Lewdoapr.] Tisch, following B L 8, min. vss. (also Syr.) and Or.
(once), reads merely 8o. Correctly; ~}evdoudpr. is an addition,
which might seem all the more necessary since a saying
of Christ's actually underlay the words. — Ver. 65. 5r/] is
wanting before ¢Braeprne. in such important witnesses, that
Lachm. and Tisch. are justified in deleting it as a common
mterpolation. — Ver. 70. For adriv advrav read, with Tisch. 8,
following preponderating evidence, merely =dsroy, to which
wirav was added for sake of greater precision. — Ver. 71.
For soiz éxei; which Tisch. 8 has restored, Scholz and Tisch.
7 read abrois éxzeii  Doth readings arc strongly attested; but
the latter is to Dbe preferred, because the current sofz fx:f
would involuntarily suggest itself and supersede the less
definite expression wiroi; exer—Ver. T4 zaradspariZen] Elz,
I'ritzsche : zarwvabeparifen, against deecisive evidence. A cor-
rection.

Ver. 1 f! For this form of transition, by which a marked
pause is indicated at the close of a somewhat leungthened
discourse, comp. vii. 28, xi. 1, xiil. 53, xix. 1. — wavras] re-
ferring bLack, without any particular object in view (such as to
call attention to the fact that owr Lord’s functions as a teacher
were now ended, Wichelhaus and the earlier expositors), to the
preceding discourse, consisting, as it does, of several sections
(xxiv. 4-xxv. 46), not a parallel to LXX. Deut. xxxi. 1
(Delitzsch). — peta 8vo Huépas] after the lapse of two days,
le. the day after next the Passover commenced. It would
therefore be Tuesday, if, as the Synoptists inform us (differ-
ently in John, seec on John xviii. 28), the feast began on
Thursday evening. — 76 waaya] NOD, Aram. MDD, the pass-
ing over (Tx. xii. 13), a Mosaic feast, in commemoration of
the sparing of the first-born in Egypt, began after sunset on
the 14th of Nisan, and lasted till the 21st. On its original
meaning as a feast in connection with the consecration of the
first-fruits of the spring harvest, see Ewald, Alterth. p. 466 f.;
Dillmann in Schenkel's Lex. IV, 1. 387 f. — kai o vids, x.7\]
a definite prediction of what was to happen to Him at the DPass-

! See on ch. xxvi. f. (Mark xiv., Luke xxii.); Wichelhaus, ausfiilrl. Kom-

wentar iber die Grsch. des Leidens J. Chr., Halle 1855 ; Steinmeyer, . Leddens-
gesch. d. Herrn in Bezug auf d. neueste Krit., Berl, 1868.
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over, Lut represented as something already known to the dis-
ciples (from xx. 19), and whicl, though forming part of the
contents of oidare, is at the same tine introduced by a brolei
coustriction (not as dependent on dr¢), in accordance with the
depth of His emotion.

Vv. 3-5. Tore] e at the time that Jesus was saying this
to His disciples. Fatal coincidence. —eis 79v adAyv Tod
apy.] It is usual to understand the peluce of the high priest,
it direct opposition to the use of adAsj' in the New Testamment
(not excluding Luke xi. 21).  We should rather interpret it
of the court enclosed by the varions buildings belonging to the
house (see Winer, Eealw. under the word Hiuser; Iriedlieb,
rehaol. d. Leidensgesch. p. 7 £), such conrts having been regu-
larly used as meeting-places.  Comyp. Vulg. (afrium), Erasmus,
(astalic  Calvin, Maldonatus.  This meeting is not to he
recarded as one of the public sittings of the Sanhedrim (on the
probable official meeting-place of this body at that time, the
so-called taverns, see Wieseler, Beifr. p. 209 ), but as a private
ennference of its members. — 700 Aeyop. Kaiada] who bore
fie neine of Cuiaphas.  Comp. 1. 23, This was a suriame ;
the original name was Joseph (Joseph. Anff. xviii. 2. 2); but
the surname having become his erdinary and official designa-
tion, it was used for the name itself ; hence Aeyouévou, not émi-
xakoupévov or émiheyopevov. Caiaphas (either = 82'3, depressio,
or ¥2*3, rock) obtained his appointiment through the procurator
Valerius Gratus, and, after enjoyving his dignity for seventeeu
vears, was deposed by Vitellius, Joseph. Aufr. xviii. 2. 2,
+. B.—agvveBovhedaavro, (va] they conselted together, in
vrder that they, John xi. 53. — u5 év 17 éoprh] namely : lef
g eirest Jam, and pud hin to death ! TFor the absolute us,
cutap. on Gal. v. 13, The refercuce is to the entire period
over which the feast cxfended, not to the pluce where it was
celebrated (Wieseler, Chronol. Synops. p. 367). It is true

' Of course ai24 Is used as equivalent to Szairsios (see, for example, the pas-
suges from Polyb. in Schweighduser's Lex. p. 101), not only by later Greek
writers (Athen. Deipn. iv. p. 189 D; Herodian, i. 13. 16, frequently in the
Apocr.), but alse by Homer (see Duncan, Ler, ed. Rost, p. 181), Pindar, and the
Tragedians, ete. Never, however, is it so used in the New Testament. Even
in John xviii. 15, eirn 100 &pxizp. is undoubtedly the court of the house,
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no scruple was felt, especially in urgent and important cases
(comp. on Acts xii. 3 f£), about having executions (Susled..
f. 89. 1) during the feast days (although most probably never
on the first of them, on which, according to Mischne Juim tol
v. 2, the trial took placc; comp. on John xviii. 28, and sec,
above all, Bleek’s Beitr. p. 136 ff), and that with a view to
making the example more deterrent (Deut. xvii. 13).  Dut the
memnbers of the Sanhedrim dreaded an uprising among the
numerous sympathizers with Jesus both within and outside
the capital (a very natural apprelension, considering that this
was just the season when so many strangers, and especially
Galilaeans, were assembled in the city; comp. Joseph. Ant!.
xvil. 9. 3; Bell. i. 4. 3), though, by and by, they overcame
this fear, and gladly availed themselves of the opportunity
wlich Judas afforded them (ver. 14). “ Sic consilium divinum
successit,” Bengel. To regard uy év 17 éopti as meaning:
previous to the feast! as though, during the feast itself, the
execution were to be considered as already a thing of the past
(Neander, p. 678 ; Hausrath), would be quite in keeping with
John’s statement as to the day on which the crucifixion took
place (comp. on Mark xiv. 2); but it would not suit the con-
nection as found in Matthew and Mark, because, according to
them, the consultation among the members of the Sanhedrim
had taken place so very shortly before the Passover (ver. 2)
that the greater part of the multitude, whose rising was appre-
hended, must have been present by that time.

Ver. 6 ff. This anointing, which is also recorded in MMwrk
xiv. 3 ff. (followed by Matthew), is not the same as that of
‘Luke vii. 36 ff,, but is so essentially different {from it, not only
as to the time, place, circumstances, and person, but as to the
whole historical and ethical connection and import, that even
the peculiar character of the incident is not sufficient to war-
rant the assumption that each case is but another version of
one and the sane story (in opposition to Chrysostom, Grotius,
Schleiermacler, Sehz, d. Luk. p. 110 {f.; Stranss, Weisse, Hug,
Ewald, Bleek, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Schenkel, Keim). This, however,
is uot a different incident (in opposition to Origen, Chrysostou,
Jerome, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Osiander, Lightfoot,



CIIAP. XXVI. 6. 191

Wolf) from that recorded in Juhn xii. 1 ff' The deviations
in John's account of the affair—io the effect that the anointing
took place not two, but six days before the feast ; that Martha
was the entertainer, no mention being made of Simon; that it
was not the head, but the feet of Jesus that were anointed ;
and that the carping about extravagance is specially ascribed
to Judas—are not to be disposed of by arbitrarily assuming
that the accounts of the different evangelists were intended
to supplement each other (Ebrard, Wichelhaus, Lange), but
are to be taken as justifying the inference that in John alone
(not in Matthew and Mark) we have the narrative of an eye-
witness.  The incident, as given in Matthew and Mark,
appears to be an episode taken from a tradition which had
lost its freshness and purity, aud inserted without exact his-
torical connection, although, on the whole, in its right order,
if with less regard to precision as to the time of its occurrence.
ITence the loose place it occupies in the pragmatism of the
passage, from whicl: one might imagine it removed altogetler,
without the comection being injured in the slightest degree.
The tradition on which the narrative of Matthew and Mark
is Lased had evidently suffered in its purity from getting
mixed up with certain disturbing elements from the first
version of the story of the anointing in Luke vii., among which
¢lewents we may include the statement that the name of the
entertainer was Sninon.

Ver. 6. I'evou. év BnbBav.] ir having come to Dethany,
2 Tim. i. 17 ; Johin vi. 23, and {requently in classical writers;
comp. on Phil ii. 7. To remove this visit dack to a point
of time prevtous to that indicated at ver. 2, with the effect of
simply destroying the sequence (Ebrard, Lange), is to do sucl

' On the controversy in which Faber Stapul. has been involved in consequence
ol his theory that Jesus had been anointed by three different Marys, sce Graf in
Nicdner's Zeitsclr. f. histor. Theol, 1852, I p. 54 fl.  This distinguishing of
thiree Marys (which was also adopted by so carly an expositor as Euthymius Ziga-
benus, and by =sis, to whom Theophylact refers) is, in fact, rather too much at
variauce with the tradition that the sister of Lazarus is identical with the woman
who was a sinner, Luke vii., and was no other than Mary Magdalene. Yet in
naac of the three accounts of anointing is this latter to he understond as the Mary
relerred to.
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larmonistic violence to the order observed in Matthew and
Mark as the Tote of ver. 14 should have been sufficient to
avert. — 3 {uwvos Tod Nemwpot] In a way no less unwarrant-
able has the person here referred to (a person who had formerly
been a leper, and who, after his healing, elfected probably by
Jesus, had coutinued to he known by this epithet) been asso-
ciated with the family of Bethany ; lic has been supposed to Lave
been the deceased fathier of this family (Theophylact, Ewald,
Gresch. Chr. p. 481), or some other relative or friend (Grotius,
Kuinoel, Ebrard, Lauge, Bleek), or the owner of the house.
Of the person who, according to Matthew and Mark, provided
this entertainment, nothing further is known ; whereas, accord-
ing to John, the eutertainment was given by the family
of whichh Lazarus was a member; the latter is the correct
view, the former is based npon the similar incident recorded in
Luke vii.

Ver. 7. T'vvy] According to John, it was Mury. — d\d-
BacTpor] Among classical writers the wcater of this worl
dues not vecur except in the plurel ; in the singwler drdBac-
Tpos is masculine, as also in 2 Kings xxi. 13, and feminine.
“ Unguenta optime servantur in alabastris,” Plin. & H. iii. 3 ;
Ilerod. iii. 20 ; Theocr. Il xv. 114 ; Anfh. Pal. ix. 153. 3
Jacobs, ud Anthol. XI. p. 92.—émi 7. x. avTod] A diver-
gence from  John's account, not to Le reconciled in the
arbitrary manner in which Calvin and Ebrard have attempted,
as though the oil had been so unsparingly poured on that it
ran down and was used for the feet as well (comp. Movison),
Matthew narrates an anointing of the head ; John, of the feet.
The practice of anointing the keads of guests by way of
showing them respect is well known (comp. Plat. Lep.
p- 598 A, and Stallbaum thereon}. Seeing, however, that
the anointing of the fect was waisnal (in opposition to
Ebrard), and betokened a special and extraordinary amount
of respect (as is, in fact, apparent from Luke vii. 46), our
passage would have been all the less likely to “omit” il
(Lange), had it really formed part of the tradition. — dvaxe:-
wévov] while He awas reclining at tuble, o circumstance qualify-
ing the abrod,
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Ver. 8. The feature peculiar to John, and having an essen-
tial bearing upon the character of his narrative, to the effect
that it was Judas who censured the proceeding, had come to
be obliterated in the tradition represented Dby our present
passage.  Our namative, then, is certainly not contradictory of
thot of Jolm, but only less precise.  Arbitrary attempts have
heen wade to explain onr passage by saying either that, in
Matthew, the narrative is to be regarded as sylleptical (Jerome,
Beza, Maldonatus), or that Judas simply geve wtterance to an
observation in which the others have innvocently concurred
(Augustine, Calvin, Grotius, Kuinoel, Paulus, Wichelhaus), or
that several of them betrayed symptoms of murmuring (Lange).
— 1 dwwleta abrn] this loss, in making such a use of an
expensive oil.  This word never occurs in the New Testament
in a transitive sense (as in Polyb. vi. 59. 5).

Ver. 9. IToArod] put more precisely in Mark xiv. 5;
Jolm xii. 5. On the expensiveness of spikenard, a pound of
which is alleged to have cost even upwards of 400 denar,
see Dlin. V. H. xii. 20, xiii. 4. — xai 8o087jvar] the subject
(the equivalent in money, had it Leen sold) may Le inferred
from the context (wpafijvar woAred). See Kiihwer, II. 1,
p- 30 £

Ver. 10. Twods] Comp. xvi. 8. We wmay hmagine what
precedes to liave been spoken among the disciples in a low
murmwring tone. — kowovs mwapéyew, lo give trouble, to
cause annoyauce. See Kypke, Obss. 1. p. 130. Cowmp.
wovoy mapéxew (Herod. i 177), and such like.— épyow
vap, k1] Justification of the disapproval implied in the
foregoing question.  xaXdw, when used with épyov, is, accord-
mg to ordinary usage, to be taken in an ethical sense; thus
(comp. v. 16): an cxecllent deed, one that is morally beautiful,
and not a piece of waste, as ye are nigeardly enough to
suppose. The disciples had allowed their estimate of the
action to be detcrmined by the principle of mere wility, and
not by that of moral propricty, especially of love to Christ.

Ver. 11 f. Justification of the xaXdv on the ground of the
peculiar circumstances under which the anointing took place.
Jesus was on the very threshold of death; they would always

MATT. IL N
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liave opportunities of showing kindness to the poor, but by
and Dby it would be no longer in their power to do a loving
service to Him in person upon earth! Accordingly there is
a moral propricty in making the special manifestation of love,
which was possible only now, take precedence of that general
onc which was always possible. — oV wdvtoTe EyeTe] n
sorrowful litotes involving the idea: bué I will soon be remored
by deatl, to which idea the gdp of ver. 12 refers. — BaXoioa]
inasnvuch as she has pouwred . . . she has donce ¢¢ (this outpouring)
with the view (as though I were already a corpse) of cmbalminy
me (Gen. 1. 2). The aorist participle represents the act as
finished conlemporancously with émolnoav. Comp. xxvii. 4:
Lph. i 9, al.; Iermonn, ad Viger. p. 774 ; Miller in the
Luther, Zeitschr. 1872, p. 631 {f.  For the rest, it may Le said
that, under the influence of grateful emotion, Jesus ascribes o
special motive to thie woman, though she herself simply neant
to testify lLier love and reverence. Such feelings, intensified as
they were Dy the thought of the approaching death of the
heloved Master, and struggling to express themselves in this
particular form, could not but receive the highest consecration.

Ver. 13. To edayy. Todro] comp. on xxiv. 14. Iu
this instance, however, the emphasis is not on redre (as in
xxiv. 14), but on 7o edayyériov: this message of redemption,
where TodTo points to the subject of the message just hinted
at, vv. 11, 12, viz. the death of Jesus; and although the
allusion may be but slight, still it is an allusion in living
connection with the thoughts of death that filled His soul, and
one that naturally springs from the sorrowful emotion of Ilis
Lieart. The ¢hing to which rodTo refers is, when put in caplicit
terms, identical with 7o edayy. Tijs ydpiros 7. feob (Acts xx.
24), 70 evayy. Tis cwrppias vu. (LEph. 1. 13), 7o edayy. Tis
elprivns (Eph. vi. 15), 0 Agyos Tob oravpod (1 Cor. i. 18). —
év Ao T® xoope] is not to be connected with Aainf.
(Fritzsche, Kuinoel), but with xnpuy8s. Comp. Mark xiv.
9 ; 6mov denotes the locality in its special, év Ohw TG xdopew in
its most comprehensive sense. — es wvnpoa. avt.] belongs to
AaAqf.  She lus actually been remembered, and her mewmory
is lessed.
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Vv. 14-16. Ou 'Iovdas 'Iokap., see on x. 4. —Té7¢]
after this repast, but not Dbecausc he had Deen so much
olfended, nay, embittered (Wichelhaus, Schenkel, following the
older expositors), by the reply of Jesus, ver. 10 ff. (com).
John xii. 7 {),—a view scarcely in keeping with the mournful
tenderness  of that reply in which, moreover, according to
Matthew, the name of Judas was not once mentioned.
According to Johm xiil. 27, the devil, after selecting Judas
as his instrument (xiii. 2), impelled him to betray his
Master, not, however, till the occasion of the last supper,—a
divergence from the synoptical narrative which ought, with
Strauss, to be recognised, especially as it becomes very marked
when Luke xxii. 3 is compared with Jobn xiii. 27. — els 7dv
Swdexa] tragic contrast; found in all the evangelists, even in
John xii. 4; Aets i. 17.—In ver. 15 the mark of interrogation
should not be inserted after Sodvae (Lachinann), but allowed
to vemain after mapad. atrév. Expressed syntactically, the
guestion would yun: What will ye give me, ¢f I deliver Ham to
yor? In the eagerness of his haste the traitor falls into a
Jirolken construction (Kithner, IL 2, p. 782 £): What will ye
cive me, and T will, ete.  Here «al is the explicative afguc,
meaning : aid $9; ON éyw, again, there is an anphasis capressice
of Loldness. — EaTnaav] they weighed for him, according to the
aneient custom, and cowp. Zech. xi. 12, No doubt coined
shekels (Otto, Spiedl. p. 601l ; Ewald in the Nachs. v. d. Gesellsch.
d. Wiss, Gott. 1855, p. 109 ff.) were in circulation since the
time of Simon the dlaccabee (143 B.c.), but weighing appears
{n have been still practised, especially when considerable sums
were paid out of the temple treasury; it is, in any case, unwar-
ranlable to understand the éoTpoav merely in the sense of:
they peid. For {oryue, to weigh, sec Wetstein on our passage;
Schleusner, Z%es. 111 p. 122 Valckenaer, ad Eurip. Fragm. p.
288, The inferpretation of certain expositors: they arrunged
with him, they promised him (Vulg. Theophylact, Castalio,
Grotius, Elsuer, Fritzsche, Kiuffer, Wichelhaus, Lange), is in
opposition not only to xxvii. 3, where the words Ta apydpa
reter back to the shekels alrcady paid, but also to the terms of
the prophecy, Zech.xi, 12 (comp. Matt. xxvil. 9). — Tpeak. dpvy.]
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apybpia, shelels, only in Matthew, not in the LXX,, which, in
Zech. xi. 12, has 7Tpuarovra dpyvpois (sc. oixhous); cowmp.
Jer. xxxil. 9. They were shelels of the sanctucry (V1p3 5P;)
which, as containing the standard weight, were heavier thun
the ordinary shelkels; according to Joseph. Anit. iil. 8. 2, they
were equivalent to four Attic drachmae, thongl, according to
Jerome (on Mic. iii. 10), whose estimate, besides being more
precise, is found to tally with existing specinens of this coin,
they were equal to twenty oboli, or to 3% drachmae—i.c. to
something like 26 to 27 silbergroschen (2s. 6d.). See Ber-
theau, Gesch. d. Isr. pp. 34, 39; Keil, 4rch. IL p. 146. —
éliTer edrarplay, (val he sought a good opportunity (Cic. dv
off. 1. 40) for the purpose of, ete.  Such a edrapia as he wanted
would present itself whenever he saw that cvAAndOévros odx
éuedhe BopuPBos yevégbai, Euthymius Zigabenus; comp. ver. 3.

REMARK 1.—As the statement regarding the thirty picces of
silrer is peculiar to Matthew, and as one so avaricious as Judas
was would hardly have been contented with so moderate & sum,
it is probable that, from its not being known exactly how mnch
the traitor had received, the Gospel traditions came nltimately to
fix upon such a definite amount as was suggested by Zech. xi. 12,
Then, as tending further to impugn the historical accuracy of
Matthew's statement, it is of importance to notice that it has
been adopted neither by the earlier Gospel of Mark, nor the
later one of Luke, nor by Johm. Comp. Strauss, Ewald,
Scholten.

REMARK 2,—As regards the idea, that what prompted Judas to
act as he did, was a desire to bring about a rising of the people
at the time of the feast, and te constrain *“the dilatory Messiah
to establish His kingdom by wmeans of popular violence ” (Paulns,
Goldhorn in T=schira. Memor. 1. 2; Winer, Theile, Hase, Scholl-
meyer, Jesus w. Judas, 1836 ; Weisse, I p. 450),—the traitor
linself being now doubtful, according to Neander and Ewald, as
to whether Jesus was the Messial or not,—it may be affirmed
that it has no foundation whatever in the Gospel record,
although it may be excused as a well-meant eflort to render a
mysterious character somewhat more comprehensible, and to
make so strange a choice on the part of Jesus a little less
puzzling. According to John especially, the subjective motive
whicl,, in conjunction with Satanic agency (Luke xxii. 3;
Jolm xiil. 2, 27), led to the Dbetrayal was simply avarice, not
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wounded embifion as well, see on ver. 14; nor lore of revenye
and such like (Schenkel); nor shipwrecked faith on the occasion
of the anointing of Christ (Klostermann); nor melancholy,
combined with irritation against Jesus because the kingdom He
sought to establish was not o kingdom of this w old (Lange).
Naturally passionate at any rate (Pressensé), and destitute
ot clearness of head as well as force of character (in opposition
to Weisse), he was now so carried away by his own dark and
confused 1deas, that though betraying Jesus he did not antici-
Jtte that he would be condemned to death {(xxvil. 3), and only
Legun to realize what hie had done when the consequences of
his act stared him i the face. Those, aceordingly, go too far
i combating the attempts that hiave been made to palliate the
deed in question, who seek to trace it to ficree enger against
Jesus, and the profoundest wickedness (Ebrard), and who represent
Judas as having been from the first—even at the time he was
chosen—the mnost consiunmate scoundrel to be found among men
(l)uﬂ» Judas Ischer, 1816).  That fundamental vice of Judas,
=rie::Zie, Decame doubtless, in the abnormal development whiclh
his mora] nature underwent through intercourse with Jesus, the
power which completely darkened and overmastered his inner
life, culiminating at last iu betrayal and suicide. Moreover, in
constlering the erime of Judas, Scripture requires us to keep i
view the dirine teleology, Petev already speaking of Jesus (Acts
1L 20) as 5 epsuéy Sy ol spoyiica ol 90 gxdoter, 1 A WAY
conrespouding very much to the view taken of the conduct of
flered and Pilate in Acts iv, 28, Judas is thus the tragic
m=trument and organ of the divine siwopuin, though not in
such a senge as to extenuate in the least the enormity and
vulyability of his offence, ver. 24. Comp. John xvii. 12; Aects
1. 25; and see, further, on John vi. 70, Remark 1.

Ver. 17. Ty 3¢ wpwoty tédv afiu] on the first day of
e waleavencd bread, 4e. on the first day of the feast, the
day on which the unleavened bread (mswn) 4s caten.  The day
referred to is the 14th of Nisan (Thursday, according to
the synoptic evangelists), which, following the loose popular
made of reckoning, to which Josephus (4n#f. ii. 15. 1) also
conforms when he represents the feast as extending over
elyht days, was counted as one of the feast days,*although
the Passover did not begin till the evening of that dav,

Num. xxviil. 16 ; Ex. xii. 18 (Otto, Spicil. p. 70). — mwed] in
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what hiouse. — oot “ Jesus est ut paterfamilias inter diseipu-
lorum familiam,” Bengel. — 76 waoya] the Passover lamd,
to lLe caten on the evening of the 14th of Nisan. See on
Johu xviii. 28.  This lamb was slain (not Dy the priests) in
the fore-comrt of the temple in the aftermoon before sunset
(B'3W7 12, sec Hupleld, de primitice festor. ap. Hebr. ratione,
I p. 12). — Tt may seem strange that, at a season when the
presence of such multitudes of strangers in the city was
certain to create a scarcity of accommodation (Joseph. Dell.
o185, vio 9. 3; Antd. xvii. 9. 3), Jesus should have put off
His arrangements for celebrating the feast till now. This,
liowever, may be accounted for by the fact that IIe must have
Lad certain fricuds in the town, such as the one rcferred to
in ver. 18, whose houses were so mueh at His disposal at all
times that it was unnecessary to make any earlier preparation.

REMark—According to John'’s account, the last meal of which
Jesus partook was not that of the Passover; while His death is
represented as having taken place on the day before the feast,
the day which Matthew here calls the apdry riv alopwn. On
this great and irreconcilable discrepancy, which even the most
veeent exhaustive inquiry, viz. that of Wieseler (Deitr. p. 230 {L),
has failed to dispose of, see on John xviii, 28.

Ver. 18. Eis v wohw] lo Jerusalom.  According to ver.
6 {f., they were still at Dethany. — mpds Tov beiva] as we say
when we either cannot or will not mention the name of the
person intended : fo so and so. See Wetstein and Ilermann,
ad Vig. p. 704 Dut it was not Jesus Himsclf who omitted to
mention the name (“ut diseipulus ex divturna consuetudine
notissimum,” Fritzsche), for, after the question of the disciples,
ver. 17, He could not assume that it was quite well understood
who it was that He referred to; but it has been omitted by
the cvangelist in his narrative (comp. even Augustine, de cons.
cv. ii. 80), either because it had not been preserved as part of
the tradition, or for some other rcason, to us unknown. —-
o 8t8acx.] the Teacher xat éfoyap. Doubtless the unknown
person here referred to was also a believer. Comp. xxi. 3. —
6 kaip6s pov] e the time of my death (John xiii. 1), not:
for my obscrving the Passover (Kuinoel), which would render
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the words sinenlarly meaningless; for (Lds time was, in fact,
the same for all.  There is nothing whatever to justily the
very old hypothesis, invented with a view to reconcile the
synoptic writers with John, that Jesus partook of His last
Passover mieal a day carlier than that on which it was wont
to be caten by the Jews. Sec on John xviii. 28, TFurther, this
preliminary preparation huplies a pious reyard for Jesus on the
nart of the 8etva, who was thus singled out; this Passover ob-
servance, for which preparations are being made, was destined,
in fact, to be a farcwell feast! According to Ewald, ¢ xatpos
wov denotes the time when the Aessianie phenomena wonld
wppr T the heavens (comp. xxiv. 34), which, however, is ¢
variance with the text, where the deaiZ of Jesus is the all-
pervading thought (see vv. 2, 4, 11 £, 21).  Comp. énijrvfer
7 &pa, John xvii. 1. — 7oed] is not the Attic futurc (Fritzsche,
Dleek), but the present, representing what is future as now
soing on, and suited to the idea of a distinct friendly arrange-
ment befovehand @ at thy house I observe the Passover.  Comp.
Ex. xii, 48 ; Josh. v. 10; Deut. xv. 1; 3 Esdr.i. 6. Similarly
clussical writers {requently use 7owety in the sense of to
observe o feast. — Matthew’s account presupposes nothing
miraculous here, as Theophylact and Calvin would have us
Lelieve. but simply an arrangement, of which nothing further
5 known, whielh Jesus had come to with the person i ques-
tion, and in conscquence of which this latter not only under-
stood what was meant by the o xawpds pov, but was also
keeping a room iu reserve for Jesus in which to celebrate the
Passover. It is probable that Jesus, dwring His stay in
Jerusalemn after the trinmphal entry, had come to some under-
standing or other with him, so that all that now required to
be done was to complete the preparations. It was reserved
for the later tradition, embodied in Mark and Luke, to
ascribe a mivaculous character to these preparations, in which
respect they scem to have shared the fate of the incident
mentioned at xxi. 2 £ This being the case, the claim of
originality must be decided in favour of what is still the very
simple narrative of Matthew (Strauss, Bleek, Keim), in pre-
ference to that of Mark and Luke (Schulz, Schleiermacher,
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Weisse, Ewald, Weiss). As represented, therefore, by Matthew
(who, according to Ibrard and IHoltzmmaun, seems to have
regarded the circumstance about the man Dbearing a pitcher
of water as only “an unnecessary detail,” and whose narra-
tive liere is, according to Ewald, “somewhat winnowed”),
this incident is a natural one, though the same cannot be
said of the account given by Mark and Luke (in opposition to
Olshausen and Neauder)— %o that unkitown person above
referred to might be, is a point which cannot be determined.

Ver. 20. 'Avéxerro] for the enactment (Ex. xil. 11)-
requiring the Passover lamb to be caten standiiy, staff in
hand, and in travelling attive, had been subsequently super-
seded by the ueccessity of reclining.  See Ilicros Pesachi
f. 37. 2. «“ Mos servorun est, ut edant stantes, at nunc come-
dant recumbentes, ut dignoseatur, exisse eos e servitute in liber-
tatenm.”  See Usteri, Comment. Jok. cv. genavin, esse. 1823, p. 26
ff.—1It was considered desivable that no Passover party should
ever consist of fewer than fen guests (Joseph. Bell. vi. 9. 3),
for the lamb had to e entirely consumed (Ex. xii. 4, 435 {f)

Ver. 21, "Eo@iovTov adrdv] whilst they were cating, but
previous to the institution of the supper, ver, 26, which is at
variance with Luke xxii. 21. The correct version of the
matter is unquestionably that of Matthew, with whom John
also agrees in so far as he represents the announcement of the
betrayer as having taken place immediately after the fect-
washing and the accompanying discourse, xiii. 21 {I.

Ver. 22. "Hp&avto] portrays the unfolding of onc scenr
after another in the incident.  Jesus did not answer till this
question had been addressed to Iim by all of them in turn. —
pTe éyd elpe) surely 4t is not I'? presupposes a reply in the
negative.  “ Cum scelus exhorreant, cupiunt ab ejus suspicione
purgari; bona tamen conscientia freti, libere testari volunt,
quan procul remoti sint a tanto scelere,” Calvin. The account
in John xiii, 22 {f. does mot exclude, but supplements that
before us, particularly because it also mentions that Judas
had retired before the supper was instituted.

Ver. 23. ‘0 éuBdvras, «.7.A] he who has dipped (not: s
dipping, Luther, following the Vulgate). We have here no such
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definite allusion as John xiii. 26 represents Jesns to have
made to Judas. For it is mot probable that the dipping in
question took place subsequent to the intimation by Jesus in
ver. 21 and the commotion of ver. 22,—two circumstances
calculated to interrupt fer a little the progress of the meal,—
but rather beforc them, when there inay have been others
besides Judas dipping into the dish from which Jesus was
cating. The allusion cau be said to point specially to Judas
only in so far as, happening to recline near to Jesus, he must
-have been eating out of the same dish with Him (for there
would be several of such dishes standing on the table).
Comp. Groting. The éuBamrouevos of Mark xiv. 20 (see on
the passage) is not a substantial variation; neither has it
been misunderstood by Matthew (in opposition to Weiss in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1861, p. 53 £), and converted by himn into
a special means of recognition (Holtzmann). The contents of
the dish were Lhe broth charosct (nDvN), made out of dates, figs,
cte,, and of the eolour of brick (to remind those who partook
of it of the bricks of Egypt, Maimonides, «d Pesack. vii. 11).
See Buxtorf, Zew. Talm. p. 831. — év 7é TpuBAie] has dipped
i the dish, into which he has put his haud, holding a picce of
read.  Hom. Od. ix. 392; Aesch. Zrom. 863 ; LXX. Deut.
xxxill, 24 ; Ruth ii. 14, .

Ver. 24, ‘Twrayer] peraBaver amo Tis évraibfa Lo,
Lnthymins Zigabenus.  Comp. olyecOar, amépyeabar, ﬂ%rj.
Josus is conscious that Tis death will be a going away to the
Futher (John vil. 33, viii. 22). — kaXoy, k.7N] well would 1t
Lave been for him, ete.; for in that case he would not have
existed at all, and so would not have been exposed to the
severe punishment (of Gehenna) which now awaits him.
Comp. Ecclus. xxiii, 14; Job iil. 1 ff.; Jer, xx. 14 {f, and the
passages from Rabbinical writers in Wetstein.  The expression
Is a populur one, and not to be urged with logical rigour,
which it will not admit of. The fundamental idea embodied
in it is: “multo welius est non subsistere quam male sub-
sistere,” Jerome.  Observe, further, the tragic emphasis with
which ¢ dvfpwros éxeivos is repeated ; but for xkaXov v with-
out v, see Duttmann, Neut. Gr. pp. 188, 195 [E. T. 217,
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220]; and on ov as a negative, where there is only one iden
contained in the negation, consult Kihner, IT. 2, p. 743
Duttmann, p. 299 [I. T. 347] Euthymius Zigabenus aptly
observes: ob 8wt wpowpioTo, dta ToiTo Tapédwrer MG
8ot wapédwke, dta T0bTO MWpOipLaTo, Tob Beol mpoeidiTos TO
mavTws amofncopevor EueNke yap dvrws amofijval ToloiTos ov
éx Ploews, AN éx mpoatpéoews.

Ver. 25. This final direct intimation regarding the hetrayer
(0 mapadidovs), and addressed to this latter himself, is at
varianee with John xiit. 26 I, where ver. 29 presupposes that
it had not been given.  Ver. 25 is an outgrowth of tradition,
the absence of which from the older narrative of Mark is
unquestionably correct. — o v elmas] a Rabbinical formula by
which an cemphatic affirmation is made, as in ver. 64, Sce
Schoettgen.  There is no such usage in the Old Testament or
among classical writers. ¢ fhis point in the narrative ol
Matthew, just after this declaration on the part of Jesus, we
must suppose the withdrawal (mentioned at John xiii. 30) of
Judas (who, notwithstanding the statement at Luke xxii. 21,
was not present at the cclebration of the last supper; see on
John xiii. 38, Remark) to have taken place. Matthew like-
wise, at ver. 47, presupposes the withdrawal of the betrayer,
though he does not expressly mention it; so that his account
of the matter is less precise. The ohjection, that it was not
allowable to leave before the Iassover lamb was eaten, is
sufliciently disposed of by the extraordinary nature of the cir-
cumstances in which Judas found himself; but see on ver. 20.

