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Henry Alford (7 October 1810 - 12 January 1871) was an English churchman, theologian, textual critic, scholar, poet, hymnodist, and writer.

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 IV
ON THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE

SECTION I

ITS AUTHORSHIP

1. ALTHOUGH the Author of this Gospel plainly enough speaks of himself in his Introduction, and in that to the Acts of the Apostles, we are left to gather his name from tradition. Here, however, as in the case of Mark, there seems to be no reasonable ground of doubt. It has been universally ascribed to Lucas, or Luke, spoken of Colossians 4:14, and again Philemon 1:24, and 2 Timothy 4:11.

2. Of this person we know no more with any certainty than we find related in the Acts of the Apostles and the passages above referred to. From Colossians 4:11; Colossians 4:14, it would appear that he was not born a Jew, being there distinguished from οἱ ὄντες ἐκ περιτομῆς. It is, however, quite uncertain whether he had become a Jewish proselyte previous to his conversion to Christianity. His worldly calling was that of a physician; he is called ὁ ἰατρὸς ὁ ἀγαπητός by Paul, Colossians 4:14. A very late tradition (Niceph. Hist. Eccl. ii. 43), generally adopted by the Romish Church, makes him also to have been a painter; but it is in no respect deserving of credit. His birthplace is said by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. iii. 4) and Jerome (De Viris Illustr. 7, vol. ii. p. 840) to have been Antioch, but traditionally only, and perhaps from a mistaken identification of him with Lucius, Acts 13:1 (Lucas = Lucanus, not Lucius). Tradition, as delivered by Epiphan. (Hær. li. 11, vol. i. p. 433), Pseudo-Origen, Theophylact, Euthymius, &c., makes him to have been one of the seventy, Luke 10:1; but this is refuted by his own testimony, in his preface,—where he by implication distinguishes himself from those who were eye-witnesses and ministers of the word. It seems to have arisen from his Gospel alone containing the account of their mission.

3. Luke appears to have attached himself to Paul during the second missionary journey of the Apostle, and at Troas (Acts 16:10). This may be inferred from his there first making use of the first person plural in his narrative; after saying (Acts 16:8) κατέβησαν εἰς τρωάδα, he proceeds (Acts 16:10), εὐθέως ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν εἰς τὴν ΄ακεδονίαν. He thence accompanied Paul to Macedonia, remaining perhaps at Philippi (but see below, § iv. 3) until Paul returned thither again at the end of his second visit to Greece, after the disturbance at Ephesus. Thence (Acts 20:5) we find him again accompanying Paul to Asia and Jerusalem (Acts 21:17); being apparently with him at Cæsarea during his imprisonment (Acts 24:23); and travelling with him to Rome (Acts 27:1 to Acts 28:16). There we also find him remaining with the Apostle to a late period, very nearly till his martyrdom (see 2 Timothy 4:11).

4. Of the time and manner of his death nothing certain is known, and the traditions are inconsistent one with another: some, as Greg(1) Naz(2), alleging him to have suffered martyrdom, while the general report is that he died a natural death.

SECTION II

ITS ORIGIN

1. A plain statement of the origin of this Gospel is given us by the Author himself, in his preface, ch. Luke 1:1-4. He there states that many had taken in hand to draw up a statement, according to the testimony of those who were from the beginning eye-witnesses and ministers of the word, of the matters received (or fulfilled) among Christians; and that it therefore seemed good to him also, having carefully traced the progress of events from the first, to write an arranged account of the same to his friend (or patron) Theophilus.

2. From this we gather, (1) that Luke was not himself an eye-witness, nor a minister of the word ( ὑπηρέτης τοῦ λόγου) from the beginning; (2) that he compiled his Gospel from the testimony of eye-witnesses and Apostles, which he carefully collected and arranged. For (1) he implicitly excludes himself from the number of the αὐτόπται κ. ὑπ. τ. λόγου: and (2) by the κἀμοί he includes himself among the πολλοί who made use of autoptic and apostolic testimony.

3. I have before proved generally that the Gospels of Matthew and Mark cannot have been among the number of these διηγήσεις of which Luke speaks. I may now add to those proofs, that if Luke had seen and received, as of apostolic authority, either or both of these Gospels, then his variations from them are, on his own shewing, unaccountable; if he had seen them, and did not receive them, his coincidences with them are equally unaccountable. The improbabilities and absurdities involved in his having either or both of them before him and working up their narratives into his own, I have before dealt with, in the general Prolegomena to the three Gospels.

4. Judging entirely from the phænomena presented by the Gospel itself, my conclusion with regard to its sources is the following:—that Luke, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, drew up his Gospel independently of, and without knowledge of, those of Matthew and Mark;—that he fell in with, in the main, the same cycle of apostolic teaching as the writers of those Gospels placed on record, viz. that which embraced principally the Galilæan life and ministry of our Lord, to the exclusion of that part of it which passed at Jerusalem before the formal call of the twelve Apostles;—but that he possessed other sources of information, not open to the compiler of Matthew’s Gospel, nor to Mark.

5. To this latter circumstance may be attributed his access to (I believe, from its peculiar style and character) a documentary record of the events preceding and accompanying the birth of the Lord, derived probably from her who alone was competent to narrate several particulars contained in it:—his preservation of the precious and most important cycle of our Lord’s discourses and parables contained in that large section of his Gospel, ch. Luke 9:51 to Luke 18:15, which is mostly peculiar to himself:—numerous other details scattered up and down in every part of his narrative, shewing autoptic information:—and, lastly, his enlarged account of some events following the Resurrection, and the narration, by him alone, of the circumstances accompanying the Ascension.

6. A tradition was very early current, that Luke’s Gospel contained the substance of the teaching of Paul. Irenæus, Hær. iii. 1, p. 174, states: λουκᾶς δὲ ὁ ἀκόλουθος παύλου τὸ ὑπʼ ἐκείνου κηρυσσόμενον εὐαγγέλιον ἐν βιβλίῳ κατέθετο(3). See also Tertullian, cont. Marc. iv. 5, vol. ii. p. 367. But this is contradicted by the implicit assertion of the Evangelist himself in his preface, that the Gospel was compiled and arranged by himself from the testimony of those who ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς, ‘from the beginning of our Lord’s ministry,’ were eye-witnesses or ministers of the word(4). Among these it is not, of course, possible to reckon Paul.

7. It is however an interesting enquiry, how far his continued intercourse with the great Apostle of the Gentiles may have influenced his diction, or even his selection of facts. It is a remarkable coincidence, that the account of the institution of the Lord’s Supper should be nearly verbatim the same(5) in Luke 22:19, and in 1 Corinthians 11:23,—and that Paul claims to have received this last from the Lord(6). For we know that to compensate to Paul in his apostolic office for the want of autoptic authority, and to constitute him a witness to the truth of the gospel, a revelation was made to him,—to which he refers, Galatians 1:12; Ephesians 3:3; 1 Corinthians 11:23; 1 Corinthians 15:3,—embracing at least the leading facts of the evangelic history. And this circumstance may have acted imperceptibly on the mind of Luke, and even shaped or filled out some of his narratives, in aid of direct historic sources of testimony.

8. There is very little trace of Paul’s peculiar diction, or prominence given to the points which it became his especial work to inculcate in the Gospel of Luke. Doubtless we may trace a similar cast of mind and feeling in some instances; as e.g. Luke’s carefulness to record the sayings of our Lord which were assertive of His unrestricted love for Jew and Gentile alike: Luke 4:25 ff; Luke 9:52 ff; Luke 10:30 ff; Luke 17:16; Luke 17:18. We may observe too that in Luke those parables and sayings are principally found, which most directly regard the great doctrine of man’s free justification by grace through faith: e.g. ch. Luke 15:11 ff.; Luke 17:10; Luke 18:14, in which latter place the use of δεδικαιωμένος (see note there) is remarkable. These instances, however, are but few,—and it may perhaps be doubted whether Commentators in general have not laid too great stress upon them. It would be very easy to trace similar relations and analogies in the other Gospels, if we were bent upon doing so.

SECTION III

FOR WHAT READERS AND WITH WHAT OBJECT IT WAS WRITTEN

1. Both these questions are formally answered for us by the Evangelist himself. He states, ch. Luke 1:3, that he wrote primarily for the benefit of one Theophilus, and that he might know the certainty of those accounts which had formed the subject of his catechetical instruction.

2. But we can hardly suppose this object to have been the only moving cause to the great work which Luke was undertaking. The probabilities of the case, and the practice of authors in inscribing their works to particular persons, combine to persuade us that Luke must have regarded his friend as the representative of a class of readers for whom his Gospel was designed. And in enquiring what that class was, we must deal with the data furnished by the Gospel itself.

3. In it we find universality the predominant character. There is no marked regard paid to Jewish readers, as in Matthew, nor to Gentiles, as in Mark; if there be any preference, it seems rather on the side of the latter. In conformity with Jewish practice, we have a genealogy of our Lord, which however does not, as in Matthew, stop with Abraham, but traces up his descent even to the progenitor of the human race. Commentators have noticed that Luke principally records those sayings and acts of our Lord by which God’s mercy to the Gentiles is set forth: see ch. Luke 15:11 ff.; Luke 18:10; Luke 19:5 (but see notes there); Luke 10:33; Luke 17:19; Luke 9:52-56; Luke 4:25-27. Such instances, however, are not much to be relied on;—see above, ch. i. § ii. 6;—to which I will add, that it would be easy to construct a similar list to prove the same point with respect to Matthew or John(7);—and I therefore much prefer assigning the above character of universality to this Gospel, which certainly is visible throughout it. That it was constructed for Gentile readers as well as for Jews, is plain; and is further confirmed from the fact of its author having been the friend and companion of the great Apostle of the Gentiles.

4. I infer then that the Gospel was designed for the general use of Christians, whether Jews or Gentiles; and, subordinately to this general purpose, for those readers whose acquaintance with Jewish customs and places was sufficient to enable them to dispense with those elucidations of them which Mark and John have given, but which are not found in Matthew or Luke.

5. The object of the Gospel has been sufficiently declared in Luke’s own words above cited,—that the converts might know the certainty of those things in which they had received oral instruction as catechumens; in other words, that the portions of our Lord’s life and discourses thus imparted to them might receive both permanence, by being committed to writing,—and completion, by being incorporated in a detailed narrative of His acts and sayings.

SECTION IV

AT WHAT TIME IT WAS WRITTEN

1. We are enabled to approximate to the time of the publication of this Gospel with much more certainty than we can to that of any of the others. The enquiry may be thus conducted.—We may safely assume that the ‘former treatise’ of Acts 1:1, can be no other than this Gospel. And on that follows the inference, that the Gospel was published before the Acts of the Apostles. Now the last event recorded in the Acts is an interview of Paul with the Jews, shortly after his arrival in Rome. We further have the publication of the Acts, by the words of ch. Acts 28:30, postponed two whole years after that arrival and interview; but, I believe, no longer than that. For had Paul continued longer than that time in his hired house before the publication, it must have been so stated; and had he left Rome or that house, or had any remarkable event happened to him before the publication, we cannot suppose that so careful a recorder as Luke would have failed to bring his work down to the time then present, by noticing such departure or such event. I assume then the publication of the Acts to have taken place two years after Paul’s arrival at Rome: i.e. according to Wieseler (Chron. des Apostolischen Zeitalters, pp. 117, 118: see chronological table in Prolegg. to Acts, Vol. II.), in the spring of A.D. 63.

2. We have therefore a fixed date, before which the Gospel must have been published. But if I am not mistaken, we have, by internal evidence, the date of its publication removed some time back from this date. It is hardly probable that Luke would speak of, as ὁ πρῶτος λόγος, a work in which he was then, or had been very lately, engaged. But not to dwell on this,—even allowing that the prefatory and dedicatory matter, as is usually the case, may have come last from the hands of the author,—I find in the account of the Ascension, which immediately follows, a much more cogent proof, that the Gospel had been some considerable time published. For while it recapitulates the Gospel account just so much that we can trace the same hand in it (compare Acts 1:4 with Luke 24:49), it is manifestly a different account, much fuller in particulars, and certainly unknown to the Evangelist when he wrote his Gospel. Now, as we may conclude, in accordance with the παρηκολουθηκότι πᾶσιν ἀκριβῶς, of Luke 1:3, that he would have carefully sought out every available source of information at the time of writing his Gospel,—this becoming acquainted with a new account of the Ascension implies that in the mean time fresh sources of information had been opened to him. And this would most naturally be by change of place, seeing that various fixed cycles of apostolic teaching were likely to be current in, and about, the respective mother churches. Now the changes of place in Luke’s recent history had been,—two years before, from Cæsarea to Rome, Acts 27:1 ff.; two years and a half before that, from Philippi to Jerusalem, Acts 20:6; Acts 21:15 ff.,—and Cæsarea. This last is left to be inferred from his leaving Cæsarea with Paul, ch. Acts 27:1;—at all events he was during this time in Palestine, with, or near Paul. I shall make it probable in the Prolegomena to Vol. II. that during this period he was engaged in collecting materials for and compiling the Acts of the Apostles; and by consequence (see above), that in all probability the Gospel had been then written and published. This would place its publication before A.D. 58;—consequently, before the traditional date of the Gospel of Matthew,—see above, ch. ii. § iv.

3. Tracing Luke’s history further back than this,—it has been thought that he remained at Philippi during the whole time comprised between Acts 17:1; Acts 20:6, because he disuses the first person at the first of those dates, at Philippi,—and resumes it also at Philippi, at the second. Now this was a period of seven years: far too long for such an inference as the above to be made with any probability. During this time he may have travelled into Palestine, and collected the information which he incorporated in his Gospel. For that it was collected in Palestine, is on all accounts probable. And that it should have been published much before this, is, I think, improbable.

4. My reasons are the following:—I have implied in the former part of these Prolegomena, that it is not likely that the present evangelic collections would be made until the dispersion of all or most of the Apostles on their missionary journeys. Besides this, the fact of numerous διηγήσεις having been already drawn up after the model of the apostolic narrative teaching, forbids us to suppose their teaching by oral communication to have been in its fulness still available. Now the Apostles, or the greater part of them, were certainly at Jerusalem at the time of the council in Acts 15:1-5 ff., i.e. about A.D. 50. How soon after that time their dispersion took place, it is quite impossible to determine:—but we have certainly this date as our terminus a quo, before which, as I believe, no Gospel could have been published.

5. After this dispersion of the Apostles, it will be necessary to allow some time to elapse for the διηγήσεις of which Luke speaks (ch. Luke 1:1) to be drawn up;—not less certainly than one or two years, or more; which would bring us just about to the time when he was left behind by Paul in Philippi. This last arrangement must however be, from its merely hypothetical grounds, very uncertain.

6. At all events, we have thus eight years, A.D. 50–58, as the limits within which it is probable that the Gospel was published. And, without pretending to minute accuracy in these two limits, we may at least set it down as likely that the publication did not take place much before Luke and Paul are found together, nor after the last journey which Paul made to Jerusalem, A.D. 58. And even if the grounds on which this latter is concluded be objected to, we have, as a final resort, the fixed date of the publication of the Acts two years after Paul’s arrival at Rome, after which, by internal evidence, the Gospel cannot have been published.

SECTION V

AT WHAT PLACE IT WAS WRITTEN

1. Our answer to this enquiry will of course depend upon the considerations discussed in the last section. Adopting the view there taken, we find Luke in Asia Minor, Syria, or Palestine (probably) previously to his first journey with Paul A.D. 51; and from that time till his second journey A.D. 58, perhaps remaining in Greece, but perhaps also travelling for the sake of collecting information for his Gospel. At all events, at the latter part of this period he is again found at Philippi. We need not then dissent from the early tradition reported by Jerome (Prolog. in Matt. vol. vii. pp. 3, 4), that Luke published his Gospel “in Achaiæ Bœotiæque partibus,” as being on the whole the most likely inference.

2. The inscription in the Syriac version,—and Simeon Metaphrastes in the tenth century,—report that the Gospel was written at Alexandria, but apparently without any authority.

SECTION VI

IN WHAT LANGUAGE IT WAS WRITTEN

There never has been any doubt that Luke wrote his Gospel in Greek. His familiarity with Greek terms and idioms, and above all, the classical style of his preface, are of themselves convincing internal evidence that it was so(8).

SECTION VII

GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPEL

1. It has been generally and almost unanimously acknowledged that the Gospel which we now possess is that written and published by Luke.

2. Whatever doubts may have been raised by rationalistic Commentators as to the genuineness of the two first chapters, have been adopted in aid of their attempts to overthrow their authenticity (on which see the next section); and have rested on no sufficient ground of themselves. Their principal appeal is to Marcion, who notoriously mutilated the Gospel, to make it favour his views of the Person of Christ.

3. On the genuineness of ch. Luke 22:43-44, see various readings and notes there.

SECTION VIII

THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE TWO FIRST CHAPTERS

1. If the view maintained above of the probable time of the publication of the Gospel be adopted,—and its later terminus, the publication of the Acts two years after Paul’s imprisonment at Rome began, is, I think, beyond question,—I cannot see how any reasonable doubt can be thrown upon the authenticity of this portion of the narrative. For there were those living, who might have contradicted any false or exaggerated account of our Lord’s birth and the events which accompanied it. If not the Mother of our Lord herself, yet His brethren were certainly living: and the universal reception of the Gospel in the very earliest ages sufficiently demonstrates that no objection to this part of the sacred narrative had been heard of as raised by them.

2. The ἀκριβῶς παρηκολουθηκότι of Luke forbids us to imagine that he would have inserted any narrative in his Gospel which he had not ascertained to rest upon trustworthy testimony, as far as it was in his power to ensure this: and the means of ensuring it must have been at that time so ample and satisfactory, that I cannot imagine for a moment any other origin for the account, than such testimony.

3. If we enquire what was probably the source of the testimony, I answer, that but one person is conceivable as delivering it, and that person the Mother of our Lord. She was living in the Christian body for some time after the Ascension; and would most certainly have been appealed to for an account of the circumstances attending His birth and infancy.

4. If she gave any account of these things, it is inconceivable that this account should not have found its way into the records of the Lord’s life possessed by the Christian Church, but that instead of it a spurious one should have been adopted by two of our Evangelists, and that so shortly after, or even coincident with, her own presence in the Church.

5. Just as inconceivable, even supposing the last difficulty surmounted, is the formation of a mythical, or in any other way unreal account of these things, and its adoption, in the primitive age of the Church. For the establishment of this I refer to the late Professor Mill’s able tract, On the Mythic Interpretation of Luke 1;—in which he has stated and severally refuted the arguments of Strauss and the rationalists.

6. I infer then that the two first chapters of this Gospel contain the account given by the Mother of our Lord, of His birth, and its prefatory and attendant circumstances; of some of which circumstances that in Matthew 1:18-25 is a more compendious, and wholly independent account.

SECTION IX

ITS STYLE AND CHARACTER

1. We might have expected from Luke’s name and profession, that he was a man of education, and versed in the elegant use of the Greek, which was then the polite language in the Roman empire. We accordingly find that while we have very numerous Hebraisms in his Gospel, we also have far more classical idioms, and a much freer use of Greek compounds than in the others. By consulting the marginal references in this edition it will be seen that the number of ἅπαξ λεγόμενα in Luke is very great, far exceeding those in any other Gospel; and that very many of them are classically-authorized compound words.

2. The composition of the sentences is more studied and elaborate than in Matthew or Mark;—the Evangelist appears more frequently in the narrative, delivering his own estimate of men and things—e.g. ch. Luke 16:14; Luke 7:29-30; Luke 19:11 a(9).;—he seems to love to recount instances of our Lord’s tender compassion and mercy;—and in the report of His parables, e.g. in ch. 15, is particularly simple in diction, and calculated to attract and retain the attention of his readers.

3. In narrative, this Evangelist is very various, according to the copiousness or otherwise of the sources from which he drew. Sometimes he merely gives a hasty compendium: at others he is most minute and circumstantial in detail, and equally graphic in description with Mark: see as instances of this latter, ch. Luke 7:14; Luke 9:29. It has been remarked (see Olshausen, Bibl. Comm. i. p. 20) that Luke gives with extreme accuracy not so much the discourses, as the observations and occasional sayings of our Lord, with the replies of those who were present. This is especially the case in his long and important narrative of the journey up to Jerusalem, ch. Luke 9:51 to Luke 18:14.

4. On the question how far those doctrines especially enforced by the great Apostle of the Gentiles are to be traced, as inculcated or brought forward in this Gospel, see above in this chapter, § ii. 7.

5. In completeness, this Gospel must rank first among the four. The Evangelist begins with the announcement of the birth of Christ’s Forerunner, and concludes with the particulars of the Ascension: thus embracing the whole great procession of events by which our Redemption by Christ was ushered in, accomplished, and sealed in heaven. And by recording the allusion to the promise of the Father (ch. Luke 24:49), he has introduced, so to speak, a note of passage to that other history, in which the fulfilment of that promise, the great result of Redemption, was to be related. It may be remarked, that this completeness,—while it shews the earnest diligence used by the sacred writer in searching out, and making use of every information within his reach,—forms an additional proof that he can never have seen the Gospels of Matthew and Mark,—or he would (to say nothing of the other difficulties attending this view, which have before been dealt with in ch. i.) most certainly have availed himself of those parts of their narratives, which are now not contained in his own.

6. The chronological notice, on the discovery, by the younger Zumpt, that Quirinus was twice governor of Syria, and the light thus thrown on Luke 2:2, inserted here in the third edition, is now incorporated in the notes ad loc.

01 Chapter 1 

Verse 1
1. ἐπειδήπερ] This compound, of rare occurrence, is in keeping with the rhetorical style of the preface. See Hartung, Partikellehre, i. p. 342. Valcknaer quotes from Ulpian a similar exordium: ἐπειδήπερ περὶ τούτου πολλοὶ ἐπεχείρησαν ἀπολογήσασθαι.

πολλοί] Much depends on the meaning of this word, as guiding, or modifying, our opinion on the relation and sources of our Gospel histories. (1) That the writers of our present Gospels exclusively cannot be meant, is evident; since, even supposing Luke to have seen all three Gospels, one (that of John) was wholly, and another (that of Matthew) was in greater part, the production of an eye-witness and minister of the word,—which would leave only one for the πολλοί. (2) Apocryphal Gospels exclusively cannot be meant: for they would not be ‘narrations concerning matters fully believed among us,’ nor ‘delivered by eye-witnesses and ministers of the word,’ a great part of their contents being excluded by this very author from his own διήγησις. (3) A combination of these two may be intended—e.g. of the latter sort, the Gospel according to the Hebrews,—of the former, that according to Mark, but then also how shall we make out the πολλοί? Our present apocryphal Gospels arose far later than any likely date which can be assigned to Luke’s Gospel: see Prolegomena to Luke, § iv. (4) I believe the only probable interpretation of the words to be, that many persons, in charge of Churches, or otherwise induced, drew up, here and there, statements (narratives, διηγ.) of the testimony of eye-witnesses and ὑπηρ. τ. λ. (see below), so far as they themselves had been able to collect them. (I do not believe that either the Gospel of Matt. or that of Mark are to be reckoned among these; or if they are, that Luke had seen or used them.) That such narratives should not have come down to us, is no matter of surprise: for (1) they would be absorbed by the more complete and sanctioned accounts of our present Evangelists; and (2) Church tradition has preserved very few fragments of authentic information of the apostolic age. It is probable that in almost every Church where an eye-witness preached, his testimony would be taken down, and framed into some διήγησις, more or less complete, of the life and sayings of the Lord.

ἐπεχείρησαν] have undertaken; or, as E. V., taken in hand. This does not necessarily imply the insufficiency of such διηγήσεις, as Orig(1), Ambr(2), Theophyl., &c. have imagined. Nor is any such failure implied (as Bp. Wordsw.) in Acts 19:13, where the aorist also is used. The failure then was not in the ὀνομάζειν, but in the issue. In Acts 9:29, the failure is conveyed by the imperfect tense, not necessarily by the verb itself. The fact of that failure is indeed implied in Luke’s description of his own work—but that, more because it possessed completeness (whereas they were fragmentary) than from any difference in kind.

ἀνατάξασθαι] to draw up—to arrange.
διήγ.] a setting forth: and so if in relation to things past, a narration—history. The word is clearly explained in Plato, Rep. iii. p. 392: ἆρʼ οὐ πάντα ὅσα ὑπὸ μυθολόγων ἢ ποιητῶν λέγεται, διήγησις οὖσα τυγχάνει ἢ γεγονότων ἢ ὄντων ἢ μελλόντων; τί γάρ, ἔφη, ἄλλο; ἆρα οὖν οὐχὶ ἤτοι ἁπλῇ διηγήσει ἢ διὰ μιμήσεως γιγνομένῃ ἢ διʼ ἀμφοτέρων περαίνουσιν:

πεπληρ., according to some, ‘fulfilled.’ De Wette supports this by the meaning of πληρόω, Acts 19:21; Acts 12:25, which is beside the purpose. The more likely rendering is that of E. V., certainly believed. (Meyer would render it, ‘which have found their completion among us,’ i.e. ‘us of the apostolic times;’ meaning ‘Theophilus and himself,’ &c. This, I think, gives too emphatic a sense to ἐν ἡμῖν, which can only mean as ordinarily, ‘among us,’ unless accompanied with some qualifying expression. His objection to the ordinary explanation,—that the participle ought, according to it, to be subjective to the πράγματα, surely is of no force.) See reff. and note on 2 Timothy 4:5; 2 Timothy 4:17.

The use of the cognate noun πληροφορία supports this view: see 1 Thessalonians 1:5; Hebrews 6:11. There does not appear to be any reference to the filling of the sails of a ship, as Bp. Wordsw. The word with its cognates occurs only in a figurative sense, derived from “filling full” without any special reference.

ἡμῖν] among us Christians, i.e. you and me, and all members of the Church of Christ—so also the ἡμῖν in Luke 1:2.

Verses 1-4
[ ευαγγελιον]

κατα λουκαν
1–4.] PREFACE TO THEOPHILUS. The peculiar style of this preface,—which is purer Greek than the contents of the Gospel, and also more laboured and formal,—may be accounted for, partly because it is the composition of the Evangelist himself, and not translated from Hebrew sources like the rest, and partly because prefaces, especially when also dedicatory, are usually in a rounded and artificial style.

Verse 2
2. καθὼς παρ.] The Apostles, &c., delivered these matters orally to the Churches in their teaching (see below on κατηχ.) and others drew up accounts from that catechetical instruction. It appears from this, that Luke was not aware of any διήγησις drawn up by an eye-witness or ὑπ. τ. λ. Their account of these matters was a παράδοσις, from which the διηγήσεις were drawn up. He cannot therefore have seen (or, having seen, not recognized as such, which is highly improbable) the Gospel of Matthew. Compare 1 John 1:1-3.

ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς—not, ‘from the very beginning,’ i.e. the birth of the Lord, &c., but from the official beginning: see Acts 1:21 f. It differs from ἄνωθεν below.

αὐτ. κ. ὑπηρ. τοῦ λ.] αὐτ. most probably stands alone: but it may well be taken with τ. λ. (see below.)

ὑπηρ.,—see reff.,—ministering servants—but in connexion with ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς. The fanciful idea of “remiges in navi, sc. ecclesia,” cited by Wordsw. from Valckn., is out of the question. ὑπηρέτης had long lost trace of its original derivation, in its more common meaning; and it would be abhorrent from good taste to suppose St. Luke to have used it with so pedantic an allusion.

τ. λόγου—not, ‘the λόγος’ (i.e. Christ: so Orig(3), Athanasius, Cyril, Euthym(4)), which would be altogether alien from Luke’s usage (see on Hebrews 4:12. Bleek, in his posthumous “Erklärung der drei ersten Evv.,” Leipz. 1862, also objects to the personal sense as too precise and definite for the rhetorical generalities of St. Luke in this passage)—nor ‘the matter,’ so that ὑπ. τ. λ. would signify those who by their labours contributed to bring the matter about, ‘qui ipsi interfuerunt rebus, tanquam pars aliqua’—for this is alien from Luke’s usage of ὑπηρ.—see Acts 26:16; but, the word,—‘the word preached:’—so that ὑπηρέτης τ. λόγ. = διάκονος τ. λόγ. Acts 6:4.

Verse 3
3. ἔδοξεν κἀμοί] Luke by this classes himself with these πολλοί, and shews that he intended no disparagement nor blame to them, and was going to construct his own history from similar sources. The παρηκ. ἄν. πᾶσιν ἀκρ. which follows, implies however a conscious superiority of his own qualification for the work. There is here no expressed claim to inspiration, but at the same time no disclaimer of it. (The addition et spiritui sancto, after κἀμοί, which is found in 3 lat. mss. and in got(5)., makes the following clause an absurdity.)

παρηκ.] having traced down (by research), and so become accurately acquainted with. The word is used in just this sense by Demosth., περὶ τ. στ., p. 285: ἐκεῖνος ὁ καιρὸς καὶ ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη οὐ μόνον εὔνουν καὶ πλούσιον ἄνδρα ἐκάλει, ἀλλὰ καὶ παρηκολουθηκότα τοῖς πράγμασιν ἐξ ἀρχῆς, καὶ συλλελογισμένον ὀρθῶς τίνος ἕνεκα ταῦτʼ ἔπραττεν ὁ φίλ., καὶ τί βουλόμενος.

ἄνωθεν] from the beginning—i.e. as in Luke 1:5;—as distinguished from those who only wrote of the official life of the Lord, or only fragments perhaps of that.

καθεξῆς, consecutively: see reff. By this word we must not understand Luke to lay claim to any especial chronological accuracy in writing;—which indeed is not found in his Gospel. He traced the events in order as they happened: but he may have arranged them as other considerations led him. The word is of later usage, e.g. by Plutarch, Ælian, &c. The classics have ἐφεξῆς.

κράτ. θ εόφ.] It is wholly unknown who this person was. The name was a very common one. The conjectures about him are endless, and entirely without value. It appears that he was a person of dignity (see reff. on κράτιστ.), and a convert to Christianity.

The idea of the name being not a proper, but a feigned one, designating ‘those who loved God’ (found as early as Epiphanius, Hær. ii. 51, p. 429, εἴτουν τινὶ θεοφίλῳ τότε γράφων τοῦτο ἔλεγεν, ἢ παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ θεὸν ἀγαπῶντι: and adopted again recently by Bp. Wordsworth), is far-fetched and improbable.

Verse 4
4.] ἐπιγνῷς—here in its stricter sense, of acquiring additional, more accurate knowledge—see reff. κατηχ.] Theophilus had then been orally instructed in the narratives which form the subject of this Gospel: and Luke’s intention in writing it is, that he might have a more accurate knowledge of these histories.

κατηχήθης—literally, catechized, ‘catechetically taught.’ Bleek, h. l., reminds us that this is not St. Luke’s own usage of the verb: cf. Acts 21:21; Acts 21:24, where it simply signifies hearing by report. But we may answer that in Acts 18:25, where the same construction occurs, this is the most likely sense.

λόγων is not to be rendered ‘things:’ neither it, nor ῥῆμα, nor דָּבָר, ever has this meaning, as is commonly but erroneously supposed. In all the commonly-cited examples of this, ‘things expressed in words’ are meant: here, the histories, —accounts. (See Prolegg. to the Gospels, i. 3.)

Verse 5
5.] ἐξ ἐφ. ἀβ., which was the eighth of the four and twenty courses of the priests (see ref. 1 Chron.). These courses kept their names and order, though not their descent, after the captivity. The courses, though called ἐφημερίαι, were of a week’s duration each: ἀπὸ σαββάτου ἐπὶ σάββατον, Jos. Antt. vii. 14. 7. Meyer observes that if any use is to be made of this note of time of fix the date, our reckoning must be made backward from the destruction of the temple, not forward from the restoration of the courses by Judas Maccabæus, because it is not certain what course then began the new order of things; whereas we have a fixed note for the destruction of the temple, that it was on the 9th of Ab, and the course in waiting was that of Jehoiar ib. Comm. ii. p. 194.

With the reading κ. γυνὴ αὐτῷ, we must render, and he had a wife from among …
ἐλισ.] The LXX rendering, Exodus 6:23, of אֱלִישֶׁבַע, the wife of Aaron: signifying, Deus juramentum. John was thus of priestly descent by both parents. Cf. Jos. Vit. i. init., ἐμοὶ δὲ γένος ἐστὶν οὐκ ἄσημον, ἀλλ ʼ ἐξ ἱερέων ἄνωθεν καταβεβηκός. ὥσπερ δὴ παρʼ ἑκάστους ἄλλη τίς ἐστιν εὐγενείας ὑπόθεσις, οὕτως παρʼ ἡμῖν ἡ τῆς ἱερωσύνης μετουσία τεκμήριόν ἐστι γένους λαμπρότητος.

Verses 5-25
5–25.] ANNOUNCEMENT BY GABRIEL OF THE BIRTH OF JOHN. Peculiar to Luke. The style now totally alters and becomes Hebraistic, signifying that the following is translated or complied from an Aramaic oral narration, or perhaps (from the very distinct character of these two first chapters) document.

Verse 6
6.] πορ. ἐν, a Hebraism, as also προβ. ἐν τ. ἡμέραις,, Luke 1:7, and ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἱερ.… ἔ λ αχεν, Luke 1:8-9. This last is a construction frequent in Luke. In the phrase ἐντολαῖς κ. δικαιώμασιν (see reff.), we must not press any difference between the terms. δικαίωμα, as Bleek remarks, is used of an ordinance of God, laying down what is δίκαιον for men.

Verse 7
7.] προβαίνειν is only found in the classics in this sense with τήν or κατὰ τὴν ἡλικίαν, or τῇ ἡλικίᾳ.

Verse 9-10
9, 10. τοῦ θυμιᾶσαι (not θυμιάσαι)] This was the most honourable office which was allotted among the priests each day, and the same person could not serve it more than once. On the manner of casting the lots, see Lightfoot in loc.

τοῦ θ. εἰσελθών = to go in and to burn incense. The gen. τοῦ is in government after the verb ἔλαχεν: see Winer, § 44. 4. a. This verb commonly governs an accusative, but now and then a genitive: see Kühner, § 521: and cf. Il. ω. 76.

τὸν ναόν] the holy place: see Hebrews 9:1-6, and Exodus 30:7.

An account of John Hyrcanus the high-priest having a vision at the time of offering incense occurs Jos. Antt. xiii. 10. 3: φασὶ γὰρ ὅτι κατʼ ἐκείνην τὴν ἡμέραν καθʼ ἣν οἱ παῖδες αὐτοῦ τῷ κυζικηνῷ συνέβαλον, αὐτὸς ἐν τῷ ναῷ θυμιῶν μόνος, ὢν ὁ ἀρχιερεύς, ἀκούσειε φωνῆς ὡς οἱ παῖδες αὐτοῦ νενικήκασιν ἀρτίως τὸν ἀντίοχον. καὶ τοῦτο προελθὼν ἐκ τοῦ ναοῦ παντὶ τῷ πλήθει φανερὸν ἐποίησε· καὶ συνέβη οὕτως γενέσθαι. Here also we have the people outside (in the courts of the men and women):—their prayers were offered while the incense was burnt, as the smoke was symbolical of the ascent of prayer, Revelation 8:3-4.

It appears, from the allotment having been just mentioned, to have been the morning incense burning. So Meyer. Theophylact and others understand the whole as describing the entry into the Holy of holies on the great day of Atonement, Leviticus 16. But this is manifestly an error: for it would necessitate Zacharias having been high-priest, which he never was; and in this case there would have been no casting of lots.

Verse 11
11.] The altar of incense, Exodus 30:1, must not be confounded with the large altar of burnt-offering: that stood outside the holy place, in the court of the priests. It was during the sacrifice on the great altar that the daily burning of the incense took place: one of the two priests, whose lot it was to offer incense, brought fire from off the altar of burnt-offering to the altar of incense, and then left the other priest there alone,—who, on a signal from the priest presiding at the sacrifice, kindled the incense: see Exodus 40:5; Exodus 40:26.

This is no vision, but an actual angelic appearance. The right is the favourable side: see Matthew 25:33. “We must understand the right as regarded the officiating priest, who stood with his face to the altar. It would thus be on the N. side of the holy place, where the table of shew-bread stood, whereas on the S. side was the golden candlestick.” Bleek.

Verse 13
13.] He had then prayed for a son—but as appears below, long since—for he now had ceased to look for an answer to his prayer. Many Commentators (Aug(6), Thl., Euth., Grot., &c.) have thought his prayer was for the salvation of Israel by the appearance of the Messiah: but the former view appears more probable.

ἰωάννην = יְהוֹחָנָן, ἰωανάν LXX, 1 Chronicles 3:24;— ἰωνά, 4 Kings 25:23;— ἰωάνης, 2 Chronicles 28:12;—= ‘God is favourable.’

Verse 15
15.] ἐνώπ. τ. κ., signifying the spiritual nature of his office and influence.

The priests were similarly prohibited to drink strong drink; and the Nazarites even more rigidly: see reff.

σίκ. = שֵׁכָר (from שָׁכַר, ‘inebriatus est’),—‘any strong liquor not made from grapes.’ [Wiclif renders “He schal not drynke wyne ne sidir.”]

πν. ἁγ. πλ. is a contrast to, and a reason for, the not drinking wine nor strong drink: compare Ephesians 5:18.

Olshausen and Meyer think that (comparing Luke 1:44) the meaning is, the Holy Spirit should in some wonderful manner act on the child even before his birth. But (see reff.) this is not necessary,—nay, would it not rather be in this case ἐν κοιλίᾳ …? The ἐκ seems to fix the prior limit of the indwelling of the Spirit, at his birth. Meyer grounds his view on the meaning of ἔτι as distinguished from ἤδη, and takes the construction as embracing both particulars—he shall be so in, and shall become so from … So likewise Bleek, and Hoffmann, Weiss. und Erfüll. ii. 250 f.

Verse 16
16.] The work of John was one of preparation and turning men’s hearts towards God. For full notes on his office, see on Matthew 11. It may suffice here to repeat, that it was a concentration of the spirit of the law, whose office it was to convince of sin: and that he eminently represented the law and the prophets in their work of preparing the way for Christ.

Verse 17
17.] ἐνώπ. αὐτοῦ—i.e. κυρίου τοῦ θ. αὐτῶν, manifest in the flesh. De Wette denies this interpretation, as contrary to all analogy: and yet himself explains the expression by saying that what the Messiah does, is in Scripture ascribed to God as its doer (similarly Meyer). But why? because Messiah is GOD WITH US. This expression is besides used (see Zechariah 14:5) in places where the undoubted and sole reference is to the Messiah. See Bleek’s note, in which he decides for this view, as against that which refers αὐτοῦ directly to the Messiah as the Son of God.

ἐν πν. κ. δυν.] As a type, a partial fulfilment, of the personal coming of Elias in the latter days (see note on Matthew 11:13-14). Bleek remarks that it was not in the wonder-working agency of Elias that John was like him, for “John did no miracle,”—but in the power of his uttered persuasion.

ἐπιστρ.…] The first member only of the sentence corresponds with Malachi, and that not verbatim. The angel gives the exposition of the second member,— καὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ,—for of course that must be understood in the better sense, of the good prevailing, and the bad becoming like them.

ἀπειθής, as in reff., not unbelieving, but disobedient. On the verb ἀπειθεῖν, see note, Hebrews 3:18, and on ἀπείθεια, note, Ephesians 2:2.

ἐν is elliptic for εἰς τὸ εἶναι ἐν … see reff.

Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xx. 29, vol. vii.—‘est sensus, ut etiam filii sic intelligant legem, id est, Judæi, quemadmodum patres eam intellexerunt, id est Prophetæ, in quibus erat et ipse Moyses:’ so also Kuinoel, but erroneously, for both articles would be expressed,— τῶν πατέρων ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα.

Verse 18
18.] The birth of John, involving human generation, but prophetically announced, and supernatural, answers to the birth of Isaac in the O.T.

But Abraham’s faith was a strong contrast to the unbelief of Zacharias: see Romans 4:19. De Wette, without noticing the above remark (which is Olshausen’s), says, “the same doubt, which Abraham also entertained in a similar case;” so that we have here, as often elsewhere, in the interpretation of Scripture (Genesis 15:6; Genesis 15:8; Genesis 17:17; Genesis 18:12), De Wette versus Paul (Rom. as above):—the fact being, that the case Genesis 15:8 was not similar.

πρεσβύτης] The Levites (see Numbers 4:3; Numbers 8:24-25) became superannuated at the age of fifty: but it appears, by extracts from the Rabbinical writings given by Lightfoot, that this was not the case with the priests.

Verse 19
19.] γαβριήλ = נַּבִרִיאֵל, Man of God: see Daniel 8:16 ; Daniel 9:21, also Tobit 12:15.

The names of the angels, say the Rabbis, came up with Israel from Babylon. We first read of both Michael and Gabriel in the book of Daniel. But we are not therefore to suppose that they were borrowed from any heathen system, as Strauss and the rationalists have done; the fact being, that the persons and order of the angels were known long before, and their names formed matter of subsequent revelation to Daniel: see Professor Mill’s Vindication of Luke , 1, § 4, and note A also Joshua 5:13-15.

ὁ παρεστ. ἐν. τ. θ., one of the chief angels near the throne of God. They are called seven in Tobit (ibid.): see Dr. Mill’s Tract, as above.

Verse 20
20.] We must not consider this dumbness solely as a punishment; it was also a sign, as Zacharias had required. It is impossible for us to say what the degree of unbelief in Zacharias was, and therefore we can be no judges as to his being deserving of the punishment (against Strauss and the rationalists).

κ. μ. δυν. λαλ.] This is not a repetition, but an explanation of the ground and reason, of σιωπῶν.

ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας γέν. ταῦτα] ποῖα; ἡ γέννησις δηλαδή, καὶ ἡ κλῆσις τοῦ ὀνόματος. Euthym(7)
ἀνθʼ ὧν is not a Hebraism, but good Greek: see Passow, and Matthiæ, § 480.

οἵτινες not merely identifies, but classifies: “being, as they are, of that kind which …”

Verse 21
21.] It was customary for the priest at the time of prayer not to remain long in the holy place, for fear the people who were without might imagine that any vengeance had been inflicted on him for some informality;—as he was considered the representative of the people. The words ἐθαύμαζον ἐν are best taken together, wondered at, as in ref. Sir. They may also be taken separately, taking ἐν as ‘during:’ and so Meyer: but this is not so probable.

Verse 22
22.] They knew, by some excitement, visible in his manner. It was not his office to pronounce the benediction, but that of the other incensing priest; so that his ‘not being able to speak,’ must mean, in answer to the enquiries which his unusual appearance prompted. This answer he gave by a sign: and the question was also by signs; for (see Luke 1:62) he was deaf, as well as dumb, which indeed is the strict meaning of κωφός— οὔτε λαλῶν, οὔτʼ ἀκούων, Hesych(8)
Verse 23
23. ὡς ἐπλήσ.] The week during which his course was on duty. Mr. Greswell, by much elaborate calculation, has made it probable, but only as one out of several alternatives, that this week was Tisri 18–25, = September 30–October 7, of the sixth year before the Christian era (Prolegg. p. 85 sqq.).

A deaf and dumb person, we thus see, was not precluded from some of the sacerdotal ministrations.

Verse 24-25
24, 25.] περιέκρυβεν—either, to avoid defilement: see Judges 13:13-14,—to hide her pregnancy from her neighbours till it was certain and apparent,—or, from the precaution which the first months of pregnancy require.

Kuinoel suggests, that the reason may have been, that she might devote herself more uninterruptedly to exercises of devotion and thankfulness, and that this is expressed by the words following.

If so, ὅτι must mean ‘because,’ as indeed is the usage of these first chapters,—see below on Luke 1:45; but it seems here to be only the usual particle by which a speech is introduced: see Genesis 29:33. And indeed λέγουσα really carries the reason of her hiding herself—“seeing that she said (within herself).…”

ἐπεῖδεν] There is no ellipsis of ἐμέ or ἐπʼ ἐμέ, nor is the meaning, ‘hath looked upon me;’ but ἐπʼ is to be taken with the infinitive following—hath condescended to remove: so ἐφοράω, Herod. i. 124: cf. ἐπεσκέψατο λαβεῖν, Acts 15:14. [ τὸ] ὄνειδος—of barrenness: see ref.

Verse 26
26.] τῷ ἕκτῳ—referring to the πέντε in Luke 1:24.

ναζαρέτ] In this particular the information of our Evangelist appears to be fuller than that of Matthew, who seems not to be aware of any residence at Nazareth previous to the birth of our Lord: but see note on Matthew 2:22.

Verses 26-38
26–38.] ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SAME ANGEL OF THE BIRTH OF CHRIST.

Verse 27
27.] ἐξ οἴκου δ refers to Joseph in this place, who (see Matthew 1) was of the direct lineage of David. That Mary was so, is no where expressed in the Gospels, but seems to be implied in Luke 1:32, and has been the general belief of Christians. The Son of David was to be the fruit of his body (Psalms 132:11); which He would not be, unless His virgin mother was of the house of David. See notes on the genealogy in ch. 3. (Still we must remember the absolute oneness in the marriage relation, which might occasion that Mary herself should be reckoned as being in very deed that which her husband was. Perhaps this has been hardly enough taken into account. Edn. 5, 1862.)

Verse 28
28.] κεχαριτωμ., not ‘gratiâ plena,’ as the Vulg.;—for, though χαριτόω is not found in classical writers, the analogy of all verbs in - όω must rule it to mean, the passing on of the action implied in the radical substantive to the object of the verb—the ‘conferring of grace or favour, upon.’ And this is its meaning in the only other place (see reff.) where it occurs in the N.T. Thl. explains it as corresponding to εὗρες χάριν παρὰ τῷ θεῷ, Luke 1:30 :— τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ κεχαριτῶσθαι, τὸ εὑρεῖν χάριν παρὰ τῷ θεῷ.

ὁ κύρ. μετὰ σοῦ] i.e. ἐστίν: see ref.

Verse 32
32. δαυεὶδ τοῦ π. αὐτ.] This announcement makes it almost certain (but see note above) that Mary also was of the house of David. No astonishment is expressed by her at this part of the statement, and yet, from the nature of her question, it is clear that she did not explain it by supposing Joseph to be the destined father of her child. See 2 Samuel 7:13; Psalms 89:3-4; Isaiah 9:7; Jeremiah 33:15.

Verse 34-35
34, 35.] This question differs from that raised by Zacharias above. It is merely an enquiry after the manner in which so wonderful a thing should take place; not, how shall I know this?—it takes for granted that it shall be, and only asks, How?
πνεῦμα ἅγ.] the Holy Spirit—the creative Spirit of God, of whom it is said, Genesis 1:2, that He ἐπεφέρετο ἐπάνω τοῦ ὕδατος. But as the world was not created by the Holy Ghost, but by the Son, so also the Lord was not begotten by the Holy Ghost, but by the Father: and that, before the worlds. “No more is here to be attributed to the Spirit, than what is necessary to cause the Virgin to perform the actions of a mother.… As Christ was made of the substance of the Virgin, so He was not made of the substance of the Holy Ghost, Whose essence cannot at all be made. And because the Holy Ghost did not beget Him by any communication of His essence, therefore He is not the Father of Him, though He were conceived by Him.” (Pearson on the Creed, p. 165, 166.)

ἐπισκιάσει] The figure is perhaps from a bird (as Grotius: see ref. Ps.), or from a cloud: see the other reff.

ἅγιον] Some take this for the predicate of τὸ γενν., ‘shall be called holy, the Son of God.’ But it is more simple to take it as E. V., that holy thing, &c., making τὸ γενν. ἅγ. the subject, and υἱ. θ. the predicate. On the latter expression, see note on Matthew 4:3.

Verse 36
36. συγγενής] On the συγγεν ίς in the var. readd., we may remark, that these fem. terminations of common adjectives belong to later Greek. συγγενίς, ἐσχάτως βάρβαρον, Pollux iii. 50. It is found in Plutarch, Quæst Rom. (vi. 314), &c. See Lobeck on Phrynichus, p. 452†. Cf. μοιχαλίς, Matthew 12:39 reff.

What relation, no where appears in Scripture: and traditions are not worth recounting. But we must take the word in the narrower sense, not in the wider reference of Romans 9:3. Elisabeth was of the tribe of Levi: but this need not hinder connexion by marriage with other tribes. Aaron himself married into Judah, Exodus 6:23. We find in Judges 17:7 a young man of the family of Judah who was a Levite. Philo de Monarch. ii. 11 (vol. ii. p. 229), says, προσέταξε τῷ μὲν ἀρχιερεῖ μνᾶσθαι μὴ μόνον γυναῖκα παρθένον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἱέρειαν ἐξ ἱερέων … ἐπετράπη δὲ τοῖς ἄλλοις καὶ μὴ ἱερέων γαμεῖν θυγατέρας.

Verse 37
37.] The future, in Hebrew, expresses that which does not belong to any fixed time, but shall ever be so.

ῥῆμα] See reff., and above on Luke 1:4. This place, and its original, Genesis 18:14, which are sometimes quoted to shew that ῥῆμα may mean simply “a thing,” are in fact most decisive against any such supposition. For the declaration amounts to this, “Hath the Lord spoken and can He not do it?”

Verse 38
38.] Her own faithful and humble assent is here given to the divine announcement which had been made to her. I believe that her conception of the Lord is to be dated from the utterance of these words. So Euthym(9): ἀπʼ αὐτῆς— ἤδη συλλαβούσης ἅμα τῷ λόγῳ αὐτοῦ. Similarly Iren(10), Tert(11), Ath(12), Maldonat., Grot. Lightfoot, holding a different opinion, says, Agnosco quidem, communiter obtinuisse, quod Virgo in urbe Nazareta conceperit, idque eodem instante quo Angelus eam alloquebatur. She was no unconscious vessel of the divine will, but (see Luke 1:45) in humility and faith, a fellow-worker with the purpose of the Father; and therefore her own unity with that purpose was required, and is here recorded.

Verse 39
39.] The situation of Elisabeth was not before this known to Mary; and on the intelligence of it from the angel, she arose and went to congratulate her kinswoman.

But before this the events related in Matthew 1:18-25 had happened.

Mary being betrothed to Joseph, had no communications with him, except through the pronubæ; who, on the first indications of her pregnancy, represented it to him. This would not take longer time than the expression ἐν ταῖς ἡμ. ταύ. might include—possibly three or four weeks. Then happened Matthew 1:19-20; and immediately Joseph took her home. As a betrothed virgin she could not travel; but now immediately, and perhaps for the very reason of the circumstances under which Joseph had taken her home, she visits Elisabeth,—remaining with her about three months, Luke 1:56. So that we have, five months, during which Elisabeth hid herself, + the sixth month, during which takes place the Annunciation, the discovery of Mary’s pregnancy, her taking home by Joseph, + three months visit of Mary = nine months, nearly her full time: see Luke 1:57.

πόλιν ἰούδα may possibly mean “the city of Juttah,” which (Joshua 21:16) was given, together with Hebron (in the hill country of Judæa: ib. Joshua 21:11), and other neighbouring cities, to the children of Aaron the priest.

But it may also mean ‘a city of Judah;’ and this is perhaps more likely, as no place of residence is mentioned for Zacharias in Luke 1:23,—and one would hardly be introduced so abruptly here. See for ἰούδα thus used, Matthew 2:6; Joshua 21:11.

It is not Jerusalem; for that would hardly have been described as in the hill country; and from Luke 1:23; Luke 1:65, the Evangelist clearly indicates some other place than Jerusalem as the residence of the parents of John.

Verses 39-56
39–56.] VISITATION OF ELISABETH BY MARY.

Verse 41
41.] The salutation uttered by Elisabeth is clearly implied to have been an inspiration of the Holy Spirit. No intimation had been made to her of the situation of Mary. The movement of the babe in her womb (possibly for the first time: vel nunc primum, vel saltem vehementius, quam pro more, Lightf.) was part of the effect of the same spiritual influence. The known mysterious effects of sympathy in such cases, at least lead us to believe that there may be corresponding effects where the causes are of a kind beyond our common experience.

τ. ἀσπασμ., not ‘the salutation of Mary (the Annunciation),’ but Mary’s salutation: the former construction is not according to Luke’s usage.

Verse 42
42.] εὐλογ. has a double meaning: that of blessed,—from above—blessed among women, i.e. beyond other women; and praised,—from below—i.e. called blessed by women. The former is the best rendering here: and then ἐν γ. will be the Hebrew superlative, as in Jeremiah 29:15 (49:15) and Song of Solomon 1:8.

Verse 43
43.] The word κυρίου, as applied to the unborn babe, can no otherwise be explained than as uttered in the spirit of prophecy, and expressing the divine nature of our Lord: see especially Psalms 110:1, from which Bleek thinks the expression is adopted.

Verse 45
45.] Either (as E. V., Vulg., Erasm., Beza, Meyer) blessed is she that believed, for, &c., or blessed is she that believed that there shall be, &c. The last is maintained by Bengel and De Wette, and supported by Acts 27:25. But I own it seems to me very improbable here; the sense and the period would both suffer;—and the usage of these first chapters is to render a reason by ὅτι: see Luke 1:37; Luke 1:48-49; Luke 1:68.

De Wette and Bleek urge against it, that we should thus look for σοί and not αὐτῇ. But surely the preceding ἡ πιστεύσασα, rendering the sentence axiomatic, would prepare the way for the demonstrative pronoun of the third person, on either view of ὅτι. I much prefer the former rendering, as agreeable likewise to the analogy of Scripture, where faith, in the recipient of the divine purposes, is so often represented as a co-ordinate cause of the fulfilment of those purposes. Lightf. well suggests, that there may have been present to the mind of Elisabeth the unbelief of her husband, as contrasted with Mary’s faith.

Verse 46-47
46, 47.] ψυχὴ— πνεῦμα, the whole inner being: see on 1 Thessalonians 5:23.

σωτῆρι—not merely ‘Deliverer from degradation, as a daughter of David’—but, in a higher sense, author of that salvation which God’s people expected [among whom the Holy Virgin reckons herself. Only sinners need a Saviour].

Verses 46-55
46–55.] Compare throughout the song of Hannah, 1 Samuel 2:1-10.

As connected with the defence of the hymns contained in these two chapters, we may observe, taking the very lowest ground, that there is nothing improbable, as matter of fact, in holy persons, full of the thoughts which permeate the O.T. prophecies, breaking out into such songs of praise as these, which are grounded on and almost expressed in the words of Scripture (see Dr. Mill, Historical character of Luke 1 vindicated, p. 40 ff.). The Christian believer however will take a higher view than this, and attribute to the mother of our Lord, that same inspiration of the Holy Spirit which filled Elisabeth (Luke 1:41) and Zacharias (Luke 1:67).

Verse 48
48.] Bleek remarks, that the ἐπιβλέψαι ἐπὶ τὸν υἱόν μου of Luke 9:38, is ἐλέησόν μου τὸν υἱόν in Matthew 17:15.

ταπείν.] low condition, not humility; the noun is an objective one.

Verse 51
51.] The dative διανοίᾳ apparently expresses the realm in which the ὑπερηφανία is shewn. Bleek quotes from Symmachus, Psalms 75:6, ὑπερήφανοι τῇ καρδίᾳ: but it is τὴν καρδίαν: the LXX however in the same place has ἀσύνετοι τῇ καρδίᾳ.

