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Alford was born in London, of a Somerset family, which had given five consecutive generations of clergymen to the Anglican church. Alford's early years were passed with his widowed father, who was curate of Steeple Ashton in Wiltshire. He was a precocious boy, and before he was ten had written several Latin odes, a history of the Jews and a series of homiletic outlines. After a peripatetic school course he went up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1827 as a scholar. In 1832 he was 34th wrangler and 8th classic, and in 1834 was made fellow of Trinity.

He had already taken orders, and in 1835 began his eighteen-year tenure of the vicarage of Wymeswold in Leicestershire, from which seclusion the twice-repeated offer of a colonial bishopric failed to draw him. He was Hulsean lecturer at Cambridge in 1841-1842, and steadily built up a reputation as scholar and preacher, which might have been greater if not for his excursions into minor poetry and magazine editing.

In 1844, he joined the Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) which published a list of do's and don'ts for church layout which they promoted as a science. He commissioned A.W.N. Pugin to restore St Mary's church. He also was a member of the Metaphysical Society, founded in 1869 by James Knowles.

In September 1853 Alford moved to Quebec Chapel, Marylebone, London, where he had a large congregation. In March 1857 Lord Palmerston advanced him to the deanery of Canterbury, where, till his death, he lived the same energetic and diverse lifestyle as ever. He had been the friend of most of his eminent contemporaries, and was much beloved for his amiable character. The inscription on his tomb, chosen by himself, is Diversorium Viatoris Hierosolymam Proficiscentis ("the inn of a traveler on his way to Jerusalem").

Alford was a talented artist, as his picture-book, The Riviera (1870), shows, and he had abundant musical and mechanical talent. Besides editing the works of John Donne, he published several volumes of his own verse, The School of the Heart (1835), The Abbot of Muchelnaye (1841), The Greek Testament. The Four Gospels (1849), and a number of hymns, the best-known of which are "Forward! be our watchword," "Come, ye thankful people, come", and "Ten thousand times ten thousand." He translated the Odyssey, wrote a well-known manual of idiom, A Plea for the Queen's English (1863), and was the first editor of the Contemporary Review (1866 - 1870).

His chief fame rests on his monumental edition of the New Testament in Greek (4 vols.), which occupied him from 1841 to 1861. In this work he first produced a careful collation of the readings of the chief manuscripts and the researches of the ripest continental scholarship of his day. Philological rather than theological in character, it marked an epochal change from the old homiletic commentary, and though more recent research, patristic and papyral, has largely changed the method of New Testament exegesis, Alford's work is still a quarry where the student can dig with a good deal of profit.

His Life, written by his widow, appeared in 1873 (Rivington).

Introduction

CHAPTER I
ON THE THREE FIRST GOSPELS GENERALLY

SECTION I

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE THREE FIRST GOSPELS

1. ON examining the four records of our Lord’s life on earth, the first thing which demands our notice is the distinctness, in contents and character, of the three first Gospels from the fourth. This difference may be thus shortly described.

2. Matthew, Mark, and Luke, in relating His ministry, discourses, and miracles, confine themselves exclusively to the events which took place in Galilee, until the last journey to Jerusalem. No incident whatever of His ministry in Judæa is related by any of them(1). Had we only their accounts, we could never with any certainty have asserted that He went to Jerusalem during His public life, until His time was come to be delivered up. They do not, it is true, exclude such a supposition, but rather perhaps imply it (see Matthew 23:37; Matthew 27:57, and parallels: also Matthew 4:12 as compared with Matthew 4:25; Matthew 8:10; Matthew 15:1); it could not however have been gathered from their narrative with any historical precision.

3. If we now turn to the fourth Gospel, we find this deficiency remarkably supplied. The various occasions on which our Lord went up to Jerusalem are specified; not indeed with any precision of date or sequence, but mainly for the purpose of relating the discourses and miracles by which they were signalized.

4. But the difference in character between the three first Evangelists and the fourth is even more striking. While their employment (with the sole exception, and that almost exclusively in Matthew, of the application of O.T. prophecies to events in the life of our Lord) is narration without comment, the fourth Evangelist speaks with dogmatic authority, and delivers his historical testimony as from the chair of an Apostle. In no place do they claim the high authority of eye-witnesses; nay, in the preface to Luke’s Gospel, while he vindicates his diligent care in tracing down the course of events from the first, he implicitly disclaims such authority. This claim is, however, advanced in direct terms by John (see below, ch. 5. § ii. 1). Again, in the character of our Lord’s discourses, reported by the three, we have the same distinctness. While His sayings and parables in their Gospels almost exclusively have reference to His dealings with us, and the nature of His kingdom among men, those related by John regard, as well, the deeper subjects of His own essential attributes and covenant purposes; referring indeed often and directly to His relations with His people and the unbelieving world, but usually as illustrating those attributes, and the unfolding of those purposes. That there are exceptions to this (see e.g. Matthew 11:27; Luke 10:22) is only to be expected from that merciful condescension by which God, in giving us the Gospel records through the different media of individual minds and apprehensions, has yet furnished us with enough common features in them all, to satisfy us of the unity and truthfulness of their testimony to His blessed Son.

5. Reserving further remarks on the character of John’s Gospel for their proper place (see ch. 5 of these Prolegomena), I further notice that the three, in their narration of our Lord’s ministry, proceed in the main upon a common outline. This outline is variously filled up, and variously interrupted; but is still easily to be traced, as running through the middle and largest section of each of their Gospels. From this circumstance, they are frequently called the synoptic Gospels: and the term will occasionally be found in this work.

6. Besides this large portion, each Gospel contains some prefatory matter regarding the time before the commencement of the Ministry,—a detailed history of the Passion,—fragmentary notices of the Resurrection, and a conclusion. These will be separately treated of and compared in the following sections, and more at large in the Commentary.

SECTION II

THEIR INDEPENDENCE OF ONE ANOTHER

1. Having these three accounts of one and the same Life and Ministry of our Lord, it is an important enquiry for us, how far they may be considered as distinct narratives,—how far as borrowed one from another. It is obvious that this enquiry can only, in the absence of any direct historical testimony, be conducted by careful examination of their contents. Such examination however has conducted enquirers to the most various and inconsistent results. Different hypotheses of the mutual interdependence of the three have been made, embracing every possible permutation of their order(2). To support these hypotheses, the same phænomena have been curiously and variously interpreted. What, in one writer’s view, has been a deficiency in one Evangelist which another has supplied,—has been, in that of a second writer, a condensation on the part of the one Evangelist of the full account of the other;—while a third writer again has seen in the fuller account the more minute depicting of later tradition.

2. Matt., Luke, Mark.—So Griesbach, Fritzsche, Meyer, De Wette, and others.

3. Mark, Matt., Luke.—So Storr and others, and recently, Mr. Smith of Jordanhill.

4. Mark, Luke, Matt.—So Weisse, Wilke, Hitzig, &c.

5. Luke, Matt., Mark.—So Büsching and Evanson.

6. Luke, Mark, Matt.—So Vögel. See reff. to the above in Meyer’s Commentary, vol. i. Einleitung, pp. 30, 31.

2. Let us, however, observe the evidence furnished by the Gospels themselves. Each of the sacred Historians is, we may presume, anxious to give his readers an accurate and consistent account of the great events of Redemption. On either of the above hypotheses, two of them respectively sit down to their work with one, or two, of our present narratives before them. We are reduced then to adopt one or other of the following suppositions: Either, ( α) they found those other Gospels insufficient, and were anxious to supply what was wanting; or, ( β) they believed them to be erroneous, and purposed to correct what was inaccurate; or, ( γ) they wished to adapt their contents to a different class of readers, incorporating at the same time whatever additional matter they possessed; or ( δ) receiving them as authentic, they borrowed from them such parts as they purposed to relate in common with them.

3. There is but one other supposition, which is plainly out of the range of probability, and which I should not have stated, were it not the only one, on the hypothesis of mutual dependency, which will give any account of, or be consistent with, the various minute discrepancies of arrangement and narration which we find in the Gospels. It is ( ε) that (see last paragraph) they fraudulently plagiarized from them, slightly disguising the common matter so as to make it appear their own. One man wishing to publish the matter of another’s work as his own, may be conceived as altering its arrangement and minutiæ, to destroy its distinctive character. But how utterly inapplicable is any such view to either of our three Evangelists! And even supposing it for a moment entertained,—how imperfectly and anomalously are the changes made,—and how little would they be likely to answer their purpose!

4. Let us consider the others in order. If ( α) was the case, I maintain that no possible arrangement of our Gospels will suit its requirements. Let the reader refer to the last note, and follow me through its divisions. (1), (2), (5), (6) are clearly out of the question, because the shorter Gospel of Mark follows upon the fuller one of Matthew, or Luke, or both. We have then only to examine those in which Mark stands first. Either then Luke supplemented Matthew—or Matthew, Luke. But first, both of these are inconceivable as being expansions of Mark; for his Gospel, although shorter, and narrating fewer events and discourses, is, in those which he does narrate, the fullest and most particular of the three. And again, Luke could not have supplemented Matthew; for there are most important portions of Matthew which he has altogether omitted (e.g. ch. 25 much of ch. 8 ch. 15);—nor could Matthew have supplemented Luke, for the same reason, having omitted almost all of the important section, Luke 9:51 to Luke 18:15, besides very much matter in other parts. I may also mention that this supposition leaves all the difficulties of different arrangement and minute discrepancy unaccounted for.

5. We pass to ( β), on which much need not be said. If it were so, nothing could have been done less calculated to answer the end, than that which our Evangelists have done. For in no material point do their accounts differ, but only in arrangement and completeness;—and this latter difference is such, that no one of them can be cited as taking any pains to make it appear that his own arrangement is chronologically accurate. No fixed dates are found in those parts where the differences exist; no word to indicate that any other arrangement had ever been published. Does this look like the work of a corrector? Even supposing him to have suppressed the charge of inaccuracy on others,—would he not have been precise and definite in the parts where his own corrections appeared, if it were merely to justify them to his readers?

6. Neither does the supposition represented by ( γ) in any way account for the phænomena of our present Gospels. For,—even taking for granted the usual assumption, that Matthew wrote for Hebrew Christians, Mark for Latins, and Luke for Gentiles in general,—we do not find any such consistency in these purposes, as a revision and alteration of another’s narrative would necessarily presuppose. We have the visit of the Gentile Magi exclusively related by the Hebraizing Matthew;—the circumcision of the child Jesus, and His frequenting the passovers at Jerusalem, exclusively by the Gentile Evangelist Luke. Had the above purposes been steadily kept in view in the revision of the narratives before them, the respective Evangelists could not have omitted incidents so entirely subservient to their respective designs.

7. Our supposition ( δ) is, that receiving the Gospel or Gospels before them as authentic, the Evangelists borrowed from them such parts as they purposed to narrate in common with them. But this does not represent the matter of fact. In no one case does any Evangelist borrow from another any considerable part of even a single narrative. For such borrowing would imply verbal coincidence, unless in the case of strong Hebraistic idiom, or other assignable peculiarity. It is inconceivable that one writer borrowing from another matter confessedly of the very first importance, in good faith and with approval, should alter his diction so singularly and capriciously as, on this hypothesis, we find the text of the parallel sections of our Gospels altered. Let the question be answered by ordinary considerations of probability, and let any passage common to the three Evangelists be put to the test. The phænomena presented will be much as follows:—first, perhaps, we shall have three, five, or more words identical; then as many wholly distinct; then two clauses or more, expressed in the same words but differing order; then a clause contained in one or two, and not in the third; then several words identical; then a clause not only wholly distinct but apparently inconsistent;—and so forth;—with recurrences of the same arbitrary and anomalous alterations, coincidences, and transpositions. Nor does this description apply to verbal and sentential arrangement only;—but also, with slight modification, to that of the larger portions of the narratives. Equally capricious would be the disposition of the subject-matter. Sometimes, while coincident in the things related, the Gospels place them in the most various order,—each in turn connecting them together with apparent marks of chronological sequence (e.g. the visit to Gadara in Matthew 8:28 ff. as compared with the same in Mark 5:1 ff. and Luke 8:26 ff.; and numerous other such instances noticed in the commentary). Let any one say, divesting himself of the commonly-received hypotheses respecting the connexion and order of our Gospels, whether it is within the range of probability that a writer should thus singularly and unreasonably alter the subject-matter and diction before him, having (as is now supposed) no design in so doing, but intending, fairly and with approval, to incorporate the work of another into his own? Can an instance be any where cited of undoubted borrowing and adaptation from another, presenting similar phænomena(3)?

8. I cannot then find in any of the above hypotheses a solution of the question before us, how the appearances presented by our three Gospels are to be accounted for. I do not see how any theory of mutual interdependence will leave to our three Evangelists their credit as able or trustworthy writers, or even as honest men: nor can I find any such theory borne out by the nature of the variations apparent in the respective texts.

SECTION III

THE ORIGIN OF OUR THREE GOSPELS

1. It remains then, that the three Gospels should have arisen independently of one another. But supposing this, we are at once met by the difficulty of accounting for so much common matter, and that narrated, as we have seen, with, such curious verbal agreements and discrepancies. Thus we are driven to some common origin for those parts. But of what kind? Plainly, either documentary, or oral. Let us consider each of these in turn.

2. No documentary source could have led to the present texts of our Gospels. For supposing it to have been in the Aramaic language, and thus accounting for some of the variations in our parallel passages, as being independent translations,—we shall still have no solution whatever of the more important discrepancies of insertion, omission, and arrangement. To meet these, the most complicated hypotheses have been advanced(4),—all perfectly capricious, and utterly inadequate, even when apprehended, to account for the phænomena. The various opponents of the view of an original Gospel have well shewn besides, that such a Gospel could never have existed, because of the omission in one or other of our three, of passages which must necessarily have formed a part of it; e.g. Matthew 26:6-13 (see there) omitted by Luke(5). I believe then that we may safely abandon the idea of any single original Gospel, whether Aramaic or Greek.

Hence he holds our Gospels to have arisen: viz. the Hebrew Matthew, from א + ב + α + A + γ + γ:—Luke, from א + ב + β + B + γ + γ + א:—Mark, from א + α + A + β + B + א: the Greek Matthew, to be a translation from the Hebrew Matthew, with the collation of א, and of Luke and Mark. This is only one of the various arrangements made by the supporters of this hypothesis. For those of Eichhorn, Gratz, &c., see Meyer’s Comment. vol. i. Einleitung, pp. 25–27.

3. Still it might be thought possible that, though one document cannot have originated the text of the common parts of our Gospels, several documents, more or less related to one another, may have done so, in the absence of any original Gospel. But this, it will be seen, is but an imperfect analysis of their origin; for we are again met by the question, whence did these documents take their rise? And if they turn out to be only so many modifications of a received oral teaching respecting the actions and sayings of our Lord, then to that oral teaching are we referred back for a more complete account of the matter. That such evangelical documents did exist, I think highly probable; and believe I recognize such in some of the peculiar sections of Luke; but that the common parts of our Gospels, even if taken from, such, are to be traced back further, I am firmly convinced.

4. We come then to enquire, whether the common sections of our Gospels could have originated from a common oral source. If by this latter is to be understood,—one and the same oral teaching every where recognized, our answer must be in the negative: for the difficulties of verbal discrepancy, varying arrangement, insertion, and omission, would, as above, remain unaccounted for. At the same time, it is highly improbable that such a course of oral teaching should ever have been adopted. Let us examine the matter more in detail.

5. The Apostles were witnesses of the resurrection of the Lord Jesus. In this consisted their especial office and work. Others besides them had been companions of our Lord:—but peculiar grace and power was given to them, by which they gave forth their testimony (Acts 4:33). And what this testimony included, we learn from the conditions of apostleship propounded by Peter himself, Acts 1:21-22; that in order to its being properly given, an Apostle must have been an eye and ear witness of what had happened from the baptism of John until the ascension: i.e. during the whole official life of our Lord. With the whole of this matter, therefore, was his apostolic testimony concerned. And we are consequently justified in assuming that the substance of the teaching of the Apostles consisted of their testimony to such facts, given in the Holy Ghost and with power. The ordinary objection to this view, that their extant discourses do not contain Evangelic narrations, but are hortatory and persuasive, is wholly inapplicable. Their extant discourses are contained in the Acts, a second work of the Evangelist Luke, who having in his former treatise given all which he had been able to collect of their narrative teaching, was not likely again to repeat it. Besides which, such narrative teaching would occur, not in general and almost wholly apologetic discourses held before assembled unbelievers, but in the building up of the several churches and individual converts, and in the catechization of catechumens. It is a strong confirmation of this view, that Luke himself in his preface refers to this original apostolic narrative as the source of the various διηγήσεις which many had taken in hand to draw up, and states his object in writing to be, that Theophilus might know the certainty ( ἀσφάλειαν) of those sayings concerning which he had been catechized.

It is another confirmation of the above view of the testimony of the apostolic body,—that Paul claims to have received an independent knowledge, by direct revelation, of at least some of the fundamental parts of the gospel history (see Galatians 1:12; 1 Corinthians 11:23; 1 Corinthians 15:3), to qualify him for his calling as an Apostle.

6. I believe then that the Apostles, in virtue not merely of their having been eye and ear witnesses of the Evangelic history, but especially of their office, gave to the various Churches their testimony in a narrative of facts: such narrative being modified in each case by the individual mind of the Apostle himself, and his sense of what was requisite for the particular community to which he was ministering. While they were principally together, and instructing the converts at Jerusalem, such narrative would naturally be for the most part the same, and expressed in the same, or nearly the same words: coincident, however, not from design or rule, but because the things themselves were the same, and the teaching naturally fell for the most part into one form, It would be easy and interesting to follow this cycle of narratives of the words and deeds of our Lord in the Church at Jerusalem, with regard to its probable origin and growth for both Jews and Hellenists,—the latter under such teachers as Philip and Stephen, commissioned and authenticated by the Apostles. In the course of such a process some portions would naturally be written down by private believers, for their own use or that of friends. And as the Church spread to Samaria, Cæsarea, and Antioch, the want would be felt in each of these places, of similar cycles of oral teaching, which when supplied would thenceforward belong to and be current in those respective Churches. And these portions of the Evangelic history, oral or partially documentary, would be adopted under the sanction of the Apostles, who were as in all things, so especially in this, the appointed and divinely-guided overseers of the whole Church. This common substratum of apostolic teaching,—never formally adopted by all, but subject to all the varieties of diction and arrangement, addition and omission, incident to transmission through many individual minds, and into many different localities,—I believe to have been the original source of the common part of our three Gospels.

7. Whether this teaching was wholly or in part expressed originally in Greek, may admit of some question. That it would very soon be so expressed, follows as a matter of course from the early mention of Hellenistic converts, Acts 6, and the subsequent reception of the Gentiles into the Church; and it seems to have been generally received in that language, before any of its material modifications arose. This I gather from the remarkable verbal coincidences observable in the present Greek texts. Then again, the verbal discrepancies of our present Greek texts entirely forbid us to imagine that our Evangelists took up the usual oral teaching at one place or time; but point to a process of alteration and deflection, which will now engage our attention.

8. It will be observed that I am now speaking of those sections which our Gospels possess IN COMMON, and WITHOUT REFERENCE TO THEIR ORDER. The larger additions, which are due to peculiar sources of information,—the narratives of the same event which have not sprung from a common source,—the different arrangement of the common sections, with all these I am not now concerned.

9. The matter then of those sections I believe to have been this generally-received oral narrative of the Apostles of which I have spoken. Delivered, usually in the same or similar terms, to the catechumens in the various Churches, and becoming the text of instruction for their pastors and teachers, it by degrees underwent those modifications which the various Gospels now present to us. And I am not now speaking of any considerable length of time, such as might suffice to deteriorate and corrupt mere traditional teaching,—but of no more than the transmission through men apostolic or almost apostolic, yet of independent habits of speech and thought,—of an account which remained in substance the same. Let us imagine the modifications which the individual memory, brooding affectionately and reverently over each word and act of our Lord, would introduce into a narrative in relating it variously and under differing circumstances:—the Holy Spirit who brought to their remembrance whatever things He had said to them (John 14:26), working in and distributing to each severally as He would;—let us place to the account the various little changes of transposition or omission, of variation in diction or emphasis, which would be sure to arise in the freedom of individual teaching,—and we have I believe the only reasonable solution of the arbitrary and otherwise unaccountable coincidences and discrepancies in these parts of our Gospels.

10. It might perhaps be required that some presumptive corroborations should be given of such a supposition as that here advanced. For the materials of such, we must look into the texts themselves of such sections. And in them I think I see signs of such a process as the latter part of paragraph 9 describes. For,

11. It is a well-known and natural effect of oral transmission, that while the less prominent members of a sentence are transposed, or diminished or increased in number, and common-place expressions replaced by their synonymes, any unusual word, or harsh expression, or remarkable construction is retained. Nor is this only the case, such words, expressions, or constructions, preserving their relative places in the sentences,—but, from the mind laying hold of them, and retaining them at all events, they are sometimes found preserved near their original places, though perhaps with altered relations and import. Now a careful observation of the text of the Gospels will continually bring before the reader instances of both of these. I have subjoined in a note a few, more to tempt the student to follow the track, than to give any adequate illustration of these remarks(6).

Of unusual words, expressions, or constructions, found at or near their places in parallel passages, but not in the same connexion;— ἀπέχω, Matthew 6:2 al.: Luke 6:24;— χρείαν ἔχω, Matthew 14:16; Luke 9:11;— εἰς, Mark 8:19-20; Luke 9:13; John 6:9;— σκύλλω, Mark 5:35; Luke 8:49;— εἶτα, Mark 4:17; Luke 8:12;— βασανίσω, Matthew 14:24; Mark 6:48;— πῶς, Mark 5:16; Luke 8:36;— ἀνασείω, Mark 15:11; Luke 23:5;— ἦλθεν (of Joseph of Arimathea), Matthew 27:57; Mark 15:43; John 19:38;— περιτίθημι, Matthew 27:28; Mark 15:17;— προσφωνέω, with dative, Matthew 11:16; Luke 7:32.

12. With regard to those parts of our Gospels which do not fall under the above remarks, there are various conceivable sources whence they may have arisen. As each Evangelist may have had more or less access to those who were themselves witnesses of the events, whether before or during the public ministry of our Lord, or as each may have fallen in with a more complete or a shorter account of those events, so have our narratives been filled out with rich detail, or confined to the mere statement of occurrences:—so have they been copious and entire in their history, or have merely taken up and handed down a portion of our Lord’s life. These particulars will come under our notice below, when we treat of each Gospel by itself.

13. The above view has been impugned by Mr. Birks (Horæ Evangelicæ, &c. Lond. 1852), and Mr. Smith of Jordanhill (Dissertation on the Origin and Connexion of the Gospels: Edinb. 1853). While maintaining different hypotheses, both agree in regarding ‘oral tradition’ as quite insufficient to account for the phænomena of approximation to identity which are found in the Gospels. But both, as it seems to me, have forgotten to take into account the peculiar kind of oral tradition with which we are here concerned. Both concur in insisting on the many variations and corruptions to which oral transmission is liable, as an objection to my hypothesis. But we have here a case in this respect exceptional and sui generis. The oral tradition (or rather ORAL TEACHING) with which we are concerned, formed the substance of a deliberate and careful testimony to facts of the highest possible importance, and as such, was inculcated in daily catechization: whereas common oral tradition is careless and vague, not being similarly guarded, nor diffused as matter of earnest instruction. Besides which, these writers forget, that I have maintained the probability of a very early collection of portions of such oral teaching into documents, some of which two or even three Evangelists may have used; and these documents or διηγήσεις, in some cases drawn up after the first minute verbal divergences had taken place, or being translations from common Aramaic sources, would furnish many of the phænomena which Mr. Smith so ingeniously illustrates from translation in modern historians and newspapers. I have found reason to infer, Vol. II., Prolegg. ch. ii. § ii. 17 β, that St. Luke was acquainted with Hebrew; and he would therefore be an independent translator, as well as the other two Evangelists.

14. For the sake of guarding against misunderstanding, it may be well formally to state the conclusion at which I have arrived respecting the origin of our three first Gospels: in which, I may add, I have been much confirmed by the thorough revision of the text rendered necessary in preparing each of these later editions, and indeed by all my observation since the first publication of these prolegomena:

That the synoptic Gospels contain the substance of the Apostles’ testimony, collected principally from their oral teaching current in the Church,—partly also from written documents embodying portions of that teaching: that there is however no reason from their internal structure to believe, but every reason to disbelieve, that any one of the three Evangelists had access to either of the other two Gospels in its present form.

SECTION IV

THE DISCREPANCIES, APPARENT AND REAL, OF THE THREE GOSPELS

1. In our three narratives, many events and sayings do not hold the same relative place in one as in another: and hence difficulties have arisen, and the faith of some has been weakened; while the adversaries of our religion have made the most of these differences to impugn the veracity of the writers themselves. And hence also Christian commentators have been driven to a system of harmonizing which condescends to adopt the weakest compromises, and to do the utmost violence to probability and fairness, in its zeal for the veracity of the Evangelists. It becomes important therefore critically to discriminate between real and apparent discrepancy, and while with all fairness we acknowledge the former where it exists, to lay down certain common-sense rules whereby the latter may be also ascertained.

2. The real discrepancies between our Evangelistic histories are very few, and those nearly all of one kind. They are simply the results of the entire independence of the accounts. They consist mainly in different chronological arrangements, expressed or implied. Such for instance is the transposition, before noticed, of the history of the passage into the country of the Gadarenes, which in Matthew 8:28 ff. precedes a whole course of events which in Mark 5:1 ff. and Luke 8:26 ff. it follows. Such again is the difference in position between the pair of incidents related Matthew 8:19-22, and the same pair of incidents found in Luke 9:57-60. And such are some other varieties of arrangement and position, which will be brought before the readers of the following Commentary. Now the way of dealing with such discrepancies has been twofold,—as remarked above. The enemies of the faith have of course recognized them, and pushed them to the utmost; often attempting to create them where they do not exist, and where they do, using them to overthrow the narrative in which they occur. While this has been their course,—equally unworthy of the Evangelists and their subject has been that of those who are usually thought the orthodox Harmonists. They have usually taken upon them to state, that such variously placed narratives do not refer to the same incidents, and so to save (as they imagine) the credit of the Evangelists, at the expense of common fairness and candour. Who, for example, can for a moment doubt that the pairs of incidents above cited from Matthew and Luke are identical with each other? What man can ever suppose that the same offer would have been, not merely twice made to our Lord in the same words and similarly answered by Him (for this is very possible), but actually followed in both cases by a request from another disciple, couched also in the very same words? The reiterated sequence of the two is absolutely out of all bounds of probability:—and yet it is supposed and maintained by one of the ablest of our modern Harmonists. And this is only one specimen out of very many of the same kind, notices of which may be seen in the following Commentary.

3. The fair Christian critic will pursue a plan different from both these. With no desire to create discrepancies, but rather every desire truthfully and justly to solve them, if it may be,—he will candidly recognize them where they unquestionably exist. By this he loses nothing, and the Evangelists lose nothing. That one great and glorious portrait of our Lord should be harmoniously depicted by them,—that the procession of events by which our redemption is assured to us should be one and the same in all,—is surely more wonderful, and more plainly the work of God’s Holy Spirit, the more entirely independent of each other they must be inferred to have been. Variation in detail and arrangement is to my mind the most valuable proof that they were, not mere mouthpieces or organs of the Holy Spirit, as some would suicidally make them, but holy men, under His inspiration. I shall treat of this part of our subject more at length below (in § vi.):—I mention it now, to shew that we need not be afraid to recognize real discrepancies, in the spirit of fairness and truth. Christianity never was, and never can be the gainer, by any concealment, warping, or avoidance of the plain truth, wherever it is to be found.

4. On the other hand, the Christian critic will fairly discriminate between real and apparent discrepancy. And in order to this, some rules must be laid down by which the limits of each may be determined.

5. Similar incidents must not be too hastily assumed to be the same. If one Evangelist had given us the feeding of the five thousand, and another that of the four, we should have been strongly tempted to pronounce the incidents the same, and to find a discrepancy in the accounts:—but our conclusion would have been false:—for we have now both events narrated by each of two Evangelists (Matthew and Mark), and formally alluded to by our Lord Himself in connexion. (Matthew 16:9-10; Mark 8:19-20.) And there are several narrations now in our Gospels, the identification of which must be abstained from; e.g. the anointing of our Lord by the woman who was a sinner, Luke 7:36 ff., and that at Bethany by Mary the sister of Lazarus, in Matthew 26:6 ff.: Mark 14:3 ff.: John 11:2; John 12:3 ff. In such cases we must judge fairly and according to probability,—not making trifling differences in diction or narrative into important reasons why the incidents should be different;—but rather examining critically the features of the incidents themselves, and discerning and determining upon the evidence furnished by them.

6. The circumstances and nature of our Lord’s discourses must be taken into account. Judging à priori, the probability is, that He repeated most of His important sayings many times over, with more or less variation, to different audiences, but in the hearing of the same apostolic witnesses. If now these witnesses by their independent narratives have originated our present Gospels, what can be more likely than that these sayings should have found their way into the Gospels in various forms,—sometimes, as especially in Matt., in long and strictly coherent discourses,—sometimes scattered up and down, as is the matter of several of Matthew’s discourses in Luke? Yet such various reports of our Lord’s sayings are most unreasonably by some of the modern German critics (e.g. De Wette) treated as discrepancies, and used to prove Matthew’s discourses to have been mere arrangements of shorter sayings uttered at different times. A striking instance of the repetition by our Lord of similar discourses, varied according to the time and the hearers, may be found in the denunciations on the Scribes and Pharisees as uttered during the journey to Jerusalem, Luke 11:37 ff., and the subsequent solemn and public reiteration of them in Jerusalem at the final close of the Lord’s ministry in Matthew 23. Compare also the parable of the pounds, Luke 19:11 ff., with that of the talents, Matthew 25:14 ff., and in fact the whole of the discourses during the last journey in Luke, with their parallels, where such exist, in Matthew.

SECTION V

THE FRAGMENTARY NATURE OF THE THREE GOSPELS

1. On any hypothesis which attributes to our Evangelists the design of producing a complete history of the life and actions of our Lord, and gives two of them the advantage of consulting other records of the same kind with their own,—the omissions in their histories are perfectly inexplicable. For example,—Matthew, as an Apostle, was himself an eyewitness of the Ascension, an event holding a most important place in the divine process of the redemption of man. Yet he omits all record or mention of it. And though this is the most striking example, others are continually occurring throughout the three Gospels. Why has there been no mention in them of the most notable miracle wrought by our Lord,—which indeed, humanly speaking, was the final exciting cause of that active enmity of the Jewish rulers which issued in His crucifixion? Can it be believed, that an Apostle, writing in the fulness of his knowledge as such, and with the design of presenting to his readers Jesus of Nazareth as the promised Messiah,—should have omitted all mention of the raising of Lazarus,—and of the subsequent prophecy of Caiaphas, whereby that Messiahship was so strongly recognized? The ordinary supposition, of silence being maintained for prudential reasons concerning Lazarus and his family, is quite beside the purpose. For the sacred books of the Christians were not published to the world in general, but were reserved and precious possessions of the believing societies: and even had this been otherwise, such concealment was wholly alien from their spirit and character.

2. The absence of completeness from our Gospels is even more strikingly shewn in their minor omissions, which cannot on any supposition be accounted for, if their authors had possessed records of the incidents so omitted. Only in the case of Luke does there appear to have been any design of giving a regular account of things throughout: and from his many omissions of important matter contained in Matthew, it is plain that his sources of information were, though copious, yet fragmentary. For, assuming what has been above inferred as to the independence of our three Evangelists, it is inconceivable that Luke, with his avowed design of completeness, ch. Matthew 1:3, should have been in possession of matter so important as that contained in those parts of Matthew, and should deliberately have excluded it from his Gospel.

3. The Gospel of Mark,—excluding from that term the venerable and authentic fragment at the end of ch. 16,—terminates abruptly in the midst of the narrative of incidents connected with the resurrection of our Lord. And, with the exception of the short prefatory compendium, ch. Matthew 1:1-13, there is no reason for supposing this Evangelist to be an abbreviator, in any sense, of the matter before him. His sources of information were of the very highest order, and his descriptions and narratives are most life-like and copious; but they were confined within a certain cycle of apostolic teaching, viz. that which concerned the official life of our Lord: and in that cycle not complete, inasmuch as he breaks off short of the Ascension, which another Evangelistic hand has added from apostolic sources.