Ver. 26.' The meal—having been, naturally enough, inter-
mpted by the discussion regarding Judas—would now be
resumed ; hence the repetition of the éofiovrov adrdy of ver.
91 with the continuative &, whicl latter is so often used in
a similar way after parentheses and other digressions, especially

1 On ver. 26 . and the parallel passages, see Ebrard (Dogma vom leil.
Abendm. 1. p. 97 IIL), who also (IL p. 751 I.) mentions the carlier literature of
the subject ; see hesides, the econtroversy between Strobel and Rodatz in the
Lather. Zeitachr. 1842 {L. ; Riickert, d. Abendm., Lpz. 1856, p. 58 {I. ; Keim in
the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1859, p. 63 II. ; of modern dogmatic writers, consull, in
particular, Kahnis and Philippl.  Comp. on Mark xiv. 22 [ ; Luke xxii. 19 1
1 Cor. xi. 24 f.
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in cases where previous expressions are repeated; comp. on
2 Cor.v. 8; Eph. ii. 4. —AaBov ¢ 'Iyo. 7. dpTor] Accord-
ing to the Rabbis, the order of the Passover meal was as
follows (see Tr. Pesuch. ¢. 10; Otho, Lex. Rall. p. +48 I
Lightloot, p. 474 [ ; Lund, Jad. Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 1125
i1, Wichelhauns, p. 248 ff; Vaihinger in Herzog's Encyll. XIT.
p- 141 {£) :—{(1) It begau with drinking wine, before partak-
ine of which, however, the head of the family offered up thanks
for the wine and the return of that sacred day (accordinyg
io the school of Sammai, for the day and for the wine).
“Poculum ebibit, et postea Denedicit de lotione manuum, et
lavat,” Maimonides. (2) Then Dbitter herbs (o, intended
to represent the bitter life of their forefathers in Egypt) werc
put upon the talle, some of which being dipped in a sour ov
Ininish liguid, were eaten amid thanksgivings. (3) The un-
leavened bread, the broth charosct (see on ver. 23), the lamb
end the flesh of the chagiye (see on John xviil. 28), were now
presented. (1) Thereupon the lhead of the family, after o
= Lenedictis, qui creavit fructum terrac)’ took as mueh of the
hitier herbs as might be equal to the size of an olive, dipped
it 1u the beoth cheioset, and then ate it, ail the other guests
following his example.  (3) The sccond cup of wine was now
mixed, and at this stage the father, at the request of his son,
ov whether vequested by himz or not, was expected to explain
1o him the peculiarities of the several parts of this meal.
Gy This did uot take place till the Passover viands had been
put a second time upon the table; then came the singing of
ilic first part of the Heallel (Ps. cxiii., exiv.), another short
thanksgiving Ly the father, and the drinking of the second
cup.  (7) The father then washed his hands, took two picees
of Dread, broke one of them, laid the broken pieces upon that
which remained whole, repeated the “ Benedictus sit dlle, qui
preoducil prpem ¢ terra,” rolled a picce of the Lroken bread in
bitter herbs, dipped this into the broth charosct, and ate, after
having given thanks; he then took some of the chugiye, after
another thanksgiving, and so also with regard to the lamb.
{8) The feast was now continued by the guests partaking as
liey fels inclined, concluding, however, with the futher eating
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the last Lit of the laml, which was not to be less than an
olive in size, after which no one was at liberty to eat anything
more. The father now washed his hands, and, praise having
Leen offered, the tiird cup (737937 ¥03) was drunk. Then came
the singing of the second part of the JHallel (Ps. exv.—cxviii)
and the drinking of the jfourth cup, which was, in some in-
stances, followed by a fifth, with the final singing of I's. exx.—
exxxvil. (Bartoloce. Bibl. Rabd. IL p. 736 ff.).— Seeing that,
according to this order, the feasting, strictly speaking, did not
hegin till No. 8, for all that preceded had the character of a
ceremonial introduction to it ; seeing, further, that it is in itself
improbable that Jesus would interrupt or alter the peculiarly
ceremonial part of the feast by an act or utterance in any way
foreign to it; and considering, in the last place, that when Judas
retired, which he did immediately after he was announced as
the hetrayer, and therefore previous to the institution of the
last supper,—the Passover meal had already extended pretty far
on into the night (John xiii. 30),—we must assume that the
éabovrwy avrav of ver. 21, as well as the similar expression
i ver. 26, should come in after No. 7, and that the eating under
No. 8 is the stage at which the Lord’s supper was instituted ;
so that the bread which Jesus took and brake would not he
that mentioned under No. 7 (Fritzsche), but the dprov (with
the article, sec the critical remarks), the particular bread il
which, as they all Enew, He had just instituled the supper. e
would have violated the Passover itsclf if He had proclaimed
any new and peculiar symbolism in connection with the bread
before conforming, in the first place, to the popular ceremoninl
observed at this feast, and before the less formal and peculiarly
festive part of the proceedings was reached.  Again, had the
breaking and distributing of the Dbread been that referred to
under No. 7, one cannot sce why he should not have availed
Hiwmself of the bitter herbs as well, furnishing, as they would
have done, so appropriate a symbol of the suffering inseparable
from His death. — xai edNoysjaas] aficr having repeated o
blessing—whether the “ Dencdictus ille, que producit pancm ¢
terra” (comp. No. 7 above), or some other more appropriate to
the particular act about to be performed, it is impossible to
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sav. The latter, however, is the more probable, as it would be
more in accordance with the very special nature of Christ’s
feelings and intention on this occasion. Now that the meal
was drawing to a close (before the second part of the Heallel
was sung, ver. 30), He felt a desive to introduce at the end a
special repast of significance so profound as never to be for-
gotten.  The idea that His edhoyelv, as being the expression
of 1{is ommipotent will (Philippi, p. 467 ff.), possessed creative
power, so that the body and blood became rcalized in the
ziving of bread and wine, may no doubt accord with the
orthodox view of the sacrament, but can be as little justified,
on exeaetical grounds, as that orthodox view itself; even in
1 Cor. x. 16 nothing more is implied than a cucharistical
ronsceration prayer for the purpose of setting apart bread and
wine to a sacred use. — It is, further, impossible to determine
whether by xai €d{3ov Tols pafnr. we are to understand the
handing of the bread piece by piece, or simply the presenting
of it all at once upon a plate. Considering, however, that the
suests were reclining, the latter is the more probable view, and
is quite in keeping with the AdBere. This AaBere denotes
simply o takivg with the haud, which then conveys to the
mouth the thing so taken, not also a taking in a spiritual
<«enze (Ebrard). TFurther, it must not be inferred from the
weids betore us, nor fiom our Lord’s interpretation (my body)
of the bread which He presents, that He Himse/s' had not eaten
of it. See on ver. 2¢. He must, however, be regarded as
having done so before handing it to the disciples, and before
attering the following words. — 70076 éoTe 70 adpd pov]
There can be no doubt thal Tooro is the subject, and (avoiding
the Lutheran synecdoche) can only refer to the bread that was
heing handed to them, and not to the living body of Christ
{Carlstadt), nor to the predicate which first follows (Strobel),
while it is equally certain that no emphasis of any kind i3
to be laid upon the enclitic gov (in opposition to Olshausen
and Stier).  Dut seeing, morcover, that the body of Jesus
was still unbroken (still living), and that, as yet, His
blood had not heen shed, none of the guests can have sup-
posed what, on the occasion of the first celebration of the
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supper, was, accordingly, a plain impossibility, viz, that they
were in reality eating and drinking the very body and blood
of the Lord,' and secing also that, for the reason just stated,
Jesus Himsell could not have intended His simple words to be
understood in a sense which they did not then admit of,—
fur to suppose any essential difference between the first and
every subsequent observance of the supper (Schmid, Bibl.
Theol. 1. p. 341 ; Thomasius, Chr. Pers. v Werk, III. 2, p.
(2 ; Stier; Gess, I p. 167) is to have recourse to an expedient
that is not only unwarrantable, but extremely questionable
{zee, on the other hand, Tholuck in the Stud. . Arif. 1869,
1- 126 £), and because, so long as the idea of the xpéas is
not taken into account, any substantial partaking of the ocdpa
2lone and by itself, without the afma, appears utterly incon-
cetvable ;2 for here, again, the idea of a spiritual body, which
it is supposed Jesus micht even fien have communicated
(Olshausen ; Dedatz in the Zuther. Zeitsehir. 1843, 3, p. 56;
Kahnis, dbendu. p. 453 ; Hofmann ; Schoeberlein, <. 4. hetl.
Abendin. 1869, p. 66), belongs entirely to the region of nou-
exegetical and docetic fancies, for which even the trausfigura-
tion furnishes no support whatever (see on 1 Cor. x. 16), and
is inconsistent with the afua (1 Cor. xv. 50; Phil iiil. 21):

! Wetstein well observes: ““Non quaerebant utrum panis, quem videbant,
Jnis esset, vel utram alind corpus inconspicuum in interstitiis, panis delitesceret,
sl quid haec actio significarct, cujus rci essel repraeseniatio out memoriale.”
Thomasius, however, as above, p. 61, finds no other way of disposing of the
seple impossibility referred to, but by maintaining that this giving of Himsell
on the part of the Lord was of the nature of a miracle. Comp. Iofmann,
Sehaifthew. 110 2, p. 215, also Philippi, p. 433 £, who is at the same time dis-
pused to assume that the Spirit illaminated the minds of the disciples as with
lightning flash.  The supposition of a miracle is cerlainly the last resort, and
this on exegetical grounds is wholly unjustifiable in o case in which neither
the narrative itself nor the thing narrated implies a miracle.

* Tu reply to the question why Jesus distributes the body and blood separately,
Thomasius, p. 68, has no answer but this: ““I do not know.” We are accord-
ingly met on the one hand with the assertion of a wniracle, on the other with
. non liguet,  This is the way difliculties are supposed to le got over, but they
remain, and contlinue to assert themselves all the same.  There ought to be no
lLisitation in conceding that the separate participation, nawmely, of the body
without the blood, and then of the blood by ifself, is not to he understood as an

wetual cating and drinking of them, but as due to the symbolisn Lased upon
the circumstance of the body being put to death and the bLlood shed.
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it follows that éor{ is neither more nor less than the copuli
of the symbolic statement:' “ This, which ye are to take and
eat, this broken bread,® 7s, symbolically speaking, my body,”
—the body, namely, which is on the point of Dbeing put
to death as a Adrpor dvri wmoAAay (xx. 28). The sym-
bolical interpretation has =also been correctly adhered to
Ly David Schulz, de Wette, Julius Miiller, Bleek, Riickert,
Keim, Weizsiicker ; comp. Ewald, Morison, Weiss on Aluif,
and others.  According to Matthew, as also according to
Taul (1 Cor. xi. 24, where xAwuevor is spurious), Jesus
omits entirely the tertium compurationis, — an omission,
Liowever, which in itself is wmore in keeping with the
vivid symbolism of the passage and the deep emotion of our
Tord. The symbolical act of Licaking, which cannot possibly
lave anything to do with the glorificd body, but which refers
solely to that which was about to be put to death, was
sufficient to enable us to perceive in this brealing what the
point of comparison was; for the hreaking of the bread and
the putting to death of the body resemble each other in so

' In the case of Luke and Paul, the necessity of adopting the symbolical
taterpretation of irz shows itself ubove Wil (1) in the words used with refuer-
ence to the cup (# xazon dizéixn). The new covenant has been made in and
tirough the wctueld bluod of Clivist. This bloo, inasmuch as it las Leen
shed, is the essential objective causa efjective of the covenant. It is so in
victee of the fustorical juct of the sivolliny, while it is this same fuct that
Fadilies its Leing designated a new covenant (John xi. 25). The wine poured
into the eup can be said te be the blood of Christ as it actuclly was after being
“Led on the cross, ouly én so sur as it represents that real covenant-blood as
iwas provious to its being shed, and with the near prospect of its shedding
inliy in view; it #s this blood, but only in the cense warranted Ly a profoun:l
vivid symlolism.  (2) It is on the strength of this symbolical interpretation
that Luke and Paul would appear to have added the expression eis = iunv
dvigwnaiy to the words of the imstitution. See on Luke xxii. 19 f. The
bawrzzis denoles @ realizing of that as present which is no longer so in Lodily
form,

*Not: that which I lere hand to you in the form of bread (the Catholic
view), nor : that which I here hand to you in, with, and under the covenant
ithe synecdoche of Lutheran orthodoxy). The doctrine of the omnipresance of
Cluist’s bady is inconsistent with the essential idea of 2 body, as was pointed out
as carly as the time ol the Fathers, especially Ly Augustine : * Cavendum enim
o, ne e divinitatem adstruamus hominis, ut veritatem corporis auferamus,”
Awgusting, op. 57, @l Dardun. ; they wivierstvald the body of Christ to Lo i
Lieaven, where it always remained.
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far as the connection of the whole is violently destroyed, so
that the Dbread in f{ragments can no longer be said to be
the DLread, nor the body when put to death to be any
longer a living being! The ecating (and the drinking),
on the other hand, is a symbol of the reception and
appropriation, in saving faith (John vi. 51 {f), of the
atoning and redeeming virtne inherent in the death of the
body (Paul as above: 76 Umep dupéw) and in the shedding of
the blood of Jesus; so that the act of receiving the elements
in the consciousness of this, establishes a rowwria with the
body and Dblood that is spiritually living and active, and
therefore, in all ethical respects, genunine and real (see on
1 Cor. x. 16),—a fellowship in which the believing communi-
cant realizes in his inward experience that the divine-human
life of the crucified Redecmer is being imparted to him with
saving efficacy, and in which he acquires a full assurance of
eternal life. With regard to the divers views that have
prevailed upon this point in the church, and of which the
two held by Protestants do not admit of being harmonized
without sacrificing their distinctive peculiarities (in opposition
to Ebrard, Lange), it may be said that those of the Catholics
and Lutherans are cacgetically at one in so far as their inter-
pretation of the éar( is concerned, for they agree in regarding
it as the copula of actual being ; it is only when they attempt
a more precise doginatic definition of the mode of this actual
being that the divergence begins to show itself.  Similaily,
there is no dilference of an cwcyctical nature (Rodatz in Rudel-
bacl’s Zeitschr., 1843, 4, p. 11) between the interpretation
of Zwingli (and Oecolampadius) and that of Calvin (** externum
signuin dicitur id essc, quod figurat,” Calvin). On the rela-

! Philippi, p. 422 ., is wrong in refusing to admit that the point of com-
pavison lies in the breaking. The #xazee is the circumstance above all which
the whole four evangelists agree in recording, making it appear, too, from
the terms they employ, that it was regarded as a special act.  Morcover, the
fact that at a very early period the spurious xadgrves of 1 Cor. xi. 24 had
come to be extensively adopted, may be regarded as affording evidence in
favour of the correctness of the church's interpretation of this symbolical
act. The same view is implicd in the reading époarimevar ; comp. Constilt,
Ap. viii. 12. 16,
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tion of Luther's doclrine to that of Calvin, see Julius Miiller's
dogmat. AVh. p. 404 ff. Tor éori (which, however, Jesus
would not express in Aramaic, His words probably being
"L N7) as a copula of symbolical or allegorical being, cowmy.
xiit. 58 1.; Luke xii. 1; Jolm x. 0, xiv. 6; Gal. iv. 24 ; Heb.
X. 20 ; Rev. i 20.—That Jesus might also have used oap§
instead of edpa (comp. John vi) is clear; in that case pro-
nminence would have been given to the material of which the
coua is composed (comp. Col. 1. 22).  Comp. Riickert, p. 69.
But it would not have been proper to use xpéas (dead flesh,
the fleslt of what has been slain, Ilom. xiv. 21; 1 Cor. viil
13 ; see Schulz, Abendm. p. 94).

Ver. 27. Matthew says indefinitely: a cup, for 76 before
worp. is spurious.  Luke and Taul are somewhat more
precise, inasmuch as they speak of the cup as having been the
one which was presented pera 16 devmvijoar.  Accordingly, the
cup in question here is usually understood to have been the
socalum benedictionds, veferred o above under No. 8, the third
cup.  Dut in that case what becomes of the fourth one, over
which the second part of the Hellel was sung? As it is
not likely that this latter would be omitted ; as it is no less
improbable that Jesus, alter investing the cup now under con-
<ideration sith the symbolism of His blood, would have seunt
round another after it with which no such symbolical signi-
ficance was associated ; as ver. 29 expressly forbids the sup-
position of another cup having followed ; and as, in the last
Place, niention is made of the ffwlle! (the second portion of it)
as coming immediately after the drinking of this one,—we are
Lound to suppose that it is the fourth cup that is here meant,
and in regard to which Maimonides (as quoted by Lightfoot)
observes : “ Delude wmiscct  poculume quartum, ¢t super tllud
jreficd Hadlel, adddque <nsuper beied ietivacm canticel (W1 N373),
gitod est: LZoudend te, Domine, omnie opere lua, etc., ef dicit:
Beiedictus sit, qui ereavit fruclune vitis,—ct postca non quic-
ouain gustat wste nwocte”  Paul, no doubt, expressly calls the cup
used at the supper 7o womjpiov Tis edhoyilas (1 Cor. x. 16),
which corresponds with the name of the third cup (see on
ver. 26); but, as the epexegetical & evNoyobuer shows, this

MATT. IL 0
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designation is not a terminus lechnicus talken from the Jawish
rifual, but it is to be traced to the Christian standpoint, in
fact, to the Christlan act of consccration. See on 1 Cor. x.
16. — For the size of the Passover cups, and what is sairl
about the wine being red and mixed with water, consult
Grotius and Lightfoot. In the Constitt. Ap. viii. 12. 10,
Christ Himself is even spoken of as 7¢ momijpiov repdacas €E
olvov rai Udatos. — evyapiot.] is substantially the saume as
ebhoy., ver. 26, which latter has reference to the phrascology of
the prayer (bencdictus, etc.), comp. xiv. 19; Luke xxiv. 30;
Acts xxvil. 35; 1 Tim. iv. 3 f.; Matt. xv. 36. The 1372 was
& thanksgiving prayer. Comp. on 1 Cor. xiv. 16.

Ver. 28. The death-symbolism is now applied to that which
contains the life (Gen. ix. 4 {f, and comp. on Acts xv.), viz.
the Dblood, which is described as sacrificial bood that is to
be shed in order to make atonement. Neither here nor any-
where else in the New Testament (Heb. xii. 24 not excepted)
can there be any question of the gloiificd blood of Christ.
Comp. on ver. 26, and on 1 Cor. x. 16.  According to New
Testament ideas, glorificd blood is as much a contradictio i
adjecto as glorified flesh. This also in opposition to Hofmann,
P- 220. — TedTo0] this, which ye are ahout to drink, the wine
which is in this cup. Although this wine was red, it must not
be supposed that the point of the symbolism lay in the colour
(Wetstein, Paulus), but in the circumstance of 1¢s being powred out
(see below: 7o . oA\, éxyvvop.) into the cup ; the outpouring
is the symbolical correlative to the breaking in the case of the
bread. — ydp] justifics the miere . . . mdvres, on the ground
of the interpretation given to that which is about to be drunk.
—éo7i] as in ver. 26.— 7o alpd pov Tijs SeaBnrns] This
is the preferable reading ; see the critical remarks. “ Zhis is my
bood of the covenant,” my covenant blood (N30 07, Ex. xxiv. 8),
my bleod which serves to ratify the covenant with God. This
is couceived of as sacrificial blood (in opposition to Hofmann).
See Delitzsch on Heb. ix. 20. In a similar way Moses ratified
the covenant with God by means of the sacrificial blood of an
animal, Ex. xxiv. 6 ff.  On the double genitive with only oue
noun, see Fritzsche, Quacst. Luc. p. 111 £; Lobeck, ad Aj. 309;
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‘Winer, p. 180 [E. T. 239]. For the arrangement of the words,
comp. Thuec. iv. 85. 2: 7§ Te amoxhioes pov Tév muhdr. The
connecting of the pov with alua corresponds to the 10 cdud
pov of ver, 26, as well as to the amplified form of our Lord’s
words as given by Luke and Paul; consequently we must not,
with Diickert, connect the pronoun with 7. &iafnxrs (the blood
of iy covenant). The covenant which Jesus las in view is
that of grace, in accordance with Jer. xxxi. 31 ff,, hence called
the aew one (by Paul and Lulke) in contradistinction to the
cld one under the law. See on 1 Cor. xi. 26.— 70 mepi
ToMNGy éxyvy. €ls dpeaiy apapTidv] Epexegesis of 70
alud pov Tijs Siabhjxns, by way of indicating who are to par-
ticipate in the covenant (wepi moAA@v), the divine benefit
couferred upon them (els ddes. apapt.), and the means by
which the covenant is ratified (éeywwop.): which is shed (ex-
pressing as present what, though future, is near and certain)
Jor the bencfit of many, inasmuch as it becomes instiumental
in procuring the forgivencss of sins. The last part of this state-
ment, and consequently what is implied in it, viz. the atoning
purpose contemplated by the shedding of blood (comp. Lev.
xvii. 11), is to be understood as setting forth more precisely
the idea expressed by mep/. It must not be supposed, how-
ever, that Omép, which is used Ly Luke instead of wepi, is
essentially different from tlie latter; but is to be distinguished
from it only in respect of the different moral basis on which
the idea contained in it rests (like the German wm and dber),
so that both the prepositions are often interchanged in cases
where they have exactly one and the same reference, as
iu Demosthenes especially.  See generally, on Gal. i 4;
1 Cor. 1. 13, xv. 3. — The shedding of the blood is the objec-
{ice medivia of the forgiveness of sins; the subjeciive medium,
viz. fuith, is contained by implication in the use made in
this instance, as in xx. 28 (see on the passage), of woMAoy,
as well as in the symbolic reference of the mriere. — 1t is to
be observed, further, that the genuincness of the words els
ddea. apapr. is put beyond all suspicion by the unexceptionable
evidence in their favour (in opposition to David Schulz),
although, from their being omitted in every other record of the
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institution of the supper (also in Justin, dp. 1. 66, e. Tr. 70),
they should not be regarded as having been originally spoken
by Christ, but as an explanatory addition introduced into the
tradition, and put into the mouth of Jesus.

ReMARK 1.—That Jesus meant to institute a regular ordinance
to Le similarly observed by His clhiurch in all tiine coming, is not
apparent certainly from the narrative in Matthew and Mark ;
hiut it is doubtless to be inferred from 1 Cor. xi. 24-26, no less
than from the practice of the apostolic church, that the apostles
were convinced that such was the intention of our Lord, so
much so, that to the words of the institution themselves was
added that express injunction to repeat the observance siz -
dunv evdmyrew which Panl and Luke have recorded.  As bearing
upou this matter, Paul’s declaration: wupéiraSor dms 703 xupiou, ver.
23, is of such decisive importance that there can no longer Le
any doult (Rickert, p. 124 ff)) as to whether Jesus intended to
institute an ordinance for future observance. We caunot, there-
fore, endorse the view that the repetition of the observance was
due to the impression made upon the minds of the grateful
disciples by the first celebration of the supper (Paulus, comp,
also Weisse, Zvangelienfr. p. 195).

REMARK 2.—The two most recent and exhaustive Protestant
monographs treating of the Lord’s supper on the lines ot the Con-
{essions; but also discussing the subject exegetically, are : Ebrard,
das Dogma vom heil. Abendm., Frankf. 1845 f., as representing the
Leformed view, and Kalinis, d. Lehre vom Abendin., Lpz. 1851,
as vepresenting the Lutheran. Riickert, on the other hand, o.
Abendm., s. Wesen w. s. Gesch. (Lpz. 1856), ignores the Confessions
altogether, and proceeds on purely excgetical principles. The
result at which Ebrard arrives, p. 110 (comp. what he savs,
Olshausen’s Leidensyesch. 1862, p. 103), is as follows: “ The
breaking of the bread is a memorial of thie death of Jesus; the
cating of the bread thus broken is a symbolical act denoting
that this death is appropriated Ly the believer througl his
fellowship with the life of Christ. DBut inasmuch as Jesus
¢ives the bread to be caten and the wine to be dimnk, and
imasmuch as He declares those substances to be pledges of the
new covenant in His blood, the bread and the wine ave, there-
fore, not mere symbols, but they assume that he who partakes
of them is an actual sharer in the atonement brought alout
by the death of Clirist. And since such a fellowship with
Christ’s death canuot exist apart from fellowship with His life ;
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since, in other words,” the new covenant “ consists in an actual
conncetion and union,~1it follows that partaking of the Lord’s
supper involves as its result a true, personal central union
aud fellowship ot life with Clwist.” The result at which
Kahnis arrvives in Lis above-cited work published in 18517 is
the orthodox Lutherau view, aud is as follows : “ The body which
{'hrist gives us to feed upon in the supper is the same that was
Tnroken for us on the eross,—just as its substratum, the bread,
was broken,—with a view to its being eaten. The blood which
(‘hrist gives us to drink in the supper is the same that was
¢hed for us on the cross,—just as its substratum, the wine, was
poured out,—with a view to its being drunk” (p. 104). He
comes back to Luther’s syncedoche in regard to redre, which
latter lLie takes as representing the conercte union of two
substances, the one of which, viz. the bread, constitutes the
cmbodiment and medium of the other (the body); the former
he nnderstands to be, logically speaking, only accidental in
its nature, the essential substance being brought out in the
predicate. s for the second element, he cousiders that it
expresses the identity of the communion blood with the blood
of the atoning sacrifice, and that not in respect of the function.
but of the thing itself (for he regards it as an arbitrary dis-
tinctien to say that the fornier blood ratifies, and that the latger

U In bis Dogmartil, however (1861), I. pp. 516, 616 {1, IL. p. 657 {7, Kahnis
sandidly acknowledges the shortcomings of the Lutheran view, and the necessity
of correcting them, and manifests, at the same time, a decided leaning in the
direction of the Reformed doctiine.  The supper, he says, ‘“is the mediwm
of imparting to the believing comamunicant, in bread and wine, the atoning
cdiicary of the body and blood of Clrist that have been sacrificed for us, which
cloning cffieacy places him to whom it is imparted in mysterious fellowship with
e body of Christ,”  Kalinis now rcjects, in partieular, the Lutheran synecdoche,
2nd approves of the symbolical interpretation in so far as bread and wine, being
~yinbols of Christ’s Lody and blood, constitute, in virtne of the act of insti-
tition, that sacramental word concerning our Lord’s body and blood which
when emitted by Clirist las the effect of conveying the benefits of His death.
Ue expresses himsell more elearly in II. p. 557, where he says: ““The Lord’s
supper is the saermment of the altar which, in the form of bread and wine, the
svinbols of the body and Llood of Christ, which have been sacrificed for us, im-
s to the Lelieving communicant the sin-forgiving efficacy of Christ’s death.”
Those divinely-appointed symbols he regurds as the visible word concerning
Christ’s body and blood, which word, as the terms of the institution indieate, is
the medium through which the atoning power of His death, .e. the forgiveness
ol sing, is comwmunicated, From the Lread and wine Christ is supposed to
ereate & eucharistic corporeality, which He employs as the medium for the con-
munication of Himself.
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propitiates) ; and that, accordingly, thie reality in point of efli-
cacy whicly, in the words of the institution, is ascribed to the
latter necessarily implies a corresponding efficacy in regard to
the former.— By adopting the Zind of exegesis that has been
employed in establishing the strictly Lutheran view, it would
not be difficult to make out o case in favour of that doctrine of
transubstantiation and the mass which 1s still keenly bub
awkwardly maintained by Schegg, and which finds an abler
but no less arbitrary and mistaken advocate in Dillinger
(Chaistenth. w. Kirche, pp. 37 {1, 248 ff,, ed. 2), because in both
cases the results are based upon the application of the exegeti-
cal method to dogmatic premises.— Then, in the last place,
Riickert arrives at the conclusion that, as far as Matthew and
Mark are concerned, the whole stress is intended to be laid
upon the actions, that these are to be understood symbolically,
and that the words spoken serve only as hints to enable us to
interpret the actions aright. He thinks that the idea of an
actual eating of the body or drinking of the blood never crossed
the mind either of Jesus or of the disciples ; that it was Paul
who, in speculating as to the meaning of the material subsiances,
began to attach to them a higher importance, and to entertain
the view that in the supper worthy and unworthy alike were
partakers of the lody and blood of Chaist in the supersensual
and hearvenly form in which he conceived them to exist subse-
quent to the Lord’'s ascension. In this way, according to
tiickert, Paul entered upon a line of interpretation for whicl
sufficient justification cannot be found either in what was done
or in what was spoken by our Lord, so that his view bas fur-
nislied the germs of a version of the matter which, so far at least
as its Leneficial results are coucerned, does not tell in his favour
(p- 242). Inanswer to Riickert in reference to I'aul, see on
1 Cor. x. 16.

RumARK 3.—As for the different versions of the words of the
instetution that arve to be met with in the four evangelists, that
of Mark is the most concise (Matthew’s coming next), and, con-
sidering the situation (for when the inind is full and deeply
moved the words are few) and the connection of this evangelist
with Deter, it is to be regarded as the most original, Yet the
supplementary statenents furnished by the others are ser-
viceable in the way of exposition, for they let us see what
view was taken of the nature of the Lord’s supper in the
apostolic age, as is pre-eminently the case with regard to the
cobro moieire sic 7. sury evepvnon of Paul and Lulke. COlllp. on Luke
xxil. 19. According to Gess, I. p. 147, the variations in question
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are to be accounted for by supposing that, while the elements
were circulating, Jesus 1limself made use of a variety of expres-
sions. Dut there can be no donbt that on an occasion of such
paintul cwotion He would utter the few thoughtful words He
made use of only once for all. This is the only view that can
be said to be in keeping with the sad and sacred nature of the
situation, especially as the texts do not lead ns to suppose that
there was any further speaking; comp., in particular, Mark
xiv. 23, 24,

Ver. 29. The certainty and nearness of His death, which
had just been expressed in the symbolism of the wine, impel
Jesus to add a sorrowful but yet comfobting assurance
(introducing it with the continuative autem).— 67¢ 00 w3
miw] that I will certainly not drink. According to the
svuoptic conception of the meal as being the one in connection
with the Passover, this presupposes that the cup mentioned at
ver. 27 f. was the last one of the meal (the fourth), and not
ihe one belore the last.  For it may be held as certain that,
at this feast above all, and considering His present frame of
mind, e would take care not to give offence by omitting the
fourth Lassover-cup ; aud what reason, it may be asked, would
1Te have lad for doing so? The cup in question was the
conecluding one, during the drinking of which the second portion
of the Iulll was sung (ver. 30). — amap7e] from this present
oceasion, o which I have just drunk of it. To suppose that
Jesus Himsell did not also partake of the cup (Olshausen, de
Wette, Ritckert, Weiss) is a gratuitous assumption, incom-
patible with the ordinary DPassover usage. We are to under-
stand the drinking on the part of Jesus as having taken place
aiter the edyaponioas, ver. 27, before He handed the cup to
the diseiples, and announced to them the symbolical signifi-
cance that was to be attached to it. Comp. Chrysoston.
Matthew does not mention this circumstance, because he did
not recard it as forming part of the symbolism here in view.
Luthymius Zigabenus correctly observes: el 8¢ 7o mormpiov
peréoye, petéhafey dpa kai tov aprtov. Comp. on ver. 26, —
€x ToUTOU ToD vyevvyu. T. apw.] Tovtov is emphatic, and
points to the Passover - wine, Mark and Luke are less
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[recise, not lhaving Toli7ov.  From this it must not be
assumed that Jesus never drank any wine after His resurrec-
tion. Acts x. 41; Ignat. Smyrn. 3. For wévwnua as used
Ly dater Geeek writers (likewise the LXX.) in the scnse ol
eap7os, sce Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 286.  For the reasons for
“jecting the reading v wjuaros (Lachmann, Tischendorf), not-
vidhetaniing the far greater number of testimonies in its
fuvorn, e Fritische on Mark,p. 619 £, The use of this term
insteact ot olrog has something solemn about it, containing,
+¢ it docs. 1an allusion to the form of thanksgiving for the
P'assover wine: “benedictus sit, qui creavit fructin vitis”
Comp. Lightfoot on ver. 27. — kacwov] novum, different
in respect of uality; “mnovitatem dicit plane singulavem,”
Jengel ; not reeens, véov.  This conception of the new Passover
wine, which is to be the product of the coming aeon and of the
vlorified x7iots, is connected with the idea of the renewal of
the world in view of the Messianic kingdom. Lulke xxii. 10,
comp. ver. 30. To understand the new celebration of the
Passover in the perfected kingdom only in a figurative sense,
corresponding somewhat to the feasts of tlie patriarchs, alluded
to at viii. 11 (* vos aliquando mecum in coelo sumina laetitin
et felicitate perfruemini,” Kuinoel, Neander), would, in presence
of such a characteristic allnsion to the Passover, be as arbitrary
on the one hand as the referring of the expression (Chrysos-
tom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Miunster, Clarius) fo the period
subsequent to the resuricction of Jesus (Acts x. 41) would be
erroneous on the other, and that on account of the Todrov and
the words év 75 Bagih. 7. m. p., which can ouly be intended
to designate the Lingdom of Messiah. It is wrong to take
xawoy, as Kuinoel and Fritzsche have done, in the sense of
terwm, for it isa characteristic predicate of the wine that it is
licre in question; besides, had it been otherwise, we shiould
have had ancw: éx xawijs, Thuc. iii. 92. 5, or the ordinary
7rahew of the New Testament.

Ver. 30. ‘P uvijcavres] namely, the second portion of the
Hallel (Ps. cxv—exviil.). See Buxtorf, Lex. Talim. p. 613 f.
Jesus also took part in the singing. Comp. Justin, ¢. 7. 106.
—éEfnboy, x.7N.] The regulation (comp. Ex. xii. 22), which
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required that this nizht should be spent in the city (Lizhtfoot,
P- 764), appears not to have been universally complicd with.
See Tusapht in Pesael. 8 in Lightfoot, medicister. templ?, p. 727,

Ver. 31. Tore] whilst they were going out, ver. 36.—
wdvTes] put first so as to be highly emphatic. — cxavdaX-
Comp. on xi. 6. In this instance it means: instead oi
standing faithfully by me till the last, ye will be cowardly
enough to run away and leave me to my fate, and thus show
that your faith has not Leen able to bear the brunt of the
strugele.  Comyp. John xvi. 32, See ver. 36.  With what
painful astonishment these words must have filled the dis-
ciples, sincerely conscious as they were of their faithful de-
votion to their Master! Accordingly this announcement is fol-
lowed up with quoting the prediction in which the tragic event
i« foretold. The passage here introduced with ~éyp. cap is
from Zech. xiii. 7 (quoted with great frecdom).  In the shep-
Lierd who, according to this passage, is to he smitten, Jesus sees
w typical representation of Hiwmself as devoted to death by God,
= that the words canmot have had reference (Ewald, Hitzig)
to the foelish shepherd (¢ch. xi. 15 ff), but only to the one
appointed by God Himself (Hofmann), whose antitype is
desus, and His disciples the scattered sheep; comp. Ileng-
stenberg, Christol. I11. 1, p. 528.