Luke 1:55 is not rendered in the E. V. according to the construction; from Psalms 97:3 it will be seen that μνησθῆναι ἐλέους τῷ ἀβ. are to be joined together, and therefore καθὼς … ἡμῶν will be parenthetical. See Micah 7:20.

Verses 51-55
51–55.] These aorists express, not the habit of the past, but the consequences involved for the future in that which the Lord had done to her.

Verses 57-79
57–79.] BIRTH AND NAMING OF JOHN THE BAPTIST.

Verse 59
59.] ἐκάλουν—they were calling—wished to call: see Matthew 3:14 for this use of the imperfect. The names of children were given at circumcision, because, at the institution of that rite, the names of Abram and Sarai were changed to Abraham and Sarah,—Genesis 17:5; Genesis 17:15.

Verse 60
60.] There is no reason for supposing, with Theophyl., Euthym(13), Meyer, that Elisabeth had had the name supernaturally intimated to her. She must necessarily have learnt it, in the course of communication by writing, from her husband.

Verse 62
62.] The natural inference (see on Luke 1:22) from this verse is, that Zacharias was deaf as well as dumb; nor do I think Kuinoel, De Wette, Meyer, Olshausen, Bengel, Bleek, and Bp. Wordsworth have succeeded in invalidating this inference. There could have been no reason for beckoning, had Zacharias been able to hear articulate words. Bengel’s reason, adopted by Bp. W., “commodius est muto innuentes videre quam loquentes audire,” is surely too far-fetched.

Verse 63
63.] πινακίδ. (= πινάκιον, Aristoph. Vesp. 167), a tablet smeared with wax, on which they wrote with a style. On λέγων, a Hebraism, as applied to writing, see reff. and Jos. Antt. xi. 4. 7,— δαρεῖος ἀντιγράφει τῷ σισίνῃ … τάδε λέγων.

ἐθαύμ. πάντες] This also confirms the view that Zacharias was deaf. There would be nothing wonderful in his acceding to his wife’s suggestion, if he had known it: the coincidence, apparently without this knowledge, was the matter of wonder.

Verse 64
64.] For now first had the angel’s words, καλέσεις τὸ ὄν. αὐτ. ἰωάννην, Luke 1:13, received their fulfilment.

Verse 65
65.] For the construction περιοικ. αὐτούς, see Herod. Luke 1:78 : Xen. Anab. ver 6. 16.

ῥήματα, words; not ‘things,’ see above on Luke 1:4; Luke 1:37. All this tale became matter of λαλιά throughout, &c.

Verse 66
66.] λέγοντες carries a slightly logical force with it;—almost = ‘for they said.’

ἄρα refers back to the circumstances which have happened—What then shall, &c.: see ch. Luke 8:25 : Acts 12:18.

καὶ γὰρ χεὶρ κ.…, a remark inserted by the Evangelist himself, not a further saying of the speakers in the verse before, as Kuinoel and others maintain. The γάρ refers back to the question just asked, q. d., ‘And they might well enquire thus, for’ &c.

Verse 68
68.] After ἐπεσκέψατο (for Hebraistic sense of which see reff.) must be understood, as an object, τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, contained in the following dative.

Verses 68-79
68–79.] This Hymn of thanksgiving appears to have been uttered at the time of the circumcision of the child (in which case the matters related in Luke 1:65-66 are parenthetical and anticipatory)—and, as the Magnificat, under the immediate influence of inspiration of the Holy Ghost. It is entirely Hebrew in its cast and idioms, and might be rendered in that language almost word for word. It serves, besides its own immediate interest to every Christian, to shew to us the exact religious view under which John was educated by his father. “It may be well for the student to read the beginning of this and the following chapter in Hebrew, in which they have been published in translations of the N.T. and in the Book of Common Prayer rendered into that language.” Wordsw.

Verse 69
69.] κέρας—a metaphor from horned beasts, who are weak and defenceless without, but formidable with their horns: see reff.; and cf. Hor. Od. iii. 21. 18, ‘addis cornua pauperi.’ There does not seem to be any allusion (Selden, &c.) to the horns of the altar—the mere notion of a refuge is never connected with the Messiah’s Kingdom.

Verse 70
70.] Meyer cites τοὺς ἀπʼ αἰῶνος ῥήτορας, Longin. 34.

Verse 72
72. ποιῆσαι …] For a similar use of the infinitive, see Luke 1:54. We may take it here either as of the purpose, “to perform …,” which is recommended by the ὅρκον ὃν κ. τ. λ., below,—or with Euthym(14), Bleek, alli(15)., as epexegetic, and equivalent to ἐν τῷ ποιῆσαι, or in English to a participial clause, ‘performing,’ &c.

Verse 73
73.] ὅρκον ὃν … for ὅρκου, ὃν …: see Genesis 22:16-18. Calvin, alli(16)., suppose the construction to be κατὰ τὸν ὅρκον ὃν …; Grotius makes the words dependent on ἐλάλησεν above, as also the infin. ποιῆσαι: Bleek thinks that the accusative is directly governed by μνησθῆναι, as well as the preceding genitive. “The Holy Spirit, speaking by Zacharias, seems to refer here to the providential dispensation signified in the names of the Baptist and his parents. The Baptist, by his name John, spake of the ἔλεος or grace of God: Zacharias (from זָכַר, recordatus fuit, and יָהּ, Jah, Jehovah) signifies θεὸς ἐμνήσθη, and Elisabeth (from אֵל, El, Deus, and שָׁבַע, sheba, juravit) is connected with the ὅρκος θεοῦ .” Wordsw. This seems probable in the case before us: but the student must be reminded that it is ground to be very cautiously trodden, and where a morbid or pedantic fancy will be constantly going astray.

Verse 74-75
74, 75.] The attempts to remove the Jewish worship by Antiochus Epiphanes and by the Romans, had been most calamitous to the people.

This ἐν ὁσι. κ. δικαιοσ. sufficiently refutes the idea of some, that the whole subject of this song is the temporal theocratic greatness of the Messiah.

Verse 76
76.] It is not necessary to interpret κυρίου of the Messiah: it may be said of God, whose people (Luke 1:77) Israel was. But the believing Christian will find it far more natural thus to apply it, especially in connexion with Matthew 1:21.

Verse 77
77.] ἐν ἀφέσει, in remission, the element in which the former blessing was to be conferred. The remission of sin is the first opening for the γνῶσις σωτηρίας: see ch. Luke 3:7.

Verse 78
78.] ἀνατολή is (see reff.) the LXX rendering for צֶמַח a branch or sprout—and thus, ‘that which springs up or rises,’ as Light:—which, from the clauses following, seems to be the meaning here.

ἐξ ὕψ. may be taken with ἀνατ., as in E. V.:—or perhaps with the verb ἐπιφᾶναι. But however taken, the expression is not quite easy to understand. The word had come apparently to be a name for the Messiah: thus in ref. Zech. ἰδοὺ ἀνήρ, ἀνατολὴ ὄνομα αὐτῷ: and then figures arising from the meaning of the word itself, became mixed with that which was said of Him. The day-spring does not come ἐξ ὕψους, but from beneath the horizon; but the Messiah does. Again the ἐπιφᾶναι κ. τ. λ. of the next verse belongs to the day-spring, and only figuratively to the Messiah. See Bleek’s long note.

Verse 79
79.] See reff. Care must be taken on the one hand not to degrade the expressions of this song of praise into mere anticipations of temporal prosperity, nor, on the other, to find in it (except in so far as they are involved in the inner and deeper sense of the words, unknown save to the Spirit who prompted them) the minute doctrinal distinctions of the writings of St. Paul. It is the expression of the aspirations and hopes of a pious Jew, waiting for the salvation of the Lord, finding that salvation brought near, and uttering his thankfulness in Old Testament language, with which he was familiar, and at the same time under prophetic influence of the Holy Spirit. That such a song should be inconsistent with dogmatic truth, is impossible: that it should unfold it minutely, is in the highest degree improbable.

Verse 80
80.] A very similar conclusion to those in ch. Luke 2:40; Luke 2:52, and denoting probably the termination of that record or document of the birth of the Baptist, which the Evangelist has hitherto been translating, or perhaps transcribing already translated.

That this first chapter is such a separate document, appears from its very distinct style. Whether it had been preserved in the holy family, or how otherwise obtained by Luke, no trace now appears. It has a certain relation to, and at the same time is distinguished from, the narration of the next chapter. The Old Testament spirit is stronger here, and the very phraseology more in unison with Hebrew usage.

ταῖς ἐρ.] The ὀρεινή of Judæa was very near this wilderness, and from the character of John’s official life afterwards, it is probable that in youth he would be given to solitude and abstemiousness. It cannot be supposed that the Essenes, dwelling in those parts, had any, or only the most general kind of influence over him, as their views were wholly different from his.

ἀναδ., opening of his official life: see note on ch. Luke 10:1.

02 Chapter 2 
Verse 1-2
1, 2.] We go back again now to the birth of John, or shortly after it.

In annotating on these verses, I will first state the difficulty in which they appear to be involved,—then the remarkable way in which a solution has been found.

The assertion in these verses is this—that a decree went forth, &c., and that this enrolment first took place when Cyrenius (Quirinus, see below) was governor of Syria. It would then appear, either that this very enrolment took place under Quirinus,—or that the first did so, and this was subsequent to it. Now both of these senses formerly seemed to be inadmissible. For Quirinus was not known to have been governor of Syria till the year 758 U.C., after the banishment of Archelaus, and the addition of his territory to the province of Syria.

τῆς δὲ ἀρχ. χώρας ὑποτελοῦς προσνεμηθείσης τῇ σύρων, πέμπεται κυρήνιος ὑπὸ καίσαρος, ἀνὴρ ὑπατικός, ἀποτιμησόμενος τὰ ἐν συρίᾳ, καὶ τὸν ἀρχελάου ἀποδωσόμενος οἶκον. Jos. Antt. xvii. 13. 5. And the birth of our Lord occurred at least eight years before this, previous to Herod’s death, and when Sentius Saturninus was governor of Syria. But in a Commentatio of A. W. Zumpt of Berlin (the nephew of the distinguished grammarian of that name), De Syria Romanorum provincia ab Cœsare Augusto ad T. Vespasianum, he makes it highly probable that Quirinus was TWICE governor of Syria. The substance of his researches is as follows:—In 9 B.C. Sentius Saturninus succeeded M. Titius in the province of Syria, and governed it three years. He was succeeded by T. Quintilius Varus (Jos. Antt. xvii. 5. 2), who, as it appears, remained governor up to the end of 4 B.C. Thenceforward we lose sight of him till he is appointed to the command in Germany, in which he lost his life in A.D. 7. We also lose sight of the governors of Syria till the appointment of P. Sulpicius Quirinus, in A.D. 6. Now from the maxim acted on by Augustus (Dio Cass. lii. 23), that none should hold an imperial province for less than three or more than five years, Varus cannot have been governor of Syria during the twelve years from B.C. 6 to A.D. 6. Who then were the missing governors? One of them has been found, L. Volusius Saturninus, whose name occurs as “legatus Syriae” on a coin of Antioch, A.D. 4 or 5. But his proconsulate will not fill the whole time, and one or two governors must be supplied between Varus, ending 4 B.C., and Volusius, 4 or 5 A.D. Just in that interval falls the census, of which it is said in the text, that it πρώτη ἐγένετο ἡγεμονεύοντος τῆς συρίας κυρηνίου. Could Quirinus have been governor at any such time? From Jan. to Aug(17) B.C. 12 he was consul. Soon after that he triumphed over the Homonadenses (“mox expugnatis per Ciliciam Homonadensium castellis insignia triumphi adeptus,” Tac. Ann. iii. 48). Now Zumpt applies the exhaustive process to the provinces which could by any possibility have been under Quirinus at this time, and eliminates from the enquiry Asia,—Pontus and Bithynia,—and Galatia. Cilicia only remains. But at this time, as he shews, that province had been reduced by successive diminutions, had been separated (Dio Cass. liv. 4) from Cyprus, and, as is shewn by the history of the misconduct of Piso soon afterwards, who was charged with having, as ex-governor of Syria, attempted “repetere provinciam armis” (Tac. Ann. iii. 12), because he had attacked Celenderis, a fort in Cilicia (ib. ii. 78–80), attached to the province of Syria. This Zumpt also confirms by the accounts in Tacitus (Ann. vi. 41; xii. 55) of the Clitæ, a seditious tribe of Cilicia Aspera, who on two occasions were repressed by troops sent by the governors of Syria. Quirinus then appears to have been governor of Syria at some time during this interval. But at what time? We find him in the East (Tac. Ann. iii. 48), as “datus rector C. Cæsari Armeniam obtinenti;” and this cannot have been during his well-known governorship of Syria, which began in A.D. 6; for Caius Cæsar died in A.D. 4. Zumpt, by arguments too long to be reproduced here, but very striking and satisfactory, fixes the time of his first governorship at from B.C. 4 to B.C. 1, when he was succeeded by M. Lollius. It is true this does not quite remove our difficulty. But it brings it within such narrow limits, that any slight error in calculation, or even the latitude allowed by the words πρώτη ἐγένετο might well cover it. I may mention it as remarkable, that Justin Martyr three times distinctly asserts that our Lord was born under Quirinus, and appeals to the register then made, as if from it the fact might, if necessary, be confirmed: Apol. i. 34, p. 65; 46, p. 71: Dial. 78, p. 175.

We conclude then, that an ἀπογραφή or enrolment of names with a view to ascertain the population of the empire, was commanded and put in force at this time, unaccompanied (probably) by any payment of money. Mr. Greswell (vol. i. p. 511) cites a passage of Suidas— ὅτι αὔγουστος καῖσαρ, δόξαν αὐτῷ πάντας τοὺς οἰκήτορας ῥωμαίων (?) κατὰ πρόσωπον ἀριθμεῖ, βουλόμενος γνῶναι πόσον ἐστὶ πλῆθος: and has made it probable that, notwithstanding a difficulty in the numbers, this was a census of the empire, and not of the city. We know (see Tacitus, Ann. i. 11: Sueton. Aug. 28, 101: Dio liii. 30; lvi. 33) that Augustus drew up a rationarium or breviarium totius imperii, which took many years to arrange and complete, and of which the enrolment of the inhabitants of the provinces would naturally form a part. Of the data for this compilation, the enrolment in our text might be one.

That Judæa was not a Roman province at this time, is no objection to our text; for the breviarium of Augustus contained the ‘regna’ of the Roman empire, as well as the ‘provincias.’

For a statement of the case and its difficulties as they stood before Zumpt’s discovery, see Wieseler, Chronol. Synops. i. 73–122; and a good summary and criticism of the various hypotheses in Winer’s Realwörterbuch, edn. 3, art. Quirinus: and a new and curious hypothesis in Bp. Wordsw. h. l., who inclines to reject the above solution. In Dio Cassius, where we might expect to find information, this portion of the reign of Augustus is apparently defective.

κυρην.] P. Sulpicius Quirinus (not Quirinius, for κυρήνιος is the Greek form of Quirinus, Meyer ii. 222: see Sueton. Tib. 49: Tacit. Ann. iii. 48, where however Beck reads Quirinius).

Verses 1-20
1–20.] BIRTH OF CHRIST. ITS ANNOUNCEMENT, AND CELEBRATION BY THE HOSTS OF HEAVEN.

Verses 3-5
3–5.] There is a mixture here of Roman and Jewish customs, which is not at all improbable, considering the circumstances. In the Roman census, men, women, and children were all obliged to go and be enrolled. Dion. Hal. iv. 15, ἃπαντας ἐκέλευσε ( ὁ τύλλιος) τοὺς ὁμοπάγους κατὰ κεφαλὴν ὡρισμένον νόμισμά τι συνεισφέρειν, ἕτερον μέν τι τοὺς ἄνδρας, ἕτερον δέ τι τὰς γυναῖκας, ἄλλο δέ τι τοὺς ἀνήβους. But then this census was made at their dwelling-place, not at that of their extraction. The latter practice springs from the Jewish genealogical habits, and its adoption in this case speaks strongly for the accuracy of the chronology. If this enrolment was by order of Augustus, and for the whole empire, it of course would be made so as to include all, after the Roman manner: but inasmuch as it was made under the Jewish king Herod, it was done after the Jewish manner, in taking this account of each at his own place of extraction.

Mary being apparently herself sprung from the lineage of David (see ch. Luke 1:32), might on this account go to Bethlehem, being, as some suppose, an inheritress; but this does not seem to be the Evangelist’s meaning, but that, after the Roman manner, she accompanied her husband.

No stress must be laid on ἐμνηστ., as if she were only the betrothed wife of Joseph at this time;—she had been taken to his house before this: the history in our text happening during the time indicated by Matthew 1:25.

Verse 7
7.] Now that πρωτότοκον has disappeared from the text of St. Matthew [Luke 1:25], it must be here remarked, that although the term may undoubtedly be used of an only child, such use is necessarily always connected with the expectation of others to follow, and can no longer have place when the whole course of events is before the writer and no others have followed. The combination of this consideration with the fact that brethren of our Lord are brought forward in this Gospel in close connexion with His mother, makes it as certain as any implied fact can be, that those brethren were the children of Mary herself.

Ancient tradition states the birthplace of our Lord to have been a cave: thus Justin Martyr, Dial. 78, p. 175, ἐπειδὴ ἰωσὴφ οὐκ εἶχεν ἐν τῇ κώμῃ ἐκείνῃ ποῦ καταλῦσαι, ἐν σπηλαίῳ τινὶ σύνεγγυς τῆς κώμης κατέλυσε· καὶ τότε, ὄντων αὐτῶν ἐκεῖ, ἐτετόκει ἡ ΄αρία τὸν χριστόν, καὶ ἐν φάτνῃ αὐτὸν ἐτεθείκει. And Origen, against Celsus, i. 51, p. 367: ἀκολούθως τῇ ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ περὶ τῆς γενέσεως αὐτοῦ ἱστορίᾳ δείκνυται τὸ ἐν βηθλεὲμ σπήλαιον ἔνθα ἐγεννήθη, καὶ ἡ ἐν τῷ σπηλαίῳ φάτνη ἔνθα ἐσπαργανώθη. Similarly Eusebius, Athanasius, and others. This tradition is nowise inconsistent with our text—for caves are used in most rocky countries as stables. Bleek has noticed that Justin Martyr refers to a prophecy in Isaiah 33:16 ( οὗτος οἰκήσει ἐν ὑψηλῷ σπηλαίῳ πέτρας ἰσχυρᾶς, LXX), and is disposed to think with Calov., alli(18)., that the tradition may have arisen from this. But is not the converse much more likely?

καταλύματι, a public inn, or place of reception for travellers; not ‘a room in a private house,’ for then the expression would be, ‘They found no κατάλυμα.’ Of what sort this inn was, does not appear. It probably differs from πανδοχεῖον, ch. Luke 10:34, in not being kept by an host, πανδοχεύς: see note there.

Verse 8
8.] Mr. Greswell has made it highly probable (Diss. x. vol. i.) that our Lord was born on the evening of (i.e. which began) the 5th of April, the 10th of the Jewish Nisan: on which same day of April, and the 14th of Nisan, He suffered thirty-three years after. Before this time there would be abundance of grass in the pastures—the spring rains being over: but much after it, and till after the autumnal equinox again, the pastures would be comparatively bare: see note on John 6:10.

ἀγρ.] spending the night in the open field.
φυλ. φυλακὰς τ. ν., either, keeping watch by night, or, keeping the watches of the night. The former seems most probable: and so Meyer and Bleek: see ref. Xen., and add Alexis in Athen(19) xv. 58, p. 700— ὁ πρῶτος εὑρὼν μετὰ λυχνούχου περιπατεῖν τῆς νυκτός, ἦν τις κηδεμὼν τῶν δακτύλων.

Verse 9
9.] δόξα—the brightness of God’s presence—the Shechinah (see reff.) which also accompanied His angels when they appeared to men. It is agreeable at least to the analogy of the divine dealings, to suppose with Olshausen, that these shepherds, like Symeon, were waiting for the consolation of Israel.

Verse 10-11
10, 11.] παντὶ τῷ λ., not (E. V.) to all people, here: but to all THE people,—the Jewish people. To them was the first message of joy, before the bursting in of the Gentiles—just as here the one angel gives the prefatory announcement, before the multitude of the heavenly host burst in with their proclamation of ‘peace on earth.’

σωτήρ] a Saviour, as E. V.,—the name being particularized afterwards.

χρ. κύρ.] This is the only place where these words come together. In ch. Luke 23:2 we have χρ. βασιλέα, and in Acts 2:36 κύριον καὶ χρ. (In Colossians 3:24 we have, in a somewhat different meaning (said to servants), τῷ κυρίῳ χριστῷ δουλεύετε.) And I see no way of understanding this κύριος, but as corresponding to the Hebrew JEHOVAH.

Verse 12
12.] Olshausen hazards a conjecture that the stable or cave may possibly have belonged to these shepherds. But I think the words ἕως (20)., Luke 2:15, do not look as if Bethlehem were their home. It seems clear that the spot was somehow known to them by the angel’s description.

βρέφος—not ‘the child;’—the angel in giving the sign, generalizes the term—they were to know the truth of his words, by finding a child wrapped in swaddling clothes, lying in a manger.

Verse 14
14.] The disputes about this short song of praise are (with one exception, see below) so much solemn trifling. As to whether ἐστιν or ἔστω should be supplied, the same question might be raised of every proclamation which was ever uttered. The sense of both these is included. It is both There is, and Let there be, glory, &c. The song in the re(21). is in three clauses, forming a Hebrew parallelism, in which the third clause is subordinate to and an amplification of the second, and so is without a copula to it.

εὐδοκία (see reff.) is that good pleasure of God in Christ by which He reconciles the world to Himself in Him (2 Corinthians 5:19). And this it is, whether εὐδοκία or εὐδοκίας be read. The interpretation of the latter reading by the vul(22). and R.-Cath. interpreters generally, as “bonæ voluntatis,” “peace on earth for those that like it,” is untenable in Greek as well as in theology. The only passage which seems in any degree to justify it is Philippians 1:15, τινὲς … διʼ εὐδοκίαν τὸν χριστὸν κηρύσσουσιν, where however we have nothing like the harsh usage which must be assumed here, of the subjective gen. with the absolute sense of the noun. The only admissible rendering is, ‘Among men of God’s good pleasure,’ i.e. among the elect people of God: cf. for the gen. Acts 9:15; Colossians 1:13. And so Bleek renders: und auf εrden Friede unter den Menchen des Wohlgefallens, namlich, des g οttlichen Wohlgefallens. A curious connexion of εὐδοκίας with εἰρήνη is found in the passage of Origen-int. by which the gen. is supported:—“Pax enim quam non dat Dominus super terram non est pax bonæ voluntatis.” This might perhaps be admissible as matter of mere construction, especially as St. Luke loves to separate genitives from their nouns in construction by an intervening word or words: but it would be difficult to justify it exegetically. As regards the reading, the evidence is materially affected by the fact that (23) reads εὐδοκίας a prima manu, as I have myself ascertained at Rome: and that (24) reads the same. I have therefore now edited the genitive without any marks of doubt. 1862.

Verse 15
15.] If the bracketed words be retained, it will be better to understand them as applying to the shepherds merely, than (with De Wette and Meyer) to suppose οἱ ἄνθ. to be used as distinctive of the shepherds from the angels. Such distinctions are not usual, whereas the redundant ἄνθρ. is: see reff. οἱ ποιμένες specifies what οἱ ἄνθρ. stated generally: the men, viz. the shepherds.
Verse 19
19.] συνετ., in her memory.

ῥήμ. may have its literal sense, words: viz. those spoken by the shepherds:—or its Hebraistic, as above, Luke 2:15, which is more probable—all these things now spoken of.
συμβ., revolving them—comparing one with another.

Verse 21
21.] HIS CIRCUMCISION. The second καί must not be rendered ‘also.’ It is simply redundant, as in reff. The Lord was made like unto His brethren (Hebrews 2:17; Hebrews 4:15) in all weakness and bodily infirmity, from which legal uncleanness arose. The body which He took on Him, though not a body of sin, was mortal, subject to the consequence of sin,—in the likeness of sinful flesh: but incorruptible by the indwelling of the Godhead (1 Peter 3:18). In the fulfilment therefore of His great work of redemption He became subject to legal rites and purifications—not that they were absolutely necessary for Him, but were included in those things which were πρέποντα for Him in His humiliation and ‘making perfect:’ and in His lifting up of that human nature, for which all these things were absolutely necessary (Genesis 17:14), into the Godhead.

Verse 22
22.] See Leviticus 12:1-8, where however the child is not, as here, expressly included in the purification. (It is hardly possible that Joseph should be implied in the αὐτῶν, as Euthym(25), Meyer, interpret it.) The reading αὐτοῦ is remarkable, and hardly likely to have been a correction. αὐτῆς, adopted by the E. V., is almost without authority (see var. readd.), and is a manifest correction.

Bengel denies that either the Lord or His mother wanted purification; and mentions that some render αὐτῶν ‘of the Jews,’ but does not approve of it (John 2:6 is certainly no case in point). See the last note, on the necessity of purification for both.

Verses 22-38
22–38.] THE PURIFICATION IN THE TEMPLE. SYMEON AND ANNA RECOGNIZE AND PROPHESY OF HIM.

Verse 23
23.] God had taken the tribe of Levi instead of the firstborn that openeth the womb, Numbers 3:12, and required only the excess in number of the first-born over the Levites to be redeemed (ib. Numbers 3:44-51). This arrangement appears afterwards to have been superseded by a general command to redeem all the first-born at five shekels of the sanctuary (Numbers 18:15-16).

Verse 24
24.] The offering (ref. Levit.) was, a lamb for a burnt-offering, and a pigeon for a sin-offering: but if the parties were too poor to bring a lamb, then two pigeons. But as Bleek remarks, we are not hereby justified in assuming extreme poverty to have been the condition of our Lord’s family. This no where appears from the gospel history.

Verse 25
25.] It appears that this Symeon might have been Symeon the son of Hillel,—and father of Gamaliel, mentioned in Acts 5:34 ff. But we have no means of ascertaining this. It is no objection to it that he is here merely ἄνθρωπος, seeing that Gamaliel himself is only φαρισαῖός τις in Acts 5:34.

παράκλ.] See Acts 28:20. It was a common form of adjuration among the Jews, ‘Ita videam consolationem, si’ &c., referring to Isaiah 40:1.

On the general expectation of deliverance at this time, see on Matthew 2:1 ff.

Verse 26
26.] Of the nature of this intimation, nothing is said. Symeon was the subject of an especial indwelling and leading of the Holy Ghost, analogous to that higher form of the spiritual life expressed in the earliest days by walking with God—and according to which God’s saints have often been directed and informed in an extraordinary manner by His Holy Spirit. In the power of this intimation, and in the spirit of prophecy consequent on it, he came into the Temple on this occasion.

Verse 28
28.] καί here again is not also, but simply the introduction to the apodosis.

Verse 29
29.] ἀπολύεις, not τοῦ ζῆν, or ἐκ τῆς γῆς,—but as being τὸν δοῦλόν σου, he thinks of his death as the termination of, and so dismissal from, his servitude. Meyer. Bleek thinks that there is no such allusion, but that the word is used absolutely, as in Genesis 15:2; Numbers 20:29.

Verse 32
32.] See Isaiah 49:6. The general term of the last verse ( πάντ. τ. λαῶν) is here divided into two, the Gentiles, and Israel.

It is doubtful, whether δόξαν is to be taken as co-ordinate with φῶς (so Bengel, Meyer, De W., alli(26).), or with ἀποκάλυψιν. The former seems more probable; and so E. V.

Verse 33
33. ὁ πατ. αὐτοῦ] In Luke 2:48 we have Joseph again called by this name. Our Lord Himself would not speak of him thus, see Luke 2:49; but in the simplicity of the narrative we may read οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ and such expressions, without any danger of forgetting the momentous history of the Conception and Nativity.

Verse 34
34.] κεῖται εἰς, is appointed for—see reff.: not (Meyer) ‘lies here, in my arms.’

πτῶσιν, as a stone of stumbling and rock of offence (Isaiah 8:14; Romans 9:33), at which they should fall through unbelief.

ἀνάστ., rising up—in the sense of ch. Luke 1:52—by faith and holiness; or, the πτῶσις and ἀνάστ. may refer to the same persons; as it is said by our Lord, ‘He that humbleth himself shall be exalted.’ I prefer this last interpretation, as cohering best with the next verse: see note on it.

Verse 35
35.] This prophecy I do not believe to have its chief reference to the deep sorrows of the mother of our Lord on beholding His sufferings (Euthym(27), alli(28).), much less to her future death by martyrdom (Epiphan., Lightf.); least of all to the Crucifixion, which by shedding the blood of her Son, would also pierce her heart and drain it of its life-blood and make it childless, as Bp. Wordsw. referring to Bede, Aug(29), who however (cf. Aug(30) Ep. ad Paulinum cxlix. 33, vol. ii., and Bede, in Luc. Expos. i. vol. iii. p. 346; Homil. lib. i. 15, vol. v. p. 81) say nothing of the kind, but simply refer the saying to her grief at beholding the Passion: and to Origen, who (in Luc. Hom. xvii. vol. iii. p. 952) gives a totally different interpretation, “pertransibit infidelitatis gladius, et ambiguitatis mucrone ferieris, et cogitationes tuæ te in diversa lacerabunt, cum videris illum quem Filium Dei audieras … crucifigi &c.” None of these interpretations satisfy us: for the words stand in a totally different connexion, and one far worthier of the honour of that holy woman, and of the spiritual character of Symeon’s prophecy: that prophecy is, of the struggle of many in Israel through repentance to faith in this Saviour; among which number even His mother herself was to be included. The sharp pangs of sorrow for sin must pierce her heart also (cf. esp. Acts 2:37); and the general end follows; that the reasonings out of many hearts may be revealed; that they who receive the Lord Jesus may be manifest, and they who reject Him: see John 9:39. Similarly Bleek: finding moreover in the traces of her connexion with our Lord in the Evangelic history the piercing and dividing of her soul, and in the last notice of her in Acts 1, the triumph of her faith after the Ascension.

Verse 37
37. νηστ. καὶ δεήσ.] Not merely in the ordinary hours of prayer, at nine, and three, or the ordinary fasts on Monday and Thursday, but in an ascetic-devotional method of life.

νύκτα is put first, because fasts were reckoned from one evening to another. Meyer. Is it not rather because the greater solemnity and emphasis rests on the religious exercise by night?

Verse 38
38.] The ἀνθ ωμολ. has been understood (by Erasm., Calv., Calov., alli(31).) to refer to Symeon’s also having praised God: but Winer, Meyer, and Bleek more accurately regard the prep. as pointing to the retributive nature of the offering of praise.

It was possibly at the hour of prayer; as she spoke of Him to numbers, who would at such a time be flocking to the temple.

Verse 39
39.] Certainly the obvious inference from this verse is, that Joseph and Mary returned from Jerusalem to Nazareth direct. But it is only an inference, and not the assertion of the text. This part of the gospel history is one where the Harmonists, by their arbitrary reconcilements of the two Evangelistic accounts, have given great advantage to the enemies of the faith. As the two accounts now stand, it is wholly impossible to suggest any satisfactory method of uniting them; every one who has attempted it has, in some part or other of his hypothesis, violated probability and common sense. But, on the other hand, it is equally impossible definitely to say that they could not be reconciled by a thorough knowledge of the facts themselves; and such an assertion, whenever made, shews great ignorance of the origin and course of oral narration. How many things will a relator say, being unaware of certain important circumstances outside his narrative, which seem to preclude those circumstances? How often will points of time be apparently brought close together in such a narration,—between which, events most weighty to the history have occurred? The only inference from these two accounts, which is inevitable, is, that they are wholly independent of one another. If Luke had seen the Gospel of Matthew, or vice versa, then the variations are utterly inexplicable; and the greatest absurdities of all are involved in the writings of those who assume this, and then proceed to harmonize. Of the dwelling at Nazareth before the Nativity, of the circumstances which brought Joseph and Mary to Bethlehem, of the Presentation in the temple, Matthew’s account knows nothing; of the visit of the Magi, the murder of the Innocents, the flight to Egypt, Luke’s is unaware. In all the main circumstances of the Conception and Nativity they agree, or are easily and naturally reconciled (see further in note on John 7:42).

Verse 39-40
39, 40.] RETURN TO NAZARETH.

Verse 40
40.] ηὔξανεν—in body. ἐκρ., in spirit: πνεύματι is a correct gloss. “The body advances in stature, and the soul in wisdom … the divine nature revealed its own wisdom in proportion to the measure of the bodily growth.” Cyril. Oxf. transl. p. 30.

πληρ., becoming filled: see Luke 2:52 and note there.

Verse 41
41.] See Exodus 23:14-17. Women, according to the maxims of the school of Hillel, were bound to go up once in the year—to the Passover.

τῇ ἑορτῇ] at, or in the feast; not ‘to the feast;’ nor, ‘on account of the feast.’

Verses 41-52
41–52.] VISIT TO THE TEMPLE AT THE PASSOVER. The history of this incident serves for an example of the wisdom wherewith the Child was filled. Bleek. “The Evang. next shews that what he has said is true.” Cyril. ib.

Verse 42
42.] At the age of twelve, a boy was called by the Jews בֵּן הַתּוֹרָה, ‘son of the law,’ and first incurred legal obligation. At that time, then, commences the second step (see note on Luke 2:52 ) of the life of the Lord, the time when the τὰ πρέποντα for Him began; his course of blameless legal obedience (see note on Luke 2:21) in his own person and by his own will. Now first (Luke 2:49) appear those higher consciousnesses to have found expression, which unfolded within Him, till the full time of his public ministry arrived. It cannot be inferred from this narrative, that it was the first time the holy Child had accompanied them to the Passover.

Verse 43
43.] τὰς ἡμ., seven days, Exodus 12:15; Exodus 12:17.

Verse 44
44.] συνοδ., the company forming the caravan, or band of travellers;—all who came from the same district travelling together for security and company.

ἦλθ.… ἀνεζ.] The interpretation that ‘they went a day’s journey, seeking him,’ is simply absurd: for they would have turned back sooner: a few minutes might have sufficed for the search. It was not till they laid up for the night that they missed him, as at that time ( φέρεις μητέρι παῖδα) they would naturally expect his return to their own tent. Olshausen remarks, that being accustomed to his thoughtfulness and obedience, they were free from anxiety, till they discovered He really was not in the company.

Verse 45
45.] ἀναζητοῦντες αὐτόν—as they went back, all the way.

Verse 46
46.] Some (Grot., Kuin.) interpret the three days, of their one day’s journey out, one back, and one in Jerusalem: but they were more likely three days spent in search in Jerusalem (De Wette); or, at all events, reckoned from their discovery of His not being with them (Meyer).

ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ] In one of the rooms attached to the temple, where the Rabbis taught their schools. A tradition mentioned by Lightfoot, that till the death of Gamaliel the scholars stood in these schools, appears to be false, as Kuinoel has shewn.

No stress must be laid on ἐν μέσῳ; it is only among Nor must it be supposed from ἐπερωτ. that our Lord was acting the part of a master. It was the custom in the Jewish schools for the scholars to ask questions of their teachers; and a great part of the Rabbinical books consists of the answers of the Rabbis to such questions.

Verses 48-50
48–50.] The salient point of this narrative appears to lie in ὁ πατήρ σου contrasted with τοῦ πατρός μου. This was the first time that those wonderful words of self-consciousness had been heard from the holy Child—when He began to be “a son of the law,” He first calls HIM His Father, Who gave Him the work to do on earth, of perfectly keeping that Law.

Every word of these verses is of the first importance to modern combatants for sound doctrine. Let the adversaries answer us,—why should his mother here have spoken and not Joseph, unless there were some more than usual reason for her being put forward rather than his reputed father? Again, let the mythical school of Strauss give us a reason, why an incident altogether (in their view) so derogatory to the character of the subject of it, should have been inserted, if the myths arose out of an exaggerated estimate of the dignity of that character?
ὁ πατ. σου] Then up to this time Joseph had been so called by the holy Child Himself: but from this time, never. Such words are not chance; had Mary said ἡμεῖς, the strong contrast with what follows could not have been brought out.

τί ὅτι ἐζ.;] τί, ὅτι … what (reason) is there, that …: see reff.

This is no reproachful question. It is asked in all the simplicity and boldness of holy childhood … ‘did ye not know?’ … it appeared as if that conviction, the expression of which now first breaks forth from HIM, must have been a matter known to them before.

δεῖ] This is that δεῖ so often used by our Lord of His appointed and undertaken course. Analogous to this first utterance of His conviction, is the dawn, amongst ourselves, of the principle of duty in the youthful and well-trained spirit about this same age,—this ‘earing time’ of human progress: see below on Luke 2:52.

ἐν τοῖς τοῦ π.] Primarily, in the house of my Father (so in Sirach 42:10, ἐν τοῖς πατρικοῖς αὐτῆς: Theocr. ii. 76, τὰ λύκωνος: Demosth. p. 1071, τὰ τοῦ ἀποθανόντος: see Lobeck on Phryn. p. 100); but we must not exclude the wider sense, which embraces all places and employments of my Father’s (cf. ἐν τούτοις ἴσθι, 1 Timothy 4:15). The best rendering would perhaps be,—among my Father’s matters. The employment in which he was found, learning the word of God, would naturally be one of these.

αὐτ. οὐ συν.] Both Joseph and His mother knew in some sense, Who He was: but were not prepared to hear so direct an appeal to God as His Father: understood not the deeper sense of these wonderful words. Still (Luke 2:51) they appear to have awakened in the mind of His mother a remembrance of κληθήσεται υἱὸς θεοῦ, ch. Luke 1:35. And probably, as Stier remarks (Luke 1:5), the unfolding of His childhood had been so gradual and natural, that even they had not been forcibly reminded by any strong individual notes, of that which He was, and which now shewed itself.

It is a remarkable instance of the blindness of the rationalistic Commentators to the richness and depth of Scripture narrative, that Meyer holds this οὐ συνῆκαν to be altogether inconceivable as coming after the angelic announcement to Mary. Can he suppose that she συνῆκεν that announcement itself? De Wette has given the right interpretation, fie verftanden nicht den tiefern Sinn, and refers to chap. Luke 18:34 : so also Olsh., Ebrard.

Verse 51
51.] The high consciousness which had manifested itself in Luke 2:49 did not interfere with His self-humiliation, nor render Him independent of his parents. This voluntary subjection probably shewed itself in working at his reputed father’s trade: see Mark 6:2 and note.

From this time we have no more mention of Joseph (ch. Luke 4:22 is not to the point): the next we hear is of His mother and brethren (John 2:12): whence it is inferred that, between this time and the commencement of our Lord’s public life, Joseph died.

καὶ ἡ μήτ.] These words tend to confirm the common belief that these opening chapters, or at least this narrative, may have been derived from the testimony of the mother of the Lord herself. She kept them, as in wonderful coincidence with the remarkable circumstances of His birth, and its announcement, and His presentation in the temple, and the offerings of the Magi; but in what way, or by what one great revelation all these things were to be gathered in one, did not yet appear, but was doubtless manifested to her afterwards: see Acts 1:14; Acts 2:1.

Verse 52
52.] ἡλικ., probably not only ‘stature’ (as in ch. Luke 19:3), but age (ref. Matt.), which comprehends the other: so that σοφ. κ. ἡλ. would be wisdom, as well as age.
During these eighteen mysterious years we may, by the light of what is here revealed, view the holy Child advancing onward to that fulness of wisdom and divine approval which was indicated at His Baptism, by ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα. We are apt to forget, that it was during this time that much of the great work of the second Adam was done. The growing up through infancy, childhood, youth, manhood, from grace to grace, holiness to holiness, in subjection, self-denial, and love, without one polluting touch of sin,—this it was which, consummated by the three years of active ministry, by the Passion, and by the Cross, constituted “the obedience of one man,” by which many were made righteous. We must fully appreciate the words of this verse, in order to think rightly of Christ. He had emptied Himself of His glory: His infancy and childhood were no mere pretence, but the Divine personality was in Him carried through these states of weakness and inexperience, and gathered round itself the ordinary accessions and experiences of the sons of men. All the time, the consciousness of his mission on earth was ripening; ‘the things heard of the Father’ (John 15:15) were continually imparted to Him; the Spirit, which was not given by measure to Him, was abiding more and more upon Him; till the day when He was fully ripe for his official manifestation,—that He might be offered to his own, to receive or reject Him,—and then the Spirit led Him up to commence his conflict with the enemy. As yet, He was in favour with man also: the world had not yet begun to hate Him; but we cannot tell how soon this feeling towards Him was changed, for He alleges (John 7:7), “Me the world hateth, because I testify of it that its deeds are evil;” and we can hardly conceive such testimony, in the years of gathering vigour and zeal, long withheld. The incident of ch. Luke 4:28-29 can scarcely have arisen only from the anger of the moment.

03 Chapter 3 
Verse 1
1.] These dates are consistent with the ἀκριβῶς παρακολουθεῖν which Luke predicates of himself, ch. Luke 1:3. In Matthew 3:1 we have the same events indicated as to time by only ἐν ταῖς ἡμ. ἐκείναις.

The fifteenth year of the sole principate of Tiberius began Aug. 19, U.C. 781, and reckoning backwards thirty years from that time (see Luke 3:23), we should have the birth of our Lord in U.C. 751 or about then; for ὡσεὶ τριάκ. will admit of some latitude. But Herod the Great died in the beginning of the year 750, and our Lord’s birth must be fixed some months at least before the death of Herod. If then it be placed in 749, He would have been at least thirty-two at the time of His baptism, seeing that it took place some time after the beginning of John’s ministry. This difficulty has led to the supposition that this fifteenth year is not to be dated from the sole but from the associated principate of Tiberius, which commenced most probably at the end of U.C. 764. According to this, the fifteenth of Tiberius will begin at the end of U.C. 779—and our Lord’s birth would be U.C. 749 or 50: which will agree with the death of Herod. This latter explanation has usually been adopted. Our present æra was fixed by Dionysius Exiguus, in the sixth century, and places the birth of our Lord in 754 U.C. It may be doubted, however, whether in all these reckonings more accuracy has not been sought than the Gospel narrative warrants any expectation of our finding. The ὡσεὶ ἐτῶν τρ. is a wide expression, and might cover any age from thirty (see note on Luke 3:23) to thirty-two or thirty-three.

See on Matthew 2:2, where it appears probable from astronomical considerations, that our Lord was born as early as U.C. 747. Mr. Greswell has devoted several Dissertations to this enquiry: see his vol. i. p. 189 ff.

ἡγεμ. π. πιλ.] Pilate was only Procurator of Judæa: the words cognate to ἡγεμών being used promiscuously of the leading officers of the Roman government. PONTIUS PILATE was the sixth procurator from the deposition of Archelaus, and came to Judæa about U.C. 779. He held the province ten years, and was sent to Rome to answer for his conduct by Vitellius, prefect of Syria, U.C. 789, the year of the death of Tiberius. See chronological table in Prolegg. Vol. II.

ἡρώδσυ] See note on Matthew 14:1. HEROD ANTIPAS became tetrarch of Galilee after the death of his father Herod, U.C. 750, and continued till he was deposed in 792.

φιλίππου] Son of Herod the Great by Cleopatra, a woman of Jerusalem, Jos. Antt. xvii. 1. 3. He was brought up at Rome, and after his father’s death in U.C. 750 was made tetrarch of Batanæa, Gaulonitis, Trachonitis, Panias, Auranitis (Batanæa + Auranitis = Ituræa), and continued till his death in U.C. 786 or 787. He built Cæsarea Philippi. He was by far the best of Herod’s sons, and ruled his portion mildly and well. He must not be confounded with his half-brother Philip, whose wife Herodias Herod Antipas seduced. This latter was disinherited by his father, and lived in privacy. See note on Matthew 14:1.

λυσαν. τ. ἀβ. τετρ.] ABILENE, the district round Abila, a town eighteen miles north of Damascus, now, according to Pococke, Nebi Abel. It must not be confounded with Abila in Decapolis, Josephus, Antt. xix. 5. 1, mentions it as among the districts which Claudius gave to king Agrippa I. under the name of ἄβιλα ἡ λυσανίου, and in B. J. ii. 11. 5, as ἑτέρα βασιλεία ἡ λυσανίου καλουμένη.

In Antt. xx. 7. 1, he has ἀβίλᾳ. λυσανίᾳ δὲ αὕτη ἐγεγόνει τετραρχία: cf. also Ptolem. Luke 3:15, ἄβιλα ἐπικληθεῖσα λυσανίου (making it, however, one of the cities of Decapolis). This Lysanias however was son of Ptolemy, the son of Minnæus (B. J. i. 13. 1), and was killed by Antony, at Cleopatra’s instigation (B.C. 34). The Lysanias here mentioned may be some descendant of the other, since we find him here only ruling Abilene, whereas the other is called by Dio (xlix. 32), king of Ituræa. Now at his death we learn that the οἶκος τοῦ λυσ. was farmed by one Zenodorus (Antt. xv. 10. 1), whom (ib. § 3) Augustus deprived of his ἐπαρχία, and at his death, which immediately followed, gave the principal of his districts, Trachonitis, Auranitis (Antt. xvii. 11. 4), &c., to Herod, B.C. 23. Among these Abilene is not named, and it therefore is possible that it may have been granted to a descendant of the former possessor. The silence of Josephus is no reason against this supposition, as he does not minutely relate the fortunes of districts which do not lie in the path of his history. The appellation of ἄβιλα ἡ λυσανίου again in the time of Claudius, after this appellation has disappeared so long, looks as if there had been another λυσανίας between. See Wieseler, i. 175 ff. Meyer, Comm. in loc. Bleek, Synoptische Erkl. in loc.

Verses 1-22
1–22.] PREACHING AND BAPTISM OF JOHN. DIVINE TESTIMONY TO JESUS AT HIS BAPTISM. Matthew 3:1-17. Mark 1:4-11.

Verse 2
2.] ANNAS (= Ananus, Jos. Antt. xviii. 2. 2) the high-priest, was deposed by Valerius Gratus (U.C. 779), and after several changes, Joseph or Caiaphas (Joseph. as above), his son-in-law (John 18:13), was made high-priest. It would appear from this verse (and the use of the singular, - εως, renders the inference more stringent. Cf. also St. Luke’s own phrase, Acts 4:6) that Annas, as ex-high-priest, and possibly retaining in the view of the Jews the legitimate high-priesthood, was counted still as having the office: he certainly (John 18:13) exercised the power,—and had influence enough to procure the actual high-priesthood for five of his sons, after his own deposition, Jos. Antt. xx. 9. 1.

A substitute, or deputy to the high-priest (called by the Talmudists סְנַן כֹּהֲנַיָּא ), appears to have been usual,—see 2 Kings 25:18; and Annas would thus be able to evade the Roman appointment and keep the authority.

ῥῆμα θ.] See John 1:33.

Verses 3-6
3–6.] Matthew 3:1. Mark 1:4, where see note on βάπ. μετ.
Luke 3:5-6 are peculiar to Luke. They are nearly verbatim from the LXX Alex., not (32), who for ὁδοὺς λείας has πεδία. After this there is omitted καὶ ὀφθήσεται ἡ δόξα κυρίου, and then καὶ ὄψ.… κ. τ. λ. as LXX.

Verses 7-9
7–9.] Matthew 3:7-10. John’s speech is verbatim as Matt., except that καρπ. ἀξ. is singular, and δόξητε Matt. = ἄρξησθε Luke. This indicates a common origin of this portion, which however is still thus slightly deflected; and let it be borne in mind that the slighter the deflection, the more striking the independence of the Evangelists.

μὴ ἄρξησθε λ.] ‘Omnem excusationis etiam conatum præcidit.’ Bengel.

Verse 10
10.] Olshausen refers to the answer to a similar question under the N.T. dispensation, Acts 2:37. See also Acts 16:30; Acts 22:10. Deeds of justice and charity are the very first fruits of repentance: see Micah 6:8.

Verses 10-14
10–14.] Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 12
12. τελῶναι] See on Matthew 5:46.

Verse 13
13.] πράσσετε, exact: see examples in Wets(33).

Verse 14
14.] στρατευόμενοι—properly, men on march: see Lexx.: but this need not be pressed, only that they were soldiers, serving in an army. Who these were, we have no means of determining. Certainly not soldiers of the army which Herod Antipas sent against Aretas, his father-in-law: see notes on Matthew 14:1 ff.

διασείειν prim., to shake violently. So Plato, τὰς ἶνας εἰς ἀταξίαν διέσεισε, Tim(34) p. 85: also met., to confound, διασείσειν τὰ ἀθηναίων φρονήματα ὥστε μηδίσαι, Herod. vi. 109. The meaning here, to oppress or vex, corresponding to the Lat. concutere, seems to be confined to ecclesiastical use. Macarius, Hom. xliii. p. 139, ed. Migne, has it in this sense: ὥσπερ εἰσὶν οἱ τελῶναι καθεζόμενοι εἰς τὰς στενὰς ὁδούς, καὶ κατέχοντες τοὺς παριόντας καὶ διασείοντες.

συκοφ.] The way in which soldiers would be likely to act the part of informers, would be by laying vexatious charges of disaffection against persons. In assigning a derivation for this verb, notice Liddell and Scott’s remark (after Passow): “The literal signif. is not found in any ancient writer, and is perhaps altogether an invention.”

Verses 15-17
15–17.] Luke 3:15 peculiar to Luke, but = John 1:19-25.

προσδοκῶντος, not lingering about (Bretschneider), but being in expectation,—i.e. that John would declare himself (Meyer).

Verse 16-17
16, 17.] Matthew 3:11-12; Mark 1:7-8; John 1:26-27. The four accounts are cognate, but vary in expression and arrangement: Luke 3:17 is verbatim (except that αὐτοῦ is after σῖτον and ἀποθήκην in Matt.) as Matthew.

Verses 18-20
18–20.] Luke only: containing the corroboration of the account in Mark 6:20 of John’s boldness in rebuking Herod, with this slight variation, that whereas in Mark Herod heard him gladly, and did many things in consequence, here the rebuke for general profligacy seems to have contributed to his imprisonment. These accounts however, though perfectly distinct, are by no means inconsistent. The same rebukes which stung Herod’s conscience and aided the desire to imprison John, might work on that conscience, and cause the wish to hear more from the man of God. Luke 3:19-20 are in anticipation of what follows; which is in Luke’s manner: see ch. Luke 1:80.

Verse 21-22
21, 22.] Matthew 3:13-17; Mark 1:9-11. Luke’s account is much more concise than usual, and wholly independent of the others; see note on Mark 1:10; we have here however three additional particulars—1. that all the people had been baptized before the Lord’s baptism: 2. that He was praying at the time of the descent of the Spirit: 3. that the Spirit appeared in a bodily form. On (1) we may remark that this is necessarily the meaning of ἐν τῷ βαπ.—for Luke when he means ‘during,’ &c. invariably uses the present; see for the past tense with ἐν τῷ reff. and ch. Luke 14:1; Luke 19:15; Luke 24:30—for the present, ch. Luke 5:1; Luke 8:5, &c., and for a comparison of the two, ch. Luke 8:40; Luke 8:42.

On (3), see note at Matthew 3:16, § 2,

Verse 23
23.] Jesus was about thirty years old when He began (His ministry); not, ‘began to be about,’ &c., which is ungrammatical, ἀρχόμενος τῆς εἰς τὸν λαὸν ἀναδείξεως αὐτοῦ, ἤτοι τῆς διδασκαλίας, Euthym(35), so also Orig(36), Bengel, Kuin., De Wette, Meyer, Wieseler: see also Acts 1:1.

This ὡσεὶ τρ. admits of considerable latitude, but only in one direction; viz. over thirty years. He could not well be under, seeing that this was the appointed age for the commencement of public service of God by the Levites: see Numbers 4:3; Numbers 4:23; Numbers 4:43; Numbers 4:47.

If no other proof were in existence of the total independence of the present Gospels of Matthew and Luke, their genealogies would furnish what I conceive to be an undeniable one. Is it possible that either of these Evangelists could have set down his genealogy with that of the other before him? Would no remark have been made on their many and (on such a supposition) unaccountable variations? It is quite beside the purpose of the present commentary to attempt to reconcile the two. It has never yet been accomplished; and every endeavour to do it has violated either ingenuousness or common sense. I shall, as in similar cases, only indicate the landmarks which may serve to guide us to all that is possible for us to discover concerning them. (1) The two genealogies are both the line of Joseph, and not of Mary. Whether Mary were an heiress or not, Luke’s words here preclude the idea of the genealogy being hers; for the descent of the Lord is transferred putatively to Joseph by the ὡς ἐνομίζετο, before the genealogy begins; and it would be unnatural to suppose that the reckoning, which began with the real mother, would, after such transference, pass back through her to her father again, as it must do, if the genealogy be hers.

The attempts of many, and recently of Wieseler, to make it appear that the genealogy is that of Mary, reading νἱὸς ( ὡς ἐνομ. τοῦ ἰωσὴφ) τοῦ ἡλί, ‘the son (as supposed of Joseph, but in reality) of Heli, &c.’ are, as Meyer (Comm. in loc.) has shewn, quite unsuccessful: see Dr. Mill’s vindication of the Genealogies, p. 180 ff. for the history of this opinion. (2) Luke appears to have taken this genealogy entire from some authority before him, in which the expression υἱὸς θεοῦ as applied to Christ, was made good by tracing it up as here, through a regular ascent of progenitors till we come to Adam, who was, but here again inexactly, the son of God. This seems much more probable than that Luke should for his gentile readers have gone up to the origin of the human race instead of to Abraham. I cannot imagine any such purpose definitely present in the mind of the Evangelist.

This view is confirmed by the entirely insulated situation of the genealogy here, between Luke 3:23 and ch. Luke 4:1. (3) The points of divergence between the genealogies are,—in Matt. the father of Joseph is Jacob—in Luke, Heli; this gives rise to different lists (except two common names, Zorobabel and Salathiel) up to David, where the accounts coincide again, and remain nearly identical up to Abraham, where Matt. ceases. (4) Here, as elsewhere, I believe that the accounts might be reconciled, or at all events good reason might be assigned for their differing, if we were in possession of data on which to proceed; but here as elsewhere, we are not. For who shall reproduce the endless combinations of elements of confusion, which might creep into a genealogy of this kind? Matthew’s, we know, is squared so as to form three tesseradecads, by the omission of several generations; how can we tell that some similar step unknown to us may not have been taken with the one before us? It was common among the Jews for the same man to bear different names; how do we know how often this may occur among the immediate progenitors of Joseph? The levirate marriage (of a brother with a brother’s wife to raise up seed, which then might be accounted to either husband) was common; how do we know how often this may have contributed to produce variations in the terms of a genealogy?

With all these elements of confusion, it is quite as presumptuous to pronounce the genealogies discrepant, as it is over-curious and uncritical to attempt to reconcile them. It may suffice us that they are inserted in the Gospels as authentic documents, and both of them merely to clear the Davidical descent of the putative father of the Lord. HIS OWN real Davidical descent does not depend on either of them, but must be solely derived through his mother. See much interesting investigation of the various solutions and traditions, in Dr. Mill’s tract referred to above; and in Lord A. Hervey’s work on the Genealogies of our Lord.

Verses 23-38
23–38.] GENEALOGY OF OUR LORD. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 27
27. τ. σαλαθ., τ. νηρεί] In Matthew 1:12, ἰεχονίας γεννᾷ τ. σαλαθ.