SECTION VI

THE INSPIRATION OF THE EVANGELISTS AND OTHER N.T. WRITERS

1. The results of our enquiries hitherto may be thus stated:—That our three Gospels have arisen independently of one another, from sources of information possessed by the Evangelists:—such sources of information, for a very considerable part of their contents, being the narrative teaching of the Apostles; and, in cases where their personal testimony was out of the question, oral or documentary narratives, preserved in and received by the Christian Church in the apostolic age;—that the three Gospels are not formal complete accounts of the whole incidents of the sacred history, but each of them fragmentary, containing such portions of it as fell within the notice, or the special design, of the Evangelist.

2. The important question now comes before us. In what sense are the Evangelists to be regarded as having been inspired by the Holy Spirit of God? That they were so, in some sense, has been the concurrent belief of the Christian body in all ages. In the second, as in the nineteenth century, the ultimate appeal, in matters of fact and doctrine, has been to these venerable writings. It may be well, then, first to enquire on what grounds their authority has been rated so high by all Christians.

3. And I believe the answer to this question will be found to be, Because they are regarded as authentic documents, descending from the apostolic age, and presenting to us the substance of the apostolic testimony. The Apostles being raised up for the special purpose of witnessing to the gospel history,—and these memoirs having been universally received in the early Church as embodying that their testimony, I see no escape left from the inference, that they come to us with inspired authority. The Apostles themselves, and their contemporaries in the ministry of the Word, were singularly endowed with the Holy Spirit for the founding and teaching of the Church: and Christians of all ages have accepted the Gospels and other writings of the New Testament as the written result of the Pentecostal effusion. The early Church was not likely to be deceived in this matter. The reception of the Gospels was immediate and universal. They never were placed for a moment by the consent of Christians in the same category with the spurious documents which soon sprung up after them. In external history, as in internal character, they differ entirely from the apocryphal Gospels; which, though in some cases bearing the name and pretending to contain the teaching of an Apostle, were never recognized as apostolic.

4. Upon the authenticity, i.e. the apostolicity of our Gospels, rests their claim to inspiration. Containing the substance of the Apostles’ testimony, they carry with them that special power of the Holy Spirit which rested on the Apostles in virtue of their office, and also on other teachers and preachers of the first age. It may be well, then, to enquire of what kind that power was, and how far extending.

5. We do not find the Apostles transformed, from being men of individual character and thought and feeling, into mere channels for the transmission of infallible truth. We find them, humanly speaking, to have been still distinguished by the same characteristics as before the descent of the Holy Ghost. We see Peter still ardent and impetuous, still shrinking from the danger of human disapproval;—we see John still exhibiting the same union of deep love and burning zeal;—we find them pursuing different paths of teaching, exhibiting different styles of writing, taking hold of the truth from different sides.

6. Again, we do not find the Apostles put in possession at once of the divine counsel with regard to the Church. Though Peter and John were full of the Holy Ghost immediately after the Ascension, neither at that time, nor for many years afterwards, were they put in possession of the purpose of God regarding the Gentiles, which in due time was specially revealed to Peter, and recognized in the apostolic council at Jerusalem.

7. These considerations serve to shew us in what respects the working of the Holy Spirit on the sacred writers was analogous to His influence on every believer in Christ; viz. in the retention of individual character and thought and feeling,—and in the gradual development of the ways and purposes of God to their minds.

8. But their situation and office was peculiar and unexampled. And for its fulfilment, peculiar and unexampled gifts were bestowed upon them. One of these, which bears very closely upon our present subject, was, the recalling by the Holy Spirit of those things which the Lord had said to them. This was His own formal promise, recorded in John 14:26. And if we look at our present Gospels, we see abundant evidence of its fulfilment. What unassisted human memory could treasure up saying and parable, however deep the impression at the time, and report them in full at the distance of several years, as we find them reported, with every internal mark of truthfulness, in our Gospels? What invention of man could have devised discourses which by common consent differ from all sayings of men—which possess this character unaltered, notwithstanding their transmission through men of various mental organization—which contain things impossible to be understood or appreciated by their reporters at the time when they profess to have been uttered—which enwrap the seeds of all human improvement yet attained, and are evidently full of power for more? I refer to this latter alternative, only to remark that all considerations, whether of the Apostles’ external circumstances, or their internal feelings respecting Him of whom they bore witness, combine to confirm the persuasion of Christians, that they have recorded as said by our Lord what He truly did say, and not any words of their own imagination.

9. And let us pursue the matter further by analogy. Can we suppose that the light poured by the Holy Spirit upon the sayings of our Lord would be confined to such sayings, and not extend itself over the other parts of the narrative of His life on earth? Can we believe that those miracles, which though not uttered in words, were yet acted parables, would not be, under the same gracious assistance, brought back to the minds of the Apostles, so that they should be placed on record for the teaching of the Church?

10. And, going yet further, to those parts of the Gospels which were wholly out of the cycle of the Apostles’ own testimony;—can we imagine that the divine discrimination which enabled them to detect the ‘lie to the Holy Ghost,’ should have forsaken them in judging of the records of our Lord’s birth and infancy,—so that they should have taught or sanctioned an apocryphal, fabulous, or mythical account of such matters? Some account of them must have been current in the apostolic circle; for Mary the Mother of Jesus survived the Ascension, and would be fully capable of giving undoubted testimony to the facts. (See notes on Luke 1:2.) Can we conceive then that, with her among them, the Apostles should have delivered other than a true history of these things? Can we suppose that Luke’s account, which he includes among the things delivered by those who were eye-witnesses and ministers of the word from the first, is other than the true one, and stamped with the authority of the witnessing and discriminating Spirit dwelling in the Apostles? Can we suppose that the account in the still more immediately apostolic Gospel of Matthew is other than the same history seen from a different side and independently narrated?

11. But if it be enquired, how far such divine superintendence has extended in the framing of our Gospels as we at present find them, the answer must be furnished by no preconceived idea of what ought to have been, but by the contents of the Gospels themselves. That those contents are various, and variously arranged, is token enough that in their selection and disposition we have human agency presented to us, under no more direct divine guidance, in this respect, than that general leading, which in main and essential points should ensure entire accordance. Such leading admits of much variety in points of minor consequence. Two men may be equally led by the Holy Spirit to record the events of our Lord’s life for our edification, though one may believe and record, that the visit to the Gadarenes took place before the calling of Matthew, while the other places it after that event; though one in narrating it speaks of two dæmoniacs,—the other, only of one.

12. And it is observable, that in the only place in the three Gospels where an Evangelist speaks of himself, he expressly lays claim, not to any supernatural guidance in the arrangement of his subject-matter, but to a diligent tracing down of all things from the first; in other words, to the care and accuracy of a faithful and honest compiler. After such an avowal on the part of the editor himself, to assert an immediate revelation to him of the arrangement to be adopted and the chronological notices to be given, is clearly not justified, according to his own shewing and assertion(7). The value of such arrangement and chronological connexion must depend on various circumstances in each case:—on their definiteness and consistency,—on their agreement or disagreement with the other extant records; the preference being in each case given to that one whose account is the most minute in details, and whose notes of sequence are the most distinct.

13. In thus speaking, I am doing no more than even the most scrupulous of our Harmonizers have in fact done. In the case alluded to in paragraph 11, there is not one of them who has not altered the arrangement, either of Matthew, or of Mark and Luke, so as to bring the visit to the Gadarenes into the same part of the evangelic history. But if the arrangement itself were matter of divine inspiration, then have we no right to vary it in the slightest degree, but must maintain (as the Harmonists have done in other cases, but never, that I am aware, in this) two distinct visits to have been made at different times, and nearly the same events to have occurred at both. I need hardly add that a similar method of proceeding with all the variations in the Gospels, which would on this supposition be necessary, would render the Scripture narrative a heap of improbabilities; and strengthen, instead of weakening, the cause of the enemies of our faith.

14. And not only of the arrangement of the evangelic history are these remarks to be understood. There are certain minor points of accuracy or inaccuracy, of which human research suffices to inform men, and on which, from want of that research, it is often the practice to speak vaguely and inexactly. Such are sometimes the conventionally received distances from place to place; such are the common accounts of phænomena in natural history, &c. Now, in matters of this kind, the Evangelists and Apostles were not supernaturally informed, but left, in common with others, to the guidance of their natural faculties.

15. The same may be said of citations and dates from history. In the last apology of Stephen, which he spoke being full of the Holy Ghost, and with divine influence beaming from his countenance, we have at least two demonstrable historical inaccuracies. And the occurrence of similar ones in the Gospels does not in any way affect the inspiration or the veracity of the Evangelists.

16. It may be well to mention one notable illustration of the principles upheld in this section. What can be more undoubted and unanimous than the testimony of the Evangelists to THE RESURRECTION OF THE LORD? If there be one fact rather than another of which the Apostles were witnesses, it was this:—and in the concurrent narrative of all four Evangelists it stands related beyond all cavil or question. Yet, of all the events which they have described, none is so variously put forth in detail, or with so many minor discrepancies. And this was just what might have been expected, on the principles above laid down. The great fact that the Lord was risen,—set forth by the ocular witness of the Apostles, who had seen Him,—became from that day first in importance in the delivery of their testimony. The precise order of His appearances would naturally, from the overwhelming nature of their present emotions, be a matter of minor consequence, and perhaps not even of accurate enquiry till some time had passed. Then, with the utmost desire on the part of the women and Apostles to collect the events in their exact order of time, some confusion would be apparent in the history, and some discrepancies in versions of it which were the results of separate and independent enquiries; the traces of which pervade our present accounts. But what fair-judging student of the Gospels ever made these variations or discrepancies a ground for doubting the veracity of the Evangelists as to the fact of the Resurrection, or the principal details of the Lord’s appearances after it?

17. It will be well to state the bearing of the opinions advanced in this section on two terms in common use, viz. verbal and plenary inspiration.

18. With regard to verbal inspiration, I take the sense of it, as explained by its most strenuous advocates, to be, that every word and phrase of the Scriptures is absolutely and separately true,—and, whether narrative or discourse, took place, or was said, in every most exact particular as set down. Much might be said of the à priori unworthiness of such a theory, as applied to a gospel whose character is the freedom of the Spirit, not the bondage of the letter: but it belongs more to my present work to try it by applying it to the Gospels as we have them. And I do not hesitate to say that, being thus applied, its effect will be to destroy altogether the credibility of our Evangelists. Hardly a single instance of parallelism between them arises, where they do not relate the same thing indeed in substance, but expressed in terms which if literally taken are incompatible with each other. To cite only one obvious instance. The Title over the Cross was written in Greek. According, then, to the verbal-inspiration theory, each Evangelist has recorded the exact words of the inscription; not the general sense, but the inscription itself,—not a letter less or more. This is absolutely necessary to the theory. Its advocates must not be allowed, with convenient inconsistency, to take refuge in a common-sense view of the matter wherever their theory fails them, and still to uphold it in the main(8). And how it will here apply, the following comparison will shew:—

Matt., οὗτός ἐστιν ἰησοῦς ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ἰουδαίων.

Mark, ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ἰουδαίων.

Luke, ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ἰουδαίων οὗτος.

John, ἰησοῦς ὁ ναζωραῖος ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ἰουδαίων.

19. Another objection to the theory is, that if it be so, the Christian world is left in uncertainty what her Scriptures are, as long as the sacred text is full of various readings. Some one manuscript must be pointed out to us, which carries the weight of verbal inspiration, or some text whose authority shall be undoubted, must be promulgated. But manifestly neither of these things can ever happen. To the latest age, the reading of some important passages will be matter of doubt in the Church: and, which is equally subversive of the theory, though not of equal importance in itself, there is hardly a sentence in the whole of the Gospels in which there are not varieties of diction in our principal MSS., baffling all attempts to decide which was its original form.

20. The fact is, that this theory uniformly gives way before intelligent study of the Scriptures themselves; and is only held, consistently and thoroughly, by those who have never undertaken that study. When put forth by those who have, it is never carried fairly through; but while broadly asserted, is in detail abandoned.

21. If I understand plenary inspiration rightly, I hold it to the utmost, as entirely consistent with the opinions expressed in this section. The inspiration of the sacred writers I believe to have consisted in the fulness of the influence of the Holy Spirit specially raising them to, and enabling them for, their work,—in a manner which distinguishes them from all other writers in the world, and their work from all other works. The men were full of the Holy Ghost—the books are the pouring out of that fulness through the men,—the conservation of the treasure in earthen vessels. The treasure is ours, in all its richness: but it is ours as only it can be ours,—in the imperfections of human speech, in the limitations of human thought, in the variety incident first to individual character, and then to manifold transcription and the lapse of ages.

22. Two things, in concluding this section, I would earnestly impress on my readers. First, that we must take our views of inspiration not, as is too often done, from à priori considerations, but ENTIRELY FROM THE EVIDENCE FURNISHED BY THE SCRIPTURES THEMSELVES: and secondly, that the MEN were INSPIRED the BOOKS are the RESULTS OF THAT INSPIRATION. This latter consideration, if all that it implies be duly weighed, will furnish us with the key to the whole question.

SECTION VII

IMPRACTICABILITY OF CONSTRUCTING A FORMAL HARMONY OF THE THREE GOSPELS

1. From very early times attempts have been made to combine the narratives of our three Gospels into one continuous history. As might have been expected, however, from the characteristics of those Gospels above detailed, such Harmonies could not be constructed without doing considerable violence to the arrangement of some one or more of the three, and an arbitrary adoption of the order of some one, to which then the others have been fitted and conformed. An examination of any of the current Harmonies will satisfy the student that this has been the case.

2. Now, on the supposition that the three Gospels had arisen one out of the other, with a design such as any of those which have been previously discussed (with the exception of ε) in § ii. 2, 3, such a Harmony not only ought to be possible, but should arise naturally out of the several narratives, without any forcing or alteration of arrangement. Nay, on the supplementary theory of Greswell and others, the last written Gospel should itself be such a History as the Harmonizers are in search of. Now not only is this not the case, but their Harmonies contain the most violent and considerable transpositions:—they are obliged to have recourse to the most arbitrary hypotheses of repetition of events and discourses,—and, after all, their Harmonies, while some difficulties would be evaded by their adoption, entail upon us others even more weighty and inexplicable.

3. Taking, however, the view of the origin of the Gospels above advocated, the question of the practicability of harmonizing is simply reduced to one of matter of fact:—how far the three Evangelists, in relating the events of a history which was itself one and the same, have presented us with the same side of the narrative of those events, or with fragments which will admit of being pieced into one another.

4. And there is no doubt that, as far as the main features of the evangelic history are concerned, a harmonious whole is presented to us by the combined narrative. The great events of our Lord’s ministry, His baptism, His temptation, His teaching by discourses and miracles, His selection of the Twelve, His transfiguration, His announcement of His sufferings, death, and resurrection, His last journey to Jerusalem, His betrayal, His passion, crucifixion, burial, and resurrection,—these are common to all; and, as far as they are concerned, their narratives naturally fall into accordance and harmony. But when we come to range their texts side by side, to supply clause with clause, and endeavour to construct a complete history of details out of them, we at once find ourselves involved in the difficulties above enumerated. And the inference which an unbiassed mind will thence draw is, that as the Evangelists wrote with no such design of being pieced together into a complete history, but delivered the apostolic testimony as they had received it, modified by individual character and oral transmission, and arranged carefully according to the best of their knowledge,—so we should thus simply and reverentially receive their records, without setting them at variance with each other by compelling them in all cases to say the same things of the same events.

5. If the Evangelists have delivered to us truly and faithfully the apostolic narratives, and if the Apostles spoke as the Holy Spirit enabled them, and brought events and sayings to their recollection, then we may be sure that if we knew the real process of the transactions themselves, that knowledge would enable us to give an account of the diversities of narration and arrangement which the Gospels now present to us. But without such knowledge, all attempts to accomplish this analysis in minute detail must be merely conjectural: and must tend to weaken the evangelic testimony, rather than to strengthen it.

6. The only genuine Harmony of the Gospels will be furnished by the unity and consistency of the Christian’s belief in their record, as true to the great events which it relates, and his enlightened and intelligent appreciation of the careful diligence of the Evangelists in arranging the important matter before them. If in that arrangement he finds variations, and consequently inaccuracies, on one side or the other, he will be content to acknowledge the analogy which pervades all the divine dealings with mankind, and to observe that God, who works, in the communication of His other gifts, through the medium of secondary agents—has been pleased to impart to us this, the record of His most precious Gift, also by human agency and teaching. He will acknowledge also, in this, the peculiar mercy and condescension of Him who has adapted to universal human reception the record of eternal life by His Son, by means of the very variety of individual recollections and modified reports. And thus he will arrive at the true harmonistic view of Scripture; just as in the great and discordant world he does not seek peace by setting one thing against another and finding logical solution for all, but by holy and peaceful trust in that Almighty Father, who doeth all things well. So that the argument so happily applied by Butler to the nature of the Revelation contained in the Scriptures, may with equal justice be applied to the books themselves in which the record of that Revelation is found,—that “He who believes the Scriptures to have proceeded from Him who is the Author of nature, may well expect to find the same sort of difficulties in them as are found in the constitution of nature.”

CHAPTER III
OF THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK

SECTION I

ITS AUTHORSHIP

1. As in the case of the two other Gospels, we are dependent entirely on traditional sources for the name of the author. It has been universally believed to be Marcus: and further, that he was the same person who, in Acts 12:12; Acts 12:25; Acts 15:37, is spoken of as Ἰ ωάννης ὁ ἐ πικαλούμενος (ἐ πικληθείς, καλούμενος) ΄άρκος: in Mark 13:5; Mark 13:13, as Ἰ ωάννης: in Mark 15:39, as ΄άρκος: also in Colossians 4:10; 2 Timothy 4:11; Philemon 1:24. The few particulars gleaned respecting him from Scripture are, that his mother’s name was Mary (Acts 12:12); and that she was sister to the Apostle Barnabas (Colossians 4:10); that she dwelt in Jerusalem (Acts, ibid.); that he was converted to Christianity by the Apostle Peter (1 Peter 5:13); that he became the minister and companion of Paul and Barnabas, in their first missionary journey (Acts 12:25); and was the cause of the variance and separation of these Apostles on their second (Acts 15:37-40),—Barnabas wishing to take him again with them, but Paul refusing, because he had departed from them before the completion of the former journey (Acts 13:13). He then became the companion of Barnabas in his journey to Cyprus (Acts 15:39). We find him however again with Paul (Colossians 4:10), and an allusion apparently made in the words there to some previous stain on his character, which was then removed: see also Philemon 1:24; 2 Timothy 4:11. Lastly, we find him with Peter (1 Peter 5:13). From Scripture we know no more concerning him. But an unanimous tradition of the ancient Christian writers represents him as the ‘interpres’ of Peter: i.e. the secretary or amanuensis, whose office it was to commit to writing the orally-delivered instructions and narrations of the Apostle. See authorities quoted in § ii. below.

2. Tradition (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. ii. 15) brings him with Peter to Rome (but apparently only on the authority of 1 Peter 5:13); and thence to Alexandria. He is said to have become first bishop of the Church in that city, and to have suffered martyrdom there. All this however is exceedingly uncertain.

SECTION II

ITS ORIGIN

1. It was universally believed in the ancient Church, that Mark’s Gospel was written under the influence, and almost by the dictation, of Peter.

( α) Eusebius quotes from Papias (Hist. Eccl. iii. 39), as a testimony of John the presbyter, ΄άρκος μὲ ν ἑ ρμηνευτὴ ς πέτρου γενόμενος, ὅ σα ἐ μνημόνευσεν, ἀ κριβῶ ς ἔ γραψεν, κ. τ. λ.

( β) The same author (Hist. Eccl. v. 8) says ΄άρκος ὁ μαθητὴ ς καὶ ἑ ρμηνευτὴ ς πέτρου, καὶ αὐ τὸ ς τὰ ὑ πὸ πέτρου κηρυσσόμενα ἐ γγράφως ἡ μῖ ν παραδέδωκε. This he quotes from Irenæus (iii. 1, p. 174); and further that this took place μετὰ τὴ ν τούτων (i.e. τοῦ πέτρου κ. τοῦ παύλου) ἔ ξοδον.

( γ) The same author (Hist. Eccl. ii. 15) relates, on the authority of Clement (Hypotyp. vi.) and Papias, that the hearers of Peter at Rome, unwilling that his teaching should be lost to them, besought Mark, who was a follower of Peter, to commit to writing the substance of that teaching; that the Apostle, being informed supernaturally of the work in which Mark was engaged, ἡ σθῆ ναι τῇ τῶ ν ἀ νδρῶ ν προθυμίᾳ, κυρῶ σαί τε τὴ ν γραφὴ ν εἰ ς ἔ ντευξιν τῆ ς ἐ κκλησίας. This account is manifestly inconsistent with the former.

( δ) In Hist. Eccl. vi. 14, Eusebius gives yet another account, citing the very passage of Clement above referred to: that Peter, knowing of Mark’s work when it was completed and published, προτρεπτικῶ ς μήτε κωλῦ σαι μήτε προτρέψασθαι.

( ε) The same author, in his Demonstr. Evang. iii. 5, vol. iv. p. 122, says πετρος δὲ ταῦ τα περὶ ἑ αυτοῦ μαρτυρεῖ· πάντα γὰ ρ τὰ παρὰ ΄άρκῳ τοῦ πέτρου διαλέξεων εἶ ναι λέγεται ἀ πομνημονεύματα.

( ζ) Tertullian (Cont. Marcion. iv. 5, vol. ii. p. 367) relates: “Marcus quod edidit Evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cujus interpres Marcus.”

( η) Jerome (Ad Hedibiam (Ep. cxx.), quæst. xi., vol. i. p. 844) writes: “Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum interpretem, sicut et beatus Petrus Marcum, cujus Evangelium Petro narrante et illo scribente compositum est.”

2. The above testimonies must now be examined as to how far we are bound to receive them as decisive. We may observe that the matter to which they refer is one which could, from its nature, have been known to very few persons; viz. the private and unavowed influence of an Apostle over the writer. (For I reject at once the account which makes Peter authorize the Gospel, from no such authorization being apparent, which it certainly would have been, had it ever existed.) Again, the accounts cited are most vague and inconsistent as to the extent and nature of this influence,—some stating it to have been no more than that Peter preached, and Mark, after his death, collected the substance of his testimony from memory; others making it extend even to the dictation of the words by the Apostle.

3. It is obvious that all such accounts must be judged according to the phænomena presented by the Gospel itself. Now we find, in the title of the Gospel, a presumption that no such testimony of Peter is here presented to us, as we have of Matthew in the former Gospel. Had such been the case, we should have found it called the Gospel according to Peter, not according to Mark.

4. If again we examine the contents of the Gospel, we are certainly not justified in concluding that Peter’s hand has been directly employed in its compilation in its present form. The various mentions, and omissions of mention, of incidents in which that Apostle is directly concerned, are such as to be in no way consistently accounted for on this hypothesis. For let it be allowed that a natural modesty might have occasionally led him to omit matters tending to his honour,—yet how are we to account for his omitting to give an exact detail of other things at which he was present, and of which he might have rendered the most precise and circumstantial account? This has been especially the case in the narrative of the day of the Resurrection, not to mention numerous other instances which will be noticed in the Commentary. Besides, the above hypothesis regarding his suppressions cannot be consistently carried out. A remarkable instance to the contrary may be seen, ch. Mark 16:7, where εἴ πατε τοῖ ς μαθηταῖ ς αὐ τοῦ καὶ τῷ πέτρῳ stands for εἴ πατε τοῖ ς μαθηταῖ ς αὐ τοῦ in Matthew.

5. We are led to the same conclusion by a careful comparison of the contents of this Gospel with those of Matthew and Luke. We find that it follows the same great cycle of apostolic teaching;—that its narratives are derived in many cases from the same sources;—that it is improbable that any individual Apostle should have moulded and fashioned a record which keeps so much to the beaten track of the generally-received evangelic history. His own individual remembrances must unavoidably have introduced additions of so considerable an amount as to have given to the Gospel more original matter than it at present possesses.

6. But while unable to conceive any influence directly exerted by Peter over the compilation of the Gospel, I would by no means deny the possibility of the derivation of some narratives in it from that Apostle, and recognize in such derivation the ground of the above testimonies. The peculiarly minute and graphic precision (presently, § viii. to be further spoken of) which distinguishes this Evangelist, seems to claim for him access in many cases to the testimony of some eye-witness where the other two Evangelists have not had that advantage. I have pointed out these cases where they occur, in the Commentary; and have not hesitated in some of them to refer conjecturally to Peter as the source of the narration.

7. The inference to be drawn from what has preceded is, that,—the general tradition of the ancients, which ascribed to Mark a connexion with Peter as his secretary or interpreter, being adopted, as likely to be founded on fact,—yet the idea of any considerable or direct influence of Peter over the writing of the Gospel is not borne out by the work itself. We may so far recognize in it one form of the probable truth;—it is likely that Mark, from continual intercourse with and listening to Peter, and possibly from preservation of many of his narrations entire, may have been able, after his death, or at all events when separated from him, to preserve in his Gospel those vivid and original touches of description and filling-out of the incidents, which we now discover in it. Further than this I do not think we are authorized in assuming; and even this is conjectural only.

SECTION III

FOR WHAT READERS AND WITH WHAT OBJECT IT WAS WRITTEN

1. Internal evidence is very full as to the class of readers for whom Mark compiled his Gospel: the Gentile Christians are clearly pointed out by the following indications:—

( α) The omission of all genealogical notices of our Lord’s descent.

( β) The general abstinence from Old Testament citations, except in reporting discourses of our Lord (ch. Mark 1:2-3 is the only exception, Mark 15:28 being rejected as spurious).

( γ) The appending of interpretations to the Hebrew or Aramaic terms occurring in the narrative (ch. Mark 5:41; Mark 7:11; Mark 7:34).

( δ) The explanations of Jewish customs, as for example ch. Mark 7:3-4.

( ε) Remarkable insertions or omissions in particular places: as, e.g. πᾶ σιν τοῖ ς ἔ θνεσιν, ch. Mark 11:17, which words are omitted in Matthew and Luke:—no mention of the Jewish law:—omission of the limitations of the mission of the Apostles in Matthew 10 (common, however, also to Luke).

2. It is true that too much stress must not be laid on single particulars of this sort, as indicating design, where the sources of the Gospels were so scattered and fragmentary. But the concurrence of all these affords a very strong presumption that that class of readers was in the view of the Evangelist, in whose favour all these circumstances unite. See Prolegg. to Matthew, § iii. 2.

SECTION IV

AT WHAT TIME IT WAS WRITTEN

1. The most direct testimony on this head is that of Irenæus, iii. 1 (see above, § ii. 1, β), that it was after the deaths of Peter and Paul. This would place its date, at all events, after the year 63 (see Prolegg. to Acts, chronological table). But here, as in the case of the other Gospels, very little can be with any certainty inferred. We have conflicting traditions (see above, § ii.), and the Gospel itself affords us no clue whatever.

2. One thing only we may gather from the contents of the three first Gospels,—that none of them could have been originally written after the destruction of Jerusalem. Had they been, the omission of all allusion to so signal a fulfilment of our Lord’s prophecies would be inexplicable. In the case indeed of Luke, we can approximate nearer than this (see below, ch. iv. § 4); but in those of Matthew and Mark, this is all which can be safely assumed as to the time of their first publication;—that it was after the dispersion or even the death of most of the Apostles, and before the investment of Jerusalem by the Roman armies under Titus in the year 70.

SECTION V

AT WHAT PLACE IT WAS WRITTEN

Of this we have no trustworthy evidence. Most ancient writers (Clement, Eusebius, Jerome, Epiphanius, &c.) mention Rome; but apparently in connexion with the idea of Mark having written under the superintendence of Peter. Chrysostom mentions Alexandria; but no Alexandrine writer confirms the statement. In modern times, Storr has advanced an hypothesis that Mark wrote at Antioch, which he grounds, but insufficiently, on a comparison of ch. Mark 15:21, with Acts 11:20.

SECTION VI

IN WHAT LANGUAGE IT WAS WRITTEN

1. There has never been any reasonable doubt that Mark wrote in Greek. The two Syriac versions contain a marginal note, that Mark preached in Rome in Latin: and four mss. (Centt. X.–XIII.) enumerated by Scholz, prolegg. p. xxx, append a notice, τὸ κατὰ μάρκ. εὐ αγ. ἐ γράφη ῥ ωμαϊστὶ ἐ ν ῥ ώμῃ μετὰ ἔ τη ι̅ β̅ τῆ ς ἀ ναλήψεως τοῦ κυρίου. This statement, however, is destitute of probability from any external or internal evidence, and is only one more assumption from the hypothetical publication in Rome under the superintendence of Peter, and for Roman converts.

2. Many writers of the Romish Church have defended the hypothesis of a Latin original, being biassed by a wish to maintain the authority of the Vulgate: and a pretended part of the original autograph of the Evangelist is still shewn in the Library of St. Mark’s church at Venice; which, however, has been detected to be merely part of an ancient Latin MS. of the four Gospels,—another fragment of which exists, or existed, at Prague,—formerly preserved at Aquileia.

3. If Mark wrote in Latin, it is almost inconceivable that the original should have perished so early that no ancient writer should have made mention of the fact. For Latin was the language of a considerable and increasing body of Christians,—unlike Hebrew, which was little known, and belonged [but even this is doubtful] to a section of converts few in number:—yet ancient testimony is unanimous to Matthew’s having written in Hebrew,—while we have not one witness to Mark having written in Latin.

SECTION VII

GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPEL

1. This has never been called in question, till very recently, by some of the German critics (Schleiermacher, Credner:—which last however (see Meyer, Com. ii. 9, note) has since seen reason to abandon his view,—and more recently still, Grimm) on, as it appears to me, wholly insufficient grounds. They allege that the testimony of Papias (see above, § ii. 1, α) does not apply to the contents of our present Gospel, but that some later hand has worked up and embellished the original simple and unarranged notices of Mark, which have perished.

2. But neither do the words of Papias imply any such inference as that Mark’s notices must have been simple and unarranged; nor, if they did, are they of any considerable authority in the matter. It is enough that from the very earliest time the Gospel has been known as that of Mark; confirmed as this evidence is by the circumstance, that this name belongs to no great and distinguished founder of the Church, to whom it might naturally be ascribed, but to one, the ascription to whom can hardly be accounted for, except by its foundation in matter of fact.

3. On the genuineness of the remarkable fragment at the end of the Gospel, see notes there.

SECTION VIII

ITS STYLE AND CHARACTER

1. Of the three first Gospels, that of Mark is the most distinct and peculiar in style. By far the greater part of those graphic touches which describe the look and gesture of our Lord, the arrangement or appearance of those around Him, the feelings with which He contemplated the persons whom He addressed, are contained in this Gospel. While the matters related are fewer than in either Matthew or Luke, Mark, in by far the greater number of common narrations, is the most copious, and rich in lively and interesting detail.

2. In one part only does Mark appear as an abridger of previously well-known facts; viz. in ch. Mark 1:1-13, where,—his object being to detail the official life of our Lord,—he hastens through the previous great events,—the ministry of John, the baptism and temptation of Christ. But even in the abrupt transitions of this section, there is wonderful graphic power, presenting us with a series of life-like pictures, calculated to impress the reader strongly with the reality and dignity of the events related.

3. Throughout the Gospel, even where the narratives are the most copious, the same isolated character of each, the same abrupt transition from one to another, is observable. There is no attempt to bind on one section to another, or to give any sequences of events. But occasionally the very precision of the separate narratives of itself furnishes accurate and valuable chronological data:—e.g. the important one in ch. Mark 4:35, by which it becomes evident that the whole former part of Matthew’s Gospel is out of chronological order.

4. Mark relates but few discourses. His object being to set forth Jesus as the SON OF GOD (see ch. Mark 1:1), he principally dwells on the events of His official life. But the same characteristics mark his report of our Lord’s discourses, where he relates them, as we have observed in the rest of his narrative. While the sequence and connexion of the longer discourses was that which the Holy Spirit peculiarly brought to the mind of Matthew, the Apostle from whom Mark’s record is derived seems to have been deeply penetrated and impressed by the solemn iterations of cadence and expression, and to have borne away the very words themselves and tone of the Lord’s sayings. See especially, as illustrating this, the wonderfully sublime reply, ch. Mark 9:39-50.

5. According to the view adopted and vindicated in the notes on ch. Mark 16:9-20, the Gospel terminates abruptly with the words ἐ φοβοῦ ντο γάρ, ver. 8. That this was not intentionally done, but was a defect,—is apparent, by the addition, in apostolic times, of the authentic and most important fragment which now concludes the narrative(1).