Ver. 32 f. ITpoectrav Ta Avmnpa, mpohéyer kai Ta mwapapv-
fovpeva, Euthymius Zigabenus—They were again to gather
aronnd Him in Galilee, the native scene of His ministry.
Comp. xxviii. 10, The anfhentictity of thiese words in  their
present form may be called in question, in so far as Christ
cannot have predicted His resurrection in such explicit terms.
see on xvii 210 The answer of Peter, given in the bold
self-confidence of his love, savours somewhat of self-exaltation ;
consequently the impression made upon him by the experi-
ence of his shortcomings was all the deeper.

Ver. 34 1. ITpiv dAéxtopa ¢pwvijoas) before a cock crows,
therefore Defore the day begins to dawn.  Cock-crowing
occurs in the third of the four night watches (see on xiv.
24), which wateh lasted from midnight till about three o’clock,
aud is called dhextopodwyia in Mark xiil, 35.  Tor the opposite
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of the mpiv dh. ¢pov., see Dlat. Symp. p. 223 C: wpos Huépav
780 alextpuovwy ddovrev ; Lucian, Ocyp. 670 : émei &' aNéxtwp
nuépav éoaimioev; Horace, Sat. 1. 1. 10. For a later modi-
fication of the expression in couformity with the repeated
denials, see Mk xiv. 30. On the question as to whether
or not axéerwp can be considered good Greek, consult Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 228 . This prediction as to the time was subse-
quently confirmed by the actual erowing of a cock, ver. T4, —
dmapyijon pe] thow wilt deny me, deny that I am thy
Lord and Master. Comp. Celsus in Origen, ii. 45: otre
agvvamébavoy olte UmepaméBuvoy alToi, ovdé xohdoewy xaTa-
¢poveiy émeicOncay, aANd kai fpmjocavto elvar pabnrai. Yor
avy coi amwof., comp. Johm xi. 16. —dmaprijoouar] The
Sfuture after ob un (see Hartung, Partikell. p. 157 ; Winer,
p- 471 f. [E. T. 635]) is rather more expressive of a confident
assertion than the suljunctvve, the reading of A E G, ete. —
opolws xkai wavtes, x.7] Considering the sincere but as
yct untried love of each, this is not an improbable statement,
though it is found only in Matthew and Mark.

Ver. 36. I'e@onpuavi or, according to a still better attested
form, Tefonuave! (Lachmanun, Tischendorf), is most likely
the Greek cquivalent of the Hebrew ¥ My, an otl-wress. It
was a plot of ground (ywpioy, John iv. 5; Acts i 18, iv.
34, v. 3, xxviit. 7), perhaps a small estate with a garden
(John xviii. 1); according to Ieim, an olive-yard where
nobody lived. If the place was not public property, Jesus,
according to John xix. 2, must have been on {fiiendly terms
with the owner. On the place (the present Dschesmandjc),
which subsequent tradition has fixed upon as the site of the
ancient Gethsemane, sce Robinson, Pal, I p. 389 ; Tobler,
d. Stleakquelle w. d. Oclberg, 1852, — avTob] here; the only
other instances in the New Testament are found in Acts xv.
34, xviii. 19, xxi. 4; of {requent occurrence in classical
writers. — éxei] pointing toward the place.

Ver. 37 f. Anticipating the inward struggle that awaited
Him, IIe retired farther into the garden, taking with Him none
(xvii. 1) but the three most intimate disciples. — 7jpEaTo]
indicating the first symptoms of the condition in question, —



CHAP. XXVI. 39. 219

AvreicBar k. 8npoveiv] Climax. Suidas explains adnpov.
as meaning: Mav Avmelofar.  Sce DButtmann, Lezilog. 1L
p-135 £; Ael V. H.xiii. 3; Phil. ii. 26. — wmepiAvmos] very
sorrowful, Ps. xliit. 5; 3 Esdr. viii. 71 f.; Isocr. p. 11 B;
Arvistot. Eth. iv. 3 ; Diog. L. vii. 97. The opposite of this is
mepexapis. — 7 Yrvx pov] Comp. John xii. 27; Xen. Hell
iv. 4. 3: ddnpovijoar Tas Yuyas. The soul, the intermediate
clement through which the spirit (70 mvedpa, ver. 41) is con-
nected with the body in the unity of the individual (see
Beck, Bibl. Seelenl. p. 11), is the seat of pleasure and pain.
Comp. Stirm in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 25 . — €ws
BavdTov] defining the extent of the mepidvmos: unto death,
0 as alinost to cause death, so that I am nearly dead from
very grief; Jonah iv. 9; Isa. xxxviii. 1; and see on
Phil. ii. 27.  The idea of the mors #nfernalis (Calovius), as
though Christ had been experiencing the pains of hell, is here
exegetically unwarrantable.  Kuthymius Zigabenus correctly
observes : ¢avepdrepoy éfayopever Ty dobéveiav Tis Ploews
a5 dvbpwmos. — pelvate . . . éuot] “In magnis tentationi-
bus juvat solitudo, sed tamen, ut in propinquo sint amiei,”
Bengel.

Ver. 39. M:xpév] belongs to wpoebov: aficr He had gone
Joruzard ¢ short distance.  For puxpov comp. Xen. Cyrop. iv,
2. 6 (ukpov mopevbévres); Hist. Gr. vii. 2, 13 (uuxpov
8 alrovs mpoméuyravtes). —émi mwpocwwov altod] The
article was not necessary before mpocwm. (in opposition to
Fritzsche, who takes aidrol as meaning (here). Comp. xi. 10,
xvil. 6, aud elsewhere. Winer, p. 116 [E. T. 152]. Bengel
appropriately observes: “din facicm, non modo in genua;
summa  demissio.” — el SuvvaTor éo7s] ethical possibility
according to the divine purpose. Similarly the popular ex-
pression wdavra dwwatd oot is to be understood, according to
the sense in which Jesus uses it, as implying the uecessary
condition of harmony with the divine will. — 76 mwoTsjpiov
rob7o] ic. this suffering and death immediately before me.
Comp. xxX. 22. — mA9v ovy, x.7.A] The wish, to which in His
human dread of suffering He gave utterance, that, if possible,
He should not be called upon to endure it (édetée 70 avbpwmrivoy,
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Chrysostom), at once gives place to absolute sulmission, John
v. 30, vi. 38. The word to be understood after ov (fehess) is not
vevéaBw, but, as corresponding with the oty (not w1}, observe),
vevjaerar, or éoTacr, in which the petitioner capresses his final
determenation. It may be observed further, that the broken
utterance is in keeping with the deep emotion of our Lord.
—Tor s, which, so far as the essential meaning is concerned,
is identical with the relative pronoun, comp. Hermann, ad
ITom. k. in Cer. 172,

Ver. 40. The fact that the disciples slept, and that these
disciples did so in circumstances such as the present, and
that all fhrec gave way, and that their sleep proved to be
of so overpowering o character, is, notwithstanding Luke’s ex-
Planation that it was dwo 7is Mmys (xxil 45), a psychologi-
cal mystery, although, after utterances of Jesus so manifestly
autheutic as those of vv. 40 and 45, the statement that they
did sleep is not to be regarded as wnkistorical, hut is to be taken
as implying that Jesus had spent a considerable time in prayer,
and that the disciples, in consequence of their deep mental
exhaustion, found it impossible to keep awake.— xat] three
times ; the narrative is characterized by a simple pathos. —
76 ITérpe] to Liin He addressed words that were equally ap-
plicable to them «li; but then it was ke who a little ago had
surpassed all the others in so boldly declaring how mueh he was
prepared to do for his Master, vv. 33, 35. — oTws] siccine,
thus, uttered with painful surprise, is to be takeu in con-
nection with what follows, without inserting a separate mark
of interrogation (in opposition to Euthymius Zigabenus and
Beza). Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5.

Ver. 41."Iva] indicating, not the olject of the wpooelyeabe,
hut purpose, and that of the watching and praying. — eloénfnTe
eis wewpaopor] in order that ye may not be betrayed into
circunstances in which ye might be led to show yourselves
unfaithful to me (into the oxavdaiiteafas of ver. 31). Comp.
vi. 13. By watehing and praying, as a means of maintaining
clearness of judgment, freedom, and a determination to adherce
to Christ, they were to avoid getting into such outward cir-
cumstances as might prove dangerous to their moral wellbeing.
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The watching here is no doubt of a physical nature (ver. 40),
Lut the mpogevyesfar has the effect of imparting to it the
chavacter and suacredness belonging to spiritual watchfulness
(Col. iv. 2). — 70 pév mvebua, £7.N] a yeireral proposition
(all the more telling that it is not introdunced with a ydp;,
intended to refer, by way ol warning, to the circumstanees
i which the disciples were placed, as thongh it had been
said : ye are no dounbt, so far as the principle of your ethical
lite in its general aim and tendency is concerned, willing
and ready to remain true to me; but on the individual
side of your nature, where the influence of sense is so strong,
vou are incapable of resisting the temptations to unfaithful-
ness by which you are beset. Comp. on John iii. 6. Euthy-
mius Zigabenus: 3 6¢ gapf, aoleris oloa, ImocTéNAeTar «ai
ol ebTover. In order, therefore, to avoid getting into a pre-
dicament in which, owing to the weakness in question, you
would 1ot be able to withstand the overmastering power of
miluences fatal to your salvation without the special protection
and help of God that are to be obtained throngh vigilance and
prayerfulness, walch and pray !

YVer. 42 ff. IHakew éx Sevtépov] a well-known pleonasni.
John xxi. 15; Acts x. 13, Cowmyp. Sevrepov warw, Plat. Polut.
P 200 D, adbis warew (p. 282 C), and such like.  We some-
times find even o threefold form: adfs ad wakew, Sopl. Phil.
040, 0. €. 1421, — €] not guandoquidem (Grotius), but: ff.
The actual feelings of Jesus are expressed in all their reality
n the form of acquiescence in tiat condition of tmpossibility
(00 dvvaTar) as regavds the divine purpose which prevents the
tling from being otherwise. — 7ed7e] without 1o moriprov
(sce the cvitical remarks): this, whicli 1 ain called upon to drink.
—éav un avTo wiw] wilhout wmy having drunk it ; if it cannot
pass from we unless it is drunk.—« evn0ij7o 70 0éAnpud cov]
this is the vwaxoy peypi Gavdtov aravpod, Ihil. ii. §; Rom
v.19. Observe in this second prayer the climax of resignation,
and submission; His own will, as mentioned in ver. 39, is
completely silenced.  Mark’s account is lere less precise. —
Ver. 43. fjoav yap, &7 \] jor their eycs (see on vill. 3) were
leary (weishied down with drowsiness).  Cowp. Eur. 4le. 385.



222 TIIE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW.

— Ver. 44, éx tpiTov] belongs to wpoandf.  Comp. 2 Cor.
xii. 8.— 7. ad7 Now.] as is given at ver. 42.

Ver. 45. The annoyance at finding the disciples asleep
(ver. 40 : oUTws olk toyloarte, x.7.\.) now deepens into an in-
tensely painful trony : “slecp on now, and have out your rest”
(the emphasis is not on 76 Noemwav, but on xabeddere . avar.) !
He had previously addressed them with a ypyyopsire, but to how
little purpose! and, accordingly, He now turns to them with
the sadly ironical abandonment of one who has no further
lope, and tells them to do quite the reverse: sleep on, ete.
Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, Miinster, Erasinus, Calvin,
Er. Schmid, Maldonatus, Bengel, Jansen, Michaelis, Fritzsche,
Keim, Ewald. On Aowmov and 7o Nowrrov, for the vest of the time,
in the sense of jam (Vulgate), henccforward (Plat. Prot. p. 321 C),
see Schaefer, ad Long. p. 400 ; Jacobs, ad Philostr. p. 663.
Comp. on Acts xxvil. 20. To object, as is frequeuntly done,
that the ironical view does not accord with the frame
of mind in which Jesus must have been, is to fail to
appreciate aright the nature of the situation. Irony is not
inconsistent even with the deepest anguish of soul, especially
in cases where such anguish is also accompanied with such
clearness of judgment as we find in the present instance;
and consider what it was for Jesus to see such aum over-
powering tendency to sleep on the part of IHis disciples, and
to find everything so different from what He needed, and
might reasonably have expected! Winer, p. 292 [E. T. 391],
following Chrysostom, Theophylact (who, however, adnits the
plausibility of the ironical view), and Grotius, excludes the
idea of irony, and interprets thus: “slecp on, then, as youw arc
doing, and take your vest,” which words are supposed to be
spoken permissively in accordance with the calm, mild, resigned
spirit produced by the prayers in which e had just been
engaged. This is also substantially the view of Kuinoel,
de Wette, Morison, Weiss on Mark; and see even Augustine,
who says: “verba indulyentis eis jam sommum.” DBut the
idea that any such indulgence was seriously intended, would
be incompatible with the danger referred to at ver. 41, and
wiich ITe knew was threatening even the disciples themsclues.
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There are others, again, who are disposed to take the words
interrogatively, thus: are ye st/ asleep? Such is the view
of Ilenry Stephens, Heumann, Kypke, Krebs, in spite of the
ordinary usage with regard to 7o Aowrow, to understand
which in the sense of “ kenecforth” (Dleek, Vollkmar) would
be entirely out of keeping with the use of the present here.
T¢, however, the mark of interrogation Le inserted after xaBev-
Sere, and 7o Aowwor xai avamwaveafe be then taken impera-
tively (Klostermann), in that case wa¢ would have the inten-
sive force of eren; but its logical position would have to be
before 70 Mowtwowr, not before avamaveaBe, where it could be
rendered admissible at all only by an artificial twisting of the
sense (“now you may henceforth rest on, cven as long as you
choose").—While Jesus is in the act of uttering His xafevdere,
x7\., He observes the hostile band approaching; the painful
ivony changes to a painful earnestness, and He continues in
abrupt and disjointed words: i8od, fjyyeer, k.7 A,  The 7 dpa
should be taken ablsolutely: hore fatalis, Johm xvii. 1.  The
next clause describes in detail the echaracter of that hour.
— €ls yeipas cuapt.] into sinners hands. He refers to the
members of the Sanhedrim, at whose disposal He would be
placed by means of Ilis apprehiension, and not to the Romans
(Maldonatus, Grotius, Hilgenfeld), nor to both of these together
(Lange). The wapadidovs is not God, but Judas, acting,
however, in pursuance of the divine purpose, Acts ii. 23.

Ver. 406. Observe the air of quick despateh about the words
éyelpeale, dywper, (Bov. —dywuev] is not a summons to
take to jflight, in consequence perhaps of a momentary return
of the former shrinking from suffering (which would be incon-
sistent with the fact of the victory that had been achieved,
and with the clear consciousness which He had that o wios
7. d. wapadidorar, x.7h. ver. 45), but: fo go to meel the
betrayer, with a view to the fulfilling of the mapadiSorar of
which He had just been speaking. Kdavreiber édeifev, o1t
éxwv dmroflavetrar, Enthymius Zigabenus,

REMARK.—On the agony in the garden (see, in general,
Ullmann, Sindlos, ed. 7, p. 127 ff.; Dettinger in the Tiib.
Zritschr. 1837, 4, 1838, 1; Hofmaun, Sehriftbew. 11 1, p. 306 11, ;
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Keim, TTT. p. 306 (1), the following points may be noted : (1)
As to the nature of it, we must not regavd it simply as bodi/y
suffering  (Thiess, I"ullus) nor as cons1stmn 1 SOITOW on
account of the disciples and the Jews (Jelome) nor as pain
caused by seeing 1lis hopes disappointed (IWolfeabiittel Fray-
ments), nor as ariet at the thought of parting from His friends
(Schuster in Eichhorn’s £ TXC p. 1012 L) 5 but, as the prayer
vy, 30, 42 proves, as consisting i fear and dread of the cruel
.xu[fuuu aid death thet were so nwear at hand, the prospect of
which affected Christ—whose sensibilities were purely human,
and not of the nature of a philosophical abstraction, like the
imperturbability of  Socrates or the apathy ol the Stoic
(Celsus, in Origen, it 24, charges IHim with cowardice)—all the
more powerfully in pmpon:lon to the greater purity, and depth,
aud genuineness of His feelings, and the i nereasing distinctuess
with_ which He foresaw the approach of the painful aud,
according to the counsel of the Father, inevitable issue. 1ur
having been victorious hitherto over every hostile power,
because Ifis hour had not yet come (Jolm vii. 30, viii 20), 1e
realized, now that it was come (ver. 43), the whole intensity ol
horror implied in being thus inevitably abandoned, i pursuance
of God’s redemptive purpose, to the disposal of such powers, with
the immediate prospect before Him of a most dreadful death,
a death in which e was expected, and in which He ITimself
desired, to mantfest His periect obedience to the Father's will.
The momentary disturbing ol the complete harony of His
will with that of God, which took place in Gethsemane, is to
Le aseribed to the hwnan dedéee 1ncidental to His state of
Liumiliation (comyp. 2 Cor. xiil. 4; Heb. v. 7), aud should be
regarded simply as a natural shrinking from sullering and
(lmth, a shrinking entirely free from sin (Lomp I)mnm, Jesu.
sindlose Vollloutmeih. p- U f). Neither was it in any way
due to the conviction, unwmrantably aseribed to Him by
Schienkel, that Llis death was not absolutely necessay for the
redemption of the world.  That touch of hwman weakness
should uot even be descvibed as sin in embryo, sin not yet
developed  (Keim), because the absolute resignation to the
TFather's will which mmmediately manifests itself anew pre-
cludes the idea ol any taint of sin whatever.  To suppose,
however, that this agony must be regarded (Olshausen, Gess) as
an actual adandvwment by God. dc. as a withdrawing of the
presence of the higlier powers from Jesus, is to contradict the
testimouy of 1leb. v. 7, and to suppose what is inconsistent
with the very idea of the Son of God (Strauss, LI p. 441); and
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to explain it on the ground of the wvicarious character of the
suflering  (Olshansen, Ebrard, Steinmeyer, following Luther,
Melanchthon, Calvin, Deza, and the dogmatic writers of the
orthodox school), as though it were to be regarded as “a
conerete bearing of the whole concentrated force of a world’s
sin” (Ebrard), and of the wrath of God in all its fulness
(comp. Thomasius, 1II. 1, p. 69 f.; Weber, v. Zorne Gotles, ).
264 11, 1s erroneonsly to take a materialistic and quantitativs
view of the ieeripov of Jesus; whereas Scripture estimates His
aloning death according to its gualitative value,—that is to say,
it regards the painful death to which the sinless Son of God
subjected Himsell in obedience to the Iather’s will as consti-
tuting the efficient cause of the atonement, and that not
because Ie required to undergo such an amount of suffering
as might be equivalent in quantity and intensity to the whole
s of the punishment due to mankind, but because the
vicarious zdz¢ov 0N behalf of humanity consisted in the volun-
tary smrender of His own life.  Comp. ver, 27 f., xx. 28 ; Joln
1. 29; 1 Johm ii. 2, i1, 5; 1 Tim. 1. 6; 2 Cor. v. 21; Gal iii.
13. DBut it would be uuwarrantable, on the other haud, to
ascribe the dvead which Jesus felt merely to the thought of
destl as a divine judyment, and the agonies of which He was
supposed to be alveady enduring by anticipation (Kostlin in
the Jahrb. fo D Theo!. 1H. p, 125). Those who adopt this
view lay oreat stiess upon the sinlessness of our Lord as
tending to intensify this painful anticipation of death (Det-
tinger, comp. Ullmaun, Neander). (2) John, notwithstanding
the fact that he was both an eye and ear witness of the
agony in Gethsemoene, makes no wmention of it whatever,
although he records svmething analogous to it as having
taken place somewhat carlier, xii. 27. With the view of
accounting for this silence, it is not enough to suppose that
Johm had owmitted this incident because it had been suili-
cieatly vecorded by the other evangelists, for a merve external
teason such as this wounld accord neither with the spirit of
his Gospel nor with the principle of selection according
{o which it was composed (in opposition to Liicke, Tholuck,
Olshausen, Ebrard).  We should rather seck the explanation of
tlie nratter in tne greater freedom which characterizes the com-
position of this Gospel, and therefore in the peculiarities of style
and form which are due to this work of John being an inde-
pendent reproduction of ouwr Lord’s life. After the prayer of
Jesus, which hie records in ch. xvii., John felt that the agony could
not well find a place in his Gospel, and that, after xii. 23 fi., there
BATT. 1L b
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was no reason why it should be inserted any more than the ery
of anguish on the cross. Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chy. p. 557 £. In
John, too, ch. xviii.,, the transition from acting to suffering is
somewhat abrupt (in opposition to Hofmann) ; but after the high-
priestly prayer, the suffering appears as one series of victories
culminating in the tlmmph'mt Issue of xix. 30; in fact, when
Jesus offered up that prayer, He did so as though He were
already victorious (xvi. 33). It is quite unfair to make use of
John’s silence cither for the purpose of throwing discredit
upon the syioptic narrative (Goldhorn in Tzschirner’s Mugaz.
J-chr. Pred. 1,2, p. 1 ff.; Schleiermacher, L. /. p. 422 1), or as
telling against Joln (Bretschneider, Probab. . 33 f.; Weisse, IL
P- 268 ; Baur, Keim; likewise Theile in Winer's Jowrn. 11 y.
353 ff., comp. however, his Biogr. Jesw, p. 62), or with a view to
impugn the historical character of both narratives (Strauss,
Jruno Bauer). The accounts of the two earliest evangelists
bear the impress of living reality to such an extent that their
character is the very reverse of that which one expects to find
in a legend (in opposition to Gfrorer, Heil. Saye, . 337 ; Usteri
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 465) ; nor is theve any reason why,
even after the high-priestly prayer, sucl an agony as that in
question should not find a place in the Gospel narrative; for
who shall presume to say what changes of feeling, what eleva-
tion and depression of spirit, may not have taken place on the
eve of such a catastrophe in a leart so noble, so susceptible,
and so full of the healthiest sensibilities, and that not in conse-
quence of any moral weakness, but owing to the strugale that
lnd to be waged with the natural human will (comp. Gess, ).
; szsacl\el p- 563) * Comp. John, remark after ch. xvii.
(3) The report of Jesus’ prayer should not be (unpsychologically)
supposed to have been communicated by the Lord Himself to
His disciples, but ought rather to be regarded as devived from
the testimony of those who, before sleep had overpowered them,
were still in a position to hear at least the first words of it.

Ver, 47. Eis 7@v dwéexa] precisely as in ver. 14, and
repeated on both occasions in all three evangelists. In the
oral and written tradition this tragic designation (kaTnyopla,
Futhymius Zigabenus) had come to be so stereotyped that 1t
would be unconsciously inserted without tlhiere being any
further occasion for doing so. The sane holds true with
regard to o mapadibovs abrov, ver. 48, xxvii. 3.— éy\os
woAUs] Matthew makes no reference to the Roman coliort, John
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xviil. 9; his account, however, docs not, at the same time,
exclude it, as it is simply less precise. Luke xxii. 52 like-
wise represents the high priests and clders as appearing at
this eamly stage among the throng; but this is an unwarrant-
able amplification of the tradition; see on Luke. — EVAey]
cudgels, fustibus (Vulgate). Herod. ii. 63, iv. 180 ; Polyb. vi.
36. 3. Wetstein on the passage. — awo 7avr, x.7.\.] belongs
to »Af¢; see on Gal il 12.

Ver. 48. It is usual, though unwarrantable (see on John
xviil. 24), to take €Swrev in the sense of the pluperfect
(comp. Mark xiv. 44), in which case it is necessary, with
Ewald, to make ver. 48 a parenthesis. The Vulgate correctly
renders by : dedit. He communiecated the signal to them while
they were on the way. —dv &y ¢uhijow, x7\] Fritzsche
inserts a colon after ¢idsjow, and supposes the following
words to be understood : cst robis compreficndendus. It may
he given more simply thus: Whomsoever I shall have kissed,
He it is (just He, no other is the one in question)! This
adros serves to single out the person intended, from those
about Him. Hermann, ad Viger. p. 733.

Ver. 49. Ev@éws] is not to be taken with elwe (Fritzsche),
but with wpooceNfwv : tmmediately, as soon as he had given
them this signal, ke sicpped up, ete.  No sooner said than
done. — ratepiryoer] anbraced and Lissed Him, kissed Himn
most endearingly. Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 33 : ds Tovs uév xaovs
di\sigavras pov, Tovs 6 dyabols xaTadhioavtos; Tob. vii. G ;
Yeclus xxix. 55 3 Mace. v. 49; Test. X1 patr. p. 730. 1t
is not the case, ns de Wette imagines (see Luke vii. 38, 45;
Acts xx. 37), that in the New Testament (and the LXX)
the compound has lest the force here ascribed to it; but it
is to be insisted on in our present passage as much as in
clussical Greek. The signal, as arranged, was to be simply a
leixs; the signal actually given was kissing accompeanied with
cmliraces, which was entirely in keeping with the excitement
of Judas, and the desirve he felt that there should be no mistake
as to the person intended.

Ver. 50. ‘Eralpe] asin xx. 13. —é¢’ & mdped] As the
relative os is ncver used in a direct (see Lobeck, ud LPhryn. p.
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57), but only in an indirect question (Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 942;
Lllendt, Zex. Soph. II. p. 372), it follows that the ordinary
tuterrogative interpretation must be wrong; and that to suppose
(Winer, p. 157 [E. T. 207 £]) that we have here one of those
corrupt usages peculiar to the Greek of a less classical age, is,
so far as &5 is concerned, without any foundation whatever.
I'ritzsche, followed by Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 217 [E. T. 253],
understands the expression as an cxelamation : “ ad qualem rem
perpetrandam ades !” DBut even then, Greek nsage would have
required that it should have been put in an interrogative form
and expressed by =i, or failing this we might have had the
words é¢ olov instead (Elendt, as above, p. 300 f). The
language, as might be expected from the urgent nature of the
situation, is somewhat abrupt in its character: Friend, nind
what you are here for ! attend to that.  With these words He
spurns the kisses with which the traitor was overwhelming Him.
This suits the connection better than the supplying of eiwé
(Morison). Instead of this hypocritical kissing, Jesus would
prefer that Judas should at once proceed with the dark deed he
had in view, and deliver Him to the catchpolls.—Joln xviii,
3 ff, it is true, makes no mention whatever of the kissing ; but
this is not to be taken as indicating the legendary character of
the incident, especially as there is nothing to prevent us from
supposing that it may have taken place just betore the question
Tiva {nretre, John xviii. 4; see on this latter passage.

Ver. 51. It is strange that the Synoptists have not men-
tioned the name of Peter here (John xviii. 10, where the
name of the high priest’s servant is also given). 1t may be
that, with a view to prevent the apostle from getting into
trouble with the authorities, his name was suppressed {rom
the very first, and that, accordingly, the incident came to be
incorporated in the primitive gospel traditious without any
names being mentioned, it having Dbeen reserved for John
ultimately to supply this omission. —ad70d 76 @Tiov] his
car (see on viil. 3). On dtiov, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 211.
He missed the Zead at which the stroke was ained.

Ver. 52. Put back thy sword into its place (Fpenw, John xviii,
11; xohedv, 1 Chron. xxi. 27). A pictorial representation ;
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the sword was wplifted. — wdvres yap, k.TN] All, who have
taken a sword, will perish by the sword,—an ordinary axiom
in law (Rev. xiii. 10) adduced for the purpose of enforcing
His disapproval of the unwarrantable conduct of Peter, not a
mpopyreia ThHs Sadbopis Tdv émeNbovtwy alrd lovdaiwy
(Euthymius Zigabenus, comp. Grotius), nor “an ideel seatence
of death” (Lange) pronounced upon Pefer—all sach interpre-
tations leing forcign to our passage. Luther, however, fitly
observes : “ Those take the sword who use it without proper
wuthority.”

Ver. 53. "H] or, in case this should not be sufficient to
induce thee to tlnust back thy sword. —&p7e] this instant.
See on Gal 1. 10.—The intcrrogation does not extend merely
as far as pov, in which case it would lose much of its signi-
ficance, while the language would be rendered too abrupt, but
on te dyyéiwv; yet not as though xal (for that, &vi) introduced
a Lroken construction, but thus: Thinkest thou {hat I am not
eble . . . and He will (not) placc «t my side, ete.? so that
1 can thus dispense entirely with thy protection? The force
of the negative runs through the whole sentence. — mheiw
Swdexa Aeyewvas dyyérowv (sce the critical remarks) is a
cenuine Attic usage, according to which it is permissible to
have the neuter mAeioy or whelw without a change of con-
struction, or even withont inserting 5.  Lobeck, ad Phryn. p.
410 f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 17 D; Kiihner, 1I. 2,
p. 847. The unumber fwelve corresponds to the number of
the apostles, because of these only one had shuwn a disposi-
tion to defend him.

Ver. 54, Has odv] How, in that casc, conld it De, if, that
15, I were to be defended by thee or angel losts, how could
it be possible that, ete.  In his comment on ody, Euthymius
Zigabenus aptly analyses it as follows: e p3) obTws avacpede.
Fov wds, comy. on xxiii. 33. — 87¢] states the purport of the
ypadai, so that to complete the sense a Aéyovaar or ypddon-
gar may be understood (Fritzsche, Quacst. Luc. p. 58 f.;
Maetzner, ad Antinh. p. 215): how shall the Seripturcs be
Julfilled which say that it must happen thus, and not otherwise?
Jesus here alludes to the fact of His arrest, which, according
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to Scripture, is a necessary part of the destiny assigned Ilim;
comp. Acts iv. 28; Luke xxiv. 25 f. We must not expect
to find what is here referred to iu any passages of Scripture
in particular ; suffice it to know, that all the predictions
relating to the sufferings of the Messiah find their necessary
fulfilment in the listovical events of our Lord’s life, the arrest
itself nof exeluded. Comp. ver. 31.—The healing of the
wounded servant is peculiar to Luke xxii. 51. It probahly
came to be engrafted upon the tradition at a later period; for
this act of healing, in virtue of the peculiarity of its alleged
occasion and character, as well as in virtue of its being the last
which Jesus performed, would otherwise scarcely have been
omitted by all the other evangelists ; see also on Luke as above.

Ver. 55. "Ev éxelvy 1§ &pa] inthat hour, in which that
was going on which is recorded between ver. 47 and the
present passage, subsequently, lLowever, to the scene with
T'eter, and while the arrest was taking place. Comp. xviii. 1,
x. 19. — 7ols dxMots] not to the high priests, ete., as Luke
xxii. 52 would have us suppose. What is meant is the crowds
of which the &xhos moAds of ver. 47 was composed.

Ver. 56. Tobro . . . wpodpnrdr] It is still Jesus who
speaks, and who with these words closes His address. Comnp.
also Mark xiv. 19. In Luke xxii. 53 we find a somewhat
different conclusion given.  Erasmus, Jansen, Bengel, Fritzsche,
de Wette, Schegg, Bleek, Weiss, Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, regard
the words in question as a remark by the evangclist (comp.
i 22, xxi. 4); but if that were so, we should have expected
some specific quotation instead of such a general expression as
-ai ypagal 7. wp., and what is more, our Lord’s words would thus
be deprived of their proper conclusion, of that which contaius
the very point of ITis remarks. For the gist of the whole matter
lay in this avowal of His conviction as the God-man that all
that was now takiug place was a carrying out of the divine
purpose with regard to the fulfilling of the Scriptures, and—
thus the mystery of ver. 55 is solved. — 7o71e oi pabfyTai,
x.7.x.] Observe the mdvres. Not one of them stood his ground,
Here was the verification of the words of Jesus, ver. ol
comp. John xvi. 32.
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Ver. 57 f The Synoptists make no mention of the judicial
examination before Aunas (John xviil. 13); their narrative is
for this reason incowmplete, though it does not exclude such
examination (Luke xxii. 66). As for the trial before the
members ol the Sanhedrim, which took place at the lhouse of
Caiaphas, John merely alludes to it, xviil. 24, where, how-
ever, améoTether is not to be taken as a pluperfect. — awo
paxpobev] a well-known pleonasm: in later Greek the dmo
is dropped. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 93. Bengel appropriately
observes : “medius inter animositatem ver. 51 et timorem ver.
70" — s avAfs] not the palace but the court, as in ver. 3.
— eloeNlwy é0w] see Lobeek, ad A4j. T41 ; Parelip. p. 538.
— 76 Téhos] cwitum rei; 3 Mace. iil. 14, comnmon in classical
writers. Luther renders admirably: “ wo es hinaus wollte ”
(what the upshot would be).

Ver. 59 £ Kal 76 ocvvédprov orov] and the whole San-
lLiedrim generally. This is a legitimate cnough use of the
words, even although certain individual members (Nicodemus
and Joseph of Arimathea) did not concur in this proceeding.
—Yrevdopaptupiar] so called from the Aistorian’s own
point of view. LEuliiymins Zigabenus well remavks: o pév
éxelvors dBorer, papTupilav, w5 8¢ T aAnlbela, Yrevlopapruvpiav.
—bwws Qavar. adT.] with @ view to putting Him to death,
which could only be eilected by their pronouncing in the first
instauce a capilal sentence, and then having it ratified by the
authority of the imperial procurator. — kai oy ebpov xai
moAMAGY wpuoelbovTor YrevdopapTipwy (see the critical
rerarks) . and they found no means of dornyg so, cven thouglh
many fulse witivesses had come forward. There were many
who presented thenaselves to bear witness against Jesus;
yvet the Sanhedrim did not find what it wenied to find,
doubtless because of the lack of that agreement between
two of the witnesses at least which the law required (Num.
xxxv. 30; Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15). See what immne-
diately follows: Dorepov 8¢ mpogerd. 8o, and comp. Mark
xiv. 56, Though there was a show of complying with the
ordinary forms of judicial process, they were nevertheless
shamefully weolated (in opposition to Salvador, Saalschutz),
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in that cxculpatory evidence (John xviii. 20 £) was never
calied for.