Verse 31
31. ναθάν] See 2 Samuel 5:14; Chron. Luke 3:5 : Zechariah 12:12.

Verse 36
36. καϊνάμ] This name does not exist in our present Hebrew text, but in the LXX, Genesis 10:24; Genesis 11:12-13, and furnishes a curious instance of one of two things—either (1) the corruption of our present Hebrew text in these chronological passages; or (2) the incorrectness of the LXX, and notwithstanding that, the high reputation which it had obtained in so short a time. Lightfoot holds the latter alternative: but I own I think the former more probable. See on the whole question of the appearance of this second Cainam(n) among the ancestors of our Lord, Lord A. Hervey’s work above cited, ch. 8, in which, with much research and acuteness, he has endeavoured to shew that the name was probably interpolated here, and got from hence into the LXX. Certainly it appears not to have existed in the earliest copies of that version.

04 Chapter 4 
Verses 1-13
1–13.] TEMPTATION OF JESUS. Matthew 4:1-11. Mark 1:12-13.

Luke 4:1 is peculiar to Luke, and very important. Our Lord was now full of the Holy Ghost, and in that fulness He is led up to combat with the enemy. He has arrived at the fulness of the stature of perfect man, outwardly and spiritually. And as when His Church was inaugurated by the descent of the Spirit in His fulness, so now, the first and fittest weapon for the combat is “the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.” The discourse of Peter in Acts 2, like our Lord’s replies here, is grounded in the testimony of the Scripture.

The accounts of Matt. and Luke (Mark’s is principally a compendium) are distinct: see notes on Matt. and Mark.

Verse 2
2.] The literal rendering of the present text will be: Jesus … was led by (in, in the power of, the ἐν of instrumentality by the conditioning element) the Spirit in the wilderness, being tempted (the pres. part. carries a slight ratiocinative force, as usual) during forty days by the devil. So that St. Luke, as also St. Mark, implies that the temptation continued the whole forty days.

οὐκ ἔφ. οὐδ. testifies to the strictness in which the term ‘fasted’ must be taken.

Verse 3
3.] τῷ λ. τ., pointing to some particular stone—command that it become a loaf.
Verse 4
4.] The citation is given in full by Matt.

Verse 5
5.] There can be little doubt that the order in Matt., in which this temptation is placed last, is to be adhered to in our expositions of the Temptation. No definite notes of succession are given in our text, but they are by Matt.: see notes there. Schleiermacher and Bleek suppose that the inversion has been made as suiting better the requirements of probability: it seeming more natural that our Lord should be first taken to the mountain and then to Jerusalem, than the converse.

Verse 6
6.] Satan is set forth to us in Scripture as the prince, or god of this world,—by our Lord Himself, John 12:31; John 14:30; John 16:11 :—by Paul, 2 Corinthians 4:4 (Ephesians 6:12). On the signification of this temptation, see notes on Matt.

Verse 8
8.] With the words ὕπ. ὀπ. μ. σ. (rec(37).) here, Luke could hardly have left the record as it stands: being the first direct recognition by our Lord of His foe, after which, and in obedience to which command, he departs from Him.

Verse 10
10.] τοῦ διαφ. σε is wanting in Matt. The LXX following the Hebrew adds ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ὁδοῖς σου.

Verse 13
13. ἄχρι καιρ.] See on Matthew 4:1, and note on ch. Luke 22:53.

Verse 14
14.] ἐν τῇ δ. τ. πν., in the power of that full anointing of the Spirit for His holy office, which He had received at His baptism: and also implying that this power was used by Him in doing mighty works.

Here the chronological order of Luke’s history begins to be confused, and the first evident marks occur of indefiniteness in arrangement, which I believe characterizes this Gospel. And in observing this, I would once for all premise, (1) that I have no bias for finding such chronological inaccuracy, and have only done so where no fair and honest means will solve the difficulty; (2) that where internal evidence appears to me to decide this to be the case, I have taken the only way open to a Commentator who would act uprightly by the Scriptures, and fairly acknowledged and met the difficulty; (3) that so far from considering the testimony of the Evangelists to be weakened by such inaccuracies, I am convinced that it becomes only so much the stronger (see Prolegomena to the Gospels).

These remarks have been occasioned by the relation of this account, Luke 4:14-30, to the Gospels of Matthew and John. Our Luke 4:14-15 embrace the narrative of Matthew in ch. Luke 4:12-25. But after that comes an event which belongs to a later period of our Lord’s ministry. A fair comparison of our Luke 4:16-24 with Matthew 13:53-58 and Mark 6:1-6, entered on without bias, and conducted solely from the narratives themselves, surely can hardly fail to convince us of their identity. (1) That two such visits should have happened, is of itself not impossible; though (with the sole exception of Jerusalem for obvious reasons) our Lord did not ordinarily revisit the places where He had been rejected as in our Luke 4:28-29. (2) That He should have been thus treated at His first visit, and then marvelled at their unbelief on His second, is utterly impossible. (Stier, in the 2nd ed. of his Reden Jesu, says, with reference to the above position of mine, “To this we give a very simple answer: It was at their persistence in unbelief, after their first emotion and confusion, after His continued teaching and working of miracles, that He wondered.” But it may fairly be rejoined, is there any sign of this in the narratives of Matt. and Mark? Is it not a forcing of their spirit to suit a preconceived notion?) (3) That the same question should have been asked on both occasions, and answered by our Lord with the same proverbial expression, is in the highest degree improbable. (4) Besides, this narrative itself bears internal marks of belonging to a later period. The ὅσα ἠκούσ. γεν. εἰς τὴν καφαρν. must refer to more than one miracle done there: indeed the whole form of the sentence points to the plain fact, that our Lord had been residing long in Capernaum. Compare too its introduction here without any notification, with its description as πόλιν τῆς γαλ. in Luke 4:31, and the separateness of the two pieces will be apparent: see further remarks in the notes below.

Here however is omitted an important cycle of our Lord’s sayings and doings, both in Galilee and Jerusalem; viz. that contained in John 1:29 to John 4:54 included. This will be shewn by comparing Matthew 4:12, where it is stated that our Lord’s return to Galilee was after the casting of John into prison, with John 3:24, where, on occasion of the Lord and the disciples baptizing in Judæa, it is said, John was not yet cast into prison: see note on Matthew 4:12.

φήμη] The report, namely, of His miracles in Capernaum, wrought ἐν τῇ δυν. τ. πν., and possibly of what He had done and taught at Jerusalem at the feast.

Verses 14-32
14–32.] CIRCUIT OF GALILEE. TEACHING, AND REJECTION, AT NAZARETH. Peculiar to Luke in this form: but see Matthew 4:12-25; Matthew 13:53-58 (38) Mark, and note below.

Verse 15
15.] Olshausen well remarks (Bibl. Comm. i. 190), that this verse, containing a general undefined notice of our Lord’s synagogue-teaching, quite takes from what follows any chronological character. Indeed we find throughout the early part of this Gospel the same fragmentary stamp. Compare ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν, Luke 4:31— ἐν τῷ ἐπικεῖσθαι, ch. Luke 5:1— ἐν τῷ εἶναι αὐτ. ἐν μιᾷ τ. πόλ., ch. Luke 5:12— ἐν μιᾷ τ. ἡμερῶν, ch. Luke 5:17; Luke 8:22— ἐν ἑτέρῳ σαβ., ch. Luke 6:6— ἐν ταῖς ἡμ. ταύτ., ch. Luke 6:12, &c. &c.

Verse 16
16.] οὗ ἦν τεθραμμένος = ἐν τῇ πατρίδι σου, Luke 4:23 : see John 4:44 and note.

κατὰ τὸ εἰωθός refers to the whole of what He did—it is not merely that He had been in the habit of attending the synagogues, but of teaching in them: see Luke 4:15. It was apparently the first time He had ever so taught in the synagogue at Nazareth.

ἀνέστη ἀναγν.] The rising up was probably to shew His wish to explain the Scripture; for so ἀναγν. imports. Ezra is called an ἀναγνώστης τοῦ θείου νόμου, Jos. Antt. xi. 5. 1. The ordinary way was, for the ruler of the synagogue to call upon persons of any learning or note to read and explain. That the demand of the Lord was so readily complied with, is sufficiently accounted for by Luke 4:14-15. See reff.

Verse 17
17.] It is doubtful whether the Rabbinical cycle of Sabbath readings, or lessons from the law and prophets, were as yet in use: but some regular plan was adopted; and according to that plan, after the reading of the law, which always preceded, the portion from the prophets came to be read (see Acts 13:15), which, for that sabbath, fell in the prophet Isaiah. The roll containing that book (probably, that alone) was given to the Lord. But it does not appear that He read any part of the lesson for the day; but when He had unrolled the scroll, found (the fortuitous, i.e. providential, finding is the most likely interpretation, not the searching for and finding) the passage which follows.

No inference can be drawn as to the time of the year from this narrative; partly on account of the uncertainty above mentioned, and partly because it is not quite clear whether the roll contained only Isaiah, or other books also.

Verse 18
18. πνεῦμα κ.] See Isaiah 11:2; Isaiah 42:1.

οὗ εἵν.] because, = יִעַן .

αἰχμ. ἄφ.] See ch. Luke 13:12; Luke 13:16.

τυφλ. ἀν.] See John 9:39. The Hebrew words thus rendered by the LXX, לַאֲסוּרִים פְּקַח־קוֹהַ, signify, ‘to those who are bound, the opening of prison:’ so that we have here the LXX and literal rendering both included, and the latter expressed in the LXX words of Isaiah 58:6 .

Verses 18-20
18–20.] The quotation agrees mainly with the LXX:—the words ἀποστεῖλαι τεθρ. ἐν ἀφέσει are inserted from the LXX of Isaiah 58:6. The meaning of this prophetic citation may be better seen, when we remember that it stands in the middle of the third great division of the book of Isaiah (ch. 49–66), that, viz. which comprises the prophecies of the Person, office, sufferings, triumph, and Church of the Messiah;—and thus by implication announces the fulfilment of all that went before, in Him who then addressed them.

Verse 19
19. ἐνιαυτ. κυρ. δεκ.] See Leviticus 25:8-17, where in Luke 4:10 we find that liberty was proclaimed to all in the land in the year of jubilee (in the prophecy, κηρύξαι = καλέσαι LXX). No countenance is given by this expression to the extraordinary inference from it of some of the Fathers (Clement of Alex., Origen), that the Lord’s public ministry lasted only a year, and something over. Compare John 2:13; John 6:4; John 13:1.

Verse 20
20. ἐκάθισεν] It was the custom in the synagogues to stand while reading the law, and sit down to explain it. Our Lord on other occasions taught sitting, e.g. Matthew 5:1; Mark 4:1; Mark 13:3.

The ὑπηρέτης was the חָזָן whose duty it was to keep the sacred books.

Verse 21
21.] ἤρξ. δὲ λέγειν—implying that the following words are merely the substance of a more expanded discourse, which our Lord uttered to that effect: see another occasion in Matthew 11:4-5, where the same truth was declared by a series of gracious acts of mercy.

ἡ γρ. κ. τ. λ.] Not ‘this Scripture which is in your ears’—as the Syriac (Etheridge’s translation, p. 407); which would be ἡ γρ. αὕτη ἡ ἐν τ. ὠ., and even then an unusual form of construction: but, is fulfilled in your hearing, by My proclaiming it, and My course of ministry.

Verse 22
22.] ἐμαρτ. αὐ., bore witness to him (that it was so). The λόγοι τ. χ. must be the discourse of which Luke 4:21 is a compendium.

ἔλεγ.] i.e. πάντες, not τινές. While acknowledging the truth of what He said, and the power with which He said it, they wondered, and were jealous of Him, as being the son of Joseph—asking πόθεν τούτῳ ταῦτα: see Mark 6:2-4. Between this verse and the next, the ἐσκανδαλίζοντο ἐν αὐτῷ is implied, for that is in a tone of reproof.

Verse 23
23. θερ. σ.] Not, ‘raise thyself from thy obscure station,’ but, exert thy powers of healing in thine own country, as presently interpreted; the Physician being represented as an inhabitant of Nazareth, and σεαυτόν including His own citizens in it. Stier remarks, that the reproach was repeated under the Cross. Then, with a strictly individual application. On the miracles previously wrought in Capernaum, see note on Luke 4:14. That in John 4:47-53 was one such.

εἰς τὴν κ.] Whether we read ἐν or εἰς, the preposition is equally local in its signification, in Capernaum, not ‘in the case of Capernaum,’ or ‘to Capernaum.’

Verse 24
24.] See John 4:44 and note.

εἶπεν δέ] A formula usual with Luke—see reff.; and indicating, if I mistake not, the passing to a different source of information, or at least a break in the record, if from the same source.

Verse 25
25.] Our Lord brings forward instances where the two greatest prophets in Israel were not directed to act in accordance with the proverb, ‘Physician heal thyself:’ but their miraculous powers exerted on those who were strangers to God’s inheritance.

ἔτη τρ. κ. μ. ἕξ] So also in James 5:17;—but in 1 Kings 18:1 we find that it was in the third year that the Lord commanded Elijah to shew himself to Ahab, for He would send rain on the earth. But it does not appear from what time this third year is reckoned,—or at what time of the year, with reference to the usual former and latter rains, the drought caused by Elias’s prayer began (it apparently had begun some time before the prophet was sent to be miraculously sustained, as this very fact implies failure of the ordinary means of sustenance); and thus, without forming any further hypothesis, we have latitude enough given for the three and a half years, which seems to have been the exact time. This period is one often recurring in Jewish record and in prophecy: see Daniel 7:25; Daniel 12:7; Revelation 11:2-3; Revelation 12:6; Revelation 12:14; Revelation 13:5. Lightfoot (ii. 123) produces more instances from the Rabbinical writers. “The period of three years and a half, = 42 months or 1260 days, had an ominous sound in the ears of an Israelite, being the time of this famine, and of the duration of the desolation of the temple under Antiochus.” Wordsw.

Verse 26
26.] Sarepta, now Sŭrafend, see Robinson. iii. 413,—a large village, inland, halfway between Tyre and Sidon:—the ancient city seems to have been on the coast.

Verse 27
27.] Stier remarks that these two examples have a close parallelism with those of the Syro-Phœnician woman (Mark 7:26) and the ruler’s son at Capernaum (John 4:46).

Verses 28-30
28–30.] The same sort of rage possessed the Jews, Acts 22:22, on a similar truth being announced to them. This whole occurrence, whenever it happened in our Lord’s ministry, was but a foreshadowing of His treatment afterwards from the whole nation of the Jews—a foretaste of εἰς τὰ ἴδια ἦλθεν, καὶ οἱ ἴδιοι αὐτὸν οὐ παρέλαβον (John 1:11). The expression of St. Paul, Romans 11:25, πώρωσις ἀπὸ μέρους τῷ ἰσραὴλ γέγονεν, has been regarded as corresponding with the judicial infliction on these Nazarenes, by means of which our Lord passed out from among them. But see my note, and Ellicott’s, on Ephesians 4:18, from which it appears that πώρωσις cannot mean blindness at all.

The modern Nazareth is at a distance of about two English miles from what is called the Mount of Precipitation; nor is it built literally on the brow of that mount or hill. But (1) neither does the narrative preclude a considerable distance having been traversed, during which they had our Lord in their custody, and were hurrying with Him to the edge of the ravine; nor (2) is it at all necessary to suppose the city built on the ὀφρύς, but only on the mountain, or range of hills, of which the ὀφρύς forms a part—which it is: see Robinson, iii. 187.

Our Lord’s passing through the midst of them is evidently miraculous: the circumstances were different from those in John 8:59, where the expression is ἐκρύβη καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ἐκ τ. ἱεροῦ: see note there. Here, the Nazarenes had Him actually in their custody.

Verse 31
31 f.] Mark 1:21-22. The view maintained with regard to the foregoing occurrence in the preceding notes, of course precludes the notion that it was the reason of our Lord’s change of habitation to Capernaum. In fact that change, as remarked on Luke 4:14, had been made some time before: and it is hardly possible that such an expression as ἦλθ. εἰς τὴν ν. οὗ ἦν τεθραμμένος should be used, if He still resided there. The words πόλιν τῆς γ. come in unnaturally after the mention of καφαρν. in Luke 4:23, and evidently shew that this was originally intended to be the first mention of the place.

What may have been the reason of the change of abode is quite uncertain. It seems to have included the whole family, except the sisters, who may have been married at Nazareth,—see note on John 2:12, and Matthew 4:13.

κατῆλθ., κατέβη, John 2:12, because Nazareth lay high, and Capernaum on the sea of Galilee. The expression καὶ οὐχ ὡς οἱ γραμματεῖς (Mark) is not added by Luke: see Matthew 7:29.

Verse 33
33.] πν. is the influence, δαιμ. the personality, of the possessing dæmon. “Both St. Mark and St. Luke, writing for Gentiles, add the epithet ἀκάθαρτον to δαιμόνιον, which St. Matthew, writing to Jews (for whom it was not necessary), never does.” Wordsw. The real fact is, that St. Mark uses the word δαιμόνιον thirteen times, and never adds the epithet ἀκάθαρτον to it (his word here is πνεῦμα only); St. Luke, eighteen times, and only adds it this once. So much for the accuracy of the data, on which inferences of this kind are founded. The true account of the use of ἀκάθαρτον here seems to be, that this evil spirit was of a kind, in its effects on its victim, especially answering to the epithet.

Verses 33-37
33–37.] HEALING OF A DÆMONIAC IN THE SYNAGOGUE AT CAPERNAUM. Mark 1:23-28, where see notes. The two accounts are very closely cognate—being the same narrative, only slightly deflected; not more, certainly, than might have arisen from oral repetition by two persons, at some interval of time, of what they had received in the same words.

Verse 35
35.] μηδ. βλάψ. αὐτ. is here only. Mark’s σπαράξαν may mean ‘having convulsed him’—and our text, ‘without doing him bodily injury.’

Verse 38
38.] πενθερά, anarthrous, being in fact predicative; as in all such cases of appellatives: see ch. Luke 10:6.

πυρ. μεγάλῳ] An epithet used by Luke, as a physician;— σύνηθες ἤδη τοῖς ἰατροῖς ὀνομάζειν … τὸν μέγαν τε καὶ μικρὸν πυρετόν. Galen de different. Febr. i. (Wetstein.) Bleek doubts this, and understands it only of the intensity of the fever.

Verses 38-41
38–41.] HEALING OF SIMON’S WIFE’S MOTHER, AND MANY OTHERS. Matthew 8:14-17. Mark 1:29-34. Our account has only a slight additional detail, which is interesting however as giving another side of an eye-witness’s evidence—it is ἐπιστὰς ἐπάνω αὐτῆς. Now this is implied in laying hold of her hand, as she was in bed; which particulars are both mentioned by Matt. and Mark:—this being one of those many cases where alteration (of κρατήσας τ. χειρ.… into ἐπιστ. ἐπ. αὐτ.) is utterly inconceivable.

Verse 40
40.] ἑνὶ ἑκάσ. αὐτ. τ. χ. ἐπ. is a detail peculiar to Luke, and I believe indicating the same as above: as also the κράζ. κ. λέγοντα implied in the other Evangelists, but not expressed.

Verse 41
41.] λαλεῖν, ὅτι … to speak, because they knew, &c.; not, ‘to say that they knew:’— λαλεῖν is never ‘to say,’ but ‘to speak,’ ‘to discourse.’

Verse 42
42.] οἱ ὄχλοι = σίμων κ. οἱ μετʼ αὐτοῦ, Mark.

The great number of sick which were brought to the Lord on the evening before, and this morning, is accounted for by Schleierm. from His departure having been fixed on and known beforehand: but it is perhaps more simple to view it, with Me(39)., as the natural result of the effect of the healing of the dæmomac in the synagogue, on the popular mind.

Verses 42-44
42–44.] JESUS, BEING SOUGHT OUT IN HIS RETIREMENT, PREACHES THROUGHOUT JUDÆA. Mark 1:35-39. The dissimilitude in wording of these two accounts is one of the most striking instances in the Gospels, of variety found in the same narration. While the matter related (with one remarkable exception, see below) is nearly identical, the only words common to the two are εἰς ἔρημον τόπον.

Verse 44
44.] See Matthew 4:23-25 and notes.

καὶ ἦν κηρ.… is a formal close to this section of the narrative, and chronologically separates it from what follows.

The reading τῆς ἰουδαίας must, on any intelligible critical principles, be adopted; and Tregelles can hardly be acquitted of inconsistency with his own usual practice, in rejecting it. It is utterly inconceivable that it should have been a correction, seeing that γαλιλαίας stands firm, with no various reading, in (40) Mark, from which the re(41). reading here has come. (See however Mark 1:28, where (42) has ἰουδαίας for γαλιλαίας: and Isaiah 9:1, where εἰς τὰ μέρη τῆς ἰουδαίας is added to the Hebrew, by (43) (44) and one other uncial MS.) This view is confirmed by the fact that two evangelistaria here read τοῖς ἰουδαίοις; one, τῶν ἰουδαίων, both being attempts to escape from the difficulty of τῆς ἰουδαίας; while one adopts αὐτῶν, part of the sentence in (45) Mark. So far, however, being plain, I confess that all attempts to explain the fact seem to me futile. The three Evangelists relate no ministry in Judæa, with this single exception. And our narrative is thus brought into the most startling discrepancy with that of St. Mark, in which unquestionably the same portion of the sacred history is related. Still, these are considerations which must not weigh in the least degree with the critic. It is his province simply to track out what is the sacred text, not what, in his own feeble and partial judgment, it ought to have been.

05 Chapter 5 

Verses 1-11
1–11.] THE MIRACULOUS DRAUGHT OF FISHES. CALL OF PETER AND THE SONS OF ZEBEDEE. The question at once meets us, whether this account, in its form here peculiar to Luke, is identical in its subject-matter with Matthew 4:18-22, and Mark 1:16-20. With regard to this, we may notice the following particulars. (1) Contrary to Schleiermacher’s inference (Trans. pp. 75, 76), it must be, I think, that of most readers, that a previous and close relation had subsisted between our Lord and Peter. The latter calls Him ἐπιστάτα (= ῥαββί), and κύριε: evidently (Luke 5:5, end) expects a miracle; and follows Him, with his partners, without any present express command so to do.

Still all this might be, and yet the account might be identical with the others. For our Lord had known Peter before this, John 1:41 ff.; and, in all probability, as one of His disciples. And although there is here no express command to follow, yet the words in Luke 5:10 may be, and are probably intended to be, equivalent to one. (2) The Evangelist evidently intends this as the first apostolic calling of Peter and his companions. The expressions in Luke 5:11 could not otherwise have been used. (3) There is yet the supposition, that the accounts in Matthew and Mark may be a shorter way of recounting this by persons who were not aware of these circumstances. But then such a supposition will not consist with that high degree of authority in those accounts, which I believe them to have: see note on Mark. (4) It seems to me that the truth of the matter is nearly this:—that this event is distinct from, and happened at a later period than, the calling in Matt. and Mark; but that the four Apostles, when our Lord was at Capernaum, followed their occupation as fishermen. There is every thing to shew, in our account, that the calling had previously taken place; and the closing of it by the expression in Luke 5:11 merely indicates what there can be no difficulty in seeing even without it, that our present account is an imperfect one, written by one who found thus much recorded, and knowing it to be part of the history of the calling of the Apostles, appended to it the fact of their leaving all and following the Lord. As to the repetition of the assurance in Luke 5:10, I see no more in it than this, which appears also from other passages in the Gospels, that the Apostles, as such, were not called or ordained at any special moment, or by any one word of power alone; but that in their case as well as ours, there was line upon line, precept upon precept: and that what was said generally to all four on the former occasion, by words only, was repeated to Peter on this, not only in words, but by a miracle. Does his fear, as expressed in Luke 5:8, besides the reason assigned, indicate some previous slowness, or relaxation of his usually earnest attachment, of which he now becomes deeply ashamed? (5) It is also to be noticed that there is no chronological index to this narrative connecting it with what precedes or follows. It cannot well (see Luke 5:8) have taken place after the healing of Peter’s wife’s mother; and (Luke 5:1) must have been after the crowd had now become accustomed to hear the Lord teach. (6) Also, that there is no mention of Andrew here, as in Luke 5:10 there surely would have been, if he had been present. (7) It will be seen how wholly irreconcilable either of the suppositions is with the idea that Luke used the Gospel of Matt., or that of Mark, in compiling his own.

Verse 2
2.] ἔπλυνον, ‘ut peracto opere,’ Bengel: see Luke 5:5.

Verse 4
4.] ἐπανάγαγε, to Peter alone, who was the steersman of his ship; χαλάσατε, to the fishermen in the ship collectively (Me(46).). So below also, χαλάσω, of the director, ποιήσαντες, of the doers of the act.

5] νυκτός,—the ordinary time of fishing:—see John 21:3.

Verse 6
6.] διερήσσ., was bursting—had begun to burst. Similarly βυθίζεσθαι,, Luke 5:7.

Verse 7
7.] They beckoned, on account of the distance; or perhaps for the reason given by Euthym(47): μὴ δυνάμενοι λαλῆσαι ἀπὸ τῆς ἐκπλήξεως καὶ τοῦ φόβου.

Verse 8
8.] ἔξελθε ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ, depart from my ship. The speech is in exact keeping with the quick discernment, and expression of feeling, of Peter’s character. Similar sayings are found Exodus 20:18-19; Judges 13:22; 1 Kings 17:18; Isaiah 6:5; Daniel 10:17.

This sense of unworthiness and self-loathing is ever the effect, in the depths of a heart not utterly hardened, of the Divine Power and presence. “Below this, is the utterly profane state, in which there is no contrast, no contradiction felt, between the holy and the unholy, between God and man. Above it, is the state of grace, in which the contradiction is felt, the deep gulf perceived, which divides between sinful man and an holy God,—yet it is felt that this gulf is bridged over,—that it is possible for the two to meet,—that in One who is sharer with both, they have already been brought together.” Trench on the Miracles, in loc. The same writer remarks of the miracle itself, “Christ here appears as the ideal man, the second Adam of the eighth Psalm; ‘Thou madest him to have dominion over the works of Thy hands: Thou hast put all things under His feet … the fowl of the air, and the fish of the sea, and whatsoever walketh through the paths of the seas’ (Luke 5:6; Luke 5:8).”

Verse 10
10. ἔσῃ ζωγρῶν] Compare, and indeed throughout this miracle, the striking parallel, and yet contrast, in John 21—with its injunction, ‘feed My lambs,’ ‘shepherd My sheep,’ given to the same Peter; its net which did not burst: and the minute and beautiful appropriateness of each will be seen: this, at, or near, the commencement of the Apostolic course; that, at how different, and how fitting a time!

It is perhaps too subtle, and hardly accordant with the rules of emphasis, to find (with Me(48). and Stier) a fitness in ζωγρῶν as expressing the ethical catching of men. I prefer taking it as the word common to both acts—merely as catch.

Verse 12
12.] πλήρης λ. (a touch of medical accuracy from the beloved physician) implies the soreness of the disease.

Verses 12-16
12–16.] HEALING OF A LEPER. Matthew 8:2-4. Mark 1:40-45. In Matt. placed immediately after the Sermon on the Mount; in Mark and here, without any note of time: see notes on Matt.

Verse 14
14.] A change of construction from the oblique to the direct: see reff.

Verse 15
15.] The reason of this is stated in Mark 1:45, to be the disobedience of the leper to the Lord’s command.

Verse 16
16.] καὶ προσευχ. is peculiar to Luke, as often: see ch. Luke 3:21; Luke 6:12; Luke 9:18; Luke 11:1.

This verse breaks off the sequence of the narrative.

Verse 17
17.] ἐκ π. κώμ. not to be pressed: as we say, from all parts.

δύν. κυρ.] Does this mean the power of God—or the power of the Lord, i.e. Jesus? Me(49). remarks that Luke uses κύριος frequently for Jesus, but always with the article: see ch. Luke 7:13; Luke 10:1; Luke 11:39; Luke 12:42, alli(50). fr.:—but the same word, without the article, for the Most High; see ch. Luke 1:11; Luke 1:38; Luke 1:58; Luke 1:66; Luke 2:9; Luke 4:19; whence we conclude that the meaning is, the power of God (working in the Lord Jesus) was in the direction of His healing: i.e. wrought so that He exercised the powers of healing: and then a case follows. For construction, see reff.

αὐτόν has apparently been altered to αὐτούς from its difficulty. It might indeed be said that - ους may have been altered to - ον from the apparent difficulty of all these mentioned needing healing. So uncertain are merely subjective considerations either way: and so necessary is it to adhere in such cases, where any uncertainty exists, simply and faithfully to antiquity, as our best existing guide.

Verses 17-26
17–26.] HEALING OF A PARALYTIC. Matthew 9:2-8. Mark 2:1-12. This miracle is introduced by the indefinite words, καὶ ἐγ. ἐν μιᾷ τ. ἡμ.: see reff. In Matthew 8:5 to Matthew 9:1, a series of incidents are interposed. Our Lord there appears to have returned from the country of the Gadarenes and the miracle on the dæmoniac there, to ‘His own city,’ i.e. Capernaum. The order in Mark is the same as here, and his narrative contains the only decisive note of sequence (ch. Luke 4:35), which determines his order and that in the text to have been the actual one, and the events in Matthew 8 to be related out of their order.

Verse 18
18.] Borne of four, Mark.

Verse 19
19.] This description is that of an eye-witness. For the genitive of place, which is mostly poetical, see Kühner, Gramm. § 523.

Verse 20
20.] On ἡ πίστις αὐτ. see note on Matthew 9:2; also on ἀφέωνται.
Verse 24
24.] εἶπεν τῷ παρ., probably not parenthetic: see in Matt.

Verse 26
26.] παράδοξα = θαυμαστά, ἀπροσδόκητα, Hesych(51) Compare the close of the accounts in Matt. and Mark.

Verse 27
27.] ἐθεάσ., not merely ‘He saw,’ but He looked on,—He observed.
Verses 27-39
27–39.] CALLING OF LEVI. QUESTION RESPECTING FASTING. Matthew 9:9-17. Mark 2:13-22. For all common matter,—the discussion of the identity of Matthew and Levi, &c.—see notes on Matt. and Mark. I here only notice what is peculiar to Luke.

Verse 28
28.] κατ. πάντα, not merely, ‘having left his books and implements,’ but generally used, and importing not so much a present objective relinquishment, as the mind with which he rose to follow.

Verse 29
29.] This fact is only expressly mentioned here—but may be directly inferred from Mark, and remotely from Matt. See on Matthew 9:10.

Verse 33
33.] On the difference in the persons who ask this question, see on Matt. and Mark.

καὶ δεήσεις ποι.] See ch. Luke 11:1. These prayers must be understood in connexion with an ascetic form of life, not as only the usual prayers of devout men.

Verse 34
34.] I have remarked on the striking contrast between ποιῆσαι νηστεῦσαι and νηστεύσουσιν, on Matthew 9:15.

Verse 35
35. καὶ ὅταν …] yea, days when …: so τινας καὶ συχνούς, Plato, Gorg. 455 c: ὀλίγου τινὸς ἀξία καὶ οὐδενός, ib. Apol. 23 A: see Hartung, Partikellehre, i. p. 145 f.

Verse 36
36.] The latter part of this verse is peculiar, and is to be thus understood: ‘if he does, he both will rend the new garment’ (by taking out of it the ἐπίβλημα), ‘and the piece from the new garment will not agree with the old.’ The common interpretation (which makes τὸ καινόν the nom. to σχίσει, and understands τὸ παλαιόν as its accus.) is inconsistent with the construction, in which τὸ καινόν is to be coupled with ἱμάτιον, not with ἐπίβλημα. In Matt. and Mark the mischief done is differently expressed. Our text is very significant, and represents to us the spoiling of both systems by an attempt to engraft the new upon the old:—the new loses its completeness; the old, its consistency.

Verse 39
39.] This peculiar and important addition at once stamps our report with the very highest character for accuracy. Its apparent difficulty has perhaps caused its omission from Cod. (52) and mss. of the old Latin version. It contains the conclusion of the discourse, and the final answer to the question in Luke 5:33, which is not given in Matt. and Mark. The πιόντες παλαιόν are the Jews, who had long been habituated to the old system;—the νέος is the new wine (see on Matt.) of the grace and freedom of the Gospel: and our Lord asserts that this new wine was not palatable to the Jews, who said ὁ παλαιὸς χρηστός ἐστιν. Observe (against De Wette, &c.) that even with the common reading χρηστότερος there is no objective comparison whatever here between the old and new wine; the whole stress is on θέλει and λέγει γάρ, and the import of χρηστότερος is subjective:—in the view of him who utters it. And even if we were to assume such an objective comparison, it makes no difficulty. In time, the new wine will become older:—the man will become habituated to its taste, and the wine itself mellowed: and the comparison between the wines is not then which is the older, but which is intrinsically the better.

Stier observes (i. 328), that the saying is a lesson for ardent and enthusiastic converts not to be disappointed, if they cannot at once instil their spirit into others about them.

As regards the readings,—the sentence seems to have been tampered with by some who wished to make it more obvious, and to bring out the comparison more strongly: εὐθέως being inserted, better to correspond with the fact, and the matter in question, and the comparative substituted for the positive: but the sentence loses much of its point and vigour by the change: the old wine is not better than the new (which has not been tasted), but merely good, i.e. good enough: therefore no new is desired.

06 Chapter 6 

Verse 1
1. δευτεροπρώτῳ] This word presents much difficulty. None of the interpretations have any certainty, as the word is found no where else, and can be only judged of by analogy. (1) It is not altogether clear that the word ought to be here at all:—see var. readd. Schulz supposes it to have arisen from putting together two separate glosses, in the margin of some MSS., one δευτέρῳ, the other πρώτῳ:—originally inserted,—the first, to distinguish this sabbath from that in ch. Luke 4:31,—the latter, from that in Luke 6:6. (2) Chrysostom, Hom. xxxix. on Matt., vol. vii. p. 431, says, ὁ δὲ λουκᾶς φησιν ἐν σαββάτῳ δευτεροπρώτῳ. τί δέ ἐστιν, ἐν δευτεροπρώτῳ; ὅταν διπλῆ ἡ ἀργία ᾖ, καὶ τοῦ σαββάτου τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ ἑτέρας ἑορτῆς διαδεχομένης. Paulus and Olsh. also take this interpretation.

(3) Theophylact understands,—a sabbath, the day before which ( παρασκευή) had been a Feast-day.

(4) Isidore of Pelusium, Euthym(53), and others, think that the first day of unleavened bread is meant, and is called δευτερόπ., because it is δευτέρα τοῦ πάσχα, which had been slain on the evening before.

(5) Scaliger and Petavius interpret it to mean the sabbath following the second day of the Passover, from which the seven weeks to Pentecost were reckoned. This has been commonly followed; but is liable to the objection that the assumption, σάββ. δευτερόπρ. = σάββ. τῆς ἑβδομάδος δευτεροπρώτου = σάββ. τῆς ἑβδ. πρώτης μετὰ τὴν δευτέραν τῶν ἀζύμων, is an unjustifiable one.

(6) To omit many other conjectures, I may mention that Wieseler (Chron. Synop. der 4 Evv., p. 231 ff.) suggests that it may mean the first sabbath in the second of the cycle of seven years, which completed the sabbatical period. He shews, by a passage from the κήρυγμα πέτρου (Clem. Alex(54), Strom. vi. 5, p. 760 (1869), Monumenta Sacra, vol. iii. [vi.]">(55).), that the Jews did call the first sabbath of the year πρῶτον—and that the years were reckoned as the first, second, &c., of the septennial cycle (see a decree of Jul. Cæsar in Jos. Antt. xiv. 10. 6). Thus the first sabbath of the first year would be πρωτόπρωτον or πρῶτον, that of the second δευτερόπρωτον, &c. And according to his chronology, which fixes this in A.U.C. 782, this year was the second of the sabbatical cycle. If we follow this conjecture, this day was the first sabbath in the month Nisan.

The point so much insisted on, that this must have been after the presentation of the first-fruits which took place on the 16th of Nisan,—on account of the prohibition in Leviticus 23:14,—is of no weight, as it is very uncertain whether the action mentioned here is included in the prohibition.

As regards the analogy of the word, δευτεροδεκάτη, sometimes cited from Jerome on Ezekiel 45, is not to the point: for that word represents the fact that “rursus ex ipsis decimis Levitæ, hoc est inferior ministrorum gradus, decimas dabant sacerdotibus:” so that it was not “the second-tenth,” as Wordsw., but a tenth of a tenth,—a second tithing of a tithe.

ψώχ. τ. χ. is a detail peculiar to Luke: rubbing them and blowing away the chaff.
Verses 1-5
1–5.] THE DISCIPLES PLUCK EARS OF CORN ON THE SABBATH. Matthew 12:1-8. Mark 2:23-28. Between the discourse just related here and in Mark, and this incident, Matthew interposes the raising of Jaeirus’s daughter, the healing of the two blind and one dumb, the mission of the twelve, and the message of John. I need not insist on these obvious proofs of independence in the construction of our Gospels.

On the question of the arrangements, see on Matt.

Verse 2
2.] In Matt. and Mark, the Pharisees address our Lord, ‘Why do Thy disciples,’ &c.

Verse 3
3. οὐδὲ …] Have ye not read so much as this? E. V.: i.e. ‘Are ye so utterly ignorant of the spirit of Scripture?’ see Mark 12:10, where the same expression occurs.

The remarkable substitution in (56) for Luke 6:5 seems to be an interpolation, but hardly an invention of a later time. Its form and contents speak for its originality and, I am disposed to believe, its authenticity.

Verse 6
6.] The circumstances related in ch. Luke 14:1-6 are very similar to these; and there Luke has inserted the question of Matthew 12:11-12. I should be disposed to think that Mark and Luke have preserved the exact narrative here. Matthew, as we see, describes the watching of the Pharisees ( τοὺς διαλογισμοὺς αὐτῶν, Luke, Luke 6:8) as words actually spoken, and relates that they asked the question: which certainly arises from an imperfect report of what took place, the question itself being verbatim that which our Lord asked on that other occasion, Luke 14:3, and followed by a similar appeal about an animal. There can hardly be a doubt that in Matthew’s narrative the two occurrences are blended: and this may have taken place from the very circumstance of the question about an animal having been asked on both occasions; Luke omitting it here, because he reports it there—Matthew joining to it the question asked there, because he was not aware of another similar incident.

ἡ δεξ. is a mark of accuracy, and from an eye-witness.

Verses 6-11
6–11.] HEALING OF THE WITHERED HAND. Matthew 12:9-14. Mark 3:1-6. See on Matt.

Verse 9
9.] The words in the re(57). text, ἐπ. ὑμᾶς τί ἔξεστιν, admit of two constructions according as they are punctuated: ‘I will ask you what is allowable on the sabbath,—to do good, or to do evil?’ ( ἐπ. ὑμ. τί ἔξ. κ. τ. λ.); or, ‘I will ask you a certain thing: Is it,’ &c. ( ἐπ. ὑμ. τι· ἔξ. κ. τ. λ.) This latter is preferable, both on account of the future ἐπερ., and of its similarity to ἐρωτήσω ὑμᾶς κἀγὼ λόγον, ch. Luke 20:3. But the reading in the text is much preferable to either. After the question, Mark adds οἱ δὲ ἐσιώπων—as they did after the question just referred to in ch. 20, because they were in a dilemma, and either answer would have convicted them.

Verse 10
10.] Mark adds μετʼ ὀργῆς συλλυπούμενος ἐπὶ τῇ πωρώσει τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν—one of the most striking and graphic descriptions in the Gospels.

It was thus that He bare (see Matthew 8:17), even while on earth, our sins and infirmities. Their hearts were hardened,—but He grieved for it.

Verse 11
11. ἀνοίας] It does not appear that this word can ever mean, as in some former editions, ‘madness,’ rage of a senseless kind: certainly it does not in reff., nor in Herod. vi. 69 or Thuc. iii. 48, there carelessly referred to. The proper meaning, ‘senselessness,’ ‘wicked folly,’ must be kept to. See Ellicott’s note on 2 Timothy 3:9, to which I owe this correction.

διελάλ., viz. the Pharisees and Herodians: Mark 3:6, where see note.

Verse 12
12.] ἐν τ. ἡμ. τ. is vague in date, and may belong to any part of the period of our Lord’s ministry now before us. I believe it to be a form of acknowledgment on the part of the Evangelist, that he did not determine exactly into what part of this period to bring the incident so introduced. Indeed the whole of this paragraph is of a supplementary and indefinite character, serving more as a preface to the discourse which follows, than as an integral part of the narration in its present sequence. This of course in no way affects the accuracy of the circumstances therein related, which nearly coincide in this and the cognate, though independent, account of Mark.

ἐξελθεῖν—viz. from Capernaum.

τὸ ὄρος] See on Matthew 5:1.

προσεύξ.] See note on ch. Luke 5:16.

κ. ἦν διαν.…] and spent the night in prayer to God, see E. V. The whole context, and the frequency of the objective genitive (see Winer, § 30. 1, edn. 6), should have prevented the Commentators (Hammond, Olearius, &c.) from making the blunder of imagining προσευχή here to be a proseucha or house of prayer: see note on Acts 16:13.

Verses 12-19
12–19.] CALLING AND NAMES OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES. Peculiar (in this form) to Luke: see Matthew 12:15-21; Mark 3:13-19. We may observe that Matt. does not relate the choosing of the Apostles, but only takes occasion to give a list of them on their being sent out, ch. Luke 10:1 ff.; and that Mark and Luke agree in the time of their being chosen, placing it immediately after the healing on the sabbath,—but with no very definite note of time.

Verse 13
13. προσεφ. τ. μ. αὐτ.] Expressed in Mark, προσκαλεῖται οὓς ἤθελεν αὐτός—i.e. He summoned to Him a certain larger number, out of whom He selected Twelve. We are not to suppose that this selection was now first made out of a miscellaneous number—but now first formally announced; the Apostles, or most of them, had had each their special individual calling to be, in a peculiar manner, followers of the Lord, before this.

ὠνόμασεν—not at a previous, or subsequent period, as Schleiermacher suggests (Trans. p. 89); but at this time. Mark (Mark 3:14) gives the substance, without the form, of the word ἀπόστολος— ἐποίησεν δώδεκα ἵνα … ἀποστέλλῃ αὐτοὺς κηρύσσειν …

Verse 14
14.] On the catalogue, see notes on Matthew 10:1 ff.

Verse 16
16.] ἰούδαν ἰακώβου—usually, and I believe rightly, rendered Jude the brother of James: see Prolegg. to Jude. On the question who this James was, see on Matthew 10:3; Matthew 13:55.

Verse 17
17.] Having descended from the mountain, He stood on a level place—i.e. possibly, as has been suggested by some, on a flat ledge or shelf on the side of the mountain; but more naturally below the mountain: see on Matthew 5:1. Whether Luke could thus have written with the Gospel of Matthew before him, I leave the reader to judge: premising, that is, the identity of the two discourses.

Verse 19
19.] Luke uses the same expression, of power going forth from our Lord, in ch. Luke 8:46.

Verse 20
20. εἰς τοὺς μ.] The discourse was spoken to the disciples generally,—to the Twelve particularly,—to the people prospectively; and its subject, both here and in Matt., is, the state and duties of a disciple of Christ.

πτωχοί] To suppose that Luke’s report of this discourse refers only to this world’s poverty, &c.—and the blessings to anticipated outward prosperity in the Messiah’s Kingdom (De Wette, Meyer), is surely quite a misapprehension. Comparing these expressions with other passages in Luke himself, we must have concluded, even without Matthew’s report, that they bore a spiritual sense: see ch. Luke 16:11, where he speaks of ‘the true riches,’ and ch. Luke 12:21, where we have εἰς θεὸν πλουτῶν. And who would apply such an interpretation to our Luke 6:21?

See on each of these beatitudes the corresponding notes in Matt.

ἡ βασ. τ. θ. = ἡ βασ. τ. οὐρανῶν Matt., but it does not thence follow that αὐρανοί = θεός, but the two are different ways of designating the same kingdom—the one by its situation—in heaven, where its πολιτεία is ( ἡ ἄνω ἰερουσαλήμ, Galatians 4:26), the other by Him, whose it is.

Verses 20-49
20–49.] SERMON ON THE MOUNT (?). Peculiar (in this form) to Luke, answering to Matthew 5-7. On the whole question of the identity or diversity of the two discourses, see on Matthew 5:1. In Matthew I cannot doubt that we have the whole discourse much as it was spoken; the connexion is intimate throughout; the arrangement wonderfully consistent and admirable. Here, on the other hand, the discourse is only reported in fragments—there is a wide gap between Luke 6:26-27, and many omissions in other parts; besides which, sayings of our Lord, belonging apparently to other occasions, are inserted: see Luke 6:39-40; Luke 6:45. At the same time we must remember, that such gnomic sayings would probably be frequently uttered by Him, and might very likely form part of this discourse originally. His teaching was not studious of novelty like that of men, but speaking with authority, as He did, He would doubtless utter again and again the same weighty sentences when occasion occurred. Hence may have arisen much of the difference of arrangement observable in the reports—because sayings known to have been uttered together at one time, might be thrown together with sayings spoken at another, with some one common link perhaps connecting the two groups.

Verse 22
22.] ἀφορίσωσιν and ἐκβάλ, must not be understood of Jewish excommunication only, but of all kinds of expulsion from society.

τὸ ὄν. ὑμ., literal: your name:—either your collective name as Christians,—to which Peter seems to refer, 1 Peter 4:14-16;—or, your individual name.

Verse 23
23.] ἐν ἐκ. τ. ἡμ., not in the most solemn sense of the words (see Matthew 7:22), but in the day when men shall do thus to you.
Verse 24
24.] Of course (see Prolegg. ch. 1.) I cannot assent to any such view as that taken by Meyer and others, that these ‘woes’ are inserted from later tradition (gehdren zur Formation der spatern Mberlieferung); in other words, were never spoken by our Lord at all:—either we must suppose that they ought to follow Matthew 5:12, which is from the context most improbable,—or that they, and perhaps the four preceding beatitudes with them, were on some occasion spoken by our Lord in this exact form, and so have been here placed in that form.

Verse 26
26.] Not said to the rich, but to the disciples. The very warning conveyed in ψευδοπροφ. shews this, and should have prevented Meyer from making the blunder. The mention of προφ. and ψευδοπροφ. has reference to the disciples’ office as the salt of the earth. The address in Luke 6:27 is not (Meyer) a turning of the discourse to His own disciples, but ὑμῖν λέγω τοῖς ἀκούουσιν = ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑμῖν, which introduces the same command Matthew 5:44,—and τοῖς ἀκούουσιν serves the purpose of the ἐγώ—to you who now hear Me. The discourse being mutilated, the strong antithesis could not be brought out.

Verse 29
29.] See Matthew 5:39 ff.

Verse 31
31.] Matthew 7:12; but here it seems somewhat out of connexion, for the sense of Luke 6:29-30, has been resist not evil, whereas this precept refers to the duty of man to man, injury being out of the question.

Verse 32
32.] This verse again belongs to Luke 6:28, not to Luke 6:31 : see Matthew 5:46 ff.

Verse 33
33 ff.] χάρις corresponds to μισθός, Matt. (see note on Matthew 5:12).

Verse 35
35. ἀπελπίζοντες] Three renderings have been given—(1) the ordinary one, μηδὲν ἀπʼ αὐτῶν ἐλπίζοντες, Euthym(58);—but this meaning of the word is unexampled, though agreeing with the context. (2) ‘causing no one to despair,’ i.e. refusing no one (reading μηδένʼ: cf. (59) [(60)(61) in various readings);—so the Sy(62). renders it. (3) ‘not despairing,’ i.e. ‘without anxiety about the result.’ This last sense of the word is best supported by examples, both from Polybius (e.g. ἀπελπ. τὰ πράγματα, i. 19. 12,— τὴν σωτηρίαν, ii. 54. 7, alli(63). freq., see Index), and the Apocrypha,—see reff. But as it is an ἅπαξ λεγόμενον in the N.T., perhaps the force of the context should prevail, and the ordinary interpretation be adopted, as there is nothing in analogy ( ἀπαιτῶ, ἀπολαμβάνω, …) to forbid the meaning; and so Passow gives it in Lexic.

υἱοὶ ὑψίστου] Meyer maintains that this must mean ‘sons of God’ in the sense of partakers of the glory of the Messiah’s Kingdom, but without reference to the state of believers in this life, which last he says is according to the usage of Paul, not of the three first Evangelists. But surely this is sufficiently answered by ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν in the next verse, where the actual present sonship to our heavenly Father is a reason why we should imitate Him.

Verse 36
36.] οἰκτίρμ. = τέλειοι, Matthew 5:48, which last is the larger description, comprehending in it charity and mercy: see note there.

Luke 6:37 f. = Matthew 7:1-2. The saying is much enriched and expanded here; perhaps it was so uttered by our Lord on some other occasion; for the connexion is very strict in Matt., and would hardly bear this expansion of what is not in that place the leading idea.

Verse 38
38.] The similitude is taken from a very full measure of some dry thing such as corn. That no liquid is intended by ὑπερεκχ., as Bengel supposes, is evident—for the three present participles all apply to the same μέτ. καλ. and form a climax.

δώσουσιν] The subject of this verb answers to the unexpressed agents of ἀντιμετρηθήσεται; such agents being indefinite, and the meaning thereby rendered solemn and emphatic: see on ch. Luke 12:20. If we are to find a nom., it should be the Angels, who are in this matter the ministers of the divine purposes (so Meyer).

This saying is found with a totally different import Mark 4:24; one of the many instances how the Lord turned about, so to speak, the Light of Truth contained in His declarations, so as to shine upon different departments of life and thought.

Verse 39
39.] From this verse to the end is in the closest connexion, and it is impossible that it should consist of sayings thrown together and uttered at different times.

The connexion with what went before is not so evident, indeed the εἶπεν δὲ π. αὐτ. seems to shew a break. The parabolic saying, implying the unfitness of an uncharitable and unjustly condemning leader (the Lord was speaking primarily to His Apostles) to perform his office, leads to the assertion (Luke 6:40) that no Christian ought to assume in this respect an office of judging which his Master never assumed; but rather will every well-instructed Christian strive to be humble as his Master was. Then follows the reproof of Luke 6:41-43; and Luke 6:44-49 shew us, expanded in different images, what the beam in the eye is, to which our first efforts must be directed.

τυφλ. τ. ὁδ.] See this in quite another connexion, Matthew 15:14, where Peter answers, φράσον ἡμῖν τὴν παραβολὴν [ ταύτην]—meaning apparently the last uttered words, which the Lord however explains not specifically, but by entering into the whole matter. I believe this παραβολή to have been one of the usual and familiar sayings of our Lord.

Verse 40
40.] See above. κατηρτισμένος (see reff.)—fully instructed—perfect, in the sense of ‘well-conditioned,’ knowing what is his duty, and consistently endeavouring to do it. De Wette, Kuinoel, &c., have given a strange rendering of this clause, making κατηρτ. ὡς ὁ δ. αὐτ. the predicate—‘every disciple will be instructed as his Master.’ But if I mistake not, the position of κατηρτ. as first in the sentence forbids this rendering.

Verse 41
41.] De Wette imagines a break in the sense here, and a return to Matthew 7:3 f.;—but the whole is in the strictest connexion: see above.

Verse 43
43.] The καρπὸς σαπρός = the δοκὸς ἐν τῷ ὀφθ. If thy life is evil, it is in vain to pretend to teach others.

Verse 45
45.] Again the closest connexion of sense and argument; nor is this verse (De Wette) put here because of the similarity of the preceding verses to Matthew 12:33 reminding the compiler of Luke 6:35 there. Do these expositors suppose that our Lord only once spoke each of these central sayings, and with only one reference?
Verses 46-48
46–48.] The connexion goes on here also—and our Lord descends into the closest personal searching of the life and heart, and gives His judicial declaration of the end of the hypocrite, whether teacher or private Christian: see notes on Matt.

Verse 48
48.] ἔσκαψεν κ. ἐβάθυνεν—not a mere hendiadys for “dug deep,” but, as Bengel observes, “crescit oratio:” he dug, and deepened as he dug: was not content with one digging, but kept going deeper.

Verse 49
49. συνέπεσεν] So we have συμπίπτει στέγη, Eur. Herc. Fur. 905: πόλιν … ὑπὸ σεισμοῦ … ξυμπεπτωκυῖαν, Thuc. viii. 41.

07 Chapter 7 

Verse 1
1.] τὰ ῥήματα … εἰς τ. ἀκ. for τὰ ῥηθέντα εἰς.… This, though there is no art. after αὐτοῦ, is better than to connect εἰς with ἐπλήρωσεν.

Verses 1-10
1–10.] HEALING OF THE CENTURION’S SERVANT. Matthew 8:5-13. In Matt. also placed after the Sermon on the Mount, but with the healing of the leper in our ch. Luke 5:12 ff. interposed. Our narrative is fuller than that in Matt. in the beginning of the miracle, not so full at the end. See notes on Matt.

Verse 3
3.] πρεσβ., not elders of the synagogue (who in Luke are ἀρχισυναγωγοί, Acts 13:15), but of the people.

Verse 4
4.] If the re(64). reading παρέξ ει be retained, it must be remembered that it is not the second person of παρέξομαι (for which ὄψει, βούλει, οἴει are no precedents, being peculiar conventional forms), but third pers. fut. act. The second person in - ει does not occur in later Greek, with the above exceptions.

Verse 5
5.] αὐτός, at his own expense. τὴν σ., our synagogue.
Verse 7
7.] διό, on account of his unworthiness; which unworthiness itself may be connected with the fact, that entering his house would entail ceremonial uncleanness till the evening. Matt. does not express this clause, having the narrative in a form which precludes it. See notes there.

The οὐδέ brings into emphasis, not ἐμαυτόν, as distinguished from others, but the whole following clause; “neither did I adopt that course.”

Verse 9
9.] After this there is an important addition in Matt. on the adoption of the Gentiles, and rejection of Israel who shewed no such faith.

Verse 10
10.] Here Matt. simply states the fact of the healing, [apparently] not knowing of the οἱ πεμφθ.

Verse 11
11. ἐν τῇ ἑξῆς] With regard to the variety of reading here, Schulz remarks that St. Luke, when χρόνῳ is understood, uses ἐν τῷ καθεξῆς, see ch. Luke 8:1. On the other hand Meyer observes that when ἡμέρᾳ is understood, he never prefixes ἐν:—see reff.:—so that internal as well as external evidence is divided.

NAIN occurs no where else in the Bible. It was a town of Galilee not far from Capernaum, a few miles to the south of Mount Tabor, ‘on the northern slope of the rugged and barren ridge of Little Hermon,’ Stanley. A poor village has been found in this situation with ruins of old buildings. See Robinson, iii. 226. The κώμη καλουμένη ναΐν (or ναΐς) of Josephus, B. J. iv. 9. 4, on the borders of Idumea, is a different place. See Winer, Realw.; and Stanley’s description, Sinai and Palestine, p. 357, edn. 3.
This is one of the three greatest recorded miracles of our Lord: of which it has been observed, that He raised one (Jaeirus’s daughter) when just dead,—one on the way to burial,—and one (Lazarus) who had been buried four days.