6. I regard the existence of the Gospel of Mark as a gracious and valuable proof of the accommodation by the Divine Spirit of the records of the life of our Lord to the future necessities of the Church. While it contains little matter of fact which is not related in Matthew and Luke, and thus, generally speaking, forms only a confirmation of their more complete histories, it is so far from being a barren duplicate of that part of them which is contained in it, that it comes home to every reader with all the freshness of an individual mind, full of the Holy Ghost, intently fixed on the great object of the Christian’s love and worship, reverently and affectionately following and recording His positions, and looks, and gestures, and giving us the very echo of the tones with which He spoke. And thus the believing student feels, while treating of and studying this Gospel, as indeed he does of each in its turn, that,—without venturing to compare with one another in value these rich and abiding gifts of the Holy Spirit to the Church,—the Gospel of Mark is at least as precious to him as any of the others; serving an end, and filling a void, which could not without spiritual detriment be left uncared for.

01 Chapter 1 

Verse 1
1. ἀρχὴ κ. τ. λ.] This is probably a title to what follows, as Matthew 1:1, and not connected with Mark 1:4, as Fritzsche and Lachm., nor with Mark 1:2, as Meyer. It is simpler and gives more majesty to the exordium, to put a period at the end of Mark 1:1, and make the citation from the Prophet a new and confirmatory title.

ἰης. χρ.] of, as its author, or its subject, as the context may determine. “If the genit. after εὐαγγ. is not a person, it is always that of the object, as εὐαγγ. τῆς βασιλείας, τῆς σωτηρίας κ. τ. λ. (Matthew 4:23; Ephesians 1:13; Ephesians 6:15 alli(1).). If θεοῦ follows, the genit. is one of the subject (ch. Mark 1:15. Romans 1:1; Romans 1:15-16, alli(2).), as also when μου follows (Romans 2:16; Romans 16:25; 1 Thessalonians 1:5, alli(3).). But if χριστοῦ follows (Romans 1:9; Romans 15:19; 1 Corinthians 9:12, alli(4).), it may be either genit. of the subject (auctoris) or of the object: and only the context can determine. Here it decides for the latter (Mark 1:2-8). Render therefore, the glad tidings concerning Jesus Christ.” Meyer.

[1 ] alli= some cursive mss.

Verses 1-8
ευαγγελιον
κατα ΄αρκον
N.B. Throughout Mark, the parallel places in Matthew are to be consulted. Where the agreement is verbal, or nearly so, no notes are here appended, except grammatical and philological ones.

1–8.] THE PREACHING AND BAPTISM OF JOHN. Matthew 3:1-12. Luke 3:1-17. The object of Mark being to relate the official life and ministry of our Lord, he begins with His baptism; and as a necessary introduction to it, with the preaching of John the Baptist. His account of John’s baptism has many phrases in common with both Matt. and Luke; but from the additional prophecy quoted in Mark 1:2, is certainly independent and distinct (see Prolegomena to the Gospp. ch. i. § ii.).

Verse 2-3
2, 3.] This again stands independently, not ἐγέν. ἰωάν. ( ὁ) βαπτ … ὡς γέγρ.

The citation here is from two Prophets, Isa. and Mal.: see reff. The fact will not fail to be observed by the careful and honest student of the Gospels. Had the citation from Isaiah stood first, it would have been of no note, as Meyer observes. Consult notes on Matthew 11:10; Matthew 3:3.

Verse 4
4.] See on Matthew 3:1.

βάπτ. μετ., the baptism symbolic of (“gen. of the characteristic quality,” Meyer) repentance and forgiveness—of the death unto sin, and new birth unto righteousness. The former of these only comes properly into the notion of John’s baptism, which did not confer the Holy Spirit, Mark 1:8.

Verse 7
7. κύψας λῦσαι.…] The expression is common to Mark, Luke, and John (Mark 1:27). It amounts to the same as bearing the shoes—for he who did the last would necessarily be also employed in loosing and taking off the sandal. But the variety is itself indicative of the independence of Matt. and Mark of one another. John used the two expressions at different times, and our witnesses have reported both. κύψας is added by Mark, who, as we shall find, is more minute in circumstantial detail than the other Evangelists.

Verse 8
8.] Matt. and Luke add καὶ πυρί.

Verses 9-11
9–11.] JESUS IS BAPTIZED BY HIM. Matthew 3:13-17. Luke 3:21-22.

ἀπὸ ναζ. is contained here only. The words with which this account is introduced, express indefiniteness as to time. It was (Luke 3:21) after all the people were baptized: see note there.

The commencement of this Gospel has no marks of an eye-witness: it is the compendium of generally current accounts.

Verse 10
10.] εὐθύς, or - θέως, is a favourite connecting word with Mark. St. Mark has here taken the oral account verbatim, and applied it to Jesus, ‘He saw,’ &c.—and αὐτόν must mean Himself: otherwise we must understand ὁ ἰωάν. before εἶδεν, and take ἀναβ. as pendent, which is very improbable.

The construction of the sentence is a remarkable testimony of the independence of Mark and Matt. even when parts of the narrative agree verbatim. See note on Matthew 3:16.

σχιζ., peculiar to Mark; and more descriptive than ἀνεῴχθησαν, Matt. Luke.

Verse 11
11.] σὺ εἶ, Mark, Luke; οὗτός ἐς., Matt.— ἐν ᾧ εὐδ., Matt.; ἐν σοὶ εὐδ., Mark and Luke. I mention these things to shew how extremely improbable it is that Mark had either Matt. or Luke before him. Such arbitrary alteration of documents could never have been the practice of any one seriously intent on an important work.

Verse 12-13
12, 13.] ἐκβάλλω = ἀνάγω Matt., = ἄγω Luke. It is a more forcible word than either of these to express the mighty and cogent impulse of the Spirit.

σατανᾶ = διαβ. Matt., Luke: see note, Matthew 4:1.

It seems to have been permitted to the evil one to tempt our Lord during the whole of the 40 days, and of this we have here, as in Luke, an implied assertion. The additional intensity of temptation at the end of that period, is expressed in Matt. by the tempter coming to Him—becoming visible and audible. Perhaps the being with the beasts may point to one form of temptation, viz. that of terror, which was practised on Him:—but of the inward trials who may speak?

οἱ ἄγγ., as τῶν θηρ. generic.

There is nothing here to contradict the fast spoken of in Matt. and Luke, as De W. maintains. Our Evangelist perhaps implies it in the last words of Mark 1:13. It is remarkable that those Commentators who are fondest of maintaining that Mark constructed his narrative out of those of Matt. and Luke (De W., Meyer) are also most keen in pointing out what they call irreconcileable differences between him and them. No apportionment of these details to the various successive parts of the temptation is given by our Evangelist. They are simply stated to have happened, compendiously.

Verse 14
14.] See note on Matthew 4:12.

παραδ. seems to have been the usual and well-known term for the imprisonment of John.

τὸ εὐαγ. τ. θ.] See reff., and note on Mark 1:1.

Verse 14-15
14, 15.] JESUS BEGINS HIS MINISTRY. Matthew 4:12-17. Luke 4:14-15.

Verse 15
15. πεπλ. ὁ καιρ.] See Galatians 4:4. “The end of the old covenant is at hand; … the Son is born, grown up, anointed (in his baptism), tempted, gone forth, the testimony of his witness is given, and now He witnesses Himself; now begins that last speaking of God, by His Son (Hebrews 1:1), which henceforth shall be proclaimed in all the world till the end comes.” Stier, R. J. i. 57.

καὶ πιστ.] These words are in Mark only. They furnish us an interesting characteristic of the difference between the preaching of John, which was that of repentance—and of our Lord, which was repentance and faith. It is not in Himself as the Saviour that this faith is yet preached: this He did not proclaim till much later in his ministry: but in the fulfilment of the time and approach of the kingdom of God.

ἐν is not instrumental (as Fritzsche), ‘by means of the Gospel:’ but in the Gospel, which, in its completion, sets forth Jesus Christ as the object of faith. “The object of the faith is conceived as that on which the faith lays hold.” Meyer.

Verses 16-20
16–20.] CALLING OF PETER, ANDREW, JAMES, AND JOHN. Matthew 4:18-22. Almost verbatim as Matt. The variations are curious: after σίμωνα, Mark omits τὸν λεγ. πέτρ.:—although the name was prophetically given by our Lord before this, in John 1:43, it perhaps was not actually given, till the twelve became a distinct body, see ch. Mark 3:16.

Matt. has εἰς τὴν θ., for our ἐν τ. θ., an inconceivable variation if one copied the other, as is also ἀμφιβάλλ. for βάλλ. ἀμφίβληστρον.

The παράγων παρά, and the ἀμφιβ. ἐν τ. θαλ. are noticed by Meyer as belonging to the graphic delineation which this Evangelist loves.

Verse 17
17.] γενέσθαι is here inserted before ἁλεεῖς for minute accuracy.

Verse 19
19.] μετὰ ζ. τ. πατρ. αὐτ. (Matt.) is omitted here, and (5). inserted below, where Matt. has simply τ. πατ.

καὶ αὐτούς, these also, as well as the former pair of brothers. It belongs only to ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ, not to the following clause.

Verse 20
20.] μετὰ τῶν μισθ. is inserted for particularity, and perhaps to soften the leaving their father alone. It gives us a view of the station of life of Zebedee and his sons; they were not poor fishermen, but had hired servants.

Matt. has ἠκολούθης. αὐτ.

Now may we not venture to say that both these accounts came from Peter originally? Matthew’s an earlier one, taught (or given in writing perhaps) without any definite idea of making it part of a larger work; but this carefully corrected and rendered accurate, even to the omitting the name Peter, which though generally known, and therefore mentioned in the oral account, was perhaps not yet formally given, and was therefore omitted in the historical.

Verse 21
21.] Not immediately after the preceding. The calling of the Apostles, the Sermon on the Mount, the healing of the leper, and of the centurion’s servant, precede the following miracle.

Verses 21-28
21–28.] HEALING OF A DÆMONIAC IN THE SYNAGOGUE AT CAPERNAUM. Luke 4:31-37.

Verse 22
22.] A formula occurring entire at the end of the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew 7:28, and the first clause of it,—and, in substance, the second also,—in the corresponding place to this in Luke 4:32.

Verse 23
23. ἄνθ. ἐν πν.] The use of the prep. in this connexion is unusual: see reff. I think the best account of it is, that it falls under a large class of usages of ἐν, expressing the element in which the man lived and moved, as possessed and interpenetrated by the evil spirit,—as in the common expressions ἐν κυρίῳ, ἐν χριστῷ, cf. 2 Corinthians 12:2, and Acts 17:28.

Verses 23-28
23–28.] This account occurs in Luke 4:33-37, nearly verbatim: for the variations, see there. It is very important for our Lord’s official life, as shewing that He rejected and forbade all testimony to his Person, except that which He came on earth to give. The dæmons knew Him, but were silenced. (See Matthew 8:29; ch. Mark 5:7.) It is of course utterly impossible to understand such a testimony as that of the sick person, still less of the fever or disease.

Verse 24
24. ναζ.] We may observe that this epithet often occurs under strong contrast to His Majesty and glory; as here, and ch. Mark 16:6, and Acts 2:22-24; Acts 22:8; and, we may add, John 19:19.

ἡμᾶς, generic: “communem inter se causam habent dæmonia,” Bengel.

Verse 26
26. σπαράξ.] having convulsed him, see reff. Luke adds, that he did not injure him at all.

Verse 27
27.] πρὸς ἑαυτούς is not, each man within himself, but amounts to πρὸς ἀλλήλους, see reff. Meyer well remarks, that the reason of the reflexive pronoun being used, is probably to be found in the narrative representing what was said among themselves, not to Jesus and his disciples.

We may either take καινή with κατʼ ἐξουσίαν, ‘new in respect of power,’ as Meyer: or regard καινή and κατʼ ἐξουσίαν as two separate predicates of διδαχή. The latter view is preferable as more borne out by the adverbial use of κατά with nouns signifying power in the reff. Render then a teaching new and powerful.
Verse 28
28.] This miracle, which St. Mark and St. Luke relate first of all, is not stated by them to have been the first. Cf. John 2:11.

Verses 29-34
29–34.] HEALING OF SIMON’S MOTHER-IN-LAW. Matthew 8:14-17. Luke 4:38-41. The three accounts, perhaps from a common source (but see notes on Luke), are all identical in substance, but very diverse in detail and words.

Verse 31
31.] ἀφῆκεν αὐτήν, of the fever, is common to all, and διηκόνει αὐτοῖς, but no more. The same may be said of Mark 1:32-34 :—the words καὶ ἦν ὅλ. ἡ πόλ. ἐπ … θύραν are added in our text, shewing the accurate detail of an eye-witness, as also does the minute specification of the house, and of the two accompanying, in Mark 1:29. Observe the distinction between the sick and the dæmoniacs: cf. ch. Mark 3:15. Observe also πολλούς, πολλά, in connexion with the statement that the sun had set. There was not time for all. Meyer, who notices this, says also that in some the conditions of healing may have been wanting. But we do not find this obstacle existing on other occasions: cf. Matthew 4:24; Matthew 12:15; Matthew 14:14; Acts 5:16. On the not permitting the dæmons to speak, see note above, Mark 1:23-28. I should be disposed to ascribe the account to Peter. Simon, Andrew, James, and John occur together again, ch. Mark 13:3.

Verse 35
35.] ἔννυχα, acc. plur. neut. of ἔννυχος, as in the sing. σήμερον, αὔριον, νέον, &c., a form not so used in the classics. We have however πάννυχα, Soph. Ajax, 911.

ἐξῆλθ. from the house of Peter and Andrew, Mark 1:29.

Verses 35-38
35–38.] JESUS, BEING SOUGHT OUT IN HIS RETIREMENT, PREACHES AND HEALS THROUGHOUT GALILEE. Luke 4:42-43, where see note. Our Lord’s present purpose was, not to remain in any one place, but to make the circuit of Galilee; not to work miracles, but to preach.

Verse 36
36. οἱ μετʼ αὐτ.] Andrew, John, and James, ibid.

Verse 38
38.] ἐξῆλθ. = ἀπεστάλην, Luke: not ‘undertook this journey:’ He had not yet begun any journey, and it cannot apply to ἐξῆλθεν above, for that was not to any city, nor to preach. The word has its more solemn sense, as in reff. John, though of course not understood then by the hearers. To deny this, as Meyer, is certainly not safe.

Verse 39
39.] See on Matthew 4:23; also on Luke 4:44.

κηρ. εἰς] not for ἐν, but as ἐς τὸν δῆμον λέγειν, Thuc. Mark 1:45, and similar expressions: see reff.

Verses 40-45
40–45.] CLEANSING OF A LEPER. Matthew 8:2-4. Luke 5:12-14. The account here is the fullest, and evidently an original one, from an eye-witness. St. Luke mentions (Mark 1:15) the spreading of the fame of Jesus, without assigning the cause as in our Mark 1:45. See note on Matt.

Verse 41
41.] σπλαγχνισθείς gives the reason of ἐκτείνας: Jesus being moved with compassion stretched out his hand and touched him. This is characteristic of St. Mark.

Verse 43
43.] ἐξέβαλεν need not necessarily imply that the healing was in a house (Meyer); it might have been in a city, as in Luke.

Verse 44
44.] σεαυτόν, being prefixed to the verb, has an emphasis: trouble not thyself with talking to others, but go complete thine own case by getting thyself formally declared pure.

Verse 45
45.] ἤρξατο, he lost no time in doing it.

τὸν λόγον] not, ‘what Jesus had said to him,’ but the account, of his healing.

ἤρχοντο tells us more than ἦλθον would have done. Our Lord did not wish to put a stop to the multitudes seeking Him, but only to avoid that kind of concourse which would have beset Him in the towns: the seeking to Him for teaching and healing still went or and that from all parts.

CHAP. Mark 2:1-12.] HEALING OF A PARALYTIC AT CAPERNAUM. Matthew 9:2-8, where see notes. Luke 5:17-26. The three are evidently independent accounts; Mark’s, as usual, the most precise in details; e.g. “borne of four;” Luke’s also bearing marks of an eye-witness (see Mark 1:19, end); Matthew’s apparently at second hand.

02 Chapter 2 
Verse 1
1.] διʼ ἡμερῶν, after an interval of some days: see reff.

εἰς οἶκον, in doors; as εἰς ἀγρόν, to the country, ch. Mark 16:12 : = εἰς τὸν οἶκον, εἰς τὸν ἀγρόν,—the practice of omitting the art. after a preposition being universal, and apparently regulated by no assignable rule. See examples in Middleton, ch. vi. § 1, which however in later Greek are by no means limited to the class of nouns there mentioned, but are found with nouns of all classes of meaning.

The εἰς combines motion with the construction,—‘that he had gone home, and was there.’

Verse 2
2.] In this verse we have again the peculiar minute depicting of Mark. Wordsw. believes “these minute notices … to be recorded by the Evangelist with a studied design, lest it should be supposed that, because he incorporates so much which is in St. Matthew’s Gospel, he was only a copyist: and in order to shew that he did so because he knew from ocular testimony that St. Matthew’s narrative was adequate and accurate.” I mention this, to shew to what shifts the advocates of the theory of the “interdependence” of the Evangelists are now reduced.

μηκέτι … μηδέ] so that not even the parts towards the door (much less the house) would any longer hold them (they once sufficed to hold them).

ἐλάλει, in the strict imperfect sense: He was speaking to them the word, when that which is about to be related happened.

Verse 3-4
3, 4.] It would appear that Jesus was speaking to the crowd from the upper story of the house, they being assembled in the court, or perhaps (but less probably) in the street. Those who bore the paralytic ascended the stairs which led direct from the street to the flat roof of the house, and let him down through the tiles ( διὰ τῶν κεραμῶν, Luke). See the extract from Dr. Robinson, describing the Jewish house, in note on Matthew 26:69.

Verse 7
7. οὗτος οὕτως] The first word depreciates: the second exaggerates.

Verse 8
8.] The knowledge was immediate and supernatural, as is most carefully and precisely here signified.

Verse 11
11. σοὶ λ.] The stress is on σοί. The words are precisely those used, as so often in Mark,—and denote the turning to the paralytic and addressing him. There may have been something in his state, which required the emphatic address.

Verse 13
13. πάλιν] See ch. Mark 1:16. On τὸν τοῦ ἀλφαίου see notes, Matthew 13:55; and Matthew 10:1 ff.

Verses 13-22
13–22.] THE CALLING OF LEVI. FEAST AT HIS HOUSE: QUESTION CONCERNING FASTING. Matthew 9:9-17. Luke 5:27-39. I have discussed the question of the identity of Matthew and Levi in the notes on Matt.

The three accounts are in matter nearly identical, and in diction so minutely and unaccountably varied, as to declare here, as elsewhere, their independence of one another, except in having had some common source from which they have more or less deflected. (These remarks do not apply to the diversity of the names Matthew and Levi, which must be accounted for on other grounds. See, as throughout the passage, the notes on Matt.)

Verse 15
15.] The entertainment was certainly in Levi’s house, not as Meyer, alli(6)., in that of our Lord, which last is a pure fiction, and is not any where designated in the Gospel accounts. Certainly the καλέσαι,, Mark 2:17, gives no countenance to the view. Our Lord, and those following Him as disciples, were ordinarily entertained where He was invited, which will account for ἠκολοὐθουν αὐτῷ:—and the change of subject in the two, αὐτόν and αὐτοῦ, is no uncommon thing: see a similar change in Luke 19:3, where to be consistent Meyer ought to understand ὅτι τῇ ἡλ. μικ. ἦν of our Lord. To help out his interpretation he strangely enough makes καλέσαι, Mark 2:17, mean ‘to invite.’

ἦσαν γὰρ … αὐτῷ, peculiar to Mark.

Verse 16
16.] ἰδόντες αὐτ. ἐσθ., having observed Him eating; but not to be literally pressed. The question was after the feast, at which, being in the house of a Publican, they were not present.

Verse 18
18. καὶ ἦσαν κ. τ. λ.] Mark here gives a notice for the information of his readers, as in ch. Mark 7:3, which places shew that his Gospel was not written for the use of Jews. It appears from this account, which is here the more circumstantial, that the Pharisees and disciples of John asked the question in the third person, as of others. In Matt. it is the disciples of John, and they join ἡμεῖς καὶ οἱ φαρ. In Luke, it is the Pharisees and Scribes, and they ask as here. Me(7). understands it, that the disciples of John and the Pharisees were at that particular time keeping a fast, and that this gave occasion to the question. The verb subst. with the part. may mean this, and Mark himself apparently uses it so, ch. Mark 10:32, and Mark 14:4 : but much more frequently it describes a practice or state, e.g. ἦν γὰρ ἔχων κτήματα πολλά, Matthew 19:22,— οἱ ἀστ. ἔσονται ἐκ τ. οὐρ. πίπτοντες, ch. Mark 13:25. See also ch. Mark 1:6; Mark 1:22; Mark 1:39. I cannot think that the fact of their being at that time keeping a fast would be thus expressed: it certainly would be further specified.

Verse 19
19. ὅσον … νηστεύειν] This repetition, contained neither in Matt. nor Luke, is inconsistent with the design of an abridger; and sufficiently shews the primary authority of this report, as also the ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμ., Mark 2:20. St. Mark especially loves these solemn repetitions: cf. ch. Mark 9:42 ff. It is strange to see such a Commentator as De Wette calling the ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμ. a proof of carelessness. It is a touching way, as Meyer well observes, of expressing ‘in that atra dies.’

Verse 21
21.] Render, the filling-up takes away from it, the new from the old, and a worse rent takes place. See note on (8) Matt. The addition here of τὸ καινόν confirms the view taken of the parable there.

Verse 23
23. παραπ. διὰ] He passed by or journeyed (so our Evangelist uses the word, see reff.) through, &c.

ὁδὸν ποιεῖν τίλ. is matter of detail and minute depiction. The interpretation of this narrative given by Meyer, which I still believe to be an entirely mistaken one, I cannot pass over so slightly as I did in my first edition. He urges the strict classical sense of ὁδὸν ποιεῖν, ‘to make a way,’ viam munire, or sternere, and insists on the sense conveyed by our narrative being, as distinguished from those in (9) Matt., Luke, that the disciples made a way for themselves through the wheat field by plucking the ears of corn, further maintaining, that there is no allusion here to their having eaten the grains of wheat, as in (10) Matt. Luke. But (1) the foundation on which all this is built is insecure. For ὁδὸν ποιεῖν in the LXX does undoubtedly mean ‘to make one’s journey,’ representing the Heb. עָשָׂה דֶּרֶךְ, in Judges 17:8 (examples are also quoted in the lexx. from Xenophon (the romancer)’s Ephesiaca and from Polyænus). And (2) as to no allusion being made to their having eaten the corn, how otherwise could the χρείαν ἔχειν have been common to the disciples and to David? Could it be said that any necessity compelled them to clear the path by pulling up the overhanging stalks of corn? How otherwise could the remarkable addition in our narrative, Mark 2:27, at all bear upon the case? Fritzsche’s rendering, ‘cœperunt viam exprimere spicas evellendo,’ which he explains, ‘to mark the way by plucking ears, and strewing them in it,’ is still worse. The classical sense of ὁδὸν ποιεῖν must evidently not be pressed: it here ὁδὸν ποιεῖσθαι.

Verses 23-28
23–28.] THE DISCIPLES PLUCK EARS OF CORN ON THE SABBATH. Matthew 12:1-8. Luke 6:1-5. The same may be said of the three accounts as in the last case, with continually fresh evidence of their entire independence of one another.

Verse 25
25. αὐτός] Himself, taking up the cause of his disciples and not leaving their defence to themselves.

Verse 26
26. ἐπὶ ἀβ. ἀρχ.] during the high-priesthood of Abiathar. But in 1 Samuel 21, from which this account is taken, Ahimelech, not Abiathar, is the high-priest. There is however considerable confusion in the names about this part of the history: Ahimelech himself is called Ahiah, 1 Samuel 14:3; and whereas (1 Samuel 22:20) Ahimelech has a son Abiathar, in 2 Samuel 8:17, Ahimelech is the son of Abiathar, and in 1 Chronicles 18:16, Abimelech. Amidst this variation, we can hardly undertake to explain the difficulty in the text. The insertion of the art. before ἀρχ. has been apparently done to give the words the sense ‘In the time of Abiathar the High-priest,’ so that the difficulty might be avoided by understanding the event to have happened in the time of (but not necessarily during the high-priesthood of) Abiathar (who was afterwards) the High-priest. But supposing the reading to be so, what author would in an ordinary narrative think of designating an event thus? Who for instance would speak of the defeat of the Philistines at Ephesdammim, where Goliath fell, as happening ἐπὶ δανεὶδ τοῦ βασιλέως? Who would ever understand ἐπὶ ἐλισσαίου τοῦ προφήτου, ‘in the time of Elisæus the prophet,’ as importing, in matter of fact, any other period than that of the prophetic course of Elisha? (The ἐγέννησεν δανεὶδ τὸν βασιλέα of Matthew 1:6 is not a case in point.) Yet this is the way in which the difficulties of the Gospels have been attempted to be healed over. (See Middleton on the article, in loc.) With the restoration of the true reading, even this resource fails. (I am sorry to see that Bp. Wordsw. writes, “ ἐπὶ ἀβιάθαρ ἀρχιερέως intimates indeed that it was in the days of Abiathar, but it rather suggests that he was not the High-priest then:” comparing ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως ἄννα, Luke 3:2. But surely Bp. W. must know, that such a rendering is ungrammatical: that ἀρχ ιερέως without the article must be simply predicatory, whether it precedes or follows the proper name; “when Abiathar was High-priest,”—and cannot be titular. The expression in 1 Maccabees 13:42, which he quotes as similar, is not a case in point, as any reader may judge: ἐπὶ σίμωνος ἀρχιερέως μεγάλου κ. στρατηγοῦ καὶ ἡγουμένου τῶν ἰουδαίων: the epithet μεγάλου makes all the difference.)

Verse 27
27.] τὸ σάβ … διὰ τὸ ς. is peculiar to Mark, and highly important. The Sabbath was an ordinance for man; for man’s rest, both actually and typically, as setting forth the rest which remains for God’s people (Hebrews 4:9). But He who is now speaking has taken on Himself Manhood, the whole nature of Man; and is rightful lord over creation as granted to man, and of all that is made for man, and therefore of the Sabbath. The whole dispensation of time is created for man, for Christ as He is man, and is in his absolute power. There is a remarkable parallel, in more than the mere mode of expression, in 2 Mace. Mark 5:19 : οὐ διὰ τὸν τόπον τὸ ἔθνος, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ ἔθνος τὸν τόπον ὁ κύριος ἐξελέξατο.

Verse 28
28. καί] as well as of His other domains or elements of lordship and power.

03 Chapter 3 
Verse 1
1. πάλιν] See ch. Mark 1:21, = ἐν ἑτέρῳ σαβ., Luke. The synagogue was at Capernaum.

Verses 1-6
1–6.] HEALING OF THE WITHERED HAND. Matthew 12:9-14. Luke 6:6-11. On Matthew’s narrative, see notes on Luke. The two other accounts are cognate, though each has some particulars of its own.

Verse 2
2.] Luke only adds that it was the Scribes and Pharisees who watched Him.

Verse 4
4. αὐτοῖς] Luke adds ἐπερωτῶ ὑμᾶς εἰ ἔξεστιν: as his account is the most detailed, I refer to the notes there.

ἀποκτ. does not belong to ψυχήν: to save life or to kill?
Verse 5
5.] συνλ … αὐτῶν, peculiar to Mark.

συνλ. probably implies sympathy with their (spiritually) miserable state of hard-heartedness: but see note on Romans 7:22. On πώρωσις, see note, Ephesians 4:18, and Fritzsche on Romans 11:7.

Verse 6
6. ἡρωδιανῶν] See notes on Matthew 16:6; Matthew 22:16. Why the Pharisees and Herodians should now combine, is not apparent. There must have been some reason of which we are not aware, which united these opposite sects in enmity against our Lord.

συμβ. ἐδίδουν, as also ἐποίουν, ch. Mark 15:1, is an expression peculiar to Mark.

Verses 7-12
7–12.] A GENERAL SUMMARY OF OUR LORD’S HEALING AND CASTING OUT DEVILS BY THE SEA OF GALILEE. Peculiar in this shape to Mark; but probably answering to Matthew 12:15-21. Luke 6:17-19. The description of the multitudes, and places whence they came, sets before us, more graphically than any where else in the Gospels, the composition of the audiences to which the Lord spoke, and whom He healed. The repetition of πλῆθος πολύ (Mark 3:8) is the report of one who saw the numbers from Tyre and Sidon coming and going.

Verse 9
9.] Meyer explains the construction εἶπεν ἵνα, by that which was said being regarded as the purpose of its being said.

Verse 10
10.] Luke 6:19.

Verse 11
11. ὅταν … ἐθεώρουν] See ref. The indic. is sometimes found with ὅταν in the N.T., see Revelation 4:9, but generally amidst variety of readings: Matthew 10:19; Mark 11:25; Luke 13:28; Romans 2:14. Meyer thus accounts for it—that in later Greek the ἅν became completely attached to the ὅτε, and the whenever was treated as merely an expression of time—so that in German it would not be menn sie Jhn irgend sahen, but menn irgend sie Jhn sahen.

The unclean spirits are here spoken of in the person of those possessed by them, and the two fused together: for as it was impossible that any but the spirits could have known that He was the Son of God, so it was the material body of the possessed which fell down before Him, and their voice which uttered the cry: see note on Matthew 8:32. The notion of the semi-rationalists, that the sick identified themselves with the dæmons (Meyer), is at once refuted by the universal agreement of the testimony given on such occasions, that Jesus was the Son of God.

Verses 13-19
13–19.] THE APPOINTMENT OF THE TWELVE, AND ITS PURPOSES. Matthew 10:1-4. Luke 6:12-16. See Luke, where we learn that He went up overnight to pray, and called His disciples to Him when it was day,—and notes on Matt.

On τὸ ὄρος see Matthew 5:1.

Verse 14
14. ἐποίησεν] nominated,—set apart: see reff. We have here the most distinct intimation of any, of the reason of this appointment.

Verse 16
16. καὶ ἐπ.…] for σίμωνα, ᾧ ἐπ.…

On the list of the Apostles, see note at Matthew 10:2. The name, according to Mark, seems to be now first given. This, at all events, does not look like the testimony of Peter: but perhaps the words are not to be so accurately pressed.

Verse 17
17.] βοανηργές = בְּנֵי רֶגֶשׁ,—Sheva being expressed by οα in Aramaic (Meyer, from Lightf.),—perhaps on account of their vehement and zealous disposition, of which we see marks Luke 9:54; Mark 9:38; Mark 10:37; see also 2 John 1:10; but this is uncertain.

ὀνόματα, since both bore the name, and the Hebrew word is plural.

There is an interesting notice of the catalogues of the Apostles, and the questions arising out of them, in the Lectures of Bleek on the three Gospels, published since his death by Holzmann, Leipzig, 1862.

Verse 20
20. πάλιν] resumed from ch. Mark 2:2.

ὥστε μὴ δ.] shewing that one of the αὐτοί is the narrator.

Verses 20-35
20–35.] CHARGES AGAINST JESUS,—OF MADNESS BY HIS RELATIONS,—OF DÆMONIACAL POSSESSION BY THE SCRIBES. HIS REPLIES. Matthew 12:22-37; Matthew 12:46-50. Luke 11:14-26; Luke 8:19-21. Our Lord had just cast out a deaf and dumb spirit (see notes on Matt.) in the open air (Matthew 10:23), and now they retire into the house. The omission of this, wholly inexplicable if Mark had had either Matt. or Luke before him, belongs to the fragmentary character of his Gospel. The common accounts of the compilation of this Gospel are most capricious and absurd. In one place, Mark omits a discourse—‘because it was not his purpose to relate discourses;’—in another he gives a discourse, omitting the occasion which led to it, as here. The real fact being, that the sources of Mark’s Gospel are generally of the highest order, and most direct, but the amount of things contained very scanty and discontinuous: see Prolegg. ch. iii. § viii.

Verse 21
21.] Peculiar to Mark.

οἱ παρʼ αὐτοῦ = his relations, beyond a doubt—for the sense is resumed in Mark 3:31 : see reff.

ἐξῆλθ. (perhaps from Nazareth,—or, answering to John 2:12, from Capernaum), set out: see ch. Mark 5:14. They heard of his being so beset by crowds: see Mark 3:7-11.

ἔλεγον] i.e. His relations—not τινἐς.

ἐξέστη] He is mad: thus E. V.; and the sense requires it. They had doubtless heard of the accusation of his having a dæmon: which we must suppose not to have first begun after this, but to have been going on throughout this course of miracles.