Ver. 61. The expression John ii. 19, which Jesus had
made use of with reference to His own body, was not only
misunderstood by those witnesses, but also misrepresentel
(John : Avgare): whether wilfully or not, cannot be determinel,
Dut in any case the testimony was objectizely false, and even
in the case of the two who agreed it was in all probability
subjectively so.  Comp. Acts vi. 13 f.—8:a 7Tpidv Huep.]
not : after three days (Gal. ii. 1), but: during three days.
The work of building was to extend over this short period, and
would then be complete. See on Gal. ii. 1.

Ver. 62. With the sublime calm of one who is conscious
of his own superior worth, Jesus meekly abstains from uttering
a single word before this contemptible tribunal in the way ol
self-vindication, eldws 8¢ xai, 6Tt pdTyy dmwoxpivetTar mwapa
TowovTos, Euthymnius Zigabenus; whereas the high priest who
finds, and that with considerable gratification, that the charge
of being a Messianic pretender is now fully substantiated by the
language of Jesus just deponed to (see ver. 63), quite forgets
himself, and breaks out into a passion, — The breaking up of
the following utterance into fwo questions: answerest thow not !
what (1.e. how leinous a matter) do these witness against thee ?
is, so far as the latter question is concerned, neither feeble (de
Wette) nor unnatural (Weiss), but entirely in keeping with
the passionate haste of the speaker. This being the case, the
two clauses should not be run into one. We sliould neither,
on the one hand, following Erasmus, with Fritzsche, take 7¢ in
the sense of cur, or (ad Marc. . 650) the whole sentence as
equivalent to 7({ ToiTé éoTw, O olTol cov kaTapapTupalow ;
nor, on the other, with the Vulgate, Luther, de Wette,
Ewald, Bleek, Keim, Weiss, should we adopt the rendering:
“ nihil respondes ad ea, quae isti adversum te testificantur ?”
This latter, however, would not be inconsistent with the
strict meaning of the terms employed, for it is quite per-
missible to use dmoxpiveafal 7¢ in the sense of: to reply to
anything (see Ast, Lez. Plat. T. p. 239), and to take 7¢ as
equivalent to 6,7¢ (Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 216 [E T,
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2513, who supposes “Zirend” (hearing) to he understood
before 7¢).

Ver, 63. The high priest «aswers this sccond refusal to
speak by repeating a formal o«th, in which Jesus is adjured
to declare whether He be the Mcessial or not. TFor this con-
fession would deterinine how far they would be justified in
pronouncing a capital sentence, and such as the Roman pro-
curator would not fail to confirm. — é€oprifw] means, like
the emlier form éfoprow: I call wupown thee to swear, Den
1265, 6; Polyb. 1. 61. 10, vi. 21. 1, xvi. 31. 5. Comp.
»aga, Gen. xxiv. 3, «/. To give an affirmative answer to this
formula was to take the full oath usually adininistered in any
comrt of law. Michaelis, Mos. E. § 302 ; Matthaei, doctr.
Cheisti de jurejur. 1847, p. 8 ; Keil, oreh. 1L p. 256, The
fict that Jesns took the oath has been denied, though without
any reason whatever, by Wuttke, Dollinger, Steinmmneyer. —
kata tov Beov, 7. N] by the living God. Comp. 1 Kings
ari, 24 ; Judith 1. 12; common in Greek authors, see Kiihner,
1.1, p. 434 ; also Heb. vi. 13, and Bleek thereon. The living
God as such would not {ail to punish the perjured, Hebh. x. 31,
It was the uniform practice in courts of law to swear by God.
See Saalschutz, AL R. p. 614 —o0 vids Tod Oeod] ordinary,
recognised  designation of the Messial, into which, naturally
enough, the metaphysical conception does not enter here,
however much it may have been present to the mind of Christ
Himself in making the affirmation which follows.

Ver: 64. 30 elmas] see on ver. 25, Mark xiv. 62:
éyo etpe. A distinguished confession on the part of the Son
it presence of the Father, and before the highest tribunal of
the theocratic nation. — mAajv] not profecto (Olshausen), nor
guin (Kuinoel), but: Zowerer, ie. (comp. Kiotz, ad Devar.
1. 725) upart from what I have just affirmed, ye shall hence-
forward have reason to be satisfied, from actual olservation,
that I am the Messiah who was seen by Daniel in his vision
(Dan. vii. 13). — amapte] is not to be taken with Aéyw Uuiv
(Schulz in 3d ed. of Griesbach), but—since in any other con-
nection it would lose its force—with dyreafe; nor is it to e
understood in any other sense than that of lLeuceforth, e
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from the time of my impending death, through which I am
to enter into my 8¢fa. Dut secing that dmdpre forbids us
to understund &yreafe as denoting only a single momentary
clance (comp. ou the contrary, John i 51), we are bound
to suppose that Jesus used it somewhat [loosely to express
the idea of coming to perecive in the course of cxperience (as
in the passage of John just referred to) the fact of His
being seated at the right hand of God (in allusion to I’s.
cx. 1), and that He did not intend épyouevor, x.7.\. to refer tu
the sccond advent, but (Beza, Neander, Holtzmann, Schenkel,
Gess, Weissenbach) to a coming in the figuratire sense of
the word, namely, in the shape of those mighty influences
which, from His place in heaven, He will shed vpon the eartl:,
—manifestations, all of them, of His sovereign sway. We
are shut up to this view Dby the fact that the sittiny
cannct possibly be regarded as au object of actual sight, and
that amapte 6yreafe can only be said of something that,
beginning now, is continued henceforth. — 3¢ Svvdp.] The
Mighty Oue is conceived of as power (the abstraet for the con-
crete).  Similarly in the Talmud "0, Duxtorf, Lex. Talm.
p. 385, Such abstract terms (as for instance our: wmajgesty)
have somewhat of an imposing character. Comp. 2 DPet. 1.
17.

Ver. 65. As may be seen from 2 Kings xviii. 17, the rending
of the garments as an indication of unusual vexation was
indulged in above all on hearing any utterance of a blasphe-
mous nature. Sce Buxtorf, Lex. Twlm. p. 2146 ; Schoettgen,
p. 234 ; Wetstein on owr passage. Maimonides, quoted by
Duxtorf as above, thus describes the usual mode of proceediug
in such cases: “ Laceratio fit stando, a collo anterius, nou
posterius, non ad latus neque ad fimbrias inferiores vestis.
Longitudo rapturae palmus est. Laceratio non fit in interula
seu indusio linteo, nec in pallio exteriori : 7n reliquis vestibus
corpori accommodatis omnibus fit, ctiamst decem fuerint.” The
last-mentioned particular may serve to account for the use of
the plural ¢ iparmia (1 Mace. ii. 14).  That part of the law
which forbade the high priest to rend his garments (Lev. x. 6,
xxi. 10) lhad reference merely to ordinary mourning for the
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dead. Comp. 1 Mace. xi. 71; Joseph. DBell. ii. 15. 4.—
éBhacgdrunce]in so far as by falsely pretending to be the
Messiah, the Son of God, and by further arrogating to Him-
self participation in divine honour and authority, ver. 64, He
had Dbeen guilty of insulting the majesty of God; comp.
John v. 18, x. 33. The pain of the high priest no doubt
represented the genuine vexation of one who was most deeply
moved ; but the judgment which he formed regarding Jesns
was based upon the gratuitous assumption that He was not the
Messiah, and indicates a predisposition to find Him guilty of
the capital charge (Lev. xxiv. 16). For 7i ére xp. éy. papr,,
comp. Plat. Rep. p. 340 A.

Ver. 66. At this point the high priest, notwithstanding
the precipitancy with which the trial is being hurried through,
aud notwithstanding the candid confession just made by the
accused, calls for a formal vote, the result of which is a verdict
of guilty, and that of an offence deserving to be punished by
death.  The next thing that had to be considered was the course
{0 be adepted with a view to the carrying out of the sentence. It
was this that formed the subject of deliberation at that con-
clave to which reference is made at xxvii. 1.

Ver. 67. Those to whom Matthew here refers are the
anembers of the Sunhedrim (as ave also the Twés of Mark xiv.
03). Mera ydp Tyv ddikoy xatadlkny ©s dTuwov Twa xat
TptwBoruaior AiBovres, x.7.\., Euthymius Zigabenus. Coarse
outburst of passion on the verdict being announced. A
somewhat different form of the tradition is adopted by Luke
{xxii. 63}, who, moreover, represents the maltreatment here
referred to as having taken place before the trial. The way
in which harmonists have cut and carved upon the individual
features of the narrative is altogether arbitrary. The account
in John xviii. 22 has no connection with that now before
us, but refers to an incident in the house of Annas, which
the Synoptists have entirely omitted. — éxond@.] buffetings,
Uows with the fist. Comp. the Attic expression xovévhos. —
dppawt]) slaps in the face with the palm of the hand;
pamiouds 8¢ 70 wralew wxatd Tob wpocomwov, Euthymins
Zigabenus; comp. v. 39; llos. xi. 5; Isa. 1. 6; Dem. 787,
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23; Aristot. Meteor. 1. 8. 9; 3 Esdr. iv. 50; Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 176; Becker, Anced. p. 300. It is in this
sense that the word is wsuwlly taken. But Deza, Bengel,
twald, Bleek, Lange, maintain that it is a blow with a rod
that is meant (Herod. vili. 59; Anacr. vii. 2; I'lat. Them.
xi.), the sense in which the word is commonly used by Greek
authors, and which ought to be preferred here, because oi &¢
(see on xxviil. 16) introduces the mention of a different kind
of maltreatment, and because in Mark xiv. 65 the pamiew is
imputed to the officers of the Sanhedrim, which, however,
would not warrant us in identifying with the latter the ol &
of Matthew.

Ver. 68. IIpodprtevoor nutv] Differently in Mark xiv.
65. Dut so tar as the wpodifr., 75 éoTev, £.TA. is concerned,
Luke xxii. 64 agrees with Matthew, although the favourite
mode of accounting for this would seem to be that of tracing
it to the obscuring influence of a later tradition; in no case,
however, is this theory to be applied to the exposition of
Matthew, for it would involve a point of essential consequence.
According to Matthew, the sport lay in the demand that
Jesus as Messiall, and consequently as a prophet (xxi. 11),
should tell who it was that had struck Him, though He had
no natural means of knowing. This conduct, of course, pro-
ceeds on the assumption that the Messiah possessed that higher
knowledge which is derived from divine revelation ; hence also
the scoffing way in which they address Him by the title of
Xpiworos. TIritzsche thinks that the prominent iden here is
that of jforetelling, as being calculated, when thus conjoined
with the preterite maigas, to form an accrda irrisio. DBut
that would be more likely to result in an absurde irisio,
unmarked by the slightest touch of humour.

Ver. 69. "E Ew] with reference to the interior of the par-
ticular building in which the trial of Jesus had been con-
ducted. In ver. 58 éow i3 nsed Dbecause in that instance
Peter went from the street into the court-yard. —pia
mai8iockn] pia is here used in view of the dA\Ap of ver. 71
below. Comp.on viii. 19. Both of themn may have seen (3o fa,
i) Peter among the followers of Jesus somewhere in Jeru-
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salem, aml may Lave preserved a distinct recolleetion of his
appearance. waibicky, in the sense of a female slave, corre-
sponds exactly to our (German) Mddchen; see Lobeck, ad
Dlirya. p. 239. — kai ov jjoba, .7.\.] categorical accusation,
asin vv. T1, 73, and not a question (Klostermann). — tov
TaXi\] which specific designation she may have heard
applied to the Prisoner. The other slave (ver. 71) is still
more specific, inasmuch as she calls Him o Nafwpaios.

Ver. 70."Epmpoofer wdvtwr (see the critical remarks):
lefore all awho were present. — ok o0lda i Méyers] cvasice
denind ¢ so little have I been with Him, that T am at a loss
to know what is meant Ly this imputation of thine.

Ver. 71. "Eferfovra] from the cowrt-yard to the porch,
which, passing through some part of the Dbuildings that stood
round e four sides of the former, conducted iuto the anterior
court outside (wpoavhcor ; according to Mark xiv. 68, it was
ju tlis latter that the present demial took place). Comp.
Henmann, Privatalterti. § 19. 9 ff. In spite of the plain
weaning of wvhwv, door, doorway (see Luke xvi. 20; Acts
x. 17, xii. 13 f, xiv. 13; Rev. xxi.), it is usually supposed
that it 15 the outer court in front of the house, the wpoaviiwor
{see Toll. 1. 77, ix. 16), that is meant. — ad7Tois €xei] éxel
Lelongs to Aéye, while adrols, in accordance with a loose
usage of frequent occurrence (Winer, p. 137 f. [I.. T. 181]),
1 meant to refer to the people generally whom she happened
to meet with. It would be wrong to connect éxer with xai
otros (Matthaei, Scholz), because in such a counecction it
would be meaningless.

Ver. 72. Observe the climaaz in the terms of the threefold
denial. — pef opxov] 1s peculiar to Matthew, and is here
used in the sense of an oath.—Tév dvfpwmov] the man
(in question).  Alas, such is the language, cold and distant,
which Peter uses with reference to his DMaster: What a
contrast to xvi. 16: “Ecce, columna firmissima ad unius
aurae impulsum tota contremuit,” Augustine.

Ver. 73. The answer of Peter given at ver. 72, and in tle
course of which his Galilaean dialect was recognised, gave
oceasion to those standing by (that they were exactly Sunlediim
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officers, apparitores, Kuinoel, Paulus, does not necessarily
follow from the usc of éerdTes) to step up to Leter after a
little while, and to corroborate (d¢Anfcs) the assertion of the
maid-servant.— é£ adTor] of those who were along with
Jesus, ver. 7T1.— kal yap] for excn, apart from circumstances
by which thou hast been already identified. — 5 AaXid gov]
thy speech (see on John viii. 43), namely, throngh the coarse
provincial accent. The natives of Galilee were unable to
distinguish especially the gutturals properly, pronounced the
letter ¥ like a n, ete. See Buxtorf, Lex. Tulm. p. 435, 2417
Lightfoot, Centur. Choroyr. p. 151 fI.; Wetstein on our
passage ; Keim, I. p. 310.

Ver. 74. Tote fjp€aro] for previously he had not resorted
as yet to the xataleparilew, but had contented himself with
the simple ouview (ver. 72, uef’ Sprov). Whereas before he
had ouly sworn, he now takes to cursing as well. “Nunc
gnbernaculum animae plane amisit,” Bengel. The impreca-
tions were intended to fall upon Aimsclf (should he be found,
that is, to be telling an untruth). For the word xarabeparifw,
wlich was in all probability a vulgar corruption, comp. Rev.
xxii, 8; Iren. Haer 1. 13. 2, 16. 3; Occolampadius, ad Act.
xxiil. 12.— @7¢] recitantis, as in ver. 72. — dNéxTwp] a cock.
There are Rabbinical statements (see the passages in Wetstein)
to the effect that it was not alloweable to keep antmals of this sort
in Jerusalem; but as there are other Rabbinical passages again
which assert the opposite of this (see Lightfoot, p. 483), it is
unuecessary to have recourse (Reland, Wolf) to the supposi-
tion that the bLird in question may have belonged to a Gentile,
may even have been about Pilate’s house, or some house out-
side the city.

Ver. 75. "E£er6. éEw] namely, from the porch (ver. 71) in
which the second and third denial had taken place. Iinding he
could no longer repress the feeling of sorrowful penitence that
filled his heart, the apostle must go outside to be all alone with
his remorse and shame. The fear of being detected (Chrysostom)
had by this time undoubtedly become to him a very secondary
consideration; he was now himself again. — eipnxoTos
avt®] who had said to kim (ver. 34), in itself a superfluous
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expression, and yet “ grande participium,” Dengel. — wexpds]
he wept Ditterly. Comp. Isa. xxii. 4, and the passages in
Wetstein. How totally different was it with Judas! “ Lacry-
marum physica amaritudo (comp. Hom. Od. iv. 153) aut
duleedo (comp. yAvkvdaxpus, Meleag. 45), congruit cum affectu
animi,” Bengel.

IEMarK.—Seeing that the whole four evangelists concur in
representing Peter as having denied Jesus three times, we are
Lound to regard the threefold repetition of the denial as one
of the essential features of the incident (in opposition to Paulus,
who, in the discrepancies that occur in the various accounts,
finds traces of no less than eight different denials). The infor-
mation regarding this circumstance can only have been derived
fromn Pecter himself; comp. also Johm xxi. 1 ff.  As for the rest,
however, it must be acknowledged—(1) that John (and Luke
too, sce on Luke xxii. 54 ff.) represents the three denials as
having taken place in a different locality altogether, namely, in
the cowrt of the house in which Annas lived, and not in that of
Celaphas; while to try to account for this by supposing that those
two persons occupied one and the same dwelling (Euthymius
Zigabenus, Ebrard, Lange, Liclitenstein, Riggenbacl, Pressensc,
Steinmeyer, Keim), is o harmonistic expedient that is far from
according with the clear view of the matler presented in the
fourth Gospel; see on Johm xviii. 16, 25.  (2) That the Synop-
tists agrec neither witk John mnor with one another as to
certain points of dctail connected with the three different scenes
in question, and more particularly with reference to the localities
in which they are alleged to have taken place, and the persons
Ly whom the apostle was interrogated as to his connection with
Jesus; while to say, in attexnptm(T to dispose of this, that
“ Abnerratlo ad plures plurivin interrogationes facta wne paro-
xysmo, pro une numeratur” (Bengel), is to make a mere assertion,
against which all the accounts of this incident without excep-
tion enter, so to speak, an emphatic protest. (3) It is better,
on the whole, to allow the discrepancies to remain just as they
stand, and to leok upon them as sufficiently accounted for by
the diverse forins which the primitive tradition assumed in
regard to details. This tradition has for its basis of fact the
threefold denial, not merely a denial several times repeated,
and, as Strauss alleges, reduced to the number three to agree
with the prediction of Jesus. It is to the narrative of John,
liowever, as being that of the only evangelist who was an
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eyve-witness, that we onght to trust for the most correct
representation of this matter. Olshausen, however, gives to the
synoptic narratives with the one hand so much ol the merit
in this respect as he takes from the Johannine with the other,
and thus lays himselt open to the charge of arbitrarily con-
founding them all.
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CHAPTER XXVIL

VER. 2. abréy] after =apés. has very important evidence both
for and against it, being just as liable to be inserted as a very
comimon supplement as to be omitted on account of its super-
fluous character, a character likely to be ascribed to it all the
more that it is wanting also in Mark xv. 1. Deleted by Lachm.
and Tisch. 8. — Movriw T/A] B L &, 33, 103, vss. Or. have
simply Mo.drw; but the full form of the name is to be pre-
ferred all the more that the parallel passages have only Iliadr.
— Ver. 3. zapadidod:] Lachm. : wapadeds, following only B L 33,
259, vss. (9). The aorist would more readily occur to the tran-
scribers, since the betrayal had already taken place.— Ver. 4.
2dpov] dizaor, although recommended by Griesb. and Schuly,
has too little evidence in its favour, and should be regarded as
an eorly excgetical correction with a view to render the ex-
pression more forcible ; comp. xxiil. 35. — &~y es] Scholz, Lachm,,
Tisch.: 44, in accordance with decisive evideuce.— Ver. 5.
Instead of 2v 5 va, Tisch. 8 has ¢z #iv vaér.  Exegetical emen-
dation, against which there is a preponderance of evidence. —
Ver. 9. Tepsuiov] The omission of the prophet's name in 33,
157, Syr. Pers. and Codd. ir Aug, as well as the reading
Zazapiou 1N 22, Syr.™ in the margin, is due to the fact that the
qaotation is not found in Jeremiah.— Ver. 11. f677] BC L
®, 1, 33, Or.: {ferads. So Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Exegetical
einendation with a view to greater precision.—Vv. 16, 17.
BapaB3av] Fritzsche: 'Iyody BapueSBav. So Origen™ several
min. Avam. Syr»", and eurly scholiasts. Advocated above all
by Fritzsche in the ZLdtt. Blatt = allgem. Kirchenzeit. 1843, p.
538 £, in opposition to Lachm. cd. may. p. xxxvil. f, with which
latter critic Tisch. agrees. For my own part, I look upon the
reading 'Insolv Bupe33%v as the original one, for I am utterly
at o loss to see how “Inedv should lhave found its way into the
text (in answer to Holtzmann, who supposes that it was from
Acts iv. 36 through a blunder of the transeriber, and in answer
to Tisch. 8, who with Tregelles traces it to an abbreviation of
the name Izeody (TX), in which case it is supposed that YMINTN

MATT. 1L Q
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came to le substituted for T>IN); and Decause to take away
the sacred name from the robber would seem very natural and
all the more justifiable that it is likewise omitted in vv. 20 f,
26, and Dby the other evangelists, not to mention that, from a
similar feeling of reverence, it would seem to have been sup-
pressed in the tradition current in the apostolic age. Comp.
also Rinek, Lucubr. crit. p. 285, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, Keim,
Weizsiicker. The view that "1ne03v has been adopted from the
Gospel of the Hebrews (Tiscli.) is a very questionable inference
from the statement of Jerome, that instead of BepwBB. that
Gospel had substituted jfiltum magistri eorwm. It would be
just as warrantable to quote the same authority in favour of
the originality of the reading ’Insslv BapaSB.— Ver. 22, «dz@
(Elz,, Scholz) after réyovsr has Dbeen deleted in accordance
with preponderating evidence. — Ver. 24. The reading xasévaves
(Lachm.) is supported only by the iusufficient evidence of
B D; comp. xxi. 2.— 7o’ dsxaiov rolrov] The words o5
dixwiov are wanting in B D 102, Cant. Ver. Verc. Mm. Chrys.
Or®  They are placed after rolrov In A, while A reads =o3
rabrou drxeciov.  Lachi. inserts them after zotzou, but in Lrackets;
Tisch. deletes them, and that correctly. They are to be re-
garded as a gloss (suggested DLy the reading éizasov, ver. 4),
written on the margin at first, and afterwards, when incor-
porated in the text, conjoined in some instances with o ainarog
(as in ver. 4) and in others with rodrov; hence so many
different ways of arranging the words. — Ver. 28. éxdboevreg]
B D &** 157, Cant. Ver. Vere. Coll. Corh. 2, Lachm.: évéi-
savres,  Correctly; éd0e. was not wnderstood, and was accord-
ingly altered? Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 3. In what follows we
should, with Lachm. and Tisch., restore the arrangement sacu.
xoxz. wepifd. abr@, in accordance with important evidence. —
Ver. 29. ¢ai #av 8¢Z1av] As the reading év 77 &g (approved
by Griesb., adopted DLy Iritzsche, Lachm., Tisch.) has such
important ecvidence as that of A B D L N N, min. vss.
Fathers in its favour, and the one in the Received text might
so easily originate in a mechanical conforming with é=i 4v zep.
(for which Tisch., in opposition to a preponderance of Ms.
evidence, substitutes éz/ =%s xcpariic), we cannot but regard ¢
rn 8:Z:¢ as having the best clain to originality. — Ver. 335. Lz
has é¢ dome Reydusvos xpoviou Thwos. So also Scholz. There is o
multiplicity of readings here. Fritzsche, Rinck (comp. also

1 Lachm. adopts the reading ¥3deavres in accordance with his fundamental
principles of criticisin, still he looks upon it as an crror of early date.  See his
Praef. ed. maj, 11, p. 6.
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Criesb.) have simply § éomi xpavivw 7émog, while Lachm. and Tisclu.
vead § éorwv xpasiov wimos Aeyémeos. The balance of evidence is
dlecidedly in favour of regarding the neuter é as genuine; it
was changed to the masculine to suit sézov and rémos.  Further,
reyinsoz 18 wanting only in D, min. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg.
1t., where its omission may probably have been resorted to as
« 1means of getting rid of a difficult construction, while the
readings 2eyimevos, wedspumevbusios, medepunvevbpevor (Mark xv. 22),
zanadusov (Luke xxiii. 33), are also to be regarded as exegetical
vartations. We ought therefore to retain the Aeyiusves, and in
the order in which it is taken by Lachm. and Tisch., on the
authority of B L &, min. Ath. Its earlier position in Elz. 1s
probably due to éem Acpém. (comp. e pedepn., Mark xv. 22)
heing sometimes taken together.— Ver. 34. ¢Z0s] Lachm. and
Tisch. 8: vihoy, which is supported by evidence so important,
vizz. B D K L i* ¥, min. vss. and Fathers, that we must regard
%oz as derived from Ps. Ixviii. 22, The word ofiov was allowed
to remain in Mark xv. 23 because the gal/ did not happen to
Le ientioned there; and this being the case, the alteration,
i conformity with Ps. Ixviil. as above, would not so readily
suggest itselt. — Ver. 35. After xAfpov Elz. inserts: e a2npwé?
7 prdis Db w6l mpophTov Arcucpiouvro TG iwdTid pov fwurols, el iw
viv imerindy wou haffor xjper.  Against decisive evidence; sup-
plement from John xix. 24, — Ver. 40. xaréfB7d/] Lachm. and
Tiscll 8: zai zardfB., following A D &, min. Syr>” Cant. Ver. Verc.
Colp. Clar. Cyr. The xui has been added for the purpose of
connecling the two clauses together. — Ver. 41. After apes-
Bumigaw, Matth., Iritzsche insert xai ®depicaiwv, for which there
Is important thougl: not preponderant evidence. Those chief
alversaries of Jesus were by way of gloss mentioned on the
margin, but subsequently the words crept into the text, being
~ometimes found alony with, and sometimes substituted for,
spsguripwy (as iu D, min. Cant. Ver. Verc. Colb. Clar. Corb. 2,
Gat. Cassiod.). — Ver, 42, &/ Buesn] Fritzsche and Tisch. read
~tmyly Bzan., following B D L &, 33,102, Sahid. Correctly ; ¢/ is
asupplementary addition {rom ver. 40, its insertion in D, miu.
vss. Eus. Lefore =izuds below being likewise traceable to the
FUIC souree. — wiershoopev] Lachm. : moredonsy, only in accord-
ance with A, Yulg. Ver. Verc. Colb. Or'™, but correctly not-
withstanding. DBy way of gloss the present was replaced
sometimes by the future (Elz.) and sometimes by the sub-
junctive meribomus.  Tisch., 8 adopts the latter. — és' wirg]
The witnesses are divided between adry (Elz, Lachm.), &=’
airy (Griesb, Tisch. 7), and %’ airdy (Iritzsche, Tisch., 8).
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The reading iz’ «drs EF GH KX M S UV a 11, min.) should
be preferred, inasmuch as this expression not only occurs
nowhere else in Matthew, but is a somewhat rare one gene-
rally. — Ver. 44. For «iréy, Elz. has «ir@, against decisive Ms.
authority. Emendation in conformity with the comstruction
éveidiflen Twi =1, — Ver. 46. The MSS. present very considerable
variety as regards the spelling of the Hebrew words. Lachm.:
"HA 9N A owSexfavi.  Tisch. 8: "Haiel "Hie! Mud oaSBuiydavi
The latter is the best attested. — Ver. 49. daros 8 AaBav riyym
fwEer wbrol Ty whevply, xal BETMey Ddwp xui afue, supported though
it be by B CL U r & min. vss. Chrys,, is clearly an irrelevant
interpolation (after airév) borrowed from John xix. 34. Yet this
interpolation occasioned the error condemned by Clem. v. 1311,
that Christ’s side was pierced before He expired. —- Ver. 52.
4yépés] BD G LN, min. Or. Eus.: #yépdpoar. So Fritzsche,
Lachm,, Tisch. But how readily would the whole surroundings of
the passage suggest the plural to the mechanical transeribers !—
Ver. 54. yevéipeva] Lachm. and Tisch.: yivopeva, following B D,
min. Vulg. It. Or. {who, however, has yevipsva as well). The aorist
might have originated as readily in a failure to appreciate the
difference of meaning as in a comparison of the present passage
with Luke xxiii. 47 f. — Ver. 56. For 'Twe#, Tisch. 8 has 'Tweig,
following D* L &, vss. Or. Eus. Emendation suggested by the
assumption that the mother of Jesus must have been intended
(corp. on xiii. 55); hence R* enulerates the three Marys thus:
Map. 4 705 TaxwBev xe! 7 Map. 7 ' lwohp zai 5 Map. 7 rav vigv Zef3. —
Ver. 57. épadireves] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: fuadzrreidn, follow-
ing C D ® and two min. Altered in accordance with xiii. 52, —
Ver. 64. Elz. inserts vbzros after «irod, against decisive evidence ;
borrowed from xxviil. 13. The & again, which Elz. has after
fgn, ver. 65, is an interpolation for sake of connection, and
is wanting in very important witnesses (not, however, in
ACDWw).

Ver. 1. By the time the Sanhedrim met, as it now did, in
Jull sederunt (wdvres, comp. xxvi. 59), for the purpose of con-
sulting as to how they were now to give ¢ffecct to the verdiet of
xxvi. 66, it was well on in the morning (after cock-crowing,
xxvi. 74). — do7e] they consulted before going further (comy.
on xxii. 15) as to what the consequence might be (comp. on
xxiv. 24) if they carried out their iniention of putting Him
to death, in other words, if they were likewise to give effect
to the verdiet already agreed upou: &voyos favaTov éovi,
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Ver. 2. 4sjoavtes] The shackles which had been put upon
Jesus at the time of His arrest (xxvi. 50, comp. with Joln
xviii. 12), and which He still wore when He was led away
from Annas to Caiaphas (John xviii. 24), would seem, from
what is here stated, to have been either wholly or partially
removed during the trial. With the view of His being
securely conducted to the residence of the procurator, they
take the precaution to put their prisoner in chains again. It
is not expressly affirmed, either by Matthew or Mark, that the
@mijyayoy was the work of the members of the Sanhedrim 7n
pirno (as generally supposed, Weiss and Keim also sharing in
the opinion); and, indeed, it is scarcely probable that they
would have so far incurred the risk of a popular tumult
(comp. xxvi. 5). The statement in Luke xxiii. 1 is unques-
tionably the product of a later tradition. As for Matthew
and Mark, they seem to asswmwe that merely a deputation
accompanied the prisoner, though doubtless it would be large
enough to be in keeping with the importance of the occa-
sion.  Comp. also on ver. 3. — wapédwray avrov Hovriop,
wr ] For after Judaea became a Roman province (from
the time that King Archeluus was dethroned, 759 v.c.), the
Sanhedrim had lost the jus gledii.  Comp. on John xviii
31, On Pontins Pilate, the fifth procurator of Judaea, who
was successor to Valerius Gratus, and who, after holding
oflice fur ten years (from A.D. 26 onwards), was summoned
to Rome at thic instance of Vitellius, then governor of Syria,
{o answer to certain charges made against him, and then
{according to Fuseb. 1. 7) banished to Vienne, where le
iz sald to have committed suicide, see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. .
87 If.; Levrer in Herzog's Encykl. XI. p. 663 ff.; Gerlach,
d. Liue Stattholler an Syr. w. Jud. p. 53 {f.; Hausrath, Zeit-
gesoh. Iopo 312 A1 For certain Cliristian legends regarding
1is death, consult Tischendorf’s Lrvang. Apocr. p. 426 ff.
Cucsurca was the place where the procurators usually resided
(Acts xxiii. 23 f, xxiv. 27, xxv. 1); but, as it was the
Passover season, Pilate was in Jerusalem (to be ready, in fact,
to quell wy disturbance that might arise, comp. on xxvi. §),
where lie lived in the praetoriui (see on ver. 27). — 74



2406 THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW.

Jyewove] principi. The more precise designation would
have been 7@ émitpomre, procuratori. Comp. Joseph. Antt.
xvil, 3. 1: IHixdros 8¢ o 7is 'Iovdalas spyepdv. On the
comprehensive sensc in which sjyeuwr is frequently used, see
Krebs, Obss. p. 61 ff.

Ver. 3. ToTe] as Jesus was being led away to the procu-
rator. From this Judas s¢w that his Master had been con-
demned (xxvi. 66), for otherwise He would not have been
thus taken before Pilate. —o¢ wapadibovs adrov] His be-
trayer, xxvi. 25, 48. — peTapuernbels, x.TA] cannot be said
to favour the view that Judas was animated by a good inten-
tion (see on xxvi. 16, Remark 2), though it no doubt serves
to show lhe neither contemplated nor expected so serious
i result. It is possible that, looking to the innocence of
Jesus, and remembering how often before He had succeeded
in disarming His enemies, the traitor mway have cherished
the hope that the issue would prove havmless. Now: “ vellet,
si posset, factum infectuin reddere,” Bengel. Such was Ius
repentance, but it was not of a godly nature (2 Cor. vii. 9 f.),
for it led to despatr. — améoTpeyre] he returned them (v
52; Thuc. v. 75, viii. 108; Xen. Anabd. ii. 6. 3, al.), 1e. ke
took; them back (Gen. xliii. 21; Judg. xi, 13; Jer. xxviil. 3),
Heb. U0, — 7ols dpy. . 7. wpeaB.] from which it is to be
inferred that Matthew did not look upon this as a full meeting
of the Sanhedriin (ver. 2).

Ver. 4. "Hpaprov mapadots] see on xxvi 12.— aiua
i0gov] eis o xv@ijvar, Euthymius Zigabenus ; comp. Deut.
xxvil. 255 1 Mace. i. 37 ; 2 Mace. i. 8 ; Phalar. ¢p. 40 ; Heliod.
vili. 10.—7¢ wpos Nuas) sc. éoTe; what is it as regards
ws 2 1.c. what mallers it to us? we are in no way called upon
to concern ourselves about what thou hast done. Comp.
John xxi. 22 f.; the words are also frequently used in this
sense by Greek authors.— o v 8yrn] Thow wilt scc to it thysclf,
thou wilt have to comsider for thyself what is now to be
done by thee ; comp. ver. 24; Acts xviii. 15; 1 Sam. xxv. 17 ;
4 Mace. ix. 1. “Impii in facto consortes, post factum
deserunt,” Bengel.