Verses 11-16
11–16.] RAISING OF A DEAD MAN AT NAIN. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 12
12. ἐξεκ.] The Jews ordinarily buried outside the gates of their cities. The kings however of the house of David were buried in the city of David; and it was a denunciation on Jehoiakim that he should be buried with the burial of an ass, drawn and cast forth beyond the gates of Jerusalem. Jeremiah 22:19. “One entrance alone Nain could have had; that which opens on the rough hill side in its downward slope to the plain. It must have been in this steep descent,” &c. Stanley, ut supra. The usage of μονογενής with a dative is classical: cf. Herod. vii. 221, τὸν δὲ παῖδα … ἐόντα οἱ μουνογενέα: Æsch. Agam. 872, μονογενὲς τέκνον πατρί.

αὕτ. χήρα] Some few cursive mss. read this in the dative (omg. ἦν), καὶ αὐτῇ χήρᾳ (see also the readg. of (65)): but even in this case it is more agreeable to Luke’s usage to take it as a nominative. See ch. Luke 2:25; Luke 2:36, and accentuate, as there, αὕτη.

Verse 14
14.] The σορός (= λάρναξ, Jos. Antt. xv. 3. 2) was an open coffin. There was something in the manner of our Lord which caused the bearers to stand still. We need not suppose any miraculous influence over them.

All three raisings from the dead are wrought with words of power,—‘Damsel, arise,’—‘Young man, arise,’—‘Lazarus, come forth.’ Trench quotes an eloquent passage from Massillon’s sermons (Miracles, p. 241),—‘Elie ressuscite des morts, c’est vrai; mais il est obligé de se coucher plusieurs fois sur le corps de l’enfant qu’il ressuscite: il souffle, il se rétrécit, il s’agite: on voit bien qu’il invoque une puissance étrangère; qu’il rappelle de l’empire de la mort une âme qui n’est pas soumise à sa voix: et qu’il n’est pas lui-même le maître de la mort et de la vie. Jésus-Christ ressuscite les morts comme il fait les actions les plus communes: il parle en maître à ceux qui dorment d’un sommeil éternel: et l’on sent bien qu’il est le Dieu des morts comme des vivans,—jamais plus tranquille que lorsqu’il opère les plus grandes choses.’

Verse 15
15. ἔδ. αὐ. τῇ μ. αὐ.] Doubtless there was a deeper reason than the mere consoling of the widow (of whom there were many in Israel now as beforetime), that influenced our Lord to work this miracle: Olshausen (vol. i. p. 271) remarks, “A reference in this miracle to the raised man himself is by no means excluded. Man, as a conscious being, can never be a mere means to an end, which would here be the case, if we suppose the consolation of the mother to have been the only object for which the young man was raised.” He goes on to say that the hidden intent was probably the spiritual awakening of the youth; which would impart a deeper meaning to ἔδωκεν αὐτ. τῇ μ. αὐ. and make her joy to be a true and abiding one.

Verse 16
16.] φόβος, the natural result of witnessing a direct exhibition of divine power: compare ch. Luke 5:8.

προφ. μέγ.] For they had only been the greatest of prophets who had before raised the dead,—Elijah and Elisha; and the Prophet who was to come was doubtless in their minds. Bornemann supposes ὅτι in both cases to be not merely ὅτι loquentis, but ‘for that,’ and to be connected with ἐδόξαζον (but qu.?).

Verse 17
17.] Meyer refers ὁ λόγος οὗτος to the saying just cited: but it seems more natural to interpret it this account, viz. of the miracle. And so in reff. On the construction ἐξῆλθεν ἐν, Meyer cites Thuc. iv. 42, ἐν λευκαδίᾳ ἀπῄεσαν.

Verses 18-35
18–35.] MESSAGE OF ENQUIRY FROM THE BAPTIST: OUR LORD’S ANSWER, AND DISCOURSE TO THE MULTITUDES THEREON. Matthew 11:2-19. The incident there holds a different place, coming after the sending out of the Twelve in ch. 10;—but neither there nor here is it marked by any definite note of time. πάντων τούτων here may extend very wide: so may τὰ ἔργα τοῦ χριστοῦ in Matt. On the common parts, see notes on Matt., where I have discussed at length the probable reason of the enquiry.

Verse 21
21.] This fact follows by inference from Matthew 11:4; for they could not tell John ἃ ἔβλεπον, unless our Lord were employed in works of healing at the time. Observe that Luke, himself a physician, distinguishes between the diseased and the possessed.

Verse 22
22 f.] Nearly verbatim as Matt. The expression νεκροὶ ἐγ. does not necessarily imply that more than one such miracle had taken place: the plural is generic.

Verses 24-28
24–28.] See Matt.

Verse 29-30
29, 30.] It has been imagined that these words are a continuation of our Lord’s discourse, (Grot., De Wette, Meyer, Bp. Wordsworth,) but surely they would thus be most unnatural. They are evidently a parenthetical insertion of the Evangelist, expressive not of what had taken place during John’s baptism, but of the present effect of our Lord’s discourse on the then assembled multitude. Their whole diction and form is historical, not belonging to discourse. Besides, if ἀκούσας were meant to signify ‘when they heard him’ (John), then βαπτισθ. should be βαπτιζόμενοι.

Verses 31-35
31–35.] See on Matthew 11:16-19.

Verses 36-38
36–38.] The exact time and place are indeterminate—the occasion of Luke’s inserting the history here may have been the φίλος τελωνῶν κ. ἁμαρτωλῶν in Luke 7:34. Wieseler places it at Nain, which certainly is the last πόλις that has been named: but it is more natural to suppose τῇ πόλει to refer only to τῇ οἰκίᾳ before—the city where the house was. Meyer thinks that the definite article points out Capernaum. The position of the words ἐν τ. πόλει in the amended text requires a different rendering from ‘a woman in the city which was a sinner.’ We must either render, ‘which was a sinner in the city,’ i.e. known as such in the place by public repute,—carrying on a sinful occupation in the place,—or (2) regard ἥτ. ἦν ἐν τ. πόλ. as parenthetic, ‘a woman which was in the city, a sinner.’ The latter seems preferable.

ἁμαρτωλός, in the sense usually understood—a prostitute: but, by the context, penitent.

ἦν is not however to be taken as a pluperfect. She was, even up to this time (see Luke 7:39), a prostitute (compare Augustine, Serm. xcix. (xxiii.) 2, vol. v. “Accessit ad Dominum immunda, ut rediret munda:” which cannot, as Wordsw., be explained away by what follows, “accessit confessa, ut rediret professa.” The latter was a matter of course, otherwise she would not have come at all)—and this was the first manifestation of her penitence. “Quid mirum, tales ad Christum confugisse, cum et ad Johannis baptismum venerint?” Matthew 21:32 (Grotius). It is possible, that the woman may have just heard the closing words of the discourse concerning John, Matthew 11:28-30; but I would not press this, on account of the obvious want of sequence in this part of our Gospel. The behaviour of the woman certainly implies that she had heard our Lord, and been awakened by His teaching.

ἀλάβ. μ.] For the word, &c., see on Matthew 26:7. Our Lord would, after the ordinary custom of persons at table, be reclining on a couch, on the left side, turned towards the table, and His feet would be behind Him. She seems to have embraced His feet (see Matthew 28:9), as it was also the Jews’ custom to do by way of honour and affection to their Rabbis (see Wetstein on this passage), and kissed them, and in doing so to have shed abundant tears, which, falling on them, she wiped off with her hair. It does not appear that this latter was an intentional part of her honouring our Lord: had it been, there would hardly have been an article before δάκρυσιν. As it stands, τοῖς δάκρυσιν is the tears, implied in κλαίουσα,—the tears which she shed,—not ‘her tears,’ which would be δάκρυσιν only. The ointment here has a peculiar interest, as being the offering by a penitent of that which had been an accessory in her unhallowed work of sin.

Verses 36-50
36–50.] ANOINTING OF JESUS’ FEET BY A PENITENT WOMAN. Peculiar to Luke. It is hardly possible to imagine that this history can relate to the same incident as that detailed Matthew 26:6; Mark 14:3; John 12:3; although such an opinion has been entertained from the earliest times. Origen on Matthew 26:6 ff., vol. iii. p. 892, mentions and controverts it. It has been held in modern times by Grotius, Schleiermacher, Ewald, and Hug: and recently by Bleek. But the only particular common to the two (unless indeed we account the name of the host to be such, which is hardly worth recounting), is the anointing itself; and even that is not strictly the same. The character of the woman,—the description of the host,—the sayings uttered,—the time,—all are different. And if the probability of this occurring twice is to be questioned, we may fairly say, that an action of this kind, which had been once commended by our Lord, was very likely to have been repeated, and especially at such a time as ‘six days before the last Passover,’ and by one anointing Him for His burial.

I may add, that there is not the least reason for supposing the woman in this incident to have been Mary Magdalene. The introduction of her as a new person so soon after (ch. Luke 8:2), and what is there stated of her, make the notion exceedingly improbable.

Verse 39
39. εἶπ. ἐν ἑαυ λέγων] This phraseology is perhaps a mark of translation from the Hebrew.

The Pharisee assumes that our Lord did not know who, or of what sort, this woman was, and thence doubts His being a prophet (see Luke 7:16);—the possibility of His knowing this and permitting it, never so much as occurs to him. It was the touching by an unclean person which constituted the defilement. This is all that the Pharisee fixes on: his offence is merely technical and ceremonial.

Verse 40
40.] ἀποκριθείς—perhaps to the disgust manifested in the Pharisee’s countenance; for that must have been the ground on which the narrative relates Luke 7:39. We must not however forget that in similar cases ἰδὼν ὁ ἰησ. τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν is inserted (Matthew 9:4), and doubtless might also have been here.

There is an inner personal appeal in the words addressing the Pharisee. The calling by name—the especial ἔχω σοί τι εἰπεῖν, refer to the inner thoughts of the heart, and at once bring the answer διδάσ., εἰπέ, so different from οὗτος εἰ ἦν προφήτης.
Verse 41
41.] We must remember that our Lord is here setting forth the matter primarily with reference to Simon’s subjective view of himself, and therefore not strictly as regards the actual comparative sinfulness of these two before God. Though however not to be pressed, the case may have been so: and, I am inclined to think, was so. The clear light of truth in which every word of His was spoken, will hardly allow us to suppose that such an admission would have been made to the Pharisee, if it had not really been so in fact. But see more below.

δύο χρ.] The debtors are the prominent persons in the parable—the creditor is necessary indeed to it, but is in the background. And this remark is important—for on bearing it carefully in mind the right understanding of the parable depends. The Lord speaks from the position of the debtors, and applies to their case the considerations of ordinary gratitude and justice. And in doing so it is to be noticed, that he makes an assumption for the purpose of the parable:—that sin = the sense of sin, just as a debt is felt to the amount of the debt. The disorganization of our moral nature, the deadly sedative effect of sin in lulling the conscience, which renders the greatest sinner the least ready for pemtence, does not here come into consideration; the examples being two persons, both aware of their debt. This assumption itself is absolutely necessary for the parable: for if forgiveness is to awaken love in proportion to the magnitude of that which is forgiven, sin in such a connexion must be the subjective debt which is felt to exist, not the objective one, the magnitude of which we never can know, but God only: see on Luke 7:47 below.

πεντακόσια … πεντήκοντα—a very different ratio from the ten thousand talents and the hundred pence in Matthew 18:21-35, because there it is intended to shew us how insignificant our sins towards one another are in comparison with the offence of us all before God.

Verse 42
42. μὴ ἐχόντων … ἐχαρίσατο] What depth of meaning there is in these words, if we reflect WHO said them, and by what means this forgiveness was to be wrought! Observe that the μὴ ἐχ. is pregnant with more than at first appears:—how is this incapacity discovered to the creditor in the parable? how, but by themselves? Here then is the sense and confession of sin; not a bare objective fact, followed by a decree of forgiveness: but the incapacity is an avowed one, the forgiveness is a personal one,— ἀμφοτέροις.
τίς ουν …;] The difficulty usually found in this question and its answer is not wholly removed by the subjective nature of the parable. For the sense of sin, if wholesome and rational, must bear a proportion, as indeed in this case it did, to the actual sins committed: and then we seem to come to the false conclusion, ‘The more sin, the more love: let us then sin, that we may love the more.’ And I believe this difficulty is to be removed by more accurately considering what the love is, which is here spoken of. It is an unquestionable fact, that the deepest penitents are, in one kind of love for Him who has forgiven them, the most devoted;—in that, namely, which consists in personal sacrifice, and proofs of earnest attachment to the blessed Saviour and His cause on earth. But it is no less an unquestionable fact, that this love is not the highest form of the spiritual life; that such persons are, by their very course of sin, incapacitated from entering into the length, breadth, and height, and being filled with all the fulness of Christ; that their views are generally narrow, their aims onesided:—that though ἀγάπη be the greatest of the Christian graces, there are various kinds of it; and though the love of the reclaimed profligate may be and is intense of its kind, (and how touching and beautiful its manifestations are, as here!) yet that kind is not so high nor complete as the sacrifice of the whole life,—the bud, blossom, and fruit,—to His service to whom we were in baptism dedicated. For even on the ground of the parable itself, in that life there is a continually freshened sense of the need, and the assurance, of pardon, ever awaking devoted and earnest love.

Verse 43
43.] In the ὑπολαμβάνω of Simon, we have, understood, “that is, if they feel as they ought.”

Verses 44-46
44–46.] It would not appear that Simon had been deficient in the ordinary courtesies paid by a host to his guests—for these, though marks of honour sometimes paid, were not (even the washing of the feet, except when coming from a journey) invariably paid to guests:—but that he had taken no particular pains to shew affection or reverence for his Guest. Respecting water for the feet, see Genesis 18:4; Judges 19:21. Observe the contrasts here:— ὕδωρ,— δάκρυσιν (‘fudit lacrymas, sanguinem cordis,’ Aug(66) Serm. xcix. (xxiii.) 1, vol. v.),— φίλημα οὐκ ἔδωκ. (on the face),— καταφιλοῦσα τοὺς πόδας:— ἐλαίῳ τὴν κεφ.,— μύρῳ (which was more precious) τοὺς πόδας.
ἀφʼ ἧς εἰσῆλθ.] These words will explain one difficulty in the circumstances of the anointing: how such a woman came into the guest-chamber of such a Pharisee.

She appears by them to have entered simultaneously with our Lord and His disciples. Nor do Luke 7:36-37 at all preclude this idea:— ἐπιγνοῦσα ὅτι κατάκειται may mean, ‘having knowledge that He was going to dine,’ &c. If she came in His train, the Pharisee would not exclude her, as He was accustomed to gather such to hear Him: it was the touching at which he wondered.

Verse 47
47.] This verse has been found very difficult to fit into the lesson conveyed by the Parable. But I think there need be little difficulty, if we regard it thus.

Simon had been offended at the uncleanness of the woman who touched our Lord. He, having given the Pharisee the instruction contained in the parable, and having drawn the contrast between the woman’s conduct and his, now assures him, ‘Wherefore, seeing this is so, I say unto thee, she is no longer unclean—her many sins are forgiven: for (thou seest that) she loved much: her conduct towards Me shews that love, which is a token that her sins are forgiven.’ Thus the ὅτι is not the causative particle, ‘because she loved much;’ but, as rightly rendered in E. V., for she loved much: ‘for she has shewn that love, of which thou mayest conclude, from what thou hast heard, that it is the effect of a sense of forgiveness.’ Thus Bengel, ‘Remissio peccatorum, Simoni non cogitata, probatur a fructu, Luke 7:42, qui est evidens et in oculos incurrit, quum illa sit occulta;’—and Calov., ‘probabat Christus a posteriori.’

But there is a deeper consideration in this solution, which the words of the Lord in Luke 7:48 bring before us. The sense of forgiveness of sin is not altogether correspondent to the sense of forgiveness of a debt. The latter must be altogether past, and a fact to be looked back on, to awaken gratitude: the former, by no means so. The expectation, the desire, and hope of forgiveness, the πίστις of Luke 7:50, awoke this love; just as in our Christian life, the love daily awakened by a sense of forgiveness, yet is gathered under and summed up in a general faith and expectation, that ‘in that day’ all will be found to have been forgiven. The ἄφεσις τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, into which we have been baptized, and in which we live, yet waits for that great ἀφέωνταί σου αἱ ἁμαρτίαι, which He will then pronounce.

The aorist ἠγάπησεν is in apposition with the aorists throughout Luke 7:44-46, as referring to the same facts.

Remark that the assertion regarding Simon is not αἱ ὀλίγαι ἀφέωνται, but ὀλίγον ἀφίεται; stamping the subjective character of the part relating to him:—he felt, or cared about, but little forgiveness, and his little love shewed this to be so: on the whole, see Bleek’s note.

Verse 49
49.] This appears to have been said, not in an hostile, but a reverential spirit. Perhaps the καί alludes to the miracles wrought in the presence of John’s messengers.

Verse 50
50.] See on Luke 7:47. The woman’s faith embraced as her own, and awoke her deepest love on account of, that forgiveness, which the Lord now first formally pronounced.

εἰς εἰρήνην, לְשָׁלוֹם, 1 Samuel 1:17 ; not only ‘in peace,’ but implying the state of mind to which she might now look forward.

08 Chapter 8 

Verses 1-3
1–3.] JESUS MAKES A CIRCUIT TEACHING AND HEALING, WITH HIS TWELVE DISCIPLES, AND MINISTERING WOMEN. Peculiar to Luke. A general notice of our Lord’s travelling and teaching in Galilee, and of the women, introduced again in ch. Luke 23:55; Luke 24:10, who ministered to Him.

Verse 2
2. δαιμόν. ἑπτά] See Luke 8:30.

Verse 3
3.] Prof. Blunt has observed in his Coincidences, that we find a reason here why Herod should say to his servants (Matthew 14:2), ‘This is John the Baptist,’ &c., viz.—because his steward’s wife was a disciple of Jesus, and so there would be frequent mention of Him among the servants in Herod’s court.

This is Herod Antipas.

Johanna is mentioned again ch. Luke 24:10, and again in company with Mary Magdalene and others. Susanna is not again mentioned.

διηκ., providing food, and giving other necessary attentions.

Verses 4-15
4–15.] PARABLE OF THE SOWER. Matthew 13:1-8; Matthew 13:18-23. Mark 4:1-20. For the parable and its explanation, see notes on Matt., where I have also noticed the varieties of expression here and in Mark. On the relation of the three accounts to one another, see notes on Mark. Our Lord had retired to Capernaum,—and thither this multitude were flocking together to Him.

συνιόντος is the present participle, which the E. V. overlooks.

τῶν κατὰ πόλιν—‘ex quavis urbe erat cohors aliqua,’ Bengel.

ἐπιπορ., coming up one after another. It was the desire of those who had been impressed by His discourses and miracles to be further taught, that brought them together to Him now. He spoke this parable sitting in a boat, and the multitude on the shore.

Verse 14
14.] ὑπό must not be taken (Meyer) as belonging to πορευόμενοι ( ὑπὸ μερ. ἀντὶ τοῦ μετὰ μερ., Euthym(67)), for no such usage of the preposition is found in the N.T., and the sense would be tame and frigid in the extreme; but ὑπό belongs to συνπνίγονται, and πορευόμενοι (which Meyer contends would have no meaning in this case) is in its ordinary sense of going their way, namely, after having heard the word: see for this usage of πορεύομαι, Matthew 2:8; Matthew 9:13; Matthew 11:4 alli(68). (but not Mark, except Mark 16:10 ff., where see note), and Luke 7:22; Luke 9:13 alli(69). freq. It is surprising that such a critic as Meyer should have upheld so absurd an interpretation as that impugned above.

τοῦ βίου belongs to all three substantives.

Verse 15
15.] It has been said, on Matthew 13:23, that all receptivity of the seed is from God—and all men have receptivity enough to make it matter of condemnation to them that they receive it not in earnest, and bring not forth fruit:—but there is in this very receptivity a wide difference between men; some being false-hearted, hating the truth, deceiving themselves,—others being earnest and simple-minded, willing to be taught, and humble enough to receive with meekness the engrafted word. It is of these that our Lord here speaks; of this kind was Nathanael, the Israelite indeed in whom was no guile, John 1:48; see also John 18:37, “Every one that is of the truth, heareth My voice,” and Trench on the Parables, in loc.

καλὸς καὶ ἀγαθός has here nothing to do with its classical sense of εὐγενής, but is purely ethical,—and to be rendered as in E. V., honest and good.

ἐν ὑπομ.] in patience—consistently, through the course of a life spent in duties, and amidst discouragements— ὁ ὑπομείνας εἰς τέλος, οὗτος σωθήσεται, Matthew 24:13.

Verses 16-18
16–18.] Mark 4:21-25, where see notes. The sayings occur in several parts of Matt. (Luke 5:15; Luke 10:26; Luke 13:12), but in other connexions. Euthym(70) remarks well, εἰκὸς δὲ κατὰ διαφόρους καιροὺς τὰ τοιαῦτα τὸν χριστὸν εἰπεῖν. On the meaning of the separate sayings, see notes on the passages in Matt. Observe that Luke 8:18, πῶς ἀκούετε = τί ἀκούετε Mark, and δοκεῖ ἔχειν = ἔχει Mark.

Verses 19-21
19–21.] THE MOTHER AND BRETHREN OF JESUS SEEK TO SEE HIM. Matthew 12:46-50. Mark 3:31-35. The incident is introduced here without any precise note of sequence; not so in Matt., who says, after the discourse in ch. 12, ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος τοῖς ὄχλοις … and Mark καὶ ἔρχονται … having before stated, Luke 8:21, that His relations went out to lay hold of Him,—for they said, “He is beside Himself.” We must conclude therefore that they have it in the exact place, and that Luke only inserts it among the events of this series of discourses, as indeed it was, but without fixing its place. His account is abridged, and without marks of an eyewitness, which the others have.

Verse 20
20.] If we read λεγόντων, it may be observed that we have the same elliptic gen. absol. in Hom. Il. ε. 665 ff., οὔτις ἐπεφράσατʼ οὐδʼ ἐνόησε, μηροῦ ἐξερύσαι δόρυ μείλινον, ὄφρʼ ἐπιβαίη, σπευδόντων:—Herod. i. 3, οὐδὲ ἐκδόντες ἀπαιτεόντων: see also οὐ προσδεχομένων, Thuc. iii. 34; ἐόντων, Pind. Nem. i. 46, and other examples in Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 481. In ref. Josh. we have λέγοντες similarly placed.

Verse 22
22. ἐν μιᾷ τ. ἡμ.] This serves to shew that Luke had no data by which he could fix the following events. If he had seen the Gospel of Mark, could this have been so?

Verses 22-25
22–25.] JESUS, CROSSING THE LAKE, STILLS THE STORM. Matthew 8:18; Matthew 8:23-27. Mark 4:35-41. The chronology of this occurrence would be wholly uncertain, were it not for the precision of Mark, who has introduced it by ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ὀψίας οὔσης,—i.e. on the same day in which the preceding parables were delivered. How it has come to be misplaced in Matthew, must ever be matter of obscurity. The fact that it is so, is no less unquestionable than the proof that it furnishes of the independence of the two other Evangelists.

Verse 23
23.] ἀφύπ. belongs to the later Greek, and even there more commonly signifies ‘to awaken.’

κατέβη—from the sky—or perhaps from the mountain valleys around: see Matthew 7:27, and note on Acts 27:14.

συνεπλ.] they (= their ship) were filling.
Verse 24
24.] See notes on Matt.

Verse 25
25.] In Matt. this reproof comes before the stilling of the storm. But our account, and that in Mark, are here evidently exact.

Verse 26
26.] ἀντ. τ. γ., a more precise description than τὸ πέραν Matt., or τὸ π. τῆς θαλ. Mark.

Verses 26-39
26–39.] HEALING OF A DÆMONIAC IN THE LAND OF THE GERASENES. Matthew 8:28-34. Mark 5:1-20, in both of which places see notes.

Verse 27
27.] ἐκ τῆς πόλ. belongs, not to ὑπήντ. (Meyer and E. V.), but to ἀνήρ τις—a certain man of the city. The man did not come from the city, but from the tombs.

I put to any reader the question, whether it were possible for either Mark or Luke to have drawn up their account from Matt., or with Matt. before them, seeing that he mentions two possessed throughout? Would no notice be taken of this? Then indeed would the Evangelists be but poor witnesses to the truth, if they could consciously allow such a discrepancy to go forth. Of the discrepancy itself, no solution has been proposed which can satisfy any really critical mind. That one should have been prominent, and the spokesman is of course possible, but such a hypothesis does not help us one whit. Where two healings take place, narrators do not commonly, being fully aware of this, relate in the singular: and this is the phænomenon to be accounted for. It is at least reasonable to assign accuracy in such a case to the more detailed and chronologically inserted accounts of Mark and Luke.

ἱμάτ. οὐκ ἐν. is to be taken literally. The propensity to go entirely naked is a well-known symptom in certain kinds of raving madness: see Trench, Miracles, p. 167, note†.

Verse 29
29.] παρήγγελλεν, He was ordering, imperf.: in the midst of this ordering, and as a consequence of it, the possessed man cried out, as in last verse. On πολ. χρόνοις see reff. Plutarch, Thes. 6, uses χρόνοις πολλοῖς ὕστερον:—not ‘for many years,’ still less, ‘oftentimes,’ E. V., Grot.;—but during a long time.
συνηρπ., it had seized him and carried him: see reff.

ἐδεσμ.] Notice the imperfect, giving the sense, it was attempted to bind him.
διαρ. τ. δ.] The unnatural increase of muscular strength is also observed in cases of raving madness (as indeed also in those of any strong concentration of the will): see Trench as above.

Verse 30
30.] Lightfoot (on Mark 5:9) quotes instances of the use of ל ̇ גיון, for a great number, in the Rabbinical writings. The fact of many dœmons having entered into this wretched man, sets before us terribly the utter break-up of his personal and rational being. The words will not bear any figurative rendering, but must be taken literally (see Luke 8:2 of this chap., and ch. Luke 11:24 ff.); viz. that in the same sense in which other poor creatures were possessed by one evil spirit (see note on (71) Matt.), this man, and Mary Magdalene, were possessed by many.

Verse 31
31. τ. ἄβυσσον] This word is sometimes used for Hades in general (Romans 10:7), but more usually in Scripture for the abode of damned spirits: see reff. This last is certainly meant here—for the request is co-ordinate with the fear of torment expressed above (see Greswell on the Parables, v. (pt. 2) 365, and note on ch. Luke 16:23). But, as Bp. Wordsw. remarks, we must distinguish between ἄβυσσος, the ad interim place of torment, and the lake of fire into which the devil will be cast by Christ at the end: see Revelation 20:3; Revelation 20:10.

Verse 35
35.] ἐξῆλθ., viz. the people in the town and country = πᾶσα ἡ πόλις Matt.; here understood in ἀπήγ. εἰς τ. πόλ. κ. εἰς τ. ἀγ.

παρὰ τ. π. τ. ἰη.] This particularity denotes an eyewitness. The phrases common to Mark and Luke, e.g. ἱματ. καὶ σωφ., οἱ ἰδόντες, denote a common origin of the two narratives, which have however become considerably deflected, as comparison will shew.

Verse 38-39
38, 39.] See notes on Mark.

Verse 40
40.] ἐν τῷ ὑπ., when Jesus had returned.
ἀπεδέξ., welcomed Him: see reff.

ἦσαν γ.] Here we have an eye-witness again.

Verses 40-56
40–56.] RAISING OF JAEIRUS’S DAUGHTER, AND HEALING OF A WOMAN WITH AN ISSUE OF BLOOD. Matthew 9:1; Matthew 9:18-26. Mark 5:21-43. Our account is that one of the three which brings out the most important points, and I have therefore selected it for full comment.

Verse 41
41.] ἄρχων—a ruler, = εἷς τῶν ἀρχισυναγώγων Mark;—in Matt. only ἄρχων.

Verse 42
42.] μονογ., peculiar to Luke, but perhaps implied in τὸ θυγάτριον of Mark.

ἀπέθν., was dying. In Matt. she is represented as already dead. He is not aware of the subsequent message to Jaeirus, and narrates concisely and generally.

The crowd seems to have followed to see what would happen at Jaeirus’s house: see Luke 8:54.

Verse 43
43.] προσαναλ., ‘having, besides all her suffering, spent,’ &c. But,—see notes on μὴ προσεῶντος τοῦ ἀνέμου, Acts 27:7, and on συμμαρτυρεῖν, Romans 2:15; Romans 8:16; Romans 9:1,— προς- may denote the direction or tendency of her spending. Mark adds, that she grew nothing better, but rather worse. The omission of this clause, ἰατρ. προσαν. ὅλ. τ. β., in some of the best MSS., is curious. I have not ventured to exclude it, on account of the characteristic ἅπαξ λεγόμενον προσαναλώσασα, which seems to betray St. Luke’s hand. The ἀπʼ instead of ὑπʼ, which latter may have come from the ὑπὸ πολλῶν ἰατρῶν of St. Mark, conveys a slightly differing sense. ὑπό is more of direct agency, ἀπό of ultimate derivation. She could get no relief from any system of treatment adopted by any.

Verse 44
44.] Her inner thoughts are given in Mark 5:28.

There was doubtless a weakness and error in this woman’s view;—she imagined that healing power flowed as it were magically out of the Lord’s person; and she touched the fringe of his garment as the most sacred, as well as the most accessible part: see Matthew 23:5; Numbers 15:37-40. But she obtained what she desired. She sought it, though in error, yet in faith. And she obtained it, because this faith was known and recognized by the Lord. It is most true objectively, that there did go forth healing virtue from Him, and from his Apostles (see Mark 6:56; Luke 6:19; Acts 5:15; Acts 19:12), but it is also true that, in ordinary cases, only those were receptive of this whose faith embraced the truth of its existence, and ability to heal them. The error of her view was overborne, and her weakness of apprehension of truth covered, by the strength of her faith. And this is a most encouraging miracle for us to recollect, when we are disposed to think despondingly of the ignorance or superstition of much of the Christian world: that He who accepted this woman for her faith even in error and weakness, may also accept them.

Verse 45
45.] We are not to imagine that our Lord was ignorant of the woman, or any of the circumstances. The question is asked to draw out what followed.

See, on the part of Jesus Himself, an undeniable instance of this, in ch. Luke 24:19—and note there. The healing took place by His will, and owing to His recognition of her faith: see similar questions, Genesis 3:9, and 2 Kings 5:25.

ὁ πέτ. κ. οἱ σ. αὐ.] A detail contained only here.

On the latter part of this verse many instructive remarks have been made in sermons—see Trench, Mir. p. 192, note (edn. 2)—to the effect that many press round Christ, but few touch Him, only the faithful. Thus Augustine, ‘Sic etiam nunc est corpus ejus, id est, Ecclesia ejus. Tangit eam fides paucorum, premit turba multorum’ (Serm. lxii. 3 (5), vol. v.). And Chrysostom, ὁ πιστεύων εἰς τὸν σωτῆρα ἅπτεται αὐτοῦ· ὁ δὲ ἀπιστῶν θλίβει αὐτὸν καὶ λυπεῖ. It is difficult to imagine how the miracle should be, as Bp. Wordsw., “a solemn warning to all who crowd on Christ:” or how such a forbidding to come to Him should be reconciled with δεῦτε πρός με πάντες.… Rather should we say, seeing it was one of those that thus crowded on Him who obtained grace from Him, that it is a blessed encouragement to us not only to crowd on Him, but even to touch Him: so to crowd on Him as never to be content till we have grasped if it be but His garment for ourselves: not to despise or discourage any of the least of those who “make familiar addresses to Him in (so called) religious hymns,” seeing that thus some of them may touch Him to the healing of their souls. I much fear that if my excellent friend had been keeping order among the multitude on the way to the house of Jaeirus, this poor woman would never have been allowed to get near to Jesus. But I hope and trust that he and I shall rejoice together one day in His presence amidst a greater crowd, whom no man can number, of all nations, and kindreds, and people, and tongues.

Verse 47
47.] It is not necessary (though perhaps probable), from the ἀρν. δὲ πάντων, Luke 8:45, that the woman should also have denied with them. She may have hidden herself among the crowd. Our Lord (Mark 5;32) looked around to see τὴν τοῦτο ποιήσασαν—a wonderful precision of expression, by which His absolute knowledge of the whole matter is set before us.

τρέμ. + εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν αὐτῇ Mark; which is implied here. All this is omitted in Matt.; and if we had only his account, we should certainly derive the wrong lesson from the miracle; for there we miss altogether the reproof, and the shame to which the woman is put; and the words of our Lord look like an encomium on her act itself. Her confession ἐνώπ. παν. τ. λ., is very striking here, as shewing us that Christ will have Himself openly confessed, and not only secretly sought: that our Christian life is not, as it is sometimes called, merely ‘a thing between ourselves and God;’ but a good confession, to be witnessed ἐνώπιον παν. τ. λ.

Verse 48
48.] How lovingly does our Lord re-assure the trembling woman; her faith saved her—not merely in the act of touching, but as now completed by the act of confession;—it saved her mediately, as the connecting link between herself and Christ: but the δύναμις ἐξεληλυθυῖα ἀπʼ αὐτοῦ, working through that faith, saved her energetically, and as the working cause;— τῇ χάριτι, διὰ [ τῆς] πίστεως,, Ephesians 2:8.

εἰς εἰρ.] See ch. Luke 7:50 and note.

Mark’s addition, ἴσθι ὑγ. ἀπὸ τ. μάστιγός σου, is important, as conveying to her an assurance that the effect which she felt in her body should be permanent; that the healing about which she might otherwise almost have doubted, as being surreptitiously obtained, was now openly ratified by the Lord’s own word.

Verse 49
49.] Little marks of accuracy come out in each of the two fuller accounts. Here we have ἔρχεταί τις, which was doubtless the exact fact:—in Mark ἔρχονται,—generally expressed. In Mark again we learn not only that Jesus heard,—but παρακούσας τὸν λόγον λαλούμενον, i.e. it was not reported to Him, but He overheard it being said, which is a minute detail not given here. Nothing could more satisfactorily mark the independent authority of the two narratives.

Verse 50
50.] καὶ σωθ. is only here.

Verse 51
51.] Our Lord had entered the house, where He found θόρυβον, τοὺς αὐλητὰς καὶ τὸν ὄχλον (Matt., Mark), who were all following Him into the chamber of death. On this He declared who were to follow Him ( οὐκ ἀφῆκεν, κ. τ. λ.), and uttered the words ἀναχωρεῖτε· οὐ γὰρ κ. τ. λ. Then He entered with His three Apostles and the parents. I say this, not for the sake of harmonizing, but to bring out the sequence in our narrative here, which unless we get the right meaning for ἀφῆκεν, seems disturbed.

Verse 53
53.] The maiden was actually dead, as plainly appears from the εἰδότες ὅτι ἀπέθ. The words οὐκ ἀπ. ἀλ. κ. are no ground for surmising the contrary: see note on Matthew 9:24.

Verse 54
54.] Mark gives the actual Aramaic words uttered by the Lord, ταλιθὰ κοῦμ.

Verse 55
55.] her spirit returned: see reff., in the former of which death had not taken place, but in the latter it had; so that no inference adverse to her actual death can be derived from the use of the word. The command to give her to eat, shews that she was restored to actual life with its wants and weaknesses; and in that incipient state of convalescence, which would require nourishment.

The testimony of Mark here precludes all idea of a recovery from a mere paroxysm— καὶ περιεπάτει. One who ἐσχάτως εἶχεν at the time of the father’s coming, and then died, so that it could be said of the minstrels and others who had time to assemble, εἰδότες ὅτι ἀπέθανεν,—could not, supposing that they were mistaken and she was only in a trance, have risen up and walked, and been in a situation to take meat, in so short a time after. Every part of the narrative combines to declare that the death was real, and the miracle a raising from the dead, in the strictest sense.

Verse 56
56.] The injunction, however, was not observed; for we read in Matt., ἐξῆλθεν ἡ φήμη αὕτη εἰς ὅλην τὴν γῆν ἐκείνην.

09 Chapter 9 

Verse 1
1.] θεραπεύειν belongs to δύν. καὶ ἐξουσ., as in 1 Corinthians 9:5; some join it with ἔδωκεν, as in John 5:26; Matthew 13:11.

Verses 1-5
1–5.] MISSION OF THE TWELVE. Matthew 10:5-15. Mark 6:7-13. Mark’s account agrees nearly exactly with the text. The discourse is given at much greater length in Matt., where see notes.

Verse 3
3.] μήτε [ ἀνὰ] δύο χ. ἔχειν—a mixed construction;—the former clause having been in the second person, this is added as if it had been in the infin., αἴρειν. The infinitive for the imperative would not be in place here,—see Winer, Gram. § 43, 5. d, edn. 6.

It is remarkable that in (72) Mark, there is also a mixed construction, ἵνα μηδὲν αἴρωσιν … ἀλλʼ ὑποδεδεμένους … καὶ μὴ ἐνδύσησθε … (On ἀνά, see reff.)

Verse 5
5.] ἐπʼ αὐτούς, against them;—more determinate than αὐτοῖς, Mark.

Verse 7
7.] ὑπʼ αὐτοῦ, of the re(73)., though a gloss, points to the right account of the matter. Herod (see Mark) heard the account of the miracles wrought by the Twelve; but even then it was τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ which was spread abroad. These works were done in their Master’s Name, and in popular rumour passed for His.

Verses 7-9
7–9.] HEROD ANTIPAS HEARS OF THE FAME OF JESUS THROUGH THE DOINGS OF THE TWELVE. Matthew 14:1-12. Mark 6:14-29. How inexplicable would be the omission of the death of John the Baptist, by the Evangelist who has given so particular an account of his ministry, (ch. Luke 3:1-20,) if Luke had had before him the narratives of Matt. and Mark.

Verse 9
9.] The repetition of ἐγώ implies personal concern and alarm at the growing fame of Jesus: see notes on Matt.

Verse 10
10.] He went in a ship (Matt., Mark, John), of which our Evangelist seems not to have been aware; for we should gather from our text that it was by land. A great difficulty also attends the mention of Bethsaida here. At first sight, it would appear to be the well-known Bethsaida, on the western bank of the lake, not far from Capernaum. But (1) our Lord was on this side before,—see ch. Luke 8:37; and (2) Mark (Mark 6:45) relates that after the miracle of the loaves He caused His disciples to cross over to Bethsaida. But there were two places of this name:—another Bethsaida (Julias) lay at the top of the lake, on the Jordan: see Stanley, p. 381, edn. 3: Van de Velde, index, sub voce. Now it is very likely that our Lord may have crossed the lake to this Bethsaida, and St. Luke, finding that the miracle happened near Bethsaida, and not being aware of the crossing of the lake, may have left the name thus without explanation, as being that of the other Bethsaida. Mark gives us the exact account: that the Lord and the disciples, who went by sea, were perceived by the multitude who went by land, πεζῇ, and arrived before Him. How any of these accounts could have been compiled with a knowledge of the others, I cannot imagine.

Verses 10-17
10–17.] RETURN OF THE APOSTLES. JESUS RETIRES TO BETHSAIDA. FEEDING OF THE FIVE THOUSAND. Matthew 14:13-21. Mark 6:30-44. John 6:1-13. Compare the notes on each of these.

Verse 11
11.] See note on Mark 6:34.

ἀποδεξάμ.] This word includes what Mark tells us of His going forth from His solitude, or perhaps landing from the ship, and seeing a great multitude, and having compassion on them; having received them, i.e. not sent them away.

Verse 12
12.] As the three agree in their account, and John differs from them, see the difference discussed in notes there. In his account, the enquiry proceeds from our Lord Himself, and is addressed to Philip, and answered by Philip and Andrew.

Verse 13
13.] εἰ μή τι—unless indeed we were to go and buy, &c. On the construction see 1 Corinthians 9:11 (v. r.); Luke 14:5 : Revelation 11:5 (re(74).); and Winer, § 41. b. 2 prope fin., edn. 6.

Verse 14
14.] κλισίας—by companies—the accusative of the manner, or situation, or time, in which: see Winer, § 32. 4, edn. 6.

ὡσεὶ ἀνὰ π.] Mark gives κατὰ ἑκατὸν καὶ κατὰ π. with his usual precision. Besides these companies, there were the women and children unarranged: see on John 6:10.

Verse 16
16.] On the symbolic import of the miracle, see notes on John 6.

Verse 17
17.] κλασ. in Matt. is joined with τὸ περισσεῦον,—in Mark with κοφίνους πλήρεις: here it may be taken with τὸ περισ. (ordinarily, and De Wette) or κόφ. (Meyer), but best, it appears to me, the latter,—because the article is not expressed as in Matt.

Immediately after this miracle, Matt., Mark, and John relate the walking on the sea, which, and the whole series of events following as far as Matthew 16:12,—the healings in the land of Gennesaret, the discourse about unwashen hands, the Syrophœnician woman, the healing of multitudes by the sea of Galilee, the feeding of the 4000, the asking of a sign from Heaven, and the forgetting to take bread,—are wholly omitted by our Evangelist. Supposing him to have had Matt. before him, how is this to be explained?

It is also an important observation, that the omission by Luke of the second miracle of feeding is not to be adduced against its historical reality, as has been done by Schleiermacher (transl. p. 144), since it is only omitted as occurring in the midst of a large section, which the accounts gathered by Luke did not contain. We see also, that the characteristic κοφίνους of the first feeding is preserved, without any confusion of terms: σπυρίδας being always used in relating and referring to the second,—Matthew 15:37; Matthew 16:10; Mark 8:8; Mark 8:20.

Verses 18-26
18–26.] CONFESSION OF PETER. FIRST ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE PASSION AND RESURRECTION. Matthew 16:13-28. Mark 8:27 to Mark 9:1. The Lord had gone into the neighbourhood of Cæsarea Philippi: see notes on Matthew.

Verse 19
19. ὅτι πρ. τις τ. ἀρχ. ἀν.] See Luke 9:8. There is no improbability, nor contradiction to John’s account that the multitudes sought to make Him a king, in our Lord’s asking this question. We must remember that such enquiries were not made by Him for information, but as a means of drawing out the confession of others, as here.

Verse 20
20.] See the important addition, the promise to Peter, in Matthew 16:17-19.

Luke 9:22 as far as ἀποκταν. is nearly verbatim with Mark; the last clause nearly so with Matt. And yet, according to the Commentators, Mark has compiled his account from Matt. and Luke. The almost verbal agreement of the three in so solemn and sad an announcement, is what we might expect. Such words would not be easily forgotten.

Verse 23
23.] πρὸς πάντας—‘having called the multitude with His disciples,’ Mark. There is no allusion to what He had said to Peter in this πάντας.

Verse 25
25.] ἑαυτόν = τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ Matt., Mark:—his life, in the highest sense.

Verse 26
26.] After λόγους, Mark adds ἐν τῇ γεν. ταύτῃ τῇ μοιχαλίδι καὶ ἁμαρτωλῷ.

Meyer remarks: ‘the Glory is threefold: (1) His own, which He has to and for Himself as the exalted Messiah: (2) the glory of God, which accompanies Him as coming down from God’s Throne: (3) the glory of the angels, who surround Him with their brightness.’

Verse 27
27.] See note on Matthew 16:28.

Verse 28
28.] ἐγένετο—it was, see reff. (k).

ὡσεὶ ἡμ. ὀκτώ = μεθʼ ἡμ. ἕξ Matt. and Mark, the one reckoning being exclusive, the other inclusive.

προσεύξ.] See on ch. Luke 5:16. This Gospel alone gives us the purpose of the Lord in going up, and His employment when the glorious change came over Him.

Verses 28-36
28–36.] THE TRANSFIGURATION. Matthew 17:1-8. Mark 9:2-8. I have commented on the relation of the three accounts in the notes on Mark, and on the Transfiguration itself in those on Matt., which treat also of the additional particulars found here.

Verse 29
29.] “St. Luke seems to have declined the use of μετεμορφώθη (employed by the other two Evangelists here), that he might not awaken in his Greek readers any ideas or feelings connected with the fabulous metamorphoses of their heathen deities.” Wordsw.

Verse 31
31.] This ἔξοδος could be no other than His death—see reff.

πληροῦν—to fulfil by divine appointment.

Verse 32
32.] διαγρ., not ‘when they were awake,’ as E. V.—but having kept awake through the whole. The word occurs in this sense in Herodian iii. 4, πάσης τῆς νυκτὸς … διαγρηγορήσαντες. It seems to be expressly used here to shew that it was not merely a vision, seen in sleep.

Verse 33
33.] while they were departing—with a desire to hinder their departure.

μὴ εἰδ. ὃ λ., from fear and astonishment— ἔκφοβοι γὰρ ἐγένοντο, Mark.

Verse 34
34.] There is no difference in the accounts, as Meyer thinks: the ἐν τῷ διαχωρίζ.…,, Luke 9:33, is only an additional particular, and the rest is exactly in accordance. Notice however the remarkable word ἐκλελεγμένος of the correct text: and compare the reff.

Verse 36
36.] Luke gives the result of our Lord’s command to them: the command itself is related in Matthew 17:9, and Mark 9:9.

Verse 37
37. τ. ἑξ. ἡμ.] The transfiguration probably took place at night,—see on Matthew 17:1,—and this was in the morning. Luke omits the whole discourse concerning Elias (Matt. and Mark , vv9-13).

Verses 37-42
37–42.] HEALING OF A POSSESSED PERSON. Matthew 17:14-21. Mark 9:14-29. The narrative in Mark is by far the most copious, and I have commented at length on it.

Verse 38
38.] μον. μοί ἐστιν is peculiar to Luke.

Verse 39
39.] κράζει—i.e. the child—there is a rapid change of subject, see ch. Luke 17:2; Luke 19:4 alli(75). and Winer, § 67. 1. c, edn. 6.

συντρίβον is perhaps literal—bruising him.
Verse 43-44
43, 44.] πάντες—the multitude—in contrast with ὑμεῖς of Luke 9:44.

τοὺς λ. τ., not (Meyer), ‘the foregoing discourses and wonders:’—that would give no sense,—for the disciples were thinking exclusively of those already: nor strictly (Stier, but corrected in edn. 2) ‘what I am about to tell you,’ so that τοὺς λ. τ. should be (76) with τὸ ῥῆμα below: but these sayings, of which this was now the second;—‘these intimations which I make to you from time to time respecting My sufferings and death.’ The Resurrection, expressly mentioned in the others, is omitted here.

Verses 43-45
43–45.] OUR LORD’S SECOND ANNOUNCEMENT OF HIS DEATH. Matthew 17:22-23. Mark 9:30-32.

Verse 45
45.] ἵνα—not to be evaded by forcing it to mean ‘so that they did not …,’ but to be rendered that they might not, as in Matthew 1:22 alli(77). It was the divine purpose, that they should not at present be aware of the full significancy of these words.

Verse 46
46.] There is not the least occasion to confine διαλ. to the sense of an inward doubt and questioning in the heart of each; indeed I will venture to say that no interpreter would have thought of doing so, had not the narratives of Matt. and Mark, by mentioning an outward expression of this thought, offered a temptation to discover a discrepancy,—of which Meyer, as usual, has not failed to avail himself. Had our narrative stood by itself, we should have understood it, as I do now, of a dispute which had taken place or was taking place, and which, though not actually spoken out before the Lord, was yet open to His discerning eye, so that not only the words, but the disputing of their thoughts, was known to Him.

The idea of τὸ τίς ἂν εἴη μ. meaning that each one thought “Who is greater than I?” (Meyer, in loc.) is absurd enough. Still more absurd however is the harmonistic attempt of Greswell, to make two distinct events out of (1) the incident in Mark and Luke, and (2) that in Matthew; one, ‘absente Petro,’ the other ‘reverso Petro, discipuli sponte contentionem suam ad Jesum referunt; de qua Ille uti prius, sed uberius, disserit.’ (Harmony, p. 192, 3.) He has been led into this partly by the lower, literal-harmonistic spirit which pervades his school, and partly by the assumption which connects this strife and discourse immediately with the incident about the tribute-money,—for which there is not the least ground in the text of Matt.

Verses 46-50
46–50.] JESUS REBUKES THE DISCIPLES FOR THEIR EMULATION AND EXCLUSIVENESS. Matthew 18:1-5. Mark 9:33-40. The most detailed account is in Mark, where I have discussed the differences in the three narratives.

Verse 48
48.] The discourse as here related has the closest connexion and harmony. The dispute had been, who (among the Twelve) should be greatest,—i.e. greatest in the kingdom of heaven: for other greatness is not to be thought of,—the minds of the disciples being always on this, as just about to appear (against De Wette and Meyer); and our Lord reminds them that no such precedence is to be thought of among those sent in His name; for that even a little child, if thus sent, is clothed with His dignity; and if there be any distinction among such, it is this, that he who is like that child, humblest and least, i.e. nearest to the spirit of his Lord, he is the greatest.

“The whole discourse in Luke is without connexion.” De Wette, strangely enough: who also says, κ. ὃς ἐὰν ἐμὲ δέξ.… is borrowed from Matthew 10:40; and that ὁ γὰρ μικρ.… οὗτος ἔσται … ought to stand at the beginning of the discourse, as in Matt. I quote this as one among continually recurring specimens of the criticism which would cut our precious, and most truthful Gospels into fragments without meaning or connexion. We live in times when such criticisms are making way among shallow minds: let the student judge from the above sample, what they are generally worth.

Schleiermacher has some excellent remarks on this discourse and the circumstances, Essay on Luke, translation, pp. 159–162.

Verse 49-50
49, 50.] On the connexion of this answer with the preceding, see on Mark. It is even more strikingly brought out here. Our Lord had declared the absolute equality of all sent in His name—and that if there were any difference, it was to be made by a deeper self-renouncing. Then arises the thought in the mind of the ardent son of Zebedee, of the exclusive and peculiar dignity of those who were thus sent, the ἀπόστολοι: and he relates what they had done, as a proof of his fully appreciating this exclusive dignity. The link to what has preceded, is in the words ἐπὶ τῷ ὀν. σου … see the rest in Mark.

51—CHAP. Luke 19:28.] INCIDENTS DURING THE LORD’S LAST JOURNEY TO JERUSALEM. We now enter upon a long and most important portion of our Gospel, peculiar in this form, and most of it entirely peculiar, to Luke. At ch. Luke 18:15 he again joins the narrative of Matt. and Mark within a few verses of where he parted from them.

Respecting this portion, I will observe, without entangling myself in the harmonistic maze into which most of the interpreters have ventured, (1) that the whole of it is to be understood here as belonging to our Lord’s last journey from Galilee to Jerusalem: see below on Luke 9:51. (2) that evidently that journey was not a direct one (see ch. Luke 10:1; Luke 13:22; Luke 13:31; Luke 17:11; Luke 18:31, and notes), either in time or in the road chosen. (3) that in each of the two other Gospels there is a journey placed at this very time, described Matthew 19:1, μετῆρεν ἀπὸ τῆς γαλιλαίας καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς τὰ ὅρια τῆς ἰουδαίας πέραν τοῦ ἰορδάνου, and Mark 10:1, ἐκεῖθεν ἀναστὰς ἔρχεται εἰς τὰ ὅρια τῆς ἰουδ. καὶ πέραν τοῦ ἰορδάνου,—which, in their narrative also, is the last journey from Galilee to Jerusalem. (4) that in John 10:22, we find our Lord at Jerusalem, at the feast of dedication, in the winter (about the end of December), without however any hint as to how or whence He came there. (5) that the whole time between that feast and His Passion is spent thus:—After the attempt to stone Him, John 10:31, He retired to Bethany beyond Jordan;—was summoned thence by the message from Martha and Mary to Bethany near Jerusalem, where He raised Lazarus;—again retired to Ephraim, somewhere beyond Jericho, on the borders of the desert;—six days before the passover came to Bethany, and the anointing took place, &c.; this whole time being three months and a few days. (6) I believe then that we have obtained a fixed critical point in all the four Gospels for the last journey from Galilee, after which He never returned (in the flesh) thither again. And this last journey was to the feast of dedication, or at all events brought Him in time for that feast (for it does not look like a journey specially to a feast) at Jerusalem. It was between the feast of tabernacles in John 7:2, to which He went up privately (ib. John 7:10), and the occasion when we find Him in Solomon’s porch, John 10:22. (7) The three first Evangelists relate nothing of the being in Jerusalem at the feast of dedication, or indeed at all, except at the last passover. We therefore find in them nothing of the retirements to Bethany (beyond Jordan) and Ephraim; but the removal of our Lord from Galilee to the confines of Judæa through the parts beyond Jordan is described as uninterrupted. (8) We are now I believe in a situation to appreciate the view with which our Evangelist inserts this portion. He takes this journey, beginning its narrative at the very same place where the others do, as comprehending—as indeed in strict historical fact it did—the last solemn farewell to Galilee (ch. Luke 10:13-15), the final resolve of our Lord to go up to Jerusalem (Luke 9:51), and,—which in its wider sense it did,—all the records which he possessed of miracles and discourses between this time and the triumphal entry. (9) As to arranging or harmonizing the separate incidents contained in this portion, as the Evangelist himself has completely by his connecting words in many places disclaimed it (see ch. Luke 9:57; Luke 10:1; Luke 10:25; Luke 10:38; Luke 11:1; Luke 11:14; Luke 12:1; Luke 13:1; Luke 13:10; Luke 13:22; Luke 14:1; Luke 14:25; Luke 15:1; Luke 17:1; Luke 17:5; Luke 17:11; Luke 17:20; Luke 18:1; Luke 18:9),—I do not suppose that we, at this distance of time, shall succeed in doing so. The separate difficulties will be treated of as they occur.

Verse 51
51.] συμπλ., not past—not, when the days were fulfilled; but, were being fulfilled: i.e. approaching their fulfilment. ‘When the time was come,’ E. V., is too strong: when the days were come would be better, for that would include the whole of the journey in those days. See reff.

ἀνάλημψις can have but one meaning (which, as the word itself is not found elsewhere, must be determined by the sense of the cognate verb: see reff.), His assumption, i.e. ascension into heaven. ἡμέρας τῆς ἀναλήψεως αὐτοῦ λέγει τὸν καιρὸν τὸν ἀφορισθέντα μέχρι τῆς ἀναλήψεως αὐτοῦ τῆς ἀπὸ γῆς εἰς οὐρανόν. Euthym(78)
αὐτός resumes the subject, not without some emphasis implying his own voluntary action.

τὸ πρός. [ αὐ.] ἐστ., a Hebraism, see reff., implying determinate fixed purpose: cf. Isaiah 50:7, the sense of which, as prophetic of the Messiah going to his sufferings, seems to be referred to in this expression. The LXX have there, ἔθηκα τὸ πρόσωπόν μου ὡς στερεὰν πέτραν.

Verse 52
52.] ἀγγέλους, who have been assumed without reason to have been James and John.

σαμαρ.] On the enmity of the Jews and Samaritans, see note, John 4:9. The publicity now courted by our Lord is in remarkable contrast to His former avoidance of notice, and is a feature of the close of His ministry, giving rise to the accusation of ch. Luke 23:5.

ὥστε ἑτ. αὐτῷ must mean something more, surely, than to provide board and lodging; there is a solemnity about the sentence which forbids that supposition. It must have been to announce the coming of Jesus as the Messiah, which He did not conceal in Samaria, as in Judæa and Galilee, see John 4:26; and the refusal of the Samaritans must have been grounded on the jealousy excited by the preference shewn for the Jewish rites and metropolis.