The understanding this that his disciples went out to repress the crowd, for they said, ‘It is mad,’ is as contrary to Greek as to sense. It would require at least αὐτούς and ἐξέστησαν, or τὸν ὄχλον for αὐτόν, and would even then give no intelligible meaning.

Verse 22
22.] οἱ γρ. οἱ ἀπὸ ἱερ.…, peculiar to Mark: see note on Matthew 12:24. Here Matt. has οἱ φαρις.—Luke τινὲς ἐξ αὐτῶν, i.e. τῶν ὄχλ.

ὅτι β. ἔχει] This addition is most important. If He was possessed by Beelzebub, the prince of the dæmons, He would thus have authority over the inferior evil spirits.

Verse 23
23.] προσκαλ. αὐτούς is not inconsistent (De Wette) with His being in an house—He called them to Him, they having been far off. We must remember the large courts in the oriental houses.

ἐν παρ.] namely, a kingdom, &c., a house, &c., the strong man, &c.

σατανᾶς σατ.] The external unity of Satan and his kingdom is strikingly declared by this simple way of putting the question: see note on Matt. The expression must not be taken as meaning, Can one devil cast out another? The σατανᾶς and σατανᾶν are the same person: cf. Mark 3:26.

Verse 26
26.] ἀλλὰ τέλ. ἔχει, peculiar to Mark.

Verse 28
28.] The putting of πάντα first, and separating it from its noun by the intervening words, gives it a prominent emphasis.

Verse 29
29. αἰωνίου ἁμαρτήματος] Beza explains αἰωνίου by ‘nunquam delendi.’ It is to the critical treatment of the sacred text that we owe the restoration of such important and deep-reaching expressions as this. It finds its parallel in ἀποθανεῖσθε ἐν ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις ὑμῶν, John 8:24.

Kuinoel’s idea, quoted and adopted by Wordsw., that ἁμάρτημα means in the LXX the punishment of sin, seems to be entirely unfounded. And as to its being “a Novatian error to assert that sin is αἰώνιον” (Wordsw.), it is at all events a legitimate inference from οὐκ ἔχει ἄφεσιν εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. If a sin remains unremitted for ever, what is it but eternal?

Mark 3:30 explains the ground and meaning of this awful denunciation of the Lord.

Verse 31
31.] ἔξω στ. ἀπ …, one of Mark’s precise details.

Verse 32
32.] καὶ ἐκ …, another such.

Verse 34
34.] Matt. here has some remarkable and graphic details also: ἐκτείνας τὴν χεῖρα αὐτ. ἐπὶ τ. μαθητὰς αὐτ … Both accounts were from eye-witnesses, the one noticing the outstretched hand; the other, the look cast round. Deeply interesting are such particulars, the more so, as shewing the way in which the records arose, and their united strength, derived from their independence and variety.

04 Chapter 4 
Verse 1
1. πάλιν] See ch. Mark 3:7. The ἤρξατο is coincident with the gathering together of the crowd.

Verses 1-9
1–9.] PARABLE OF THE SOWER. No fixed mark of date. Matthew 13:1-9. Luke 8:4-8. There is the same intermixture of absolute verbal identity and considerable divergence, as we have so often noticed: which is wholly inexplicable on the ordinary suppositions. In this case the vehicles of the parable in Matt. and Mark (see Matthew 13:1-3; Mark 4:1-2) bear a strong, almost verbal, resemblance. Such a parable would be carefully treasured in all the Churches as a subject of catechetical instruction: and, in general, in proportion to the popular nature of the discourse, is the resemblance stronger in the reports of it.

Verse 2
2.] Out from among the πολλά, the great mass of His teaching, one parable is selected, which He spoke during it— ἐν τῇ διδ. αὐτοῦ.

Verse 3
3. ἀκούετε] This solemn prefatory word is peculiar to Mark.

Verses 4-8
4–8.] Matt. and Mark agree nearly verbally. In Mark 4:7 Mark adds καὶ καρπὸν οὐκ ἔδωκεν, and in Mark 4:8, ἀναβαίνοντα κ. αὐξανόμενον. On this latter, Meyer remarks, that the two present partt. are predicates of καρπόν, which therefore must not be understood here of the fruit properly so called, the corns of wheat in the ears, but of the haulm, the first fruit of the successful seed. The corns first come in after ἔφερεν.

Verse 10
10.] οἱ π. αὐτ. σὺν τ. δώδ. = οἱ μαθ. αὐτοῦ Luke.

Verses 10-12
10–12.] REASON FOR SPEAKING IN PARABLES. Matthew 13:10-17. Luke 8:9-10.

Verse 11
11.] τὸ μυστήριον = τὰ μυστήρια Matt. and Luke.

τοῖς ἔξω added here (= τοῖς λοιποῖς, Luke) means the multitudes—those out of the circle of his followers. In the Epistles, all who are not Christians,—the corresponding meaning for those days,—are designated by it.

τὰ πάντα γίνεται] the whole matter is transacted. Herod. ix. 46, ἡμῖν οἱ λόγοι γεγόνασι.

Verse 12
12.] We must keep the ἵνα strictly to its telic meaning—in order that. When God transacts a matter, it is idle to say that the result is not the purpose. He doeth all things after the counsel of His own will. Matt., as usual, quotes a prophecy; Mark hardly ever—except at the beginning of his Gospel; Luke, very seldom.

ἀφ. αὐτ. = ἰάσομαι αὐτούς Matt., it should be forgiven them; i.e. ‘forgiveness should be extended to them:’ no need to supply any thing, as the gloss of the re(11). does: the expression is impersonal.

Verses 13-20
13–20.] EXPLANATION OF THE PARABLE OF THE SOWER. In τὴν παρ. ταύτην, the general question which had been asked Mark 4:10 ( τὰς παραβολάς), is tacitly assumed to have had special reference to the one which has been given at length. Or we may understand, that the question of Mark 4:10 took the form which is given in (12) Matt.: διὰ τί ἐν παραβολαῖς λαλεῖς αὐτοῖς; in which case the τάς must be generic: asked Him concerning parables; or His parables. The three explanations (see Matthew 13:18-23; Luke 8:9-15) are very nearly related to one another, with however differences enough to make the common hypotheses quite untenable. Matt. and Mark agree nearly verbatim, Matt. however writing throughout in the singular ( ὁ σπαρεὶς κ. τ. λ.). Mark has some additions, e.g. ὁ σπείρων τὸν λόγον σπ.,, Mark 4:14,—after ἡ ἀπ. τοῦ πλ., Mark 4:19, καὶ αἱ π. τὰ λ. ἐπιθ.:—and some variations, e.g. σατανᾶς for Matt.’s ὁ πονηρός, and Luke’s ὁ διάβ.

Such matters are not trifling, because they shew the gradual deflection of verbal expression in different versions of the same report,—nor is the general agreement of Luke’s, which seems to be from a different hearer.

Verse 16
16. ὁμοίως] after the same analogy:—carrying on a like principle of interpretation.

Verse 20
20.] Notice the concluding words of the interpretation exactly reproducing those of the parable, Mark 4:8, as characteristic. It is remarkable that the same is found in Matt., but in another form and order: one taking the climax, the other the anticlimax. In Luke, the two are varied.

Verse 21
21.] ἔρχεσθαι is also used in the classics of things without life: cf. Hom. Il. τ. 191, ὄφρα κε δῶρα | ἐκ κλισίης ἔλθωσι … and see Rost and Palm, Lex.

Verses 21-25
21–25.] Luke 8:16-18; and for Mark 4:25, Matthew 13:12. The rest is mostly contained in other parts of Matt. (Matthew 5:15; Matthew 10:26; Matthew 7:2), where see notes. Here it is spoken with reference to teaching by parables:—that they might take care to gain from them all the instruction which they were capable of giving:—not hiding them under a blunted understanding, nor, when they did understand them, neglecting the teaching of them to others.

Verse 22
22.] ἀλλά here is almost equivalent to εἰ μή. Hartung, Partikel. ii. 43, cites Eur. Hippol(13) 633, ῥᾷστον δʼ ὅτῳ τὸ μηδὲν ἀλλʼ ἀνωφελὴς | εὐηθίᾳ κατʼ οἶκον ἵδρυται γυνή· | σοφὴν δὲ μισῶ. We may add Xen. Mem. iii. 13. 6, ἤρετο αὐτόν, εἰ καὶ φορτίον ἔφερε; μὰ δίʼ οὐκ ἔγωγʼ, ἔφη, ἀλλὰ τὸ ἱμάτιον. See Klotz, Devar. p. 7.

Verse 24
24.] προστ. ὑμῖν (see var. readd.), more shall be added, i.e. more knowledge: so Euthym(14): ἐν ᾧ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε τὴν προσοχήν, ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ μετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν ἡ γνῶσις, τουτέστιν, ὅσην εἰσφέρετε προσοχήν, τοσαύτη παρασχεθήσεται ὑμῖν γνῶσις, καὶ οὐ μόνον ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ μέτρῳ, ἀλλὰ καὶ πλέον. ὃς ἂν ἔχῃ προσοχήν, δωθήσεται αὐτῷ γνῶσις, κ. ὅς οὐκ ἔχει, καὶ ὅ ἔχει σπέρμα γνώσεως ἀρθήσεται ἀπʼ αὐτοῦ. καθάπερ γὰρ ἡ σπουδὴ αὔξει τὸ τοιοῦτον, οὕτω καὶ ἡ ῥᾳθυμία διαφθείρει. ἐν τῷ κατὰ ΄ατθαῖον δὲ τρόπον ἕτερον ἐῤῥήθησαν ταῦτα, καὶ κατʼ ἄλλην ἔννοιαν.

Verse 26
26.] Observe ἔλεγεν, without αὐτοῖς—implying that He is now proceeding with his teaching to the people: cf. Mark 4:33.

ἄνθρωπος] Some difficulty has been felt about the interpretation of this man, as to whether it is Christ or his ministers. The former certainly seems to be excluded by the καθεύδῃ, and ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτός,, Mark 4:27; and perhaps the latter by ἀποστ. τὸ δρ.,, Mark 4:29. But I believe the parable to be one taken simply from human things,—the sower being quite in the background, and the whole stress being on the SEED—its power and its development. The man then is just the farmer or husbandman, hardly admitting an interpretation, but necessary to the machinery of the parable.

Observe, that in this case it is not τὸν σπόρον αὐτοῦ as in Luke 8:5,—and the agent is only hinted at in the most general way, e.g. ἀποστ. τ. δρέπ., without a nom. case expressed. If a meaning must be assigned, the best is “human agency” in general. (It will be seen from this note, that I regard the exposition given in my first edition as a mistaken one.)

βάλῃ, shall have cast—past tense, whereas καθεύδῃ and ἐγ. are present. The construction seems to be, The Kingdom of God is thus, that a man shall have cast, i.e. shall be as though he have cast: but it is not easy, and, as far as I know, unexampled. It looks like a combination of ὡς ἄνθρ. βαλών, and ὡς ἐὰν ἄνθρ. βάλῃ.

Verses 26-29
26–29.] PARABLE OF THE SEED GROWING WE KNOW NOT HOW. Peculiar to Mark. By Commentators of the Straussian school it is strangely supposed to be the same as the parable of the tares, with the tares left out. If so, a wonderful and most instructive parable has arisen out of the fragments of the other, in which the idea is a totally different one. It is, the growth of the once-deposited seed by the combination of its own development with the genial power of the earth, all of course under the creative hand of God,—but independent of human care and anxiety during this time of growth.

Verse 27
27. καθ. κ. ἐγ.] i.e. employs himself otherwise—goes about his ordinary occupations. The seed sown in the heart is in its growth dependent on other causes than mere human anxiety and watchfulness:—on a mysterious power implanted by God in the seed and the soil combined, the working of which is hidden from human eye. Beware of the mistake of Erasmus, who takes ὁ σπόρος as the subject of all the verbs in this verse.

Verse 28
28.] No trouble of ours can accelerate the growth, or shorten the stages through which each seed must pass.

It is the mistake of modern Methodism, for instance, to be always working at the seed, taking it up to see whether it is growing, instead of leaving it to God’s own good time, and meanwhile diligently doing God’s work elsewhere: see Stier, iii. p. 12. Wesley, to favour his system, strangely explains καθεύδῃ καὶ ἐγ. νύκτ. κ. ἡμ. exactly contrary to the meaning of the parable—“that is, has it continually in his thoughts.”

εἶτα πλήρης σῖτος] then (there is) full corn in the ear: if as (15), then the corn (is) full in the ear.
Verse 29
29. παραδοῖ] offers itself: see reff. and Winer, Gr. Gr. § 38. 1 [also Moulton’s edn. p. 738, note 1].

ἀποστέλλει] he puts in—i.e. the husbandman, see above. See Joel 3:13, to which this verse is a reference:—also Revelation 14:14-15, and 1 Peter 1:23-25.

Verse 30
30.] This Rabbinical method of questioning before beginning a discourse is also found in Luke 13:18,—without however the condescending plural, which embraces the disciples, in their work of preaching and teaching,—and indeed gives all teachers an example, to what they may liken the Kingdom of God.

θῶμεν, as ἐτίθει, of Hephæstus, Il. σ. 541, &c.,—‘sollers nunc hominem ponere, nunc deum,’ Hor. Od. iv. 8. 8,—see also de Art. Poet. 34.

Verses 30-34
30–34.] PARABLE OF THE GRAIN OF MUSTARD SEED. Matthew 13:31-35. Luke 13:18-19.

Verse 31
31.] The repetition of expressions verbatim in discourses is peculiar to Mark: so ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς here, and οὐ δύν. σταθῆναι ch. Mark 3:24-26 : and see a very solemn instance, ch. Mark 9:44-48.

Verse 32
32.] καὶ ποιεῖ κλ. μεγ. is also peculiar. See notes on Matt.

Verse 33
33. καθὼς ἠδ. ἀκ.] according to their capacity of receiving:—see note on Matthew 13:12.

Verse 34
34. κατʼ ἰδίαν δὲ …] We have three such instances—the sower, the tares, Matthew 13:36 ff., and the saying concerning defilement, Matthew 15:15 ff. To these we may add the two parables in John,—ch. Mark 10:1-18, which however was publicly explained,—and ch. Mark 15:1-12;—and perhaps Luke 16:9; Luke 18:6-8.

Verses 35-41
35–41.] THE STILLING OF THE STORM. Matthew 8:18; Matthew 8:23-27. Luke 8:22-25. Mark’s words bind this occurrence by a precise date to the preceding. It took place in the evening of the day on which the parables were delivered: and our account is so rich in additional particulars, as to take the highest rank among the three as to precision.

Verse 36
36.] ὡς ἦν—without any preparation—as he was, E. V. Cf. Jos. B. J. i. 17. 7, αὐτὸς ὡς ἦν ἔτι θερμὸς ἐκ τῶν ὅπλων λουσόμενος ᾔει στρατιωτικώτερον.

ἄλ. δὲ πλ.] These were probably some of the multitudes following, who seem to have been separated from them in the gale.

καὶ … δέ, moreover. See Hartung, Partikell. i. 182.

Verse 37
37.] λαῖλ. ἀν. is also in Luke, whose account is in the main so differently worded.

ἐπέβαλλεν] not ὁ λαῖλαψ ἐπέβαλλεν τὰ κύμ.—but τὰ κ. ἐπέβαλλεν,—intransitive: see reff.

Verse 38
38. τὸ προσκ.] the cushion or seat at the stern, used by our Lord as a pillow. Pollux, Onom. (cited by Kuin., h. l.), proves from Cratinus that the word is put for the cushion used by rowers.

Verse 39
39. σιώπα, πεφ.] These remarkable words are given only here. On the variations in the accounts, see on Matthew 8:25.

Verse 41
41.] The ἄρα expresses the inference from the event which they had witnessed: Who then is this?
05 Chapter 5 

Verses 1-20
1–20.] HEALING OF A DÆMONIAC AT GERGESA. Matthew 8:28-34. Luke 8:26-39. The accounts of Mark and Luke are strictly cognate, and bear traces of having been originally given by two eye-witnesses, or perhaps even by one and the same, and having passed through others who had learnt one or two minute additional particulars. Matt.’s account is evidently not from an eye-witness. Some of the most striking circumstances are there omitted. See throughout notes on Matt., wherever the narrative is in common.

Verse 3
3. οὐδὲ ἁλύσει] not even with a chain.

Verse 4
4.] The διὰ τό gives the reason, not why he could not be bound, but why the conclusion was come to that he could not. The πέδαι are shackles for the feet, the ἁλύσεις chains in general, without specifying for what part of the body.

Verse 6
6.] ἀπὸ μακ. ἔδρ., peculiar to Mark.

Verse 7
7.] ὁρκ. σε τ. θ. = δέομαί σου Luke.

Verse 8
8.] Mark generally uses the direct address in the second person: see Mark 5:12.

ἔλεγεν] not imperf. for pluperf., either here or any where else; for He was saying to him, &c.

Verse 9
9.] ὅτι πολλοί ἐς. has perhaps given rise to the report of two dæmoniacs in Matt. I cannot see in the above supposition any thing which should invalidate the testimony of the Evangelists. Rather are all such tracings of discrepancies to their source, most interesting and valuable. Nor can I consent for a moment to accept here the very lame solution (repeated by Bp. Wordsw.), which supposes one of the dæmoniacs not to be mentioned by Mark and Luke: in other words, that the least circumstantial account is in possession of an additional particular which gives a new aspect to the whole: for the plural, used here and in Luke of the many dæmons in one man, is there used of the two men, and their separate dæmons.

On λεγιών see note, Luke 8:30.

Verse 10
10.] ἀποστ. ἔξω τ. χ. = ἐπιτάξῃ αὐτ. εἰς τ. ἄβυσσον ἀπελθεῖν Luke: see on Matthew 8:30.

Verse 13
13.] ὡς δισχ., to the number of two thousand:—peculiar to Mark, who gives us usually accurate details of this kind: see ch. Mark 6:37,—where however John (John 6:7) also mentions the sum.

Verse 15-16
15, 16.] Omitted by Matt., as also Mark 5:18-20. The whole of this is full of minute and interesting detail.

Verse 18
18.] Euthym(16) and Theophyl. suppose that he feared a fresh incursion of the evil spirits.

Verse 19
19.] There was perhaps some reason why this man should be sent to proclaim God’s mercy to his friends. His example may in former times have been prejudicial to them:—see note on Matthew 8:32 (I. 4).

Verse 20
20.] Gadara (see on Matthew 8:28) was one of the cities of Decapolis (see also on Matthew 4:25): ὁ μὲν χριστὸς μετριοφρονῶν, τῷ πατρὶ τὸ ἔργον ἀνέθηκεν· ὁ δὲ θεραπευθεὶς εὐγνωμονῶν, τῷ χριστῷ τοῦτο ἀνετίθει. Euthym(17) He commands the man to tell this, for He was little known in Peræa where it happened, and so would have no consequences to fear, as in Galilee, &c.

Verse 21
21.] συνήχθ … = ἀπεδέξατο αὐτ. ὁ ὄχλ. Luke.

Verses 21-43
21–43.] RAISING OF JAEIRUS’S DAUGHTER, AND HEALING OF A WOMAN WITH AN ISSUE OF BLOOD. Matthew 9:18-26. Luke 8:41-56. The same remarks apply to these three accounts as to the last. Matt. is even more concise than there, but more like an eye-witness in his narration (see notes on Matt. and Luke);—Mark the fullest of the three.

Verse 23
23.] Notice the affectionate diminutive θυγάτριον, peculiar to Mark.

ἐσχ. ἔχει = ἄρτι ἐτελεύτησεν Matt. It is branded as an idiom of lower Greek by Phrynichus: ἐσχάτως ἔχει ἐπὶ τοῦ μοχθηρῶς ἔχει καὶ σφαλερῶς τάττουσιν οἱ σύρφακες, ed. Lobeck, p. 389, where see Lobeck’s note.

Before ἵνα understand πάρειμι, or αἰτῶ σε: or as Meyer suggests, connect it with the fact just announced: ‘this tidings I bring, in order that,’ &c. To do this without any filling up, ‘My daughter is, &c., in order that,’ &c., is far-fetched, and savours too much of the sentimental. Or, it has been suggested that ἵνα might, by a mixture of constructions, depend on the foregoing παρεκάλει.

Verse 24
24.] Matt. adds, καὶ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτ.

Verse 27
27.] ἀκούσασα is subordinated to ἐλθοῦσα as giving a reason for it: ‘owing to having heard … came.’

Verse 28
28.] ἔλεγεν γάρ perhaps need not to be pressed to mean that she actually said it to some one— ἐν ἑαυτῇ may be understood. At the same time, the imperfect looks very like the minute accuracy of one reporting what had been an habitual saying of the poor woman in her distress.

Verse 29
29.] On these particulars see notes on Luke.

ἔγνω τῷ σώμ., elliptic—knew by feeling in her body.
Verse 32
32.] Peculiar to Mark, and indicative of an eye-witness.

Verse 34
34.] καὶ ἴσθι … σου, peculiar to Mark, and inexplicable, except because the Lord really spoke the words, as a solemn ratification of the healing which she had as it were surreptitiously obtained: see note on Luke 8:48.

Verse 36
36.] But Jesus having [straightway] overheard the message being spoken: a mark of accuracy which is lost in the re(18). text.

Verse 38
38.] The καί after θόρυβον takes out one particular from the general description before given: see reff.

Verse 40
40.] How capricious, according to modern criticism, must this Evangelist have been, who compiled his narrative out of Matt. and Luke, adding minute particulars—in leaving out here εἰδότες ὅτι ἀπέθανεν (Luke), a detail so essential, if Mark had really been what he is represented. Can testimony be stronger to the untenableness of such a view, and the independence of his narration? And yet such abound in every chapter.

Verse 41
41.] ταλ. κοῦμ (or κοῦμι) = טָ ̇ לִיתָא קוּמִי.

σοὶ λέγω is added in the translation.

The accuracy of Mark’s reports,—not, as has been strangely suggested (see Webst. and Wilk. p. 174), the wish to indicate that our Lord did not use mystic magical language on such occasions,—often gives occasion to the insertion of the actual Syriac and Aramaic words spoken by the Lord: see ch. Mark 7:11; Mark 7:34; Mark 14:36. Talitha, in the ordinary dialect of the people, is a word of endearment addressed to a young maiden: = κοράσιον. So that the words are equivalent to Rise, my child. On the nom. with the article standing as a vocative, see Winer, § 29. 2. Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 67, remarks that the idiom had originally something harsh in it, being used only in emphatically imperative addresses. This however it lost, as the present use and that in Luke and Luke 12:32 sufficiently shew.

Verse 42
42.] καὶ περιεπ., peculiar to Mark.

The whole account is probably derived from the testimony of Peter, who was present. The ἦν γὰρ ἐτῶν δώδεκα is added, as Bengel, to shew that she “rediit ad statum ætati congruentem.”

Mark 5:43 betokens an eye-witness, who relates what passed within. Matt. says nothing of this, but tells what took place without, viz. the spreading abroad of the report. Notice in the last words, that her further recovery of strength is left to natural causes.

06 Chapter 6 

Verse 1
1.] ἐξῆλθ. ἐκεῖθ., not, from the house of Jaeirus, by the expression τὴν πατρίδα αὐτ. in the corresponding clause. I may go out of my own house into a neighbour’s, but I do not say, I go out of my own house into Lincolnshire: the two members of such a sentence must correspond:—I go out of Leicestershire into Lincolnshire—so, as corresponding to τ. πατρίδ. αὐτ., ἐκεῖθεν must mean from that city, i.e. Capernaum. This against Meyer, who tries on this misinterpretation to ground a difference between Matt. and Mark.

Verses 1-6
1–6.] REJECTION OF JESUS BY HIS COUNTRYMEN AT NAZARETH. Matthew 13:54-58, where see notes.

Verse 2
2.] Before δυνάμεις we must understand another πόθεν, to make the construction complete.

Verse 3
3. ὁ τέκτων] This expression does not seem to be used at random, but to signify that the Lord had actually worked at the trade of his reputed father. Justin Martyr, Dial. § 88, p. 186, says ταῦτα γὰρ τὰ τεκτονικὰ ἔργα εἰργάζετο ἐν ἀνθρώποις ὤν, ἄροτρα καὶ ζυγά. Cf. the conflicting but apparently careless assertion of Orig(19) in the var. readd. See also the anecdote told by Theodoret, H. E. iii. c. 18, p. 940.

Verse 5
5. οὐκ ἐδύνατο] The want of ability spoken of is not absolute, but relative: οὐχ ὅτι αὐτὸς ἀσθενὴς ἦν, ἀλλʼ ὅτι ἐκεῖνοι ἄπιστοι ἦσαν. Thl. The same voice, which could still the tempests, could any where and under any circumstances have commanded diseases to obey; but in most cases of human infirmity, it was our Lord’s practice to require faith in the recipient of aid: and that being wanting, the help could not be given. However, from what follows, we find that in a few instances it did exist, and the help was given accordingly.

Verse 6
6. ἐθαύμαζεν] This need not surprise us, nor be construed otherwise than as a literal description of the Lord’s mind: in the mystery of his humanity, as He was compassed by human infirmity,—grew in wisdom,—learned obedience,—knew not the day nor the hour (ch. Mark 13:32),—so He might wonder at the unbelief of His countrymen. Observe, owing to the διὰ with an accus., that their unbelief is not here said to be the object, but the cause, of the Lord’s wonder.

καὶ περιῆγεν] See Matthew 9:35.

Verse 7
7.] δύο δύο (see reff.) is a Hebraism: see Winer, § 37. 3. The Greek expression would be κατά, or ἀνὰ δύο, as in(20) Luke. Winer observes that the Syriac version always renders this latter expression by doubling the cardinal number. These couples are pointed out in Matt.’s list of the Apostles—not however in Mark’s, which again shews the total absence of connecting design in this Gospel, such as is often assumed.

Verses 7-13
7–13.] THE SENDING FORTH OF THE TWELVE. Matthew 10:1-15. Luke 9:1-5. See also Matthew 9:36-38, as the introduction to this mission. The variations in the three accounts are very trifling, as we might expect in so solemn a discourse delivered to all the twelve.

See the notes to Matt.;—and respecting the subsequent difference between Matt. (Matthew 9:16 ff.) and Luke,—those on Luke 10.

Verse 8
8.] Striking instances occur in these verses, of the independence of the three reports in their present form.

μηδὲ ῥάβδον Matt. = εἰ μὴ ῥ. μόνον Mark = μήτε ῥάβδον (- ους v. r.) Luke. See notes on Matt., also in the next clause.

Verse 9
9. ὑποδεδεμένους] Scil. πορεύεσθαι, or some equivalent infinitive. We have another change of construction in ἐνδύσησθε. These breaks serve to give the narrative a more lively form.

Verse 12
12.] It is impossible to restrict the ἵνα after ἐκήρυξαν entirely to the telic meaning, as Meyer, who is a purist on this point, attempts to do. There is certainly the mingling of the purport and the purpose, so often found in this particle after verbs implying declaration or request. See this treated of in note, 1 Corinthians 14:13.

Verse 13
13. ἤλειφον ἐλαίῳ] This oil was not used medicinally, but as a vehicle of healing power committed to them;—a symbol of a deeper thing than the oil itself could accomplish. That such anointing has nothing in common with the extreme unction of Romanists, see proved in note on James 5:14.

See for instances of such symbolic use of external applications, 2 Kings 5:14; Mark 8:23; John 9:6, &c.

Verse 14
14.] Herod was not king properly, but only tetrarch:—see as above. He heard most probably of the preaching of the twelve.

Verses 14-29
14–29.] HEROD HEARS OF IT. BY OCCASION, THE DEATH OF JOHN THE BAPTIST IS RELATED. Matthew 14:1-12. Luke 9:7-9. (The account of John’s death is not in Luke.) Our account is, as usual, the fullest of details. See notes on Matt.

Verse 15
15.] (He is) a prophet like one of the prophets;—i.e. in their meaning, ‘He is not The Prophet for whom all are waiting, but only some prophet like those who have gone before.’ Where did our Evangelist get this remarkable expression, in his supposed compilation from Matt. and Luke?
Verse 16
16.] On this repeated declaration of Herod, with its remarkable attraction of construction, De Wette strangely observes, ‘Mark here combines the text of Luke with that of Matt.’

“ ἐγώ has the emphasis given by his guilty conscience.” Meyer.

The principal additional particulars in the following account of John’s imprisonment and execution are,—Mark 6:19, that it was Herodias who persecuted John (on ἐνεῖχεν see reff. and note Luke 11:53), whereas Herod knew his worth and holiness, and listened to him with pleasure, and even complied in many things with his injunctions:—that the maiden went and asked counsel of her mother before making the request:—and that a σπεκουλάτωρ, one of the body-guard (see note on Mark 6:27 below), was sent to behead John.

Verse 18
18.] ἔλεγεν—more than once: it was the burden of John’s exhortations to him.

Verse 20
20. συνετ.] preserved him; not, ‘esteemed him highly:’—kept him in safety that he should not be killed by Herodias. The reading ἠπόρει is remarkable, and perhaps has some connexion with the διηπόρει of Luke 9:7. The imperfects imply time, and habit. Whether Herod heard him only at such times as he happened to be at Machærus, or took him also to his residence at Tiberias, is, as Meyer remarks, uncertain.

Verse 21
21.] εὐκαίρ., not, a festal day, as Hammond and others interpret it, for this use of εὔκαιρος hardly seems to be justified—but, a convenient day (see Mark 6:31 and Acts 24:25,—and cf. Soph. Œd. Col. 32) for the purposes of Herodias: which shews that the dance, &c. had been all previously contrived by her.

μεγιστᾶνες, a Macedonian word, which came into use at the Alexandrine conquest. See Lobeck on Phrynichus, p. 197. He adduces the nom. form μεγιστᾶνος from Anna Comnena, xi. 324 c.

Verse 23
23.] The contracted ἡμίσους belongs to later Greek, as does also ἀθετέω,, Mark 6:26. Webst. and Wilk. quote a parallel from Cic. de Senectute, c. xii.: “Flaminius, cum esset consul in Gallia, exoratus in convivio a scorto est, ut securi feriret aliquem eorum, qui in vinculis essent, damnati rei capitalis.”

Verse 27
27.] σπεκουλάτωρ is supposed by some to represent spiculator, and to mean δορύφορος, as Suidas: by others, speculator, κατάσκοπος, as Philoxenus, in Gloss., one of the body-guard, which is the meaning taken by Meyer here. The Commentators refer to Seneca de Ira, i. 16, “Centurio supplicio præpositus condere gladium speculatorem jubet:” de Benef. iii. 25, “Speculatoribus occurrit, nihil se deprecari quo minus imperata peragerent dixit, et deinde cervicem porrexit:” Julius Firmicus, viii. 26, calls those “speculatores, qui nudato gladio hominum amputant cervices.” See Suet. Claud. 25: and a list of the sources of information in Schleusner, sub voce.

Verse 30
30.] Mentioned by Luke, not by Matt.

Verses 30-44
30–44.] FEEDING OF THE FIVE THOUSAND. Matthew 14:13-21. Luke 9:10-17. John 6:1-13. This is one of the very few points of comparison between the four Gospels during the ministry of our Lord. And here again I believe Mark’s report to be an original one, and of the very highest authority. Professor Bleek (Beiträge zur Evangelienkritik, p. 200) believes that Mark has used the Gospel of John,—on account of the 200 denarii in our Mark 6:37 and John 6:7;—and that he generally compiles his narrative from Matt. and Luke (ibid. p. 72–75), which has been elsewhere shewed to be utterly untenable. I believe Mark’s to be an original full account; Matt.’s a compendium of this same account, but drawn up independently of Mark’s:—Luke’s a compendium of another account:—John’s an independent narrative of his own as an eye-witness.

Verse 31
31.] ὑμεῖς αὐτοί—not others; ‘you alone.’

Verses 31-34
31–34.] One of the most affecting descriptions in the Gospels, and in this form peculiar to Mark. Matt. has a brief compendium of it. Every word and clause is full of the rich recollections of one who saw, and felt the whole. Are we mistaken in tracing the warm heart of him who said, ‘I will go with thee to prison and to death?’

Verse 33
33.] πεζῃ, not ‘a-foot,’ but by land: and so most usually: e.g. Herod. vii. 110,— τουτέων οἱ μὲν παρὰ θάλ. κατοικημένοι ἐν τῇσι νηυσὶ εἵποντο· οἱ δὲ αὐτέων τὴν μεσόγαιαν οἰκέοντες … πεζῇ … εἵποντο.