Ver. 5. "Ev T¢ va@] is to be tauken neither in the sense
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of near the femple (Kypke), nor as referring to the room,
Gasith, in which the Sanhedrim held its sittings (Grotius),
nor as equivalent to év t¢ iepcd (Fritzsche, Olshausen, Bleek) ;
but, in accordance with the regular use of vads (see on iv. 5)
and the only possible meaning of €v, we must interpret thus:
he flung down the money in the femple proper, ie. in the holy
pleee wheve the priests were to be found.  Judas in Ads despair
had ventured within that place which none but priests were
permitted to enter. — amijyEaro] he strangled himself.  Hon.
Od. xix. 230 ; Herod. vii. 232; Xen, Cyrop. iil. 1. 14 ; Hier.
vil. 13 ; Aesch. Suppl. 400; Ael. V. H. v. 3. There is no
reason why the statement in Acts i. 18 should compel us to
take dwdyyopar as denoting, in a figurative seuse, an awakening
of the conscience (Grotius, Perizonius, Hammond, Heinsius), for
although dyyewr is sometimes so used by classical authors
(Dem. 406, 5; and see the expositors, ad Thom. Mag. p. 8,
sueh a meaning would be inadmissible here, where we have no
qualifying term, and where the style is that of a plam Ads-
forteed narrative (comp. 2 Sam. xvii. 23 ; Tob, iii. 10). 'With
aview to reconcile what is here said with Acts 1. 18, it is wsual
to assume that the traitor first hanged Timsclf, and then fell
down headlony, Matthew being supposed to furnish the first,
and Lulke the second half of the statement (Iluinoel, Fritzsche,
Olshiausen, Kaeuffer, Panlus, Ebrard, Baumgarten - Crusius).
But such a way of parcelling out this statement, besides being
arbitrary in itself, is quite inadinissible, all the more so that it
is by no means clear {rom Acts 1. 18 that suicidc had been com-
nitted. Now as suicide was regarded by the Jews with the
utinost abhorrence, it wonld for that very reason have occupied
a prowminent place in the narrative instead of being passed
over in silence. 1t has been attempted to account for the
abzence of any cxpress mention of suicide, by supposing that the
liistorian assumed his readers to be familiar with the fact. But
if one thing rorbids such an explanation more than another, it
is the highly rhetorical character of the passage in the Acts just
referred to, which, rhetorical though it be, records, for example,
the circumstance of the purchase of the field with all the
historical fidelity of Matthew himself, the only difference being
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that Luke’s mode of representing the matter is almost poetical
in its character (in opposition to Strauss, Zeller, de Wette,
Ewald, Bleek, Pressensé, Paret, I{eim, all of whom concur
with Paulus in assuming, in opposition to Matthew, that
Judas bought the field himself). Comp. on Acts i. 18. In
Matt. xxvii. 5 and Aets 1. 18, we have two different accounts
of the fate of the betrayer, from whicli nothing further is to
he gathered by way of historical fact than that he came to a
violent end. In the course of subsequent tradition, however,
this violent death came to be represented sometines as suicide
by means of hanging (Matthew, Ignatius, ad Philipp. interpol. 4),
at a later stuge again as a fall resulting in the bursting of the
bowels, or at a later period still as the consequence of Dis
having been crushed Dy a carriage when the body was in a
fearfully swollen condition (Papias as quoted by Oecumenius,
ad Act. lLe., and by Apollinaris in Routl’s religuiac saer. p. 9,
23 ff.; also in Cramer’s Catena, p. 231 ; Overbeck in Hilgen-
feld’s Zeitschr. 1867, p. 39 ff.; Anger, Synops. p. 233).
There is no other way of accounting for so many diverse
traditions regarding this matter, but by supposing that nothiny
was known as to how the death actually took place. Be
this as it may, we cannot entertain the view that Judas
sunk tnto obscurity, and so disappeared from history, but that
meanwhile the Christian legends regarding him were elabo-
rated out of certain predictions and typical characters (Strauss,
Keim, Scholten) found in Seripture (in such passages as I’s.
cix. 8, Ixix. 25); sucl a view being inadmissible, hecause it
talces no account of what is common to all the New Testament,
accounts, the fact, namely, that Judas died a violent death, and
that very soon after the betrayal; and further, because the sup-
posed predictions (Ps. Ixix, cix., xx.) and typical characters (such
as Ahithophel, 2 Sam. xv. 30 {[,, xvii. 23; Antiochus, 2 Macc.
ix., 5 ff) did not help to create such stories regarding the
traitor’s death, but it would be nearer the truth to say that
they were subsequently taken advantage of by eritics to
account for the stories after they had originated.

Ver. 6. Ovr éEeote] “argumento ducto ex Deut. xxiil
18, Sanhedr. £ 112" Wetstein. — Teun aipatos] the price
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of blood, which is supposed to have been shed. —kopB.] Tov
(zpov Onoavpov, kaleitar 8¢ xopBavds, Josephus, Lell. ii. 9. 4.

Ver. 7 f. 'Hyédpacav] It is not said that they did so
tmanediately; but the purchase took place shortly after, according
to Actsi. 18. — 7ov dypov Tob kepap.] the ficld of the potter,
tlie ficld which had previously belonged to some well-known
potter.  Whether the latter had wsed the field for the purpose
of digeing clay, it is impossible to determine. —els Tadyy
7. Eévoes] as a burying - place for the sirangers, namely,
such foreign Jews (proselytes included) as happened to die
when on a visit to Jerusalem; not Geatiles (Paulus), who,
had they been intended, would have been indicated more
specifically. — 8¢6] because it had Deen bought with the
T alpatos above {ver. 6). — dypos alpaTos] N7 SEQ, Acts
i, 183, where, however, the name is traced to a different origin.
On the place whicl in accordance with tradition is still pointed
out as the ficld heve refeired to, sce Robinson, IT. p. 178 {I;
Tobler, Zopogr.

Ver. 9 f. Tore] when they bought this ficld for the thirty
picces of money.—The passage here quoted is a very free
adaptation of Zech. xi. 12, 13! ‘Tepepiov being simply a slip
of the memory (comp. Augustine, dr cons. cr. iil. 8, and recently
Keil himself, following Calvin and the Fathers), such, however,
s izht readily enough occur through a reminiscence of Jer.
xviii. 2. Considering that in the original Hebrew tlie resem-
Dlance of this lutter passage to Zechariah, as above, is suffi-
ciently close to warrant the typical mode of interpretation
“Creduer, Bedtr. IT p. 152 1), it 1s avbitrary to maintain, in the
somewhat uncritical fashion of Rupert, Lyra, Maldonatus,

P IC the evangelist had meant to combine two different predictions (Flofmann,
Weianerg, o el 11 po 128 [ Haupt, alttest. Citate, p. 286 {F.), then, according
to e enalogy ol i 23, we should have expected the words diz =y wps@n-ay to
l'a useel,  Dnt, in short, our quotation bLelongs so exclusively to Zechariuh,
tirat caunlour lorbids the idea of a combination with Jer. xviii., as well as the
view aldopted by llngstenberg (comp. Grotius), that Zechariah reproduces the
prediction of Jeremial.  For a detailed enumeration of the various attempts
that have been made to deal with the inaceurate use of ‘Iepzpiso, consult Morison,
vho follows Clericus in holding that there must have been a transcriber’s errvor
in the very carliest copy of our Gospel.
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Jansen, Cleriens, Friedlieb, that ‘Tepeuiov is spurious; or, on
the other hand, to vesort, as Origen, Euthymius Zigabenus,
Kuinoel, Ewald have done, to the idea of some lost produc-
tion of Jeremiah’s, or of some oral utterance that had never
been committed to writing (sce, above all, Calovius, who in
support of this view lays great stress on pnfév). As for the
statement of Jerome, that he had seen the passage in a copy
of Jeremiah belonging to some person at Nazareth, there can
be no doubt that what he saw was an interpolation, for hc
also is one of those who ascribe the citation in question to
Zechariah.  No less arbitrary is the conjecture of Eusebius,
Dem. cv. x. 4, that the Jews may have deleted the passace
from Jeremiah; for though it reappears again in a certain
Arabic work (Bengel, Appar. crit. p. 142), and in a Sahidic
and a Coptic lectionary (sce Michaelis, Bidl. IV. p. 208 {I;
Drtcfweehs. 1IL pp. 63, 89 ; Ewnlcit. 1. p. 264), 1t does so simply
as an interpolation from our present passage. See Paulus,
coeget. Handb. IIL p. 615 {.—According to the historical
sense of Zechariah, as ahove, the prophet, acting in Jehoval’s
name, resigns his office of shepherd over Ephraim to Ephraim’s
own ruin; and having requested his wages, cousisting of 30
shekels of silver, to be paid him, he casts the money, as being
God’s propetty, into the treasury of the temple. “ And they
weighed for my wages thirty picces of silver. Then Jehovah
said to me: Cast it into the treasury, that handsome (ironi-
cally) sum of which they have thought me worthy! Sol
took the thirty pieces of silver, and cast them into the treasury
that was in God’s house,” Ewald, Proph.; Dleek in the Stud. v.
Krit. 1852, p. 279 ff.  For we ought to read 31 ﬂ'si\ into the
treasury (equivalent, as Kimehi e\plams to A 5y, and as is
actually the reading of two Mss. in Kennicott), and not Wt
{0 the potter, as Mdtthew in fact, also read and understood the
words, though such a meaning is entirely foreign to the con-
text in Zecharial. Comp. Hitzig, %I Proph. p. 374. The
expositors of Zeclhariah, who take 2%i'3 in the sense of pottcr,
have had recourse to many an unfounded and sometinies
singular hypothesis. For specimens of these, see also Hengsten-
berg's Christol. 111 1, p. 457 fl.; Hofmann, Weissay. w. Erf.
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11 p. 128 [.; Lange, L. J. 1L p. 1494 £, ; Steinmeyer, p. 105 f;
Haupt, alttest. Citate, p. 272 ff. — éxaBov] in Zechariah and
LXX. is the first person singular, here it is the third person
plural.  The liberty thus used with the terms of the quotation
may be supposed to be warranted by the concluding words :
raba cuvétaké por 6 rvpios. Neither the original Iebrew nor
the LXX. countenances the supposition that the evangelist
erroncously took éxaBov to be third person plural, like é8wrav

immediately following (in opposition to Hilgenfeld). — ra
TpudkovTa apyvp.] meaning, according to the typical refer-

ence in Matthew, the thirty shekels brought back by Judas.
-—— Ty Tepny, k1N] In apposition with ra Tpiak. dpy. The
words correspond more with the Hebrew than with the LXX,,
thougl in this instance too a slight liberty is taken with theun,
inasiuch as for AW WY we have once more (comp. on
é\afov) the third person plural dv éreurjoavto, and for DU"?}{P
the explanatory rendering amé vidv ’Iopajr. The passage
then is to be rendered as follows: dnd they took the thirly
preees of sileer—the value of the lighly valued One, on whom
they put thelr own price (niddle, éripjoavto) at the instance of
sons of Tsrarl, Le. the price of the priceless One, whose market
rlue they fived for themsclves wpon an occosion furnished by sons
of Israel.  The expression vidv "Iopanh is the plural of cate-
sory (1. 20), and is regarded as finding its historical antitype
i Judus, who, xxvi. 14 £, undertakes and carries through the
shamell transaction there referred to,—he a son of Israel
nesotiates the sale of the Messial of the people of Israel. 1In
addition to what has just been observed, we would direct atien-
tion to the following details:—(1) 7od TeTiunuévov is intended
w represent the Hebrew word W (pretid) ; but the evangelist
s evidently read "W (eart, acstwmate), which he refers to
Jesus as being the highly valued One xa7 é€oyijv; or must
we fail to notice here the remarkable collocation: pretium
prefiost, v.e. Ty oviy Tob mavtipov Xpiotod, Euthymius Ziga-
benus ; comp. Theophylact, also Ewald.  That distinguished
personage, whose worth as such caunnot in fact be estimated by
any mere money standard (rew), they have actually valued
(éryunjoavte) at thirty shekels! To take the Tod TeTiumu.
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merely in the sense of dv éryuijs. (of the valued one,him whom
they have valued), as the majority of expositors do (including
even yet de Wette, Lange, and Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. I1. p.
130), instead of expressing the idea in a more forcible manner,
would simply produce, especially after 7. Teusfy, a tautological
redundancy. (2) The subject of ériunoavro is the same as
that of énafBov, namely, the high priests; nor is the verb to be
taken in the semsc of estimating highly, as in the case of
Terepunp., but in that of valuing, putting a price upon, ihe sense
in which it is used in Isa. lv. 2, and very frequently by
classical writers, and in which the Hebrew M2 is intended to
he understood. (3) amo viev 'Isp., which is a more definite
rendering of the bmbyw of the original, must necessarily be
connected, like its corresponding Hebrew expression, with
éryjoavro, and not with éaBor (Fritzsche, Hilgenfeld), nor
with Tob TeTepnu. (which de Wette considers possible), and he
understood as denoting origin, <.e. as denoting, in our present
passage, the occasion brought about Dby some one (comp. also
Bleek) in connection with which the éryuijoavroe took place;
“ amwé de eo ponitur, quod praecbet occasionem vel opportuni-
tatem, ut aliquid fieri possit,” Stallbanm, ad Plat. Iep. p. 549 A
comp. Kiihner, II. 1, p. 396 ; similarly xii 19; see also
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 194,  They were indebted to the sons
of Tsrael (Judas, see above) for that which suggested and led
to the érwurjoavre. We cannot approve of the course which
some adopt of supplying 7ewés: cquivalent to of 'Iopaniira:
(Euthymius Zigabeunus), or “qui sunt ex filiis Isvacl” (Deza,
Grotius, Maldonatus, Paulus, Kuinoel, Ewald, de Wette, Grinm,
Anger), thus making amo vidv "Iap. the subject of érgwijo.  In
that case, the ordinary éx (comp. Buttmann, Newl, Gr. p.
138 [E. T. 158]) would have been used (as in xxiii. 34;
Jobn xvi. 17, el), and instead of vier we should have
had T@&v vidv, inasmuch as the whole community would be
intended to which the Twés are supposed to belong.  Comp.
also 1 Mace. vii. 33, 3 Macc. i. 8, where, though dnd is the
preposition used, the article is conjoined with the substantive
following. The absence of the article here is likewise un-
favourable to the views of Hofmann, TWeissag. . Erf. I1. p.
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131, who, taking amd to mean on the part of, interprets thus:
“What Caiaphas and Judas did (éreprjoarro), was done
indirectly by the whole nation.” To explain &mo as others have
done, by asswming the idea of purchasc in connection with it
(Castalio: “quem licitati emerunt ab Israelitis,” comp. Eras-
mus, Luther, Vatablus, Jansen, Lange), 1s not only arbitrary,
inasmuch as the idea involved in éripsjoavro does not justify
the supposed pregnant force of dmwo (Buttmann, p. 276 [E. T
3227), but is incompatible with the 5yp of the original. No
less inconsistent with the original is the explanation of Baum-
garten-Crusius: “ whom they had valued from among the
children of Isracl” that is to say, “which they had
fixed as the price of one of the children of Israel” In that
case, again, we should have required the article along with
vigv ; and, besides, what a poor designation of the Messiah
would be the result of such an interpretation! With an
equal disregard of the terms of the passage, Linder main-
taing, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1859, p. 513, that émo is equi-
valent to Twa éx: as an Israelite (whom they treated like a
slave) ; and to the same effect is the explanation of Steinmeyer,
p- 107 : whom they have valued in the name of the nation.
Neither the simple a6 nor the anarthrous viey "Igp. admits
of Leing so understood, although Hilgenfeld is also of opinion
that owr passage meant to describe the betrayal as an art
Jor which the whole body of the Jewish people was to be held
vesponsidle. Ver. 10. Kai é8wkav alrta els Tov dypov
709 xepap] Zech, as above, TPD O mim m3 imis ghriv,
Iut, inasmuch as the important wmatter here was the
purchase of the potter's field, Matthew leaves mi na
entirely out of view, takes 751" in the sense of potter (see,
on the other hand, on ver. 9 above), and, in order that
WD "N may fully harmonize with a typical and prophetic
view of the passage, he paraphrases the words thus: els Tov
Gaypov Tob repapéws, where els is intended to express the
destined object of the thing: for the purpose of acquiring
the field belonging to the potter.— xafa cuvvéTalé pou
«bpios] corresponds to Zecharial's 5% M WNM, ver. 13, the
words employed by the prophet when le asserts that in
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casting the shekels into the treasury of the temple he did so
in obedience to the command of God. In accordance with
the typical reference ascribed to the passage by Matthew, the
words “ according to that which the Lord commanded me” are
so applied as to express the idea that the using of the traitor's
reward for the purpose of buying the potter’s field was simply
giving effect to the decree of Ilim from whom the prophet
had received the commmand in question. That which God had
commissioned the prophet (uoe) to do with the thirty pieces
of silver is done in the antitypical fulfilment of the prophecy
by the high priests, who thus carry out the divine decrce above
referred to. Kaba, just as (Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 5; Dolyb. iii.
107. 10; Lucian, Cont. 24; Diod. Sic. 1. 36 ; in classical
Greck xaflamep is usually employed), occurs nowhere else in
the New Testmnent. It is quite possible that the words
used in the Hebrew original of Matthew were 737 N3 or
My W3, which in the LXX. are likewise rendered by xafa
aquvérake, Ex. ix. 12, x1. 25; Num. viil. 3.

Ver. 11 f. Continuation, after the episode in vv. 3-10, of
the narrative introduced at ver. 2. The accusation preferred
by the Jews, though not expressly mentioned, may readily Le
inferred from the procurator's question. See Luke xxiii. 2.
In appearing before Pilate, they craftily give prominence to
the political aspect of the Messianic pretensions of Jesus. —
v Aéyees] There is nothing ambiguous in such a reply
(which was not so framed that it might Dbe taken cither as
an affiriative o as equivalent to éyd pév Toire 0¥ Aéyw, o
8¢ Aéyers, Theopliylacet), but such a deciled affirmatice as the
terms of the question: A#t thou, ete, were calculated to
elicit, John xviii. 37. Comp. xxvi. 64. —o08ér amexp.)
Comp. on xxvi. 62. The calm and dignified silence of the
true king.

Ver. 14. IIpos 008¢ &v pijpa] intensifying the force of the
expression: fo not cven a single word, i.c. to not even a single
inquisitorial interrogative.  The silence mentioned in vv.
12, 14 comes in after the examination reported in John
xviil, 37.— dore Qavpalerw] convinced as he was of the
iunocence of Jesus, e was all the more at a loss to under-
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stand the forbearance with which IIe maintained such sublime
silence.

Ver. 15. Kata éopmijv] on the occasion of the feast, ic.
during the feast-time (Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 412; Winer, p. 37
[L. T. 500]); that the Pussorer is here meant is evident
{rom the confcxi. — As there is no allusion to this custom
anywlere else (for an account of which, however, sec
synaeus, de morte Chr. IIL p. 97 f£), nothing whatever is
kuown as to when it originated. But whether we date the
custow back to the DMaccabaean age or to an earlier period
still (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 570), or regard it as having lbeen
introduced? for the first time Dby the Romans (Grotius,
Schleiermacher, Friedlieb) for the purpose of conciliating the
Jews, we cannot fail to see in it a reference to that which is
intended to be set forth DLy the Passover (spuring mercy), and
applicable most probably to the 14th of Nisan (comp. on
John xviii. 24, 39).

Ver. 15. Elyov] The subject is to be found in o +yeudy,
ver. 15, that is to say : the procurator and his soldiers; for,
like Jesus, Barabbas had also to be examined before Pilate
before his case could be finally disposed of. He was lying in
the prison in the praetorium awaiting execution, after having
received sentence of death. — Concerning this robber and
murderer Jesus Darabbas (sce the ecritical remarks), nothing
further is known.  The uame Barabbas occurs very frequently
even in the Talmud; Lightfoot, p. 489. There is the less
reason, thercfore, for thinking, with Olshausen, that thc
haracteristic significance of the name ®28 73, father’s son (Z.e.
probably the son of a Rabbi, xxiil. 9), in close proximity
«with the person of Jesus, is an illustration of the saying:
© Lwdit in humunis diving polentia rebus.”  Still 1t is possible

1Tt may be mentioned as tending to favour this supposition, that while o
trace af sueh a custom is met with in the Talmud, there is somecthing tov
certain modified extent analogous to it in the practice observed by the Romans
at the feast of the lectisternia (Liv. v. 14). Schoettgen detects an allusion tv
some such origin in Pesackim f. 91, 1, though this is very doubtful. Then, a»
for the statement of Josephus, Antt. xx. 9. 3, which is quoted by Keim, it
vannot be said to imply the existence of any practice, and it refers besides to
case in which ten persons were liberated.



256 THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW,

that the accidental similarity in the name Jesus (see the critical
remarks) may have helped to suggest to Pilate the release of
Barabbas as an alternative, though, after all, the circumstance
that the latter was a most noforious criminal undoubtedly
swayed him most. For the baser the criminal, the less would
Pilate expect them to demand his release. “ But they would
sooner have asked the devil himself to be liberated,” Luther’s
gloss.

Ver. 17. O9v] In accordance with the custom referred to,
and as it so happened that at that moment there lay under
sentence of death (vv. 15, 16) a noted criminal called Jesus
Darabbas, Pilate got the multitude that was collected outside
gathered together, and then asked them to choose between
Jesus Barabbas and Jesus who was called the Messich. —-
avTov] refers not to the members of the Sanhedrim, but to
the dyAos, ver. 15.  See ver. 20.

Ver. 18. T'ap] Had he not been aware, etc., he would not
have thus attempted to effect the release of Jesus. — mapé-
Swrav] The subject of the verb is, of course, the members
of the Sanhedrim (ver. 2), whose dominant selfishness was
too conspicuous in itself, as well as from the animus that
chavacterized their beliaviour, to escape his notice. They were
jealous of the importance and influence of Jesus; 8td denotes
the motive which animated them : beeause of ency ; see Winer,
p- 372 [E. T. 497). This was the causa remotior.

Ver. 19. Before, Pilate had submitted the question of ver.
17 to the consideration of the people by way of sounding
them. Now, he seats himself upon the tribunal (upon the
MbooTpwTov, John xix. 13) for the purpose of hearing the
decision of the multitude, and of thereafter pronouncing
sentence. But while he is sitting on the tribunal, and
Lefore he had time again to address his question to the
multitude, his wife sends, etc. This particular is peculiar
to Mutthew; whereas the sending to Hevod, and that before
the proposal about the release, occurs only in Lwuke (xxiii,
G ff); and as for Jokn, he omits both those circumstances
altogether, though, on the whole, his account of the trial
Defore Pilate is much more detailed than the concise narra-
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tive of Matthew, and that without any want of harmony
Leing found between the two evangelists. — 9 yvvy adTod]
for since the time of Augustus it was customary for Ilowman
vovernors to take their wives with them into the provinces
Tacit. Ann. iii. 33 f. According to tradition, the name ol
Dilate’s wite was I’rocla, or Claudia Procula (see Evang. Nicod.
ii,, and thereon Thilo, p. 522 ff). In the Greek churcl:
she has Dbeen canonised. — Néyovaa] through her messen-
cers, xxil. 16, xi. 2.—unéév oor k. 7. Sex. éx] comp.
viit. 29; John ii, 4. She was afraid that a judgment from
the gods would be the consequence if he had anything to
do with the death of Jesus.— woAXa yap éwalfov, k1]
This alarming dream is to be accounted for on the under-
standing that the governor’s wife, who in the Evang. Nicod.
is deseribed, and it may be correctly, as feogeBijs and lovdai-
Sovaa (see Tischeudor!, Pilaty ciree Christum judic. ete. ex actis
Dilet. 1855, p. 16 £), may have heard of Jesus, may even
Luve seen Him and felt a lively interest in Him, and may
have been informed of His arrest as well as of the jeopardy
in which His life was placed. There is nothing to show
that Matthew intended us te regard this incident as a special
dirdne interposition.  There is the less reason for relegating
it to the domain of iegend (Strauss, Ewald, Scholten, Volkmar,
Keim). — ojpuepor] during the part of the night belonging
to the current day.— xat évap] sec on i 20, It was a
tervible morning-dreant.

Ver 20. The question of ver. 17 is still under the con-
sidiration of the assembled crowd; and while Pilate, who had
nounted the tribunal for the purpose of hearing their decision,
iz occupied with the messengers from his wife, the members
ol the Sanhedrim take advantage of this interruption to per-
snade the people, ete. — fva] puwrpose of éreoar. "Omws is
lilkewige used with mwei@erv Ly Greek authors.  See Schoeun.
ad Plut. Cleom. p. 192,

Ver. 21. "Awoxpifeis 8¢, krh] The governor, having
from his tribunal overheard this parleying of the members of
the Sanhedrim with the people, now replies to it by once
more demanding of the latter, with a view to a final decision:

MATT. IL K
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which of the two, ete. Ile thus puts a stop to the officiouns
conduct of the hierarchs, and resumes his attitude of waiting
for the answer of the crowd.

Ver. 22, T¢ odv moujow 'Incodv;] What, then (if Bar-
abbas is to be released), «m I to do with Jesus, how shall I
dispose of him? On this use of the double accusative with
moweiv, in the sense of doing good or evil to auny one, comp.
Kiithner, II. 1, p. 277; Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 684. —
cravpwliTw] ob Néyovar dovevbdijTw, iAMa sTavpwlire, iva
kal 76 €ibos Tob favdiTov kakodpyov (as a rebel) dmweNéyyy
avTov, Eathymius Zigabenus, Doubtless it was also at the
Instigation of the hierarchs that they demanded this par-
ticular form of punishment.

Ver. 23. Tiyap] does not presuppose a “ non fuciwm,” or
some such phrase (Grotius, Maldonatus, Fritzsche), but ap
denotes an inference from the existing state of matters, and
throws the whole emphasis wpon 7(: quid crgo. See on
John ix. 30 and 1 Cor. xi. 22. — Chrysostom appropriately
points out how dvdvdpws xai ododpa pataxds Pilate behaved.

Ver. 24. The circumstance of Pilate’s washing his hands,
which Strauss and Keim regard as legendary, is also peculiar
to Matthew. — d7¢ o08év dperet] that 1t wus all of no
avadl, Jolm xii. 19. “Desperatum est hoc praejudicium
practicum,” Bengel. — dAla paidov 8opvBos yiverar] that
the tumundt s only aggravated thercby.— dmeviyrato Tas
xetpas] he washed his hands, to show that he was no
party to the execution thus insisted wpon. This ceremony
was a piece of Jewish symbolism (Deut. xxi. 6 f.; Joseph.
Antt. iv. 8. 16 ; Sota viii. 6); and as Pilate understood its
significance, he would hope by having recourse to it to make
himself the wmove intelligible to Jews. It is possible that
what led the governor to eonform to this Jewish custom
was the analogy between it and similar practices observed ly
Gentiles affer a murder has been committed (Herod. 1. 35 ;
Virg. den. ii. 719 f; Soph. A4j. 654, and Schneidewin
thereon ; Wetstein on our passage), more particularly as it wus
also customary for Gentile judges before pronouncing sen-
tence to protest, and that “mpos Tov ffAwov” (Constitt. Ap. ii.
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52. 1; Evang. Nicod. ix.), that they were innocent of the blood
of the person about to be condemmned; see Thilo, ad Cod.
Apoer. I p. 573 1.; Heberle in the Stud. w. Krit. 1856,
p- 839 ff. — dmo rod alparos] a Greek author would have
used the genitive merely (Maetzner, ad Lycurg. 79). The
cunstruction with dwe is a Hebraism (891 ), 2 Sam. iii. 27),
fecunded on the idea of removing to a distance. Comp. Hist.
Susaun. 46, and xaBapos dwo, Acts xx. 26. — duels 8¢.] See
on ver. 4.

Yer 25. 'E¢’ 7puas, «71A] Deflant and vindictive cry, in
the burry of which (ToicvTy yap 1) opus) «. 7 wovnpa émbupia,
“hrysostom) the verb is left to be understood (xxiil. 35).
Comp. 2 Sam. i. 16, and see on Acts xviii. 6. From what
we know of such wild outbursts of popular fanaticism, there
is no ground for supposing (Strauss; comp. also Keim,
Scholten, Volkmar) that the language only represents the
matter as seen from the standpoint of Christians, by whom the
destruction of the Jews had come to be regarded as a judg-
ment for putting Jesus to death. And as for their wicked
imprecations on their own heads, they were only in accordance
with the decrees of the divine nemesis, and therefore are to be
regarded in the liglit of unconscious prophecy.

Ver. 26. Ppayerrweas] a late word adopted from the
Tatin, and used for pacwiyovr. Comp. John ii. 15; see
Wetstein. It was the practice among the Romans to scourge
the culprit (with cords or thongs of leather) before crucifying
Lin (Liv. xxxiil. 36 ; Cart. vil. 11. 28; Valer. Max. 1. 7;
duseph, Bedlo v 1101, ol ; 1leyne, Opusc. 111, p. 184 f.; Keim,
ILop. 390 £} According to the more detailed narrative of
Jdohin xix. 1 ff, Pilate, after this scourging was over, and while
the seldiers were mocking Him, made a final attempt to Lave
Jesus set atliberty.  According to Luke xxiii. 16, the governor
contemplated uliimate scourging immediately after the exami-
sation before Herod,—a circumstance which neither prevents
us from supposing that he subsequently carried out lis inten-
tion (in opposition to Strauss), nor justifies the interpretation
of our passage giver by Taulus: whom He had previously
seourged (with a view to His being liberated). — wapédwrer]
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namely, to the Roman soldiers, ver. 27. These latter were
entrusted with the task of seeing the execution carried out.

Ver. 27. Els 76 mpatTwpiov] It would appear, then, that
the scourging had taken place outside, in front of the prae-
torium, beside the tribunal. This coincides with Mark xv.
16, éow 775 adAss, which merely defines the locality more
precisely.  The mwpavrdpiov was the official residence, the palace
of the governor, it being commonly supposed (so also Ewald,
Gesch. Clr. p. 53, and Keim, IIL p. 359 {f) that Hevod's
palace, situated in the higher part of the city, was used for
this purpose. DBut, inasmuch as this latter building would
have to be reserved for the accommodation of Herod himself
whenever he had occasion to go to Jerusalem, and with what
15 said at Luke xxiii. 7 before us, it is more likely that the
palace in question was a different and special one connected
with fort Antonia, in which the omwelpa (comp. Acts xxi. 31—
33) was quartered. Comp. also Weiss on Maik xv. 16. —
ol oTpaTidTaL To Nyep.] who were on duty as the procu-
rator’s orderlies. — ém’ @vTov) about Him ; comp. Mark v. 21,
not adversus eum (Fritzsche, de Wette); for tliey were merely
to make sport of Him. — r9v aweipav] the colort, which was
quartered at Jerusalem in the garrison of the praetorium (in
Caesarea there were five cohorts stationed). Comp. on John
xviil. 3. The expression: the whole cohert, is to be understood
in its popular, and not in a strictly literal sense; the oTpaTid-
Tat, to whose charge Jesus had been committed, and who
ouly formed part of the cohort, invited all their comrades to
join them who happened to be in barracks at the time.

Ver. 28. 'Evdvaavtes (see the critical remarks) is to le
explained by the fact that previous to the scourging all His
clothes had Dbeen pulled off (Acts xvi. 22; Dionys. Hal. ix.
596). They accordingly put on His under garments again,
and instead of the upper robes (va iudmea, ver. 31) they
arrayed Him in a red sagum, the ordinary melitary cloak (Plut.
Sert. 14 ; Philop. 9, 11), for the purpose, however, of ridicul-
ing His pretensions to the dignity of Aimg,; for kings and
emperors likewise wore the yxAauts, the only difference being
that in their case the garment was longer and of a finer
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texture. Dlut. Demetr. 41 f.; Mor. p. 186 C, «l.  On this
military cloak, which was first used by the Macedonians,
se¢e Hermann, Pricatalterth. § xxi. 20; Friedlieb, p. 118.
According to the other evangelists, the cloak made use of
on this occasion was of a purple colour; but Matthew would
intend scarlet (Heb. ix. 19; Rev. xvii. 3; Num. iv. 8;
Plut. Fab. xv.) to be taken as at least conveying the idea of
purple.

Ver, 29 f. 'E§ dravfav] belongs to mhéfavres.  What is
meant is something made by twisting together young flexible
thorns so as to represent the royal diadem. The object was
not to produce suffering, but to excite ridicule; se that while
we cannot altogether dissociate the idea of something painful
fron this crown of thorns, we must not conceive of it as
covered with prickles which were intentionally thrust into the
lesli.  Michaelis adopts the rendering Biirenklaw (dxavfos);
Lnt this is incompatible with the axdvfwor of RMark xv. 17,
which adjective is never used with reference to the plant just
mentioned.  Desides, this latter was a plant that was Righly
prized (for which reasen it was often used for ornamental
purposes in pieces of sculpture and on the capitals of Cor-
inthian pillars), and therefore would be but ill suited for a
caricature. It 1s impossible to determine what specics of thorn
it was (possibly the so-called spina Christi?; see Tobler,
Denldl. pp. 113,179). — kai kalapov] énrav being under-
stood, the connection with éwéfnkav is zeugmatic—Observe
ihe imperfects évémaifor and érvmrorv as indicating the con-
tinuwous character of tlie proceeding.