They expected that the Messiah would have confirmed their anti-Jewish rites and Gerizim temple, instead of going up solemnly to Jerusalem, and thereby condemning them.

Verse 54
54.] The disciples whom He named ‘sons of thunder,’ Mark 3:17. They saw some insult of manner, or actual refusal to allow the Lord to enter their village. That a collision of this kind did take place is plain from the last verse, and implied from the occasion alluded to by the two Apostles, where the fire was invoked in the presence of the offending persons. It happened also in Samaria.

πῦρ, not lightning, but fire, as in the passage alluded to, and in 1 Kings 18:38.

It is exceedingly difficult to determine the true reading in this passage, which seems to have been more than usually tampered with, or wrongly written. It is hardly conceivable that the shorter text, as edited by Tischd(79)., … ἀναλῶσαι αὐτούς; στραφεὶς δὲ ἐπετίμησεν αὐτοῖς. καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν … should have been the original, and all the rest, insertion. Homœoteleuton may have had some share in the omission of the latter debated portion, from καιειπ to καιεπ: but this does not touch ὡς καὶ ἡλ. ἐπ. It has been suggested that those words may have been removed as involving indirect censure of Elias: but surely this lay too far off to create any offence. And their insertion into the text is quite inexplicable. In this great uncertainty, I have thought the candid way is to let my edited text reflect such uncertainty, and I have therefore printed these latter debatable words in the same type as the text, and have annotated on them. Let it be remembered that in both cases, versions far more ancient than our oldest MSS. contain these words.

Verse 55
55.] [ οὐκ οἴδατε οἵου πνεύματός ἐστε. Besides the mistaken ways of explaining these words of our Lord (e.g. ‘Do you not see what a (bad) spirit you are shewing?’ Bornemann) there are two senses which they may bear. (1) Affirmative, as in E. V.,—‘putatis vos agi Spiritu tali quali olim Elias … sed erratis. Habetis quidem ζῆλον sed οὐ κατʼ ἐπίγνωσιν, et qui proinde humani est affectus, non divinæ motionis.’ Grot.; or (2) interrogative—‘Know ye not what manner of spirit ye belong to (are of)?’ the spirit meant being the Holy Spirit. ‘The Spirit in Elias was a fiery and judicial spirit, as befitted the times and the character of God’s dealings then; but the Spirit in Me and mine is of a different kind—a spirit of love and forgiveness.’

The latter of these is perhaps better suited to the context: but we seem to want an example in the Gospels of ( οὐκ) οἴδατε used interrogatively: see Matthew 7:11 (80); Matthew 20:22; Matthew 20:25 (81); Matthew 24:42 (82); Matthew 25:13; Matthew 26:2 : Mark 4:13 (doubtful, but the construction is direct): ch. Luke 12:56; John 8:14; John 14:4 alli(83). I have therefore punctuated according to the former sense: which, indeed, seems more naturally followed by the γάρ of the clause following.

It is very interesting to remember that this same John came down to Samaria (Acts 8:14-17) with Peter, to confer the gift of the Holy Spirit on the Samaritan believers.]

Verse 57-58
57, 58.] See notes on Matt.

Verses 57-62
57–62.] Matthew (Matthew 8:19-22) relates the contents of Luke 9:57-60, but at a totally different period of our Lord’s ministry, viz. His crossing the lake to go to Gadara. It is quite impossible to decide which Evangelist has placed the incidents in their proper chronological place. When we once begin to speculate on such things, it is easy to find a fitness, on whichever side of the argument we range ourselves. Only (see notes on Matt.) we must not adopt the wretched subterfuge of the harmonists, and maintain that the two events took place twice, each time consecutively, and each time with the same reply from our Lord.

Verse 59
59. ἀκολούθει μοι] This command is implied in Matthew, where the reply is, as here, κύριε, ἐπίτρεψόν μοι πρῶτον … which words could hardly be spoken without a reference in the πρῶτον to it.

Verse 60
60.] διάγ. κ. τ. λ., peculiar to Luke, and shews the independence of his source of information. Am I wrong in supposing also, that it connects this incident with the sending out of the Seventy, which follows immediately afterwards?

Verse 61-62
61, 62.] Peculiar to Luke.

τοῖς εἰς …, a mixture of two constructions— ἀπέρχεσθαι εἰς τ. οἶκ. μου καὶ ἀποτάξ. τοῖς ἐν τ. οἴκῳ μου. The meaning is, to bid farewell to the persons, not to set in order the things, as some have rendered it. The answer of our Lord again seems to refer to the sending out into the harvest (ch. Luke 10:2), for which the present seventy were as it were the ploughmen, first breaking up the ground. The saying itself is to be explained simply from agricultural operations—for he who has his hand on the plough, guiding it, must look on the furrow which his share is making—if he look behind, his work will be marred. Hesiod’s precept is very similar, ἔργ. ii. 60, ἰθείην αὔλακʼ ἐλαύνοι, μηκέτι παπταίνων μεθʼ ὁμήλικας ἀλλʼ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ θυμὸν ἔχων.

εὔθετος, not ‘fit,’ but well adapted, ‘the right sort of workman.’ The sense is more immediately applicable to the ministry of the gospel of Christ, which will least of all things bear a divided service and backward looks,—but of course affects also every private Christian, inasmuch as he too has a work to do,—ground to break, and a harvest to reap.

10 Chapter 10 

Verse 1
1.] μετὰ ταῦτα—chronological—after these things, not ‘besides these things,’ as Schleiermacher and Olsh. render it.

ἀνέδ., an official word: see reff. Bleek has observed, that ὁ κύριος, of our Lord, in narration, is peculiar to St. Luke, and to narrations which he alone gives. Cf. ch. Luke 7:13; Luke 11:39; Luke 12:42; Luke 13:15; Luke 17:5-6; Luke 18:6; Luke 22:31; Luke 22:61. But this is only true of the Synoptic Gospels. It occurs in the fragment at the end of St. Mark (Mark 16:19), and in John (John 4:1 reff.). In the Acts, the usage is very general: see Luke 2:47; Luke 5:9; Luke 5:14; Luke 9:1, &c.;—and in St. Paul’s Epistles: see 1 Corinthians 6:14; 1 Corinthians 6:17; 1 Corinthians 7:10, &c.

[ καὶ] ἑτ. ἑβδ., not ‘other seventy also,’ but others [also], seventy in number. The ἑτέρους may refer, either to the Twelve, ch. Luke 9:1, or perhaps, from the similarity of their mission, to the ἄγγελοι in ch. Luke 9:52. But perhaps the first is more probable, from the similarity of the discourses.

The number of seventy might perhaps have reference to the seventy elders of Israel, Exodus 24:1; Numbers 11:16 :—all sorts of fanciful analogies have been found out and insisted on (and moreover forced into the text), which are not worth recounting.

οὗ for οἷ,—see reff.

Verses 1-16
1–16.] MISSION OF THE SEVENTY. It is well that Luke has given us also the sending of the Twelve;—or we should have had some of the Commentators asserting that this was the same mission. The discourse addressed to the Seventy is in substance the same as that to the Twelve, as the similarity of their errand would lead us to suppose it would be. But there is, as Stier has well remarked (iii. 89, edn. 2), this weighty difference. The discourse in Matthew 10 in its three great divisions (see notes there), speaks plainly of an office founded, and a ministry appointed, which was to involve a work, and embrace consequences, co-extensive, both in space and duration, with the world. Here, we have no such prospective view unfolded. The whole discourse is confined to the first division there (Luke 10:1-15), and relates entirely to present duties.

Their sending out was not to prove and strengthen their own faith, as Hase supposes (Leben J. p. 194),—but to prepare the way for this solemn journey of the Lord, the object of which was the announcement of the near approach of the kingdom of God,—and the termination of it, the last events at Jerusalem. Their mission being thus temporary, and expiring with their return, it is not to be wondered at that we hear nothing of them in the Acts. This last is surely an absurd objection to bring against the historic truth of their mission, seeing that the Acts are written by this same Evangelist, and the omission is therefore an argument for, and not against, that truth.

Verse 2
2.] See Matthew 9:37 and notes.

If ἐκβάλλῃ were read, the pres., as usual, would have the force of the continually repeated act: as it is, the aor. (as in (84) Matt.) indicates the whole mission, considered as one great act.

Verse 3-4
3, 4.] The time was now one of greater danger than at the mission of the Twelve; therefore Luke 10:3 is bound immediately up with their present sending, whereas in Matthew 10:16 it regards a time yet distant in the future; also one requiring greater haste,—which accounts for the addition, μηδένα κ. τ. ὁδ. ἀσπ. These reasons also account for merely the healing the sick being enjoined, Luke 10:9.

Verse 6
6.] υἱὸς εἰρ., a (or more probably, the,—as words like πατήρ, μήτηρ, νἱός, &c., are often definite though anarthrous) son of peace: i.e. persons receptive of your message of peace;—see reff.

Verse 7
7.] ἐν αὐτῇ δὲ τῇ οἰκ., but in the (that) house itself (see Luke 10:5, where it was last spoken of, the inhabitants having been since mentioned) remain. Beware of rendering it in the same house, q. d. ἐν δὲ τῇ αὐτῇ οἰκ.

τὰ παρʼ αὐτῶν, the things which come from them; which are theirs, and by them set before you: cf. Luke 10:8.

Verses 7-12
7–12.] See on Matthew 10:11-15. The particular directions here are different.

Verse 9
9.] ἤγγικεν ἐφʼ ὑμᾶς ἡ β. τ. θ. is a later announcement than generally ἤγγ. ἡ βασ. τ. οὐρ., Matthew 10:7.

Verse 11
11.] ἀπομασσόμεθα ὑμῖν can hardly be with Wordsw., “we wipe off from ourselves on you:” the dat. pron. holds too slight and unemphatic a place for this, and is merely a dativus incommodi: ‘against you,’ as E. V. Cf. Acts 13:51, where ἐπʼ αὐτούς represents the same, and is similarly rendered in E. V.

Verse 13
13.] In these words, which our Lord had uttered before (Matthew 11:21 ff.), He takes His solemn farewell of the cities where the greatest number of His miracles had been done, and discourses uttered: they being awful examples of the ἡ πόλις ἐκείνη just described. It is wonderful how De Wette can write of these four verses falsche Reminiscenz, s. z. Matthew 11:20—and this when he believes Luke to have had Matt. before him.

Verse 16
16.] See Matthew 10:40 and notes.

Verse 17
17.] The ἐν τῷ ὀν. σου is perhaps too much lost sight of in the ἡμῖν here; though I would not lay so much stress on this as Stier has done.

Verses 17-24
17–24.] RETURN OF THE SEVENTY. As in ch. Luke 9:6-10, Luke attaches the return of the Seventy very closely to their mission. They probably were not many days absent. They say nothing of the reception of their message,—or it is not brought out in the Gospel, as not immediately belonging to the great central object of narration; they rejoice that more power seems to be granted to them than even His words promised, seeing that He commissioned them only to heal the sick, not to cast out devils, as He did the Apostles, ch. Luke 9:1. That this was a ground of joy not to be prominently brought forward, is the purport of our Lord’s answer; the whole of which as far as Luke 10:24 incl. is in the strictest connexion, and full of most weighty and deep truth.

Verse 18
18.] This verse has been generally misunderstood, and its force lost, by imagining it to refer to some triumph just gained, which our Lord announces as the reason for their newly manifested power. The truth is, that in this brief speech He sums up proleptically, as so often in the discourses in John, the whole great conflict with and defeat of the Power of evil, from the first even till accomplished by His own victory. The ἐθεώρ. τ. σ. refers to the original fall of Satan, when he lost his place as an angel of light, not keeping his first estate; which fall however had been proceeding ever since step by step, and shall do so, till all things be put under the feet of Jesus who was made lower than the angels. And this ἐθεώρουν belongs to the period before the foundation of the world when He abode in the bosom of the Father. He is to be (see Luke 10:22) the Great Victor over the Adversary, and this victory began when Satan fell from heaven. (I would not altogether erase the foregoing interpretation: but surely it is grammatically more correct, with Bleek, to refer the imperfect to the time just past,—to the Lord’s prophetic sight at the time of the ministering of the Seventy. Cf. Acts 18:5 for a similar imperfect. If this view be correct, the words do not refer to any “triumph just gained,” but to the Lord’s glorious anticipations of final triumph, felt during the exercise of power by His servants.)

ὡς ἀστ.] Not the suddenness only of the fall, but the brightness of the fallen Angel is thus set forth. The description is not figurative, but literal; i.e. as far as divine words can be said to be literal, being accommodated to our sensuous conceptions. See on this verse, Isaiah 14:9-15, to which the words have a reference; and Revelation 12:7-12.

Verse 19
19.] Our Lord here,—including all the evil and poison in nature in the δύναμις τοῦ ἐχθ.,—from the power given Him over that enemy, asserts the gift to them, extended afterwards to all believers (Mark 16:18), of authority to ‘bruise the head of the serpent’ (Genesis 3:15). There is an evident allusion to Psalms 91:13.

Verse 20
20.] The connexion is—‘seeing that the power which I grant to you is so large, arising from my victory over the enemy,—make not one particular department of it your cause of joy, nor indeed the mere subjection of evil to you at all—but this,—the positive and infinite side of God’s mercy and goodness to you, that He hath placed you among His redeemed ones.’

τὰ πνεύμ. is something different from τὰ δαιμόνια in those words above, and denotes a wider range of influence—influence over spirit for good—whereby the πνευματικὰ τῆς πονηρίας are subjected to the believers in Christ.

The ἐγγέγραπται ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς is an expression in various forms frequent in Scripture, and is opposed to ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς γραφήτωσαν, Jeremiah 17:13, said of the rebellious. But no immutable predestination is asserted by it;—in the very first place where it occurs, Exodus 32:32-33, the contrary is implied, see Psalms 69:28; Isaiah 4:3; Daniel 12:1; Philippians 4:3; Hebrews 12:23; Revelation 3:5; Revelation 13:8; Revelation 20:12; Revelation 20:15. The τὰ ὀνόμ. ὑμ. seems to be a reference to ἐν τῷ ὀν. σου above, which perhaps was with them a medium of self-praise, as so often with Christians. Our Lord says, ‘the true cause of joy for you is, not the power shewn forth by or in you in My Name, but that you, your names, are in the book of life’—as testified by the πνεῦμα which συμμαρτυρεῖ τῷ πν. ἡμῶν ὅτι ἐσμὲν τέκνα θεοῦ, Romans 8:16. And this brings us to Luke 10:21, where our Lord rejoices in the revelation of these things even to the babes of the earth by the will and pleasure of the Father:—these things—not, the power over the enemy—but all that is implied in ἐγγέγραπται ἐν τ. οὐρ.
This, which is the true cause of joy to the believer, causes even the Saviour Himself to triumph, anticipating Isaiah 53:11.

Verse 21
21.] The words τῷ ἁγίῳ cannot well be excluded from the text; the expression as thus standing, forms an ἅπαξ λεγ., but is agreeable to the analogy of Scripture: cf. Romans 1:4; Hebrews 9:14; 1 Peter 3:18; see also Romans 14:17; 1 Thessalonians 1:6. The ascription of praise, and the verses following, are here in the very closest connexion, and it is perfectly unimaginable that they should have been inserted in this place arbitrarily. The same has been said of their occurrence in Matthew 11:25; and, from no love of harmonizing or escaping difficulties, but from a deep feeling of the inner spirit of both discourses, I am convinced that our Lord did utter, on the two separate occasions, these weighty words; and I find in them a most instructive instance of the way in which such central sayings were repeated by Him. It was not a rejoicing before (in Matt.), but a confession: compare the whole discourse and notes.

That the introductory words ἐν αὐτῇ τ. ὥρᾳ, = ἐν ἐκ. τῷ καιρῷ, may have been introduced from one passage into the other, and perhaps by some one who imagined them the same, I would willingly grant, if needful; not that, in the presence of such truths, such a trifle is worth mention, but that the shallow school of modern critics do mention, and rest upon such. On Luke 10:21-22, see notes on Matthew 11:25-27, observing here the gradual narrowing of the circle to which our Lord addresses himself, Luke 10:22, στραφ. πρ. τ. μ.,—then Luke 10:23 the same, with κατʼ ἰδίαν added.

Verse 23
23.] This verse should not be marked off from Luke 10:22 by a new paragraph, as is done in the E. V.: much less, as in the Gospel for the 13th Sunday after Trinity, joined with what follows: except perhaps that the lesson taught us by its occurring there is an appropriate one, as shewing us how the grace of Christian love, which is the subject of the following parable, fulfils and abounds over, legal obedience. It is in connexion with the preceding, and comes as the conclusion after the thanksgiving in Luke 10:21. A similar saying of our Lord occurs Matthew 13:16-17, but uttered altogether on a different occasion and in a different connexion.

Verse 24
24. προφ. κ. βασ.] David united both these, also Solomon. There may be an especial reference to the affecting last words of David, 2 Samuel 23:1-5, which certainly are a prophecy of the Redeemer, and in which he says, Luke 10:5, “This is all my salvation, and all my desire, though he make it not to grow:”—see also Genesis 49:18.

Verse 25
25.] No immediate sequence from Luke 10:24 is implied.

νομικός, a kind of scribe, = νομοδιδάσκαλος, ch. Luke 5:17—whose especial office it was to teach the law, see Titus 3:13; = εἷς τῶν γραμματέων, Mark 12:28.

There is no reason to suppose that the lawyer had any hostile intention towards Jesus,—rather perhaps a self-righteous spirit (see Luke 10:29), which wanted to see what this Teacher could inform him, who knew so much already. Thus it was a tempting or trying of Jesus, though not to entangle Him: for whatever had been the answer, this could hardly have followed.

τί ποιήσας] He doubtless expects to hear of some great deed; but our Lord refers him back to the Law of which he was a teacher.

Verses 25-37
25–37.] QUESTION OF A LAWYER: THE PARABLE OF THE GOOD SAMARITAN. Peculiar to Luke. As Stier remarks (iii. 101, edn. 2), it is well that Luke has related the other incident respecting an enquiry of the same kind, for the critics would be sure to have maintained that this incident was another report of Matthew 19:16. Such clear cases as this should certainly teach us caution, where no such proof is given of the independence of different narratives: and should shew us that both questions addressed to our Lord, and answers from Him, were, as matter of fact, repeated.

See however a case to which this remark does not apply, ch. Luke 9:57 ff.

Verse 26
26. πῶς ἀν.;] A common Rabbinical formula for eliciting a text of Scripture.

πῶς is not merely = τί, but implies how? i.e. to what purport; so that the answer should contain a summary of his reading in the Law.

Verse 27
27.] The first part of this, together with Deuteronomy 11:13 ff., the Jews had written on their phylacteries, and recited night and morning: but not the second; so that Kuinoel’s idea that Jesus pointed to the phylactery of the lawyer, will not hold.

Meyer thinks the man answered thus, because he had before heard our Lord cite these in connexion, and with an especial view to asking the question τίς ἐστίν μου πλησίον; It may have been so;—but I should rather believe the same spirit with which he began, to have carried him on to this second question. The words θέλ. δικ. ἑαυτ. seem to imply this, but see below.

Verse 29
29.] Meyer explains this: The questioner, having been by our Lord’s enquiry, πῶς ἀναγ., himself thrown into the position of the answerer, yet, θέλων δικ. ἑαν., wishing to carry out the purpose with which he asked at first, and to cover what otherwise would be his shame at being answered by so simple a reply, and that his own,—asks τίς ἐστίν μου πλησίον;—I may observe that we need not take the whole of this explanation, but may well suppose that δικαιῶσαι ἑαυτ. may mean, ‘to get himself out of the difficulty:’ viz. by throwing on Jesus the definition of ὁ πλησίον, which was very narrowly and technically interpreted among the Jews, excluding Samaritans and Gentiles.

Verse 30
30.] ὑπολ., taking him up, implies that the question was made an occasion of saying more than the mere answer. See Herod. vii. 101: Thucyd. ver. 49.

κατέβ., both because Jerusalem was higher, and because ‘to go up’ is the usual phrase for journeying towards a metropolis.

ἀπὸ ἱερ. εἰς ἱεριχώ, about 150 stadia distant. The road passed through a wilderness (Joshua 16:1) which was notorious for the robberies committed there. “Arabas … quæ gens, latrociniis dedita, usque hodie incursat terminos Palestinæ, et descendentibus de Hierusalem in Hiericho obsidet vias, cujus rei et Dominus in Evangelio recordatur.” Jerome, Comment. on Jeremiah 3:2, vol. iv, p. 857. The same Father mentions that a part of the road was so infamous for murders, as to be called the red or bloody way, and that in his time there was a fort there garrisoned by Roman soldiers, to protect travellers (De locis Hebræis, under Adommim, vol. iii. p. 150).

περιέπ., exactly fell among. They surrounded him.

ἐκδύσ., not merely of his clothing, but of all he had;—‘despoliaverunt eum,’ Vulg.

τυγχάνοντα is not = ὄντα: ὄντα is understood with ἡμιθ., in a state of (being) half-dead.
Verse 31
31.] Many priests journeyed this way, for Jericho was a priestly city; this man is perhaps represented as having been up to Jerusalem in the order of his course, and returning ( κατέβαινεν).

The Law and Prophets enjoined the act of mercy which this priest refused (see Exodus 23:4-5; Deuteronomy 22:1-4; Isaiah 58:7); not, it is true, literally,—and therefore he neglected it.

“The form συγκυρία is uncommon: Polybius has συγκύρημα and - ρησις.” Bleek.

ἀντιπαρῆλθεν, he did not even go up to him to examine him, but passed by on the opposite side of the road.

Verse 32
32.] The Levite, the inferior minister of the Law, did even worse; when he was at the place, he came and saw him;—came near, and then passed, as the other.

Verses 33-35
33–35.] The Samaritans were entirely, not half, Gentiles (= ἀλλογενής, ch. Luke 17:18).

Why our Lord mentions the name here, see below.

ἐσπλαγχν.] This was the great difference between the Samaritan and the others;—the actions which follow are but the expansion of this compassion.

ἔλαιον κ. οἶνον] These were usual remedies for wounds in the East: Galen, cited by Wetstein in loc., prescribes thus for a wound in the head, ἐλαίας φύλλα τὰ ἁπαλώτατα τρίψας παράχει ἐλαίου καὶ οἴνου μέλανος καὶ κατάμασσε:—see also Isaiah 1:6.

ἐπὶ τὸ ἴδ. κτ., thereby denying himself the use of it.

κτῆνος is rarely found in the sing. in the classics: see an instance, Herod. ii. 132.

πανδοχεῖον] The Attic form, as in the cognate words ἱεροδόκος, ξενοδοκεῖν, δωροδόκος, &c., is πανδοκεῖον. So Phryn.: οἱ διὰ τοῦ χ λέγοντες ἁμαρτάνουσιν· διὰ γὰρ τοῦ κ χρὴ λέγειν πανδοκεῖον κ. πανδοκεὺς κ. πανδοκευτρία:—p. 307, where see Lobeck’s note. This is the only place where an inn, as we understand the word, a house for reception of travellers kept by a host as distinguished from an empty caravanserai, is mentioned. The Rabbinical writers frequently speak of such, but under a name adopted from this word, פונדק (Wetstein). Bleek remarks that this serves to shew, that there were such inns in that neighbourhood, though certainly they were not frequent.

ἐξελθ.…] when he went on his journey.
δύο δην.] Some see in this, two days’ wages (Matthew 20:2).

Verse 36
36.] It will be observed that our Lord not only elicits the answer from the questioner himself, but that it comes in an inverted form. The lawyer had asked, to whom he was to understand himself obliged to fulfil the duties of neighbourship? but the answer has for its subject one who fulfilled them to another. The reason of this is to be found,—partly in the relation of neighbourship being mutual, so that if this man is my neighbour, I am his also;—but chiefly in the intention of our Lord to bring out a strong contrast by putting the hated and despised Samaritan in the active place, and thus to reflect back the ὁμοίως more pointedly. “Observe γεγονέναι, to have become neighbour. The neighbour Jews became strangers, the stranger Samaritan became neighbour, to the wounded traveller. It is not place, but love, which makes neighbourhood.” Wordsworth.

Verse 37
37. πορεύου, κ. τ. λ.] The rendering is as in E. V., go and do thou likewise. The καὶ σύ belongs, not to the πορεύου, but to the ποίει, which carries the main stress, the πορεύου being only secondary.

The lawyer does not answer—‘The Samaritan:’ he avoids this; but he cannot avoid it in conviction and matter of fact.

ποίει ὁμ., i.e. ‘count all men thy neighbours and love them as thyself.’

The student accustomed to look at all below the surface of Scripture, will not miss the meaning which lies behind this parable, and which—while disclaiming all fanciful allegorizing of the text—I do not hesitate to say that our Lord Himself had in view when He uttered it. All acts of charity and mercy done here below, are but fragments and derivatives of that one great act of mercy which the Saviour came on earth to perform. And as He took on Him the nature of us all, being ‘not ashamed to call us brethren,’ counting us all His kindred,—so it is but natural that in holding up a mirror (for such is a parable) of the truth in this matter of duty, we should see in it not only the present and prominent group, but also Himself and His act of mercy behind. And thus we shall not (in spite of the scoffs which are sure to beset such an interpretation, from the superficial school of critics) give up the interpretation of the Fathers and other divines, who see in this poor traveller, going from the heavenly to the accursed city (Joshua 6:26; 1 Kings 16:34),—the race of man, the Adam who fell;—in the robbers and murderers, him who was a murderer from the beginning (John 8:44);—in the treatment of the traveller, the deep wounds and despoilment which we have inherited from the fall;—in the priest and the Levite passing by, the inefficacy of the law and sacrifice to heal and clothe us: Galatians 3:21 (Trench remarks, Parables, p. 316, note, edn. 4, that the Church, by joining the passage Galatians 3:16-23 as Epistle, with this Parable as Gospel for the 13th Sunday after Trinity, has stamped this interpretation with her approval):—in the good Samaritan, Him of whom it was lately said, “Say we not well that thou art a Samaritan, and hast a devil?” (John 8:48)—who came to bind up the broken-hearted, to give them the oil of joy for mourning (Isaiah 61:1 ff.);—who for our sakes became poor, that we through His poverty might become rich: who, though now gone from us, has left with us precious gifts, and charged His ministers to feed His lambs, promising them, when the chief Shepherd shall appear, a crown of glory that fadeth not away (1 Peter 5:2; 1 Peter 5:4). Further perhaps it is well not to go;—or, if we do, only in our own private meditations, where, if we have the great clue to such interpretations,—knowledge of Christ for ourselves, and a sound mind under the guidance of His Spirit,—we shall not go far wrong. But minutely to allegorize, is to bring the sound spiritual interpretation into disrepute, and throw stumbling-blocks in the way of many, who might otherwise arrive at it.

Verse 38
38.] ἐν τῷ πορ. need make no difficulty—the whole of the events related in this section of the Gospel are allotted, as in the widest sense they belonged, to the last journey of our Lord from Galilee, which ended in the triumphal entry into Jerusalem: see note on ch. Luke 9:51 ff. Jesus, as we know that He afterwards did, so now probably, when at Jerusalem (at the feast of Dedication), abode at Bethany. He ‘loved’—(only used in this sense by John with regard to this family, and to himself)—Martha and Mary and Lazarus—and this word implies surely hospitality and intercourse.

γυνή τις—it does not follow that Martha was a widow; the incident brings out the two sisters, and therefore no others are mentioned. She may have had a husband or a father living. At all events, it is a consistency belonging to real life, that we find the same person prominent in the family in John, as here.

Verses 38-42
38–42.] ENTERTAINMENT OF OUR LORD AT THE HOUSE OF MARTHA AND MARY. It surely never could be doubted who this Martha and Mary were, nor where this took place,—but that the harmonizing spirit has so beclouded the sight of our critics. Bengel believes them not to be the sisters of Lazarus, but another Martha and Mary somewhere else;—and this in spite of the deep psychological identity of characters which meets us in John 11:12
Greswell, still more strangely, believes the persons to be the same, but that they had another residence in Galilee, and endeavours to establish this from John 11:1 (where he says ἀπό only indicates residence, ἐκ origin; and the κώμη is not Bethany, but the village in Galilee: see notes there). I shall, as elsewhere, take the text in its most obvious and simple interpretation, and where nothing definite is inserted in it, throw light on it from what we know from other sources. And I believe most readers will agree with me in taking these for the sisters of Lazarus, and the village for Bethany. “As regards the name Martha, it is in Aramæan מרתא, from מר dominus, and answers to the Greek κυρία.” Bleek.

Verse 39
39.] It does not appear that the meal had begun; far rather is it likely that Martha was busy about preparing it. Mary sat at Jesus’ feet, as His disciple, while He was discoursing.

Verse 40
40.] περιεσπ. (as also the form παρακαθεσθεῖσα above) is a word of later Greek. We have in Dion. Hal. ix. 43, περισπᾷ περὶ τὰς ἔξω στρατείας τὸν δῆμον: and in Jos. Antt. ver. 1. 4, πρὸς τοσαύτας ὑπηρεσίας διασπώμενος. See also Diod. Sic. i. 74: Polyb. xv. 3. 4. It exactly answers to the Latin ‘torqueor’ used in the same connexion by Horace, Sat. ii. 8. 67, and to a midland provincial expression ‘to be put about,’ meaning to be ‘distracted with officious care.’ See Phryn. ed. Lobeck, p. 415, who gives ἄσχολος εἶναι for the corresponding classical expression.

ἐπιστ., generally, but not always, used by Luke of a sudden coming into presence. It looks here as if our Lord were teaching in another apartment from that where the διακονία was going on:—this appears also in the κατέλειπεν.
Verse 41-42
41, 42.] The repetition of her name indicates reproof.

μεριμνᾷς expresses the inner anxiety (from μερίζω), θορυβάζῃ the outer bustle and confusion. The latter word is not elsewhere found in Greek.

πολλά, many things.
ἑνός, of one thing; perhaps we should not express the two words more definitely, for fear of narrowing the wide sense in which they are spoken. I can hardly doubt that our Lord, in the first and most obvious meaning, indicated that simpler preparation would have been all that was needful, but the πολλά leads to the ἕν, and that to the ἀγαθὴ μερίς, the ἕν being the middle term of comparison between the natural πολλά and the spiritual ἀγαθὴ μερίς. So that the whole will imply—only within the circle of Christ’s disciples, those who act from love (mistaken or otherwise) to Him—much as John 6:27,—and will set before us the bread which perisheth on one hand, and that which endureth to everlasting life on the other. The ἀγαθὴ μερίς, the good portion, is the ἕν which is needful—see John 6:53,—the feeding on the bread of life by faith; which faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the ῥῆμα χριστοῦ, which Mary was now receiving into her soul, and which (John 6:54) shall never be taken away, but result in everlasting life.

The two types of character have ever been found in the Church; both, caring for Him, and for love to Him doing what they do: but the one busy and restless, anxious and stirring; the other quiet and humble, content to sit at His feet and learn. We see here which of the two He praises. But on the other hand we must not derive any argument hence against an active Christian life of doing good: this is, in fact, to sit at His feet and learn—to take His yoke on us, and learn of Him. It is the bustling about the πολλά of which there is no need, which is blamed: not the working out the fruits of the Spirit, which are needful, being parts themselves of the ἀγαθὴ μερίς.

11 Chapter 11 

Verse 1
1. καθ. κ. ἰω.…] Of this fact we know nothing beyond the allusion here.

Verses 1-13
1–13.] JESUS TEACHES THE DISCIPLES TO PRAY. The locality and time of the following incident are alike indefinite. The only limits are those of the great journey which is the subject of this section. There is no reason for supposing this to be the only occasion on which the Lord delivered this prayer to His disciples. In the Sermon on the Mount, it stands in close connexion with what goes before;—and here also. In so weighty a summary of His teaching as that was, He was not likely, when speaking of prayer, to omit it;—when asked by His disciples to teach them to pray, He was not likely to depart from the form once given them. Such are ordinary probabilities, antecedent to every question affecting the two Gospels: and those critics who throw aside all such, are far more prejudiced in reality, than those who allow them full weight. “The peculiar and abridged form in Luke,” says Meyer, “is a proof that the apostolic Church did not use the Lord’s prayer as a form.” Rather, we may say, a proof of the fidelity with which our Evangelist reproduced his original reports, not correcting them as others after him did (see var. readd.) to suit the forms most probably in use. If the apostolic Church did not use the Lord’s Prayer as a form,—when did its use begin, which we find in every known Liturgy? (See Bingham, Antiqq xiii. 7.)

Verse 2
2.] ὅταν προς., λέγ.…, more definite than οὕτως προς.… in Matt. On the prayer itself, see notes on Matthew 6:9-13. The clauses not found in the text could hardly by any possibility have been omitted by any, had they ever formed a part of it. Stier’s argument, that our text has not been conformed to Matt., because the doxology has never been inserted here, seems to me to tend in quite another direction: the doxology was inserted there, because that was the form in general liturgical use, and not here, because this form was never used liturgically.

Verse 3
3. τὸ καθʼ ἡμ.…] for that day’s need, or for that day, i.e. day by day. No substantive need be supplied after τό.
Verse 4
4.] καὶ γὰρ αὐτ.… expressed here more strongly than in Matt., as the plea for the exercise of the divine forgiveness to us,—‘for it is our own practice also to forgive:’ but notice, the difference—there is no ἁμαρτία here between man and man, only the ordinary business word of this world.

π. ὀφείλοντι ἡμ.] This varied expression (see above) may serve to shew how far ‘Luke’s reporter’ (De Wette) was from misunderstanding the words of the Lord; that reporter, as Stier well observes, (Reden Jesu, iii. 126, edn. 2,) being no other than the Holy Spirit Himself, whose special guidance was promised in bringing to mind the things said by Jesus (John 14:26).

Verse 5
5.] Now follows a parable on continuing instant in prayer, of the same nature as that in ch. Luke 18:2 ff. In both parables, the argument is ‘à fortiori:’ “if selfish man can be won by prayer and importunity to give, and unjust man to do right, much more certainly shall the bountiful Lord bestow, and the righteous Lord do justice.” Trench, Parables, in loc., who further remarks, that here intercessory prayer is the subject of the parable; there, personal. And, that we must remember that all reluctance on the part of God to answer our prayers is not real, but apparent only, and arises from deeper reasons working for our good: whereas the reluctance in these two parables is real, arising from selfishness and contempt of justice.

The interrogative form continues to σοι,, Luke 11:7, ‘Who of you shall be in these supposed circumstances?’ λέγω ὑμ.… κ. τ. λ.
Verse 6
6. παρ. ἐξ ὁδ.] In the East it was and is the custom to travel late at night, for coolness’ sake.

Why τρεῖς ἄρτους, does not appear. I forbear to give the allegorical interpretations of the number, which abound: the significance of the things asked for, see below on Luke 11:13.

Verse 7
7.] We have an interesting fragment of domestic life here given us. The door is ‘barred,’ not only ‘shut;’ there is the trouble of unbarring it; the father and children are in bed ( εἰς τ. κ. εἰσ. ellipt. for ‘have gone εἰς τ. κ., and are ἐν τῇ κ.:’ see reff.); (observe how in all the parables which place the Father, or the Husband, before us, the Mother, or the Bride does not appear;) and he cannot (i.e. will not, cannot from being overcome by reluctance) rise and give to him.

Verse 8
8.] ἀναίδεια is too mildly rendered by ‘importunity,’ E. V. It should be shamelessness. It is presupposed here that the postulant goes on knocking and asking.

Verse 9
9.] What follows is in the closest connexion, and will not bear the idea that it is transferred here merely as being appropriate. The αἰτεῖν, ζητεῖν, κρούειν, all answer to the features of the parable.

Luke 11:10 declares to us not merely a result observable here among men, (in which sense it is not universally true,) but a great law of our Father’s spiritual Kingdom: a clause out of the eternal covenant, which cannot be changed.

Verses 11-13
11–13.] Our Lord sets forth the certainty of our obtaining the Holy Spirit, (the unspeakable gift, in which all other δόματα ἀγαθά are included,) from our Father, by another ‘à fortiori’ argument, drawn from the love of earthly parents, so far less careful and tenderly wise than He is over His children.

The construction, as before (Luke 11:5), is a mixed one: half interrogative, half hypothetical. For the rest, see notes on Matthew 7:7 ff. The egg and scorpion are added here. The serpent and scorpion are the positively mischievous: the samples, ch. Luke 10:19, of the δύναμις τοῦ ἐχθροῦ:—the stone, that which is simply unfit for food. So that God’s answers to our prayers consist of neither useless nor mischievous things, but of His best gift—His Holy Spirit—in all the various and fitting manifestations of His guidance and consolation and teaching in our lives. This is (because this takes of and imparts to us by leading us continually to Him who is) the ἄρτος of the parable;—the ‘paterfamilias’ is our Father in Heaven, with whom however the night is as the day, who never slumbers nor sleeps. It has been noticed how by the hungry traveller coming to the man, may be imported, in the depth of the parable, the awakening in a man’s own soul (which is so precious to him) of that hunger which he has nothing to satisfy, and which none but God can satisfy. The student may, as in the foregoing parable, follow out this clue for himself (provided it be done soberly) with much interest and profit.

Notice that when we address God (Matthew 6:9), He is ὁ πατὴρ ὁ ἐν τ. οὐρ.—when He answers us, He is ὁ πατὴρ ὁ ἐξ οὐρ. In the former case we go up into Him and His abode; in the latter He comes down to us. The construction is not (Meyer) ὁ ἐν οὐρανῷ ἐξ οὐρ. δώσει: but the one so common in good Greek, ὁ ἐκ πελοποννήσου πόλεμος, denoting the quarter whence the influence implied in the substantive comes, which here is the result of that relation implied in πατήρ.

Verse 14
14.] κωφόν—and blind, Matthew 12:22, where see notes on all the common matter.

Verses 14-36
14–36.] ACCUSATION OF CASTING OUT DEVILS BY BEELZEBUB, AND DEMAND OF A SIGN FROM HEAVEN. OUR LORD’S DISCOURSE THEREUPON. Matthew 12:22-45. Mark 3:23-30. The reasonings of Greswell to shew that Luke relates an entirely different incident from Matt. and Mark, able and well conducted as they are, fail to carry conviction to my mind. The marks of identity are too many and striking to be mistaken; and on the plan of discrimination which he has adopted, I am persuaded that we might prove four distinct Crucifixions and Resurrections to have happened just as easily. Besides, it is quite impossible to carry the hypothesis throughout this section of Luke’s Gospel: and when it has been once given up, a considerable difference is made in the way of regarding the various narrations. On the side of which Evangelist the strict accuracy lies, it is next to impossible for us now to decide. I am inclined to think with Schleiermacher (transl., p. 190), that the section from ch. Luke 11:14 to Luke 12:53 (or rather perhaps 59) is a connected whole, or, at all events, is intended to form such. But then the whole is introduced (Luke 11:14) without any mark of connexion with the preceding, and terminated as abruptly.

On the other hand, the narrative in Matt. is introduced by his usual τότε, following upon a very general description of a retirement of our Lord, and His being pursued by multitudes, all of whom He healed; but whether the οἱ ὄχλοι are the same, and the τότε meant to specify that this incident occurred then and there, is by no means certain. Nor is the close of the section (Luke 12:50) bound very closely to Luke 13:1, which commences ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ, and can hardly be said with certainty to define the very same natural day. We may observe that the attendant circumstances, as introduced and closed in Mark 3:20; Mark 4:1, are equally indeterminate. I therefore leave the difficulty where I found it, and where I believe it will ever remain, during our present state of imperfection: only observing, that the important incident and discourse grounded on it is no way thereby invalidated in authority. It seems to have been a portion of the evangelic history, the position of which was not exactly and satisfactorily fixed; of which there have been already some instances (see ch. Luke 9:57-62), and there are, as will be seen, yet more as we proceed.

Verse 15
15. τινὲς ἐξ αὐτ.] No inference can here be drawn that these persons were not Pharisees (as Greswell has done), and consequently that the charge proceeded from a different quarter.

Verse 16
16.] This is not mentioned here by Matt., but further on in the discourse, Luke 11:38. No distinction (Gresw.) can be drawn between σημ. and σημ. ἐξ οὐρ., for (1) our Lord answers the demand in both places by the same reply, the sign of Jonas,—see also Matthew 16:1-4; and (2) the ordinary Jewish idea attached to σημ. would imply ἐξ οὐρ.,—see notes on Matthew 16:1.

Verse 17
17. εἰδώς] So Matt. also, Luke 11:25.

οἶκ. ἐπὶ οἶκ.] The ordinary rendering and house (divided) against house, falleth, is certainly right. Before Meyer charged this interpretation with having entirely arisen out of harmonistic considerations, he should have ascertained whether such an expression as a kingdom falling οἶκος ἐπὶ οἶκον is even tolerable. The ruling idea of the saying having been given by the βασ. ἐφʼ ἑαυτήν, the emphatic pronoun need not be expressed again. Similarly we have, 1 Corinthians 2:11, τίς οἶδεν ἀνθρώπων τὰ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, εἰ μὴ τὸ πν. τοῦ ἀνθρώτου τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ; the ὁ ἄνθρ. being the same throughout.

Verse 20
20.] ἐν δακτύλῳ θ. = ἐν πνεύματι θ. Matt. No distinction can be established, as Gresw. attempts. The one expression explains the other. What was done (Hebraistically speaking) by the finger of God, was done by the Spirit of God. We have much greater variations than this in sayings demonstrably the same. And as to what the same author maintains about the relative magnitude of the works of the finger, hand, and arm of God, a reference to ref. Ps., where the heavens are ‘the works of Thy fingers,’ will sufficiently shew how little reliance is to be placed on such subtleties.

Verse 21
21.] This parabolic sentence is in close connexion with many prophetic sayings, Isaiah 40:10 mar(85); Isaiah 53:12, and most pointedly Isaiah 49:24-25. It will be remembered that the Baptist called the Lord by this name, ὁ ἰσχυρότερος—placing after it, it is true, μου, but still using it as indicative of the Almightiness of the Son of God, rather than in comparison with himself.

The ἰσχυρός is the adversary, Satan; his αὐλή, this present world,—John 12:31; John 14:30; John 16:11. His goods, or tools, or spoils,— τὰ ὑπάρχοντα = τὰ σκεύη = τὰ σκῦλα,—are the sons of men,—2 Timothy 2:26; 1 John 5:19 (Greek). With these is he clothed and armed, or rather with their evil capacities, which he furbishes and brightens for his use: with the πανοπλία τοῦ διαβόλου, compare by way of contrast, the πανοπλία τοῦ θεοῦ, Ephesians 6:11-20. Without these arms and tools he would be powerless: the evil one must have evil men—something receptive of evil—to work upon. But these the ἰσχυρότερος takes from him, and divides his spoils, Isaiah 53:12. He divides his spoils—turns to His own use and that of His followers all that good which the enemy had corrupted into evil.

The Stronger had already come into the strong man’s house—the Saviour, into the world—and was robbing him of his captives, and making them into His own disciples—e.g. Mary Magdalene and others: but the work was not fully completed yet, till the Lord, by and in His death, overcame him that had the power of death, i.e. the devil. And that His great victory is still proceeding;—He is still taking from him one and another,—rescuing the sons of men by the power of His gospel, till the end, when He shall (Revelation 20:1 ff.) bind him in the abyss; and though he be loosed for the final conflict by His sufferance, shall cast him overthrown into the lake of fire for ever. Revelation 20:14.

Verse 23
23.] See on Matthew 12:30.

Verses 24-26
24–26.] See on Matthew 12:43.

Verse 27-28
27, 28.] This little but most instructive incident, here interposed, serves to shew the originality of Luke’s account, and that, whatever its position may be, it is itself of the highest authority. The woman apparently was influenced by nothing but common-place and unintelligent wonder at the sayings and doings of Jesus:—and she broke out, with true womanly feeling, into a blessing of the mother who bare such a wonderful Teacher. Such seems to be the account of the incident itself.

Our Lord’s reply is indeed wonderful:—(1) In reproof. He corrects in her the un-apprehensiveness of his word, which had caused her to go no further into the meaning of it than this ordinary eulogy imported,—and gives her an admonition how to profit better by it in future.

(2) In humility. He disclaims all this kind of admiration for his humanity: and says not ‘my word,’ but the word of God, which is in fact the same, but takes the view off from Him in his abasement, unto the Father who sent Him.

(3) In truth. He does not deny the honour hereby pronounced upon his mother, but beautifully turns it to its true side—viz. that which was given her long since— μακαρία ἡ πιστεύσασα, ch. Luke 1:45.

Her blessedness consisted not so much in being His mother, as in her lowly and faithful observance of the word of the Lord spoken to her: see ch. Luke 2:19; Luke 2:51. Nor again does He deny that to have borne Him was an honour— μὲν οὖν is ‘imo vero’—‘yes, indeed, but.’

(4) In prophetic discernment. It will be seen that this answer cuts at the root of all Mariolatry, and shews us in what the true honour of that holy woman consisted,—in faith and obedience. As the mother of the Lord, she represents our human race, unto whom a child is born, a son is given; no individual exclusive honour is due to her, any more than to Cornelius, who was singled out from the Gentile world, and honoured by an angelic message relative to the divine purposes:—if she were, as there is every reason to conclude she was, a believer in her Son, the Son of man, she bore Christ in a far higher and more blessed sense than by being His mother in His humanity. And this honour may all believers in Him partake of with her; therefore the Lord says not ἡ ἀκούουσα τ. λ.… but οἱ ἀκούοντες. The last and boldest perversion of these words of our Lord by Father Newman, viz. that He thus does but still further exalt her honour, in that, besides being His mother, she heard His word, and kept it, need only be mentioned, to shew the follies to which able men are abandoned, who once desert truth and simplicity.

Verse 29
29.] This is now in answer to those who sought of Him a sign from Heaven.

τῶν ὄχλ. ἐπαθρ.… perhaps in expectation, as He paused in His discourse, that the sign was now about to be shewn:—see notes on Matt. for the main subject.

Here we have one part of the sign of Jonas brought out, which is not touched on in Matt., viz. his preaching after his resurrection to the Ninevites, announcing—for that would necessarily be involved in that preaching—the wonderful judgment of God in bringing him there,—and thus making his own deliverance, that he might preach to them, a sign to that people; which sign (Luke 11:32) they received, and repented;—but a greater than Jonas, shewing and preaching a greater sign by far, this generation shall reject.

Verse 32
32. πλεῖον ἰωνᾶ] Not ‘a greater than Jonas,’ or ‘than Solomon:’ but Jonah = the sign of Jonah,—so that πλεῖον is He who is the sign to this generation:—a sign, πλεῖον, both in its actuality, its significance, and its consequences. The order, here, seems to be for the sake of climax;—for the undervaluing and not appreciating His wisdom, will not lie so heavy on them in the judgment, as the rejection of His preaching of repentance.

Verse 33
33.] κρύπτην (for so it should be accentuated), a crypt, or covered passage; τὴν ἀπόκρυφον οἰκίαν, Euthym(86) Athenæus, ver. 205, describing a splendid ship built by Ptolemy Philopator, speaks of a κρύπτη φραγμοῖς καὶ θυρίσι περιεχομένη πάντοθεν.

Verses 33-36
33–36.] Our Lord goes on to speak of His teaching and miracles, which this generation despised, and demanded a sign from heaven in preference; He tells them that they will not see the significance of them, because they shut the eyes of their understanding, which should be the light of the soul;—this is set before them in a parable concerning the light of the body, which is the outward eye. The sentences are repeated from the Sermon on the Mount, see Matthew 5:15; Matthew 6:22 f. (where see notes on all that is common), and ch. Luke 8:16; but, as has been shewn, the truth shines from a different side of them here.

Verse 35
35.] σκόπει … μὴ …, take heed, lest …, and the ἐστιν, more forcible than ᾖ, implies the actual existence, in the hearers, of the state against which they are cautioned:— σκόπει μὴ ὁ νοῦς ὁ φωταγωγὸς τῆς ψυχῆς σου σκοτισθῇ ὑπὸ τῶν παθῶν, Euthym(87)
Verse 36
36.] “Tautological: the second member contains the same assertion as the first.” (De Wette.)—Let us examine this. ‘When thine eye is single (Luke 11:34),—i.e. simple,—straight and single-seeing,—thy whole body will be light.’ Then (Luke 11:36),—‘if this be so,—if thy whole body be light, having no part dark,—then it shall all be light as when a lamp with its brightness illuminates thee.’ Of what is our Lord speaking? Of His teaching, as apprehended by the simple, single-seeing soul. If then the soul be so,—having no part darkened by prejudice or selfish lusts, and approach thus to His teaching, it shall be wholly illuminated by it, as by the candle of the Lord, searching its inward parts. So this saying, which, even as it stands, is not tautological,—for the second clause expresses the further result and waxing onward of the shining light, arising from the singleness of the eye,—becomes, in its spiritual significance, a weighty declaration of truth, answering to ch. Luke 8:15 :—see also John 8:12.

Verse 37
37.] ἀριστήσῃ, the morning meal.

εἰσελθ. δὲ ἀνέπεσεν, i.e. without any delay; as soon as He had entered, He sat down.

Verses 37-54
37–54.] DISCOURSE AGAINST THE PHARISEES. There can be no antecedent improbability in the supposition that our Lord spoke on various occasions, and with various incidental references, the component parts of that great anti-pharisaic discourse contained in Matthew 23. That was spoken in the temple, during the last week of His ministry; it formed the solemn close of His public teaching,—and at the end of it He departed out of the temple to return no more. I do not think it possible to suppose any part of that discourse in Matthew to be related otherwise than in its true place; all probability is against such an idea,—and so is the character of the reports of discourses in that Gospel, in general so strictly coherent and exact. There is then but one supposition left, unless we suppose Luke to have put together at random a number of fragments, and to have inserted them here, creating an occasion for them (for it amounts to this), which is equally inconceivable. And that is, that our Lord spoke at this meal, the occasion being the wonder of the Pharisee at His not washing before sitting down to meat, parts of that discourse, with which He afterwards solemnly closed His public ministry. See throughout, notes on Matthew 23.

Verse 38
38.] The expression of this wonder is not stated, but is probable. Our Lord would hardly have so suddenly begun, ὑμεῖς οἱ φ., unless something had been said, to which by assent they were parties. See His proceeding when nothing was said,—ch. Luke 7:39-40.

ἐβαπτ.…] This use of the word shews that it did not imply necessarily immersion of the whole body;—for it was only the hands which the Pharisees washed before meat.

Verse 39
39.] There is not the least improbability or incongruity in our Lord’s having thus spoken as a guest at a meal (as Strauss, Schleiermacher, De Wette, &c., maintain);—His solemn work of reproof and teaching was never suspended out of mere compliment,—nor were the intentions of the Pharisees towards Him so friendly as these invitations seem to imply. They were given mostly from deference to popular opinion, and from no love to Him;—sometimes even with a directly hostile object. See Luke 11:53-54, and compare also ch. Luke 7:44-46. Observe also, that the severest parts of the discourse in Matt. (Luke 11:13-22; Luke 11:33) were not uttered on this occasion.

νῦν, i.e. as instanced by your present conduct—Here is an instance of your, &c.

τοῦ ποτ. κ. τ. πίν.] Understand, ‘in the proverb’—or perhaps the application is left to be enthymematically filled up, for the next clause presupposes it.

τὸ ἔξωθεν and τὸ ἔσωθεν of a man, are not the outside and inside of the body—but the outside apparent conduct, and the inner unseen motives.

Some difficulty has been found in the parallelism of τὸ ἔξωθεν τοῦ ποτηρίου κ. πίνακος, and τὸ ἔσωθεν ὑμῶν: and a proposal has been made (to which I am surprised to see Bleek giving his adhesion) to take ὑμῶν with what follows: “the inside (of the cup and platter) is full of your plunder and wickedness.” But surely all verisimilitude is against this, as well as the emphatic position thus given to ὑμῶν. The simple fact is, that the parable and its interpretation are intermixed throughout the whole, the mind of the hearer being left to find its own way in allotting each its part.

Luke 11:40 seems clearly to me to be a question, and to mean, as E. V., Did not He, who made the outside, make the inside also?—i.e. if His works have become unclean and polluted through sin, what is the use of only partially purging them,—not accomplishing the purgation?—must not the cleansing, to be good for any thing, extend to the whole?
The making ὁ ποιήσας to mean, ‘he who has cleansed,’ and a negative, instead of an interrogative sentence—‘ye fools, he who has cleansed the outside has not cleansed the inside also’—gives, especially as the same was more strongly implied in Luke 11:39, the most frigid sense imaginable; and I can only (still, after his second edition) wonder that Stier, after Kuinoel and others, should have adopted it.

Verse 41
41.] Here again I am compelled entirely to differ from Stier, who, with Erasmus, Lightfoot, Kuinoel, Schleiermacher, &c., understands this as ironical—‘but ye give alms of their contents, and behold, all things are clean (in your estimation) to you.’ But (1) this is inconsistent with the imperative δότε. (2) It would require ἐκ τῶν ἐνότων, for the Pharisees did not give τὰ ἐνόντα in this sense. (3) It would be altogether irrelevant to the matter in hand, which was reproof to the Pharisees for their care about outward cleanliness, when the inside was left unclean. (4) It would be inconsistent with the emphatic position of τὰ ἐνόντα, which are thus pointed out as the true material, out of which to give alms. It would be altogether contrary to our Lord’s usual habit of speaking about giving alms, to make Him cast a slur on it, as this would do: see Mark 10:21; ch. Luke 12:33, where the expression is very similar to this.

The command is a rebuke for their covetousness (see ch. Luke 16:14), which follows in close connexion with ἁρπαγή and πονηρία,, Luke 11:39. The τὰ ἐνόντα are the contents of the vessel, which vessel (Luke 11:39 : see note above) is ὑμεῖς: = therefore, in its meaning, the τὰ ὑπάρχοντα of ch. Luke 12:33,—and the πάντα καθαρά ἐστιν answers to the θησαυρὸς ἐν οὐρανῷ of that verse, the result of which is the καρδία ἐν οὐρανῷ: and such persons being καθαροὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ,—to them, as τοῖς καθαροῖς, πάντα καθαρά (Titus 1:15).

Verse 42
42.] But woe unto you, for ye do not this,—but make the most trifling payments, &c. The connexion, which is thus so close, is quite destroyed by the ironical interpretation of Luke 11:41. See note on Matthew 23:23.

Verse 43
43.] Matthew 23:6-7. There doubtless was ample illustration of this at the time and place when it was spoken.

Verse 44
44.] See Matthew 23:27;—but here the point of comparison is different. There (see note) the sepulchres are whited, that men may not pass over them unawares: and the comparison is to the outside fairness, and inside abomination. Here, the graves are not seen, and men thinking they are walking on clean ground are defiled by passing over them. Perhaps the difference of expression may have been occasioned by the greater wealth and splendour and display of the Pharisees in the metropolis, where Matthew 23 was spoken.

οἱ ἄνθρ. οἱ περ. ἐπ., the men who walk over them …; οἱ ἄνθρ. περ. ἐπ., men, when they walk over them.
Verse 45
45.] This man appears to have been not a common Pharisee merely, but besides, a νομικός, whose duty it especially was to interpret the law. Perhaps he found himself involved in the censure of Luke 11:42; or generally among the other Pharisees.