Verse 34
34. ἐξελθών] having disembarked, most probably. Meyer would render it, ‘having come forth from his solitude,’ in Matt.,—and ‘having disembarked’ here: but I very much doubt the former. There is nothing in Matt. to imply that He had reached his place of solitude before the multitudes came up. John indeed, Mark 6:3-7, seems to imply this; but He may very well have mounted the hill or cliff from the sea before He saw the multitudes, and this would be on his disembarkation.

To shew how arbitrary is the assumption of Mark having combined Matt. and Luke,—see how easily the same might be said of Luke himself, with regard to Matt. and Mark here:— ἐθεράπευσεν τοὺς ἀῤῥώστους αὐτῶν, Matt.:— ἤρξατο διδάσκειν αὐτ. πολ., Mark;— ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς περὶ τ. βας. τ. θ., κ. τοὺς χρείαν ἔχ. θεραπείας ἰᾶτο, Luke: = Matt. † Mark.

Verse 35
35.] See notes on John 6:3-7, and Matthew 14:15-17. The Passover was near, which would account for the multitude being on the move.

Verse 37
37.] This verse is to me rather a decisive proof that (see above) Mark had not seen John’s account; for how could he, having done so, and with his love for accurate detail, have so generalized the particular account of Philip’s question? That generalization was in the account which he used, and the circumstance was more exactly related by John, as also the following one concerning Andrew.

δώσομεν] I prefer placing the interrogation at the end of the sentence, as simpler and less harsh than the arrangement of Lachm. (interrog. af(21). ἄρτους, full stop at end) or Tischd(22). (comma, full stop). The two verbs will then be rendered must we go and buy, &c …, and shall we (thus) give them to eat?
Verse 40
40.] πρασιαί (ref. Sir.) λέγονται τὰ ἐν τοῖς κήποις διάφορα κόμματα, ἐν οἷς φυτεύονται διάφορα πολλάκις λάχανα. Theophylact. Similarly Suidas, who adds καὶ πράσιον λάχανον, viz. hore-hound: but the derivation is more probably from πράσον, a leek. The word occurs in Hom. Od. η. 127, ἔνθα δὲ κοσμηταὶ πρασιαὶ παρὰ νείατον ὄρχον | παντοῖαι πεφύασιν, where the Schol., αἱ λαχανεῖαι ἣ αἱ τῶν φυτειῶν τετράγωνοι σχέσεις, ὡς τὰ πλινθία. The distributive repetitions of these words are Hebraisms: see reff., and note on Mark 6:7.

Verse 41
41.] κατέκλασεν and ἐμέρισεν, aorists, each express the one act by which He broke up the bread, and divided the fishes: ἐδίδου, imperf., that He gave the bread, bit by bit, to His disciples to distribute: with the fish there was no need of this bit by bit giving—one assignment sufficed. See Bp. Wordsw.’s note. The dividing of the fishes, and (Mark 6:43) the taking up fragments from the fishes, are both peculiar to and characteristic of Mark: but it would have been most inconsistent with his precision to have omitted χωρὶς γυν. κ. παιδ. in Mark 6:44, had he had it before him.

Verse 45
45.] τὸ πλ., the ship in which they had come. βηθσαϊδάν] This certainly seems (against Lightfoot, Wieseler, Thomson (The Land and the Book), alli(23).: see Bp. Ellicott’s note, Lectures on Life of our Lord, p. 207) to have been the city of Peter and Andrew, James and John,—on the west side of the lake—and in the same direction as Capernaum, mentioned by John 6:17. The miracle just related took place near the other Bethsaïda (Julias),—Luke 9:10.

The pres. ἀπολύει is a change to the oratio directa, not unusual in Greek. So Herod. iii. 84, οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ τῶν ἑπτὰ ἐβουλεύοντο ὡς βασιλέα δικαιότατα στήσονται. See Kühner, Gram. ii. p. 594: Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 389, and numerous examples in both.

Verses 45-52
45–52.] JESUS WALKS ON THE SEA. Matthew 14:22-33. John 6:16-21. Omitted in Luke. Matt. and Mark very nearly related as far as Mark 6:47. John’s account altogether original, and differing materially in details: see notes there, and on Matt.

Verse 46
46.] ἀποταξάμ. in this sense belongs to later Greek: Phrynichus says, ed. Lob. p. 24, ἀποτάσσομαί σοι, ἔκφυλον πάνυ. χρὴ γὰρ λέγειν, ἀσπάζομαί σε. See Lobeck’s note.

Verse 48
48.] κ. ἤθ. παρ. αὐτ., peculiar to Mark. “A silent note of Inspiration. He was about to pass by them. He intended so to do. But what man could say this? Who knoweth the mind of Christ but the Spirit of God? Compare 1 Corinthians 2:11.” Wordsw. But it may be doubted whether this is either a safe or a sober comment. ἤθελεν has here but a faint subjective reference, and is more nearly the “would have passed by them” of the E. V. See on Luke 24:28, for the meaning. Lange, Leben Jesu, ii. p. 788 note, well remarks, that this ἤθελεν παρελθεῖν, and the ἤθελον οὖν of John 6:21, mutually explain one another.

Verse 50
50.] πάντες … ἐταράχθ., peculiar to Mark. After this follows the history respecting Peter, which might naturally be omitted here if this Gospel were drawn up under his inspection—but this is at least doubtful in any general sense.

Verse 52
52.] Peculiar to Mark.

οὐ γὰρ συν.] They did not, from the miracle which they had seen, infer the power of the Lord over nature.

ἐπί, hardly as Kuinoel, alli(24)., post, but rather denoting, as usual, close superposition of the preceding on the following: there was no intelligent comprehension founded on the miracle of the loaves.

Verse 53
53.] ἐπί denotes the direction of their course, προσωρμ. the fact of their arrival: we can hardly make the distinction in English, but must render ἐπί, to: ‘towards,’ or ‘off’ would not indicate enough. But ‘into’ (E. V.) indicates too much.

Verses 53-56
53–56.] Matthew 14:34-36. The two accounts much alike, but Mark’s the richer in detail: e.g. καὶ προσωρμίσθησαν, Mark 6:53, καὶ ὅπου … ἀσθενοῦντας, Mark 6:56.

Verse 55
55.] περιφ. implies that they occasionally had wrong information of His being in a place, and had to carry the sick about, following the rumour of his presence.

ὅπ. ηκ. ὅτι ἐκ. ἐστιν, to the places, where they heard He was (there).— ὅπου … ἐκεῖ does not signify merely ubi (as Grot., Wets(25)., &c.) by a Hebraism; there is in fact here no unusual construction at all: ὅπου stands by itself, and ἐκεῖ ἐστιν is the matter introduced by the ὅτι recitantis.

Verse 56
56.] In ὅπου ἂν εἰσεπορεύετο … ὅσοι ἂν ἥπτοντο, the ἅν belongs not so much to the verbs, which are certain and definite, as to the indefinites ὅπου and ὅσοι, rendering them more indefinite, and spreading the assertion over every several occasion of the occurrence. See remarks on this in Klotz, Devar. ii. p. 145 f.: and cf. reff. and Lucian, Dial. mort. ix. 2, μακάριος ἦν αὐτῶν ὅντινα ἂν καὶ μόνον προσέβλεψα.

07 Chapter 7 

Verses 1-23
1–23.] DISCOURSE CONCERNING EATING WITH UNWASHED HANDS. Matthew 15:1-20. The two reports differ rather more than usual in their additions to what is common, and are not so frequently in verbal agreement where the matter is the same.

Verse 2
2. ἰδ. τιν. τ. μαθ.] See ch. Mark 2:16. A mark of particularity.

τουτέστιν ἀνίπ. is supposed by some to be a gloss, explaining κοιναῖς: but the explanation seems necessary to what follows, especially for Gentile readers.

Verse 3
3. πυγμῇ] This word has perplexed all the Commentators. Of the various renderings which have been given of it, two are excluded by their not being grammatical—(1) that which makes it mean ‘up to the elbow’ (Euthym(26) and Thl.); ‘including the hand as far as the wrist’ Lightf.: (2) ‘having clenched the hand,’ ‘facto pugno’ (Grot. and others).

The two meanings between which our choice lies are, (3) ‘frequently’ (as E. V. ‘oft,’ and Vulg. ‘crebro’), taking πυγμῇ = πυκνῇ = πυκνῶς, which however is not very probable: or (4), to which I most incline, and which Kuinoel gives, ‘sedulo,’ ‘fortiter,’ diligently; πυγμή, he observes, meaning ‘the fist,’ answers in the LXX to the word אֶגְרֹף, see reff. But this same word אֶגְרֹף is used to signify strength and fortitude, and strong men are called in the Rabbinical writings בעלי אגרופין, ‘lords of fists.’ And the Sy(27) . interpreter renders it by the same word as he does ἐπιμελῶς, Luke 15:8.

Verse 4
4. ἀπʼ ἀγ.] i.e. (as indeed some MSS. insert: see var. readd.) ὅταν ἔλθωσιν. Winer, § 66. 2 note, takes ἀπʼ ἀγορᾶς with ἐσθίωσιν, justifying it by Arrian, Epict. iii. 19. 5, φαγεῖν ἐκ βαλανείου.

βαπτ. is variously understood,—of themselves, or the meats bought. It certainly refers to themselves; as it would not be any unusual practice to wash things bought in the market:—but probably not to washing their whole bodies: see below.

ξεστ., not from ξέω, to polish, but a corruption of sextarius. See the passage of Josephus cited in the reff.

χαλκ., brazen vessels; earthen ones, when unclean, were to be broken, Leviticus 15:12.

These βαπτισμοί, as applied to κλινῶν (meaning probably here couches (triclinia) used at meals), were certainly not immersions, but sprinklings or affusions of water. On the whole subject, see Lightfoot ad loc.

Verse 5
5.] The construction is an anacoluthon,—begun with καὶ ἰδόντες, Mark 7:2, which subject being lost sight of in the long parenthesis, is here renewed with καὶ ἐπερ. κ. τ. λ.

Verse 8
8.] Not contained in Matt., but important, as setting forth their depreciating of God’s command in comparison with human tradition, before their absolute violation of that command in Mark 7:10-11.

Verse 9
9.] καλῶς—ironical: see ref.

Verse 10
10.] ΄ωυς. γὰρ εἶπ. = ὁ γὰρ θεὸς ἐνετείλατο Matt.

Verse 11
11.] κορβᾶν ═ קָרְבָּן, an offering without a sacrifice. οἱ κορβᾶν αὐτοὺς ὀνομάσαντες τῷ θεῷ,— δῶρον δὲ τοῦτο σημαίνει κατὰ ἑλλήνων γλῶτταν—Jos. Antt. iv. 4. 4.

Verse 12
12.] See note on Matthew 15:5.

Verse 13
13.] καὶ παρ., a repetition from Mark 7:8;—common in Mark.

Verse 14
14.] Both Matt. and Mark notice that our Lord called the multitude to Him, when He uttered this speech. It was especially this, said in the hearing of both the Pharisees and them, that gave offence to the former.

Verse 17
17. εἰς οἶκον] Not necessarily into a house, so that any inference can (Meyer) be drawn from it,—but within doors: see note on ch. Mark 2:1.

ἐπ.… οἱ μαθ. = ἀποκρ. ὁ πέτρος εἶπ. Matt.

Verse 19
19. καθαρίζων] The masc. part. applies to ἀφεδρῶνα, by a construction of which there are examples, in which the grammatical object of the sentence is regarded as the logical subject, e.g. λόγοι δʼ ἐν ἀλλήλοισιν ἐῤῥόθουν κακοί, φύλαξ ἐλέγχων φύλακα, Soph. Ant(28) 259. See Kühner, Gramm. ii. § 678. 1. There need not be any difficulty in this additional clause: what is stated is physically true. The ἀφεδρών is that which, by the removal of the part carried off, purifies the meat; the portion available for nourishment being in its passage converted into chyle, and the remainder (the κάθαρμα) being cast out.

Verse 21-22
21, 22.] The καρδία is the laboratory and the fountain-head of all that is good and bad in the inner life of man: see Beck, biblische Seelenlehre, § 21.: Delitzsch, biblische Psychologie, ed. 2, § 12, pp. 248 ff.

Matt.’s catalogue follows the order of the second table of the decalogue. Mark’s more copious one varies the order, and replaces ψευδομαρτυρίαι by πλ., πον., δόλ., ἀσέλ., ὀφθ. πον., and βλασφ. by βλασφ., ὑπερη., ἀφρος. Compare Romans 1:29; Ephesians 4:19; Wisdom of Solomon 14:25-26.

ἀφροσύνη, the opposite to σω φροσύνη, unreasoning folly: not in speaking only, but in thought, leading to words and acts.

Verse 24
24.] ἐκεῖθεν is not, from the land of Gennesaret (Meyer),—for ch. Mark 6:55-56, has completely removed definiteness from the locality;—but refers to the (unspecified) place of the last discourse.

μεθόρια] The place must have been the neighbourhood of Tyre. The word is used in Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 16, ἐν τοῖς μεθορίοις τοῖς τε αὐτῶν καὶ τοῖς ΄ήδων, in a sense approaching that in our text: the repetition of the τοῖς assigning μεθόρια to both countries.

οὐδ. ἤθ. γν.] Not (Fritz.), ‘wished to know no man:’ but would have no man know it.
Verses 24-30
24–30.] THE SYROPHŒNICIAN WOMAN. Matthew 15:21-28. Omitted by Luke. A striking instance of the independence of the two narrations. Mark, who is much more copious in particulars, omits a considerable and important part of the history: this would be most arbitrarily and indeed inexcusably done, if the common account of his having combined and epitomized Matt. and Luke is to be taken.

Our Lord’s retirement was to avoid the Pharisees: see notes on Matt. throughout.

Verse 25
25.] The woman ( ἑλληνίς, a Gentile) had been following Him and His disciples before, Matt.

Verse 26
26.] σύρα φ., because there were also λιβυ φοίνικες, Carthaginians.

Verse 27
27.] ἄφες πρῶτον.…] This important addition in Mark sets forth the whole ground on which the present refusal rested. The Jews were first to have the Gospel offered to them, for their acceptance or rejection; it was not yet time for the Gentiles.

Verse 28
28. καὶ γὰρ.…] See on Matt.

Verse 30
30.] These particulars are added here.

βεβλ. ἐπὶ τ. κλ.—which the torments occasioned by the evil spirit would not allow her to be before:— κειμένην ἐν εἰρήνῃ, Euthym(29)
Verse 31
31.] He went first northward (perhaps for the same reason, of privacy, as before) through Sidon, then crossed the Jordan, and so approached the lake on its E. side. On Decapolis, see Matthew 4:25. We have the same journey related Matthew 15:29; and κωφοὺς λαλοῦντας mentioned among the miracles, for which the people glorified the God of Israel.

Verses 31-37
31–37.] HEALING OF A DEAF AND DUMB PERSON. Peculiar to Mark.

A miracle which serves a most important purpose; that of clearly distinguishing between the cases of the possessed and the merely diseased or deformed. This man was what we call ‘deaf and dumb;’ the union of which maladies is often brought about by the inability of him who never has heard sounds to utter them plainly:—or, as here apparently, by some accompanying physical infirmity of the organs of speech.

Verse 33
33. ἀπολ. αὐτ.] No reason that we know can be assigned why our Lord should take aside this man, and the blind man, ch. Mark 8:23; but how many might there be which we do not know,—such as some peculiarity in the man himself, or the persons around, which influenced His determination.

It is remarkable that the same medium of conveying the miraculous cure is used also in ch. Mark 8:23. By the symbolic use of external means, our Lord signified the healing virtue for afflicted human kind, which resides in and proceeds from Him incarnate in our flesh. He uses either his own touch,—something from Himself,—or the cleansing element to which He so often compares his word.

Verse 34
34.] He looked to heaven in prayer: see John 11:41-42. He sighed, as Chrysostom (or Pseudo-Chrys.) in Cramer’s Catena, h. l., says, τὴν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου φύσιν ἐλεῶν, ἐς ποίαν ταπείνωσιν ἤγαγεν αὐτὴν ὅ τε μισόκαλος διάβολος, καὶ ἡ τῶν πρωτοπλάστων ἀπροσεξία: see John 11:36-38.

ἐφφαθά = אֶתְסַּתַּח (Sy(30).-chald.), imperative Hithp. from סָּתַח, aperuit: the word used in Isaiah 35:5, “Then shall the ears of the deaf be unstopped, … and the tongue of the dumb sing.”

Verse 35
35. ὁ δεσμός—the hindrance, whatever it was, which prevented him from speaking ὀρθῶς before.

Verse 36
36.] See ch. Mark 1:45.

Verse 37
37. καλῶς πάν. πεπ.…] So πάντα ὅσα ἐποίησεν καλὰ λίαν, Genesis 1:31. This work was properly and worthily compared with that first one of creation—it was the same Beneficence which prompted, and the same Power that wrought it.

08 Chapter 8 

Verses 1-10
1–10.] FEEDING OF THE FOUR THOUSAND. Matthew 15:32-39. The accounts agree almost verbatim. Mark adds καί τινες αὐτῶν ἀπὸ μακ. εἰς. Mark 8:3, and again omits χωρὶς γυναικ. κ. παιδ. Matthew 15:38.

Verse 7
7.] We have a curious instance here of correction and confusion in the principal MSS.

Verse 10
10.] Matt. mentions Magadan, Matthew 15:39. Dalmanutha was probably a village in the neighbourhood,—see note on Matt., and The Land and the Book, p. 393;—a striking instance of the independence of Mark: called by the Harmonists “an addition to St. Matthew’s narrative, to shew his independent knowledge of the fact.” Wordsw. What very anomalous writers the Evangelists must have been!

Verses 11-13
11–13.] REQUEST OF A SIGN FROM HEAVEN. Matthew 16:1-4, who gives the account more at length: without however the graphic and affecting ἀναστ. τῷ πν. αὐ., Mark 8:12.

Verse 12
12.] εἰ δοθ., a Hebrew form of strong abjuration: see reff., and Winer, § 55 end.

Verse 14
14.] ἐπελ. is not pluperfect: see on Matthew 16:5. The subject to the verb is the disciples, unexpressed: see next verse.

Verses 14-21
14–21.] WARNING AGAINST THE LEAVEN OF THE PHARISEES AND OF HEROD. Matthew 16:5-12. Our account is fuller and more circumstantial,—relating that they had but one loaf in the ship, Mark 8:14; inserting the additional reproofs, Mark 8:18, and the reference to the two miracles of feeding more at length, Mark 8:19-21. Mark however omits the conclusion in Matt.,—that they then understood that He spake to them of the doctrine, &c. Possibly this was a conclusion drawn in the mind of the narrator, not altogether identical with that to be drawn from our account here—for the leaven of Herod could not be doctrine ( καὶ τ. ζ. ἡρ.,, Mark 8:15—Mark only), but must be understood of the irreligious lives and fawning worldly practices of the hangers-on of the court of Herod.

Verse 15
15.] ὁρᾶτε is merely take heed, and does not belong to ἀπό.
βλέπ. ἀπό is not ‘turn your eyes away from’ (Tittm. and Kuin. in Meyer), but as in reff.

The ζύμη ἡρώδου here seems to answer to the ζ. σαδδουκαίων in Matt. But we must not infer from this that Herod was a Sadducee. He certainly was a bad and irreligious man, which would be quite enough ground for such a caution. We have a specimen of the morals of his court in the history of John the Baptist’s martyrdom. In the last οὔπω, Mark 8:21, Meyer sees a new climax, and refers the not yet to the moment even after the reminiscence of Mark 8:18-20. It may doubtless be so, and the idea would well accord with the graphic precision of St. Mark.

Verses 22-26
22–26.] HEALING OF A BLIND MAN AT BETHSAIDA. Peculiar to Mark. This appears to have been Bethsaïda Julias, on the N.E. side of the lake. Compare Mark 8:13 : and see on this Bethsaïda, Jos. Antt. xviii. 4. 6: B. J. iii. 10. 7: Plin. Nat. Hist. Mark 8:15. Wieseler, Chron. Synops. p. 273 f. See however against the idea that there were two Bethsaïdas, The Land and the Book, pp. 373 f.

Verse 23
23.] The leading of this blind man out of the town appears as if it had been from some local reason. In Mark 8:26 we find him forbidden expressly to enter into or tell it in the town, and with a repetition of κώμη, which looks as if the place had been somehow unworthy of such a work being done there. (This is a serious objection against Meyer’s reason, that the use of spittle in both miracles occasioned the same privacy here and in ch. Mark 7:33.) Or we may perhaps find the reason in our Lord’s immediate departure to such a distance (Mark 8:27); and say, that He did not wish multitudes to gather about and follow Him.

πτύσας … ἐπιθεὶς …] See above on ch.Mark 7:33.

We cannot say what may have induced our Lord to perform this miracle at twice—certainly not the reason assigned by Dr. Burton, “that a blind man would not, on suddenly recovering his sight, know one object from another, because he had never seen them before,” and so would require a double miracle;—a second to open the eyes of his mind also, to comprehend what he saw. This assumes the man to have been born blind, which he was not, from Mark 8:24; for how should he know how trees appeared? and besides, the case of the man born blind in John 9 required no such double healing. These things were in the Lord’s power, and He ordered them as He pleased from present circumstances, or for our instruction.

Verse 24
24.] I see men, because I see them walking as it were trees; i.e. not distinct in individual peculiarity, but as trees in the hedge-row flit by the traveller. It is a minute mark of truth, that he describes the appearance of persons as he doubtless had often had occasion to do during the failing of sight which had ended in his blindness. By no possibility can the words convey, as Wordsw., three different stages of returning vision: “I see men. I see them standing still, and dimly, as trees. I see them walking.” For thus the ὅτι is altogether passed over, and περιπατοῦντας taken out of its government, and most unnaturally made into a sentence by itself.

Verse 25
25.] The distinction in the text here adopted, between διέβλεψεν and ἐνέβλεπεν, would be he saw clearly (the work of that instant), and was thoroughly restored, and (thence-forward) saw all things plainly. But the text is in much uncertainty.

Verse 26
26.] See above in this note,—and var. readd. The first and second μηδέ both carry a separate climax with them: he was not even to go into the village, no, nor so much as tell it to any who dwelt in the village.

Verses 27-30
27–30.] CONFESSION OF PETER. Matthew 16:13-20. Luke 9:18-21. With the exception of the introduction in Luke, which describes the Lord to have been alone praying, and joined by his disciples,—and the omission of the praise of and promise to Peter by both Mark and Luke, the three are in exact accordance. On this latter omission no stress must therefore be laid as to the character of Mark’s Gospel, as has been done. (Thl. in 1.—cited by De W.)

Verse 31
31–9:1.] ANNOUNCEMENT OF HIS APPROACHING DEATH AND RESURRECTION. REBUKE OF PETER. Matthew 16:21-28. Luke 9:22-27. Luke omits the rebuke of Peter. Mark adds, Mark 8:32, παῤῥησίᾳ τ. λ. ἐλάλει: and, in the rebuke of Peter, that the Lord said the words ἰδὼν τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτοῦ. In Mark 8:34-35, the agreement is close, except that Luke adds καθʼ ἡμέραν, after τὸν στ. αὐτοῦ, and Mark καὶ τοῦ εὐαγγ. after ἐμοῦ, Mark 8:35 (it is perhaps worthy of remark that St. Mark writes ἀκολουθεῖν in Mark 8:34 : possibly from the information of him, to whom it was said, τί πρός σε; σύ μοι ἀκολούθει, John 21:22); and informs us, in Mark 8:34, that our Lord said these words, having called the multitude with his disciples. This Meyer calls a contradiction to Matt. and Luke,—and thinks it arose from a misunderstanding of Luke’s πάντας. Far rather should I say that our account represents every detail to the life, and that the πρὸς πάντας contains traces of it. What wonder that a crowd should here, as every where else, have collected about Him and the disciples?

Verse 37
37.] If (see var. readd.) the words in brackets be omitted, the sense will be, For what can be an equivalent for his life?
Verse 38
38.] Mark and Luke here agree: and Matthew 16:27, bears traces of this verse, having apparently abridged it in transcribing his report, not to repeat what he had before said, in ch. Mark 10:33.

On μοιχαλίδι, see Matthew 12:39, and observe the addition ἐν τῇ γ. ταύ. τῇ μ. καὶ ἁμ. as belonging to the precision and graphic character of our Evangelist’s narrative.

09 Chapter 9 

Verse 1
1.] See on(33) Matt.

ὧδε τῶν ἑστ.] there are some here of the standers-by. Remember, our Lord was speaking to the multitude with his disciples.

Verse 2
2.] The omission of an art. before ἰωάννην serves to bind together the pair of brothers.

Verses 2-13
2–13.] THE TRANSFIGURATION. Matthew 17:1-13. Luke 9:28-36. Here again, while Matt. and Mark’s accounts seem to have one and the same source, they have deflected from it, and additional particulars have found their way into our text. Luke’s account is from a different source. If we might conjecture, Peter has furnished the accounts in Matt. and Mark:—this latter being retouched,—perhaps by himself: while that of Luke may have had another origin. The additional particulars in our text are,—the very graphic and noble description in Mark 9:3, στίλβ … λευκᾶναι, and οὐ γὰρ ἤδει τί ἀποκρ … ἔκφοβοι. Mark omits ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα, Matthew 17:5.

Verse 3
3.] ἐγένοντο is of itself a graphic touch, bringing out the glistening of each separate portion of His clothing.

Verse 8
8. οὐδένα] none of those who appeared, but (sondern, ‘nay, on the contrary’) Jesus alone.
Verses 9-13
9–13.] Two remarkable additions occur in our text;—Mark 9:10, which indicates apostolic authority, and that of one of the Three;—and καὶ … ἐξουδ. in Mark 9:12.

Verse 10
10. τ. λ. ἐκράτ.] Not, ‘they kept the command:’—for συνζητ. explains it to mean kept secret the saying, as in ref. Dan.

τί ἐστιν τὸ ἐκ ν. ἀν. does not refer to the Resurrection generally, for it was an article of Jewish belief, and connected with the times of the Messiah;—but to His Resurrection as connected with His Death; the whole was enigmatical to them.

Verse 11
11.] The ὅτι may be merely recitantis, ‘they asked him, saying (that) the Scribes say, that Elias must first come:’ leaving ἐπηρώτων to find its application in the difficulty thus suggested by them. But it is better to take it in the unusual sense (undoubted there) of Mark 9:28 [see Moulton on Winer, p. 208, note 4]: see further on in this note.

Verse 12
12.] Meyer and others place the interrogation after τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, and regard ἵνα πολ.… as its answer. But not to mention that such a sentence would be without example in our Lord’s discourses, the sense given by it is meagre in the extreme. As it stands in the text, it forms a counter-question to that of the Apostles in Mark 9:11. They asked, How say the Scribes that Elias must first come? Our Lord answers it by telling them that it is even so; and returns the question by another: And how is it (also) written of the Son of Man, that He, &c.? then comes the conclusion in Mark 9:13 with ἀλλὰ λέγω ὑμῖν, stating that Elias has come, and leaving it therefore to be inferred that the sufferings of the Son of Man were close at hand. Notice how the γέγρ. ἐπʼ αὐτόν binds both together. Just as the first coming of the Son of Man is to suffer and to die, so has the first coming of Elias been as it was written of him; but there is a future coming of Elias ἀποκαθιστάνειν πάντα, and of the Son of Man in glory. See further in notes on Matt. The first καί in Mark 9:13 is also, binding what is said of Elias to that which has been said of the Son of Man: the second καί is simply and.
[On the various forms of ἐξου. see Moulton on Winer, p. 113, note 2.]

Verse 14
14.] The Scribes were probably boasting over the disciples, and reasoning from their inability to that of their Master also.

As Stier remarks, there is hardly such another contrast to be found in the Gospel as this, between the open heaven and the sons of glory on the mount, and the valley of tears with its terrible forms of misery and pain and unbelief. I have already in the notes to Matt. spoken of the noble use made of this contrast in the last and grandest picture of the greatest of painters—the Transfiguration of Raffaelle.

Verses 14-29
14–29.] HEALING OF A POSSESSED LUNATIC. Matthew 17:14-21. Luke 9:37-42. The account of Mark is by far the most copious: and here, which is very rarely the case in the official life of our Lord, the three accounts appear to have been originally different and independent. The descent from the mountain was on the day following the transfiguration, Luke 9:37.

Verse 15
15.] The Lord’s countenance probably retained traces of the glory on the mount; so strong a word as ἐξεθαμβήθησαν would hardly have been used merely of their surprise at His sudden approach: see Exodus 34:29-30. That brightness, however, terrified the people: this attracts them: see 2 Corinthians 3:7-18.

Verse 16
16.] αὐτούς (1st), them, i.e. ‘the multitude,’ regarding the Scribes as a part of the ὄχλος. One of the multitude answers.

Verse 17
17. πρός σε] i.e. intended to do so, not being aware of His absence. From Luke 9:38, we learn that this was his only son.

ἄλαλον, causing deafness and dumbness, and fits of epilepsy: see Luke 11:14.

Verse 18
18. ξηρ.] wastes or pines away, as E. V., or perhaps becomes dry or stiff.
ἵνα combines the purpose of the εἶπα with the purport: see note on 1 Corinthians 14:13.

Verse 19
19. γενεά] not addressed to the man, as unbelieving,—nor to the disciples,—but generally, to the race and generation among whom the Lord’s ministry was fulfilled. The additional words καὶ διεστραμμένη (Matt. Luke) are probably from Deuteronomy 32:5; see further ib. Deuteronomy 32:20, where ἄπιστος is also expressed by νἱοὶ οἷς οὐκ ἔστι πίστις ἐν αὐτοῖς. The question is not asked in a spirit of longing to be gone from them, but of holy impatience of their hardness of heart and unbelief. In this the father, disciples, Scribes, and multitude are equally involved.

Verse 20
20.] ἰδών is out of strict concord with πνεῦμα, but has regard to its personal signification: see also Mark 9:26 below. This construction is often found in the Apocalypse (reff.).

“The kingdom of Satan, in small and great, is ever stirred into a fiercer activity by the coming near of the kingdom of Christ. Satan has great wrath, when his time is short.” (Trench, Mir. 365.)

Mark 9:21-27 are peculiar to Mark.

Verse 21
21.] The Lord takes occasion to enquire thus of the father, to bring in the trial of his faith.

Verse 22
22.] See Matthew 17:15.

εἴ τι δύνῃ] This bespeaks, if any faith, at most but a very ignorant and weak one.

ἡμᾶς] The wretched father counts his child’s misery his own: thus the Syrophœnician woman, Matthew 15:25, βοήθει μοι.

Verse 23
23.] In τὸ εἰ δ. [ πισ.], the τό involves the sense in some difficulty. The most probable rendering is to make it designatory of the whole sentence, Jesus said to him the saying, “If thou canst believe, all things are,” &c.: a saying which doubtless He often uttered on similar occasions, Kuinoel quotes a similar construction from Polyænus, iii. 9. 11, ἰφικράτης ὑπολαβὼν ἔφη τὸ τίς ἂν ἤλπισε τοῦτο ἔσεσθαι. Some (e.g. Tischd(34).) omitting the πιστεῦσαι would set an interrogation after δύνῃ, and suppose our Lord to be citing the father’s words: “didst thou say, ‘if thou canst?’—all things are,” &c. Others, as Dr. Burton, suppose it to mean τὸ ‘ εἰ δύνῃʼ πίστευσαι’ (imperative):—‘Believe what you have expressed by your εἴ τι δύνῃ, &c.’ But both these renderings involve methods of construction and expression not usual in the Gospels. The εἰ δύνῃ is a manifest reference to the εἴ τι δύνῃ before, and meant to convey a reproof, as the father’s answer testifies. The sentence, also, unless I am mistaken, is meant to convey an intimation that the healing was not to be an answer to the εἴ τι δύνῃ, so that the Lord’s power was to be challenged and proved,—but an answer to faith, which (of course by laying hold on Him who πάντα δύναται) can do all things.

Verse 24
24.] Nothing can be more touching and living than this whole most masterly and wonderful narrative. The poor father is drawn out into a sense of the unworthiness of his distrust, and “the little spark of faith which is kindled in his soul reveals to him the abysmal deeps of unbelief which are there.” (Trench, p. 367.) “Thus,” remarks Olshausen (B. Comm. i. 534), “does the Redeemer shew himself to the father as a μαιευτὴς πίστεως first, before He heals his son. In the struggle of his anxiety, the strength of Faith is born, by the aid of Christ, in the soul empty of it before.”

There is strong analogy in the Lord’s treatment of the father here, for the sponsorial engagement in infant baptism. The child is by its infirmity incapacitated; it is therefore the father’s faith which is tested, and when that is proved, the child is healed. The fact is, that the analogy rests far deeper: viz. on the ‘inclusion’ of ‘the old man’ in Adam and the ‘new man’ in Christ: see Romans 5:12-21. It may be well to remind the reader that there is nothing “more pathetic and expressive” (Wordsw.) in μου τῇ ἀποστίᾳ than in τ. ἀπ. μου: see on Matthew 16:18.