Ver. 31. Kai évédvaav adtov 7é4 (pdr. adrod] His
upper garments, for which they had substituted the sagum.
This is in no way at variance with évdicavres, ver. 28.—We
are to understand that as the crown of thorns had now served
its purpose, it was also taken off at the same time,

Ver. 32. "Efepyopevoc] because the law required that all
executions should take place outside the city. Num. xv. 35 f.;
1 Kings xx1. 13; Acts vii. 58; Lightfoot and Grotius on owr
passage.—On the question as to whether this Simon of Cyrenc,
a place in Libya DPeuntapolitana, thickly peopled with Jews,
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resided statedly in Jerusalem (Aects vi. 19), or was only there
on a visit (Acts ii. 10), sce below. It was usual to compel the
person who was to be executed to carry his oun cross (see on
x. 38, and Keim, p. 397 £.);! to this the case of Jesus was no
exception, John xix. 17. This statement of John does not
exclude what is here said with regard to Simon and the cross,
nor does it pretend to deny it (Keim), but it simply passes it
over in silence; recording mercly the main point in question,
—the fact, namely, that Jesus had to carry His own cross
(though there is nothing to prevent the supposition that He
may have broken down under the burden before reaching the
scene of the crucifixion).—That with such a large crowd
following (Lulke xxiii. 27) they should notwithstanding compel
a foreigner who happened to be going toward the city (Alartl,
Luke) to carry the cross the rest of the way, is a circwstance

1 That is to say, the post, the upright beam of the cross, to which the trans-
verse beamm was not attached till the scene of the execution was reached, where
the instrument of torture was duly put together and then set up with the crimi-
nal nailed to it. Hence (because srzvpés originally meant a post) we find Greek
authors making use of such expressions as sravpsy Qégen, Ex@ipev, PaordZen,
Azpfdvey, alpuy, COMP. cravpeopeiv ; Latin writers, however, with rather more
regard for precision, distinguish between the wupright beam which the criminal
was called upon to carry, and the crux as it appeared when completed and set
up at the place of execution. The upright beam which the cruciarius was
compelled to drag after him was called patibulum ; hence we never meet with
the phrase crucem ferre, but always patibulum (the upright post) ferre, which
patibulum was placed upon the poor eriminal’s back, and with his outstretched
hands seeurely tied to it, he had to balance it the best way he could upon his
neck und shoulders. It is this distinction between eruvx and patibulim that
enables us adequately to explain tbe well-known passages of Plautus: ** uti-
bulum ferat per nrbem, deinde afligatur cruci  (ap. Non. Marcell. 221), and
*“ Dispensis manibus quomn patibulum habebis” (Afil. glor. ii. 4. 7), and simi-
larly with regard to expressions referring to the cross (as completed and set up):
in crucem tollere, in erucem ayere (Cicero and others), ete. ; the comic expression
crucisalus (Plant. Bacch. ii. 3. 128); as also the passage in Tacit. dan. xiv.
33, where the diflerent modes of punishing by death are enumerated, beginning
witl those of a general nature and ending with the more specific: ““ Caedes, pati-
bule (beams for penal purposes generally), ignes, cruces.” From this it is mani-
fest al once that it would be incorrect to suppose, with Keim, that all that Christ
had to carry was the cross-beam. Such a view is at variance both with the lan-
guage of our text : =iv srzvpov aipsv, and with the Latin plirase : patibulum ferre.
So much is the patibulum regarded as the main portion of the cross, that in poetry
it is sometines used as equivalent to cruz, as in Prudent. Peristeph. ix. 641:
¢ Crux illa nostra est, nos patibulum ascendimus.”
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sufliciently accounted for by the infamy that attached to that
odious thing. Tossibly Simon was a slave. To suppose that
he was one of Jesus’ followers, and that for this reason he had
lieen pressed into the service (Grotius, Kuinoel), is altogether
arbitrary, for, according to the text, the determining cireuwm-
stance lies in the fact that he was dvfpwmov Kvpnvaiov. A
foreigner coming from Cyrene would not be considered too
respectable o person to be employed in such degrading work.
That Simon, however, became a Christian, and that perbaps in
consequence of lus thus carrying the cross and being present
at the crucifixion, is a legitimate inference from Mark xv. 21
compared with Rom. xvi. 13.—9jyyap.] See on v. 41.
{va] wentions the objcct fur which this was done.

Ver. 38. T'ohyo84, Chald. 8353, Heb, n%3%, meaning a skull.
Jerome and most other expositors (including Luther, Fritzsche,
Strauss, Tholuek, Friedlieb) derive the name from the circum-
stance that, as this was a place for executing criminals, it
abounded with skulls (which, however, are not to he conceived
of as lying wnburied) ; while Cyrill, Jerome, Caloviuns, Reland,
DBengel, Taulus, Liicke, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, Volkmar,
Keim, Weiss, ou the other hand, trace the name to the shape
of the LillL' The latter view, which is also that of Thenius
{in Iluew's Zeitselhr. f. Theol. 1842, 4, p. 1 f) and Furer (in
Sclienkel’s Lea. 11 p. 50G), ought to be prelerred, because the
name means nothing aore than simply a shull (not hill of
skulls, ve/lcy of skulls, and such like, as though the plural
{skulls) had Dbeen wused). A similar practice of giving to
places, according to their shape, such names, as Kopf, Scheitel
‘comp. the hills called Kedarad in Strabo, xvil. 3, p. 835),
Stirn, and the like, is not uncommon among ourselves—

I Tn trying to account for the origin of the nawe, the Fathers, from Tertullian
and Origen down to Eutlymius Zigabenus, make reference to the tradition that
Adam was buried in the place of a skull.  This Judaco-Christian legend is very
oldand very widely diffused (see Dillmann, ¢ zun christl, Adambuch,” in Ewald’s
Jakrb. V. p. 142); but we are not warranted in conlidently assuming that it was
of pre-Christian origin (Dillmann) simply because Athanasius, Epiphanius, and
others have characterized it as Jewish ; it would naturally find much favour,
as Leing well caleulated to serve the interests of Christian typology (Augustine :
* quia ibi ercctus sit medicus, ubi jacebat acgrotus,” etc.).
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(Germans). — 6 éaTe kpaviov Tomos Aeyouevos] which, ie.
which Aramaic term denotes (éo1) @ so-called (Aeyou., Kithner,
11 1, p. 232) place of « shuwll, Lat.: quod calvariae quem
dicunt locum significat. It was probably a round, bare hill.
But where it stood it is utterly impossible to determine,
although it may be regarded as certain (in opposition to Ranmer,
Schubert, Krafft, Lange, Furer) that it was nof the place
aeithin the city (the so-called Mount Calvary), which subse-
quently to the time of Constantine had been excavated under
the impression that it was so,—a point, however, which Ritter,
Erdl. XVI. 1, p. 427 ff, leaves somewhat doubtful. See
Llobinson, Paldst. I1. p. 270 ff., and his ncuere Forsch. 1857,
p- 332 . In answer to Robinson, consult Schaffter, d. dchic
Lage d. heil. Grabes, 1849.  But see in general, Tobler, Gol-
gatha, seine Kirchen und Kloster, 1851 ; Fallmerayer in the
Abh. d. Baier. Aked. 1852, VL. p. 641 ff.; Ewald, Jakod. 11
p- 118 ff, VI. p. 84 ff.; Arnold in Herzog's Eneyll. V. p. 30711 ;
Keim, IIL p. 404 ff.

Ver. 34. The Jews were in the habit of giving the criminal
a stupefying drink before nailing him to the cross. Sunhedr. vi.
Sce Wetstein, ad Mare. xv. 23 ; Doughtaeus, Anal. IL. p. 42.
This drink consisted of winc (see the critical remarks) mixed
with gall, according to Matthew ; with my»rk, according to
Mark. o\ admits of no other meaning than that of gal/,
and on no account must it be made to bear the sense of
myrrh or wormwood! (Beza, Grotius, Paulus, Langen, Stein-
meyer, Keim). The tradition about the gal/, which unques-
tionably belongs to a later period, originated in the LXX.

1 No doubt the LXX. translate ﬂ;}{_s, wornwood, by xerr (Prov. v. 4;
Lam. iii. 15); but in those passages they took it as meaning literal “gall,”
just as in the case of Ps. lxix. 22, which regulates the sense of our present
passage, they also understood gall to be meant, although the word in the original
is YNNI (poison). Comyp. Jer. viii. 14; Deut. xxix. 17, A usage so entirely
forcign to the Greck tongue certainly cannot be justified on the ground of onc
or two passages, like thesc from the Septuagint. Had “‘Dbitter spiced wine”
(Steinmeyer) been what Matthew intended, he would have had no more difficulty
in expressing this than Mark himself. DBut the idea he wished to convey was
that of wine along with gell, in fact mired with it, and this idea he expresses
as plain as words can speak it. Comp. Barnab. 7: oravpefils ixerilire &Zu
xai xol‘;}.
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rendering of Ts. Ixix. 22; people wished to make out that
tiere was maltrecatent in the very drink that was offered.
— yevadpevos] According to Matthew, then, Jesus rejected
the potion bLecause the taste of gall made it undrinkable. A
luter view than that embodied in Mark xv. 23, from which
Passage it would appear that Jesus does not even taste the
drink, but declines it altogether, because He has no desire
to Le stupefied before death.

Ver. 35. Xtavpdoavtes] The cross consisted of the
npricht post and the lorizontal beam (called by Justin and
Tertullian : antenna), the former usually projecting some dis-
tance beyond the latter (as was also the case, according to
the tradition of the emly chureh, with the cross of Jesus,
sce Friedlieh, p. 130 ff.; Langen, p. 321 ff.). As a rule, it
was first of all set up, and then the person to be crucified
was hoisted on to it with his Dbody resting upon a peg
(mijypa) that passed Detween his legs (ép’ & émwoyodvrar oi
aravpevpevor, Justin, ¢. Tryph. 91 ; Iren. Hacr. il 24. 4), after
which the hands were nailed to the cross-beam. Iaulus (see
his Auvminent., eecy. Handb., and Skizzen «us . Bildungsgesch.
1839, p. 146 f), following Clericus on Juhn xx. 27 and
Dathe on Ps. xxil. 7, firmly maintains that the feet were not
nuded as el ;b an opinion which is likewise held more or
less decidedly by Liicke, Iritzsche, Ammon, Baumgarten-
Crusius, Winer, de prdum in cruce affizione, 1845 ; Schleier-
macher, L. J. p. 447. In answer to Paulus, see Hug in the
Freb. Zutischr. TN p. 167 ff, and V.p. 102 ff, VIL p. 153 ff;
“futacht. 11, p. 174 ; and especially Bithr in Heydenreich and
iluffell's Zeitschr, 1830, 2, p. 308 ff, and in Tholuck’s
liler, Anz 1835, Nos, 1-6.  For the history of this dispute,
sce Tholuck’s liter. Anz. 1834, Nos. 53-55, and Langen,
e 312 ML That the feet were wswally nailed, and that the
cuse of Josus was no exeeption to the gemeral rule, may be
regarded as beyond doubt, and that for the following reasons :
(1) Because nothing can be more evident than that Plautus,

1 This question possesses an interest not merely antiquarian ; it is of

essential tmportance in enabling us to judge of the view heid by Dr. Paulus,
that the death of Jesus was only apparent and not real.
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Mostell i1 1. 13 (“cego dabo el talentum, primus qui in
crucem excucurrerit, sed ea lege, ut offigantwr bis pedes, bis
brachia ), presupposes that to nail the feet as well as the
Lands was the ordinary proctice, and that he intends the bis
to point to something of an exeeptional character; (2) becaunse
Justin, ¢. Tryph. 97, expressly maintains (comp. Apol. 1. 35),
and that in a polewical treatise, at a time when crucifixion
was still in vogue, that the feet of Jesus were pierced with
nails, and treats the circumstance as a fulfiliment of P’s. xxii.
17, without the slightest hint that in this there was any
departure from the usual custom ; (3) because Tertullia
(e. Mare. iii. 19), in whose day also crucifixion was univer-
sally practised (Constantine having Dbeen the first to abolish
it), agrees with Justin in seeing Ps. xxii. 17 verified in Christ,
and would hardly have said, with reference to the piercing ot
our Lord’s hands and feet: “ quac propric atrocitas erucis est,”
unless it had been generally understood that the feet were
uailed as well; (4) because Lucian, Frometh. 2 (where, morc-
over, it is not crucifying in the proper sense of the word that
is alluded to), and Luecan, Phars. vi. 547 (“ insertum manibus
clialybem ), furnish nothing but arguments « silentio, which
have the less weight that these passages do not pretend to
cive o full account of the matter; (5) because we nowhere
find in ancient literature any distinct mention of a case in
which the feet hung loose or were muerely ¢icd to the cross, for
Xen. Eph. iv. 2 merely informs us that the binding of the
hands and the feet was a practice peculiar to the Eyyptians ;
(6) and lastly, because in Luke xxiv, 39 f. itself the piercing
of the feet is taken for granted, for only by means of the
pierced hands and feet was Christ to De identified (His cor-
poreality was also to be proved, but that was to be done
by the handling which followed). It is probable that each
foot was nailed separately.! The most plausible arguments

1 This view is borne out not only by the simple fact that it would be some-
what impracticable to pierce Joth the fect when lying one above the other (us
they usually appear in pictures, and as they are already represented by Nonnus,
John xx. 19), because in order to securc the necessary firmness, the nail would

Tequire to be so long and thick that there would be a danger of dislocating, it
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in addition to the above ag«inst the view that the feet
vere nailed are: (1) what is said in John xx. 25 (sce
Liicke, II. p. 798), where, lowever, the absence of any
menticn of the feet on the part of Thomas entirely accord
with his natural sense of propriety. He assumes the Lord,
who had Deen seen by his fellow-disciples, to be stunding
before Rim ; and so, with a view to identification, he wishes
to feel the prints of the nails in his hands and the wound in
His side, those being the marks that could then be most con-
ventently got «f; and that is enough.  To have stooped down
to examine the feet as well would have been going rather fur,
would have secmed somewhat indecent, somewhat undignificd,
nay, we should say that the introduction of such a feature into
the narrative would have had an apocryphal air; (2) the
fact that while Seccrates, H. E. 1. 17, speaks of the Empress
Helena, who found the cross, as having also discovered Tous
ihovs ol Tais xépat Tob Xpiorod xata Tov oTavpov Evemd-
ynoay, he makes no mention of the nails for the feef. Dut,
aceording to the context, the nails for the hands are to be
understood as forming merely a part of what was discovered
along with the cross, as forming a portion, that is, of what ¢he
cinpress yrve as o preseat to her son.  This passage, however,
has all the less force as an argument against the supposition
that the feet were nailed, that Ambrose, Or. de obitie Theodos.
§ 47, while also stating that two mnails belonging to the
cross that was discovered were presented to Constantine,
clemrly indicates at the same time that they were the nails for
the feet (“lerro pedum”). It would appear, then, that two
nails were presented to Constantine, but opinion was divided
w3 to whether tliey were those for the feet or those for the
haunds, there being also a third view, to the effect that the
two perirs were presented together (Rufinus, A, E. 1. 8;
not of shattering e feet, but it is still further confirmed Ly the ancient tradi-
tion respecting the two pairs of nails that were used to fasten Jesus to the eross.
Sec below under No. 2. And how is it possible to understani aright what Plantus
says about feet tiwice-nailed, if we arc to conceive of them as lying one upon tle
other! I'robably they were placed alongside of cach otber, and then nailed

with the soles flat npon the upright beam of the cross. A boarl for the fect
(suppcelanewm) was not used, being unnecessary.
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Theodoret, H. E. i. 17). This diversity of opinion blears,
however, a united testimony, not against, but in favour
of the practice of nailing the feet, and that a testimony
belonging to a time wlen there were many still living who
had a vivid recollection of the days when crucifixion was
quite common. — Stepepicavto Ta ipatia avTov] The
criminal when affixed to the cross was absolutely naked
(Artemid. ii. 58 ; Lipsius, de eruce, 1i. 7), and his clothes fell,
as a perquisite, to tlie executioners (Wetstein on our passage).
The supposition that there was a cloth for corciing the loins
las at least no early testimony to support it. See Thilo, ad
Evang. Nicod. x. p. 582 f.— BallovTes kAijpov] more
precisely in John xix. 23 f. Whether this was done by
means of dice or by putting the lots into something or other
(a helmet) and then shaking them out (comp. on Acts i. 26),
it is impossible to say.

Ver. 37. Whether it was customeary to have a tablet (cavis)
put over the cross containing a statement of the crime (7
atriav atrov) for which the offender was being executed, we
have no means of knowing. According to Dio Cass. liv. 8,
it might be seen hanging round the neck of the criminal
even when lie was passing through the city to the place of
execution.  Comp. also Sueton. Domit. 10; Calig. 32;
Luseb. v. 1. 19. — éméfnkar] It was undoubtedly affixed
to the part of the cross that projected above the lorizontal
beam. DBut it is inadmissible, in deference to the hypothesis
that the “title” (John xix. 19) was affixed to the cross
before it was set up, either to transpose the verses im the
text (vv. 33, 34, 37, 38, 35, 36, 39, so Wassenbergh in
Valckenaer, Sehol. I1. p. 81),0r to take éméfneay (Kuinoel) in
the sense of the plupcrfect, or to assume some tnaccuracy in
the narrative, by supposing, for example, that the various
details are not given in chronological order, and that the
mention of the watch being set is introduced too soon, from
a desire to include at once all that was done (de Wette,
Bleek) by the soldiers (who, however, are understood to have
nailed up the “title” as well!. According to Matthew’s
statement, it would appear that when the soldiers had finished
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the work of ernecifixion, and had cast lots for the clothes, and
had mounted guard over the body, they proceed, by way of
supplementing what had Leen already done, to aflix the “ title ”
to the top of the cross. The terms of the inscription wre
given with diplomatic precision in John xix. 20, though
others, including Keim, prefer the shortest version, being that
found in Mark.

Ver. 38. Tote] then, after the crucifixion of Jesus was
thus disposed of.-— agravpotvTar] spoken with reference to
another band of soldiers which takes the place of xa@juevor
émjpovv adrov éxei, ver. 36. The whole statement is merely
of a cursory and summary nature.

Ver. 39. O¢ 8¢ mapamop.] That what is here said seems
to imply, what would ill accord with the synoptic statement
as to the day on which our Lord was crucified, that this
took place on a working day (Fritzsche, de Wette), is not to be
denied (comp. on Jolm xviii. 28; Mark xv. 21), though it
cannot be assumed with certainty that such was the case.
But there can be no doubt that the place of execution was
close to a public thoroughfare. — kivobvTes Tas xed. avr]
The shaking of the licad here is not to be regarded as thet
which expresses refuzal or passion {(Hom. Il xvii. 200, 442;
Od. v. 285, 376), but, according to Ps. xxii. 8, as indicating «
malicious jeering at the helplessness of one who had made
such lofty pretensions, ver. 40. Comp. Job xvi. 4; Ds. cix.
25; Lam. 11, 15; Isa. xxxvii. 22; Jer. xviil. 16; Duxt. Leas.
Talm. p. 2039 ; Justin, Ap. 1. 38.

Ver. 40. "EXejov 8¢ Ta Towaita kwppdoivres ds YeboTny,
Euthymivs Zigabenus. We should not fail to notice the
parallelism in both the clauses (in opposition to Fritzsche, who
puts a comma merely after ceavror, and supposes that in both
instances the imperative is conditioned by e vids el Tol feod),
0 xatahbwr, k.T.A. Leing parallel to e vios € 7. 8., and g@oov
aeavtov to katdfnbe amo Tod oTavpob. — o kaTaAbwy, £.T\.]
is an allusion to xxvi. 61. Ior the use of the prescat par-
ticiple in a churacterizing sense (the destroyer, etc.), com.
xxill, 37.  The allegation of the witnesses, xxvi. 61, had come
to be a malter of pullic talk, which is scarecly to be wondered
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at considering the extraordinary nature of it. — Observe, more-
over, that zere the emphasis is on vios (comp. iv. 3), while in
ver. 43 it is on feod.

Ver. 42. Parallelism similar to that of ver. 40.— xal
mioTevoper (see the critical remarks) én’ adrd: and we
belicve on Him. (at once), that is, as actually being the Messial.
ém with the dative (Luke xxiv. 25) conveys the idea that the
faith would rest wpon Him. So also Rom. ix. 33, x. 11;
1 Tim. i 16; 1 Pet. ii. G.

Ver. 43. In the mouth of the memlbers of Sunliedrim, who in
ver. 41 are introduced as joining in the Dlasphemies of the
passers-by, and who, ver. 42, have likewise the inscription
over the cross in view, the jeering asswmes a more dmpious
character. They now avail themselves even of the language
of holy awrit, quoting from the 22d Psalm (which, moreover,
the Jews declared to be non-Messianic), the 5th verse of
which is given somewhat loosely from the LXX. (jAmser
émi wvpiov, puodobe abriv, cwedre adTov, 6T Oéker adTov). —
@éner abTdv] is the rendering of the Heb. 12 127, and is to
he interpreted in accordance with the Septuagint usage of
Oénewr (see Schleusner, Thes. II. p. 51, and comp. on Rom.
vii. 21): if He is the olhject of lis desire, .. if he ldkes
Him ; comp. Tob. xiil. 6; Ps. xviii. 19, x1i. 11. In other
instances the LXX. give the preposition as well, render-
ing the Hebrew (1 Sam. xviil. 22, al.) by Oéew & 7w
Tritzsche supplies pdoacfar; but in that case we should have
had merely e féer without avréy; comp. Col. ii. 18, — 67¢
Ocov elpt vios] The emphasis is on feod, as conveying the idea:
I am not the son of a man, but of God, who in consequence
will be certain to deliver me.— Comyp. Wisd. i1. 18.— Observe
further the short bounding sentences in which their malicious
jeering, ver. 42 {., finds vent.

Ver. 44. To & av7é] not: after the same manner (as
generally interpreted), but expressing the object ttself (comp.
Soph. Ocd. Col. 1006 : Tooair’ ovediers pe; Plat. Phacdr,
p. 241: Goa Tov Erepov Nelowdoprixaue), for, as is well known,
such verbs as denote a particular mode of speaking or acting
are often construed like Aéyew Twd Tt or woteiv Tva TL
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Kriiger, § xIvii 12; Kiihner, 1L 1, p. 276. Comp. on
Thil. ii. 18.—of Agoral] different from Luke xxiii. 39;
the generie interpretation of the plural (Augustine, de cons.
¢e. Jil. 16; Ebrard, Krafft) is precluded Dby the neces-
sary reference to ver. 38. The larmonists (Origen, Cyrill,
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Zeger,
Lange) resorted to the expedient of supposing that af first
both of themw may have reviled IIim, but that subscquently
only onc was found to do so, because the other had in the
meantime been converted. Luke does mot Lase his account
apen o later tradition (Iwald, Schenkel, Keim), but upon
materiale of a morve accurate and copious character drawn
from a different circle of traditions.

Ver. 45. "Amo 8¢ éxkrns dpas] counting from the third
(nine o'clock in the morning), the hour at which He had been
nailed to the cross, Mark xv. 25. Respecting the difficulty of
veconciling the statements of Matthew and Mark as to the
hour in question with what is mentioned by Jobn at xix. 14,
and the preference that must necessarily be given to the
lutter, see on Joka, xix. 14, — oké7os] An ovdinary cclipse of
the sun was not possible during full moon (Origen) ; for which
yeason the eclipse of the 202d Olympiad, recorded by P’hlegon
in Syncellus, Chronogr. 1. p. 614, ed. Bonn, and already referred
to by LEusebius, is equally out of the question {Wieseler,
chronol. Syiops. p. 387 1), DBut as little must we suppose
that the reference is to that darkness @n the air which precedes
an ordinary earthquake (aulas, Kuinoel, de Wette, Schleier-
macher, L. J. p. 448, Weisse), for it is not an earthquake in
the ordinary scnse that is described in ver. 51 ff; in fact, Mark
and Luke, though recording the darkness and the rending of
the wveil, say nothing about the earthquake. The darkness
upon this occasion was of an wnusuel, & supernatural character,
heing as it were the voice of God making itsell heard
through nature, the gloom over which made it appear as though
the whole earth were bewailing the ignominious death which
the Son of God was dying. The prodigies, to all appearance
shmilar, that are alleged to have accompanied the death of
certain heroes of antiquity (sce Wetstein), and those solar
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obseurations alluded to in Ilabbinieal literature, were dilferent
in kind from that now before us (ordinary ceclipses of the
sun, such as that which took place after the death of
Caesar, Serv, ad. Virg. G. 1. 460), and, even apart from this,
would not justify us in relegating what is matter of history,
John's omission of it notwithstanding, to the region of myth
(in opposition to Strauss, Keim, Scholten), especially when
we consider that the death in this instance was not that of o
were human hero, that there were those still living who could
corroborate the evangelic narrative, and that the darkness here
in question was associated with the extremely peculiar enueior
of the rending of the

vav] Keeping in view the supernatural character of the event
as well as the usage elsewhere with regard to the somewhat
indefinite phraseolovy wéaoa or 6An 7 v (Luke xxi. 35, xxiii.
44; Rom, ix. 17, x. 18; IRev. xiii. 3), it is clear that the only
rendering in keeping with the tone of the narrative is: orer
the whole earth (koopikoy 8¢ v 10 okéTOS, 0U peprkov, Theophy-
lact, comp. Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus), not merely :
aver the whole land (Origen, Lmsmus, Luther, Maldonatus,
Kuinoel, Paulus, Olshausen, Ibrard, Lange, Steinmeyer),
though at the same time we are not called upon to construe
the words in accordance with the laws of physical geography ;
they are simply to be regarded as expressing the popular idea
of the matter.

Ver. 46. 'AveBonoev] He cricd aloud. See Winer, ¢
verbor. cum praepos. compos. wsiw, 1838, IIL p. 6 f.; comp. Luke
ix. 38 ; LXX. and Apocr., Herod., P'lato.—The circumstance of
the following exclamation being given in Hebraw is sufliciently
and naturally enough accounted for Ly the jeering language of
ver, 47, which l'm“u'u-e is understood to be suggested by the
sound of the Hebrew wmds recorded in our present passage.
— oafBaybfav:] Chald : '?U?;!" =the Heb. “may.  Jesus
gives vent to Iis feelings in the opening words of the twenty-
secoud Psalm. We have here, however, the purely human
feeline that arvises from « natural but momentury quailing
before the agondcs of death, and which was in every respect
similar to that wlich had been expericnced by the author of
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the psalm. The combination of profound mental anguish, in
eonsequence of entire abandonment by men, with the well-nigh
intolerable pangs of dissolution, was all the more natural and
inevitable in the case of One whose feelings were so deep,
tender, and real, whose moral consciousness was so pure, and
whose love was so intense. In éykatélimes Jesus expressed,
of course, what He felt, for His ordinary conviction that He
was in fellowship God had for the moment given way under
the pressure of extreme Dbodily and mental suffering, and a
meve passing fecling as though He were no longer sustained
Iy the power of the divine life had taken its place (comp.
Giess, . 196); but this subjective feeling must not be con-
founded with actual oljective descrtion on the purt of God (in
opposition to Olshausen and earlier expositors), which in the
case of Jesus would have been a metaphysical and moral im-
possibility.  The dividing of the cxclamation tnto different parts,
so as 1o correspond to the different elements in Christ’s nature,
merely gives rise to arbitrary and fanciful views (Lange,
Thrard), similar to those which have been based on the meta-
pliysical deduction from the idea of necessity (Ebrard). To
assunie, as the theologians have done, that in the distressful
cry of abandonment we have the vicarious enduring of the wrath
of God (*“ira Dei adversus nostra peccata effunditur in ipsum,
et sic satisfit justibiae Dei” Melanchthon, eomp. Luther on
Ps. xxii, Calvin, Quenstedt), or the tnfliction of divine punish-
ment (Kostlin tu the Jakod. f. D. Theol. 1I1. 1, p. 125, and
Weiss himself), is, as in the case of the agony in Gethsemane,
to <o faxther than we are warranted in doing by the New
Testament view of the atoning death of Christ, the vicarious
character of which is not to be regarded as consisting in an
objective and actual equivalent. Comnp. Remarks after xxvi. 46.
Others, again, have assumed that Jesus, thongh quoting only
the opening words of Ps. xxii., had the whole psalm in view,
including, thererore, the comforting words with which it con-
cludes (Paulus, Gratz, de Wette, Bleek ; comp. Schleiermacher,
Glawbensl. 1L p. 141, ed. 4, and L. J. . 457).  This, however,
besides beiny somewhat arbitrary, gives rise to the incongruity
of introducing the element of reflection where only pure fecling
MATT. 1L ]
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prevailed, as we see exemplified by Hofmann, Sckriftbew. II. 1,
p. 309, who, in accordance with his view that Jesus was
abandoned to the mercies of an ungodly world, substitutes a
secondary thought (“request for the so long delayed deliver-
ance through death”) for the plain and direct sense of the
words. The authenlicity of our Lord’s exclamation, which the
author of the Wolfenbiittel Fragnents lhas singularly miscon-
strued (in describing it as the cvy of despair over a lost cause),
is denied by Strauss (who spealks of Ps. xxii. as having served
the purpose of a programme of Christ’s passion), while it is
strongly questioned by Keim, partly on account of Ps. xxii.
and partly because he thinks that the subsequent accompany-
ing narrative is clearly (?) of the nature of a fictitious legend.
But legend would hardly have put the language of despair
into the mouth of the dying Iledeemer, and certainly there
is nothing in the witticisms that follow to warrant the idea
that we have here one legend upon another.— {rare] the
momentary but agonizing feeling that He is abandoned by
God, impels Him to ask what the divine object of this may
be. He doubtless Anew this already, but the pangs of death
had overpowered Him (2 Cor. xiil. 4),—a passing anomaly
as regards the spirit that uniformly characterized the prayers
of Jesus.— éyxaTalreimw] means: to abandon any one to
utter helplessness. Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 9; Acts ii. 27 ; Heb.
xiil. 5; Plat. Conw. p. 179 A; Dewm. p. 158, 10, al. ; Ecclus.
iii. 16, vi.. 30, ix. 10.

Ver. 47. A heartless Jewish witficism founded upon a silly
malicious perversion of the wovds 7\ #Ai, and not a mds-
uwnderstanding of their meaning on the part of the Roman
soldiers (Euthymius Zigabenus), or illiterate Jews (Theophy-
lact, Erasmus, Olshausen, Lange), or Hellenists (Grotius), for
the whole context introduces us to one scene after another
of envenomed wmockery; see ver. 49.—oU7os] that one
there ! pointing Him out among the three who were being
crucified.

Ver. 48 f. A touch of sympathy on the part of some one
who had been moved by the painful cry of Jesus, and who
would fain relieve Him by reaching Him a cordial. What
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a contrast to this in ver. 49! According to John xix. 28,
Jesus expressly intimated that He was thirsty. Mark xv. 36
makes it appear that the person who reached the drink to
Jesus was also ome of those who were mocking Him, a dis-
crepancy which we should make no attempt to reconcile, and
in which we can have no difficulty in detecting traces of a
more corrupt tradition. Luke omits this incident altogether,
though in xxiii. 36 he states that Ly way of mocking our
Tord the soldiers offcred Him the posca just before the darkness
came on, Strauss takes advantage of these discrepancies so
as to make it appear that they are but different applications
of the prediction contained in Ps. lxix, without, however,
disputing the fact that drink had been given to Jesus on two
different occasions. — 6£ovs] poscee, sour wine, the ordinary
drink of the Roman soldiers. Comp. ver. 34 and Wetstein
theveon. — a¢es] stop ! don’t give him anything to drink ! we
want to see whether Elias whom he is invoking as his
deiiverer will come to his help, which help you would render
unnecessary by giving him drink. — épyeTae] placed first
for sake of emphasis: whether he s coimnding, docs not fail
coming !

Ver 50. ITalew] refers to ver. 46.  TVhat did Jesus ery
in this instauce 2 See John xix. 30, from which Luke xxiii.
46 diverges somewhat, containing, in fact, an explanatory
addition to the account of the great closing scene, that is
evidently borrowed from Ps. xxxi. 6. — ddrjke 70 wreiual
ie. Ho died. See Herod. iv, 190; Eur. Hee. 571 : dijxe
mvedpua Qavaciue opayi; Kypke, I p. 140; Gen. xxxv. 18;
Tleclus. xxxviii. 23 ; Wisd. xvi. 14, There is no question here
of a separating of the wvefua from the Yuysj. See in answer
to Strobel, Delitzsch, Psych. p. 400 £ The theory of a mercly
apparcat death (Babrdt, Venturini, Paulus) is so decidedly at
variauce with the predictions of Jesus Himself regarding His
end, as well as with the whole testimony of the Gospel, is so
utterly destructive of the fundamental idea of the reswrection,
undernines so completely the whole groundwork of the redemp-
tion brought about by Christ, is so inconsistent with the accumu-
lated testimony of centuries as furnished by the very existence
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of the church itself, which is based upon the facts of the death
and the resurrection of Jesus, and requires such a remarkable
series of other theories and asswmptions of an extraordinary
and supernatural character in order to explain duly authenti-
cated facts regarding Christ's appearance and actings after
His resurrection,—that, with friends and foes alike testifying
to the actual death of Jesus, we are bound at once to dismiss
it as an utterly abortive attempt to get rid of the physio-
logical mystery (but see on Luke, Remarks after xxiv. 51)
of the resurrection. It is true that though those modern
critics (Strauss, Weisse, Ewald, Schweizer, Schenkel, Volkmar,
Scholten, Keim) who deny the literal resurrection of Clrist’s
body, and who suggest various ways of accounting for His
alleged reappearing again on several occasions, do mnot dis-
pute the reality of His death, their view is nevertheless
as much at variance with the whole of the New Testament
evidence in favour of the resurrection as is the one just
adverted to. Comp. xxviii 10, Rem, and Luke xxiv. 51,
Rem.

Ver. 51 f. Not an ordinary earthquake, but a supernatural
plenomenon, as was that of the darkness in ver 45.—
xai (8ov] “Hie wendet sich’s und wird gar ein neues
Wesen ” [at this point the history enters upon a fresh stage,
and something entirely new appears], Luther. The style
of the narrative here is characterized Ly a simple solemaity,
among other indications of which we have the frequent
recurrence of xai.— 70 xaTaméracua] NI137, the veil sus-
pended before the loly of holics, Ex. xxvi 31; Lev. xxi.
23; 1 Mace. i. 22; Ecclus. xxx. 5; Heb. vi. 19, ix. 3, x.
20.  The rending in two (for eis &o, comp. Lucian, Zow.
54 Lapith. 44), of which mention is also made by Mark
and Luke, was not the effect of the convulsion in natuve
{which was a subsequent occurrence), but a divine onuetoy,
accompanying the moment of decease, for the purpose of indi-
cating that in this atoning death of Jesus the old dispensation
of sacrifices was being done away, and free access to the
eracious presence of God at the same time restored. Comp.
Heb. vi. 19 f,ix. 6 ff, x. 19 f To treat what is thus a
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matter of divine symbolism as though it were symbolical
legend (Schleiermacher, Strauss, Scholten, Keim) is all the
more unwarrantable that neither in Old Testament prophecy
nor in the popular beliefs of the Jews do we find anything
caleulated to suggest the formation of any such legend. The
intluence of lezend has operated rather in the way of trans-
forming the rending of the veil into an incident of a more
imposing aund startling nature: “ superiimingre (the lintel)
{fempli infinitae wmagnitudinis {ractum esse atque divisum,”
Lrang. sce. Hebr. quoted by Jerome, See Hilgenfeld, N. 7.
czti. can. IV.p. 17.  The idea underlying this legend was that
of the destruction of the temple.—What follows 1s peculiar to
Matthew.  The rocks in question were those in the immediate
neighbowrhood, and so also with regard to 7a pvnpueia. The
opening of the graves is in like manner to be regarded as
divine symbolisin, according to which the death of Jesus
is to be understood as preparing the way for the future
resurrection of believers to the eternal life of the Messianic
kingdom (John iil. 14 f, vi. 54). The thing thus signified by
the divine sign—a sign sufficiently intelligible, and possess-
ing all the churacteristics of a genuine symbol (in opposition
to Steinmmeyer, p. 226)—was so moulded and amplified in the
course of tradition that it became ultimately transformed into
an Listorical incident : woNNG ocwpata TV Kekou. ayiwy fryépln,
w7\ Tor a specimen of still farther and more extravagant
amplification of the wmaterial in question—material to which
Touatius likewise briefly olludes, ad Magnes. 9, and which he
expressly mentions, ad Trall. iulerpol. 9—see Evang. Nicod.
17 {. This legend respecting the rising of the Old Testa-
ment saints (ayiov) is based upon the assnmption of the
descensus Christi ad inferos, in the course of which Jesus was
understood not only to have visitsd them, but also to have
securedd their resmirection (coump. Lv. Nicod. ; Ignatius, ad
Zradl. Le). Dut it is quite avbitrary to asswme that in
those who are thus alleged to have risen from their graves
we lave mere “apparitivns assuring ns of the continued
existence of the departed” (Michaelis, Paulus, Xuinoel, Hug,
Krubbe,p. 505 ; Steudel, Glaubensl. p. 435 ; Dleek). Besides,



278 TIHE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW.,

the legend regarding the rising of the saints on this oceasion
is, in itself considered, no more incompatible with the idea
of Clirist being the amapyy Tév xexowp. (1 Cor. xv. 20 ;
Col. i 18) than the raising of Lazarus and certain others.
See on 1 Cor. xv. 20. It is true that, according to Epi-
phanius, Origen, Ambrose, Luther, Calovius (comp. also
Delitzsch, Psych. p. 414), the dead now in question came forth
in spiritual bodies and ascended to heaven along with Christ;
but with Jerome it is at tle same time assuined, in opposition
to the terms of our passage, that: “ Nou anica resurrcxerunt,
quam Dominus resurgerct, wt csset primogenitus resurrectionts
cx mortwis ;" comp. also Calvin, and Hofwann, Sehrgftbew. T1.
1, p. 492. In the deta Pilate as found in Thilo, p. 8§10,
Abrahom, Isaac, Jacob, the twelve patriarchs, and Noah, are
expressly mentioned as being among the number of those who
rose from the dead. The names ave given somewhat differently
in the Evang. Nicod.