Verse 46
46.] See on Matthew 23:4.

Verse 47
47.] See on Matthew 23:29-32.

Verse 48
48.] See on Matthew 23:34-36.

We have here a remarkable variation of expression in Luke 11:49, ἡ σοφία τοῦ θεοῦ εἶπεν here = ἐγώ Matt. Various explanations have been given of this. The difficulty is not the variation just noticed, so much as that no such passage exists in the O.T. But I have little doubt that the true explanation is this:—the whole saying is a reference to 2 Chronicles 24:18-22, and so marked a one, that I am surprised no Commentators but Olshausen and Stier should have observed it, and they not thoroughly. That passage opens with remarks of the sacred historian on the delinquency of Judah and Jerusalem after the death of Jehoiada the priest: then Luke 11:19, ‘He sent prophets to them, to bring them again to the Lord; and they testified against them: but they would not give ear. And the Spirit of God came upon Zechariah the son of Jehoiada the priest, which stood above the people, and said unto them.… And they conspired against him, and stoned him with stones at the commandment of the king in the court of the house of the Lord.… And when he died, he said, The Lord look upon it, and require it.’ The words in our text are not indeed a citation, but an amplification of Luke 11:19 there—a paraphrase of them, giving the true sense of what the wisdom of God intended by them;—enlarging the mere historical notice which laid hold of God’s purpose only by one thread let down to the earth, into the divine revelation of the whole purpose of God as the counsel of His will in heaven. In Matt. the Lord Jesus Himself, as became the solemnity of that final and awful close of His testimony to His own who received Him not, stands forth as the doer of this work, the sender of the Prophets and Apostles. (On ‘son of Barachias’ see on Matthew 23:35.)

Perhaps the strangest solution of the difficulty above noticed is that of Meyer (second ed.), who supposes the words to have been inserted here from Matthew, and introduced as a quotation by ἡ σοφ. τ. θ. εἶπεν, which Luke puts into the mouth of Jesus Himself, lasst hier Jesum selbst reden.

Bleek attributes the fact of our Lord having made this event the terminus historicus of their murders of the prophets to the position of the books of Chronicles at the end of the Hebrew Canon: and uses it as a proof that they then held the same place as now.

Verse 52
52.] ἤρ. τὴν κλ. τῆς γν. = κλείετε τὴν βασ. τ. οὐ. ἔμπροσθεν τ. ἀνθ. Matthew 23:14, which words are the best explanation of our text:—the key of knowledge (i.e. not of, as admitting to, knowledge—but the key is the knowledge), being that right understanding of the Law and Prophets, which should shew Him to the people, of whom they testified; this the expounders of Scripture had taken away, neither themselves entering, nor permitting those to enter who were otherwise doing so,—and thus shutting the kingdom of heaven in men’s faces.

Verse 53
53.] ἐνέχ. ( αὐτῷ understood, see reff.) to press vehemently upon Him with a hostile view; a sense confined apparently to N.T. and LXX.

ἀποστ.] ἀποστοματίζειν φασὶ τὸν διδάσκαλον, ὅταν κελεύει τὸν παῖδα λέγειν ἄττα ἀπὸ στόματος. Suidas. So it will mean, to examine Him,—to question Him,—especially, we may suppose, on such things as would require answers out of, or expository of, the Law, as they catechized in schools.

Verse 54
54. ἐνεδρ. αὐτόν] The accus. is Hellenistic, instead of the usual dative: so ἐνήδρευσαν τὰς παρθένους, Jos. Antt. ver 2, 12.

12 Chapter 12 

Verse 1
1. πρῶτον] I am not convinced by Olsh., De Wette, and Meyer, that this belongs to προσέχ.… Every instance which they quote of πρῶτον being thus used, is where some definite matter is subsequent to the thing said or done; e.g. Matthew 6:33. But here is no such matter:— πρ. would only mean, ‘earnestly,’—‘be sure that you’ … which meaning I do not think it bears. I have therefore coupled it with τοὺς μ. αὐτ., as distinguishing this section from what follows spoken to the crowd, Luke 12:13 ff. On the rest, see on Matthew 16:6.

Verses 1-12
1–12.] WARNING AGAINST HYPOCRISY. A discourse spoken immediately or very soon after the former, and in connexion with it;—consisting for the most part of sayings repeated from other occasions, and found nearly verbatim in Matt. It is impossible that there should be any reasonable doubt of this view, when we remember that some of them have appeared before, or appear again, in this very Gospel.

While our Lord was in the house of the Pharisee, the multitudes appear to have assembled together again. If so, ἐν οἷς will mean, during which things, viz. those related above.

He comes forth to them (ch. Luke 11:53) in the spirit of the discourse which He has just completed, and cautions his disciples against that part of the character of the Pharisees which was most dangerous to them. The connexion of these twelve verses may be thus enunciated:—Beware of hypocrisy (Luke 12:1), for all shall be made evident in the end (Luke 12:2), and ye are witnesses and sharers in this unfolding of the truth (Luke 12:3). In this your work, ye need not fear men; for your Father has you in His keeping (Luke 12:4-7)—and the confession of my name is a glorious thing (Luke 12:8), but the rejection of it (Luke 12:9), and especially the ascription of my works to the evil one (Luke 12:10), a fearful one. And in this confession ye shall be helped by the Holy Spirit in the hour of need (Luke 12:11-12).

Verses 2-9
2–9.] See on Matthew 10:26-33.

Verse 3
3. ἀνθʼ ὧν] wherefore.
Verse 4
4. τοῖς φίλοις μου] See John 15:13-15.

Verse 10
10.] See on Matthew 12:31.

Verse 11-12
11, 12.] See on Matthew 10:19-20.

Verse 13
13.] The man was evidently not a disciple, nor preparing to be one (as Schleierm. thinks), but some hearer in the crowd, whose mind had been working in him during our Lord’s last sayings about the care of Providence for His friends, and he thought this was just the care his circumstances wanted; being, as appears, oppressed by his brother in the matter of his patrimony. Possibly too he had an idea that the Messias, or the great Rabbi to whom he was listening, was come to set all things right;—and with that feeling which we all have of the surpassing injustice of our own wrongs, broke out with this inopportune request.

Verses 13-21
13–21.] ANSWER TO ONE WHO SOUGHT A DIVISION OF HIS INHERITANCE. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 14
14.] ἄνθρ., a word of solemn reproof: see Romans 2:1; Romans 9:20. The ἄνθρ. also forms a definite subject for ὑμᾶς to refer to, … ‘men,’ i.e. mankind in general. This question is expressed in almost the very words of the Egyptian rejecting the arbitration of Moses, Exodus 2:14;—and may shew us the essential difference of the two offices of Moses and Christ.

Verse 15
15.] αὐτούς, i.e. τὸν ὄχλον. He saw into the covetousness of the man’s disposition, and made it an instructive warning for his hearers.

πάσης πλ.] There is a meaning in πάσης—every kind of πλ. This kind, of which they had an example before them, was by no means one of the worst; but all kinds must be avoided.

οὐκ ἐν τ.…] not, because a man has abundance, does his life (therefore) consist in his goods. That is, no man’s life ἐστιν ἐκ τῶν ὑπαρχ. consists in what he possesses ( οὐκ ἐπʼ ἄρτῳ μόνῳ ζήσεται ἄνθρωπος); … nor ἐν τῷ περισσεύειν τινί, by his having abundance, can this be made to be the case. Man’s life is of God, not of his goods, however abundant they may be. And this is the lesson conveyed by the following parable, and lying at the foundation of the still higher lesson conveyed in Luke 12:21.

ζωή is life in the pregnant sense, emphatically his life; including time and eternity. This is self-evident from the parable and its application.

Verse 16
16.] Our Lord in this parable sets before us one arrived at the very height of worldly prosperity, and that by no unfair means; ‘non limite perturbato, non spoliato paupere, non circumvento simplice.’ Aug. Serm. 178, c. 2, vol. v. It was by God’s blessing that he became thus rich, which might have been a real blessing, if he had known how to use it.

Verse 17
17.] ‘Character animi sine requie quieti, egregie expressus.’ Bengel.

οὐκ ἔχω ποῦ συν.] ‘… Habes apothecas—inopum sinus, viduarum domus, ora infantum … Istæ sunt apothecæ quæ maneant in æternum.’ Ambrose de Nabuthe, ch. vii. 37, vol. i. p. 575.

Verse 18-19
18, 19.] “His folly is fourfold:—he forgets the Giver (‘my fruits, my goods’),—he greedily reserves all for himself ( συνάξω ἐκεῖ πάντα),—he imagines such things to be food for his soul ( ψυχή, … ἀναπ., φ., π., εὐφρ.)—he forgets death, which is every day possible.” (Stier, iii. 146, edn. 2.) A very striking similarity is found in Sirach 11:18-19, ἔστι πλουτῶν ἀπὸ προσοχῆς καὶ σφιγγίας αὐτοῦ, καὶ αὕτη ἡ μερὶς τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ· ἐν τῷ εἰπεῖν αὐτὸν εὗρον ἀνάπαυσιν, καὶ νῦν φάγωμαι ἐκ τῶν ἀγαθῶν μου, καὶ οὐκ οἶδε τίς καιρὸς παρελεύσεται, καὶ καταλείψει αὐτὰ ἑτέροις καὶ ἀποθανεῖται. Stier thinks this a convincing proof that our Lord did occasionally refer to the Apocrypha (?).

Verse 20
20.] God said unto him,—perhaps it is meant, by some unmistakable judgment; but more likely, as occurring in a parable, the words are to be literally taken. By supposing merely a divine decree to be meant, without personal communication, as Grotius, Kuinoel, and Trench do, we lose the impressive part of the parable, where the man’s selfishness and folly is brought into immediate contact with the solemn truth of his approaching death, which certainly our Lord intends us to contemplate.

ἄφρων, opposed to his worldly prudence;— ταύτῃ τῇ ν. to the ἔτη πολλά;—the ψυχή in the one case, at its ease, eating, drinking, and making merry, to the ψυχή in the other, demanded, rendered up, judged.

αἰτοῦσιν, not strictly impersonal; there are those whose business it is, even the angels, the ministers of the divine purposes: see ch. Luke 6:38 and note. The merely impersonal sense may be defended: cf. Luke 12:48 : but this saying seems so solemn, as to require something more.

ἃ ἡτοίμασας, which thou madest ready; but not for thyself.

Verse 21
21.] οὕτως, thus: in utter confusion, and sudden destitution of all help and provision for eternity. There is no ἔσται: because the case, alas, is an every-day one in every place.

ἑαυτῷ … εἰς θεὸν …] The meaning of these expressions will be brought out thus: He who is rich for himself, laying up treasure for himself, is by so much robbing his real inward life, his life in and toward God, of its resources: he is laying up store for, providing for, the flesh; but the spirit, that which God looketh into and searcheth, is stripped of all its riches.

These words may also, as remarked on ch. Luke 6:20, shew that Luke does not, as supposed by some recent critics, use ‘riches’ as merely this world’s wealth, but with a deeper spiritual meaning.

Verses 22-31
22–31.] LESSONS OF TRUST IN GOD. In the closest connexion with the preceding;— διὰ τοῦτο, ‘quœ cum ita sint,’ since worldly riches are of so little real use, &c.: see Matthew 6:25-33, and notes.

Verse 24
24.] τοὺς κόρακας, who are elsewhere spoken of in Scripture as the objects of the divine care: see Job 38:41; Psalms 147:9.

Verse 26
26. ἐλάχιστον] This shews the truth of the interpretation of ἡλικ. given in the note on Matt. A cubit would not be ἐλάχιστον to add to the stature, but a very large increase: [whereas, as Trench observes, “a cubit would be infinitesimally small when compared to his length of life, that life being contemplated as a course, or race, which he may attempt, but ineffectually, to prolong.”]

Verse 29
29.] μετεωρίζ., certainly not ‘nolite in sublime tolli,’ Vulg.; which Meyer approves, and Luther has adopted. For what have high thoughts to do with the present subject,—which is, the duty of dismissing anxiety and over-carefulness, in confidence on God’s paternal care? It is, be not anxious, ‘at sea,’ tossed about between hope and fear. So Thucyd. (ii. 8) describes Greece as being πᾶσα μετέωρος when the two first cities were at war.

Verse 32
32. τὸ μικ. π.] Thus He sets himself forth as their Shepherd (John 10:1 ff.), and them (as in Isaiah 41:10-14) as a weak and despised people.

Verses 32-34
32–34.] Our Lord gives to his own disciples an assurance of the Father’s favour as a ground for removing all fear from them, and shews them the true riches, and how to seek them.

Verse 33
33.] Meyer endeavours to evade the force of this, by supposing it addressed only to the Apostles and then existing disciples. But it is said to the μικρὸν ποίμνιον, who are all the elect people of God.

πωλ.] This is the true way of investing worldly wealth:—‘He that giveth to the poor, lendeth to the Lord.’ See on Matthew 6:19-21.

Verse 35
35.] There is a slight reference to, or rather another presentation of the truth set forth in, the parable of the virgins, Matthew 25:1 ff. But the image here is of servants waiting for their Lord to return from the wedding;—left at home and bound to be in readiness to receive him. There is only a hint at the cause of his absence—he is gone to a wedding: γάμοι may mean almost any feast or entertainment—and the main thought here only is that he is away at a feast, and will return. But in the background lies the wedding in all its truth—not brought out here, but elsewhere, Matthew 22:1 ff; Matthew 25:1 ff.

αἱ ὀσφ. περ.] See reff., and John 13:4.

οἱ λύχνοι] See note on Matthew 25:1.

Verses 35-48
35–48.] EXHORTATIONS TO WATCHFULNESS. The attitude and employment of the μικρὸν ποίμνιον is carried on, even to their duty of continual readiness for their Lord’s coming. These verses are connected with Luke 12:32—‘since your Father hath seen fit to give you the kingdom, be that kingdom, and preparation for it, your chief care.’ There are continual points of similarity, in this part of the discourse, to Matthew 24:42 ff., but no more: and the close connexion quite forbids us to imagine that the sayings have been collected merely by the Evangelist.

Verse 36
36.] καὶ ὑμεῖς—emphatic—distinguished from the ὀσφ. and λύχ. above:—ye yourselves, i.e. your whole conduct and demeanour.

κρούσαντος … αὐτῷ—a very common construction of the gen. abs.: see ch. Luke 17:12; Luke 22:10 alli(88).—and Winer, § 30. 11, rem., edn. 6, for classical examples.

Verse 37
37.] See Revelation 3:20-21, where the same similitude is presented, and the promise carried on yet further,—to the sharing of his Throne. The Lord himself, in that great day of his glory,—the marriage-supper of the Lamb,—will invert the order of human requirements (see ch. Luke 17:8), and in the fulness of his grace and love will serve his brethren:—the Redeemer, his redeemed,—the Shepherd, his flock.

παρελθ., coming in turn to each. Compare the washing of the disciples’ feet in John 13:1 ff., which was a foreshewing of this last great act of self-abasing love.

Verse 38
38.] Olsh. observes that the first watch is not named, because the marriage itself falls on it: but his view that because the fourth is not named, our Lord follows the ancient custom of the Jews and divides the night into three watches, is probably incorrect: it is more likely (Meyer) that the fourth is not named, because the return was not likely to be so long delayed;—for the decorum of the parable.

Verse 39
39.] I am surprised that Schleiermacher can have imagined (transl. p. 198) that this verse has been inserted so as to break the connexion, and by a later hand. Nothing can be more exact and rigid than the connexion as it now stands. Our Lord transfers, to shew the unexpected nature of his coming, and the necessity of watchfulness, the relation between Himself and the servants, to that between the thief and the οἰκοδεσπότης. For the purposes of this verse, they represent the οἰκοδεσπότης—collectively, as put in charge with the Lord’s house and household (thus the verse is intimately connected with Luke 12:42):—and in the further application, individually—each as the οἰκοδεσπότης of his own σκεῦος, to be kept with watchfulness against that day:—He is represented by the thief— ἰδοὺ ἔρχομαι ὡς κλέπτης, Revelation 16:15; Revelation 3:3.

Olshausen’s view, that the οἰκοδ. is the ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμ. τούτου, is surely quite out of keeping with the main features of the parable. That he should be put in the place of the watching servants ( καὶ ὑμεῖς) seems impossible: besides that the πιστὸς οἰκονόμος below is this very οἰκοδ., being such in the absence of his Lord, but the οἰκονόμος when He appears.

Verse 41
41.] τὴν παρ. τ., not the two last verses (Stier), but the whole:—Who are they that are thus to wait and watch, and to be thus honoured at the Lord’s coming? This question, coming in so suddenly and unconnectedly and remaining apparently unanswered, is among the many proofs of the originality and historic reality of this discourse (against De Wette, &c.).

Verse 42
42 ff.] Our Lord does not answer the question directly, but proceeds with His discourse, so as to furnish it with an answer;—viz. that in its highest sense it applies to his Apostles and ministers, inasmuch as to them most has been given as the οἰκονόμοι—but that its application is gradationally downwards through all those who know their Master’s will, even to the lowest, whose measure both of responsibility and of reward is more limited. For the comment on Luke 12:42-46 see on Matthew 24:45-51. Notice that ἀπίστων here = ὑποκριτῶν in Matt.

Verse 47-48
47, 48.] Primarily, in reference to the question in Luke 12:41, οἱ γνόντες = ἡμεῖς, the disciples.

οἱ μὴ γνόντες = πάντες, the multitude:—but the application is not limited to this: the truth is one of universal extent. The 47th verse needs little explanation:—after both πολλάς and ὀλίγας, πληγάς is to be supplied, see reff.: and cf. Aristoph. Nub. 959, ἐπετρίβετο τυπτόμενος πολλάς.

ἑτοιμ., not ἑαυτόν, but, matters, πρὸς τ. θ. αὐ.: almost in the absolute sense of ‘making ready:’—it refers back to the γίνεσθε ἕτοιμοι of Luke 12:40; this readiness being not only preparing himself, but the matters over which he has charge, Luke 12:35. There is reference to Deuteronomy 25:2.

ὁ δὲ μὴ γν.] The case is of one (a disciple in the first reference, but then generally of all men) who bona fide is ignorant of his Lord’s will. That such persons shall be punished, is both the sentence of the law, see Leviticus 5:17-19, and an inference from the truth set forth Luke 12:57, and Romans 1:19-20; Romans 1:32; Romans 2:14-15,—that the natural conscience would have prevented the μὴ ποιῆσαι. (Observe that the two classes, not included here, are ὁ γνοὺς καὶ ποιήσας, and ὁ μὴ γνοὺς καὶ ποιήσας, as far as that can be said (see Romans 2:14);—the reference here being only to the μὴ ποιήσας in both cases, or rather to the μὴ π. in the first case and its equivalent π. ἄξια πληγῶν in the second.) But the difficulty seems to be to assign a spiritual meaning to the δαρήσεται ὀλίγας. That such will be the case, would à priori be consonant to the justice of the Judge of all the earth: and we have it here declared, that it shall be so: but how, is not revealed to us. It is in vain for the sinner to encourage himself in sin from such a declaration as this: for the very knowledge of the declaration excludes him from the exemption. “Our ears have heard the voice divine; We cannot be as they.” (Christian Year.)

παντὶ ᾧ, attr. for παρὰ παντός, ᾧ.

πολὺ … πολύ] The second πολύ is not the πολύ that has been given, but a proportionable amount of result of diligence, a πολύ which he is to render.

περισσ.] Perhaps, more than from others: but more likely more than had been deposited with him, viz. that, and the interest of it: see Matthew 25:15 ff.

Verse 49
49. πῦρ] It is extraordinary that the official announcement of the Baptist (ch. Luke 3:16)— αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει ἐν πν. ἁγ. καὶ πυρί—connected with the mention of a baptism here,—with the promise Acts 1:5, and the appearance Acts 2:3, so strikingly expressed as διαμεριζόμεναι γλῶσσαι ὡσεὶ πυρός,—have not kept the Commentators in general (Bleek is an exception) from falling into the blunder of imagining here that the fire is synonymous with, and means no more than, the discord and division which follow. The fire is, the gift of the Holy Spirit,—the great crowning result of the sufferings and triumph of the Lord Jesus. To follow this out in all its references belongs to another place: see notes on Mark 9:49, and Acts 2:3. This fire, in its purifying and separating effects on the mass of mankind, causes the διαμερισμός afterwards spoken of.

The construction of τί θέλ. εἰ ἤδ. ἀν. has been ever a matter of dispute, while the meaning is on all hands nearly agreed. The three prevalent explanations of it are: (1) which is Origen’s (app(89)), and is adopted by Grot., and defended by Meyer [formerly] and Stier,—making εἰ = εἴθε, and rendering, and what will I? would that it were already kindled! Certainly thus there is nothing forced in the construction; we have εἰ for ‘utinam’ joined with aorist in Joshua 7:7;—but the abrupt short ejaculation seems unlike the usual character of our Lord’s discourses. It is true the structure of John 12:27 affords an instance of a similar question, καὶ τί εἴπω; … and under similar circumstances, of His soul being troubled. (2) which Theophyl., Kuinoel, Olsh., De Wette, Bleek, &c. [so Meyer, edn. 5, see Moulton’s Winer, p. 562, note 3] adopt, taking τί = ὡς, as some do, adopting that reading, in Matthew 7:14 (but see note there), and εἰ = ὅτι, and rendering, How I wish that it were already kindled! But here we have serious difficulties of an idiomatic kind:— τί is apparently never thus used—and εἰ only after words of wondering, being grieved, &c.: see Mark 15:44.

(3) That of Euthym(90), Beza, &c., and the E. V., ‘What will I, if it be already kindled?’ i.e. τί πλεῖον θέλω ἐὰν ἀνήφθη; τί πλεῖον ἀναμένω ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ; Euth. This also presents no constructional, but a very great contextual difficulty; for by Luke 12:50 it evidently was not yet kindled; and even if this were overcome, the expression, evidently a deep one of personal anxiety (and be it remembered Who said it), would be vapid and unmeaning in the extreme.

All things then being considered, I prefer the first explanation.

Verses 49-53
49–53.] The connexion appears to be this:—the immense and awful difference between the faithful and unfaithful servants brings our Lord to the ground of that difference, and its necessary development in the progress of His kingdom on earth.

Verse 50
50.] The symbolic nature of Baptism is here to be borne in mind. Baptism = Death. The figure in the Sacrament is the drowning,—the burial, in the water, of the old man and the resurrection of the new man: see 1 Peter 3:20-22, and notes. The Lord’s Baptism was His Death, in which the Body inherited from the first Adam ( ἐν ὁμοιώματι σαρκὸς ἁμαρτίας) was buried, and the new Body ( τὸ σῶμα τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ) raised again: see Romans 6:1-11, but especially Luke 12:10. And He was straitened (the best possible rendering) till this was accomplished:—i.e. in anxiety and trouble of spirit.

The δέ here implies, but first, i.e. before that fire can be shed abroad. Here we have then, as Stier expresses it, a ‘passio inchoata’ of our Lord; the first utterance of that deep anguish, which afterwards broke forth so plentifully,—but coupled at the same time with holy zeal for the great work to be accomplished.

Verses 51-53
51–53.] The work of this fire, as it burns onward in the world, will not be peace, but division: see Malachi 3:2-3; Malachi 3:18; Malachi 4:1, where we have the separating effect of this fire in its completion at the great day: see also Matthew 3:12.

On the passage itself, see notes on Matthew 10:35-36.

Verse 54
54.] There is a somewhat similar saying of our Lord at Matthew 16:2 ff., but differing both in its occasion and its substance.

τὴν νεφ., just as τὰς νεφέλας,—the cloud,—that usually rises there: see 1 Kings 18:44. The west, in Judæa, would be the direction of the sea.

Verses 54-59
54–59.] REPROACHES FOR BLINDNESS TO THE SIGNS OF THE TIMES. The connexion of this with the foregoing is natural and close. ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν (Luke 12:52), the distinction shall begin to be made;—the discord and division between those who discern τὸν καιρὸν τοῦτον (Luke 12:56) and those who do not. Our Lord then turns to the crowd ( καί. He not only said to the disciples the foregoing, but also to the crowd the following) and reproaches them (1) for their blindness, in not being able to discern it, as they did the signs in the natural heavens; and (2) for their want of prudence (Luke 12:57-59), in not repenting and becoming reconciled to the law of God while yet there was time. Schleiermacher and De Wette can discover no connexion, and yet the latter thinks Luke inserted the sayings of Luke 12:54-56 out of Matthew 16, because of Luke 12:49 ff.

Verse 55
55.] ὅταν, sc. ἴδητε.

Verse 56
56.] τὸ πρ. τῆς γῆς—perhaps referring to other signs of rain or heat from the appearance of the hills, &c.

τὸν δὲ κ. τ.…] The signs of this time were very plain;—the sceptre had departed from Judah;—the general expectation of the coming of the Messiah is testified even by profane authors;—the prophets had all spoken of Him, and the greatest of them, the Baptist, had announced His arrival.

Verse 57
57.] In what follows, our Lord takes occasion from the request about the inheritance, which had begun this discourse, to pass to infinitely more solemn matters. There is, I think, no denying that the κρίνειν τὸ δίκ. and the ὁ ἀντίδικός σ. have a reference to that request, in the ability and duty of every man to ‘judge what is right:’—but the sense of the words far outruns that reference, and treats of loftier things. ‘Why do ye not discern of yourselves your true state—that which is just—the justice of your case as before God? You are going (the course of your life is the journey) with your adversary (the just and holy law of God) before the magistrate (God Himself); therefore by the way take pains ( δὸς ἐργ., da operam—a Latinism: there is no reference to interest of money, as Thl.,—who also has the other interpretation,—supposes) to be delivered from him (by repentance, and faith in the Son of God, see Psalms 2:12), lest he drag thee to the judge ( κριτής—who adjudges the case and inflicts the fine; that is, the Son, to whom all judgment is committed), and the judge deliver thee to the exactor (see Matthew 13:41), and the exactor cast thee into prison’ (ditto, Luke 12:42).

Verse 59
59.] See on Matthew 5:25, and, on λεπτόν, Mark 12:42.

13 Chapter 13 

Verse 1
1.] ἐν αὐτ. τ. καιρ. may mean at that very time—viz. as He finished the foregoing discourse: but it is not necessary to interpret thus;—for, Matthew 12:1; Matthew 14:1, the similar expression, ἐν ἐκείνῳ τ. κ. is certainly indefinite.

παρ.… ἀπαγγ., came with the news,—not, as Stier supposes, ‘were in the crowd, and remarked to the Lord concerning these Galilæans,’ in consequence of what He had said ch. Luke 12:57 :—such a finding of connexion is too fine-drawn, and is a fault which we may excuse in Stier, for his many services in interpreting our Lord’s discourses, but must not imitate. It is obvious that no connexion is intended between this incident and the foregoing discourse.

περὶ τ. γ.] The historical fact is otherwise unknown. The way of speaking here shews that it was well known to the writer. It must have occurred at some feast in Jerusalem, on which occasions riots often took place (see Jos. Antt. xvii. 9. 3; 10. 2), and in the outer court of the temple. Such slaughters were frequent, and would not be particularly recorded by the historians. This mingling of their blood with their sacrifices seems to have been thought by the narrators evidence that they were very depraved sinners: for this was their argument, and is unconsciously that of many at this day,—‘the worse the affliction, the more deserved:’ see Genesis 42:21; Acts 28:4.

Verses 1-9
1–9.] ANSWER TO INTELLIGENCE OF THE MURDERED GALILÆANS, AND PARABLE THEREUPON. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 2-3
2, 3.] Our Lord perceives this to be their reasoning—they did not express it, as is plain by the δοκεῖτε ὅτι … He does not deny that all the Galilæans were sinners, and deserved God’s judgments, but that these were pre-eminently so. The ὁμοίως (the force of which is lost in the E. V., ‘likewise’) should be rendered in like manner, as indeed the Jewish people did perish by the sword of the Romans.

Verse 4-5
4, 5.] Our Lord introduces this incident as shewing that whether the band of man or (so called) accidents, lead to inflictions of this kind, it is in fact but one Hand which doeth it all—Amos 3:6. There is also a transference from the Galilæans—a despised people—to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, on whom the fulness of God’s wrath was to be poured out in case of impenitence. Of the incident itself, or of the tower in Siloam (probably the district in which the fountain, John 9:7, was situated,—though on the whole matter, and the situation of the fountain itself, there is considerable uncertainty), we know nothing. Josephus says of the wall of the ancient city, πρὸς νότον ὑπὲρ τὴν σιλωὰμ ἐπιστρέφον πηγήν, B. J. ver. 4. 2: see also Nehemiah 3:15. In B. J. vi. 7. 2, he uses μέχρι τοῦ σιλωάμ, as here, meaning apparently a district of the city: see on John l. c.

ὀφειλέται, sinners,—see Matthew 6:12;—perhaps the same thought may be traced as pervading the saying, as in Luke 12:58-59, of the last chapter. (No such idea as that the tower was a prison for debtors is for a moment to be thought of.)

ὡσαύτως] See on ὁμοίως above,—similarly—in the ruin of your whole city. This does not render it necessary that these words should have been spoken to actual dwellers in Jerusalem: for nearly the whole nation was assembled there at the time of the siege.

Verses 6-9
6–9.] This Parable has perhaps been interpreted with hardly enough reference to its own peculiar context, or to the symbolic language of Scripture in other places. Ordinarily (also in Trench, Par. in loc.) the owner of the vineyard is explained to be the Eternal Father: the dresser and intercessor, the Son of God: the fig-tree, the whole Jewish people: the vineyard, the world. But it may be objected to this, that the owner comes to seek the fruit, which can be properly said only of Him who εἰς τὰ ἴδια ἦλθεν—who is even in Matt. ὁ κληρονόμος—and by implication there, the possessor of the vineyard ὅταν ἔλθῃ (for that destruction He universally represents as His coming). The other objections will come out in the direct exposition of the Parable, which I take to be this:—The link which binds it to the foregoing is ἐὰν μὴ μετανοῆτε …; and it is addressed rather to individuals than to the whole nation—though of course to the whole nation as made up of individuals. The vineyard is not the world, which would be wholly inconsistent with Scripture symbolism (for Matthew 13:24 the comparison is to ἡ βασ. τ. οὐρ.—the gospel dispensation, in which the field—not the vineyard—is the whole world); but, as in Isaiah 5:7, the house of Israel and the men of Judah (see notes on Matthew 21:33 ff.). The fig-tree planted in the vineyard—among the vines—(a usual thing) denotes an individual application, fixing each man’s thought upon one tree—and that one, himself; just as the guest without the wedding-garment in Matthew 22. He who had the tree planted in His vineyard (—‘All things that the Father hath, are Mine’—John 16:15), came seeking fruit, and found it not: see Matthew 21:19 and note. (The vinedresser, see below.) He commands it to be cut down, as encumbering the soil (exhausting it, rendering it inactive: see reff.); three years has He been coming and seeking fruit in this tree, and he findeth none. Then, at the intercession of the vinedresser, He consents (for this is implied) to spare it this year also, until it has been manured; if that fail, the Intercessor himself has no more plea to urge—it is to be cut down. Now who is this Intercessor? First look at the matter of fact. Who were the vinedressers of God’s vineyard? They were many. Moses, the Prophets, the Baptist, the Lord Himself, the Apostles and Teachers after Him. But what one Personality might be set forth as pervading all these, ‘striving with man’ in them all—as being ὁ ἀμπελουργός? Clearly, it seems to me, the Holy Spirit of God. In the passage just alluded to, Genesis 6:3, we can hardly but recognize the main features of our present parable; especially when the Days of Noah are compared by the Lord Himself to His own coming to vengeance. The intercessory office of the Spirit ( ὁ παράκλητος, see on John 14:16), pleading with man and for man, and resigning that blessed conflict when met with inveterate obduracy, is often set before us in Scripture. (See the whole history of Saul; Zechariah 7:12-14; Proverbs 1:23-32; Isaiah 63:10; Nehemiah 9:20; Romans 8:26-27.)

Verse 7
7. τρία ἔτη] I have little doubt (against Bleek, alli(91).) that an allusion is intended to the three years of our Lord’s ministry. The objection to this, that the cutting down ought then to have taken place at the end of τοῦτο τὸ ἔτος, does not apply; for all is left indefinite in the request and the implied answer. In the individual application, many thousands did bear fruit this very year; and of those who did not, who shall say when the Spirit ceased pleading with them, and the final sentence went forth?

καὶ τ. γ. κατ.] Why, besides bearing no fruit, is it impoverishing the soil [rendering the neighbouring ground useless]?
Verse 8
8.] σκ. καὶ βάλ. κ., dig holes about the root, and cast in manure, as is done (Trench in loc.) to orange-trees in the south of Italy: and to hops in England.

Verse 9
9.] After καρπόν, λείπει, τὸ εὖ ἔχει, Euthym(92); but not without reason: to fill up the aposiopesis did not belong to the purpose of this parable.

εἰς τὸ μέλλον, not ἔτος (Meyer), but indefinite (see reff.), hereafter:—and purposely so;—because, in the collective sense, the sentence lingered.

ἐκκόψεις, THOU shalt cut it down—not ἐκκόψω; and I find in this an additional proof of the correctness of the foregoing interpretation. It is the κύριος τ. ἀμπελῶνος who ὅταν ἔλθῃ, κακοὺς κακῶς ἀπολέσει αὐτούς.

All judgment is committed to THE SON:—it is not the work of the Holy Spirit to cut down and destroy, for He is the Giver of life.

The above interpretation is partially given by Stier, who has however in my view (in his 2nd edn. also) quite missed the ἀμπελουργός, understanding by him the husbandmen in Matthew 21, forgetting that they are destroyed in the sequel of that parable, and that their position, that of the tenants of the vineyard, does not appear at all in this, any more than does the ἀμπελουργός in that.

Verse 10
10.] Time and place alike indefinite.

Verses 10-21
10–21.] HEALING OF A WOMAN ON THE SABBATH: DISCOURSE THEREUPON. Peculiar to Luke, except the parables, which are in Matthew 13:31-33; Mark 4:31-34.

Verse 11
11. πν. ἀσθ.] Her weakness was the effect of permitted power of the evil one (Luke 13:16); but whether we are to find here a direct instance of possession, seems very doubtful. There is nothing in our Lord’s words addressed to her, to imply it: and in such cases He did not lay on His hands, or touch,—but only in cases of sickness or bodily infirmity.

εἰς τὸ παντελές belongs to ἀνακύψαι, not to δυναμ.: see note on ref. Heb.

Verse 12
12.] There is no reason to suppose any eminence of faith in her—though we may fairly conclude that she was there with some expectation of a cure: see Luke 13:14.

ἀπολέλ. expresses the setting free of her muscles from the power which bound them down,—and then, Luke 13:13, the laying on of the divine hands confers upon her strength to rise and stand upright. It would be, in such a case, one thing to be loosed from the stiffening of years,—and another to have strength at once conferred to stand upright.

Verse 14
14.] The ruler speaks not either to Jesus or to the woman; but covertly and cowardly, to the multitude. Stier notices the self-stultification of this speech, in making θεραπεύεσθαι, a reception of divine grace and help, a species of ἐργάζεσθαι.

Verse 15
15. ὑποκριταί] The Lord saw the real thoughts of his heart, that they were false, and inconsistent with his pretended zeal, and addressed the multitude as represented by him, their leader. A man hardly could give forth a doctrine so at variance with common sense and common practice, without some by-end, with which he covered his violation of truth. That by-end here was enmity to and jealousy of Jesus.

The instance chosen exactly fits the circumstances. A beast tied to the manger is confined down as this poor woman was.

Verse 16
16.] The contrast is strongly drawn—between a dumb animal, and (not merely a human creature, but) a daughter of Abraham—one of the chosen people (I cannot see any necessity for a spiritual daughtership (Galatians 3:7) being here implied),—between a few hours, since the last watering, and ‘lo these eighteen years’ (compare Luke 13:7, ἰδοὺ τρ. ἔτ.)

Verse 17
17.] So far am I from thinking a description of this kind to be a mere general close, put in by the Evangelist, that I would take it as an accurate and graphic account of the immediate effect of our Lord’s power and irresistible words, and the following parables as spoken immediately thereupon, shewing the people the ultimate conquest which the Kingdom of God should obtain over all opposition, however strong. On the parables themselves, see on Matthew 13:31-33.

[18–21.] These two parables, found in Matthew as above, and the former of them in Mark 4:30-32, seem to have been again spoken by our Lord at this time, in reference to the progress of His Gospel indicated in Luke 13:17. οὖν,, Luke 13:18, is important, as pointing out the connexion.]
Verse 22
22.] This notice includes what follows in the cycle of this last journey, but disclaims any definiteness of place or time for it. But certainly it seems to follow in natural order after our Lord’s solemn warnings to repentance at the beginning of this chapter.

The enquirer can hardly have been a disciple of Jesus (see Luke 13:28), but most likely a Jew from the multitude, who had heard his discourses, and either from Jewish pride, or perhaps from real desire to learn from Him, put this question.

Verses 22-30
22–30.] ANSWER TO THE QUESTION AS TO THE NUMBER WHO SHALL BE SAVED. Our Lord repeats, occasion being given by a question peculiar to Luke, parts of His discourses spoken elsewhere, as referred to below.

Verse 23
23.] On οἱ σωζόμενοι, see note, Acts 2:47. Here, the implication of final salvation is obvious.

αὐτούς, the multitude. Similar sayings have occurred in the Sermon on the Mount, but the connexion here is intimate and strict.

Verse 24
24.] See on Matthew 7:13. The description of the broad and narrow ways is not here inserted, as probably by this time, ἡ στενὴ θύρα (or πύλη) was a familiar image.

ζητ. εἰς. κ. οὐκ ἰσχ., not, ‘shall seek to enter by it, and shall not be able:’—the emphasis of the command is, seek to enter at the strait door: for many shall seek to enter (elsewhere), and shall not be able. After εἰσελθ., is to be supplied in both places, εἰς σωτηρίαν, or εἰς τ. βασ. τ. θεοῦ. This remark will dispose of the punctuation of Lachmann and Tischendorf in his earlier editions, who place only a comma at ἰσχύσουσιν, and connect it with ἀφʼ οὗ.

Verse 25
25.] A reason why this ἀγωνίζεσθαι is so important:—because there will be a day when the gate will be shut. The figure is the usual one,—of a feast, at which the householder entertains (in this case) the members of his family. These being assembled, he rises and shuts the door, and none are afterwards admitted.

The ἀφʼ οὗ extends to ἐστέ, end of Luke 13:25—and the second member of the sentence begins with τότε.
ἔξω ἑστάναι and κρούειν both depend on ἄρξησθε:—Hearing that the door is shut, ye begin to stand without and knock. On the spiritual import, see note on Matthew 25:11.

οὐκ οἶδ. π. ἐστέ, ‘ye are none of my family—have no relationship with me.’

Verse 26
26. ἐφάγ. ἐνώπ. σου κ. ἐπ.] As applied to the then assembled crowd, these words refer to the miracles of feeding,—perhaps also to His having so often sat at meat in the houses of various persons (the κ. ἐπίομεν must not be pressed as meaning any thing different from ἐφάγ.:—the expression is a general one for taking a meal);—as applied to Christians, to the eating and drinking whereof those miracles were anticipatory.

Both these are ἐνώπιόν σου merely,—in His presence;—very different from the drinking μεθʼ ὑμῶν of which He speaks Matthew 26:29, and from the δειπνήσω μετʼ αὐτοῦ καὶ αὐτὸς μετʼ ἐμοῦ, Revelation 3:20.

ἐν τ. πλ. ἡμ. ἐδ., applicable directly to those to whom the words were spoken; and further, in its fuller sense, to all among whom the gospel is preached, even till the end.

Verse 27
27. ἐργάται ἀδικ.] This unusual expression seems to mean, persons engaged in the hire and receiving the wages of unrighteousness: see Matthew 7:23, where οἱ ἐργαζόμενοι τ. ἀνομίαν answers to it. This meaning of ἐργάτης is peculiar: see reff.

Verse 28-29
28, 29.] See Matthew 8:11-12, and notes.

The verses occur here in a different connexion: ‘Ye Jews, who neglect the earnest endeavour to enter now, shall weep and gnash your teeth when ye see all the saints, Jews and Gentiles, in the Kingdom of God, and yourselves excluded’ (see ch. Luke 16:23).

In these two verses is the real answer to the question of Luke 13:23 given:—‘they shall be MANY—but what is that to you, if you be not among them?’

Verse 30
30.] As the words here stand—somewhat different from those in Matthew 20:16—they seem to be a prophetic declaration of what shall be in the course of the ingathering of these guests;—viz. that some who were the first, or among the first to believe, shall fall from their high place, and vice versa. This former has, as Stier notices (iii. 200), been remarkably the case with the Oriental Churches, which were the first founded and flourishing:—and, we may add, with the mother Church of Jerusalem, which has declined, while her Gentile offsets have flourished.

Verse 31
31.] ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρᾳ is not necessarily definite.

These Pharisees appear to have been sent by Herod for the purpose of getting rid of Jesus out of his jurisdiction. Considering his character, it is hardly possible that he should really have wished to kill one who was so popular;—he refused to do so when Jesus was in his power afterwards in Jerusalem;—but, as great multitudes were now following Him about, and superstitious fears, as we know, agitated Herod, he wished to be quit of Him, and took this means of doing so. I think this view is necessary to justify the epithet applied to Herod, which certainly implies cunning on his part. Stier thinks the Pharisees invented the tale about Herod: but then how can the epithet applied to him be explained? I cannot for a moment believe, as he does, that our Lord saw through the lie of the Pharisees, and yet adopted it, meaning the ἀλώπηξ to signify themselves. “That Jesus in a public discourse uses such an expression of the ruler of his country, is not to be judged of by the manners, and ways of speech, of our times. The free-spokenness of the ancient world, which we meet with especially in the Hebrew prophets, allowed such strong expressions, without any thing peculiarly offensive being found in them.” Bleek.

Verses 31-35
31–35.] WARNING OF HEROD’S ENMITY OUR LORD’S REPLY. Peculiar to Luke:—the apostrophe in Luke 13:34-35 was spoken by our Lord also on another occasion, Matthew 23:37-39.

Verse 32-33
32, 33.] The interpretation of this answer is difficult, for two reasons—(1) that the signification of the σήμ., αὔρ., and ἡ τρίτη is doubtful—(2) that the meaning of τελειοῦμαι is also doubtful.

The days mentioned are ordinarily supposed to be proverbially used; σήμ. for His present working— αὔριον, for that between the present time and his arrival at Jerusalem— ἡ τρ., for that arrival, and the end of his work and course by his Death.

Against this, is (1) the positive use of the three days, in an affirmative sentence,—of which no instance can be brought where the proverbial meaning is implied:—(2) the πορεύεσθαι belonging to all three in Luke 13:33, whereas thus it only belongs to the two first.

The interpretation adopted by Meyer (and Bleek) is this:—In three days (literal days) the Lord’s working of miracles in Galilee would be ended, which had excited the apprehension of Herod: and then He would leave the territory, not for fear of Herod, but because He was going to Jerusalem to die. The objection to this is, that the sense—of ending these present works of healing, &c. does not seem a sufficient one for τελειοῦμαι. Meyer takes it as middle—but qu., is a middle present ever thus placed alone? Is not such a form, when standing thus, necessarily passive? And though the word τελειοῦμαι is not found earlier than the writings of the Fathers in the sense of ‘suffering martyrdom,’ it is found in that of ‘being perfected’—which, as applied to the Lord, included his Death:—see reff. I own that neither of the above interpretations satisfies me,—and still less the various modifications of them which have been proposed (e.g. by Stier and Wieseler; De Wette adopts none). Nor can I suggest any less open to objection:—but merely state my conviction, (1) that the days mentioned must have some definite fixed reference to three actual days: (2) that τελειοῦμαι is the pres. pass., and is used in the solemn sense elsewhere (reff.) attached to the word.

If this Gospel had been a chronological calendar of our Lord’s journey, the meaning would probably have been clear: but as we have none such, it is, and I believe must remain, obscure. Bp. Wordsworth’s note is much to the point: “It must be remembered that Herod was ruler of Peræa as well as of Galilee: and that John the Baptist had been put to death at Machærus, where Herod had a palace, about ten miles E. of Jericho, and thirty E. of Jerusalem. St. Matt., Matthew 19:1, and St. Mark, Mark 10:1; Mark 10:46, speak of our Lord being in Peræa, whence He passed over the river Jordan, and so came to Jericho, and thence to Bethany and Jerusalem for His Passion. Herod had put John to death not in Galilee but in Peræa: and if our Lord was now, as seems probable, in Peræa or near it, it was very likely that the Pharisees should endeavour to intimidate Him with a threat of Herod’s anger.”

τῇ ἐχ. = τῇ τρίτῃ above, and is not less precise (Stier).

πορεύεσθαι, to journey—the very word in which they had addressed Him, πορ. ἐντεῦθεν.

οὐκ ἐνδ., a monopoly not without exceptions, for John had been put to death by Herod out of Jerusalem.

But our Lord’s saying is not to be so literally pressed;—He states the general rule, which in His own case was to be fulfilled. There is no reference to the power of the Sanhedrim to judge and condemn false prophets (as Grot., Lightf., &c. think), for the fact of ἀπολέσθαι only is here in question;—and our Lord never would place himself in such a category (Meyer).

Verse 34-35
34, 35.] These verses are in too close connexion with the preceding to allow of the supposition that they are inserted unchronologically, as Grot., Me(93)., De W., Neander, and even Schleierm. suppose: and their variations from those in Matthew (Matthew 23:37-39) are striking and characteristic. For γάρ, which there accounts for the ἐρημία of the temple, then for the last time left by our Lord, does not appear here, but δέ, introducing a fresh saying, having I believe another meaning: and the words ἀπʼ ἄρτι, which follow ἴδητε there, marking that moment as the commencement of the dereliction, are here omitted. Surely these differences indicate an uttering of the words prophetically, previous to their utterance in the act of departure. Our Lord overleaps in prophetic foresight the death just set forth as certain, and speaks of the ages to come, during which the holy city should be desolate and trodden down of the Gentiles.

That the very words εὐλ. ὁ ἐρχ. κ. τ. λ. were used by the multitude at the Lord’s entry into Jerusalem, I should much rather ascribe to a misunderstanding by them and the disciples of this very declaration, than for a moment suppose that these words found any sufficient fulfilment in that entry (Erasmus, Paulus, Wieseler).

14 Chapter 14 

Verse 1
1.] ἐν τῷ ἐλθ. αὐτ., viz. during the πορεύεσθαι, ch. Luke 13:33.

τ. ἀρχ. [ τ.] φ., of the chief men of the Pharisees; or, if the τῶν be omitted, of the Pharisees who were rulers. Though the Pharisees had no official rulers as such, they had men to whom they looked up, as Hillel, Schammai, Gamaliel, &c. (Meyer.)

φ. ἄρτ.] The Jews used to give entertainments on the Sabbath, see Nehemiah 8:9-12; Tobit 2:1. The practice latterly became an abuse,—‘Hodiernus dies sabbati est: hunc in præsenti tempore otio quodam corporaliter languido et fluxo et luxurioso celebrant Judæi.’ Aug(94) in Psalms 91:1, Enarr. § 2, vol. iv. Again, ‘observa diem Sabbati, non Judaicis deliciis …’ in Psalms 32:2, Enarr. ii. § 6.

καί, usual after ἐγένετο: not ‘also,’ or ‘even.’

Verses 1-6
1–6.] HEALING OF A DROPSICAL MAN ON THE SABBATH. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 2
2.] ἔμπρ. αὐτ., not as a guest: see Luke 14:4, and compare ch. Luke 7:37, and note on ib. Luke 7:45. ἦν ἱστάμενος καὶ μὴ τολμῶν μὲν ζητῆσαι θεραπείαν διὰ τὸ σάββ. καὶ τοὺς φαρ. φαινόμενος δὲ μόνον, ἵνα ἰδὼν οἰκτειρήσῃ τοῦτον ἀφʼ ἑαυτοῦ καὶ ἀπαλλάξῃ τοῦ ὕδρωπος. Euthym(95) It does not appear, though it is certainly possible, that he was set there by the Pharisees on purpose. This was before the meal (Luke 14:7).

Verse 5
5.] There is a strict propriety in the comparison: the accident and disease are analogous.

υἱὸς ἢ βοῦς] This reading, which evidently was the original, seemed incompatible with the supposed argument à minori ad majus: υἱός was therefore altered to ὄνος (as in ch. Luke 13:15) or πρόβατον (Mill and Bornemann conjectured ὄϊς). But our Lord’s argument is of another and a far deeper kind. The stress is on ὑμῶν: and the point of comparison is the ownership, and consequent tender care, of the object in question. ‘Those who are in your possession and care, whether belonging to your families, or your herds, are cared for, and rescued from perishing: am I (the possessor of heaven and earth,—this lies in the background) to let mine perish without care or rescue?’

There may be in the words the meaning ‘son, or even ox;’ but I prefer rendering them simply.

Verse 7
7.] πρωτοκλ., see Matthew 23:6, the middle place in the triclinium, which was the most honourable. At a large feast there would be many of these.

Verses 7-11
7–11.] It does not appear that the foregoing miracle gave occasion to this saying; so that it is no objection to it, that it has no connexion with it. Our Lord, as was His practice, founds His instructions on what He saw happening before Him.

As Trench remarks (Par. in loc.), it is probable this was a splendid entertainment, and the guests distinguished persons (Luke 14:12).

Verses 7-24
7–24.] SAYINGS OF OUR LORD AT THIS SABBATH FEAST.

Verse 8
8.] The whole of this has, besides its plain reference, a deeper one, linked into it by the pregnant word γάμους, relating to the Kingdom of God. Both meanings are obvious, and only one remark needed;—that all that false humility, by which men put themselves lowest and dispraise themselves of set purpose to be placed higher, is, by the very nature of our Lord’s parable, excluded: for that is not bona fide ταπεινοῦν ἑαυτόν. The exaltation at the hands of the Host is not to be a subjective end to the guests, but will follow true humility.

Verse 9
9.] σὲ καὶ αὐτόν, not, ‘thyself also,’ (see ch. Luke 2:35,) but thee and him, as E. V.

ἐρεῖ, not dependent on μή, but future.

ἄρξῃ … κατ.] The form of expression sets forth the reluctance and lingering with which it is done.

Verse 10
10.] ἵνα, not expressing the view with which thou art to do it (Meyer, bezeichnet die Abficht des ἀνάπεσε), but a consequence which may follow: the view with which the act, as an objective fact, happens: the effect, of which it is (however the actor may be unaware of this) the cause; as the μήποτε in Luke 14:8.

Verse 11
11.] As an example of the first clause, see Isaiah 14:13-15; of the second, Philippians 2:5-11.

Verses 12-14
12–14.] The composition of the company before Him seems to have given occasion for this saying of our Lord. The Pharisee his host had doubtless, with the view (of watching Him) mentioned in Luke 14:1, invited the principal persons of the place, and with the intention of courting their favour, and getting a return. The Lord rebukes in him this spirit;—and it has been well remarked, that the intercourse and civilities of social life among friends and neighbours are here pre-supposed, (inasmuch as for them there takes place an ἀνταπόδομα, and they are struck off the list by this means,) with this caution,—that our means are not to be sumptuously laid out upon them, but upon something far better,—the providing for the poor and maimed and lame and blind. When we will make a sacrifice, and provide at some cost, let us not throw our money away, as we should if an ἀνταπόδομα is made to us in this world: but give it to the poor, i.e. lend it to the Lord; and then, as in Luke 14:14, there will be an ἀνταπόδ. ἐν τ. ἀναστ. τ. δικ.,—which shall not be a mere equivalent, but a rich reward. See an excellent note in Bleek.

Verse 14
14.] ἀναστ. τ. δικ., the first resurrection, here distinctly asserted by our Lord; otherwise τ. δικ. would be vapid and unmeaning. See 1 Corinthians 15:22 f.: 1 Thessalonians 4:16; Revelation 20:4-5.

Verse 15
15.] φάγεται is a well-known future, contracted from φαγήσεται: see reff.

Verses 15-24
15–24.] Parable of the Great Supper. One of the guests takes this literally, and imagines the great feast to which the Jews looked forward to be meant. He spoke as a Jew, and probably with an idea that, as such, his admission to this feast was sure and certain. Our Lord answers him by the parable following, which shewed him that true as his assertion was, (and He does not deny it,) the blessedness would not be practically so generally acknowledged nor entered into.

The Parable, whatever analogy it may bear with that in Matthew 22:1 ff., is wholly different from that in many essential points.

Verse 16
16.] The δεῖπ. μέγα is the βασιλεία τ. θεοῦ, the feast of fat things in Isaiah 25:6; completed in the marriage-supper of the Lamb; but fully prepared when the glad tidings of the gospel were proclaimed.

ἐκάλ. πολ.] These first κεκλημένοι are the Pharisees and Scribes and learned among the Jews.

Verse 17
17.] The δοῦλος is one spirit, one message; but not necessarily, in the three cases, one and the same person. The three messages were delivered (1) by John the Baptist and our Lord; (2) by our Lord and the Apostles; (3) by the Apostles and those who came after. The elder prophets cannot be meant, for ἕτοιμά ἐστιν πάντα was the message, = ἤγγικεν ἡ βασ. τ. οὐρ.

Verses 18-20
18–20.] ἀπὸ μιᾶς, supply γνώμης: so ἀπὸ τῆς ἴσης, Thucyd. i. 15; so (ch. Luke 7:30) they had rejected John’s baptism, and (John 7:48) the Lord himself. The saying is not to be taken strictly without exception, e.g. Nicodemus: but generically. So also Luke 14:24.

The temper of these self-excusers is threefold; the excuses themselves are threefold; their spirit is one. The first alleges an ἀνάγκη,—he must go and see his land: the second not so much as this, only his own plan and purpose— πορεύομαι: the third not so much as either of these, but rudely asserts οὐ δύναμαι (i.e. οὐ βούλομαι) ἐλθεῖν. Also the excuses themselves are threefold. The first has his worldly possession (‘one to his farm,’ Matthew 22:5) to go and see: the second his purchase (‘another to his merchandise,’ ibid.) of stock to prove: the third his home engagements and his lust to satisfy. All are detained by worldliness, in however varied forms.

Verse 21
21.] τῆς πόλεως, still, in the city (Matthew 22:7); still, among the Jews.

πλατ. κ. ῥύμ., the broad and narrow streets: perhaps the πόλεις κ. κῶμαι through which the Lord and his Apostles journeyed preaching.

Here appear again the very persons of Luke 14:13; the representatives of the wretched and despised; = ὁ πολὺς ὄχλος, Mark 12:37; not perhaps without a hint, that only those who knew themselves to be spiritually poor and maimed and halt and blind would come to the gospel feast.

Verse 22
22.] The palace is large, and the guest-room: ‘nec natura nec gratia patitur vacuum,’ Bengel.

Verse 23
23.] The calling of the Gentiles, outside the city; in the country (Matthew 22:9-10).

ἀνάγκ. εἰσελθ.] Is there not here an allusion to Infant Baptism? for remember, the εἰσελθόντες are good and bad. (Matt. l. c.)

Verse 24
24.] I think with Stier (iii. 202, edn. 2), that our Lord here speaks in his own Person: ὑμῖν will fit no circumstance in the parable; for the householder and his servant are alone: the guests are not present.