Verse 25
25.] This took place at a distance from the crowd, among those who had run forward to meet our Lord, Mark 9:15.

ἐγὼ ἐπ. σοί] The personal pronoun is emphatic, as opposed to the want of power on the part of the disciples. This is the only place where we have such a charge as μηκέτι εἰσέλθ. εἰς αὐ.,—shewing the excessive malignity and tenacity of this kind (see Mark 9:29) of spirit. This is also shewn by Mark 9:26.

Verse 27
27.] See ch. Mark 5:41; also Matthew 17:6; Matthew 17:8; Revelation 1:17; Daniel 10:9-10.

Verse 29
29.] The answer is given more at length in Matthew 17:20, and the Lord there distinctly includes the disciples in the γενεὰ ἄπιστος, by telling them διὰ τὴν ἀπιστίαν ὑμῶν. The assurance also occurs there, which was repeated Matthew 21:21, where see notes.

τοῦτο τὸ γένος] That there are kinds, more and less malicious, of evil spirits, we find from Matthew 12:45—and the pertinacity and cruelty of this one shewed him to belong to the worst kind. The Lord’s saying here (if the doubtful words are to stand) is rather for their after guidance, than their present; for they could not fast while He was with them, ch. Mark 2:19.

Verses 30-32
30–32.] SECOND ANNOUNCEMENT OF HIS DEATH AND RESURRECTION. Matthew 17:22-23. Luke 9:43-45, where see notes, as this account is included in the two others.

Verse 33
33.] Between the coming to Capernaum, and this discourse, happened the demand of the tribute money, Matthew 17:24-27.

Verses 33-50
33–50.] DISCOURSE RESPECTING THE GREATEST AMONG THEM. Matthew 18:1-9. Luke 9:46-50. Here again the three accounts are independent, and differ in some particulars unimportant in themselves, but very instructive for a right comparison of the three Gospels. First take Luke’s account.—The disciples had been disputing;—our Lord knowing the strife of their hearts, took a child, &c.—Then compare Mark—our Lord asked them, on coming into a house, what had been the subject of their dispute;—they were silent from shame;—He sat down, delivered his sentence to the twelve,—and then took the child, &c.—Lastly turn to Matt. There, the disciples themselves referred the question to our Lord, and He took the child, &c. Who can forbear seeing in these narratives the unfettered and independent testimony of three witnesses, consistent with one another in the highest form and spirit of truthfulness, but differing in the mere letter? Mark’s account is again the richest and fullest, and we can hardly doubt that if the literal exact detail of fact is in question, we have it here.

Verse 34
34.] There is no real difference in the matter in question here (and in Luke), and in Matt. The kingdom of heaven was looked on as about soon to appear: and their relative rank now would be assumed as their relative rank then. The difference in the expression of this is a mark of independence and authority.

Verse 35
35.] See Matthew 20:26, and note.

Verse 36
36. ἐναγκ. αὐτό] This particular we learn from Mark.

Verse 37
37.] See Matthew 10:40.

Verse 38
38.] Only found besides in Luke 9:49-50.

Notice the repetition of οὐκ ἀκολ. ἡμ. as characteristic of Mark. The connexion of this remark with what goes before, is: ‘If the receiving any one, even a little child, in thy Name, be receiving Thee; were we doing right when we forbade one who used thy Name, but did not follow us?’ “Observent hoc,” says Bengel, “qui charismata alligant successioni canonicæ.” This man actually did what the very Apostles themselves were specially appointed to do: and our Lord, so far from prohibiting, encourages him: see Numbers 11:26-29.

Verse 39
39.] See 1 Corinthians 12:3. The very success of the miracle will awe him, and prevent him from soon or lightly speaking evil of me.

We must beware of supposing that the application of this saying is to be confined to the working of a miracle—Mark 9:40 shews that it is general—a weighty maxim of Christian toleration and charity, and caution to men how they presume to limit the work of the Spirit of God to any sect, or succession, or outward form of Church: cf. Philippians 1:16-18. See the way in which the nearly opposite inference is extracted from the words, in the very curious note of Bp. Wordsw. here.

Verse 40
40.] This saying is not inconsistent with that in Matthew 12:30. They do not refer to the same thing. This is said of outward conformity—that, of inward unity of purpose—two widely different things. On that saying, see note there. On this, we may say—all those who, notwithstanding outward differences of communion and government, believe in and preach Jesus Christ, without bitterly and uncharitably opposing each other, are hereby declared to be helpers forward of each other’s work. O that all Christians would remember this! Stier (Red. J. iii. 24) strongly deprecates the reading ἡμῶν— ἡμῶν; “The us in the mouth of our Lord here confuses and destroys nearly the whole purport of his weighty saying. For this is the very fault of the disciples, that they laid down outward and visible communion with them as the decisive criterion of communion with the Lord: and this very fault the Lord rebukes with his repudiatory ὑμῶν.” Still, there is a propriety, a tempering the rebuke with a gracious reminiscence of their unity with Him, and something exceedingly suiting the χριστοῦ ἐστέ below, in ἡμῶν— ἡμῶν. In the divided state of the critical evidence, the reading must be ever doubtful.

Verse 41
41.] This verse does not take up the discourse from Mark 9:37, as some think, but is immediately connected with Mark 9:40 :—‘Even the smallest service done in my Name shall not be unrewarded—much more should not so great an one as casting out of devils be prohibited.’

ἐν ὀνόματι ὅτι signifies by reason that, but not without an allusion to τ. ὄνομά μου, which furnishes the reason.

χριστ. ἐστέ] The only place in the Gospels where this expression is used. Paul has it: see reff. and Romans 8:9; 1 Corinthians 3:4.

Verse 42
42.] See Matthew 18:6.

Verses 43-48
43–48.] These solemn repetitions of former declarations (see Matthew 5:29; Matthew 18:8-9) are by no means to be regarded as arbitrary insertions by this or that Evangelist, but as the truth of what was uttered by our Lord: see Prolegomena.

Mark 9:44; Mark 9:46; Mark 9:48 are only in Mark; they are cited from Isaiah (see reff.), where the prophecy is of the carcases of those who have transgressed against the Lord. This triple repetition gives sublimity, and leaves no doubt of the discourse having been verbatim thus uttered. See note on Matthew 5:22.

Verse 49
49.] In order to understand this difficult verse, it will be necessary first to examine its connexion and composition. (1) What is γάρ? It connects it with the solemn assertions in Mark 9:43-48, καλόν ἐστίν σε … and furnishes a reason why it is better for us to cut off and cast away, &c. πᾶς then is every one, absolutely: referring back both to the σε, and the αὐτῶν above— πᾶσα θυσία is (not opposed to (Meyer), but) parallel with πᾶς, and καί equivalent to just as. (2) This being stated, let us now enquire into the symbolic terms used. FIRE is the refiner’s fire of Malachi 3:2, to which indeed there seems to be a reference; the fire of Matthew 3:11 and Acts 2:3; of Ezekiel 28:14 (see my Hulsean Lectures for 1841, pp. 9–12). Fire is the symbol of the divine purity and presence:—our God is a consuming fire, not only to his foes, but to his people: but in them, the fire shall only burn up what is impure and requires purifying out, 1 Corinthians 3:13; 1 Peter 1:7; 1 Peter 4:12; 1 Peter 4:17. This very fire shall be to them as a preserving salt. The SALT of the covenant of God (ref. Levit.) was to be mixed with every sacrifice; and it is with fire that all men are to be salted. This fire is the divine purity and judgment in the covenant, whose promise is, ‘I will dwell among them.’ And in and among this purifying fire shall the people of God ever walk and rejoice everlastingly. Revelation 21:23. This is the right understanding of Isaiah 33:14-15, ‘Who among us shall dwell with the devouring fire? &c. He that walketh in righteousness,’ &c. And thus the connexion with the preceding verses is,—‘it is better for thee to cut off,’ &c.—‘for it is part of the salting of thee, the living sacrifice (Romans 12:1), that every offence and scandal must be burnt out of thee before thou canst enter into life.’

Verse 50
50.] The connexion of this (elsewhere said in other references, Matthew 5:13; Luke 14:34) is now plain. If this fire which is to purify and act as a preserving salt to you, have, from the nullity and vapidity of the grace of the covenant in you, no such power,—it can only consume—the salt has lost its savour—the covenant is void—you will be cast out, as it is elsewhere added, and the fire will be no longer the fire of purification, but of wrath eternal.

I will just add that the interpretation of the sacrifice as the condemned—and the fire and salt as eternal fire,—except in the case of the salt having lost its savour, is contrary to the whole symbolism of Scripture, and to the exhortation with which this verse ends: ‘Have this grace of God—this Spirit of adoption—this pledge of the covenant, in yourselves;—and,’ with reference to the strife out of which the discourse sprung,—‘have peace with one another.’

10 Chapter 10 

Verse 1
1. καὶ πέραν] Our Lord retired, after His discourses to the Jews in John 10 and before the raising of Lazarus, to Bethany (John 1:28; John 10:40) beyond Jordan, and thence made his last journey to Jerusalem; so that in the strictest sense of the words He did come into the borders of Judæa and beyond Jordan.
Matt. has πέραν τ. ἰορ. without the copula. See Luke 17:11. Here a large portion of the sayings and doings of Jesus is omitted: cf. Matthew 18:10; Matthew 19:3; Luke 9:51 to Luke 18:15; John 7:1 ff.

Verses 1-12
Mark 10:1-12.] REPLY TO THE PHARISEES’ QUESTION CONCERNING DIVORCE. Matthew 19:1-12.

Verses 2-9
2–9.] See notes on Matt., with whose account ours is nearly identical. Compare however our Mark 10:3-5 with Matthew 19:7-9, and we have testimony to the independence of the two reports—for such an arbitrary alteration of arrangement is inconceivable.

Verse 4
4.] ἐπέτρεψεν is emphatic. Moses gave an express permissory injunction.

Verse 7
7.] Our Lord makes Adam’s saying His own: in Matt. it is attributed to ὁ ποιήσας ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς. The parallel is most instructive.

Verses 10-12
10–12.] In Matt. this saying forms part of the discourse with the Jews. Here again Mark furnishes us with the exact circumstantial account of the matter. On the addition, Matthew 19:10-12, see notes there.

We may notice, that Mark omits Matt.’s κατὰ πᾶσαν αἰτίαν in Mark 10:2,—and his μὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ in Mark 10:11; as also does Luke (Luke 16:18). The one omission seems to involve the other. The report here gives the enquiry without this particular exception. As a general rule, Mark, so accurate in circumstantial details, is less exact than Matt. in preserving the order and connexion of the discourses.

Verse 12
12.] This verse corresponds to ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσας μοιχᾶται in Matthew 19:9—but it is expressed as if the woman were the active party, and put away her husband, which was allowed by Greek and Roman law (see 1 Corinthians 7:13), but not by Jewish (see Deuteronomy 24:1; Jos. Antt. xv.7.10). This alteration in the verbal expression may have originated in the source whence Mark’s report was drawn. On μοιχᾶται, Grotius remarks, ‘Mulier, cum domina sui non sit, si, marito relicto, ad aliud matrimonium se conferat, omnino adulterium committit, non interpretatione aliqua, aut per consequentiam, sed directe: ideo non debuit hic addi, ἐπʼ αὐτόν.’

Verse 13
13. παιδία] Not only children, but as in Luke, infants ( βρέφη): and our Lord was not to teach them, but only to touch, and pray over them. This simple, seemingly superstitious application of οἱ προσφέροντες (perhaps not the mothers only) the disciples, interrupted in their converse on high and important subjects, despise and reprove.

Verses 13-16
13–16.] THE BRINGING OF CHILDREN TO JESUS. Matthew 19:13-15. Luke 18:15-17. The three are nearly identical:—from Matt., we have the additional reason καὶ προσεύξηται, and from Mark, ἐναγκαλ. αὐτά.

Verse 14
14.] We can hardly read our Lord’s solemn saying, without seeing that it reaches further than the mere then present occasion. It might one day become a question whether the new Christian covenant of repentance and faith could take in the unconscious infant, as the old covenant did:—whether when Jesus was no longer on earth, little children might be brought to Him, dedicated to his service, and made partakers of his blessing? Nay, in the pride of the human intellect, this question was sure one day to be raised: and our Lord furnishes the Church, by anticipation, with an answer to it for all ages. Not only may the little infants be brought to Him,—but in order for us who are mature to come to Him, we must cast away all that wherein our maturity has caused us to differ from them, and become LIKE THEM. Not only is Infant Baptism justified, but it is (abstractedly considered;—not as to preparation for it, which from the nature of the case is precluded) the NORMAL PATTERN OF ALL BAPTISM none can enter God’s kingdom, except as an infant. In adult baptism, the exceptional case (see above), we strive to secure that state of simplicity and childlikeness, which in the infant we have ready and undoubted to our hands.

Verse 16
16.] κατ ευλόγει, like all such compounds, is more forcible and complete than the simple verb would have been. It may be rendered He fervently blessed them.
Verse 17
17.] εἰς ὁδόν, out of the house, Mark 10:10, to continue His journey, Mark 10:32. The running and the kneeling are both found in the graphic St. Mark only.

Verses 17-31
17–31.] ANSWER TO AN ENQUIRER RESPECTING ETERNAL LIFE, AND DISCOURSE THEREUPON. Matthew 19:16-30. Luke 18:18-30. On the different form of our Lord’s answer in Matt., see notes there. As it here stands, so far from giving any countenance to Socinian error, it is a pointed rebuke of the very view of Christ which they who deny His Divinity entertain. He was no ‘good Master,’ to be singled out from men on account of His pre-eminence over his kind in virtue and wisdom: God sent us no such Christ as this, nor may any of the sons of men be thus called good. He was one with Him who only is good, the Son of the Father, come not to teach us merely, but to beget us anew by the divine power which dwells in Him. The low view then, which this applicant takes of Him and his office, He at once rebukes and annuls, as He had done before in the case of Nicodemus: see John 3:1 ff. and notes. The dilemma, as regards the Socinians, has been well put (see Stier ii. 283, note):—either, “There is none good, but God: Christ is good: therefore Christ IS GOD”—or, “There is none good, but God: Christ is not God: therefore Christ IS NOT GOOD.”

With regard to other points, the variations in the narratives are trifling, but instructive— εἰ δὲ θέλ. εἰς τ. ζ. εἰς. τήρ. τ. ἐντ. λέγει αὐτῷ, ποίας; ὁ δὲ ἰης. εἶπεν τό. (Matt.) = τὰς ἐντολὰς οἶδας (Mark and Luke) without any break in the discourse. Similarly, in Matt., the young (Matt.) ruler (Luke) asks, Mark 10:20, τί ἔτι ὑστερῶ; but in Mark and Luke, Jesus says to him (and here with the remarkable addition of ἐμβλ. αὐτ. ἠγ. αὐτ.), ἕν σε ὑστερεῖ (or σοι λείπει). Such notices as these shew the point at which, not short of which nor beyond which, we may expect the Evangelists to be in accord; viz. in that inner truthfulness of faithful report which reflects to us the teaching of the Lord, but does not depend on slavish literal exactitude; which latter if we require, we overthrow their testimony, and most effectually do the work of our adversaries.

Verse 19
19.] Mark here takes exactly the commandments of the second table,— μὴ ἀποστ. standing for the tenth. Matt. adds their summary ( ἀγαπ. τ. πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτ.), omitting (with Luke) μὴ ἀποστ., perhaps on account of μὴ κλ. having gone before.

Verse 21
21.] Notice the graphic details again, of looking on him and loving him.

ἄρας τὸν στ. is added here.

Verse 22
22.] ἦν γὰρ ἔχων—so also Matt.

Verses 23-31
23–31.] Here our Mark 10:24 is a most important addition; the rest is much alike in the three. In that verse we have all misunderstanding of our Lord’s saying removed, and “the proverb,” as Wesley well observes (Stier ii. p. 290), “shifted to this ground: ‘It is easier for a camel, &c. than for a rich man to cast off his trust in his riches.’ ” Yet the power of divine grace can and does accomplish even this.

Verse 24
24.] τέκνα is remarkable and a trace of exactitude: see John 21:5 :—so also περιβλ., Mark 10:23.

Verse 26
26.] This reiterated expression of dismay, after the explanation in Mark 10:24, need not surprise us. The disciples were quite as well aware as we must be, if we deal truly with ourselves, that οἱ τὰ χρήματα ἔχοντες and οἱ πεποιθότες ἐπὶ χρήμασιν are too nearly commensurate, for the mind to be relieved of much of its dread at the solemn saying which preceded.

Of the καί at the beginning of a question, Kühner remarks, on Xen. Mem. p. 117 (in Meyer) “cum vi auctiva ita ponitur, ut is qui interrogat cum admiratione quadam alterius orationem excipere, ex eaque conclusionem ducere significetur qua alterius sententia confutetur.”

Verse 28
28.] Here is an instance of a saying of Peter’s reported, without any distinction indicating that he had a share in the report.

See note on Matt. for the promise here made to the Apostles.

Verse 29-30
29, 30.] Here our report is most important. To it and Luke we owe νῦν ἐν τῷ καιρῷ τούτῳ, without which the promise might be understood of a future life only:—and to it alone we owe the particularizing of the returns made, and the words μετὰ διωγμῶν, which light up the whole passage, and shew that it is the inheritance of the earth in the higher sense by the meek which is spoken of;—see 1 Corinthians 3:21-22. Observe mothers—nature gives us only one—but love, many (see Romans 16:13). We do not read, fathers, perhaps because of our high and absorbing relation to our Father in heaven, cf. Matthew 23:9. On καὶ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου, Bp. Wordsw. observes, “See above, Mark 8:35, where this phrase (not found in the other Evangelists, see Matthew 16:25; Luke 9:24) is inserted by St. Mark. Perhaps it made a greater impression upon his mind, because he had formerly shrunk from suffering ἕνεκεν τ. εὐαγγελίου. (See Acts 13:13; Acts 15:38.) St. Mark also alone here inserts our Lord’s words, μετὰ διωγμῶν, perhaps from a recollection that he had been once affrighted by persecution from doing the work of the Gospel: and desiring to prepare others to encounter trials which for a time had mastered himself.”

Here follows in Matt. the parable of the Labourers in the vineyard, ch. Matthew 20:1-16.

Verse 32
32.] ἤρξατο, anew: He again opened this subject.

Verses 32-34
32–34.] FULLER DECLARATION OF HIS SUFFERINGS AND DEATH. Matthew 20:17-19. Luke 18:31-34. (The remarkable particulars of Mark 10:32 are only found here.)

This was (see Matthew 16:21; Matthew 17:22) the third declaration of His sufferings which the Lord had made to the disciples, and it was His going before them, accompanied most probably by something remarkable in his gait and manner—a boldness and determination perhaps, an eagerness, denoted in Luke 12:50, which struck them with astonishment and fear. See an interesting note here in Wordsw.

Observe, that ἦσαν and ἀναβαίνοντες must not be taken together. “They were in the way, as they went up to Jerusalem.”

Verse 33
33.] The circumstances of the passion are brought out in all three Evangelists with great particularity. The ‘delivery to the Gentiles’ is common to them all.

Verse 34
34.] ἐμπτ. Mark and Luke:— σταυρῶσαι, Matt. only, which is remarkable, as being the first intimation, in plain terms, of the death He should die. The ἄρας τὸν στ., so often alluded to, might have had now for them a deep meaning—but see Luke 18:34. After τοῖς ἔθν. the subject of the verbs ( ἐμπ., μαστ. &c.) is τὰ ἔθνη.

Verses 35-45
35–45.] AMBITIOUS REQUEST OF THE SONS OF ZEBEDEE: OUR LORD’S REPLY. Matthew 20:20-28, where see notes throughout, and especially on the difference in our Mark 10:35. The two accounts of the discourse are almost verbatim the same, and that they came from one source is very apparent. Even here, however, slight deviations occur, which are unaccountable, if the one had actually before him the writing of the other. Besides, we have the whole additional particular of the baptism, with which He was to be baptized: see note on Matt.

Verse 38
38.] Observe the present tenses, πίνω and βαπτίζομαι. The Lord had already the cup of His suffering at His lips: was already, so to speak, sprinkled with the first drops of spray of His baptism of blood [or they may be merely official, ‘that I am to drink of and to be baptized with’].

Verse 42
42.] οἱ δοκοῦντες ἄρχειν, those who are reputed to rule,—who have the title of rulers, not ═ ‘those who rule,’ which God alone does.

Verse 46
46.] βαρτ. patronymic. בַּר טִמְאי :—so Bartholomew, ch. Mark 3:18, Barjesus, Acts 13:6.

Verses 46-52
46–52.] HEALING OF BLIND BARTIMÆUS ON DEPARTURE FROM JERICHO. Matthew 20:29-34. Luke 18:35-43. On the three accounts referring to one and the same miracle, see on Matt. I will only add here, that a similar difference of number between Matt. and Mark is found in the miracle in the neighbourhood of Gergesa, ch. Mark 5:2.

Verse 48
48.] See on Matthew 20:30-31.

Verse 50
50.] ἀποβαλών, κ. τ. λ.,—signs of an eye-witness, which make us again believe, that here we have the literally exact account of what took place.

Verse 51
51.] ῥαββουνί = רַבּוֹנִי, Master, or My Master, see ref. John. It was said (Drus. in Meyer) to be a more respectful form than ῥαββί.

Verse 52
52.] In Matt. only, Jesus touches him. The account here and in Luke seems to correspond better with the wonderful strength of his faith. Our Lord healed by a word in such cases, see Matthew 8:10-13; ch. Mark 7:29, and other places. Luke adds, δοξάζων τὸν θεόν,—and that all the people seeing him gave glory to God: see also Luke 19:37.

11 Chapter 11 

Verse 1-2
1, 2.] As far as εὑρήσετε, the agreement in Matt., Mark, and Luke is nearly verbal; after that Mark and Luke only mention the foal, and add, on which never man sat. Compare with this Luke 23:53. Our Lord’s birth, triumph, and burial were to be, in this, alike. ‘A later tradition, sprung from the sacred destination of the beast (for beasts never yet worked were used for sacred purposes, Numbers 19:2; Deuteronomy 21:3; 1 Samuel 6:7).’ Meyer. But does it never strike such annotators, that this very usage would lead not only to the narrative being so constructed, but to the command itself having been so given?
Verses 1-11
1–11.] TRIUMPHAL ENTRY INTO JERUSALEM. Matthew 21:1-17. Luke 19:29-44. John 12:12-36. On the general sequence of events of this and the following day, see note on Matthew 21:1.

Verse 3
3. ὁ κύρ … ὧδε] The pres. ἀποστέλλει, is used of future things whose occurrence is undoubted; see Matthew 17:11; Matthew 11:3 alli(35).: but the words are somewhat ambiguous. From the ancient interpolation of πάλιν, it seems that they were understood all to belong to ὁ κύριος—‘the Lord hath need of it, and will immediately send it [back].’ Lachm., by printing the words without a stop, evidently adopts this rendering: and Origen, tom. xvi. in Matt. § 16, vol. iii. p. 741, favours it. But verisimilitude seems to me to be against it: and the final clause in Mark 11:6, καὶ ἀφῆκαν αὐτούς, appears to correspond with this. So that I would understand it as in E. V.: and straightway he (the speaker or owner) will send it hither.
Verse 4
4.] The report of one of those sent: qu. Peter?

ἄμφοδ. (a road leading round a place) is probably the street: see reff. Wordsw. interprets it, ‘the back way, which led round the house:’ But there does not appear to be any reason for supposing the ἀμφι- to refer to the house, rather than to the whole block, or neighbourhood, of houses, round about which the street led. [Archbp. Trench, on the A.V. p. 116. would render it “a way round,” “a crooked lane.”]

Verse 8-9
8, 9.] On the interesting addition in Luke 19:37-40, see notes there.

στιβ. = βαΐα τ. φοινίκων, John 12:3 : but this word, by its derivation from στείβω, signifies not merely branches, but brunches cut for the purpose of being littered to walk on: and thus implies ἐστρώννυον εἰς τ. ὁδόν, which has been unskilfully supplied. Bp. Wordsw. complains of the introduction of τῶν ἀγρῶν into the text, adding “other instances, unhappily far too numerous, might be cited, where corrupt glosses and barbarisms have been recently received as improvements into the Sacred Text.” Surely a Commentator of Bp. W.’s learning and piety should know better than to write thus. He well knows, that it is not as improvements, that any such changes have been introduced as those to which he alludes, but simply and humbly in deference to the carefully weighed evidence of the best and oldest authorities, combined with that furnished by the existing phænomena of interpolation and adaptation of parallel places. The charge of attempting to “improve the Sacred Text” recoils on those, who in the face of such evidence, with such questions as “What writer would say, they cut branches off the fields?”, shelter their own rationalizing subjectivities under received readings which have been themselves glosses and “improvements” on the Sacred Text.

Verse 10
10.] εὐλ.… δαυείδ, peculiar to Mark, clearly setting forth the idea of the people that the Messianic Kingdom, the restoration of the throne of David, was come.

See the additional particular of the weeping over the city, Luke 19:41-44, and notes.

Verse 11
11.] See Matthew 21:12, and notes on Mark 11:1. Also on John 2:13-18.

I am by no means certain that the solution proposed in the notes on Matt. is the right one, but I cannot suggest a better. When Mark, as here, relates an occurrence throughout, with such signs of an eyewitness as in Mark 11:4, it is very difficult to suppose that he has transposed any thing; whereas Matt. certainly does not speak here so exactly, having transposed the anointing in Bethany: see notes on Matthew 26:2; Matthew 26:6.

Verses 12-26
12–26.] THE BARREN FIG-TREE. THE CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE. Matthew 21:12-22. Our account here bears strong marks of being that of a beholder and hearer: e.g. ἐξελθ. αὐ. ἀπὸ βηθ.,— μακρόθεν,— ἔχουσαν φύλλα,— καὶ ἤκουον οἱ μαθ. αὐτ.
The times and order of the events are here more exact than in Matt., who places the withering of the tree immediately after the word spoken by our Lord.

Verse 13
13.] εἰ ἄρα, si forte, si rebus ita comparatis: see Klotz ad Devar. ii. p. 178.

ὁ γἀρ κ. οὐκ ἦν ς.] The ellipsis may be supplied,—for the season was not (one) of figs,—or, for the season was not (that) of figs, i.e. not yet the season for figs. The latter suits the context best. The tree was precocious, in being clothed with leaves: and if it had had on it winter figs, which remain on from the autumn, and ripen early the next season, they would have been ripe at this time. But there were none—it was a barren tree. On the import of this miracle, see notes on Matt.

Verses 15-19
15–19.] Matthew 21:12-13, where see notes: also Luke 19:45-48.

Verse 16
16. οὐκ ἤφιεν ἵνα] “Observa, ἵνα et ὄφρα a recentioribus poëtis frequentari post verba jubendi.” Herm. ad Viger., p. 849. See note on 1 Corinthians 14:13.

This was the court of the Gentiles, which was used as a thoroughfare; which desecration our Lord forbade.

σκεῦος is any vessel,—e.g. a pail or basket,—used for common life.

Verse 17
17.] πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθν., omitted in Matt. and Luke, but contained in the prophecy:—‘mentioned by Mark as writing for Gentile Christians.’—Meyer, but qu.?

Verse 18
18.] πᾶς ὁ ὄχλ …] This remark, given by Mark and Luke, is omitted by Matt.: probably because he has given us so much of the διδαχή, itself.

Verse 19
19.] See note on Matthew 21:17. On the Sunday and Monday evenings, our Lord appears to have gone to Bethany.

Verses 20-26
20–26.] The answers are very similar to those in Matt., but with one important addition here, viz. Mark 11:25-26 : see Matthew 6:14, and 1 Timothy 2:8. The connexion here seems to be, ‘Though you should aim at strength of faith,—yet your faith should not work in all respects as you have seen me do, in judicial anger condemning the unfruitful and evil; but you must forgive.’

Verse 24
24.] ἐλάβετε is aor., because the reception spoken of is the determination in the divine counsels coincident with the request—believe that when you asked, you received, and the fulfilment shall come, ἔσται.
Verse 25
25.] On the matter cf. Matthew 6:14 f. See also ib. Matthew 5:23 f., where the converse to this is treated of.

In ὅταν στήκετε, the ἄν connects, not with the verb, but with the ὅτε, giving indefiniteness to the occasion, not to the act. See Klotz, Devar. p. 470, 475. He gives an example from Lycurgus contra Leocratem, p. 162 (§ 107), ὅταν ἐν τοῖς ὅπλοις ἐκστρατευόμενοί εἰσι.

Verse 26
26.] In εἰ … οὐκ, the negative must be closely joined to the verb; the verb, not the conditional particle, carrying the negative: q. d. “if ye refuse to forgive.”

Verses 27-33
27–33.] THE AUTHORITY OF JESUS QUESTIONED. HIS REPLY. Matthew 21:23-32. Luke 20:1-8. Our account and that of Matt. are very close in agreement. Luke’s has (cf. Mark 11:6, ὁ λ. ἅπας κατ. ἡμ.) few and unimportant additions: see notes on Matt.

Verse 28
28.] ταῦτα need not necessarily refer to the cleansing of the temple, as Meyer; but seems from (36) Luke, to extend over our Lord’s whole course of teaching and putting himself forward in public. ἵνα ταῦτα ποιῇς is not a periphrasis of the infinitive, but contains the purpose of τὴν ἐξ. τ. ἔδ.

Verse 29
29.] In ἐπ ερωτήσω, the preposition does not signify in addition, as Fritz., but merely indicates the direction of the question.

Verse 32
32.] The ἐάν being omitted as spurious, a note of interrogation must be set after ἀνθρ.—a question which is answered by the Evangelist, ‘quoniam haud facile quisquam sibi aperte timorem adscribere consuevit.’ Rinck. in Meyer.
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Verses 1-12
1–12.] PARABLE OF THE VINEYARD LET OUT TO HUSBANDMEN. This parable is, for the most part, identical with that in Matthew 21:33-46, and Luke 20:9-19. The number, and treatment of the servants sent, is enlarged on here;—and in Mark 12:4 there occurs the singular word κεφαλαιόω, which appears to be used by a solœcism for κεφαλίζω, ‘to wound in the head.’ Some have rendered it, ‘they made short work with him,’ which is the more usual sense of the word, but not probable here; for they did not kill him, but disgracefully used him.

I must not allow any opportunity to pass of directing attention to the sort of difference, in similarity, between these three reports,—and observing that no origin of that difference is imaginable, except the gradual deflection of accounts from a common, or a parallel, source.

See notes on Matt. throughout.

Verse 9
9.] ἐλεύσεται κ. τ. λ. is not the answer of the Pharisees, or of the people, as the corresponding sentence in (37) Matt. (see note there), but, here and in (38) Luke, a continuation of our Lord’s discourse.

After Mark 12:11 comes in Matthew 21:43-45.

Verse 12
12.] Meyer makes ὁ ὄχλος (and ὁ λαός in (39) Luke) the subject to ἔγνωσαν, but I think quite unnecessarily. The fear of the people is increased by the consciousness on the part of the rulers that He had spoken the parable against them: they are as men convicted before the people.

Verses 13-17
13–17.] REPLY CONCERNING THE LAWFULNESS OF TRIBUTE TO CÆSAR. Matthew 22:15-22. Luke 20:20-26. The parable of the wedding-garment, Matthew 22:1-14, is omitted. The only matters requiring additional remark in these verses are,—13.] λόγῳ is the instrument where-with they would ἀγρεύειν: the verb being one taken from the chase. They wished to lay hold on him by some saying of His.

Verse 14
14.] ἐπʼ ἀληθ., truly,—indeed,—see reff. and Mark 12:32.

δῶμεν ἢ μὴ δ.; the originality of the report is shewn by these words. They wish to drive our Lord to an absolute affirmation or negation.

Verse 15
15.] δηνάρ., Mark and Luke, = τὸ νόμις. τοῦ κήνς., Matt.

Verse 17
17.] ἐθαύμαζον, imperfect, is graphic. This was going on, when the next incident began.

Verses 18-27
18–27.] REPLY TO THE SADDUCEES CONCERNING THE RESURRECTION. Matthew 22:23-33. Luke 20:27-40. The three reports are very much alike in matter, and now and then coincide almost verbally (Matthew 22:27, Luke 20:32. Mark 12:23 end, Luke 20:33). The chief additions are found in Luke 20:34-36, where see notes, and on Matt. throughout.