Ver. 53. Meta t9v éyepawr altod] isto be taken in
an active seuse (Ps. cxxxix., 2; Plat. T¥m. p. 70 C; comp.
étéyepas, Polyb. ix. 15. 4; dvéyepas, Plut. Mor. p. 156 B),
yet not as though adrod were a genitive of the subject (““ post-
quamn eos Jesus in vitam restituerat,” Fritzsche, which would
be to make the addition of adred something like superfluous),
but a genitive of the object, in which case it is uunecessary to
say who it was that raised up Christ. The words are not to
be connccted with éfenfovres (de Wette, following the majority
of the earlier expositors), which would involve the absurd idea
that those here referred to had been lying in their graves
alive awaiting the coming of the third day; but, as Heinsius,
with eloijhfor.  After life was restored they left their
graves, but only after the resurrection of Jesus did they
enter the holy city.  Up till then they lhad kept themselves
concealed. And this is by no means difficult to understand;
for it was only after the resurrection of Jesus that their
appearing could le of service in the way of Learing testimony
i favonr of Him in whose death the power of Hades was
supposed to have been vanquished, and hence it was only then
that their rising found its appropriatc explanation. — ayiav
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aroAey] is in keeping with the solemnity of the entire narra-
-tive ; comp. iv. 5.

Ver. 54. ‘0 8¢ éxatovrapyos] “ Centurio supplicio prae-
positus,” Sencca, de irq, i. 16.  He Dbelonged to the oweipa,
ver. 27.—of peT avTod TnpoidvTes 1. 'Inc.] is to be taken
as one expression ; see ver. 35 f.—uxal Ta ywdpeva] «al,
as in xxvi. 59, and numerous instances lesides, serves to con-
join the general with the particular: and what was taking
glace (gencrally, that is), viz. the various incidents accompany-
ing the death of Jesus (ver. 46 ff.). The present participle (see
the critical remarks) is used with reference to things they have
heen witnessing up till the present moment; see Kiihner, IL
1, pp- 117, 163.— époBnbfncav] they were seized with
{error, nnder the impression that all that was happening was
a manifestation of the wrath of the gods.— feod vios] in
the wouth of heatliens can ouly denote a sen of God in the
heathen sense of the words (hero, demi-god), the sense in which
they certainly understood them to be used when they heard
Jesus accused and mocked. — 5v] during His life.

Ver. 55 £ "Heolotfnoav] Here, as in ver. 60 and often
clsewhere, we have the «orist in the relative clause instead of
the usual pluperfect. — 7 May8arnvy] from Mugdala (see
on xv. 39), conip. Luke viii. 2; she is not identical with the
Mary of Jobn xii. 1 {f, who again has been confounded with
the sinner of Luke vii. 36. Comp. on xxvi. 6 {ff The
857 is likewise mentioned in Rabbinical literature (Eisen-
wenger, entdeckt. Judenth, 1. p. 277), though this must not be
confounded with 85w, « plaiter of hair, which the Talmud,
alleges the mother of Jesus to have been (Lightfoot, p. 498).
— % 700 TarwBov, k.t \] the wife of Alphaeus. See on xiii.
55 ; John xix. 25, The motler of Joses is not a different
Mary from the mother of Janes (Ewald, Gesck. Chr. p. 401),
otherwise we should have had xat 79 700 "Twoi) piTnp.  See
also Murk xv. 47, Lemark. — %) pit9p Ty vicv Zefed)]
Suloine.  Comp. on xx. 20. In John xix. 25 she is desig-
nated: 7 abehgn TiHs umTpos alrod. The mother of Jesus,
whose prescnee on this occasion is attested by John, is
not mentioned by the Synoptists, though at the same time
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they do not exclude her (in opposition to Schenkel, Keim),
especially as Matthew and Mark make no express reference
to any but the women who ministered to the Lord. For
this reason alone we feel bound to reject the hypothesis
of Chrysostom and Theoplylact, revived by I'ritzschie, but
refuted so long ago by Euthymius Zigabenus,—the hypothesis,
namely, that it is the mother of Jesus who is meant by Mapla
7% 700 "IarkwBov xai Iwah) piryp (xiii. 55).  Soalso Hesychius
of Jerusalem in Cramer’s Catcna, p. 256.

Ver. 57. 'Oyrlas 8¢ yevop.] the so-called first or early
evening, just before the close of the Jewish day. Deut. xxi.
22 f.; Joseph. Bell.iv. 5. 2. See also Lightfoot, p. 499. —
amd "Apepab] belongs to dvbpwmos mhovawos. Comp. pdyor
amo avatoh@y, ii. 1. The other evangelists describe him as
a member of the Sanhedrim; an additional reason for sup-
posing him to have resided in Jerusalem. — A fer] namely,
to the place of cxceution, as the context shows, and not to fhe
practorium (de Wette, Bleek), to which latter ver. 58 represents
him as going only affer his return from the scene of the
crucifixion. Arimathie, 87 with the article, 1 Sam. i. 1, the
birthplace of Samuel (see Eusebius, Onom., and Jerome, Ep. 80,
ad Eustoch. epitaph. Paul. p. 673), and consequently identical
with Ramea (see on ii. 18); LXX.: "Appabaip. — rxal ad7os)
et ipsc, like those women and their sons, ver. 56. —padnTevew
7w lo be a disciple of any one; see Kypke, IL. p. 141 f.
Comp. on xiii. 52. Ile was a sceret follower of Jesus, John
xix. 38.

Ver. 58. According to Roman usage, the bodies of criminals
were left hanging npon the cross, where they were allowed to
decompose and be devoured by birds of prey. Ilaut. mil. glor.
ii. 4. 9; Horace, Ep.i.16.48. However, should the relatives
in any case ask the body for the purpose of burying, there was
nothing to forbid their request being complied with. Ulpian,
xlviii. 24. 1, de cadav. punit. ; Hug in the Freyb. Zeitschr. 5,
p- 174 ff. —mpoaer6.] therefore from the place of execution
to the praetorium. — dmodofijvar 76 @ pal 76 gdua is due
not merely to the simple style of the narrative, but in its
threefold repetition expresses with involuntary emphasis the
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author’s own painful sympathy. dmo8of. has the force of
reddi (Vulg.), the thing asked being regarded as the petitioner's
own peculiar property. Comp. xxii. 21.

Ver. 59. “Jam initia lonoris,” Bengel — ctv8ove ka-
Bapa] with »ure (unstained linen) linen, the dative of instru-
ment. Keeping in view the ordinary practice on such
occasions, it must not be supposed that the reference here is
to a dress (Kuinoel, Fritzsche), but (comp. Herod. ii. 86) to
strips or bands (John xix. 40), in which the body was swathed
after being washed. Comp. Wetstein. Matthew makes no
mention of spices (John xix. 40), but neither does he exclude
their use, for e may have meant us to understand that, in
conformity with the nsual practice, they would be put in, as
matter of course, when tbe body was wrapped up (in oppo-
sition to Strauss, de Wette, Keim). Mark xvi. 1 and Luke
xxiil. 56 represent the putting in of the spices as something
infeinded to be done after the burial.  This, however, is
in uo way inconsistent with the statement of John, for there
is nc reason why the women may not have supplemented
with a subsequeat and more careful dressing of the body
(aletfrwow, Mark xvi. 1) what had been doue imperfectly,
Lecause somewhat hurriedly, by Joseph and (see John xix. 39)
Nicodemus.

Ver. 60. "0 éxaropnoer] Aorist, as in ver. 55.—The
other cvangelists say nothing about the grave having belonged
fo Joseph ; Jolhm xix. 42 rather gives us to understand
that, owing to the necessary despatch, it was made choice of
from its being close at hand. We thus see that Matthew’s
account is unsupported by the earlier testimony of Mark
on the one hand, and the later testimony of Luke and
JTolm on the other. This, however, only goss to confirm the
view that in Matthew we have a later amplification of the
tradition which was expunged again by Luke and Jobhn, for
this latter at least would scarcely have left unnoticed the
devotion evinced by Joseph in thus giving up his own tomb,
and yet it is John who distinctly alleges a differcent reason
altogether for the choice of the grave. The ordinary supposi-
tion, that Matthew’s account is intended to supplement those
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of the other evangelists, fails to meet the exigencies of the
case, especially in regard to John, on whom so tender a feature
in connection with the burial would doubtless have made too
deep an impression to admit of bis passing it over in silence.
—As a acw grave was calculated to do honour to Jesus
(comp. on John as above), the circumstance that this one had
not been previously used may have gone far to determine
the choice, so that there is no ground for supposing that
what is said with reference to this has been added without
historical warrant (Strauss, Scholten). —év 7% wérpe] The
article is to be understood as indicating a rocky place just of
hand. — 75 0vpa] Comp. Hom. O4. ix. 243 : mérpnu émébnre
@Ypnow. In Rabbinical phrascology the stone used for this
purpose is called 5%, @ roller. See Paulus, eacget. Handb.
ITI. p. 819. Such a mode of stopping up graves is met
with even in the present day (Strauss, Sinai w. Golgatha,
p. 205).

Ver. 61. "Hv 8¢ éxel] present at the burial. — 7 dAXy
Map.] see ver. 56. The article is wanting only in A D¥,
and should be maintained, Wieseler (Chronol. Synops. p. 427)
notwithstanding. Its omission in the case of A may be
traced to the reading #% 'Iwoi¢, which this Ms. has at Mark
xv. 47. Wieseler approves of this reading, and holds the
Mary of our text to be the wife or daughter of Joseph of
Arimathea. DBut see remark on Mark xv. 47, —xafsjpevae,
«.7\] unoccupied, absorbed in grief; comp. Nigelsbach ou
Hom. II. i. 134.

Ver. 62."H1is éaTi pera Tqv wapao k.| which follows the
day of preparation, ie. on Saturday. Tor mwapackein is used
to designate the day that immediately precedes the Sabbath
(as in the present instance) or any of the feast days. Comp. on
John xix. 14. According to the Synoptists, the mapacrevn of
the Sabbath happened to coincide this year with the first day
of the feast, which might also properly enough be designated
cdBBaToy (Lev. xxiil. 11, 15),—this latter circumstance being,
according to Wieseler (Synops. p. 417), the reason why Matthew
did not prefer the simpler and more obvious expression #jris
éati ocafSBatoy ; an expression wlich, when used in connection
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with the days of the Passover week, was liable to be misunder-
stood. DBut Matthew had already spoken so definitely of
the first day of the feast as that on which Jesus was crucified
(see xxvi. 17-xxvii. 1), that he had no cause to apprehend
any misunderstanding of his words had he chosen to write
ij1es ot eafBuror. DBut as little does that precise state-
ment regarding the day permit us to suppose that the expres-
sion in question has been nade to turn on the divergent
narrative of Joln (in opposition to dc Wette). The most
natwral explanation of the peculiar phraseology: fres éoi
pera 7. wapagk., is to be found in that Clhristian usage
according to which the wapacrein (i.c. the mpocdBBaroy,
Mark xv. 42) has come to be the recognised designation for
the Triday of the crucifivion. Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel
suppose that it is the part of Friday after sunset that is
intended, by which time, therefore, the Sabbath had beguu.
This, Lowever, is distinctly precluded by 75 émavpeov.

Ver. 63. "Epvijafnuev] we have remembered, it has just
occurred to ws, the sense being purely that of the aorist and
not of the perfect (fn opposition to de Wette). — éxetvos
0 whdvos] that decciver (2 Cor. vi. 8), impostor; Justin, ¢. 7.
69 : Aaomhdawos. Without once mentioning Ilis name, they
contemptuously allude to Him as one now removed fo ¢
distince, as got vid of by deatk.  This is a sense in which
exetvos 13 frequently used by Greek authors (Schoem. ad Is.
P L77 ;5 Ellendt, Zex. Soph. L p. 559). — éyelpopad] present ;
viarking the confidence with which he affirmed it.

Ver. 64. Kat éaTac] is more lively and natural when not
taken as dependent on wijmwore. The Vulgate renders cor-
rectly s et erit.—7) éaxdrn whdvn)] the last error (see on
Jphe iv. 14), that, namely, whicl: would gain ground among the
credulous 1masses, through those who might steal away the
Lody of Jesus pretending that He had risen from the dead.
—Tijs wpwtys] which found acceptance with the multitude
through giving out and encouraging others to give out that
Ile was the DMessiah. — yelpwv] worse, 7c. more fatal to
public order and security, etc. Tor tle use of this expression,
comp. xii, 45; 2 Sam. xiii, 15.
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Ver. 65 f. Pilate’s reply is sharp and peremptory. — &yeTe
kovoTwdiav] with Luther, Vatablus, Wolf, Paulus, de Wette,
Keim, Steinmeyer, éyere is to be taken as an imperatice,
habetote (comp. Xen. Cyrop. viii. 7. 11; Mark ix. 50, xi. 22
Sopl. Phil. 778) : ye shall have a wateh ! For if it be taken
as an indicative, vs is generally done in conformity with the
Vulgate, we must not suppose that the reference is to Roman
soldiers (Grotius, Fritzsche), for the Sanhedrim had not any
such placed at their disposal, not even to the detachment that
guarded the cross (IXuinoel), for its duties were now over, but
simply to the ordinary temple guards. DBut it is evident from
xxviil. 14 that it was not these latter who were set to watch
the grave. This duty was assigned to a company of Romai
soldiers, which company the Acte Pil. magnifies into a colort.
— s otdate] us, by such means as, ye know how to prevent i,
2.e. in the best way you can. The idea: “ vercor autem, ut
satis communire illud possitis ” (Fritzsche), is forcign to the
text.— peta Tiis Kovorwdias] belongs to fodario. T. Td.;
they sccured the grave by mcans of (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep.
p. 530 D) the wateh, which they posted in front of it. The
intervening odpayio. 7. M. is to be understood as having
preceded the fodal. T. . pera T. xovar.: after they had sealed
the stone. To connect perd T. KovoTwd. with oppayis. (Chry-
sostom) would result either in the feeble and somewhat
inappropriate idea that the watch had helped them with the
sealing (Bleek), or in the harsh and unnecessary assumption
that our expression is an abbreviation for peta Tob Tpocfeivas
Ty kovotwdiav (Fritzsche). — odpayis.] Comp. Dan. vi. 17.
The sealing was effected by stretching a cord acvoss the stonc
at the mouth of the sepulclire, and then fastening it to the rock
at cither cnd by means of scaling-clay (Paulsen, Regicr. d.
Morgenl. p. 298 ; Harmar, Beobacht. 11, p. 467); or if the stone
at the door happened to be fastened with a cross-beam, this
latter was secaled to the rock (Strauss, Sinai und Golgatha,
p. 205).

REMARK.—As it 1s certain that Jesus cannot have predicted

His resurrection in any explicit or intelligible manner even to
His own disciples; as, moreover, it is impossible to suppose
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that the women who visited the grave on the resurrection
morning cowld have contemplated embalming the body, or
would have concerned themselves merely about how the stone
was to be rolled away;, if they had been aware that a watch had
been set, and that the grave had been sealed; and finally, as
the supposition that I'late complied with the request for a
auard, or at all events, that the members of the Sanhedrim so
little understood their own interest as both to leave the body of
Jesus in the hands of His followers instead of taking possession
of it themselves, and to bribe the soldiers to give false testimony
tustead of duly calling them to account, as they might have
done. tor their culpable neglect, is in the highest degree im-
probable, just as much so as the idea that the procurator would
e likely to take no notice of a dereliction of duty on the part
of his own soldiers, who, by maintaining the truth of a very
stupid fabrication, would only be proclaiming how much they
themselves were to blame in the matter: it follows that the
story about the watching of the grave—a story which is further
disproved by the fact that nowhere in the discussions belonging
to the apostolic age do we find any reference confirmatory or
efhiereise to the alleged stealing of the Lody—must be referred
fo the cateysry of walistorical legend.  And a clue to the origin
of this legend is furnished by the evangelist himself in mention-
ing the rumour about the stealing of the body,—a rumour
cmanating to all appearance from a Jewish soarce, and circu-
latet with the hostile intention of disproving the resurrection of
desus (Paulus, cocq. Handb. 111 p. 837 1,5 Strauss, 11, p. 562 ff. ;
Schleiermacher, L. J0 p. 458 fI.; Weisse, Ewald, Hase, Bleek,
Keim, Scholten, Hilgenfeld).  The arguments advanced by Hug
i the Freylury. Zeitschi. 1831, 3,p. 184 ff.; 5, p. 80 ff.; Kuinoel,
ofmann, Krebbe, Ebrard, Lange, Riggenbach, Steinmeyer,
~oatust the snpposition of a legend, resolve themselves into
arbi(rary assumptions and foreign imaportations which simply
i-ave the matter as historically incomprehensible as ever. The
same thing may be said with regard to the emendation which
Llshausen takes the liberty of introducing, according to which
it 1s made to appear that the Sanhedrim did not act in their
corporate capacity, but that the affair was managed simply
on the authority of Caiaphas alone.  Still the unhistorical
character of the story by no means justifies the assumption
of an interpolation (in opposition to Stroth in Eichliorn’s
Licpert. IX. p. 141),—an interpolation, too, that would have
Liad to he introduced into three different passages (xxvii. 62, 66,
Nxvill, 4, 11 {1) 5 yet one can understand how this apocryphal
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story should have most readily engrafted itself specially and
ceclusively upon the Gospel of Matthew, a Gospel originating in
Judaeo-Christian circles, and having, by this time, the more
developed form in which it has come down to ns, For a further
amplification of the legend, see £v. Nicod. 14.
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CHAPTER XXVIIL

VER. 2. dxi = #bpag] is wanting in B D n, 60, 84, Vulg. It. Or.
Diou. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Exegetical addition,
which many witnesses have supplemented still further by
adding ro3 wrgusiov (Mark xvi. 8). — Ver. 6. 6 xbproc] is wanting,
no doubt, only in B w, 33, 102, Copt. Acth. Arm. Ar™ one Cod.
of the Tt. Or.™ Chrys.; but, with Tisch,, it is to be condemned.
This designation is foreign to Matth., while as “ gloriose appel-
latio” (Bengel) it was more liable to be inserted than omitted.
— Ver. 8. ¢Z:a0.] Tisch. : a=e2g,, following B C L, 33, 69, 12.4.
Carrectly ; the more signiticant reading of the Received text is
derived {rom Mark. — Ver. 9. Defore xai idob the Received text
inserts: wg 8z Zmopsiovro Gmayysiaot Tols pmaldnrals abrol, No such
clause is found in B D &, min. Syr. Ar> Perss. Copt. Arm. Vulg.
Sax. It. Or. Eus. Jer. Aug. Defended by Griesh. Matth. Fritzsche,
Ncholz, Bornem. (Selol. 9 Lue. p. xxxix.) ; condemned by Mill,
Bengel, Gersd., Schulz, Rinek, Laclin, Tisech. There would be
nothing feehle or awkward about the words if thus inserted, on the
contrary, the effect would be somewhat solemn (see Bornem.);
but sceing that they are wanting in witnesses so ancient and so
important, and seeing that ¢z is not found in this sense anywhere
c¢lse in Matth. (other grammatical grounds mentioned by Gersd.
are untenable), there is reason to suspect that they are an early
addition for the sake of greater precision. — Ver. 11. For &¢=4yy.
read, with Tisch. 8, éviyy., though only in accordance with D,
Or. Chrys. The Received reading is taken from ver. 10, while
iayyidrew occurs nowhere else in Matthew. — Ver. 14. ix/ 703
77.] Lachm. : b= 765 4., following B D, 59, Vulg. It. But this
is an explanatory correction in consequence of not catching the
seuse. — Ver. 15. Lachm. inserts suéipuc after equspov, in accord-
ance with B D L. Correctly ; as Matth. does not add #zép. in
any other instance (xi. 23, xxvii. 8), it was more natural {or the
transcriber to omit than to insert it.— Ver. 17. adr@] is
wanting in B D 8, 33, 102, Vulg. It. Chrys. Aug. Deleted by
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. A somewhat common addition, for which
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other Mss. (min.) have «driv.— Ver. 19. After wopevé. Elz. inserts
oy, which is bracketed by Lachm. and deleted by Matth. and
Tisch. Added as a connecting particle, but wanting in very im-
portant witnesses, while other and less important ones have viv.

Ver. 1. On the various ways of viewing and interpreting
the story of the reswrrection, see, as regards their critical aspect,
Keim, IIL p. 527 ff.; and on the apologetic side, consult
Steinmeyer, Apolog. Beitr. III. 1871. — 6ré 8¢ caBBdTwy]
but late on the Sabbath, means neither . . . after the closc of
the Sabbath (Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald,
Bleck), nor: after the closc of the week (Severus of Antioch,
Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, Wieseler, p. 425) ; for éyré, sero,
with a defining genitive (withpsd] which it occurs nowhere
else in the New Testament) always denotes the latencss of
the period thus specificd and still current (Ta Tehevraia TovTwy,
Fuathymius Zigabenus). Comp. in general, Kriger, § xIvii. 10.
4; Kithner, IL. 1, p. 292. Take the following as examples of
this usage from classical authors: Xen. Hist. ii. 1. 14 ; Thue.
iv. 93. 1: s juépas oyré; Dem. p. 541, wlt.: &yré Tijs dpas
eyiyvero; Luc. Dem. cne. 14, and de morte Peregr. 21:
oyré Tijs nhkias.  Hence by : laéc on the Subbath, we are ot
to suppose Saturday evening to be intended,—any such mis-
understanding being precluded bLoth by the nature of the ex-
pression made use of, an expression by no means synonymous
with the usual éyrlas yevouérns (in opposition to Keim), and by
what is still further specified inunediately after,—but fas on
in the Saturday night, after midnight, toward daybreak on Sun-
day, in conformity with the civil mode of reckoning, aceording
to which the ordinary day was understood to extend from
sunrise till sunrise again.  Lightfoot, comparing the Rabbinieal
expression NI P03, aptly observes: “ oyre totam noctem
denotat”  Comp. so early a writer as Augustine, de cons. cv.
24 Consequently the point of time wmentioned here is
substantially identical with that given in Luke xxiv. 1: 73
piE Tév aafBButwr dpBpov Babéos, and in John xx. 1: 77 wmd
Tév oafB. mpwi arotias éri obans; while, on the other hand,
Mark xvi. 2 represents the sun as already risen.  For oyré,
comp. Ammonius : éomépa puev yip éoTiw 9 pera Ty Sow Tob
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\lov Gpa Oyré 8¢ 7 weta woD Tijs SUsews. — T émidpwon.
€ls piav caBBdarwy] when it wus duwning ltowurd Swnday,
6. as the light was beginning to appear on the morning of
Sunday.  Understand Juépa after émpwor.; and for émdpwore
7 juépa, comp. Hevod. iil. 86 : dy’ Huépn Sadwarovan, also
ix. 45. The participial exprescion without the 7uepa is
similar to 7 émwovaa, and the like (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 228).
Keim supposes the crendng to be intended, since, according to
the Jewish mode of reckoning, the day began with the rising
ol the stars or the lighting of lamps, so that the meaning of
cur passage would Le as follows: “ Ju the evening after siu
o'clock, just when the stavs were beginming to twinkle”*  Dut to
say nothing of the startling discrepancy that would thus arise
between Matthew and the other evangelists, we would be
under the necessity, according to Luke xxiii. 54 (see on the
passage), of understanding the words immediately following as
simply equivalent to: 77 wla caBBdrwy émipwaxobon; comy.
gafBBaroy émdaorer, Er. Nicod. 12, p. 600, Thilo’s edition.
Nor, if we adopt Keim's interpretation, is it at all clear what
substantive shoulidl be nnderstood along with 77 émuos.
Lwald, dpost. Zeit. p. 82, unwarrantably supplies éormépa, and,
like Ieim, supposes the reference to be to the erentig lighting
of the lamps, though he is inclined to think that Matthew in-
tended swminerily to fnclude 1 his statement what the women
did on Satwday evening and early on Sunday, a view which
'nds no support whatever in the text; as for the intention to
naleed the body, there is wo (rece of such a thing in Matthew.
Lastly, to suppose that in framing his statemnent as to the
time here in question, the anthor of our revised Gospel has
Lad recowrse to a combinaiion of Mark xvi. 1 and 2 (Weiss),
i< to give him bt little credit for literary skill; for instead
of taking the trouble to form any such combination, lie had
only to take Mark’s two statements and place the ome after
the other, thus: Stayevoucvov Tob gaBBdrov, Mav mpwt Ti)s

T This idea of Keim's about the twinkling of the stars is an importation; for
the expression imgeioxs, as applicd to the evening, has relerence only {0 ths
ordinary donv stic lighting of the lamps,  Sec in particular, Lightloot on Luk:
xxiii. 54,

MATT. IL T
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was caBBdrov. But so far {rom that, he has proceeded in
entire independence of Mark. — The expression ula ocaBBdrwy
corresponds exactly to the Rabbinical mode of designating the
days of the week: naa Inn, Sunday; nawa W, Monday;
naea sedw, Tuesday, and so on. See Lightfoot, p. 500.
Observe that gaSBaTa denotes, in the first instance, Subbath,
and then weel: ; and similarly, that the juépa to be understood
with émipwoe. is to be taken in the sense of day light (John
ix. 4, x1. 9; Rom. xiil. 12; 1 Thess. v. 5).— 9 &AXAn Mapia]
as in xxvii, 56.—In John xx. 1 only Mary Magdalene is
mentioned, whereas in the Synoptists we have an amplified
version of the tradition as regards the number of the women,
Matthew mentioning two, Mark three (Salome), while
Luke (xxiv. 10) gives us to undevstand that, in addition
to the two Marys and Joanna, whom he specially names,
there were several others. In dealing with sucl discrepancies
in the tradition we should beware of seeking to coerce the
different narratives into harnony with one another, which
can never be done without prejudice to their respective anthors.
We see an illustration of this in the supposition that Mary
Magdalene came first of all to the grave, and then hastened
back to the city to inform Peter of what had taken place, and
that duving her absence Mary the mother of James, Joamna,
Salome, and the other women arrtved (Olshausen, Ebrard).
Comp. on Joln xx. 1. The same thing is exemplified by
the other view, that Mary Magdalene went to the grave
along with the rest of the women, but that on the way back
she outran the others, etc. For the various attempts to
harmonize the divergent narratives, see Griesbach, Opusc. 11
p. 241 ff.; Strauss, 1L p. 570 ff.; Wieseler, p. 425 ff. —
Oewpijoar Tov Tadov] to look at the grave; according to
Mark and Luke, to anoint the body. This latter statement
is the more original and more correct of the two, though
Matthew could not consistently adopt it after what he had
said about the sealing and watching of the grave.

Ver. 2. It is wrong to take the corists in a pluperfect sense
(Castalio, Kuinoel, Xern, Ebrard), or to conceive of the action of
the %Afe as not yet completed (de Wette). Matthew repre-
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sents what is here recorded as taking place in presence of the
women (GABe . .. Bewpijoar . . . kal i8ov), whose attention, however,
had heen so much occupied with the accompanying phenomena,
that they did not observe (vv. 5, 6) the circumstance itself of
our Lord’s cmerging from the grave (which, besides, must have
been invisible to the outward eye owing to the nature of
the body He had now assumed, comp. on ver. 17). The other
evangelists make no mention of this (legendary) super-
natural and visible rolling away of the stone; and, though
iffering as to the number of the angels, they agree in
representing them as having appeared uside the grave.  Here,
if anywhere, however, amid so much that is supernatural,
must we De prepared to expect divergent accounts of what
took place, above all in regard to the angelic manifestationg,
which are matters depending on individual observation and
experience (comp. on John xx. 12), and not the objective
pereeptions of impartial and disinterested spectators. — ydp]
assigning the rcason for the violent earthquake which, as a
divine onuetoy, formed an appropriate acccmpaniment to this
wiraculous angelic manifestation. — «. éxa8yro, £.7.1] as the
Licaven-sent guardian and interpreter of the empéy tomb.

Ver. 3 . 'H (8éa adTol] Iis appcarance, his outward
aspect, found nowhere else in the New Testament, though
occurring in Dan. i 15, 2 Mace. 1i1. 16, and frequently in
classical authors. On the relation of this term to eidos, see
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Bep. p. 596 A, and LParmen. p. 128 E;
and comp. Ameis on Hom. Od. ix. 508, Appendix. The
appearance of the countenance is meant; see what fol-
lows. Comp. xvii. 2. — @s daTpamyi] not: as having the
Jorm, but as shining with the brightness of lightning. Comp.
Plat. Phacdr. p. 254 B: eldov ™ Syrv dorpdmrovoav. For
the whefe raiment, comp. 2 Mace. xi. 8; Acts i. 10. The
sentinels were convulsed (foelafnoav, 3 Lsdr. iv. 36) with
error at the sight of the angel (adrofr), and becune as powerless
as though they had been dead. The circumstance of these
latter being mentioned again at this point is in strict
keeping with the connection of Matthew’s narrative.

Ver. 5 £ Awoxpifeis] said in view of the terrifying effect
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which he saw was being produced upon the women by what
was taking place. Comp. on xi. 25. — pun doBeicfe tueis)
Uuets is neither to Le understood as a vocative (o wos /), nor tn
be referred to what follows (both of which Fritzsche has sug-
gested) ; but, as the simplicity of the address and a due regard
to the sense require, is to be taken thus: e should not be
afraid, Juets being thus regarded as forming a contrast to the
sentinels, who are paralyzed with terror. To say that no par-
ticular emphasis ever rests upon the personal pronoun (de
‘Wette) is to say what, as regards the whole of the New Tes-
tament, is simply not the case (instance also Mark xiii. 9;
Acts viil. 24). — oi8a wyap, x.TL] Ground of the reassuring
terms in which the angel addresses them ; he Lnows the loviny
purpose for which they are cowme, and what joyful news ke
Las to tell them !

Ver. 7. IIpodryed] he is in the act of going Lefore you to
Galilee ; g7 is recitative. Dengel correctly observes: “ Verba
discipulis dicenda se porrigunt usque ad widebitis.”  Accord-
ingly vuas and dyrecbe refer to the disciples (comp. xxvi. 32),
not to the women as well, who, in fact, saw Jesus forth-
with; and see ver. 10. For the meeting itself, which is
lLiere promised, sec ver. 16 ff. — €xez] therefore not previously
in Jerusalem or anywhere else in Judaea. DBetween what is
lere stated and the narratives of Luke aund John there is o
wanifest and irreconcilable difference. In the Stud. wu. At
1869, p. 532 ff, Graf still tries in vain to make out a case in
favour of assuming, as matter of course, the expiry of the
festival period before the mwpoaryer and éyr. Observe, moreover,
the dyreafe; on no earlier occasion than that of their meeting
in Galilee were they to be favoured with a sight of Him. — eiwov
vptv] I have told you 4, in the sense of: take this as my
intimation of the fact (sece on John vi. 36), thus conjoining
with the announcement a hint carefully to note how certainly
it will be verified Ly the result. It is wrong, thercfore, to
suppose that for elrov we should read elmev, after Mark xvi. 7
(Maldonatus, Michaelis), in which case some assume an crror
in translation (Bolten, Eichhorn, Buslav, de¢ ling. orig. cv. AL
p. 67); others, an error on the part of the transcriber (Schol-
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ten); and others, again, an erroneous use of Mark (Schnecken-
burger, oltzmann).  The ¢8ov, etmov vuiv is heve peculiar to
Matthew.