Our Lord speaks, with His usual λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, to the company present: and half continuing the parable, half expounding it, substitutes Himself for the master of the feast, leaving it hardly doubtful who ἄνδρες ἐκεῖνοι οἱ κεκλημένοι are.

Verses 25-35
25–35.] DISCOURSE TO THE MULTITUDES. Our Lord is, at some time further on in the journey, going forward, and speaking to the multitude on counting the cost before any man becomes his disciple.

Verse 26-27
26, 27.] See Matthew 10:37-38, and note. The remark there made of the strangeness of this sound of the Cross, still applies: our Lord had not yet announced his death by crucifixion.

μισεῖ] It is well to enquire what sense this word here bears. That no such thing as active hatred can be meant, is plain: our Lord himself is an example to the contrary, John 19:25-27; the hate is the general, not personal, feeling of alienation in the inmost heart,—so that this world’s relationships, as belonging to the state of things in this world, are not the home and rest of the heart. This is evident from the ἔτι τε κ. τ. ἑαυ. ψυχήν which follows. Let the hate begin here, and little explanation will be further wanted. This addition also shews that the saying was not meant only for those times, in which more perhaps of the disruption of earthly ties was required, but for all time: for ἡ ἑαυτοῦ ψυχή is equally dear to every man in every age. It hardly need be observed that this hate is not only consistent with, but absolutely necessary to the very highest kind of love. It is that element in love which makes a man a wise and Christian friend,—not for time only, but for eternity.

Beware of thinking, with Wordsw., that in εἶναί μου μαθητής, there is any emphasis on μου. Rather is it in the least emphatic place in the sentence, in order to throw all the stress on the verb εἶναι: cf. ἵνα γεμισθῇ μου ὁ οἶκος, Luke 14:23; καταφαγών σου τὸν βίον, ch. Luke 15:30. In Luke 14:33, the collocation is different, and μου has a secondary emphasis. See remarks on this idea of Wordsworth’s, in note on Matthew 16:18.

Verses 28-30
28–30.] Peculiar to Luke. The same caution is followed out in this parable. This is to be borne in mind, or it will be misinterpreted. The ground of the parable is, that entire self-renunciation is requisite, to become a disciple of Christ. This man wishes to build a tower: to raise that building (see 1 Corinthians 3:11-15), which we must rear on the one Foundation, and which shall be tried in the day of the Lord. He is advised to count the cost, to see whether he have enough thoroughly to finish it. If he begin, lay the foundation,—however seemingly well it may be done, it is not well done, because he has not enough to complete it: and the attempt can only lead to shame. So it is with one who would be Christ’s disciple: but with this weighty difference, lying in the background of the parable—that in his case the counting the cost must always issue in a discovery of the utter inadequacy of his own resources, and the going out of himself for strength and means to build.

Verse 31
31.] εἰς πόλ. belongs to συμβ., not to πορευόμ. συμβαλεῖν πρὸς μάχην occurs Polyb. x. 37. 4 (the instance from Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 20, cited by Meyer, does not apply, being συμβ. πρὸς τὸ μαχόμενον).

Verses 31-33
31–33.] This same lesson is even more pointedly set before us in the following parable, which, as well as the other, is frequently misunderstood. The two kings here are,—the man desirous to become a disciple, to work out his salvation,—and GOD, with whose just and holy law he is naturally at variance;—it is his ἀντίδικος, see ch. Luke 12:58, and note:—these two are going to engage in war: and the question for each man to sit down and ask himself is, ‘Can I, with ( ἐν,—clad in,—surrounded by, all that I have, all my instrument of war) my ten thousand, stand the charge of Him who cometh against me with ( μετά, being only as many as He pleases to bring with Him for the purpose, see Psalms 68:17, E. V.) twenty thousand?’—see Job 15:24-26.

Here the inadequacy of man’s resources is plainly set forth, not left, as in the former parable, to be inferred.

Then, finding that he has no hope of prevailing,— ἔτι αὐτοῦ πόῤῥω ὄντος, while there is yet time,—he sends an embassy, and sues for peace, abandoning the conflict: throwing himself upon the mere mercy and grace of God;— ἀποτασσόμενος πᾶσιν τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ ὑπάρχουσιν, in both cases.

The ordinary misinterpretation of this parable is in taking the king with twenty thousand to be the ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμου τούτου—which destroys all the sense:—for with him the natural man is at peace, but the disciple of Christ at war.

Verse 32
32. τὰ πρὸς εἰρ.] So τὰ πρὸς πόλεμον, Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 10, but there, ‘the resources of war;’—here, conditions, preliminaries, of peace.
Verse 34-35
34, 35.] For the third time, our Lord repeats the saying concerning salt: see Matthew 5:13; Mark 9:50, and notes. The οὖν and καί, here restored to the text, are both valuable; the former as importing the recurrence of a saying known before, the latter as giving force to the supposition. The salt, in Scripture symbolism, is the whole life-retaining antiseptic influence of the Spirit of God:—this, working in the εἶναί μου μαθητής, is good: but if even this be corrupted—if the mere appearance of this, and not the veritable salt (which is the savour), be in you—wherewith, &c.? Such a disciple is ἔξω βλητέος. Salt was not used for land, Psalms 107:34, nor for mingling with manure; it is of no use for either of those purposes, but must be utterly cast out.

CHAP. 15. PARABLES, SETTING FORTH GOD’S MERCY TO SINNERS.

15 Chapter 15 

Verse 1
1.] ἦσαν ἐγγ., were busied in drawing near—were continually about Him, struck perhaps with penitence,—found, by His seeking them:—having come from the husks of a life of sin, to the bread of life;—so the three parables seem to imply.

πάντες, a general term, admitting of course of exceptions, see ch. Luke 13:33 and note.

Verses 1-7
1–7.] THE LOST SHEEP. It does not appear where or when this [gathering of publicans and sinners to hear him] happened,—but certainly in the progress of this same journey, and, we may well believe, consecutively on the discourses in the last chapter. This first parable had been spoken by our Lord before, Matthew 18:12-14; but, as Trench has remarked, (Par. in loc.,) with a different view: there, to bring out the preciousness of each individual little one in the eyes of the good Shepherd; here, to shew that no sheep can have strayed so widely, but He will seek it and rejoice over it when found. The second is peculiar to Luke.

Verse 2
2.] προσδέχ., into His circle of adherents— συνεσθ., allows them to sit at meat with Him;—on the journey, or at entertainments, as in Matthew 9:10. Stier remarks (iii. 214, edn. 2) that this ἁμαρτ. προσδέχ. is an important and affecting testimony, from the mouth of the enemies of our Lord, to His willingness to receive sinners.

The διεγόγγ. implies either throughout the journey;—or rather, one to another,—responsively.
Verses 3-7
3–7.] The man having the hundred sheep, is plainly the Son of God, the Good Shepherd. This had been his prophetic description, and that in this very connexion,—of seeking the lost, Ezekiel 34:6; Ezekiel 34:11 ff. This it is which gives so peculiar an interest to David as a type of Christ—that he was a shepherd: ibid. Luke 15:23. Our Lord plainly declares then by this parable—and that I take to be the reason why it is placed first (see below)—that the matter in which they had found fault with Him was the very pursuit most in accordance with his divine Office of Shepherd.

Verse 4
4.] It is the Owner Himself who goes to seek, see Ezek., Luke 15:11—God in Christ.

The ἑκατὸν πρόβ. are the house of Israel, see Matthew 10:6; but in the present application, mankind (not, ‘believers in Christ:’ see on Luke 15:7).

The argument is to their self-interest: but the act on the part of the good Shepherd is, from the nature of the case, one of love: or, as Stier remarks, also human love for his own; for in Him, Love, and His glory, are one and the same thing.

καταλ. τὰ ἐνν.] These pass altogether into the background, and are lost sight of. The character of the good Shepherd is a sufficient warrant for their being well cared for. The ἔρημος is not a barren place, but one abounding in pastures (John 6:10, compared with Matthew 14:15).

Verse 5
5.] Not mere self-interest, but love comes forward here: see Isaiah 40:11. No blows are given for the straying—no hard words; mercy to the lost one,—and joy within himself,—are the Shepherd’s feeling; the sheep is weary with long wanderings,—He gives it rest, Matthew 9:36; Matthew 11:28.

Verse 6
6.] In this return to His house, must be understood the whole course of seeking and finding which the good Shepherd, either by Himself or His agents, now pursues in each individual case, even until He brings the lost sheep home into heaven to himself—not in reality, so that it should not take place till the death of the penitent—but proleptically,—till the name is written in heaven;—till the sinner is penitent. This is clear from the interpretation in Luke 15:7. The φίλοι καὶ γείτονες = the angels (and spirits of just men made perfect?).

τὸ πρόβ. τὸ ἀπολωλός breathes a totally different thought from τ. δραχμὴν ἣν ἀπώλεσα. There is pity and love in it, which, from the nature of the case, the other does not admit of.

Verse 7
7. λέγω ὑμῖν] In these words the Lord often introduces His revelations of the unseen world of glory: see Matthew 18:10.

On these δίκαιοι, see note at Matthew 9:12-13. They are the subjectively righteous, and this saying respects their own view of themselves. (Or if it be required that the words should be literally explained, seeing that these ninety-nine did not err,—then I see no other way but to suppose them, in the deeper meaning of the parable, to be the worlds that have not fallen;—and the one that has strayed, our human nature, in this our world.) But we have yet to enquire, what sort of sinner this parable represents: for each of the three sets before us a different type of the sinner sunk in his sin. Bengel, in distinguishing the three, says, ‘Ovis, drachma, filius perditus—peccator (1) stupidus,—(2) sui plane nescius,—(3) sciens et voluntarius.’ This one is the stupid and bewildered sinner, erring and straying away in ignorance and self-will from his Shepherd, but sought by the Shepherd, and fetched back with joy.

Verses 8-10
8–10.] THE LOST PIECE OF MONEY. In the following wonderful parable, we have the next class of sinners set before us, sought for and found by the power and work of the Spirit in the Church of Christ. It will be seen, as we proceed, how perfectly this interpretation comes out, not as a fancy, but as the very kernel and sense of the parable. The γυνή cannot be the Church absolutely, for the Church herself is a lost sheep at first, sought and found by the Shepherd. Rather is the οἰκία here the Church—as will come out by-and-by,—and the γυνή the indwelling Spirit, working in it. All men belong to this Creator-Spirit; all have been stamped with the image of God. But the sinner lies in the dust of sin and death and corruption—‘sui plane nescius.’ Then the Spirit, lighting the candle of the Lord (Proverbs 20:27; Zephaniah 1:12), searching every corner and sweeping every unseen place, finds out the sinner; restores him to his true value as made for God’s glory. This lighting and sweeping are to be understood of the office of the Spirit in the Church, in its various ways of seeking the sinner—by the preaching of repentance, by the Word of God read, &c. Then comes the joy again.

Verse 9
9.] αἱ φίλαι κ. γείτονες are invited—but there is no return home now—nor in the explanation, Luke 15:10, is there any ἐν οὐρανῷ, because the Spirit abides in the Church—because the angels are present in the Church, see 1 Corinthians 11:10 :—nor is it ἔσται (as in Luke 15:7 at the return of the Redeemer then future), but γίνεται—the ministering spirits rejoice over every soul that is brought out of the dust of death into God’s treasure-house by the searching of the blessed Spirit.

In this parable then we have set before us the sinner who is unconscious of himself and his own real worth; who is lying, though in reality a precious coin, in the mire of this world, lost and valueless, till he is searched out by the blessed and gracious Spirit. And that such a search will be made, we are here assured.

Verse 11
11.] ἄνθ. τις—our heavenly Father, the Creator and Possessor of all: not Christ, who ever represents Himself as a Son, although frequently as a possessor or lord.

δύο υἱούς, not, in any direct or primary sense of the Parable, the Jews and the Gentiles: that there may be an ulterior application to this effect, is only owing to the parable grasping the great central truths, of which the Jew and Gentile were, in their relation, illustrations,—and of which such illustrations are furnished wherever such differences occur.

The two parties standing in the foreground of the parabolic mirror are, the Scribes and Pharisees as the elder son, the publicans and sinners as the younger;—all, Jews: all belonging to God’s family. The mystery of the admission of the Gentiles into God’s Church was not yet made known in any such manner as that they should be represented as of one family with the Jews;—not to mention that this interpretation fails in the very root of the Parable; for in strictness the Gentile should be the elder, the Jew not being constituted in his superiority till 2000 years after the Creation.

The upholders of this interpretation forget that when we speak of the Jew as elder, and the Gentile as younger, it is in respect not of birth, but of this very return to and reception into the Father’s house, which is not to be considered yet. Bp. Wordsworth’s objections (in loc.) do not touch the reasons here given. The relations of elder and younger have a peculiar fitness for the characters to be filled by them, and are I believe chosen on that account; νεώτερον δὲ ὀνομάζει τὸν ἁμαρτωλὸν ὡς νηπιόφρονα καὶ εὐεξαπάτητον. Euthym(96)
Verses 11-32
11–32.] THE PRODIGAL SON. Peculiar to Luke. ‘If we might venture here to make comparisons, as we do among the sayings of men, this parable of the Lord would rightly be called, the crown and pearl of all His parables.’ Stier, iii. 227, edn. 2.

We have here the glad and welcome reception of the returning sinner (sinner under the most aggravating circumstances) in the bosom of his heavenly Father: and agreeably to the circumstances under which the discourse was spoken, the δίκαιοι who murmured at the publicans and sinners are represented under the figure of the elder son: see below. The parable certainly was spoken on the same occasion as the preceding, and relates to the same subject. Bp. Wordsworth, who for the sake of upholding the patristic interpretation denies this, seems to me to have entirely missed the scope of the parable: see below.

Verse 12
12.] τὸ ἐπιβάλλον μέρος is classical Greek— ἀπολαχόντες τῶν κτημάτων τὸ ἐπιβάλλον, Herod. iv. 115.

Such a request as this is shewn by Orientalists to have been known in the East, though not among the Jews.

βίος = οὐσία:—no distinction is implied, as some (Paulus, Stier) have thought. The first-born had two-thirds of the property, see Deuteronomy 21:17. The father, as implied in the parable, reserves to himself the power during his life over the portion of the first-born, see Luke 15:31.

The parable sets before us very strikingly the permission of free will to man.

Verses 12-20
12–20.] The part of the parable relating to the prodigal himself divides itself into three parts—1. his sin: 2. his misery: 3. his penitence. In Luke 15:12-13 his sin is described. It consists in a desire to depart from his Father’s house and control, and to set up for himself,—to live a life of what the carnal man calls liberty.

Verse 13
13.] μακράν—probably not adverbial (Stier), but agreeing with χώραν, see reff., and Æsch. Prom. 814: Xen. Cyr. ver. 4. 47: compare however ἔθνη μακράν, Acts 22:21.

The images of both the preceding parables are united here:—in ἀπεδήμησεν we have the straying sheep; in his state when he got into the far country, the lost piece of money. But in this case the search is to be carried on within him—we are now on higher ground than in those two parables.

‘Regio longinqua est oblivio Dei,’ Augustine. (Trench, in loc.)

ἀσώτως] The old English word retchlessly expresses perhaps best the meaning, which is not ‘unsparingly’ (in which sense of ‘saving money’ I doubt σώζω ever being used), but incorrigibly, past hope of reclaim:— ἄσωτος, ὁ διʼ αὑτὸν ἀπολλύμενος, Aristot. Eth. iv. 1.

Verse 14
14. λιμὸς ἰσχ.] On λιμός fem., see note on ref. Acts.

This famine is the shepherd seeking his stray sheep—the woman sweeping to find the lost. The famine, in the interpretation, is to be subjectively taken; he begins to be in want (no stress on αὐτός, which is inserted on account of the change of subject from the last clause),—to feel the emptiness of soul which precedes either utter abandonment or true penitence.

Verses 14-16
14–16.] His misery is set forth in these verses. He soon spends all:—there is a fine irony, as Stier remarks, in δαπανήσαντος, as compared with διεσκόρπισεν before—he spent his money for that which was no bread.

Verse 15
15.] He sinks lower and lower—becomes the despised servant of an alien (is there here any hint at the situation of the publicans?) who employs him in an office most vile and odious to the mind of a Jew.

ἐκολλήθη—no emphasis, see reff., he attached himself. Notice the abrupt change of subject, ἐκολλήθη … ἔπεμψεν. See ch. Luke 19:4.

Verse 16
16.] ἐπεθύμει—not merely he desired, see ch. Luke 16:21, where the fact is surely implied that Lazarus did eat of the crumbs. The mistake has arisen from supplying a wrong object to ἐδίδου, and that from misunderstanding κεράτια. ‘These are not the husks or pods of some other fruit, as of peas or beans, but themselves a fruit, that of the carob (or caruba, found not only in the East, but in sough Europe, e.g. in abundance on the Riviera between Nice and Genoa. H. A.) tree ( κερατωνία).… They are in shape something like a bean-pod, though larger and more curved, thence called κεράτιον or little horn, … they have a hard dark outside and a dull sweet taste … the shell or pod alone is eaten.’ Trench, Par. in loc. His appetite even drove him to these for food;—for— καί (implying his state of destitution)—no man gave (aught) to him. Meyer, De Wette, Greswell, and others supply κεράτια after ἐδίδου, but wrongly, I think; the absolute use of δίδωμι being very frequent, and the other construction harsh and unusual.

We see him now in the depth of his misery,—the sinner reaping the consequences of his sin in utter shame and extremity of need.

Verse 17
17. εἰς ἑαυτὸν ἐλθών] Similar expressions seem to occur in the Heb. Deuteronomy 30:1 (where Sy(97). renders “Redi in temetipsum;” but Gesen. understands an accus. “si revocabis ea”); 1 Kings 8:47; Isaiah 46:8. Before this, he was beside himself. The most dreadful torment of the lost, in fact that which constitutes their state of torment, will be this εἰς ἑαυτὸν ἐλθεῖν, when too late for repentance.

He now recalls the peace and plenty of his Father’s house.

μίσθιοι, for he now was a μίσθιος, but in how different a case!

Verses 17-20
17–20.] His penitence. And here we have a weighty difference between the permitted rational free will of man, and the stupid wandering on of the sheep, or the inanimate coin lying till it is picked up,—both these being however true, did not God seek and save the sinner: ‘the grace of God by Christ preventing us that we may have a good will, and working with us when we have that good will.’ Article X. of the Church of England.

Verse 18
18. ἀναστάς] See Luke 15:24, νεκρὸς ἦν καὶ ἀνέζησεν [it was truly a resurrection from the dead]. This resolution is a further step than his last reflection. In it he no where gives up his sonship: this, and the πάτερ, lie at the root of his penitence:—it is the thought of having sinned against (in the parable itself, Heaven and) Thee, which works now in him. And accordingly he does not resolve to ask to be made ἕνα τῶν μισθ. but ὡς ἕνα τ. μ.:—still a son, but as an hireling. “And what is it that gives the sinner now a sure ground of confidence, that returning to God he shall not be repelled, nor cast out? The adoption of sonship which he received in Christ Jesus at his baptism, and his faith that the gifts and calling of God are without repentance or recall.” Trench, Par. in loc.

Verse 20
20.] What he has resolved, he does: a figure not of the usual, but of the proper course of such a state of mind.

μακρ. ἀπέχ.] Who can say whether this itself was not a seeking? whether his courage would have held out to the meeting?

On what follows, see especially Jeremiah 3:12; James 4:8; Genesis 46:29; 2 Samuel 14:33.

Verses 20-24
20–24.] His restoration.

Verse 21
21.] The intended close of his confession is not uttered;—there is no abatement of his penitence, for all his Father’s touching and reassuring kindness,—but his filial confidence is sufficiently awakened to prevent the request, that he might be as an hired servant.

Verse 22
22.] All these gifts belong to his reception, not as a servant, but as a son: the first (best) robe, for him who came in rags,—Isaiah 61:10; Revelation 3:18 :—not—the robe which he used to wear—his former robe—this would not be consistent with the former part of the parable, in which he was not turned out with any disgrace, but left as a son and of his own accord: but a robe, (yea) the first and goodliest. The ring,—a token of a distinguished and free person, see James 2:2; Genesis 41:42.

The shoes, also the mark of a free man (for slaves went barefoot), see Zechariah 10:12; Ephesians 6:15. These are the gifts of grace and holiness with which the returned penitent is clothed by his gracious Father, see Zechariah 3:4-5.

Verse 23
23. τ. μόσχ. τ. σιτ.] So, Judges 6:25, Gideon is commanded to kill τὸν μόσχον τὸν ταῦρον ὅς ἐστιν τῷ πατρί σου ( τ. μ. τ. σιτευτὸν τοῦ πατρός σου α):—some calf fatted for a particular feast or anniversary, and standing in the stall. No allusion must be thought of to the sacrificing of Christ:—which would be wholly out of place here,—and is pre-supposed in the whole parable.

εὐφρανθ.] So Luke 15:6, ‘joy in heaven;’—all rejoice.

Some of these are δοῦλοι who have entered into the joy of their Lord: Matthew 25:21; Matthew 25:23.

Verse 24
24.] νεκ. κ. ἀνέζ.,—the lost money: ἀπολωλ. καὶ εὑρέθη,—the lost sheep: see 1 John 3:14; Ephesians 2:5; 1 Peter 2:25.

ἤρξαντο, a contrast to the ἤρξατο in Luke 15:14.

Verse 25
25.] ἐν ἀγρῷ—probably working, in the course of his δουλεύειν, as he expresses it, Luke 15:29.

ἐρχόμ., at meal-time.

συμφ. κ. χορ.] This is one of those by-glances into the lesser occupations and recreations of human life, by which the Lord so often stamps his tacit approval on the joys and unbendings of men. Would these festal employments have been here mentioned by Him on so solemn and blessed an occasion, if they really were among those works of the devil which He came into the world to destroy?

Verses 25-28
25–28.] As far as regards the penitent, the parable is finished:—but those who murmured at his reception, who were the proud and faultless elder son,—always in the house and serving, but not, as will appear, either over-affectionate or over-respectful,—they too must act their part, in order to complete the instruction. As regards the penitent, this part of the parable sets forth the reception he meets with from his fellow-men, in contrast to that from his father: see Matthew 18:27; Matthew 18:30.

Verses 28-32
28–32.] Stier well remarks (iii. 255, edn. 2) that this elder is now the lost son: he has lost all childlike filial feeling; he betrays the hypocrite within. The love and forbearance of the father are eminently shewn—the utter want of love and humility in the son strongly contrasted with them.

Verse 29
29.] ἰδ. τοσ. ἔτη δουλ. σοι, the very manner of speech of a Pharisee: as is the continuation— οὐδέπ. ἐντ. σου παρ. Could the Jewish nation be introduced saying this, even in the falsest hypocrisy?

ἐμοὶ οὐδέποτε ἔδωκας answers to the younger son’s δός μοι in Luke 15:12;—it is a separation of the individual son from his father, and, as there pointed out, the very root and ground of sin.

ἔριφον, of less value than a calf.

τ. φίλ. μου—who are these? this elder son also then has friends, who are not his father’s friends: see Matthew 22:16, τ. μαθητὰς αὐτῶν μετὰ τῶν ἡρωδιανῶν.

Verse 30
30.] ὁ υἱ. σου οὗτος, the last degree of scorn and contempt,—just such as was shewn by the Pharisees towards the publicans and sinners (see ch. Luke 18:11). ‘I will not count such an impure person my brother.’

σου τ. βίον, a covert reproach of his father for having given it to him.

μετὰ τῶν πορνῶν, a charitable addition on the part of the elder brother, such as those represented by him always take care to make under similar circumstances. Even supposing it a necessary inference from the kind of life which he had been leading, it was one which nothing but the bitterest jealousy would have uttered at such a time.

ἔθυ. αὐ. τ. σ. μ. parallel with ἁμαρτωλοὺς προσδέχεται, καὶ συνεσθίει αὐτοῖς, Luke 15:2. ‘Thou hast not only made him equal to me, but hast received him into superior favour.’

Verse 31
31.] πάντοτε μ. ἐμ. εἶ, as a reason why no extraordinary joy should be shewn over him; other reasons might be assigned, and lie indeed in the background, suggested by his tone and words: but this is the soft answer to turn away wrath.

πάντα τὰ ἑμὰ σά ἐσ., because the portion of goods which remained was his.

Verse 32
32.] ἔδει—not σε, but generally—it was right. The Father still asserts the restored sonship of his returned prodigal— ὁ ἀδελ. σου οὗτος. We may remark that the difficulties which have been found in the latter part of the parable, from the uncontradicted assertion in Luke 15:29, if the Pharisees are meant,—and the great pride and uncharitableness shewn, if really righteous persons are meant,—are considerably lightened by the consideration, that the contradiction of that assertion would have been beside the purpose of the parable; that it was the very thing on which the Pharisees prided themselves; that, besides, it is sufficiently contradicted in fact, by the spirit and words of the elder son. He was breaking his Father’s commandment even when he made the assertion,—and the making it is part of his hypocrisy.

The result of the Father’s entreaty is left purposely uncertain (see Trench, Par. in loc.):—is it possible that this should have been the case, had the Jewish nation been meant by the elder brother? But now, as he typifies a set of individuals who might themselves be (and many of them were) won by repentance,—it is thus broken off, to be closed by each individual for himself. For we are all in turn examples of the cases of both these brothers, containing the seeds of both evil courses, in our hearts: but, thanks be to God, under that grace, which is sufficient and willing to seek and save us from both.

16 Chapter 16 

Verse 1
1.] ἔλεγεν δὲ καί—a continuation, I believe, of the foregoing:—certainly closely connected in subject with it, as is the second parable in this chapter also: see below.

πρὸς τ. μαθ., not to the Twelve only, but to the multitude of the disciples; and more immediately perhaps to the Publicans, whose reception by Him had been the occasion of this discourse. I say this because I believe them to hold a place, though not a principal or an exclusive one, in the application of the parable which follows.

ἄνθρ. τ. ἦν πλοίσ.…] The history in this parable is, in itself, purely worldly. The master is a υἱὸς τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, as well as his steward: bear this in mind:—the whole parabolic machinery is from the standing-point of the children of this world.

In the interpretation, this rich man is the Almighty Possessor of all things. This is the only tenable view. Meyer, who supposes him to be Mammon (defending it by the consideration that dismissal from his service = being received into everlasting habitations, which it does not,—see below), is involved in inextricable difficulties further on. Olshausen’s view, that he = the Devil, the ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμου τούτου, will be found equally untenable. Schleiermacher’s, that the Romans are intended, whose stewards the Publicans were, and that the debtors = the Jews, hardly needs refuting;—certainly not more refuting, than any consistent exposition will of itself furnish.

οἰκονόμον, a general overlooker—very much what we understand by an agent, or ‘a man of business,’ or, in the larger sense, a steward. They were generally of old, slaves: but this man is a freeman, from Luke 16:3-4. This steward = especially the Publicans, but also all the disciples, i.e. every man in Christ’s Church. We are all God’s stewards, who commits to our trust His property:—each one’s office is of larger or smaller trust and responsibility, according to the measure entrusted to him. I say, especially the Publicans, because the Twelve, and probably others, had relinquished all and followed Christ, and therefore the application of the parable to them would not be so direct: and also because I cannot but put together with this parable, and consider as perhaps prompted by it or the report of it, the profession of Zacchæus, ch. Luke 19:8. Other interpretations have been—the Pharisees (Vitringa, and more recently Zyro, Theol. Stud. und Krit. for 1831)—but then the parable should have been addressed to them, which it was not,—and this view entirely fails in the application:—Judeas Iscariot (Bertholdt), of the vindication of which view I am not in possession, and therefore can only generally say, that it is perfectly preposterous:—Pontius Pilate &c. &c.

διεβλήθη—not wrongfully, which the word does not imply necessarily—but maliciously, which it does imply: see Daniel 6:24. The reason why it has come so generally to signify ‘wrongful accusation,’ is, that malicious charges are so frequently slanderous. The steward himself does not deny it.

Meyer (see above) in carrying out his view, would interpret this charge as an accusation by the Pharisees against the disciples that they wasted the goods of Mammon by entering the service of Christ:—but then (1) this other service never once appears on the face of the parable; and (2) surely it would hardly be within the bounds of decorum that this διασκορπίζειν should = the entering Christ’s service;—this would bring a train of false interpretations with it, and even hold up the ἀδικία of the steward, as such, for imitation.

διασκορπίζων—not that he had wasted (E. V.), but was wasting, his goods, ὡς διασκορπίζων = ὅτι διεσκόρπιζεν. So διέβαλλον ὡς λυμαινόμενον τὴν πολιτείαν, Xen. Hell. ii. 3. 23. In this charge (spiritually) we may see the real guilt of every man who is entrusted with the goods of our heavenly Father. We are all ‘scattering His goods.’ If some one is to be found to answer to οἱ διαβάλλοντες, the analogy of ὁ διάβολος, ‘the accuser of the brethren,’ is too striking to escape us.

Verses 1-8
1–8.] PARABLE OF THE UNJUST STEWARD. Peculiar to Luke. No parable in the Gospels has been the subject of so much controversy as this: while, at the same time, the general stream of interpretation is well defined, and, in the main, satisfactory. It would be quite beyond the limits of a note to give any thing like a recension of the views respecting it: the principal ones which differ from that which I have adopted, will appear in the course of my remarks.

Verse 2
2. τί τοῦτο …] It makes very little difference either in admissibility of construction or of sense, whether we render, ‘why do I hear this of thee?’ i.e. ‘what is the ground of this report?—what occasion hast thou given for this being brought to me?’ or, ‘What is this that I hear of thee?’ i.e. ‘give some account of it.’ There is the same ambiguity in Mark 11:3, τί ποιεῖτε τοῦτο; I prefer rather the former, because no opportunity of explanation what it is, is given him, but he is commanded to produce his books, to shew how it has arisen.

ἀπόδος …] give up the account of thy stewardship; for (taking for granted the correctness of the report, the steward not denying it) thou wilt not be able to retain thy stewardship any longer,—in ordinary English, thou canst not, &c.

οὐ δύνῃ—in the nature of things—thou art precluded from.
The interpretation of this announcement to the steward, is the certainty, spoken by God in every one of our consciences, that we must give up and give an account of our stewardship at death. The great truth lies in the background, that that dismissal, death itself, is the consequence of the διασκορπίζειν τὰ ὑπάρχοντα αὐτοῦ,—the wages of sin.

Verse 3
3.] The steward sets before himself the certainty of poverty and misery. He has not by his waste of his lord’s property been laying up any store for himself;—that is not the point of the parable;—he has lived softly and effeminately, and cannot do an honest day’s work:— σκάπτειν, for all manual labours; so Aristoph. Av. 1432, σκάπτειν γὰρ οὐκ ἐπίσταμαι. This speech, of digging and begging, must not be sought for in the interpretation; it belongs to the truth of the parable itself as introducing the scheme which follows, but has no ulterior meaning.

Verse 4
4.] ἔγνων—not = ἔγνωκα, which would be, ‘I know, as part of my stock of knowledge, I am well aware,’—but implying, I have just arrived at the knowledge,—an idea has just struck me—I have a plan.
δέξωνται—viz. those who are about to be spoken of, the χρεοφειλέται. He has them in his mind.

Observe, the aim of his scheme is that they may receive him into their houses,—give him shelter. This is made use of afterwards in the interpretation, for which see on Luke 16:9.

Verse 5
5.] It is more natural to suppose that these χρεοφειλέται had borrowed, i.e. not yet paid for these articles of food out of the stores of the rich man, than that they were contractors to the amounts specified.

τοῦ κ. ἑαυτοῦ, of his own lord,—shewing the unprincipled boldness of his plan for saving himself; as we express the same when we say, ‘he robbed his own father.’

Verse 6
6. βάτους] ὁ δὲ βάτος δύναται χωρῆσαι ξέστας ἑβδομήκοντα δύο, Jos. Antt. viii. 2. 9;—the same for liquids as the ephah for solids. See Ezekiel 45:10-11; Ezekiel 45:14, where the LXX represent the Heb. בַּת by χοῖνιξ and κοτύλη.

δέξαι σ. τ. γρ.] The steward, not yet out of office, has all the vouchers by him, and returns each debtor his own bond, for him to alter the figure (not, to make another, which would imply the destruction of the old bond, not its return).

σου is not emphatic, as Wordsworth, who has several times fallen into this mistake: see note, ch. Luke 14:26-27 : but entirely unemphatic; almost expletive.

καθ. ταχ.] καθίσας is graphic. ταχέως implies the hurry with which the furtive business is transacted. The debtors seem to be all together, that all may be implicated and none may tell of the other.

Verse 7
7. κόρους] ὁ δὲ κόρος δύναται μεδίμνους ἀττικοὺς δέκα, Jos. Antt. xv. 9. 2. There does not appear to be any designed meaning in the variation of the amount deducted. We may easily conceive a reason, if we will, in the different circumstances of the debtors.

Verse 8
8.] ὁ κύριος—of course, the lord of the steward. The E. V. ought to have been expressed his lord, and there would have been no ambiguity.

τ. ο κ. τῆς ἀδ., not ‘the steward for his injustice,’ but (see reff.) the unjust steward. He is not praised ‘for his injustice:’ see below.

ὅτι φρονίμως ἐπ., because he had acted shrewdly, cleverly for his own interest. The point brought out is not merely the shrewdness of the steward, but his lord, whose injury was wrought by this very shrewdness, praising it: for, our Saviour adds, the sons of this world,—to which category both belonged—he who conceived and he who praised the shrewdness—are more shrewd, εἰς τ. γ. τ. ἑαυ., for the purposes of their self-interest,—than the sons of light. But this very τὴν ἑαυ. indicates that there is a better and a higher γενεά, the family of light (John 12:36; Romans 13:12; Ephesians 5:8; 1 Thessalonians 5:5), whose interests require a higher and better wisdom and foresight. It is hardly necessary to add that the discovery of the steward’s trick by the master is essential to the parable, as exemplifying the φρονίμως and φρονιμώτεροι. Had the master (as Wordsw.) merely seen the result, that the debtors received him into their houses, the praise could hardly have been put in this form. The aor. ἐποίησεν too seems to point at the past device, rather than the permanent result.

Verse 9
9.] We now pass to the application at once—from the mouth of our Lord Himself. All that is dishonest and furtive in the character of the steward belonged entirely to him as a υἱὸς τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου: but even in this character there was a point to praise and imitate. And the dishonesty itself is not inserted without purpose—viz. to shew us how little the νἱοὶ τ. αἰ. τ. scruple to use it, and how natural it is to them. Now, however, we stand on higher ground: καθαροῖς πάντα καθαρά:—in bringing up the example into the purer air which the sons of light breathe, its grosser parts drop off, and the finer only remain.

καὶ ἐγὼ ὑμῖν λ. seems to recognize a necessary difference in the two situations:—‘although you are sons of the light and the day, and can do no such furtive acts, yet I say to YOU’ … This view will explain how we may make φίλους ἐκ τοῦ μαμ. τῆς ἀδ. just as we can make an example for ourselves out of the οἰκονόμος τῆς ἀδικ.—that which is of itself τῆς ἀδικίας—which belongs to, is part of a system of, ἀδικία,—which is the very ῥίζα πάντων τῶν κακῶν, the result, and the aptest concretion, of that system of meum and tuum (see ch. Luke 15:12) which is itself the result of sin having entered into the world. And we are to use this Mammon of unrighteousness to make ourselves,—not palaces, nor barns, nor estates, nor treasures,—but friends; i.e. to bestow it on the poor and needy—(see ch. Luke 12:33, which is the most striking parallel to our text—compare ὅταν ἐκλίπῃ, with θησαυρὸν ἀνέκλειπτον there) that when it shall fail,—they, i.e. the φίλοι—(compare the joy in heaven ch. Luke 15:7; Luke 15:10, and Baxter’s remark cited there by Stier—‘Is there joy in heaven at thy conversion, and will there be none at thy glorification?’) may receive you into the (or their) everlasting tabernacles. See also ch. Luke 14:13-14.

God repays in their name. They receive us there with joy, if they are gone before us: they receive us there by making us partakers of their prayers, which ‘move the Hand that moves the world,’ even during this life. Deeds then of charity and mercy are to be our spiritual shrewdness, by which we may turn to our account the ἄδικον μαμωνᾶ,—providing ourselves with friends out of it;—and the debtors are here perhaps to be taken in their literal, not parabolic sense—we are to lighten their burdens by timely relief—the only way in which a son of light can change the hundred into fifty, or fourscore: see Isaiah 58:6-8.

Verses 10-12
10–12.] Closely connected with the foregoing (against De Wette and Strauss):—the ‘faithfulness in the least’ is the same as the prudence and shrewdness just spoken of;—in the case of the children of light they run up into one— τίς ἐστιν ὁ πιστὸς οἰκονόμος καὶ φρόνιμος, ch. Luke 12:42;—the ἐλάχιστον = ὁ ἄδικος (see above: not “fallacious,” as Wordsw.) μαμωνᾶς = τὸ ἀλλότριον—the wealth of this present world, which is not the Christian’s own, nor his proper inheritance. The πολύ = τὸ ἀληθινόν = το ὑμέτερον = the true riches of God’s inheritance: of which the earth (see Matthew 5:5) forms a part, which ὁ θεός (implied in the τίς—for there will be none to give it you if you be untrue during this state of probation;—He will not be your God) shall give to you. The wealth of this world is ἀλλότριον—forfeited by sin—only put into our hands to try us, and to be rendered an account of.

Verse 13
13.] See note on Matthew 6:24. The connexion here is,—that we must, while put in trust with the ἄδικος μαμωνᾶς, be serving not it, but God. The saying here applies (as Olshausen remarks) admirably to the Pharisees and Publicans: the former were, to outward appearance, the servants of God, but inwardly served Mammon;—the latter, by profession in the service of Mammon, were, by coming to Jesus, shewing that they inwardly served God.

Verses 14-31
14–31.] BY OCCASION OF THE COVETOUS PHARISEES DERIDING HIM, OUR LORD SPEAKS THE PARABLE OF THE RICH MAN AND LAZARUS. The Pharisees were not slow in perceiving that the scope of ταῦτα πάντα was to place this world’s goods, and all that the covetous seek after, at a very low price. It will be observed that the sayings which follow, are in reference to matters mentioned during the discourses, or arising out of the character of the Pharisees as commented on in them.

Verse 15
15.] See last note, end.

δικαιοῦντες … ἐνώπ. τ. ἀνθρ., a contrast to ἥμαρτον ἐνώπιόν σου, ch. Luke 15:18 : and βδέλυγ. ἐνώπιον τ. θεοῦ to χαρὰ ἐνώπιον τ. ἀγγ. τοῦ θεοῦ, ch. Luke 15:10.

Verse 16
16.] See Matthew 11:12 and note. After προφ. supply προεφήτευσαν, not (Meyer) ἐκηρύσσοντο, which would be inapplicable to the law and the prophets.

The connexion is,—‘Ye are they that justify yourselves before men; ye are no publicans and sinners,—no poor and needy,—but righteous, and increased with this world’s goods. But, since John, a kingdom has been preached, into which every one, publicans and sinners too ( πᾶς (98) πάντες, ch. Luke 15:1) are pressing in. The true relation however of that kingdom to the law is not as ye suppose, to destroy the law (Matthew 5:17), but to fulfil.’ Then, as an example, our Lord reiterates the decision which He had before given on a point much controverted among the Jews—the law of adultery. But this He does, not without occasion given, and close connexion with the circumstances, and with what had before been said. As early as Tertullian, cont. Marc. iv. 34, vol. ii. p. 443, it was remarked, that an allusion was meant here to the adultery of Herod Antipas with his brother Philip’s wife, which the Pharisees had tacitly sanctioned, thus allowing an open breach of that law which Christ came to fulfil. To this mention of Herod’s crime the μέχρι ἰωάννου gave relevance. Still the idea must not be too lightly assumed. Bleek’s remark is worth notice, that, had such an allusion been intended, the last words of the verse would have been otherwise expressed. Antipas had not married a divorced woman, but abduced a married woman from her husband.

See on Matthew 5:32.

Verse 19
19.] δέ connects this directly with what goes before; being an answer, not immediately to any thing said by the Pharisees, but to their scoffs at Him;—q. d. ‘hear now a parable.’

ἄνθρ. πλ.] Tertullian thought (l. c.) that Herod was meant, and by Lazarus John; and this view has been taken by Paulus and Schleiermacher also: but surely with no probability. Our Lord might hint with stern rebuke at the present notorious crime of Herod, but can hardly be thought to have spoken thus of him. That the circumstances will in some measure apply to these two, is owing, as above in ch. 15, to the parable taking the general case, of which theirs was a particular instance. Zeller (refuted by Bleek in loc.) thinks that the rich man sets forth the Jews and the poor man the Gentiles. In my view, the very name of the poor man (see below) is a sufficient answer to this.

Observe, that this rich man is not accused of any flagrant crimes:—he lives, as the world would say, as became his means and station; he does not oppress nor spoil other men: he is simply a υἱὸς τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, in the highest form.

πορφ. κ. βύσ., the Tyrian costly purple—and the fine linen (for under clothing) from Egypt.

εὐφρ. λαμπ.] Probably the E. V. is right—fared sumptuously: ‘epulabatur splendide,’ Vulg. Others render it ‘enjoyed himself sumptuously.’

Verses 19-31
19–31.] Our Lord, in this closing parable, grasps the whole covetous and self-seeking character of the Pharisees, shews them a case in which it is carried to the utmost, by one who ‘made no friends’ with the unrighteous Mammon;—places in contrast with it a case of extreme destitution and poverty,—the very thing which the φιλάργυρος most abhorred;—and then passes over into the region beyond the grave, shewing them the contrast there also—and ending with a mysterious prophetic hint at the final rejection of the Kingdom of God and Himself by those for whom the law and prophets were insufficient to bring them to repentance. And while it does not appear that the φιλαργυρία of the Pharisees shewed itself in this particular way, our Lord here grasps the depravity by its root, which is, a godless and loveless self-seeking—saying in the heart, ‘There is no God’—and acting accordingly.

The explanation of particular points see below.

Verse 20
20.] The significant name Lazarus (= Eleazarus = אֶלְעָזָר, Deus auxilium) should have prevented the expositors from imagining this to be a true history.

Perhaps by this name our Lord may have intended to fill in the character of the poor man, which indeed must otherwise be understood to be that of one who feared God.

ἐβέβ., was, or had been, cast down, i.e. was placed there on purpose to get what he could of alms.

πυλῶνα, see on ref. Matt.: it was the portal, which led out of the προαύλιον into the αὐλή.

Verse 21
21.] It would seem that he did obtain this wish, and that, as in ch. Luke 15:16, the ἐπιθ. must mean, he looked for it, willingly took it.

The ἀλλὰ καί seems also to imply, that he got the crumbs: this verse, relating the two points of contrast to the rich man: his only food, the crumbs, with which he longed to fill his belly, but could not:—his only clothing, nakedness and sores, and instead of the boon companions of the rich man, none to pity him but the dogs, who ἐπέλειχον—certainly in pity, not ‘dolorem exasperantes’ (Bengel)—his sores, as they do their own. Such was the state of the two in this world.

Verse 22
22.] The burial of Lazarus is not mentioned, διὰ τὸ ἀτημέλητον τῆς τῶν πτωχῶν ταφῆς, Euthym(99) This is the only admissible reason. Meyer rejects it as arbitrary, and not consistent with the received notions about Hades, in which not the soul only, but the whole man was after death—believing it to be meant that the angels carried Lazarus bodily into Paradise. But then his interpretation halts, when he comes to the burial of the rich man, whom he makes go down out of his grave into hell. The fact is, that in both cases the material corpse remains on this earth, buried or unburied; while that personality, to which universal consent rightly attributes sensibility to bliss and woe, and the feelings and parts of the body, the man’s real self, is translated into the other world. (If, when parts of the body are removed, we still believe that we possess those limbs, and feel pain in them, why may not the disembodied spirit still subjectively exist in, and feel the sensations of, that corporeal system from which it is temporarily separated?)

ἀπενεχθ. αὐτ.…] In the whole of this description, the following canon of interpretation may be safely laid down:—Though it is unnatural to suppose that our Lord would in such a parable formally reveal any new truth respecting the state of the dead,—yet, in conforming himself to the ordinary language current on these subjects, it is impossible to suppose that He, whose essence is Truth, could have assumed as existing any thing which does not exist. It would destroy the truth of our Lord’s sayings, if we could conceive Him to have used popular language which did not point at truth. And accordingly, where such language was current, we find Him not adopting, but protesting against it: see Matthew 15:5.

The bearing of the spirits of the just into bliss by the holy angels is only analogous to their other employments: see Matthew 13:41; Hebrews 1:14.

τ. κόλπ. ἀβραάμ] The above remark does not apply here—for this, as a form of speech among the Jews, was not even by themselves understood in its strict literal sense; and though the purposes of the parable require this, Luke 16:23, no one would think of pressing it into a truth, but all would see in it the graphic filling up of a state which in itself is strictly actual. The expression בחיקו של אברהם signified the happy side of Hades, where all the Fathers were conceived as resting in bliss. In Joseph. de Macc. § 13 we have οὕτω γὰρ θανόντας ἡμᾶς ἀβραὰμ κ. ἰσ. κ. ἰακ. ὑποδέξονται εἰς τοὺς κόλπους αὐτῶν.

No pre-eminence is signified, as in John 13:23;—all the blessed are spoken of as in Abraham’s bosom. See also John 1:18.

The death of the rich man last should be remarked; Lazarus was taken soon from his sufferings; Dives was left longer, that he might have space to repent.

κ. ἐτάφη] There can be no doubt that the funeral is mentioned as being congruous to his station in life,—and, as Trench observes, ‘in a sublime irony,’—implying that he had all things properly cared for; the purple and fine linen which he wore in life, not spared at his obsequies. See Meyer’s interpretation above.

Verse 23
23. ἐν τ. ᾅδῃ] Hades, שְׁאוֹל, is the abode of all disembodied spirits till the resurrection; not, the place of torment,—much less hell, as understood commonly, in the E. V.

Lazarus was also in Hades, but separate from Dives; one on the blissful, the other on the baleful side. It is the gates of Hades, the imprisonment of death, which shall not prevail against the Church (Matthew 16:18);—the Lord holds the key of Hades, (Revelation 1:18);—Himself went into the same Hades, of which Paradise is a part.

ἐν βασάνοις—not eternal condemnation;—for the judgment has not yet taken place; men can only be judged in the body, for the deeds done in the body:—but, the certainty and anticipation of it.

ἐπάρας, not necessarily to a higher place, though that may be meant:—see reff.

Verse 24
24.] ‘Superbus temporis, mendicus inferni.’ Aug(100) (Trench, Par. in loc.)

On πάτερ ἀβρ. see Matthew 3:9.

φλογί, not subjective only, though perhaps mainly. The omission of the article before βασάνοις points no doubt to subjective torments;—but where lies the limit between inner and outer to the disembodied? Hardened sinners have died crying ‘Fire!’—Did the fire leave them, when they left their bodies?

Verse 25
25.] The answer is solemn, calm, and fatherly;—there is no mocking, as is found in the Koran under the same circumstances; no grief, as is sometimes represented affecting the blessed spirits for the lot of the lost. (Klopstock, cited by Stier, iii. 319, edn. 2: Wehmuth der Himmlischen die verlorenen Seelen begleitet.)

μνήσθητι …] Analogy gives us every reason to suppose, that in the disembodied state the whole life on earth will lie before the soul in all its thoughts, words, and deeds, like a map of the past journey before a traveller.

ἀπέλαβες—not sufficiently expressed by ‘receivedst,’ E. V.:—it is analogous to ἀπ έχουσιν, Matthew 6:2; Matthew 6:5; Matthew 6:16,—and expresses the receipt in full, the exhaustion of all claim on.

Those that were good things to thee, τὰ ἀγ. σου, came to an end in thy lifetime: there are no more of them.

What a weighty, precious word is this σου: were it not for it, De Wette and the like, who maintain that the only meaning of the parable is, ‘Woe to the rich, but blessed are the poor’—would have found in this verse at least a specious defence for their view:—though even then τὰ ἀγ. would have implied the same, in fair interpretation.

τὰ κακά—not αὐτοῦ—for to him they were not so.

παρακαλ.] See ch. Luke 6:24.

Verse 26
26.] Even if it were not so,—however, and for whatsoever reason, God’s decree hath placed thee there—thy wish is impossible.

χάσμα μέγα] In the interpretation,—the irresistible decree—then truly so, but no such on earth—by which the Almighty Hand hath separated us and you, in order that, not merely so that, none may pass it. In the graphic description, a yawning chasm impassable.

ἐστήρικται, is fixed for ever. This expression precludes all idea that the following verse indicates the beginning of a better mind in the rich man.

Verse 27
27.] This is the believing and trembling of James 2:19. His eyes are now opened to the truth; and no wonder that his natural sympathies are awakened for his brethren.

That a lost spirit should feel and express such sympathy, is not to be wondered at; the misery of such will be very much heightened by the awakened and active state of those higher faculties and feelings which selfishness and the body kept down here.

Verse 29
29.] ἡ πίστις ἐξ ἀκοῆς, ἡ δὲ ἀκοὴ διὰ ῥήματος χριστοῦ. Romans 10:17. ‘Auditu fideli salvamur, non apparitionibus.’ Bengel. This verse furnishes a weighty testimony from our Lord Himself of the sufficiency then of the O.T. Scriptures for the salvation of the Jews. It is not so now.

Verse 30-31
30, 31.] οὐχί—not, ‘they will not hear them:’ he could not tell that, and besides, it would have taken away much of the ground of the answer of Abraham:—the word deprecates leaving their salvation in such uncertainty, as the chance of their hearing Moses and the Prophets seems to him to imply.—‘Leave it not so, when it might be at once and for ever done by sending them one from the dead.’

Abraham’s answer, besides opening to us a depth in the human heart, has a plain application to the Pharisees, to whom the parable was spoken. They would not hear Moses and the Prophets:—Christ rose from the dead, but He did not go to them;—this verse is not so worded, ‘they would have rejected Him, had He done so:’—the fact merely is here supposed, and that in the very phrase which so often belongs to His own resurrection. They were not persuaded—did not believe, though One rose from the dead. To deny altogether this allusion, is to rest contented with merely the surface of the parable.

Observe, Abraham does not say, ‘they will not repent’—but, ‘they will not believe, be persuaded:’ which is another and a deeper thing.

Luther does not seem to conclude rightly, that this disproves the possibility of appearances of the dead. It only says, that such appearances will not bring about faith in the human soul: but that they may not serve other ends in God’s dealings with men, it does not assert. There is no gulf between the earth and Hades: and the very form of Abraham’s answer, setting forth no impossibility in this second case, as in the former, would seem to imply its possibility, if requisite.

We can hardly pass over the identity of the name LAZARUS with that of him who actually was recalled from the dead, but whose return, far from persuading the Pharisees, was the immediate exciting cause of their crowning act of unbelief.
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Verse 1
1.] τὰ σκ. is perhaps owing to some offence which had happened;—the departure of the Pharisees in disgust, or some point in their conduct; such as the previous chapter alluded to.

ἀνένδεκτόν ἐστιν = οὐκ ἐνδέχεται, ch. Luke 13:33.

Verses 1-10
1–10.] FURTHER DISCOURSES. The discourse appears to proceed onward from the foregoing.

Verse 2
2.] See Matthew 18:6-7, and notes.

τῶν μικ. τ., perhaps the publicans and sinners of ch. Luke 15:1;—perhaps also, repeated with reference to what took place, Matt. l. c.

Verse 3-4
3, 4.] See on Matthew 18:15; Matthew 18:21-22.

The προσέχετε ἑαυτ. here is to warn them not to be too readily dismayed at σκάνδαλα, nor to meet them in a brother with an unforgiving spirit.

ἐπιτίμ.] ‘ ἀγάπη begins with ἀληθεύειν,’ Stier:—who remarks, that in the Church, as in the world, the love of many waxing cold,—not being strong or warm enough for this ἐπιτίμησον,—is the cause why offences abound.

Verse 5
5.] πρόσθ. ἡμ. πίστ., ‘increase our faith,’ of the E. V., is not exact: give us more faith, is more literal and simpler. Wordsw.’s rendering, “Give faith in addition to our other privileges, powers, and virtues,” is not so probable, seeing 1) that faith is not the crowning item in such a list, but the first and most elementary: and 2) that, had this been intended, it would most probably have been expressed πρόσθ. ἡμῖν καὶ πίστιν.

This is the only example in the Gospels in which the Apostles are marked out as requesting or saying any thing to the Lord. They are amazed at the greatness of the faith which is to overcome σκάνδαλα and forgive ἁμαρτήματα as in Luke 17:3-4 :—and pray that more faith may be added to them.

Verse 6
6.] See on Matt. (Luke 17:20) Luke 21:21. On this occasion some particular tree of the sort was close at hand, and furnished the instance, just as the Mount of Transfiguration in the former of those passages, and the Mount of Olives in the latter.

συκάμινος is the mulberry-tree; not very common in Palestine, but still found there. It must not be confounded with συκομορέα, ch. Luke 19:4, which is the Egyptian fig. See note there.

Notice the different tenses with ἄν: ἐλέγετε ἄν, ye would say: ὑπήκουσεν ἄν, it would (even while you were speaking) have obeyed.

ἐκριζώθ.] ‘Cum ipsis radicibus, in mari mansura. Tale quiddam fit ipsis fidelibus.’ Bengel.

Verse 7
7.] εὐθέως in the E. V. is wrongly joined with ἐρεῖ: it corresponds to μετὰ ταῦτα in Luke 17:8. ‘Construendum; cito accumbe: cito cupiunt accumbere qui missis cæteris officiis fidem sibi summam conferri oportere putant.’ Bengel.

Verses 7-10
7–10.] The connexion is,—‘Ye are servants of your Master; and therefore endurance is required of you,—faith and trust to endure out your day’s work before you enter into your rest. Your Master will enter into His, but your time will not yet come; and all the service which you can meanwhile do Him, is but that which is your bounden duty to do,—seeing that your body, soul, and spirit are His.’

Verse 8
8.] ἕως φ. κ. π., till I shall have eaten and drunken: see ch. Luke 12:37, where a different assurance seems to be given. But our Lord is here speaking of what we in our state of service are to expect; there, of what in our state of manumission (‘mensæ servos adhibere manumissionis erat species.’ Grotius, citing from Ulpian) and adoption, the wonders of His grace will confer on us. Here the question is of right; there, of favour.

Verse 9
9.] Our Lord is not laying down rules for the behaviour of an earthly master to his servants,—but (see above) is speaking of the rightful state of relation between us, and Him whose we are, and whom we serve.

Verse 10
10.] This shews the sense of the parable, as applying to our own thoughts of ourselves, and the impossibility of any claim for our services to God.

In Romans 6:23 (see also the foregoing verses) we have the true ground on which we look for eternal life set before us;—viz. as the gift of God whose servants we are,—not the wages, as in the case of sin, whose we are not. In the case of men this is different; a good servant is εὔχρηστος (Philemon 1:11), not ἀχρεῖος, i.e. οὗ μὴ ἔχει τις χρείαν,—Etym. Mag. See Acts 17:25.

The case supposed introduces an argument à fortiori: ‘how much more, when ye have failed in so many respects.’ ‘Miser est quem Dominus servum inutilem appellat, Matthew 25:30; beatus qui se ipse.’ Bengel.