Verse 19
19. ἔγραψεν … ἵνα] This is one of the cases where purpose and purport are mingled in the ἵνα. See on 1 Corinthians 14:13. It is better to take it so than with Meyer to suppose ἵνα dependent on volo understood.

Verse 23
23.] ὅταν ἀναστῶσιν, here not, ‘when men (the dead) shall rise,’ but when they (the wife and seven brothers) shall rise: see on Mark 12:25.

Verse 24
24.] διὰ τοῦτο refers to the following participle μὴ εἰδότες: for his reason … because ye know not.
Verse 25
25.] The ὅταν … ἀναστῶσιν here is general, not as in Mark 12:23 : see note there.

Verse 26
26.] ἐπὶ τοῦ βάτου (so also ( τῆς) Luke);—either, ‘in the chapter containing the history of God appearing in the bush,’ or, ‘when he was at the bush.’ The former is the more probable, on account of the construction of the verse in our text. In Luke, if we had his account alone, the other rendering might be admissible, ‘Moses testified, at the bush:’ but this will not answer in our text.

Verse 28
28.] The motive, as shewn by the subordination of ἀκούσας to προσελθών, and of εἰδώς to ἐπηρώτησεν, seems to have been, admiration of our Lord’s wise answer, and a desire to be instructed further by Him.

ἐντ. πρώτη πάντ.] This was one of the μάχαι νομικαί (Titus 3:9),—which was the greatest commandment. The Scribes had many frivolous enumerations and classifications of the commands of the law.

πάντων, not πασῶν: πρώτη- πάντων is treated almost as one word, so that πάντων does not belong to ἐντ. understood, but, q. d. ‘first-of-all of the commandments.’

Verses 28-34
28–34.] REPLY CONCERNING THE GREAT COMMANDMENT. Matthew 22:34-40, but with differing circumstances. There the question appears as that of one among the Pharisees’ adherents, who puts this question, πειράζων αὐτόν,—and in consequence of the Pharisees coming up to the strife, after He had discomfited the Sadducees. I should be disposed to take Mark’s as the strictly accurate account, seeing that there is nothing in the question which indicates enmity, and our Lord’s answer, Mark 12:34, plainly precludes it. The man, from hearing them disputing, came up, and formed one of the band who gathered together for the purpose of tempting Him. Mark’s report, which here is wholly unconnected in origin with Matt.’s, is that of some one who had taken accurate note of the circumstances and character of the man: Matt.’s is more general, not entering, as this, into individual motives, but classing the question broadly among the various “temptations” of our Lord at this time.

Verse 29
29 f.] Mark cites the passage entire,—Matt. only the command itself:—compare the LXX. In this citation the Vat. reading διανοίας and the Alex. καρδίας are combined: and ἰσχύος ═ δυνάμεως. “Thou shalt love the Lord with spirit, soul, and body:” with the inner spirit, and the outer life. This is faith working by love: for κ. ὁ θ. ἡμῶν is the language of faith.

Verse 30
30.] ἰσχύς is the inner spiritual strength of the heart: see Beck’s useful little manual, Die biblische Seelenlehre, p. 110.

Verse 31
31.] Our Lord adds this second, as an application or bringing home of the first.

The first is the Sun, so to speak, of the spiritual life:—this the lesser light, which reflects the shining of that other. It is like to it, inasmuch as both are laws of love: both deduced from the great and highest love: both dependent on ‘I am the Lord thy God,’ Leviticus 19:18.

Stier sets forth beautifully the strong contrast between the requirements of these two commands, and the then state of the Jewish Church: see John 7:19.

Verse 32-33
32, 33.] The Scribe shews that he had entered into the true spirit of our Lord’s answer; and replies in admiration at its wisdom.

Observe συνέσεως corresponding to διανοίας: and see Beck, p. 60.

ὁλοκ. κ. θ., the things to which, the outward literal observers paid all their attention.

Verse 34
34.] νουνεχῶς—Attice νουνεχόντως, opposed to ἀφρόνως, Isocr. Mark 12:7 (Meyer).

οὐ μακρὰν …] This man had hold of that principle in which Law and Gospel are one: he stood as it were at the door of the Kingdom of God. He only wanted (but the want was indeed a serious one) repentance and faith to be within it. The Lord shews us here that even outside His flock, those who can answer νουνεχῶς—who have knowledge of the spirit of the great command of Law and Gospel, are nearer to being of his flock, than the formalists:—but then, as Bengel adds, ‘Si non procul es, intra: alias prœstiterit, procul fuisse.’

καὶ οὐδεὶς …] This is apparently out of its place here, as it is after the question which now follows, that Matt. relates this discomfiture of his adversaries. We must not however conclude too hastily, especially where the minute accuracy of Mark is at stake. The question just asked was the last put to our Lord, and therefore the notice of its being the last comes in fitly here. The enquiry which follows did more than silence their questioning: it silenced their answering too: both which things Matt. combines as the result of this day, in his Matthew 22:46.

ἐπερωτῆσαι, not, ‘to ask him any more questions:’ see on ch. Mark 11:29.

Verse 35
35.] The whole controversy in the temple is regarded as one: hence the new point raised by our Lord is introduced as a rejoinder, with ἀποκριθείς.
Verses 35-37
35–37.] THE PHARISEES BAFFLED BY A QUESTION CONCERNING CHRIST AND DAVID. Matthew 22:41-46. Luke 20:41-44. The reports are apparently independent of any common original, and hardly agree verbally in the citation from the LXX. See notes on Matt.

Verse 36
36.] Observe ἐν τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἁγίῳ ( ἐν πν., Matt.) = ἐν βίβλῳ ψαλμῶν Luke: a coincidence not to be passed over.

Verse 37
37.] πόθεν, from whence shall we seek an explanation for what follows: see reff.

κ. ὁ πολ. ὄχ. ἤκ. αὐτ. ἡδ. is peculiar to Mark.

Verses 38-40
38–40.] DENUNCIATION OF THE SCRIBES. Luke 20:45-47. These verses, nearly verbatim the same in the two Evangelists, and derived from a common report, are an abridgment of the discourse which occupies the greater part of Matthew 23—with the additions of θελ. ἐν στολ. περιπ., and οἱ κατέσθ.… κρῖμα (see (40) Matt., text, and var. readd.). The words ἐν τῇ διδ. αὐτ. seem to imply that Mark understood it as a compendium.

ἀσπασμούς and the following accusatives are governed. by θελόντων.
οἱ κατέσθοντες may either be dependent on the preceding by a broken construction, or may be the beginning of a new sentence of exclamation, as Meyer takes it. The former is to me the more probable, and I have punctuated accordingly. It is a change of construction not without example in the classics: Herod. i. 51, λακεδαιμονίων φαμένων εἶναι ἀνάθεμα, οὐκ ὀρθῶς λέγοντες. See also reff. The art. points them out graphically. They devoured widows’ houses, by attaching them to themselves, and so persuading them to minister to them of their substance. A trace of this practice (but there out of gratitude and love) on the part of the Jewish women, is found in Luke 8:2-3. What words can better describe the corrupt practices of the so-called priesthood of Rome, than these of our Lord? The πρόφασις was, to make their sanctity appear to these women, and so win their favour.

περισσότερον—because ye have joined thieving with hypocrisy.

Verse 41
41. τοῦ γαζ.] This is usually understood of thirteen chests, which stood in the court of the women, into which were thrown contributions for the temple, or the tribute (of Matthew 17:24). But it is hardly likely that they would be called τὸ γαζ., and we hear of a building by this name in Jos. Antt. xix. 6. 1. Lücke, on John 8:20, believes some part of the court of the women to be intended, perhaps a chamber in connexion with these chests.

Our Lord had at this time taken his leave of the temple, and was going out of it—between Matthew 23 end, and 24.

Verses 41-44
41–44.] THE WIDOW’S MITES. Luke 21:1-4; probably from a common origin.

Verse 42
42.] λεπτά = פרוטות the smallest Jewish coin: see Lightfoot. Mark adds ὅ ἐστιν κοδ. for his Roman readers:—the λεπτόν = ⅛ of an as.

λεπτ. δύο, Bengel remarks, are noticed: she might have kept back one.

Verse 43
43.] πλεῖον—more, in God’s reckoning;—more, for her own stewardship of the goods entrusted to her care. “Non quantum detur, sed quantum resideat, expenditur.” Ambr. in Bp. Wordsw.
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Introduction
CHAP. 13.] JESUS PROPHESIES OF HIS COMING, AND OF THE TIMES OF THE END. Matthew 24. Luke 21:5-36. The accounts are apparently distinct, and each contains some fragments which have escaped the others. On the matter of the prophecy, I have fully commented in Matt., where see notes: also those on Luke.

Verse 1
1. ποταποὶ λίθοι] Josephus, B. J. ver. 5. 2, 3, says, πέτραι δὲ τεσσαράκοντα πήχεις τὸ μέγεθος ἧσαν τοῦ δομήματος. And again, vi. 4. 1, ἓ ξ ἡμέραις ἀδιαλείπτως ἡ στεῤῥοτάτη πασῶν ἑλέπολις τύπτουσα τὸν τοῖχον οὐδὲν ἤνυσεν · ἀλλὰ καὶ ταύτης καὶ τῶν ἄλλων τὸ μέγεθος καὶ ἡ ἁρμονία τῶν λίθων ἦν ἀμείνων. See also Antt. xv. 11. 3.

Verse 3
3.] πέτ. κ. ἰάκ .… = οἱ μαθηταἰ Matt., = τινές Luke.

Verse 4
4.] ταῦτα π. implies that they viewed the destruction of the temple as part of a great series of events, which had now by frequent prophecy become familiar to them. ‘All these things about which thou so often speakest.’

Verse 5
5.] ἤρξατο λέγειν—with this begins our Lord’s full explanation on the matter. See reff.

Verse 8
8. ἔσονται … ἔσονται] By these repetitions majesty is given to the discourse.

Verse 9
9.] ἀρχαί is put forward for emphasis—the mere beginnings.

ὑμεῖς likewise has the emphasis—let your care be …

εἰς συναγ., a pregnant construction—‘ye shall be taken into the synagogues and beaten there.’ So also in Mark 13:16. Bp. Wordsw. explains the εἰς, “Ye will be exposed before the eyes of congregations in synagogues, for their pleasure:” and ἐν συν. would mean, “in the buildings, without any reference to the people in them.” But how will this apply to ὁ εἰς τὸν ἀγρὸν ὤν, Mark 13:16? Meyer, with Lachmann alli(41)., would punctuate after συναγωγάς, and take δαρήσεσθε by itself. This is most improbable, especially when we remember that the synagogues were the places where the scourging was inflicted (see Acts 22:19), not to mention the objection to taking the verb thus by itself, which seems to me (against Meyer) alien from the character of the discourse.

Verse 11
11.] Mark (Mark 13:10-11) is peculiar to himself. Luke (Luke 21:14-15) has something very like them—Matt. nothing: but they occur Matthew 10:19, where see note.

Meyer remarks that μελετᾶτε is the regular technical word for premeditating a discourse—in contrast to extempore speaking.

Observe the emphasis on ἐστε—it is not you at all, but another.

Verse 12
12.] = καὶ ἀλλήλους παραδώσουσιν καὶ μισήσουσιν ἀλλήλους Matt.

Verse 13
13. ὑπομείνας] Scil. in the confession implied by διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου preceding.

Verse 14
14. ὅπου οὐ δεῖ] See note on Matthew 24:15. This is a less definite description of the place than we find there. In connexion with the reading ἑστηκότα in the text, the Oxf. Catena explains τὸ βδέλ. τῆς ἐρημ. by τὸν ἀνδριάντα τοῦ τότε τὴν πόλιν ἑλόντος.

Verse 18
18.] Matt. adds μηδὲ ἐν σαββάτῳ. Mark wrote mostly for Gentile readers, and thus perhaps was not likely to report this.

Verse 19-20
19, 20.] κτίσεως ἧς ἔκτισεν … and ἐκλεκτοὺς οὓς ἐξελέξατο, peculiarities of Mark’s style—for greater solemnity. [John 17:26; John 5:16, cited strangely by Mr. Elliott to disprove this, are no cases in point. In both those, the expression is necessary to the sense: here, and usually in St. Mark, it is merely idiomatic.]

Meyer remarks that the first ι in θλιψις, being long by nature, and not by position only, ought to be circumflexed.

Verse 24
24.] ἀλλά is to be noticed. It is more than the simple ‘but:’ and is best rendered by nevertheless: qu. d., though I have forewarned you of all things, yet some of those shall be so terrible as to astound even the best prepared among you.

ἐν ἐκ. τ. ἡμ. μετὰ τ. θλ. ἐκ.—then those days come after that tribulation: see note on Matthew 24:29.

Verse 25
25.] ἔσονται π. (= πεσοῦνται Matt.), Mark’s usage. Our Evangelist omits the mourning of the tribes of the earth, and the seeing the sign of the Son of Man.

Verse 27
27.] ἀπʼ ἀκροῦ γῆς, from the extremity of the visible plane of the earth, shall the collecting begin: and shall proceed ἕως ἀκροῦ οὐρανοῦ, to the point where the sky touches that plane on the other side.

Verse 28
28.] αὐτῆς, emphatic, when her branch … conveying an a fortiori in the application. If in so humble an example as the fig-tree you discern the nearness of a season, much rather should you in these sure and awful signs discern the approach of the end.

Verse 30
30. ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη] See on Matthew 24:34. Meyer, who is strongly for the literal and exact γενεά, states in a note that γενεά never absolutely means ‘nation,’ but that it may by the context acquire this sense accidentally from its meaning as race, ‘progenies.’ This is exactly what is here wanted. Never were a nation so completely one γενεά, in all accuracy of meaning, as the Jewish people.

Verse 32
32.] This is one of those things which the Father hath put in his own power, Acts 1:7, and with which the Son, in his mediatorial office, is not acquainted: see on Matt. We must not deal unfaithfully with a plain and solemn assertion of our Lord (and what can be more so than οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός, in which by the οὐδέ He is not below but above the angels?) by such evasions as “He does not know it so as to reveal it to us,” Wordsw. (“non ita sciebat ut tunc discipulis indicaret.” Aug(42) de Trin. xii. 3 (it should be i. 12 (23), vol. viii.)). Of such a sense there is not a hint in the context: nay, it is altogether alien from it. The account given by the orthodox Lutherans, as represented by Meyer, that our Lord knew this κατὰ κτῆσιν, but not κατὰ χρῆσιν, is right enough if at the same time it is carefully remembered, that it was this κτῆσις of which He emptied Himself when He became man for us, and which it belongs to the very essence of His mediatorial kingdom to hold in subjection to the Father.

Verses 33-37
33–37.] Peculiar to Mark, and containing the condensed matter of Matthew 24:43-47, and perhaps an allusion to the parable of the talents in Matthew 25.

The θυρωρ. is the door-porter, whose office it would be to look out for approaching travellers,—answering especially to the ministers of the word, who are (Ezekiel 33) watchmen to God’s church.

The construction of Mark 13:34 is remarkable; the participial clauses being in subordination to ἀφείς, and constituting part of the householder’s arrangements of departure, and the direct tense being assumed at ἐνετείλατο, as signifying what took place at his very going out of the door, where the porter would be stationed: as if it had been ἀφεὶς τ. οἰκ. αὐτοῦ ( καί, &c.) ἐνετείλατο κ. τ. λ.
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Verse 1
1.] τὸ πάσχα καὶ τὰ ἄζ., classed together, because the time of eating the Passover was actually the commencement of the feast of unleavened bread. The announcement by our Lord of his approaching death (Matthew 26:2) is omitted by Mark and Luke.

Verse 1-2
1, 2.] CONSPIRACY OF THE JEWISH AUTHORITIES AGAINST JESUS. Matthew 26:1-5. Luke 22:1-2. The account of the events preceding the passion in our Gospel takes a middle rank between those of Matt. and Luke. It contains very few words which are not to be found in one or other of them; but at the same time the variations from both are so frequent and irregular, as in my opinion wholly to preclude the idea that Mark had ever seen either. The minute analysis of any passage in the three will, I think, convince an unprejudiced examiner of this.

On the chronological difficulties which beset this part of the Gospel history, see note on Matthew 26:17.

Verse 2
2.] μήποτε ἔσται indicates a certain expectation of that which is deprecated. See Winer, § 56. 2. b. Notice also ἔσται, not γενήσεται: “ne, quod suspicamur, tumultus futurus sit,” h. e. “erit alioquin (neque enim oriendi notio inculcatur), ut suspicamur, tumultus.” C. F. Fritzsche, in Fritzschiorum Opuscula, p. 285.

Verse 3
3. νάρδου πιστικῆς] It seems impossible to assign any certain, or even probable meaning, to πιστικῆς (a word found here and in John’s narrative only). The Vulg. and the lat. mss. c ff2 q render it “spicati.” The ancient Commentators give us nothing but conjecture. Euthymius and Theophylact interpret it “genuine:” καταπεπιστευμένην εἰς καθαρότητα, Euth.; ἄδολον καὶ μετὰ πίστεως κατασκευασθεῖσαν, Theophyl.; ‘veram et absque dolo,’ Jerome. Augustine supposes it to refer to some place from which the nard came. Origen’s comment on the passage is lost. The expression no where occurs in the classics, nor in Clement of Alex., who gives a long account (Pædagog. ii. 8, pp. 76–79 (1869), Monumenta Sacra, vol. iii. [vi.]">(43)) of ointments. The word can therefore hardly signify any particular kind of ointment technically so called.
The modern interpretations of the word are principally of two kinds: the first, agreeing with Euth. and Theophyl., ‘genuine,’ ‘unadulterated;’ which sense however of the word does not any where else occur. It is used transitively for πειστικός, ‘persuasive,’ by Aristotle (Rhet. i. 2), and in some later writers for πιστός, as ὁ πιστικώτατος τῶν θεραπόντων, Cedrenus, Annal., cited by Lücke on John 12:3. Euseb. also uses the word (Demonstr. Evang. ix. vol. iv. p. 684, ed. Migne), but in the sense of ‘pertaining to the faith,’ as his Latin translator renders it, or, as Lücke thinks, perhaps ‘potable,’ as a derivative of πιστός (from πίνω).
This brings us to the second modern interpretation, which makes πιστικός ‘liquid,’ ‘potable,’ and derives it as above. There certainly was a kind of ointment which they drank; for Athenæus (xv. 39, p. 689) quotes from Hicesius, τῶν μύρων ἃ μέν ἐστι χρίματα, ἃ δʼ ἀλείμματα. καὶ ῥόδινον μὲν πρὸς πότον ἐπιτήδειον, ἔτι δὲ μύρσινον, μήλινον· τοῦτο δέ ἐστι καὶ εὐστόμαχον καὶ ληθαργικοῖς χρήσιμον … καὶ ἡ στακτὴ δʼ ἐπιτήδειος πρὸς πότον, ἔτι δὲ νάρδος. The only objection to this interpretation is, that the word is no where found—which however is not so decisive as in the last case, for, as πιστικός from πιστός, ‘faithful,’ so there might be πιστικός from πιστός, ‘potable’—and from being a term confined to dealers in ointments, it might have escaped notice elsewhere.
Lücke (from whom the substance of this note is derived) seems to incline to Augustine’s conjecture (see above): but then surely the name would be more common, as ‘balm of Gilead,’ &c.
The uncertainty being so great, the best rendering would be to leave the word untranslated, as Jer. Taylor does in his “Life of Christ” (sect. 15): ‘Nard Pistick.’ Bp. Wordsw. sees in the word the mystical sense, that “offerings to Christ should be … the fruits of a lively and loving πίστις, or faith, in Him.”
συντρ. τὴν ἀλάβ. can hardly mean only having broken the resin with which the cork was sealed. In ch. Mark 5:4 : John 19:36; Revelation 2:27, the word is used of breaking, properly so called: and I see no objection to supposing that the ἀλάβαστρον was crushed in the hand, and the ointment thus poured over His head. The feet would then (John 12:3) be anointed with what remained on the hands of Mary, or in the broken vase (see note on Luke 7:38).
Verses 3-9
3–9.] THE ANOINTING AT BETHANY. Matthew 26:6-13. John 12:1-8. (On Luke 7:36-50, see note there.) The whole narrative has remarkable points of similarity with that of John,—and is used by Professor Bleek (Beiträge zur Evangelienkritik, p. 83) as one of the indications that Mark had knowledge of and used the Gospel of John. My own view, as explained in the general Prolegomena, leads me to a different conclusion.

I have already remarked (note on Matthew 26:3), that while Matt. seems to have preserved trace of the parenthetic nature of this narrative, by his τοῦ δὲ ἰ. γενομένου (Mark 14:6), and τότε πορευθείς (Mark 14:14),—such trace altogether fails in our account. It proceeds as if continuous.

Verse 4-5
4, 5. τινες] See notes on Matt. The δην. τριακοσ. is common to our narrative and that of John.

ἐπάνω does not govern τρ. δην.: the genitive is one of price.

Verse 6
6.] ἄφετε αὐτ., also common to John, but as addressed to Judas.

Verse 7
7.] The agreement verbatim here of Matt. and John, whereas our narrative inserts the additional clause καὶ ὅταν θέλητε δύνασθε αὐτοὺς εὖ ποιῆσαι, is decisive against the idea that Mark compiled his account from the other two. In these words there appears to be a reproach conveyed to Judas, and perhaps an allusion to the office of giving to the poor being his.

Verse 8
8.] We have here again a striking addition peculiar to Mark— ὃ ἔσχεν ἐποίησεν—she did what she could: a similar praise to that given to the poor widow, ch. Mark 12:44— πάντα ὅσα εἶχεν ἔβαλεν. We have also the expression προέλαβεν μυρίσαι, shewing, as I have observed on Matt., that the act was one of prospective love, grounded on the deepest apprehension of the reality of our Lord’s announcement of His approaching death.

Verse 9
9.] See notes on Matthew 26:13.

Verse 10-11
10, 11.] COMPACT OF JUDAS WITH THE CHIEF PRIESTS TO BETRAY HIM. Matthew 26:14-16. Luke 22:3-6. The only matters requiring notice are,—the elliptical ἀκούσαντες,—‘hearing the proposal,’—and ἐπηγγείλαντο, implying, as does συνέθεντο in Luke, that the money was not paid now, either as full wages or as earnest-money,—but promised; and paid (most probably) when the Lord was brought before the Sanhedrim, which was what Judas undertook to do. The ὁ before εἷς untranslatable in English: ‘that one of the twelve’ is too strongly demonstrative: and yet ὁ is demonstrative, and expresses much.

Verse 12
12.] ὅτε τὸ π. ἔθυον, like Luke’s expression ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ π., denotes the ordinary day, when they (i.e. the Jews) sacrificed the Passover;—for that the Lord ate His Passover on that day, and at the usual time, is the impression conveyed by the testimony of the three Evangelists: see notes on Matthew 26:17, and Luke 22:7.

We may notice that if this Gospel, as traditionally reported, was drawn up under the superintendence of Peter, we could hardly have failed to have the names of the two disciples given;—nor again would our narrator have missed (and the omission is an important one) the fact that the Lord first gave the command, to go and prepare the Passover—which Luke only relates.

It becomes a duty to warn students of the sacred word against fanciful interpretations. A respected Commentator of our own day explains the pitcher of water, which led the way to the room where the last Supper was celebrated, to mean “the baptismal grace” which we have “in earthen vessels,” which “leads on to other graces, even to the Communion of Christ’s Body and Blood.”

Verses 12-16
12–16.] PREPARATION FOR CELEBRATING THE PASSOVER. Matthew 26:17-19. Luke 22:7-13. Our account contains little that is peculiar.

Verse 15
15.] In the midst of a verbal accordance with Luke we have here inserted ἕτοιμον, indicating that the guest-chamber was already prepared for the celebration of the Passover, as would indeed be probable at this time in Jerusalem. The disciples had therefore only to get ready the Passover itself.

Verses 17-21
17–21.] JESUS, CELEBRATING THE PASSOVER, ANNOUNCES HIS BETRAYAL BY ONE OF THE TWELVE. Matthew 26:20-25. Luke 22:14 (Luke 22:21-23). John 13:21 ff.

The account of Luke (Luke 22:16) supplies the important saying of our Lord respecting the fulfilment of the two parts of the Passover feast—see notes there. After our Mark 14:17, comes in the washing of the disciples’ feet by the Lord, as related in John 13:1-20.

Verse 18
18.] The words ὁ ἐσθίων μετʼ ἐμοῦ are peculiar to Mark, and, as we have seen before, bear a relation to John’s account, where our Lord had just before cited ὁ τρώγων κ. τ. λ., Mark 14:18. They do not designate any particular person, but give pathos to the contrast which follows.

Verse 19
19.] εἷς κατά (or καθʼ) εἷς, a later Greek phrase in which the preposition serves merely as an adverb of distribution, is treated by Winer, § 37. 3. The ἄλλος following is used as if not εἷς κατὰ εἷς but only εἷς had been used. Meyer remarks that such broken construction is suitable to the graphic tendency of our Evangelist.

Verse 20
20.] This description of the traitor here again does not seem to designate one especially, nor to describe an action at that moment proceeding, but, as before, pathetically to describe the near relation of the betrayer to the Betrayed. Now however the relation pointed out is still closer than before—it is that of one dipping in the same dish—one of those nearest and most trusted.

Verses 22-25
22–25.] INSTITUTION OF THE LORD’S SUPPER. Matthew 26:26-29. Luke 22:19-20. 1 Corinthians 11:23-25. See notes on Matt.

Verses 26-31
26–31.] DECLARATION THAT ALL SHOULD FORSAKE HIM. CONFIDENCE OF PETER. Matthew 26:30-35. (See Luke 22:31-34, and notes there.) Our account is almost verbatim the same as that in Matt., where see notes. The few differences are there commented on.

Verse 29
29.] εἰ καὶ πάντες—if even all: καὶ εἰ πάντες—‘even if all.’ The καί before εἰ intensifies the whole hypothesis: the και after εἰ intensifies only that word which it introduces in the hypothesis. See Klotz on Devar. p. 519 f.: where however the account is not quite as clear as might be desired. ἀλλά has here its full adversative exceptional force—notwithstanding: cf. Il. θ. 153, 154, εἴπερ γάρ σʼ ἕκτωρ γε κακὸν καὶ ἀνάλκιδα φήσει, ἀλλʼ οὐ πείσονται τρῶες καὶ δαρδανίωνες: and Klotz on Devar. p. 93.

Verse 30
30.] Notice the climax: σήμερον, but not only this— ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτί, the part of it now present: nor only so, but πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι, before a cock crow twice, i.e. long before the night is over.

Verse 31
31.] ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει, went on repeating superabundantly: the ἐλάλει giving Peter’s continued and excessive iteration, the ἔλεγον following expressing merely the one, or, at all events, less frequent saying of the same by the rest. The reading ἔλεγεν has apparently been a correction, λαλεῖν signifying to speak and not to say, and its peculiar fitness here being missed.

οὐ μή with fut. indic. makes the certainty of the assertion doubly sure. The E. V. attempts to represent this by adding “in any wise.” We sometimes give the same effect by substituting the objective future for the subjective, “I never shall deny thee.”

Verses 32-42
32–42.] OUR LORD’S AGONY AT GETHSEMANE. Matthew 26:36-46. Luke 22:39-46 (see John 18:1). The same remarks apply here also.

Verse 33
33.] Notice the graphic ἐκθαμβεῖσθαι, and see note on ch. Mark 9:15. St. Matt. has λυπεῖσθαι.

Verse 36
36.] ἀββᾶ = אַבָּא, an Aramaic form, and after Mark’s manner inserted, as ‘Ephphatha,’ ch. Mark 7:34,—‘Talitha cum,’ ch. Mark 5:41 .

ὁ πατήρ is not the interpretation of ἀββᾶ, but came to be attached to it in one phrase, as a form of address: see reff. Meyer rightly supplies the ellipsis after ἀλλʼ: nevertheless, the question is not …: not οὐ γινέσθω, which would not come into construction with τί … τί.

Verse 39
39.] τὸν αὐτὸν λόγον, not verbatim, but in substance: see (44) Matt.

Verse 41
41. ἀπέχει] Scil. your γρηγορεῖν μετʼ ἐμοῦ. The Lord had no need of it any more, now that the hour had come: not, as Bengel, Kuinoel, alli(45)., ‘Satis somnorum est:’ this, as Meyer observes, is refuted by the καθεύδετε λοιπόν. This meaning of ἀπέχει, sufficit, is found in very few and late, but those quite sufficient examples. Meyer mentions Pseud.-Anacreon, Od. xxviii. 33, ἀπέχει, βλέπω γὰρ αὐτήν: and Cyril on Haggai 2:9, ἐμὸν φησὶ τὸ ἀργύριον καὶ ἐμὸν τὸ χρυσίον· τουτέστιν ἀπέχει, καὶ πεπλήρωμαι, καὶ δεδέημαι τῶν τοιούτων οὐδενός.

Verses 43-52
43–52.] BETRAYAL AND APPREHENSION OF JESUS. Matthew 26:47-56. Luke 22:47-53.

Verse 44
44.] On the pluperfect without the augment, see Winer, § 12. 9.

σύσσημον is a word belonging to later Greek. We have in Diod. Sic. xx. 42, ἦρε τὸ συγκείμενον πρὸς μάχην σύσσημον, ἀσπίδα κεχρυσωμένην. See other examples in Kypke.

ἀπάγετε ἀσφαλῶς] It does not quite appear whether ἀσφαλῶς is to be subjectively taken, ‘with confidence;’ or objectively, ‘safely.’ Some suppose that it has an ironical meaning—q. d. ‘He will know how to rescue himself—take care that you keep Him safe.’ This of course depends upon the view taken of the whole character and purpose of Judas, on which see notes at Matthew 26:14; Matthew 27:3.

Verse 45
45.] ῥαββεί appears to have been the usual form in which Judas addressed our Lord—see Matthew 26:25. But we must not conclude from this with Bengel, that he never seems to have called Him Lord: see Matthew 7:21-22.

Verse 51
51.] It is impossible to determine, and therefore idle to enquire, who this was. Epiphanius, Hær. lxxviii. 13, vol. i. (ii., Migne) p. 1045, in recounting the traditional austerities of James the brother of the Lord, says, ὃς χιτώνιον δεύτερον οὐκ ἐνεδύσατο ὃς τριβωνίῳ ἐκέχρητο λίνῳ μονωτἀτῳ, καθάπερ ἐν εὐαγγελίῳ φησὶν ἔφυγεν ὁ νεανίας καὶ ἀφῆκε τὴν σινδόνα ἣν ἦν περιβεβλημένος. Chrys. alli(46). supposed it to have been St. John: alii aliter. It seems to have been some attached disciple of the Lord (probably well known to the readers of Mark), who had gone to rest, and had been aroused by the intelligence. The disciples were not laid hold of:—this person perhaps was throwing some obstacle in the way of the removal of Jesus: or he may have been laid hold of merely in wantonness, from his unusual garb.

γυμνοῦ does not require σώματος to be supplied, but γυμνόν is a neuter substantive: see on this usage generally Kühner, Gramm. ii. p. 118.

Verse 53
53. ἀρχιερέα] Caiaphas, de facto, and in the view of our narrator;—so Matt. and Luke: but Jesus was first taken before Annas, who was de jure the high-priest: see John 18:12-23. It is not easy to interpret συνέρχονται αὐτῷ. Meyer, relying on the fact that the dative after συνέρχεσθαι is always one of companionship, maintains that αὐτῷ refers to our Lord—‘there come with him.’ And so Winer, ed. 6, § 31. 5 ad fin. But surely this is very precarious. For 1) St. Mark uses this verb once only besides here, and then absolutely. And there could be no difficulty in taking it thus here and applying αὐτῷ to the High-priest as a dative of direction. And 2) could it be said of one whom they ἀπήγαγον, that he ἔρχεται to the High-priest? I venture therefore to prefer the usual construction of the words, ‘there come together to him.’ The E. V. has ‘with him were assembled;’ and so Winer in former editions of his Grammar.

Verses 53-65
53–65.] HEARING BEFORE CAIAPHAS. Matthew 26:57-68. (Luke 22:54; Luke 22:63-65.) John 18:24. See throughout notes on Matt.

Verse 54
54.] The usage of φῶς for a fire is found in Xen. Cyr. vii. 5. 27, οἱ δʼ ἐπὶ τοὺς φύλακας ταχθέντες ἐπεισπίπτουσιν αὐτοῖς πίνουσι πρὸς φῶς πολύ.

Verse 56
56.] ἴσαι—consistent with one another. It was necessary that two witnesses should agree. Deuteronomy 17:6. ( ἰσος should not be accentuated as in Homer, ἶσος, but as in later writers, ἴσος.)