Ver. 8. Mera $oPov, é’ ols eidov mapadolois' perd yapds
C¢, €¢’ oic dkoveav edayyehius, Euthymius Zigabenus—
peyarns] applying to both substantives. For similar in-
stances of the mingling of fewr with joy (Virg. Aen. 1. 514,
xi. 807, «l), consult Wetstein; Koster in the Sted. w.
A7rit. 1862, p. 351,

Ver. 9. On seeing the strange and superhuman appearance
yresented Ly the risen Lord, the women are so filled with
consternation (uy ¢poBeicfe, ver. 10) that they take hold of
His feet in a suppliant attitude (éxpdr. adrod 7. modas), and
testify their submission and reverence by the act of wpoorivy-
cts.  Dengel says correctly: «Jesum «wfe passionem alii
potius alieniores adorarunt quam discipuli”

Ver. 10. My ¢oBeiobe vmdyete, dmayy] Asyndeton,
the matter being pressing, urgent. — 7ols adekdois pov] He
thus designates His disciples {comp. on John xx. 17 ; Justin, ¢,
77 1006), not mpos Ty adrov (Luthymius Zigabenus), for
which there was no oceasion, but in view of that conception
of im as a siperfuman being which had so profoundly im-
pressed the women prostrate at His feet.—iva] does not state
ihe purport of the order involved in dwayy. (de Wette; there
is nothing whatever of the naturc of an order about dwavy.),
but the idea is: trke word to my brethren (namely, abont
my  resurrcction, about your having seen me, about my
having spoken to you, and what I said), n order that
"as soon as they receive these tidings from you) ficy may
proceed to Galilee, xxvi. 32.—«xaxel pe 8yovrar] is not
10 be regarded as dependent on {a, but: and there they
shall sce me.  This repetition of the directions about going to
(alilee (ver. ), to which latter our evangelist gives con-
siderable prominence as the scene of the new reunion
(ver. 16 {I.), cannot be characterized as superfluous (de Wette,
Bruno DBauer), or even as poor and mcaningless (Keim),
hetraying the hand of a later editor, but is intended to be
cepress and emphatic ; comp. Steinmeyer.  With the exception
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of John xxi., the other canonical Gospels, in which, however,
we cannot include the spurious conclusion of Mark, make no
mention of any appearance of the risen Lord in Galilee;
according to John xx., Jesus remained at least eight days
in Jerusalem, as did also His disciples, to whom He there
manifested Himself on two occasions, though it would appear
from John xxi. that the third manifestation took place in
Galilee, while Luke, on the other lhand (xxiv. 49; Acts i. 4,
xiii. 31), excludes (ralilee altogether, just as Matthew excludes
Judaea. To harmonize these divergent accounts is imipossible
(Strauss, II. p. 558 ff; Holtzmaun, p. 500 f.; Keim);
and, with regard to the account of Aatthew in particular,
it may be observed that it is so far from assuming the
manifestations to the disciples in Judaea as having previously
occurred (in opposition to Augustine, Olshausen, Krabbe,
Iibrard, Lange), that it clearly intends the meeting with the
eleven, ver. 16 ff, as the first appearance to those latter, and
as the one that had been promised by the angel, ver. 7,and by
Jesus Himself, ver. 10. From those divergent accounts, how-
ever, it may be fairly inferred that the tradition regarding the
appearances of the risen Lord to His disciples assumed a
threefold shape: (1) the purely Galidacan, which is that adopted
by Matthew ; (2) the purely Judacan, which is that of Luke,
and also of John with the supplementary ch. xxi. left out;
(3) the combined form in which the appearances both in
CGalilee and Judaea are embraced, which is that of Jolmn
with the supplementary chapter in question <ncluded.
That Jesus appeared to the disciples both in Jerusalem
and in Galilee as wecll might be already deduced as o
legitimate historical inference from the fact of a distinet
Judaean and Galilaean tradition having been current; but
the matter is placed beyond a doubt by John, if, as we
are entitled to assume, the apostle is to be regarded as the
author of ch. xxi. The next step, of course, is to regard it
as an ascertained kistorical fuct that the appearances in Judaea
preceded those in Galilee; though, at the same time, it should
not be forgotten that Matthew's account is not merely vague
and concise (Bleek), but that it, in fact, ignores the appearances
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in Judaca altogether! entirvely exeludes them as being unsuited
to the connection; comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 465 f
Now, as this is inconceivable in the case of Matthew the
upostle, we are bound to infer from our narrative that this is
another of those passages in our Gospel which show traces of
other than apostolic authorship.  See Introd. § 2.

Remark.—Itis evident from 1 Cor. xv. 5 . that, even {aking
the narratives of all the evangelists together, we would have but
an tmperfect enumeration of the appearances of Jesus subsequent
ta ITlis resurrection, Matthew’s account being the most deficient
of any. With regard to the appearances themselves, modern
criticism, discarding the idea that the death was only apparent
(sce on xxvil. 50), has treated them partly as subjective crcations,
cither of the anfellect (Strauss, Scholten), in its efforts to
reconcile the Messianic prophecies and the belief in the
Messiah with the fact of His death, or of ecstatic wiston (Baur,
Strauss, 1364 ; Holsten, Ewald), and thercfore as mere mental
phenomens which came to be embodied in certain objective
ieidents. There are those again who, attributing the appear-
ances in question to some oljective influence emanating from
Christ Himself, have folt constrained to regard them as 7edl
manifestelions of His persen in the glorified form (Schenkel) in
which it emevged {rom out of death (not from the grave),—a
view in which Weisse, IKcim, Schweizer substantially concur,
inasmuch as Keim, in particular, lays stress on the necessity of
“such a telegram from heaven” after the extinetion of Chirist’s
earthly nature, though he considers the question as to whether
our Lord also communicated tlie form of the vision directly or
ouly indirectly, as of hut secondary consequence. But all these
attempts to treat what has been recorded as an actual fact as

! Rud. Iofinann (de Bery Galiia, 1856), [ollowing certain carly expositors,
has attempted to cxplain the discrepancies between the various narratives by
maintaining that # Texidaiz, Matt. xxviii., is not the country, but a nountain
of this name, namely, the northmost of the three peaks of the Mount of Olives.
But nowhere in the New Testament do we find such a designation applied to
any locality but the well-known province of that name ; vor, il we interpret
fairly the passages quoted by Hofmann from Tertullian (Apol. 21), Lactantiuy
(iv. 19), and Clrysostont, are we able to (ind in them any allusion to a mountain
called Galilee; and surely it is not to be presumed that anything of a trust-
worthy nature can be learnt as to the existence of such a mountain from the
confusions of a certain corrupt part of the text in the Lvang. Nicod. 14 ; sea
already, Thilo, ad Cod. Apocr. 1. p. 620 f.
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though it were based merely on mental plenomena are in
opposition in general to the eeplicit and wnhesitating vicw of all
the evangelists and apostles as well as in particular to the uniform
reference to the cimpty grave, and no less uniform use of the
expression third day, all classical testimonies which can never be
silenced. If,in addition to all this, it be borne in mind that the
apostles found in the resurrection of their Lord a living and un-
tailing source ol courage and hope, and of that cheerfulness with
which they bore suffering and death,—that the apostolic church
generally saw in 1t the foundation on which its own existence
was based,—that Paul, in particular, insists upon it as incon-
trovertible evidence for, and as an a=upy4 of the resurrection of
the body (1 Cor. xv. 23; Romn viii. 11), and as constituting an
essential factor in man’s justification (Rom. 1v. 25 ; Plil. 1i1. 10),
though he is foud of speaking of being buried and raised up
with Christ as descriptive of what is essential to the moral
standing of the Christian (Rlom. vi. 4 ; Col. ii. 12), and can only
conceive of the glorified body of the Lord, to which those of
believers will one day be conformed (Phil. iii. 21), as no other
than that which came forth from the grave and was taken up to
Lieaven,—if, we say, this be borne in mind, not the shadow of
an exegetical pretext will be left for construing the resurrection
from the grave of one whose body was exempted from corrup-
tion (Acts ii. 31, x. 41) into something or other wlich might
be more appropriately described as a resurrection from the cross,
and which would therefore require us to suppose that all the
apostles and the whole church from the very beginning had
been the victims of a delusion. See, in answer to Ieim,
Schmidt in the Jakrdb. f. D. Theol. 1872, p. 413 ff. If this
view of the resurrection were adopted, then, in opposition once
more to New Testament authority, we should have to identify it
with the ascension (comp. on Luke xxiv. 51, Itemark); while,
on the other haud, it would be necessary to give up the Des-
census Christi ad tnferos as a second error arising out of that
which has just been referred to.

Ver. 11. Hopevop. 8¢ adr.] but while they were going away,
to convey the intelligence to the disciples, ver. 10. While,
therefore, the women are still on their way, the soldiers in
(uestion repair to the city and report to the high priests what
had happened.

Ver. 12 ff. Svvay0évres] Change of subject. Winer, p.
586 [E.T. 787). — cupBovr. Te AaBovtes] after consulling
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together, as in xil. 14, xxii. 15, xxvii. 1, 7. The conjnnetive
particle 7€ has the same force as in xxvii. 4§, and occurs no-
where else in Matthew ; found so much the more frequently
in Luke's writings, especially in the Acts. — ¢pyvpea] as in
xxvio 15, xxvil. 3, 5, 9. Sideer pieecs, o sufficient number of
shekels. — elmate, wom. N an infelix astutia (Augustine), seeing
that they could not possibly know what had taken place while
they were sleeping. — Ver. 14. émi Tod sjyepovos] coram
procuratore.  drxovew is not to be understood, with the majority
of expositors, merely in the sense of: fo come fo the ecars of,
which 1s inadmissible on account of éwi (for in that case
Matthew would have simply written: xai éav dxovopy ToiTo 0
ay., or used the passive with the datize), but in the judicial
sense (John vil. 31 ; Xen, Cyrop. 1. 2. 14, and frequently): if
this comes to be inquiied into, if an investigation tnto this muticy
should tale place before the procurator. Erasmus: “sires apud
illun judicem agatur” Comp. Vatablus and Bleek—npueis]
with a self-important emphasis.  Comy. vuas in the next clause.
— welogopey avrov] we will persuade him, i.e. satisly, appease
Iim (see on Gal. i 10), in order, that is, that he may not
puuish vou; sce what follows. — apepipvovs] free from
all coneerie (1 Cor. vii. 32), and, in the present iustance, in
the objective sense: free from dunger and all wnpleasant con-
sequences (Ierodian, i1 4. 3). — Ver. 15, &5 é8:dayxf.] as
they had been tnstructed, Herod. iil. 134, — 0 Aéyos obTos]
not: “the whole narrative” (Paulus), but, as the context
vequires (ver. 13), this story of the alleged stealing of the body.
The industrious eirculation of this falsehood is also mentioned
by Justin, ¢. Tr. xvil, 108. TFor an abominable expansion
of it, as quoted from the Toledoth Jesehw, see Eisenmenger's
cntdeekt. Judenth, 1. p. 190 ff.  Tor % oyjuepov Huépa, see
Lobeck, Paral. p. 534.

Ver. 16. The eleven disciples, in accordauce with the
directions given them, ver. 10, nroceeded to Galilce, to the
mountain, ete. — od érafavo, x.7.\.] an additional particular
as to the locality in question, which the women received, ver.
10, and had subsequently communicated to the disciples.
The ed, ubi, is to be regarded as also including the preceding
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whither (to go and abide there), Luke x. 1, xxii. 10, xxiv. 28;
Winer, p. 439 f.[E. T. 592]; Kihner, IT. 1, p. 473.

Ver. 17. 'I86ves, kr.)] According to the account now
before us, evideutly the first occasion of meeting again since
the resurrection, and the first impression produced by it—
corresponding to the éyreafe of vv. 7, 10. See, hesides, on
ver. 10.—o¢ 8¢ é8{oTacar] It was previously said in «
general way that the cleven fell prostrate before Him, though
all did not do so: some doubted whether He, whom they saw
before them, could really Le Jesus. This particular is added
by means of oi 8, which, however, is not preceded by a
corresponding o¢ wév before mpogexvvnaar, because this latter
applied to the majority, whereas the doubters, who did not
prostrate themselves, were only the exception. Had Matthew’s
words been : ol pév mpogexvynoay, of 8¢ édloragav, e would
thus have represented the eleven as divided into two co-
ordinate parts, into as nearly as possible two halves, and so
have stated something different from what was intended.
This is a case precisely similar to that of the ol 8¢ éppdmicav
of xxvi. 67, where, in like manuer, the preceding éxohd¢icav
adtdy (without ol wév) represents what was done Dby the
megority. < Quibus in locis primum wniverse rcs ponitur,
deinde partitio nascitur, quae ostendit, priora quoque verba
non de undversa cause jam aceipl posse,” Ilotz, ad Devar. p.
358. Comp. Xen. Il i. 2. 14: ayovro é dexéheav, ol &'
és Méyapa ; Cyrop. iv. 5. 46 : opdre trmovs, door fjuiv wapeatw.
ol 8¢ mpoodyovrar, and the passages in Pllugk, ad Ewr. Hee.
1160; Kihner, IT. 2, p. 808. According to Iritzsche, a
preceding o pév obx édicracav should be understood. This,
however, is purely arbitrary, for the édioracav has its appro-
priate correlative alrcady in the preceding mpogexvvnoar.
Again, as matter of course, we must not think of predicating
the mpogexvwnoarv of the doubters as well, which would Dbe
psychologically absurd (only after his doubts were; gvercome
did Thomas exclaim: o xuptés pov k. o Beds pov!). “Fritzsche
(comp. Theophylact, Grotius, and Markland in Eur. Suppl
p- 326) attempts to obviate this objection by understanding
édlaragav in o pluperfect sense (they had doubted before they
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saw Jesus); an expedient, however, of the same arbitrary
nature as before (cowp. on John xviii. 24), and such as no
reader of our passage (with wpogexvrnoar before him) would
liave suspected Lo be at all necessary.  Others, in spite of the
plain and explicit statements of Matthew,and inorder to free the
eleen trom the imputation of doubt, have heve turned to account
the five hundred brethren, 1 Cor. xv. 6 (Calovius, Michaelis,
tbrard, Lange), or the screnty disciples (Kuinoel), and attri-
Luted the édioracav to certain of these!  Others, again, have
resorted te comjecture ; Beza, for example, thinks that for oc
& we might read o08é; Dornemann, in the Stud. w. Arif.
1843, p. 126 (comp. Schleusner), suggests: oi 8¢ Siéoracay
(some fell prostrate, the others starfed back from cach other
with astonishment). The doulting dtsclf on the part of the
disciples (comp. Luke xxiv. 31, 37, 41; John xx. 19, 20)
is not to Le explained by the supposition of an already
alorificd state of the body (following the Iathers, Olshausen,
Glockler, Krabbe, Kithn, wic ging Chr. durch d. Grabes
Thar? 1838 comp. Kinkel's unscriptural idea of a repeated
ascension Lo heaven, in the Stwd. w. Kvit. 1841, p. 597 {f), for
after His resurrection Christ still retained His material bodily
organism, as the evangelists are at some pains to remind us
(Luke xxiv. 39-43; Johu xx. 20, 27, xxi. 5; comp. also
Acts 1. 21 f, x. 41). At the same time, it is not enough to
appeil to the fact that “nothing that was subject to death any
longer adhered to the living One” (Hase), but, in accordance
with the evangelic accounts of the appearing and sudden
vanishing of the risen Lord, and of the whole relation in which
IIe stood to His disciples and His disciples to Him, we must
assume some ckenge in the bodily organism and outward
aspect of Jesus, a mysterious transformaiion of His whole
person, an <ntermediate phase of cxistenee between the bodily
nature as formerly existing and the glorified state into whicl
He passed at the moment of the ascension,—a phase of exist-
ence, however, of which it is impossible for us to form any
distinct conception, for this is a case where analogy and
cxperience alike fail us. His body did not retain, as did
those of Jairus' daughter, the young nan of Nain, and Lazarus,
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exactly the same essential nature as belonged to it before
death, but still it was not as yet the odpe Tis 5dEns adrod
(Phil. ii1. 21), though it was certainly immortal, a fact which
of itselfl would necessarily involve the very essential change
which came over it ; comp. also Dleek.

Ver. 18! IIposerfwr] From feelings of modesty and
reverence, the eleven had not ventured to go quite close to
Him. — é86607] with all the emphasis of the conviction that
He was triumphant at last: was given fo me, ete., was practi-
cally given, that is, when the Father awoke me out of death.
Thereby His state of hiumiliation came to an end, and the resur-
rection was the turning-point at which Christ entered into the
Leavenly glory, in which He is to reign as xtpios wdvrov till the
time of the final swirender of His sway into the hands of the
TFather (1 Cor. xv. 28). It is true, no doubt, that when first
sent forth Ly God He was invested with the éfovoia over
all things (xi. 27 ; John xiii. 3); but in His state of wévwors
it would, of necessity, come to be limited by the conditions of
that human life into which He had descended. With His
resurrection, however, this limitation was removed, and His
éfovaia fully and absolutely restored, so that He once more
came into complete possession of His premundane 8cfa (Jolmn
xvil. 5; Luke xxiv. 26 ; Phil. ii. 9 f.; Rom. xiv. 9; Lph. i
20 ff,iv. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 25 {f), the 86fa in which He had
existed as the Ndyos dgapros, and to which He was again
cxalted as the glorified Son of man. Comp. on John i. 14.—
maca éEovoia] all authority, nothing being excepted either
in heaven or earth which can be referred to the category of
éfovoia. Some, unwarrantably interpreting in a rationalistic
sense, lave understood this to mean the “potestas animis homi-
num per doctrinam imperandi ¥ (Kuinoel),—or, as Keim ex-
presses it, the handing over to Him of all spirits to be Ilis
Instruments in carrying cut His purposes in the world,—or
absolute power to make all necessary arrangements for the estab-
lishment of the Messianic theocracy (Paulus), or power over the
whole world of humanity with a view to its redemption (Volk-
may), and such like. What is veally meant, however, is the

¥ Comp. for ver, 18 I, Theod. Schott iu the Luther. Zeitschr. 1871, p. 1 I
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munus reglvnr of Clrist, free from all limitation, without,
however, compromising in any way the absolute supremacy
of the Father; John xiv. 28; 1 Cor. xv. 27, xi. 3.

Ver. 10. The odv of the Received text (see the critical
remarks) is a gloss correctly representing the connection of the
thoughts.  The fact stated in ver. 18 is itsell the rcason why
ull netions should be brought under His govcrnment, and made
subject to His sway by means of the pabnredew, ete. — pan-
vevgate] make them my pabpral (Jolm iv. 1); comp. xiii.
52; Acts xiv, 21, This transitive use of the verb is not met
with in classical Greel. Observe how here every one who
lecomes a leliever is conceived of as stauding to Cliist in
the personal relation of a wafpmijs, in accordance with which
view the term caue to be applied to Christians generally. —
wdvta Td €8vn] all nations without exeeption, xxv. 32, xxiv,
14, xxvi. 13, With these words—and this is the nrw
feature in the present instructions—the previous prohibi-
tion, x. &, was cancelled, and the apostolic nission declared
to be a mission to the whole world. On this occasion
Jesus makes no mention of any particular condition on which
Gfentiles were to be admitted into the clurcl, says nothing
about whether it was or was not necessary that they should
in the first instance become Jewish proselytes (Acts xv. 1;
(ial. il 1), though He certainly meant that it was not neces-
sary; and hence, because of this omission, the difficuity which
the apostles had at first about directly and unconditionally
admitting the Gentiles.  If this latter circwnstance had been
borne i mind, it could hardly have been asserted, as it las
been, that the special revelation from heaven, for the purpose
of removing the scruples in question, Acts x., tells against
the autheuticity of the commissivn recorded in our passave
(in auswer to Credner, Eialeit. 1. p. 203 ; Strauss, Keim). —
Bawmtifortes, x.7A.] in which the uabnprevew isto he con-
sunoneded, not something that must Le doue «ffcr the pa&yrey-
cgave (Hotmaun, Selriftbew. 11. 2, p. 164 ; comp. also, on the
othier hand, Theod. Schott, p. 18), as though our passage ran
thus, uabnrevoavres . . . Bawtilere. Desides, that the phrase
Bawrifovres .7\ did not reqnire in every casc the performance
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of the ceremony by the apostles themsclves, was distinctly manifest
to them in the discharge of their functions even from the first
(Actsii. 41). Comp. also 1 Cor. i. 17.—Baw7i{ecv eis] means
to baptize awith reference to. The particular object to which the
baptism has reference is to be gathered from the context. Sec
on Rom. vi. 3, and thereon Fritzsche, I p. 359 ; cowp. also on
1 Cor. x. 2. Here, where the Bamrifew eis 7o dvopa is regarded
as that through which the uafnredecw is operated, and through
which, - accordingly, the introduction into spiritual fellowship
with, and ethical dependence upon Christ is brought about,
it must be understood as denoting that by baptism the bLeliever
passes into that new phase of life in which he aceepts the name
of the Father (of Christ) and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit
«s the sum of his creed and confession. 7o dvopa, because it
is precisely the nesme of him who is confessed that expresses
his whole specific relation considered by itself, and with
reference to him who confesses, and accordingly the threc
names, “ Father, Son, and Spirit,” are to e understood as
expressing the suim-total of the distinctive confession which
the individual to be baptized is to accept as his both now and
for all time coming.! Consequently the Corinthians were 1ot
baptized els 76 dvopa ITadhov (1 Cor. i. 13), because it was
not the mame “ Puul” but the name “ Christ,” that was to
constitute the sum of their creed and their confession. For a
similar reason, when the Samaritans circumcised, they did
g0 '3 91 D25 (see Schittgen on the passage), becanse the

1 Had Jesus used the words =& dviparz instead of =6 dveue, then, however
much He may have intended the names of three distinet persons to be under-
stood, He would still have been liable to be misapprehended, for it might have
been supposed that the plural was meant to refer to the varions names of each
separate person. The singular points to the specific name assigned in the tcat
to eacl of the three respectively, so that ¢is 6 dvoua is, of course, to be understoord
both before 7o viov and =i &yiov avivuares ; comp. Rev. xiv. 1: 75 dvopa abros
xai 7o Svopa 7iv waTpes avmov. We must beware of making any such dogmatic
use of the singular as to employ it as an argument cither for (Basilides,
Jerome, Theophylact) or against (the Sabellians) the orthodox doctrine of the
Trinity. We should be equally on our guard against the view of Gess, who
holds that Christ abstained from using the words ‘‘of God the Failer,"” ete.,
because he considers the designation God to belong to the Son and the Moly
Spirit as well,  Such a dogmatic idea was not at all likely to be present to llis
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name “ Gerizim ” represented the specific point in their distin-
tive creed and coufession (their shddolcth).  The dedication of
the belicver to the Father, ete., is of course to le regarded as
practically taking place in the course of the Bawtilew eis 7o
ovopa «.7.\.; for though this is not directly intimated by the
words themselves (in opposition to Hofinann, Sehriftbcw. 11, 2,
1. 1635 Thomasius, Chr. Pers. . Werk, TT1. 2,p. 12), it is in-
piied 1n the «ct of baptism, and could have been expressed by
the simple use of els (without 7¢ dvopa), asin 1 Cor. x. 2 ;
Rom. vi. 3; Gul iii. 27. Further, eis 7o dvopa is not to be
taken as equivalent to els 1o dvopdalew (Francke in the Secks.
Stud. 1846, p. 11 ff), as though the meaning of the baptism
consisted merely in calling God the Father, Chvist the Son,
und the Spirit the Holy Spirit.  Such a view certainly could
uot apply in the last-mentioned case, for, like Father and Son,
70 7rebua dyior must be understood to be a specifically Chris-
tian designation of the Spirit. 76 Svopa is rather intended
to indicate the essential nature of the Persons or Deings tu
whom the Dbaptism has reference, that nature being revealed
in the gospel, then expressed in the name of each Person
respectively, and finally made the subject of the Chris-
uan’s confession and creed. Finally, in opposition to the
utterly erroneous view of Bindseil (in the Stud. u. Krit.
1832, p. 410 1), that Bawrilew els 7o évoua means: to
lead to the adoption of the name through baptism, e to
get the person who is to be baptized to call himself after the

md upon an occasion of leave-taking like the present, any more than was the
“Ling itsell on which the idea is sunposed to be based, for He was never known
‘u claim the name #:4;s either for Himself or for the Holy Spirit. Still the New
‘Tustament, i.e. the Subordinatian, view of the Trinity as constituting the summary
A the Christian creed and conlession lies at the root of this whole phraseology. —
¢t werve, further, that the baptismal formula: ““in nomine,” and: ¢ in the
e, rests entirely on a mistranslation on the part of the Itala and Vulgate,
~ that there is accordingly no ground for the idea, adopted from the older
« xnositors, that the person who baptizes acts as Christ’s representative (Sengel-
wann in the Zeitschr. f. Protestantism. 1856, p. 341 fI.), neither is this view
countenanced by Acts x. 48. Tertullian (de bapt. 13) mives the correct render-
ing in nomen, though as early as the time of Cyprian (Ep. Ixxiil. 3) in nomine
i met with. The practice of dipping three times dates very far back (being
vouched for even by Tertullian), but cannot be traced to the apostolic age.
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particular name or names in question, see Fritzsche as alove.
But as for the view of Weisse (Erangelienfr. p. 186 1) and of
Volkmar, p. 629, as well, that Christ's commission to baptize is
entirely unhistorical, it is only of a piece with their denial of
the actual Lodily resurrection of Jesus. Iwald, too (Gesch. d.
Apost. Zeit. p. 180), is disposed to trace the origin of the
commission to the inner world of a later apostolic conscious-
ness.—It is a mistake to speak of our passage as the formule
of baptism ;' for Jesus is mot to Le understood as merely
repeating the words that were to be employed on baptismai
occasions (and accordingly no trace of any such use of the
words is found in the apostolic age ; comp. on the contravy,

>

the simple expression: Bamrilew eis Xpioror, Rom. vi. §;

Gal. iii. 27 ; Bamrilaw eis 1o dvopa X., Acts viii. 16, and
émi 76 ovop. X., Acts ii. 38), but as indicating the particules
aim and meaning of the act of baptism. See Reiche, d»
baptism. orig., ete., 18106, p. 141 ff.  The formule of baptism
(for it was so styled as early as the time of Tertullian, de bap!.
13), which in its strictly literal sense has no bearing what-
cver upon the essence of the sacrament (Hofling, I. p. 40 fii),
was constructed out of the words of the text at a subsecquent
period (see already Justin, Adp. i. 61), as was also the case, at
a still later period, with regard to the baptismal confession of

1 1t is no less crroneous to suppose 1hat our passage represents the first insfi-
tution of baplism. Ior long Dbefore this the disciples iad been baptizing in
obedience to the instructions of Jesus, as may be scen from John iv. 1 [, where
baptism by the disciples is spoken of as tantamount to baptism by Jesus ILimself,
and where again there is as little reason to suppose the mere continuation of the
baptism of Joka to be meant as there is in the case of our present passage (Jolin
iii. 5). In the passage before us we have the same commission as that just
referred to, only with this dillerence, that it is now cafended so as to apply to alt
nations. This at once disposes of the question as to whether baptism shoulid
not occupy merely a secondary place as a sacrament (Lauls in the Stud. w. Krit.
1858, p. €15 1) Comp. also, on the other hand, 1 Cor. x. 1-3, where there is
an unmistakeable reference to baptism and the Lord’s Supper as the two great
and equally important sucraments of the Cluistian chureh.  Of these two, how-
ever, it is clearly not the Lord’s Supper, but baptism, on which the greatest stress
is laid as forming the divine constituent factor in the work of redemption, anil
{hat above all in the Epistles of Paul, in which the only instance ol anything
Jike a full treatment of the subject of the Lord’s Supper is that of First Corin.
thians, and even then it is of a somewhat incidental character.
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the three articles (see Kolluner, Symbol. d. Luth. K. p. 14 ).
There is therefore nothing here to justify those who question
the genwineness of our passage (Teller, Exe. 2, ad Burnct de fide
et ofiictis Christianorum, 1786, p. 262 ; see, on the other hand,
Beckhaus, dechth. d. s. g. Tuwfformel, 1794), or those who of
late have doubted its oriyinality, at least in the form in which
it las come down to us (Strauss, Bruno Bauer, de Wette,
Wittichen in the Jakrb. f. D. Theol. 1862, p. 336 ; Hilgenfeld,
Volkmar, Scholten, Keim), and that because, forsooth, they
Lave professed to see in it a JoTepov wporepov.  Excep-
tion has been taken, again, partly to the wavta Ta &6v,
though it is just in these words that we find the broader and
1ore comprehensive spirit that characterized, as might be
expeceted, our Lord’s farewell commission, and partly to the
“studied summary ” (de Wette) of the New Testament doctrine
of the Trinity. But surely if there was one time more than
another when careful reflection was called for, it was now,
wlien, tn the course of this calm and solemn address, the risen
Redeemer was endeavouring to scize the whole essence of the
Cluistian faith in its three great leading elements as represented
by the three substantially co-equal persons of the Godhead
with a view to its heing adopted as a constant onueiov to be
used by the disciples when they went forth to proclaim the
cospel (Chrysostonm : magay ovvropor 8il8ackaliav éyyeipnoas
mw & Tob Bawriopares). The conjecture put forward by
Ko, 1IL p. 28€ £, that Jesus instituted Laptism—thougl
without any specific reference to all nations—on the night of
e last supper, to serve the purpose of a second visible sign of
Ilis continued fellowship with the church after His departure
from the world, is inadmissible, because there is no trace of
this in the text, and because, had such a contemporaneous
lustitution of the two sacraments taken place, it would have
made so deep ar impression that it could never have been
forgotten, to say mnothing of the impossibility of reconeiling
such a view with John iv. 1 f.

Ver. 20. diu6dorovtes adTovs, x.r.\] without being con-
Jjoined by «ai, thereforc not co-ordinate with, but subordinatc
to the Bamrifovres, intimating that a certain cthical feaching

MATT. 1L U
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must necessarily accompany in every case the administration
of baptism : while ye feach them to obscrve cverything, ete.
This moral instruction must not be omitted! wlen you
baptize, but it must be regarded as an essential part of the
ordinance. That being the case, infant baptisin cannot pos-
sibly have been contemplated in SBamri, nor, of course, in
wdvta T. €0y either.— kai (8ov, x.mN.] Encouragement to
execute the commission entrusted to them, ver. 19. — éyw]
with strong emphasis: 7 who am invested with that high
€fovoia to which I have just referred. — e’ Vudv elpi]
namely, through the working of that power which has been
committed to me, ver. 18, and with which I will con-
tinue to protect, support, strengthen you, etc. Comp. Acts
xviil. 10 ; 2 Cor. xii. 9, 10. The Uuets are the diseipics to
whom the Lord is speaking, not the church ; the present tense
(not €copar) points to the fact of His having now entered, and
that permanently, into His estate of exaltation. The promised
help itself, however, is that vouchsafed by the glorified
Redeemer in order to the carrying out of His own work (Phil.
il. 21, iv. 18; Col. 1. 29; 2 Cor. xii. 9), imparted through
the medium of the Spirit (John xiv.—xvi.), which is regarded
as the Spirit of Christ (see on Rom. viii. 9), and sometimes
manifesting itself also in signs and wonders (Mark xvi. 20 ;
Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor. xii. 12; Heb. ii. 14), in visions and revela-
tions (2 Cor. xii. 1; Acts xxii. 17). DBut in connection with this
matter (comp. on xviii. 20) we must discard entirely the uuscrip-

L Oin dpxel yap =8 Péwricua xal v diyuarta wpis cwrmplav, ol ph zal wodiTiin
wporiin, Euthymiuns Zigabenus, who thus admirably points out that what is meant
by diddsxovrss, x.7.x., is not the teaching of the gospel with a view to conversion.
The 2ro% wiersws (Gal. iil. 2) and the zieris & dxons (Rom. x. 17) are understood,
as a matter of course, to have preceded the baptistn. Comp. Theodor Schott,
who, however, without being justified Ly anything in the text, is disposed to
vostrict the fra ivereirdp. fuiv, on the one hand, to the instructions eontained in
the farewell addresses (from the night before the crucifixion on to the ascension),
and =gy, on the other, to a faithful observance on the part of the convert of
what he alrcady knew. Comp., on the contrary, xix. 17; John xiv. 15, 21,
xv. 10; 1 Tim. vi. 14 ; 1 John ii. 8 £., iii. 22 f., v. 2f.; Rev. xii. 17, xiv. 12;
Beclus. xxix. 1, in all which passages rupeiv ras ivrords means observe, i.€. to obey,
the commandments, Admirable, Lowever, is the comment of Bengel: ‘Ut
Laptizatis convenit, fidei virtute.”
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tural idea of a substantial ubiquity (in opposition to Luther,
Calovius, Philippt).  Beza well observes : “ Ut qui corpore est
absens, rirfute tamen sit totus praesentissimus” — wdaoas 7.
npép.] all the days that were still to elapsc éws T. qvrTeX. TOD
al@ros, i.e. until the close of the current age (sce on xxiv. 3),
which would be coincident with the second advent, and after
the gospel had been proclaimed througheut the whole world
(xxiv. 14); “ continue praesentia,” Bengel.

ReMark 1.—According to John xxi. 14, the Lord’s appearance
at the sea of Tiberias, John xxi., which Matthew not only
omits, but which lie does not seem to have been aware of (see
on ver. 10), must heve preceded that referred to in our passage.

Reayank 2.—Matthew makes no mention of the return of
Jesus and His disciples to Judaen, or of the ascension from the
Mount of Olives; he follows a tradition in which those two
facts had not yet found a place, just as they appear to have
been likewise omitted in the lost conclusion of Mark; then it
g0 happened that the apostolic Aéys« terminated with our Lord’s
parting address, ver. 19 £, 'We must beware of imputing to the
evangelist any subjective motive for making no mention of any
other appearance hut that which took place on the mountain in
Galilee ; for had he omitted aud recorded events in this arbitrary
fashion, awl mevely as he thought fit, and that, too, when
dealing with the sublimest and most marvellous portion of the
cospel naurative, he would have been acting a most unjustifiable
part, and enly ruining his own credit for historical fidelity. Dy
the apostles the ascension, the actual bodily mounting up into
heaven, was regarded as a fact about which there could not be
auy possible doubt, and without which they would lLave felt
e second advent to be simply inconceivable (Phil. ii. 9, iii. 20;
b v, 10; 1 Det. 1i. 22 ; John xx. 17), and accordingly it is
presupposed in the councluding words of our Gospel ; but the
cmbodying of it in an outward incident, supposed to have
cecurred in presence of the apostles, is to be attributed to a
tradition which Lulke, it is true, has adopted (as regards the
author of the appendix to Mark, see on Mark xvi. 19 f), but
which has been rejected by our evangelist and John, notwith-
standing that in any case this latter would have been an eye-
witness.  DBut yet the fact iiself that the Lord, shortly after His
resurrection, ascended into heaven, and that not merely in spirit
(which, and that in entire cpposition to Seripture, would either
exclude the resurrection of the actual body, or presuppose a
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second death), but in the body as perfectly transformed and
glorified at the moment of the ascension, is one of the truths of
which we are also fully convinced, confirmed as it is by the
whole New Testament, and furnishing, as it does, an indispens-
able basis for anything like certainty in regard to Christian
eschatology.  On the ascension, see Luke xxiv, 51, Rem.