Verse 57
57.] τινες,—two; see Matt.

Verse 58
58.] ἡμεῖς and ἐγώ are emphatic. Some have imagined (De Wette, Meyer) that they find in these words χειροπ. and ἀχειρ. traces of later Christian tradition, and an allusion to Hebrews 9:11; Acts 7:48; but such conjectures are at best very unsafe, and the words are quite as likely to have been uttered by the Lord as they here stand. The allusion is probably to Daniel 2:34.

Verse 59
59.] Perhaps the inconsistency of these testimonies may be traced in the different reports here and in Matt.

οὕτως,—‘in asserting this’—i.e. they varied in the terms in which it was expressed.

Verse 60
60.] On the most probable punctuation and construction, see note on Matthew 26:62.

Verse 61
61.] τοῦ εὐλ., Heb. הַבָּרוּךְ, the ordinary Name for God. “This is the only place in the N.T. where the well-known Sanctus Benedicous of the Rabbis is thus absolutely given.” Meyer.

Verse 62
62.] The ἀπʼ ἄρτι of Matt., and ἀπο τοῦ νῦν of Luke, are here omitted.

Verse 63
63.] χιτῶνας—not his priestly robe, which was worn only in the temple, and when officiating: see on Matthew 26:65.

The plural, τοὺς χιτ., perhaps is due to the wearing of two inner garments by persons of note: see Winer, Realw. art. “Kleidung,” i. p. 662.

Verse 65
65.] ἤρξαντο—when the sentence was pronounced. The τινες appear to be members of the Sanhedrim: the servants follow. προφήτ.] Matt. and Luke explain this: ‘Prophesy, who smote thee?’

The reading ἔλαβον is harsh in sense, but the coincidence of ἐλάμβανον in (47) (48) alli(49). seems to stamp it with genuineness. The meaning must be ‘took Him in hand with,’ ‘treated Him with.’ Meyer understands it, took Him into custody, with …, for the further carrying out of the sentence against Him. But the unemphatic position of the verb seems to preclude this.

Verse 66
66.] κάτω, because the house was built round the αὐλή, and the rooms looked down into it. See note on Matthew 26:69.

Verses 66-72
66–72.] OUR LORD IS THRICE DENIED BY PETER. Matthew 26:69-75. Luke 22:56-62. John 18:17-18; John 18:25-27. See the comparative table, and notes, on Matt.

Verse 68
68.] οὔτε οἶδα, scil. αὐτόν: an union of two separate answers, which form the 1st and 2nd in Matthew. The οὔτε … οὔτε simply connect: the repetition being that of urgent denial.

τὸ προαύλ. = τὸν πυλῶνα Matt.

The omission of the words καὶ ἀλ. ἐφ. appears to be an attempt to harmonize the accounts.

Verse 69
69.] ἡ παιδίσκη—in Matt. ἄλλη, in Luke ἕτερος. Meyer does not appear to be justified in asserting that this is necessarily the same maid as before: it might be only the maid in waiting in the προαύλιον: see note on Matt.

Verse 70
70.] μετὰ μικρόν = διαστάσης ὡσεὶ ὥρας μιᾶς, Luke.

καὶ γάρ, for, in addition to all that has been hitherto said …

Verse 72
72. ἐπιβαλών] No entirely satisfactory meaning has yet been given for this word. 1) Hammond and Palairet supply τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς τῷ ἰησοῦ—but besides this being most fanciful, the fact was not so: see Luke 22:61. 2) The vulgate, Syriac(50)., Euth., Thl., Luth., Kuin., take ἐπιβαλὼν ἔκλαιεν for ἐπέβαλεν κλαίειν, ‘he began to weep.’ But granting that this is a later meaning of the word (Kuin. cites ἐπέβαλε τερετίζειν, cantillare cœpit, Diog. Laërt. vi. 2. 4, and Suid(51) has ἐπέβαλεν· ἤρξατο), yet this participial construction will not bear that interpretation. Acts 11:4, which Kuin. cites to support it, has quite another meaning—see note there. 3) Grot., Le Clerc, alli(52). render it ‘addens flevit’—i.e. he continued weeping (so ἐπιβαλὼν ἐρωτᾶν Theophr. Char. 8. ἐπιβαλών φησι Diod. Sic. p. 345 B);—but then his beginning to weep would have been noticed before. Grot. wants to give it the sense of ‘prœterea.’ 4) Beza, Raphel, Bretschn., Wahl, alli(53). say, ‘quum se foras projecisset;’ but although ἐπιβάλλειν τινί or ἐπί τι may mean ‘to rush upon’ (see 1 Maccabees 4:2), it cannot stand alone in this meaning. The chief support of this sense is the ἐξελθὼν ἔξω of Matt. and Luke: but this cannot decide the matter. 5) Thl. alli(54). supply τὸ ἱμάτιον τῇ κεφαλῇ, ‘casting or drawing his mantle over his head,’ but this, without any precedent for such an ellipsis, although it suits the sense very well, appears fanciful. 6) Wets(55). alli(56). take it for ‘attendere,’ and some supply τῇ ἀλεκτοροφωνίᾳ, others τῷ ῥήματι: Wets(57). and Kypke have however shewn that the word is used absolutely in this sense, in Polyb. and other late writers. One example given by Kypke is much to the point: ‘ ἀεὶ μὲν γινώσκει, ἄλλως δὲ καὶ ἄλλως ἐπιβάλλει, καὶ μᾶλλόν ἐστιν ὅτε καὶ ἧττον, semper quidem cognoscit, sed diversis modis res animadvertit, imo magis interdum et minus:’ Hierocl. in carm. Pythag. p. 14.

The above list is taken mainly from De Wette (Exeg. Handb. p. 247), who while preferring this last sense, yet thinks that it was before expressed in ἀνεμνήσθη. But ἐπιβαλών contains more than ἀνεμν.: that was the bare momentary remembrance—the ῥῆμα occurred to him;—this is the thinking, or, as we sometimes say, casting it over; going back step by step through the sad history. This sense, though not wholly satisfactory, appears to me the best.

In ἔκλαιεν, Bp. Wordsw. well points out the imperf. “wept, and continued weeping: something more than ἔκλαυσε.”

15 Chapter 15 

Verses 1-5
1–5.] JESUS IS LED AWAY TO PILATE, AND EXAMINED BY HIM. Matthew 27:1-2; Matthew 27:11-14. Luke 23:1-5. John 18:28-38. Our account is very nearly related to that in Matt.: see notes there. The ὅλον τὸ σ. is a touch of accuracy. From ch. Mark 14:53 we know that πάντες were assembled. Lightfoot quotes from Maimonides Sanhedr. 3 b., “Synedrium septuaginta unius seniorum non necesse habet ut sedeant omnes … cum vero necesse est ut congregentur omnes, congregentur omnes.”

Verse 6
6.] ἀπέλυεν—‘imperfectum ubi solere notat, non nisi de re ad certum tempus restricta dicitur,’ Herm. ad Viger. p. 745.

Verses 6-15
6–15.] BARABBAS PREFERRED TO HIM. HE IS DELIVERED TO BE CRUCIFIED. Matthew 27:15-26. Luke 23:17-25. John 18:39-40. Our account is nearly cognate to, but distinct from that of Matt., where see notes. The principal points of distinction will be noticed.

Verse 7
7.] The circumstance that Barabbas was one of a set of murderers, shewn by the τῶν στασ. and the οἵτινες, is peculiar to our narrative, and shews that it is not compiled from Matt. and Luke.

Verse 8
8.] This is also peculiar to Mark—in Matt. it is Pilate who first offers them the choice—in Luke they cry out, but it is αἶρε τοῦτον κ. τ. λ. Mark 15:18.

αἰτεῖσθαι καθώς—i.e. αὐτοῖς ποιεῖν, καθώς. ἀναβάς probably implies the rising of the crowd in excitement—or perhaps their coming up towards the palace, as συνηγμένων in Matt.

Verse 9
9.] Here our account differs from Matt. and agrees with John 18:39.

Verse 10
10.] ἐγίνωσκεν, impert. He was aware, He perceived, His apprehension of it was concurrent with the action going on.

Verse 12
12.] ὃν λέγετε τ. βασιλ. τ. ἰουδ. = ἰησοῦν τὸν λεγόμενον χριστόν Matt. Neither of these expressions can well have been copied from the other.

Verse 13
13.] πάλιν only refers to ἔκραξαν: cf. Mark 15:8, where this is implied in ἤρξαντο αἰτεῖσθαι:—they had not cried out this before.

Verse 15
15.] τὸ ἱκ. ποι., to satisfy. Wets(58). gives examples of the expression from Polyb., Diog. Laërt., and Appian.

Verse 16
16.] αὐλῆς, the court or guardroom, but open—see note on Matthew 26:69.

Verses 16-19
16–19.] JESUS MOCKED BY THE SOLDIERS. Matthew 27:27-30 (omitted in Luke). John 19:1-3. See notes on Matt.

Verse 17
17.] We have here a curious instance of a word used in two accounts in the same part of the narrative, but applied to different things, in περιτιθέασιν, here said of the crown of thorns, in Matt. of the robe (see Prolegg. ch. i. § iii., iv.).

πορφύρα is vaguely used, to signify different shades of red, and is especially convertible with crimson = κοκκίνη Matt.

Verses 20-23
20–23.] HE IS LED TO CRUCIFIXION. Matthew 27:31-34. Luke 23:26-33. John 19:16-17. See notes on these.

Verse 21
21. ἀλεξάνδρου κ. ῥούφου] It is quite uncertain whether Alexander be identical with either of the persons of that name mentioned Acts 19:33; 1 Timothy 1:20; 2 Timothy 4:14, or whether those, or any two of them represent one and the same person. There is a Rufus saluted Romans 16:13. The words ἐρχόμ. ἀπʼ ἀγρ. determine nothing as to its being a working day or otherwise, any more than οἱ παραπορευόμενοι, Matthew 27:39 : nothing is said as to the distance from whence he came.

Verse 22
22.] γολγοθᾶν must be regarded as accusative from γολγοθᾶς, the name being Græcised. The construction is varied in the interpretation.

Verse 23
23.] ἐσμ. οἶν. = ὄξος μετὰ χολῆς μεμ. Matt., which see.

ἐδίδουν, they were giving, i.e. ‘they offered.’

Verses 24-28
24–28.] HE IS CRUCIFIED. Matthew 27:35-38. Luke 23:33-34; Luke 23:38. John 19:18-24.

Verse 25
25. ὥρα τρίτη] This date is in agreement with the subsequent account, Mark 15:33, and its (59) in Matt. and Luke, but, as now standing unexplained, inconsistent with John, John 19:14, where it is said to have been about the sixth hour at the time of the exhibition of our Lord by Pilate. I own I see no satisfactory way of reconciling these accounts, unless there has been (see note on John) some very early erratum in our copies, or unless it can be shewn from other grounds than the difficulty before us, that John’s reckoning of time differs from that employed in the other Evangelists. The difficulty is of a kind in no way affecting the authenticity of the narrative, nor the truthfulness of each Evangelist; but requires some solution to the furnishing of which we are not competent. It is preposterous to imagine that two such accounts as these of the proceedings of so eventful a day should differ by three whole hours in their apportionment of its occurrences. So that it may fairly be presumed, that some different method of calculation has given rise to the present discrepancy. Meanwhile the chronology of our text,—as being carried on through the day, and as allowing time both for the trial, and the events of the crucifixion,—is that which will I believe be generally concurred in.

All the other solutions (so called) of the difficulty are not worth relating.

Verse 29
29.] οὐά, an expression of reproach:—sometimes one of admiration and respect, as in Dio Cassius, lxiii. 20, where the Romans shout after Nero, on his triumphal entry after his victories in the Grecian games, ὀλυμπιονίκα, οὐά, πυθιονίκα, οὐὰ αὔγουστε, αὔγουστε.

Verses 29-32
29–32.] HE IS MOCKED ON THE CROSS. Matthew 27:39-44. Luke 23:35-37; Luke 23:39-43. (John 19:25-27.) Our narrative, derived from a common source with that of Matt., omits the scriptural allusion, ‘He trusted in God,’ &c. Matthew 27:43.

Verse 32
32. κ. οἱ συνεστ.] See notes on Luke.

Verses 33-37
33–37.] SUPERNATURAL DARKNESS. LAST WORDS, AND DEATH OF JESUS. Matthew 27:45-50. Luke 23:44-46. John 19:28-30. Our account is nearly verbally the same with Matt.

Verse 34
34.] ἑλωΐ, the Syro-chaldaic form, answering to ἡλί in Matt. Meyer argues that the words in Matt. must have been those actually spoken by our Lord, owing to the taunt, that He called for Elias.

Verse 36
36.] On the difference in Matt., see notes there.

Verses 38-41
38–41.] SIGNS FOLLOWING HIS DEATH. Matthew 27:51-56. Luke 23:45; Luke 23:47-49. Omitted by John. See notes on Matt.

Verse 39
39.] ὁ παρεστ. ἐξ ἐναντ. αὐτ., a minute mark of accuracy, so common in Mark.

οὕτως— οὕτω δεσποτικῶς, Thl. There was something in the manner of this last cry so unusual and superhuman, that the Centurion (see on Matt.) was convinced that He must have been that Person, whom He was accused as having declared Himself to be. Observe the Latin κεντυρίων = ἑκατόνταρχος in (60) Matt. Luke.

Verse 40-41
40, 41.] τοῦ μικροῦ—either in age, or in stature, so distinguished, hardly, at the time of this Gospel being written, from James the son of Zebedee, but more probably from James the brother of the Lord, the bishop of Jerusalem: see Prolegg. to Ep. of James, § i. 8. This Mary is the wife of Alphæus or Clopas: see John 19:25.

σαλώμη = ἡ μήτηρ τῶν υἱῶν ζεβεδαίου, Matt.: our Evangelist mentions that they had accompanied Him to Jerusalem;—and we may observe a curious variation of the wording, in ἠκολούθουν αὐτῷ ὅτε ἦν ἐν τῇ γ., and ἠκολούθησαν τῷ ἰ. ἀπὸ τῆς γ.—the former rendering necessary the additional clause, αἱ συναναβᾶσαι κ. τ. λ.

Verse 42
42. παρασκ., ὅ ἐστι προσάβ.] The Friday afternoon ( ἡ παρασκ., “the name by which Friday is now generally known in Asia and Greece.” Wordsw.) before sunset, at which time the Sabbath would begin, and the taking down, &c. would be unlawful. The three Evangelists do not imply that this παρασκ. had any thing especial in it, as John does John 19:31. It is very remarkable, that ἐπεί occurs only here in this Gospel, but is found in the corresponding clause of John 19:31, shewing perhaps in this place a community of source in two accounts otherwise so essentially distinct.

Verses 42-47
42–47.] JOSEPH OF ARIMATHÆA BEGS, AND BURIES, THE BODY OF JESUS. Matthew 27:57-61. Luke 23:50-56. John 19:38-42. For all notes on the substance of the common narrative, see Matt.

Verse 43
43.] ἐλθών, or ἦλθεν, is common to Matt., Mark, and John, but in different connexion—see on Matt.

εὐσχήμων—probably in its later sense of noble, ‘honourable,’ i.e. in station. But Meyer supposes it rather to refer to something noble in the character or appearance of Joseph.

βουλευτής, a member of the Sanhedrim: see Luke 23:51.

προσδ. τ. β. τ. θ., common to Mark and Luke.

τολμήσας εἰς., characteristic of Mark’s narrative. On the change of mind produced in Joseph and in Nicodemus by the crucifixion, see note, John 19:39.

Verse 44
44.] There is no inconsistency, or but a very trifling one, with the order in John 19:31, to break their legs and take them down. The circumstances related there had taken place, but no report of them had been made to Pilate. And the Body of the Lord had not been taken down, for some reason which does not appear, but which we can easily guess;—if Joseph had declared to the soldiers his intention of begging the Body, nay, had immediately gone (perhaps with them) to Pilate for that purpose,—and τολμήσας εἰσῆλθ. looks like a sudden and unannounced application,—they would have left the Body for him to take down.

ἐθαύμασεν εἰ ἤδη τέθνηκεν—he wondered at the fact thus announced to him of His death having already taken place. See Kühner, Gram. ii. p. 481, and the examples there adduced, which make this clear, e.g. Demosth. p. 24. 23,— θαυμάζω, εἰ λακεδαιμονίοις μὲν πότε … ἀντήρατε, νυνὶ δʼ ὀκνεῖτε.…

Verse 45
45. ἐδωρήσατο] The passage cited (Meyer, De Wette) from Cicero (in Verrem, Mark 15:45) to shew that it was customary to give money on such occasions, is not to the point; ‘mortis celeritatem pretio redimere cogebantur parentes’ is not said of the body after death, but of a fee given to the officer, ‘ne diu crucietur.’

Verse 46
46. ἀγορ.] Therefore it was not the first day of unleavened bread, which was one of sabbatical sanctity; as indeed the whole of this narrative shews, but such expressions as this more strikingly.

καθαιρεῖν is the technical word for taking down bodies from the cross. See the examples in Kypke from Philo and Josephus. So is κατατιθέναι for placing bodies in the tomb: cf. ibid.

ἐν μνημ.] It is not said, but implied, both here and in Luke and John, that the tomb was his own—for how should he place the Body there otherwise? The newness of the tomb is not mentioned here, but by the other three Evangelists.

Verse 47
47.] ΄. ἡ ἰωσῆτος—understand, mother: see Mark 15:40. That she is so called here, and ΄αρία ἡ τοῦ ἰακώβου in the next verse, points to a difference of origin in the two accounts here, of the Crucifixion and Resurrection.

The mother of the Lord had in all probability previously departed: see notes on Matthew 27:56 and John 19:27.

Luke generalizes, and says, the women who came with Him from Galilee.

Some have understood by ΄. ἰωσῆτος or ἰωσῆ or ἰωσήφ, the wife or daughter of Joseph of Arimathæa—some, the mother of the Lord: but both unnecessarily, and without proof. The perf. τεθεῖται is to shew that they came up after the burial had taken place; the pres. ( τίθεται, re(61).) would imply that they were present at the entombment. So Meyer.

16 Chapter 16 

Verse 1
1. διαγ. τ. σαβ.] It was strictly when the Sabbath was ended, i.e. at sunset, that they bought the spices. Luke 23:55, places it on the evening before the Sabbath; a slight but valuable discrepancy, as shewing the independence of the accounts. To suppose two parties of women (Greswell) or to take ἠγόρασαν as pluperfect (Beza, Grotius, &c.) is equally arbitrary and unwarranted.

ἀλείψ.] This had not been done as yet. Nicodemus (John 19:40) had only wrapped the Body hurriedly in the spices with the linen clothes.

Verses 1-8
1–8.] THE WOMEN, COMING TO THE SEPULCHRE, ARE APPRISED OF HIS RESURRECTION. Matthew 28:1-10. Luke 24:1-12. John 20:1-10. On the general difficulties of this portion of the Gospels, and my view respecting them, see notes on Matt.

Verse 2
2. ἀνατείλαντος τ. ἡλ.] This does not agree with Matt., τῇ ἐπιφωσκ. εἰς μίαν σαβ.;—Luke, ὄρθρου βαθέος: or John, σκοτίας ἔτι οὔσης:—nor indeed with λίαν πρωΐ of our narrative itself. If the sun was up, it would be between 6 and 7 o’clock; which in the East especially, where even public business was transacted very early, could not be so called. The reading of (62), ἀνατέλλοντος, would not help us much, as it was evidently some time before sunrise. Even Greswell virtually acknowledges a difficulty here.

Verse 3-4
3, 4.] It had been rolled away by an angel, Matt.

ἦν γὰρ μέγ. σφ. is stated as a reason why they could see that it was rolled away on looking up, possibly at some distance. This explanation is according to Mark’s manner of describing minute circumstantial incidents; but to refer this clause back as the reason why they questioned who should remove the stone, is not only harsh, but inconsistent with the usage of this Gospel.

Verse 5
5.] In Matt.,—an angel, sitting on the stone which he had rolled away. Here he is described as he appeared, and we are left to infer what he was. In Luke,—two angels ἐπέστησαν αὐταῖς in the tomb. The incident to which these accounts point, must be distinct from that related John 20:11, which was after Mary Magdalene returned from the city. It is not worth while to detail the attempts which have been made to reconcile these various reports of the incident: they present curious examples of the ingenuity, and (probably unconscious) disingenuousness, of the Harmonists. I may mention that Greswell supposes the angels in Matt. and Mark to be distinct, and accounts for the ἐξεθαμβήθησαν in our text thus: ‘After seeing one angel without already, they were probably less prepared than before to see another so soon after within’ (Dissert, vol. iii. p. 187).

Verse 6
6.] From the δεῦτε of Matt. I should be inclined to think that his is the strictly accurate account. This word implies that the angel accompanied the women into the tomb; and if so, an imperfect narrative like that in the text might easily describe his whole appearance as taking place within.

Verse 7
7.] ἀλλά breaks off the discourse and turns to a new matter—But now rather do ye …

καὶ τῷ π.] It is hardly perhaps likely that the denial of Peter was the ground of this message, though it is difficult not to connect the two in the mind. The mention of him here is probably merely official—as the ‘primus inter pares.’ We cannot say that others of the Apostles may not have denied their Master besides Peter.

It must not be concluded from this that we have a trace of Peter’s hand in the narrative.

Verse 8
8.] The idea of our narrative here is, that the women fled in terror from the sepulchre, and did not deliver the message at the time,—for they were afraid. All attempts to reconcile this with the other Gospels are futile. It is a manifest evidence that our narrative is here suddenly broken off, and (perhaps?) that no more information about the women was in the possession of its author. The subsequent verses are quite disconnected from this; and contain the substance of their writer’s information respecting the other appearances of the Lord.

[9–20.] APPEARANCES OF JESUS AFTER HIS RESURRECTION: HIS ASCENSION. An addition to the narrative of a compendious and supplementary character, bearing traces of another hand from that which has shaped the diction and construction of the rest of the Gospel.

The reasons for and against this inference will be found in the var. readd. and the course of this note, and a general statement of them at the end of it.

Verse 9
9.] πρώτῃ σαββάτου = μία σαββάτων, Mark 16:2, and is remarkable as occurring so soon after it (see Luke 18:12).

ἀφʼ ἧς ἐκβ.…] This notice, coming so late, after the mention of Mary Magdalene in Mark 16:1, is remarkable. The instances quoted by De Wette to shew that the unexpected introduction of notices contained in the other Gospels is in Mark’s manner, do not seem to me to apply here.

This verse agrees with John 20:1 ff. but is unconnected with the former narrative in this chapter.

Verse 10
10.] ἐκεῖνος is no where found used absolutely by Mark,—but always emphatically (see ch. Mark 4:11; Mark 7:15; Mark 7:20; Mark 14:21); whereas here and Mark 16:11 it is absolutely used (not in Mark 16:13 b and 20, where it is emphatical).

πορευθ.] This word, never used by Mark, is three times contained in this passage (Mark 16:12; Mark 16:15).

τοῖς μετʼ αὐτοῦ γεν., though found in the Acts (Acts 20:18), never occurs in the Gospels: nor does the word μαθηταί in this passage.

Verse 11
11.] See John 20:18; Luke 24:11.

ἐθεάθη ὑπʼ αὐτῆς is a construction only found here in N.T., and θεάομαι (which occurs again Mark 16:14) is not used by Mark.

ἀπιστέω is only used in Mark 16:16 and Luke 24:11; Luke 24:41, throughout the Gospels.

Verse 12
12.] μετὰ ταῦτα is not found in Mark, though many opportunities occurred for using it. This verse epitomizes the events on the journey to Emmaus, Luke 24:13-35.

περιπατοῦσιν ἐφανερώθη, though in general accord with Luke’s narrative, is not accurate in detail. It was not as they walked, but as they sat at meat that He was manifested to them.

ἐν ἑτέρᾳ μορφῇ—a slight difference from Luke 24:15-16, which relates as the reason why they did not know Him, that their eyes were holden, his being in his usual form being declared by αὐτὸς ὁ ἰησοῦς: but see notes there.

Verse 13
13.] κἀκεῖνοι—as Mary Magdalene had done before.

τοῖς λοιποῖς] Supply τοῖς μετʼ αὐτοῦ γενομένοις.

οὐδὲ ἐκείνοις ἐπίστευσαν—not consistent with Luke 24:33-34. Here again the Harmonists have used every kind of distortion of the plain meaning of words to reconcile the two accounts; assuming that some believed and some doubted, that they first doubted and then believed; or, according to Bengel, first believed and then doubted.

Verse 14
14.] The following narrative, evidently intended by its author to represent what took place at one and the same time, joins together in one at least four appearances of the Lord: (1) that related in this verse and Luke 24:36-49; (2) that on the mountain in Galilee (Matthew 28:16-20), when the words in Mark 16:15 were spoken; (3) some unrecorded appearance when the rest of these words (Mark 16:16-18) were spoken,—unless we consider the whole to have been said on the mountain in Galilee; and (4) the appearance which terminated with the Ascension.

The latter part of this Mark 16:14 appears to be an epitome of what our Lord said to them on several occasions—see Luke 24:25; Luke 24:38; John 20:27; Matthew 28:17.

Verse 15
15.] τὸν κόσμον ἅπαντα = πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, Matthew 28:19; see note there.

κηρύσσειν τὸ εὐαγγέλιον, without the addition of τῆς βασιλείας (Matt.) or τοῦ θεοῦ (Luke 1:14 only, Luke), is in Mark’s manner (see ch. Mark 13:10; Mark 14:9). It only once occurs in Matt., viz. Matthew 26:13.

πάσῃ τῇ κτ.] Not to men only, although men only can hear the preaching of the Gospel; all creation is redeemed by Christ—see Colossians 1:15; Colossians 1:23; Romans 8:19-23. ‘Hominibus, primario, Mark 16:16, reliquis creaturis, secundario. Sicut maledictio, ita benedictio patet. Creatio per Filium, fundamentum redemtionis et regni.’ Bengel in loc.

κτίσις appears never in the N.T. to be used of mankind alone. Bengel’s ‘reliquis creaturis secundario’ may be illustrated in the blessings which Christianity confers on the inferior creatures and the face of the earth by bringing civilization in its wake.

By these words the missionary office is bound upon the Church through all ages, till every part of the earth shall have been evangelized.

Verse 16
16.] These past participles must be noticed, as carrying on the thought to a time beyond the work of the preacher: when σωθ. and κατακρ. shall take place; and reserving the division of mankind into these two classes, till that day.

On βαπτ. see note on Matthew 28:19.

There is no καὶ μὴ βαπτ. in the second clause here. Unbelief—by which is meant the rejection of the gospel in heart and life, not weakness or doubt as in Mark 16:14—shall condemn a man, whether baptized or unbaptized. And, conversely, it follows that our Lord does not set forth here the absolute, but only the general necessity of Baptism to salvation; as the Church of England also teaches. But that general necessity extends to all to whom Baptism is accessible; and it was well said ‘Non privatio Baptismi, sed contemtus, damnat.’

These words cannot be taken, as those in Matthew 28:19-20, as setting forth the order in which faith and baptism must always come; belief and disbelief are in this verse the great leading subjects, and πιστεύσας must on that account stand first.

On ὁ πιστ. σωθ. compare Acts 16:31. This is a solemn declaration of the doctrine of ‘salvation by faith,’ from the Lord Himself; but such a faith as is expanded, Matthew 28:20, into διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς τηρεῖν πάντα ὅσα ἐνετειλάμην ὑμῖν: which is its proper fruits.

κατακρ., ‘will be condemned;’ i.e. in the most solemn sense: for the sin of unbelief:—for those are now spoken of who hear the gospel preached, and reject it.

Verse 17
17.] This promise is generally made, without limitation to the first ages of the Church. Should occasion arise for its fulfilment, there can be no doubt that it will be made good in our own or any other time. But we must remember that σημεῖα are not needed where Christianity is professed: nor by missionaries who are backed by the influence of powerful Christian nations.

There are credible testimonies of miraculous powers having been exercised in the Church considerably after the Apostles’ time.

δαιμ. ἐκβ.] The Lord Himself has declared how weighty a sign this was, Matthew 12:28. For fulfilments of the promise, see Acts 5:16; Acts 8:7; Acts 16:18.

γλώσ. λ. καιν.] See 1 Corinthians 14:22; Acts 2:4 alli(63). On the gift of tongues, see notes at those places.

Verse 18
18. ὄφ. ἀρ.] See Acts 28:3-5.

κἂν θαν.… βλάψῃ] We have no instance of this given in the Acts: but later, there are several stories which, if to be relied on, furnish examples of its fulfilment. Eusebius, H. E. iii. 39, says, … ἔτερον παράδοξον περὶ ἰοῦστον τὸν ἐπικληθέντα βαρσαβᾶν γεγονός, ὡς δηλητήριον φάρμακον ἐμπιόντος καὶ μηδὲν ἀηδὲς διὰ τὴν τοῦ κυρίου χάριν ὑπομείναντος.

ἐπὶ ἀῤῥ.] χεῖρας ἐπιθ. ἐπί τινα is in Mark’s manner: see ch. Mark 8:25; Mark 10:16. There is no mention of the anointing with oil here, as in James 5:14.

Verse 19-20
19, 20.] The μὲν οὖν is not to be taken here as if there were no δέ following:—the μέν answers to the δέ as in Luke 3:18-19—and the οὖν is the connecting link with what went before.

μὲν οὖν, ὁ κύριος, and ὁ κύριος ἰησοῦς, are alike foreign to the diction of Mark, in speaking of the Lord: we have ὁ κύριος in the message (common to all three Gospels) ch. Mark 11:3—but that manifestly is no example.

μετὰ τὸ λαλ. can only in fairness mean, ‘when He had spoken these words.’ All endeavours of the Harmonists to include in them οὐ μόνον τοὺς λόγους τούτους, ἀλλὰ πάντας ὅσους ἐλάλησε (Euthym(64)) will have no weight with an honest reader, who looks to the evident sense of his author alone, and disregards other considerations. That other words were spoken, we know; but that this author intended us to infer that, surely is not deducible from the text, and is too often allowed in such cases to creep fallaciously in as an inference. We never shall read or comment on Scripture with full profit, till all such subterfuges are abandoned, and the gospel evidence treated in the clear light of intelligent and honest faith. We have an example of this last in Theophylact’s exposition, ταῦτα δὲ λαλήσας.

ἀνελ.] I should hardly say that the author of this fragment necessarily implies an ascension from the place where they were then assembled. The whole of these two verses is of a compendious character, and as ἐκάθ. ἐκ δ. τ. θ. must be understood as setting forth a fact not comprehended in the cycle of their observation, but certain in the belief of all Christians, so ἀνελήμφ. may very well speak of the fact as happening, not necessarily then and there, but (see remarks above) after these words were spoken; provided always that these words are recognized as the last in the view and information of our Evangelist. I say this not with any harmonistic view, but because the words themselves seem to require it. (See on the Ascension, notes on Luke 24:51 ff.)

Verse 20
20.] ἐξελθόντες—not, from the chamber where they were assembled (Meyer)—which would not answer to ἐκήρυξαν πανταχοῦ, but would require some immediate action of that very day to correspond to it (see Matthew 12:14);—but used in the more solemn sense of Romans 10:18 (cited from Psalms 18:4 LXX), εἰς πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν ἐξῆλθεν ὁ φθόγγος αὐτῶν: see reff.

πανταχοῦ] No inference can be drawn from this word as to the date of the fragment. In Acts 9:32 Peter is said διερχόμενον διὰ πάντων κατελθεῖν …:—the expression being only a general one, indicating their performance, in their time and degree, of our Lord’s words, εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἅπαντα.
τοῦ κυρ.] the Lord, i.e. Jesus: see Matthew 28:20; Hebrews 2:3-4, which last passage some have absurdly supposed to have been seen and used by our Evangelist.

ἐπακολ. and παρακολ. (Mark 16:17) are both foreign to the diction of Mark often as he uses the simple verb.

A few concluding remarks may be added respecting Mark 16:9-20. (1) For the external evidence, see var. readd. As to its genuineness as a work of the Evangelist Mark, (2) internal evidence is, I think, very weighty against Mark’s being the author. No less than twenty-one words and expressions occur in it (and some of them several times), which are never elsewhere used by Mark,—whose adherence to his own peculiar phrases is remarkable. (3) The inference therefore seems to me to be, that it is an authentic fragment, placed as a completion of the Gospel in very early times: by whom written, must of course remain wholly uncertain; but coming to us with very weighty sanction, and having strong claims on our reception and reverence.]