Thus closes the series of discourses which began with ch. Luke 15:1.

Verses 11-19
11–19.] HEALING OF TEN LEPERS. It does not appear to what part of the last journey this is to be referred. There is no reason for supposing it to have been subsequent to what has just been related:—this is not implied. It may have been at the very beginning of the journey. From the circumstance that these lepers were a mixed company of Jews and Samaritans, διὰ μέσον σ. κ. γ. probably means ‘between Samaria and Galilee,’ on the frontiers of both. Meyer supposes αὐτός to mean ‘He for his part’—separate from the others going up to the feast, who would go direct through Samaria. Xen. has διὰ μέσου δὲ ῥεῖ τούτων ποταμός, i.e. ‘between these walls.’ Anab. i. 4. 4.

This seems to be (101) with Matthew 19:1. The journey mentioned there would lead Him διὰ μέσ. σ. κ. γ.

Verse 12
12. πόῤῥωθεν] See Leviticus 13:46; Numbers 5:2. The Rabbinical prescriptions as to the distance are given in Wetstein.

Their misery had broken down the national distinction, and united them in one company.

On the nature of leprosy and its significance, see on Matthew 8:2.

Verse 14
14.] One of our Lord’s first miracles had been the healing of a leper; then He touched him and said, ‘Be thou clean:’ now He sinks as it were the healing, and keeps it in the background;—and why so? There may have been reasons unknown to us; but one we can plainly see, and that is, to bring out for the Church the lesson which the history yields. In their going away, in the absence of Jesus they are healed: what need to go back and give Him thanks? Here was a trial of their love: faith they had, enough to go, and enough to be cleansed: but love (with the one exception)—gratitude, they had not.

ἐπιδείξ.] See note on Matthew 8:4.

ἐν τῷ ὑπ. αὐτ.] i.e. while on their way;—the meaning evidently being that they had not gone far, and that the whole took place within a short time. They had not been to the priests, as some suppose.

Verse 15
15.] The ἰδὼν ὅτι ἰάθη, and ὑπέστ. μ. φ. μεγ. δ. τ. θεόν, set before us something immediate, and, I should be inclined to think, witnessed by the narrator.

Verse 16
16. αὐτ. ἦν σαμ.] Strauss supposes (and Hase, but doubtfully) from this, that the whole narrative arose out of a parable about Jews and Samaritans. Such an absurd notion is however not without its use for believers. Every miracle is a parable: our Lord did not work mere feats of supernatural power, but preached by His miracles as well as by His discourses.

Verse 17
17.] Were not the ten cleansed? but (of those ten) the nine, where (are they)?
Verse 18
18. ὁ ἀλλογ. οὗτ.] The Samaritans were Gentiles;—not a mixed race, as is sometimes erroneously supposed. They had a mixed religion, but were themselves originally from other countries: see 2 Kings 17:24-41. There may have been a reason for the nine Jews not returning,—that they held the ceremonial duty imposed on them to be paramount, which the Samaritan might not rate so highly. That he was going to Mount Gerizim does not appear: from his being found with Jews, he probably would act as a Jew.

Verse 19
19.] σέσωκέν σε—in a higher sense than the mere cleansing of his leprosy—theirs was merely the beholding of the brazen serpent with the outward eyes,—but his, with the eye of inward faith; and this faith saved him;—not only healed his body, but his soul.

Verse 20
20.] The question certainly is asked by the Pharisees, as all their questions were asked, with no good end in view: to entangle our Lord, or draw from Him some direct announcement which might be matter of accusation.

μετὰ παρατηρ.] with (accompanied with) anticipation, or observation. The cognate verb is used ch. Luke 14:1 of the Pharisees ‘watching’ Jesus.

Verses 20-37
20–37.] PROPHETIC ANSWER TO THE PHARISEES. In this discourse we have several sayings which our Lord afterwards repeated in His last prophetic discourse to the four apostles on Mount Olivet; but much also which is peculiar to Luke, and most precious (eine kostliche Perle, De Wette).

Verse 21
21. οὐδὲ ἐρ.…] Its coming shall be so gradual and unobserved, that none during its waxing onward shall be able to point here or there for a proof of its coming.

ἰδοὺ γάρ] for behold the kingdom of God is (already) among you. The misunderstanding which rendered these words ‘within you,’ meaning this in a spiritual sense, ‘in your hearts,’ should have been prevented by reflecting that they are addressed to the Pharisees, in whose hearts it certainly was not. Nor could the expression in this connexion well bear this spiritual meaning potentially—i.e. is in its nature, within your hearts. The words are too express and emphatic for this. We have the very expression, Xen. Anab. i. 10. 3,— ἀλλὰ καὶ ταύτην ἔσωσαν ( οἱ ἕλληνες) καὶ ἄλλα ὁπόσα ἐντὸς αὐτῶν καὶ χρήματα καὶ ἄνθρωποι ἐγένοντο πάντα ἔσωσαν:—see also John 1:26; John 12:35, both of which are analogous expressions. See the two renderings compared in Bleek’s note.

The kingdom of God was begun among them, and continues thus making its way in the world, without observation of men; so that whenever men can say ‘lo here or lo there,’—whenever great ‘revivals’ or ‘triumphs of the faith’ can be pointed to, they stand self-condemned as not belonging to that kingdom. Thus we see that every such marked event in the history of the Church is by God’s own hand as it were blotted and marred, so as not to deceive us into thinking that the kingdom has come. So it was at the Pentecostal era:—so at that of Constantine;—so at the Reformation.

The meaning ‘among you,’ includes of course the deeper and personal one ‘within each of you,’ but the two are not convertible.

Verse 22
22.] This saying is taken up from ἐντὸς ὑμῶν ἐστίν. ‘He is among you, who is the Bridegroom,—the Son of Man;’—during whose presence ye cannot mourn, but when He shall be taken from you, you shall wish in vain for one of these days of His presence.

Stier (iii. 362) thinks this addressed to the Pharisees also, and to apply to their recognizing too late in their future misery the Messiahship of Jesus:—but this does not appear from the text.

Meyer tries to prove this interpretation altogether wrong, from the ἐν τ. ἡμέραις τ. υἱ. τ. ἀνθ., Luke 17:26. But the words have the general meaning of the days of the Son of Man’s presence, and this extends on to His future presence, or παρουσία, as well. Of course, if they hereafter desired to see one of the days of His presence, it would be a second or future presence.

Verse 23
23. καὶ ἐρ. ὑμ.] ‘Ye shall not see one;—therefore do not run after false reports of my coming.’ A warning to all so-called expositors, and followers of expositors, of prophecy, who cry ἰδοὺ ἐκεῖ and ἰδοὺ ὧδε, every time that war breaks out, or revolutions occur.

See on these verses, 23, 24, Matthew 24:23-27 and notes.

Verse 24
24. ἐκ τῆς … εἰς τὴν …] Supply χώρας … χώραν.

Verses 25-30
25–30.] The events which must precede the coming: and (1) Luke 17:25, as regards the Lord Himself,—His sufferings and rejection, primarily by this generation,—but in implication, by the world;—and (2) Luke 17:26-30, which unfold this implication as regards the whole world, which shall be in its state of carelessness and sensuality at that time: see notes on Matthew 24:37-39. The example of the days of Lot is added here,—and thereby the sanction of the Lord of Truth given to another part of the sacred record, on which modern scepticism has laid its unhallowed hands.

Verse 28
28.] Bornemann joins ὁμοίως with the former verse—but thus the parallelism (see Luke 17:29, end) is broken.

Verse 29
29.] ἔβρεξεν, impersonal, not ὁ θεὸς ἔβρ. That such an expression as ὁ θεὸς βρέχει is used Matthew 5:45, is no proof that when βρέχει is used impersonally the sacred name is to be supplied.

Luke 17:31 refers immediately to the example of Sodom just related. In Matthew 24:16-18 it finds its place by a reference to the destruction of Jerusalem, see there.

Verse 32
32.] A solemn caution is here added, binding the warning to the example before,— μὴ ἐπιστρεψάτω—remember her who did.

Verse 33
33.] See on Matthew 10:39, and ch. Luke 9:24. In connexion here, it leads the way to Luke 17:34-35.

ζητήσῃ should be rendered as a futurus exactus, as an aorist conjoined with a future always must be:—shall have sought, i.e. ‘during his preceding life,’—shall lose it then.

“ ζωογονήσει, vivipariet (Acts 7:19): an expressive word, derived from animal parturition, bringing forth to air and life what was before concealed in the womb. That day shall come as the pains of labour ( ὠδῖνες) on a woman in travail (Matthew 24:8): but to the saints of God it shall be the birth of the soul and body to life and glory everlasting. See St. Ignatius ad Rom. c. 6.” Wordsw.

Verses 34-36
34–36.] See on Matthew 24:40-41. Here, there are two references: (1) to the servants of the Lord in the midst of the world out of which they shall be separated: (2) to the separation of the faithful and unfaithful among themselves.

Luke 17:34 indicates a closer relationship than that of mere fellow-workmen, and sets forth the division of even families in that day.

Verse 37
37.] ποῦ, not ‘how?’ (Kuinoel) but literal—where shall this happen? The disciples know not the universality of this which our Lord is announcing to them, and which His dark and awful saying proclaims, see note on it, Matthew 24:28.

Observe, there is not a word, except so far as the greater coming includes the lesser, in all this, of the destruction of Jerusalem. The future παρουσία of the Lord is the only subject: and thus it is an entirely distinct discourse from that in Matthew 24, or our ch. 21.
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Verse 1
1.] πρός, with reference to.
πάντοτε] See 1 Thessalonians 5:17.

The mind of prayer, rather than, though of course including, the outward act, is here intended. The earnest desire of the heart is prayer.

ἐγκακεῖν (= ἐκκακεῖν, re(102).: see note 2 Corinthians 4:1)—to languish,—to give up through the weight of overpowering evil.

Verses 1-8
1–8.] THE UNJUST JUDGE. This parable, though not perhaps spoken in immediate unbroken sequence after the last discourse, evidently arose out of it:—perhaps was the fruit of a conversation with the disciples about the day of His coming and the mind with which they must expect it. For observe that in its direct application it is ecclesiastical; and not individual, but by a legitimate accommodation. The widow is the Church; the judge, her God and Father in heaven. The argument, as in the parable of the steward τῆς ἀδικίας, so in this of the κριτὴς τῆς ἀδικίας, is à fortiori: ‘If such be the power of earnest entreaty, that it can win right even from a man sunk in selfishness and fearing neither God nor men, how much more will the right be done by the just and holy God in answer to the continued prayers of his elect:’ even though, when this very right is asserted in the world by the coming of the Son of Man, He may hardly find among his people the power to believe it—though few of them will have shewn this unweariedness of entreaty which the poor widow shewed?

Verse 2
2.] See Deuteronomy 16:18 and Matthew 5:21-22.

τὸν θ. μὴ φ. κ. ἄνθ. μὴ ἐντ.] A common form of expression for an unprincipled and reckless person, see instances in Wetstein.

Verse 3
3. ἐκδίκ.] deliver me from—the justice of her cause being presupposed—this adversary being her oppressor on account of her defenceless situation, and she wanting a sentence from the judge to stop his practices.

Verse 4
4.] ἐπὶ χρ.… for some time, not, ‘for a long time.’ τλῆτε, φίλοι, καὶ μείνατʼ ἐπὶ χρόνον, Il. β. 299:—for a while, E. V.

The point of this part of the parable is, the extortion of right from such a man by importunity. His act was not an act of justice, but of injustice; his very ἐκδίκησις was ἀδικία, because he did it from self-regard, and not from a sense of duty. He, like the steward above, was τῆς ἀδικίας,—belonging to, being of, the iniquity which prevails in the world.

Verse 5
5.] εἰς τέλος belongs to ἐρχομένη, as in E. V., but has a stronger force than there—lest coming for ever, she …
ὑπωπιάζῃ, from ὑπώπιον, the part of the cheek immediately beneath the eyes, signifies literally to smite in the face;—and proverbially (see reff.), to mortify or incessantly annoy. It answers exactly to the Latin obtundo, which Terence has in this sense, ‘Ne me obtundas hac de re sæpius,’ Adelph. i. 2. 33; and alli(103). fr.—Livy, ‘Neque ego obtundam, sæpius eadem nequicquam agendo,’ ii. 15. The Greek word does not appear to be any where used in this sense;—so that the use of it here may be a Latinism, as Grotius thought. Meyer interprets it literally—‘lest at last she should become desperate and come and strike me in the face.’ It has been observed that the Apostles acted from this very motive when they besought the Lord to send away the Syrophœnician woman,—‘for she cried after them.’ Matthew 15:23.

Verse 6
6.] On ὁ κρ. τ. ἀδ. see above, and on ch. Luke 16:9.

Verse 7
7.] The poor widow in this case (the forsaken Church, contending with her adversary the devil, 1 Peter 5:8) has this additional claim, in which the right of her cause consists,—that she is the Elect of God,—His Beloved.

ἡμέρας κ. νυκτός] This answers to the πάντοτε in Luke 18:1, but is an amplification of it.

κ. μακροθυμεῖ … and He delays his vengeance in their case:—and He, in their case, is long-suffering. ‘Est in hac voce dilationis significatio, quæ ut debitori prodest, ita gravis est ei qui vim patitur.’ Grotius. The re(104). reading, μακροθυμῶν, conveys the same meaning, καί being understood as καίπερ. This is perhaps what the E. V. means by ‘though He bear long with them,’ which is ambiguous as it stands. The μακροθ. has no doubt a general reference also to God’s dealing with man: see 2 Peter 3:9; 2 Peter 3:15.

Verse 8
8.] ἐν τάχει will not bear the meaning ‘swiftly,’ i.e. ‘suddenly, when it comes,’ but (see reff.) is shortly—soon, speedily, as E. V. And this is no inconsistency with μακροθυμεῖ: see 2 Peter 3:8-9.

πλὴν …] See the beginning of this note. This can hardly be, as Meyer interprets it, that the painful thought suddenly occurs to the Lord, how many there will be even at His coming who will not have received Him as the Messiah: for ἡ πίστις, though ‘faith’ generally, is yet here faith in reference to the object of the parable—faith which has endured in prayer without fainting. Or the meaning may be general and objective; as in reff.

Verse 9
9.] πρός, to, not concerning: it was concerning them, it is true:—but this word expresses that it was spoken to them. The usage of πρός in Luke 18:1 is no example for the sense concerning, for it is not there so used of persons, but with a neuter article and infinitive: εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς παρ. is too general a phrase, to allow of any other interpretation than the ordinary one, where the context will bear it.

πεποιθ. ἐφʼ ἑαυτ., not, ‘were persuaded of themselves,’ as Greswell renders; but as E. V., trusted in themselves: see reff.

Verses 9-14
9–14.] THE PHARISEE AND THE PUBLICAN. This parable is spoken not to the Pharisees, for our Lord would not in their presence have chosen a Pharisee as an example: nor concerning the Pharisees, for then it would have been no parable—but to the people, and with reference to some among them (then and always) τοὺς πεπ. ὅτι εἰσὶν δίκ., who trusted in themselves that they were righteous, and despised other men.

The parable describes an every day occurrence: the parabolic character is given by the concurrence and grouping of the two, and by the fact that each of these represents psychologically a class of persons.

Verse 10-11
10, 11.] πρὸς ἑαυτόν belongs to προσηύχ. (cf. Mark 14:4), not to σταθείς: that would be καθʼ ἑαυτόν, see James 2:17. He stood (in the ordinary place), and prayed thus with himself, as E. V.,—‘apud animum suum:’—such a prayer he would not dare to put up aloud (Meyer). The Church has admirably fitted to this parable the declaration of thankfulness in 1 Corinthians 15:9-10 (the two being the Epistle and Gospel for the Eleventh Sunday after Trinity), also made by a Pharisee, and also on the ground ‘that he was not as other men:’—but how different in its whole spirit and effect! There, in the deepest humility, he ascribes it to the grace of God that he laboured more abundantly than they all;—yet, not I, but the grace of God that was with me.
Verse 12
12. νηστ. δὶς τ. σ.] This was a voluntary fast, on the Mondays and Thursdays; the only prescribed fast in the year being the great day of atonement, see Leviticus 16:29; Numbers 29:7. So that he is boasting of his works of supererogation.

ἀποδ. πάντα] Here again, the law perhaps (but cf. Abraham’s practice, Genesis 14:20; and Jacob’s, Genesis 28:22) only required tithe of the fruit of the field, and the produce of the cattle: see on Matthew 23:23.

κτῶμαι] Not I possess, which would be κέκτημαι—but I acquire;—of all my increase: see Deuteronomy 14:22. His speech shews admirably what his πεποίθησις ἐφʼ ἑαυτῷ was.

Verse 13
13.] μακρόθεν—far from the Pharisee;—a contrast in spirit to the other’s thanks that he was not as other men, is furnished by the poor Publican in his humility acknowledging this by an act.

οὐδὲ τ. ὀφθ.] Another contrast,—for we must here suppose that the Pharisee prayed with all significance of gesture, with eyes and hands uplifted (see Matthew 6:5). There is a slight but true difference also in σταθείς of the Pharisee—‘being put in position’ (answering to ‘being seated’ of the other usual posture), and ἑστώς of the publican,—‘standing;’—coming in merely and remaining, in no studied place or posture. So Tacitus, Hist. iv. 72, ‘stabant conscientia flagitii mœstæ fixis in terram oculis:’—see also Ezra 9:6.

ἔτυπ. [ εἰς] τ. στ.] See ch. Luke 23:48, ‘præ dolore animi: ubi dolor, ibi manus.’ Bengel.

There may be a stress on τῷ be(105). ἁμαρτ., ‘me the sinner.’ Gresw. But see reff., where, as probably here, the art. is generic. It seems to me that any emphatic comparison here would somewhat detract from the solemnity and simplicity of the prayer (agst. Stier, iii. 384, edn. 2). The τῷ rather implies, not comparison with others, but intense self-abasement: “sinner that I am.” Nor are we to find any doctrinal meanings in ἱλάσθ.: WE know of one only way, in which the prayer could be accomplished: but the words here have no reference to that, nor could they have.

Verse 14
14.] The sense is, One returned home in the sight of God with his prayer answered, and that prayer had grasped the true object of prayer,—the forgiveness of sins (so that δεδ. is in the usual sense of the Epistles of Paul, justified before God—see reff.), the other prayed not for it, and obtained it not. Therefore he who would seek justification before God must seek it by humility and not by self-righteousness.

ὅτι πᾶς ὁ ὑψῶν ἑαυτ. has been illustrated in the demeanour of the Pharisee;— ταπεινωθ. in his failure to obtain justification from God:— ταπεινῶν ἑαυτόν in that of the Publican;— ὑψωθήσ. in his obtaining the answer to his prayer, which was this justification. Thus the particular instance is bound up with the general truth.

Verse 15
15.] καὶ τὰ βρέφη—their infants also; not the people came only, but also brought their children. Or, the art. may be merely generic, as in E. V.

βρ. points out more distinctly the tender age of the children than παιδία.

Verses 15-17
15–17.] LITTLE CHILDREN BROUGHT TO CHRIST. Here the narrative of Luke again falls in with those of Matthew and Mark, after a divergence of nearly nine chapters: see note on ch. Luke 9:51. Matthew 19:13-15. Mark 10:13-16. The narrative part of our text is distinct from the two; the words of our Lord are verbatim as Mark: see notes on Matt. The place and time indicated here are the same as before, from ch. Luke 17:11.

Verses 18-30
18–30.] QUESTION OF A RICH RULER: OUR LORD’S ANSWER, AND DISCOURSE THEREUPON. Matthew 19:16-30. Mark 10:17-31. The only addition in our narrative is that the young man was a ruler,—perhaps of the synagogue: see notes on Matt. and Mark.

Verse 31
31.] The dative (commodi) τῷ υἱῷ belongs to γεγραμμένα—as in E. V.: see Winer in reff.

Verses 31-34
31–34.] FULLER DECLARATION OF HIS SUFFERINGS AND DEATH. Matthew 20:17-19. Mark 10:32-34. The narrative of the journey now passes to the last section of it,—the going up to Jerusalem, properly so called; that which in Matt. and Mark forms the whole journey. We know from John 11:54 that this journey took place from Ephraim, a city near the desert.

Verse 32
32.] The betrayal is omitted here, which is unaccountable if Luke saw Matthew’s account, as also the omission of the crucifying, this being the first announcement of it: see a similar omission in ch. Luke 9:45.

Verse 34
34.] Peculiar to Luke.

οὐδὲν τούτων—i.e. neither the sufferings nor the resurrection. All was as yet hidden from them, and it seems not to have been till very shortly before the event itself that they had any real expectation of its happening.

Verses 35-43
35–43.] HEALING OF A BLIND MAN AT THE ENTRANCE INTO JERICHO. Matthew 20:29-34. Mark 10:46-52, where see notes.

I have on Matt. spoken of the discrepancy of his narrative from the two others. The supposition that they were two miracles is perfectly monstrous; and would at once destroy the credit of Matthew as a truthful narrator. If further proof of their identity were wanting to any one, we might find it in the fact that the following expressions are common to Mark and Luke. In Matt. of course they are in the plural, as he has two blind men.— ἐκάθητο παρὰ τ. ὁδὸν ἐπαιτῶν ( προσαίτης ἐκαθ. π. τ. ὁδ.)— ιησοῦς ὁ ναζωραῖος (- αρηνός)— ἐπετίμων αὐτῷ ἵνα σιγήσῃ ( σιωπ-)— αὐτὸς ( ὁ) δὲ πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἔκραζεν υἱὲ δ. ἐλέησόν με— τί σοι θέλεις ποιήσω ( θ. π. σ.)— κύριε ( ῥαββουνί Mark as usual) ἵνα ἀναβλέψω— ἡ πίστις σου σέσωκέν σε.

Verse 36
36. τί εἴη] Luke generally inserts ἄν—see ch. Luke 9:46 : Acts 5:24; Acts 10:17 alli(106). and var. readings.

Verse 39
39.] οἱ προάγ. = ὁ ὄχλος Matt. = πολλοί Mark.

Verse 43
43.] Peculiar (except ἠκολούθει αὐτῷ, which all three relate) to Luke;—his usual way of terminating such narrations, as it certainly was the result of such a miracle: see ch. Luke 13:17; Luke 9:43; Luke 5:26. He, of the three Evangelists, takes most notice of the glory given to God on account of the miraculous acts of the Lord Jesus.
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Verses 1-10
1–10.] ZACCHÆUS THE PUBLICAN. Peculiar to Luke, and indicating that though in the main his narrative is coincident with, yet it is wholly independent of those of Matt. and Mark.

Verse 2
2.] ζακχαῖος = זַכַּי, ‘pure,’ Ezra 2:9 ; Nehemiah 7:14; also found in the Rabbinical writings, see Lightfoot. He was not a Gentile, as Tertullian supposed, (contr. Marc. iv. 37, vol. ii. p. 451,) but a Jew, see Luke 19:9.

ἀρχιτ.] Probably an administrator of the revenue derived from balsam, which was produced in abundance in the neighbourhood.

Verse 4
4. προδρ. ἔμπρ.] So Jos. Antt. vii. 8. 5, προέπεμψεν ἔμπροσθεν.

συκομορ.] The Egyptian fig, a tree (Pliny xiii. 14: Dioscor. i. 182, cited by Winer) like the mulberry in appearance, size, and foliage, but belonging generically to the fig-trees. It grows to a great size and height: see Winer, Realwörterbuch, under Maulbeer-feigenbaum. See also on ch. Luke 17:6. Notice the changes of subject here,— ἀνέβη ( ζακχ.) … ἵνα ἴδῃ αὐτόν, ὅτι ἐκείνης ἤμελλεν ( ὁ ἰησ.) διέρ.… κ. σπεύσας ( ζακχ.). See ch. Luke 15:15 :—and a curious and characteristic note in Wordsw. here.

Verse 5
5.] The probability is, that our Lord’s supernatural knowledge of man (see John 1:48-50) is intended to be understood as the means of his knowing Zacchæus: but the narrative does not absolutely exclude the supposition of a personal knowledge of Zacchæus on the part of some around Him. But of what possible import can such a question be, when the narrative plainly shews us that Jesus saw into his heart? Cannot He who knows the thoughts, call by the name also?

μεῖναι, probably over the night. See John 1:40.

δεῖ, it is my purpose, or even more, I must; for especially in these last days of our Lord’s ministry, every event is fixed and determined by a divine plan.

Verse 7
7.] The murmurers are Jews who were accompanying Him to Jerusalem, on the road to which Zacchæus’s house lay (see Luke 19:1).

παρὰ ἁμ. ἀνδρί belongs to καταλῦσαι. His profession in life, and perhaps an unprincipled exercise of his power in it, had earned him this name with his fellow-countrymen. Cf. his confession in the next verse.

Verse 8
8.] This need not have taken place in the morning; much more probably it was immediately on our Lord’s entrance into the house, while the multitude were yet murmuring in the court, and in their presence. Our Lord’s answer, σήμερον … τῷ οἴκῳ τούτῳ, looks as if He were just entering the house, not just leaving it; and the σήμ. must be the same with that in Luke 19:5.

σταθείς has something formal and pre-determined about it: he stood forward, with some effort and resolve: see on ch. Luke 18:11 ff.

τὰ ἡμ.… πτωχ. δίδ.] See note on ch. Luke 16:9. Zacchæus may well have heard of that parable from one of his publican acquaintances, or perhaps repentance may have led him at once to this act of self-denial.

ἐσυκοφ.] There is no uncertainty in εἴ τι: it = ὅ τι: whatever I have unfairly exacted from any man. See note on ch. Luke 3:14.

Verse 9
9.] πρός, to him, not ‘concerning him.’ The announcement is made to him, though not in the second person.

σωτηρία, in the stronger sense, salvation.
υἱὸς ἀβ. ἐστιν] Not, has become ( γέγονεν) a son of Abraham by his repentance (Kuinoel, &c.), but is a son of Abraham: though despised by the multitude, has his rights as a Jew, and has availed himself of them by receiving his Lord in faith and humility.

Verse 10
10.] For, the greater sinner he may have been, the more does he come under the description of those (sheep) whom the good Shepherd came to seek and save (Matthew 15:24).

Verse 11
11.] The distance of Jericho from Jerusalem was 150 stadia = 18 English miles and 6 furlongs.

ὅτι παραχρ.] They imagined that the present journey to Jerusalem, undertaken as it had been with such publicity and accompanied with such wonderful miracles, was for the purpose of revealing and establishing the Messianic kingdom.

Verses 11-27
11–27.] PARABLE OF THE MINÆ. Peculiar to Luke. By the introductory words, the parable must have been spoken in the house of Zacchæus, i.e. perhaps in the open room looking into the court, where probably many of the multitude were assembled.

A parable very similar in some points to this was spoken by our Lord His last great prophetic discourse, Matthew 25:14-30.

Many modern Commentators (Calv., Olsh., Meyer (on Matt.), but not Schleierm. or De Wette) maintain that the two parables represent one and the same: if so, we must at once give up, not only the pretensions to historical accuracy on the part of our Gospels, (see Luke 19:11,) but all idea that they furnish us with the words of our Lord any where: for the whole structure and incidents of the two are essentially different. If oral tradition thus varied before the Gospels were written, in the report of our Lord’s spoken words, how can we know that He spoke any thing which they relate? If the Evangelists themselves altered, arranged, and accommodated those discourses, not only is the above the case, but their honesty is likewise impugned (see Prolegomena to Gospels). Besides, we shall here find the parable, in its very root and point of comparison, individual and distinct. Compare throughout the notes on Matt.

Verse 12
12.] The groundwork of this part of the parable seems to have been derived from the history of Archelaus, son of Herod the Great. The kings of the Herodian family made journeys to Rome, to receive their βασιλείαν. On Archelaus’s doing so, the Jews sent after him a protest, which however was not listened to by Augustus. Jos. Antt. xvii. 11. 1 ff. The situation was appropriate; for at Jericho was the royal palace which Archelaus had built with great magnificence. Jos. Antt. xvii. 13. 1.

Verse 13
13. δέκα] See on Matthew 25:1. The giving the μνᾶ to each, is a totally different thing from giving to one five, to another two, and to a third one talent. The sums given are here all the same, and all very small. The (Attic) mina is 1/60 of a talent, and equal to about ₤3 of our money.

In Matt. the man given his whole property to his servants: here he makes trial of them with these small sums ( ἐλάχιστον, see Luke 19:17).

πραγμ. = ἐργάζεσθαι Matt.

ἐν ᾧ ἔρχ.] while I go and return;—till I come.
Verse 14
14.] The nobleman, son of a king, εὐγενής, is the Lord Jesus; the kingdom is that over his own citizens, the Jews. They sent a message after Him; their cry went up to Heaven, in the persecutions of his servants, &c.; we will not have this man to reign over us. The prarble has a double import: suited both to the disciples ( οἱ δοῦλοι ἑαυτοῦ), and the multitude ( οἱ πολῖται αὐτοῦ).

Verse 15
15. διεπρ.] what business they had carried on: not, ‘what they had gained.’ Dion. Hal., iii. 72, has the word signifying ‘to arrange a matter,’ which however was not then executed. ‘The sons of Ancus having often arranged ( διαπραγματευσαμένων) a plot to kill Tarquinius’.…

Verses 16-23
16–23.] See on Matt. It is observable here, however, how exactly and minutely in keeping is every circumstance. Thy pound hath gained ten pounds; the humility with which this is stated, where no account of ἡ ἰδία δύναμις is taken as in Matt., and then the proportion of the reward,— δέκα πόλεις—so according with the nature of what the Prince went to receive, and the occasion of his return.

Verse 20
20.] σουδάριον is sudarium, from ‘sudor,’ one of those Latin words which entered, with Roman habits, into the language of the East. Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1442, gives an account of various usages of the word in the Targums. Schöttg., in loc., shews by Rabbinical citations that the Jews used the σουδάριον for wrapping and keeping their money in.

Luke 19:25 is parenthetical, spoken by the standers-by in the parable, in surprise at such a decision: then in Luke 19:26, the King answers them.

Verse 27
27.] This command brings out both comings of the Lord,—at the destruction of Jerusalem, and at the end of the world: for we must not forget that even now ‘He is gone to receive a Kingdom and return:’ ‘we see not yet all things put under His feet.’

Verse 28
28.] Not immediately after saying these things—see on Luke 19:5 : unless they were said in the morning on his departure.

Verse 29
29.] The name, when thus put, must be accentuated ἐλαιών, for when it is the genitive of ἐλαία the article is prefixed (Luke 19:37). Luke uses this same expression elsewhere, see reff. Josephus has διὰ τοῦ ἐλαιῶνος ὄρους, Antt. vii. 9. 2.

Verses 29-38
29–38.] TRIUMPHAL ENTRY INTO JERSUSALEM. Matthew 21:1-9. Mark 11:1-10. John 12:12-19, where see notes.

Verse 33
33.] τινὲς τῶν ἐκεῖ ἑστηκότων said this, as in the probably more concise account of Mark;— οἱ κύριοι αὐτ. is the natural inference as to who they were.

Verse 37
37.] πρὸς τ. κ., not merely local, ‘at the declivity of,’ but expressing the result of ἐγγίζοντες—just about to descend the Mount of Olives.
τὸ πλῆθ. τ. μ., in the widest sense; = οἱ ὄχλοι Matt. The δύναμις, which dwelt mostly on their minds, was the raising of Lazaraus, John 12:17-18 :—but as this perhaps was not known to Luke, we must understand him to mean, all that they had seen during their journey with Him.

Verse 38
38.] ἐν οὐρανῷ = ἐν ὑψίστοις, and was probably added by them to fill out the parallelism.

Verse 39
39.] These Pharisees could hardly in any sense be μαθηταί of Jesus. Their spirit was just that of modern Socinianism: the prophetic expressions used, and the lofty epithets applied to Him, who was merely in their view a διδάσκαλος, offended them.

Verse 39-40
39, 40.] THE PHARISEES MURMUR: OUR LORD’S REPLY. Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 40
40.] A proverbial expression—but probably not without reference to Habakkuk 2:11.

Verse 41
41.] Our Lord stood on the lower part of the Mount of Olives, whence the view of the city even now is very striking. What a history of divine Love and human ingratitude lay before him!

When He grieved, it was for the hardness of men’s hearts: when He wept, in Bethany and here, it was over the fruits of sin.

Verses 41-44
41–44.] OUR LORD WEEPS OVER JERUSALEM. Peculiar (in this form) to Luke.

Verse 42
42.] εἰ ἔγνως— εἰώθασιν οἱ κλαίοντες ἐπικόπτεσθαι τοὺς λόγους ὑπὸ τῆς τοῦ πάθους σφοδρότητος, Euthym(107) Perhaps in the actual words spoken by the Lord there may have been an allusion to the name Jerusalem:—‘Utinam quæ diceris Jerusalem re ipsa esses Jerusalem, ac videres ea, quæ pacem tibi præstare possent.’ Wetstein.

καὶ σύ, thou also, as well as these My disciples.

[ καί γε, et quidem—even: Hartung remarks, Partikellehre i. 397, that this expression is confined to the Attic dialect. But in classic Greek the emphatic word always intervenes between καί and γε,—so καί σέ γε ἐν τούτοις λέγω, Æsch. Prom. 1009: whereas in Latin et quidem is usually found undivided.]
Verse 43
43.] ὅτι declares, not ‘the things hidden from thine eyes,’ so that it should be rendered, ‘namely, that the days shall come,’ &c.: but the awful reason which there was for the fervent wish just expressed—for, or because.
χάρακα, a mound with palisades. The account of its being built is in Jos. B. J. ver. 6. 2. When the Jews destroyed this, Titus built a wall round them (ib. 12. 2),—see Isaiah 29:2-4,—to which our Lord here tacitly refers.

Verse 44
44.] ἐδαφ. is used in two meanings:—shall level thy buildings to the foundation, and dash thy children against the ground: see reff.

τὰ τέκνα is not ‘infants,’ but thy children, in general.

οὐκ ἀφήσ.] See ref. Matt. and note there.

ἀνθʼ ὧν …] Not, ‘because of thy sins and rebellions;—those might be all blotted out, hadst thou known, recognized, the time of thy visiting by Me.

ἐπισκ. is a word of ambiguous meaning—visitation, either for good or for evil: see reff. It brings at once here before us the coming seeking fruit, ch. Luke 13:7—and the returning of the Lord of the vineyard, ch. Luke 20:16.

It is however the first or favourable meaning of ἐπισκοπή that is here prominent.

Verse 45-46
45, 46.] CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE. See on Matthew 21:12-13; Mark 11:15-17.

Verse 47-48
47, 48.] A general description of His employment during these last days, the particulars of which follow. It is rightly however placed at the end of a chapter, for it forms a close to the long section wherein the last journey to Jerusalem has been described.
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Verse 1
1. τῶν ἡμ.] of the days, viz. of this His being in Jerusalem.

ἐπέστ. without a dative (see ch. Luke 2:38) does not signify any suddenness of approach.

Verses 1-8
1–8.] HIS AUTHORITY QUESTIONED. HIS REPLY. Matthew 21:23-27. Mark 11:27-33, where see notes. (The history of the fig-tree is not in our text.)

Verse 2
2.] ἤ—or (to speak more definitely).

Verse 9
9.] The parable was spoken πρός, to, the people—but (Luke 20:19), πρός, at, with reference to, the chief priests and scribes. Bengel suggests that He addressed it to the people, to guard against interruption on the part of the chief priests.

Verses 9-19
9–19.] PARABLE OF THE VINEYARD LET OUT TO HUSBANDMEN. Matthew 21:33-46. Mark 12:1-12. See notes on Matt. for the sense; and for comparison of the reports, on Mark.

Verse 11
11.] προσέθ. π., a Hebraism: see reff. Gen., Hebrew and LXX.

Verse 14
14. ἰδόντ. δέ] This is taken up from the τοῦτον ἰδόντες of the verse before, and is emphatic—On the contrary, when they saw him.…
Verse 17
17.] The οὖν infers the negation of μὴ γένοιτο—‘How then, supposing your wish to be fulfilled, could this which is written come to pass?’

Verse 19
19.] καί before ἐφοβήθ. is not but: the clause signifies the state of mind in which this their attempt was made: and they did so in fear of the people.
Verse 20
20.] παρατηρ., having watched an opportunity.
ἐγκαθ., see reff., men suborned, instructed and arranged for that purpose.

ἐπιλάβ., not the spies, but the chief priests.

αὐτοῦ is not the genitive after λόγου, as in E. V., but after ἐπιλ., as in ἐπιλαμβάνεται αὐτοῦ τῆς ἴτυος, Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 12:—that they might lay hold of him by some saying; = αὐτὸν ἀγρεύσωσιν λόγῳ, Mark.

τῇ ἀρχῇ, to the Roman power (genus)— τῇ ἐξ. τ. ἡ., to the authority of the governor (species). The second article renders the separation of the two necessary.

Verses 20-26
20–26.] REPLY CONCERNING THE LAWFULNESS OF TRIBUTE TO CÆSAR. Matthew 22:15-22. Mark 12:13-17, where see notes as before.

Verse 22
22.] φόρον = κῆνσον, see on Matt.:—differs from τέλος, ‘vectigal,’ customs duties.
Verse 27
27.] οἱ ἀντιλέγοντες refers to τῶν σαδ., not to τινες. The main subject of the sentence is sometimes put in the nom., even when the construction requires another case: so ἀνδρομάχη, θυγάτηρ μεγαλήτορος ἠετίωνος, ἠετίων, ὃς ἔναιεν.… Hom. Il. ζ. 395. See also κ. 437, and more examples in Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 68.

The use of ἀντιλέγ. μή (or τὸ μή) is frequent in Xenophon, see Wetstein: and cf. Thucyd. i. 95, ἀπολύεται τοῦ μὴ ἀδικεῖν,—ii. 49, ἀπορίᾳ τοῦ μὴ ἡσυχάζειν. See also Herod. i. 68: Soph. Œd. Tyr. 57.

Verses 27-40
27–40.] REPLY TO THE SADDUCEES RESPECTING THE RESURRECTION. Matthew 22:23-33; Mark 12:18-27, and notes.

Verse 28
28. καὶ οὗτος] See ch. Luke 19:2.

Verse 29
29.] οὖν, well then—i.e. ‘as an example of this law, …’

Verse 31
31.] The οὐ κατ. τέκ. coming before καὶ ἀπέθ. is by a mixture of constructions—and they had no children by her, and died, leaving none:—not merely from the emphasis being on the leaving no children (as in Meyer). It is meant to express the absence of offspring before their death, and after.

Verse 34-35
34, 35. οἱ υἱοὶ …] Peculiar to Luke, and important. For this present state of men, marriage is an ordained and natural thing; but in τῷ αἰῶνι ἐκείνῳ, which is by the context the state of the first resurrection (nothing being said of the rest of the dead, though the bare fact might be predicated of them also), they who are found worthy to obtain that state of life and the resurrection from the dead, are no longer under the ordinance of marriage: for neither can they any more die; i.e. they will have no need of a succession and renewal, which is the main purpose of marriage.

Verse 36
36.] The ἰσάγγ. γάρ εἰσιν is alleged, not as shewing them to be ἀπαθεῖς κ. ἀφιλήδονοι (Euthym(108)), but as setting forth their immortality.

υἱοὶ θ. is here used, not in its ethical sense, as applied to believers in this world,—but its metaphysical sense, as denoting the essential state of the blessed after the resurrection:—‘they are, by their resurrection, essentially partakers of the divine nature, and so cannot die.’ When Meyer says that the Lord only speaks of the risen, and has not here in His view the ‘quick’ at the time of His coming, it must be remembered that the ‘change’ which shall pass on them (1 Corinthians 15:51-54) shall put them into precisely the same ἀφθαρσία as the risen (compare ibid. Luke 20:42).

Verse 37
37.] καὶ ΄., that very Moses, whom you allege as shewing by inference the contrary.

Verse 38
38.] On πάντ. γ. αὐτ. ζ. see on Matthew 22:31-33 : but we have in this argument even a further generalization than in Matt. and Mark. There, it is a covenant relation on which the matter rests: here, a life of all, living and dead, in the sight of God,—so that none are annihilated,—but in the regard of Him who inhabiteth Eternity, the being of all is a living one, in all its changes.

Verse 39-40
39, 40.] Peculiar to Luke;—implied however in Matthew 22:34, and Mark 12:28.

Verse 41
41.] πρὸς αὐτούς, i.e. the Scribes. The same thing is signified by πῶς λέγουσιν οἱ γρ. in Mark. In Matt. the question is addressed to the Pharisees. I mention these things as marks of the independence of the accounts. The underlying fact is, the Lord addressed the Pharisees and Scribes on a view which they (the Scribes, the Pharisees agreeing) entertained about the Messiah. Hence the three accounts diverge.

Verses 41-44
41–44.] QUESTION RESPECTING CHRIST AND DAVID. Matthew 22:41-46; Mark 12:35-37, where see notes. Luke omits the question of the lawyer, which occurred immediately on the gathering together of the Pharisees after the last incident. This question of our Lord seems to have followed close on that, which (and not that in Luke 20:27 ff. here) was their last to Him, Mark 12:34.

Verse 42
42.] On ἐν βίβλῳ ψαλμ., Wordsw. says, “added here as conveying information necessary to Gentile readers.” This might be well, did the words occur in the Evangelist’s narrative: but surely not, when they are in a discourse of our Lord. If His words were so loosely reported as this, where is any dependence on the accuracy of the Evangelists?

Verse 45
45.] This particular, ἀκούοντ. δὲ π. τ. λ., is only in Luke.

Verses 45-47
45–47.] DENUNCIATION OF THE SCRIBES. Matthew 23:6-7. Mark 12:38-40, with which latter our text almost verbally agrees: see notes there.
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Verse 1
1. ἀναβλέψας] Our Lord as yet has been surrounded with His disciples (see ch. Luke 20:45), and speaking to them and the multitude. He now lifts up His eyes, and sees at a distance, &c.

πλουσ. belongs to τοὺς βάλ., and ὄντας is not to be supplied, nor a comma put after γαζ. It was not the rich only, which that would imply—but ὁ ὄχλος (Mark), who were casting gifts in.

Verses 1-4
1–4.] THE WIDOW’S MITES. Mark 12:41-44, where see notes.

Verse 4
4.] εἰς τὰ δῶρ., among (into) the gifts; not quæ donarent (Beza), ‘as,’ or, ‘for, gifts,’ which would require the omission of the article:—nor so that τὰ δῶρ. = τὸ γαζ.

Verse 5
5.] Meyer has made the same mistake here, and spoken of the τινές as those to whom the discourse was delivered. The ἀναθήματα were many and precious. Tacitus, Hist. Luke 21:8, calls it immensæ opulentiæ templum: and Jos., B. J. ver. 5. 4, gives an account of the gilding, and golden vines (presented by Herod the Great) with bunches of grapes as large as a man, &c. in the temple: see also Antt. xv. 11. 3.

Verses 5-36
5–36.] PROPHECY OF HIS COMING, AND OF THE TIMES OF THE END. Matthew 24:1-51 (Matthew 25:1-46). Mark 13:1-37. See notes on both, but especially on Matt. Meyer says truly in loc. that there is no trace in Luke of the discourse being delivered on the Mount of Olives—but he adds, that it belongs to the discourses in the temple, which begin ch. Luke 20:1, and that therefore Luke alone mentions ἀναθήματα. He seems to have overlooked the break at Luke 21:7, corresponding to the change of scene. All three speak of the opening incident as happening while He was departing from the temple; and Matt. and Mark, of the enquiry being made afterwards, on the Mount of Olives,—i.e. in the evening, when He had retired thither (Luke 21:37).

Verse 6
6.] ταῦτα ἃ θ.,—absolute: see reff.

Verse 7
7.] That Luke’s account alone gives us no trace of a different scene or a different auditory, is a proof of its independence of the others; for how could any rational writer have omitted so interesting a matter of accurate detail, if he had been aware of it?

οὖν, on account of what our Lord had said, Luke 21:6.

Verse 8
8.] ὁ κ. ἤγγ., i.e. the time of the Kingdom.

They are the words, not of our Lord, but of the πολλοί: see on Matthew 24:4-5.

Verse 10
10.] τότε ἔλ. αὐτ. perhaps implies a break in the discourse which the other reports do not notice.

Verse 11
11.] ἀπʼ οὐρ. belongs to both φόβηθ. and σημ.: so does μεγάλα. φόβηθρα cannot stand alone, especially with τε καί.
Verse 12
12.] Why the words πρὸ δὲ τ. π. should have made any difficulty, I am at a loss to imagine. The prophecies of Matthew 24:7-8,—Mark 13:8,—and Luke 21:10-11 here,—are a parenthetical warning of what shall happen before the τέλος. And then having stated, ἀρχὴ ὠδίνων ταῦτα,—these things shall be the very beginning of the actual pangs themselves (see note on Matt.), the prophetic chronology is resumed from οὔπω τὸ τέλος in all three accounts; here, by distinct statement, πρὸ δὲ τούτων πάντων: in Mark by implication, βλέπετε δὲ ὑμ. ἑαυ. παρ. ὑμ., by which δέ, the following words are thrown back to the βλέπετε before:—in Matthew by the gathering up of the parenthetical announcements as πάντα ταῦτα, and thus casting them off, as the ἀρχὴ ὠδίνων belonging to the τέλος, before the discourse proceeds with the τότε taken up from Luke 21:6. The whole difficulty has arisen from not rightly apprehending the force of ὠδίνων, as the death-throes of the end.

Verse 13
13.] εἰς μαρτ., viz. of your faithfulness, and (Mark) αὐτοῖς, ‘against them:’ the dativus incommodi.

Verse 15
15.] Luke only. ἀντειπ. corresponds to στόμα, ἀντιστ. to σοφία.
Verse 16
16.] καί—‘non modo ab alienis,’ Bengel.

θαν. ἐξ ὑμ., of the Apostles. One of the four who heard this discourse was put to death, Acts 12:2.

Verse 18
18.] Not literally, but really true; not corporeally, but in that real and only life which the disciple of Christ possesses.

Verse 19
19.] By your endurance (of all these things), ye shall acquire (not, possess, which is only the sense of the perf. κέκτημαι) your souls: this endurance being God’s appointed way, ἐν (in and by) which your salvation is to be put in your possession.

κτήσ. as εὑρήσει, Matthew 16:25— σῶσαι, ch. Luke 9:24.

Verse 20
20.] κυκλ., not circumdari, but participial, graphically setting forth the scene now before them, as it should then appear. On the variation of expression from Matt. and Mark, see note on Matthew 24:15.

Verse 21
21.] αὐτῆς belongs to the αὐτῆς of Luke 21:20, and signifies not Judæa, but Jerusalem.

ταῖς χώρ., the fields—not ‘the provinces:’ see reff.

Verse 22
22.] ἐκδικ., a hint perhaps at ch. Luke 18:8. The latter part of the verse alludes probably to the prophecy of Daniel, which Luke has omitted, but referred to in ἡ ἐρήμωσις αὐτῆς, Luke 21:20.

Verse 23
23.] ἐπὶ τ. γ., general; τῷ λ. τούτῳ, particular. The distress on all the earth is not so distinctly the result of the divine anger, as that which shall befall this nation.

Verse 24
24.] A most important addition, serving to fix the meaning of the other two Evangelists,—see notes there,—and carrying on the prophetic announcements, past our own times, even close to the days of the end.

πεσοῦνται … αἰχμ., viz. this people.

ἔσται πατ.] See Revelation 11:2. The present state of Jerusalem. Meyer maintains that the whole of this was to be consummated in the lifetime of the hearers, on account of the ἀνακύψατε, &c. Luke 21:28. What views of the discourses of our Lord must such an expositor have!

πληρ. καιροὶ ἐθν.] Who could suppose that καιροὶ ἐθνῶν should have been interpreted (by Meyer) the appointed time until the Gentiles shall have finished this judgment of wrath—to be ended by the παρουσία, within the lifetime of the hearers?

The καιρ. ἐθν. (see reff.) are the end of the Gentile dispensation,—just as the καιρός of Jerusalem was the end, fulfilment, of the Jewish dispensation:—the great rejection of the Lord by the Gentile world,—answering to its type, His rejection by the Jews,—being finished, the καιρός shall come, of which the destruction of Jerusalem was a type. καιροί = καιρός: no essential difference is to be insisted on. It is plural, because the ἔθνη are plural: each Gentile people having in turn its καιρός.

Verse 25-26
25, 26.] The greater part of these signs are peculiar to Luke.

ἀπορίᾳ ἤχους, despair on account of the noise—so Herodian (see Me(109).) iv. 14. 1, ἐν ἀπορίᾳ … τοῦ πρακτέου. By no possibility can ἤχους be gen. after σημεῖα, as Wordsw.: the καί after ἄστροις having since its occurrence taken up a new subject in apposition.

καί be(110). σάλου—‘vocem angustiorem annectit latiori.’ Kypke, Observv. in loc.

The same may be said of the καί be(111). προσδοκ. in Luke 21:26.

Verse 28
28.] ἀπολ., i.e. the completion of it by My appearing.
Verse 34
34.] ἑαυτοῖς and ὑμῶν are emphatic, recalling the thoughts to themselves, after the recounting of these outward signs.

Verses 34-36
34–36.] Peculiar to Luke.

Verse 35
35.] There is meaning in καθημ.,—sitting securely.
Verse 36
36.] σταθ., to be set, i.e. by the angels—see Matthew 24:31—before the glorified Son of Man.

Verse 37-38
37, 38.] Peculiar to Luke. These verses close the scene of our Lord’s discourses in Jerusalem which began ch. Luke 20:1. It does not appear, as Meyer will have it, that Luke believed our Lord to have taught after this in the temple. Nothing is said to imply it—a general closing formula like this applies to what has been related.

Verse 38
38.] ὤρθρ. is literal,—not figurative, ‘came eagerly,’ as De Wette, &c. think, from several places in the LXX. There is no occasion for a figure here.

Luke relates nothing of any visits to Bethany. He has the name, incidentally only, in ch. Luke 19:29 and ch. Luke 24:50, where see note.

On the whole question regarding the history of the woman taken in adultery (see digest), compare notes, John 8:1 ff.

22 Chapter 22 

Verse 1-2
1, 2.] CONSPIRACY OF THE JEWISH AUTHORITIES TO KILL JESUS. Matthew 26:1-5. Mark 14:1-2. The account of Matt. is the fullest: see notes there. The words here give us a mere compendium of what took place.

Verses 3-6
3–6.] COMPACT OF JUDAS WITH THEM TO BETRAY HIM. Matthew 26:14-16. Mark 14:10-11. Our account is strikingly peculiar and independent of the others. The expression εἰσῆλθ. δὲ σατ. is found in John 13:27,—and certainly in its proper place. Satan had not yet entered into Judas,—only (John 13:2) put it into his heart to betray our Lord.

Verse 4
4.] καὶ στρατηγοῖς is peculiar to Luke: the others have merely the chief priests.

On στρατ., see Acts 4:1. The Levitical guard of the temple would be consulted, because it had been of late especially in the temple that our Lord had become obnoxious to them (see Luke 22:53 and ch. Luke 21:37-38).

Verse 5-6
5, 6.] The words συνεθ. and ἐξωμολ. here seem clearly to imply that the money was not now paid, but afterwards, when the treachery was accomplished;—see note on Matthew 26:15.

ἄτερ ὄχλ. = καταμόνας Theophyl., or perhaps χωρὶς θορύβου, Euthym(112)
Verse 7
7.] ἦλθεν is not ‘appropinquabat,’ but ‘venit.’

On this whole subject see notes on Matthew 26:17, and John 18:28.

ᾗ ἔδει, the legal time of the Passover being sacrificed. So the narrators in the three Gospels evidently intend.

Verses 7-14
7–14.] PREPARATION FOR CELEBRATING THE PASSOVER. Matthew 26:17-19. Mark 14:12-16. Our account is the fullest of the three, related however nearly to Mark’s.

Verse 8-9
8, 9.] It was a solemn message, and for it were chosen the two chief Apostles.

In the report of Matthew, the suggestion is represented as coming from the disciples themselves. The question, ποῦ θέλ. was asked, but only in reply to the command of our Lord.

Verse 10
10.] There can, I think, be no question that this direction was given in superhuman foresight, just as that in ch. Luke 19:30 : see also 1 Samuel 10:2-8, and Matthew 17:27. This person carrying water would probably be a slave, and the time, towards evening, the usual hour of fetching in water.

Verse 11-12
11, 12.] The οἰκοδεσπ. was a man of some wealth, and could not be identical with the water-carrier (see notes on Matt.).

κατάλ. is not here, as in ch. Luke 2:7, an inn, but a room set apart at this season of the feast, by residents in Jerusalem, in which parties coming from the country might eat the Passover. The question therefore would be well understood;—and the room being ἐστρωμένον, and as Mark adds, ἕτοιμον, would be no matter of surprise.

Verse 14
14.] The ὥρα was evening, see above on Luke 22:10, and Matthew 26:20.

Verse 15
15. παθεῖν] This is the only instance in the Gospels, of the absolute use of πάσχω, as in the Creed, ‘He suffered.’ We have several times πολλὰ παθεῖν, ch. Luke 9:22; Luke 17:25 : Matthew 16:21 alli(113). ταῦτα παθεῖν, ch. Luke 24:26, and οὕτως παθεῖν, ditto Luke 22:46.

Verses 15-18
15–18.] Peculiar to Luke. The desire of our Lord to eat this His last Passover may be explained from ch. Luke 12:50 : not merely from his depth of love for His disciples, though this formed an element in it,—see John 13:1 sq. The γάρ in Luke 22:16 gives us the leading reason.

Verse 16
16.] The full meaning of this declaration is to be sought in the words τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα. It was that particular Passover, not merely the Passover generally—though of course that also,—that was to receive its fulfilment in the kingdom of God. And to this fulfilment our Lord alludes again in Luke 22:30, ἵνα ἔσθητε καὶ πίνητε ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης μου ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ μου. It is to this marriage supper of the Lamb, that the parable Matthew 22:1-14 in its ultimate application refers: nor can we help thinking on the faithless Apostle at this very supper, in ib. Matthew 22:11-13 : see notes there.

Verse 17
17.] Some (e.g. De Wette) suppose that it is here implied that our Lord did not drink of the cup Himself. But surely this cannot be so. The two members of the speech are strictly parallel: and if He desired to eat the Passover with them, He would also drink of the cup, which formed a usual part of the ceremonial. This seems to me to be implied in δεξάμενος: λαβών is the word used by all afterwards, when He did not partake of the bread and wine. This most important addition in our narrative, amounts I believe to a solemn declaration of the fulfilment of the Passover rite, in both its usual divisions,—the eating the flesh of the lamb, and drinking the cup of thanksgiving. Henceforward, He who fulfilled the Law for man will no more eat and drink of it. I remark this, in order further to observe that this division of the cup is not only not identical with, but has no reference to, the subsequent one in Luke 22:20. That was the institution of a new rite;—this the abrogation of an old one, now fulfilled, or about to be so, in the person of the true Lamb of God.

This is generally supposed to have been the first cup in the Passover-meal, with which the whole was introduced.

On the possible connexion of this speech of our Lord with the celebration of the Passover at this particular time, see note on Matthew 26:17.

After these verses, in order of time, follows the washing of the disciples’ feet in John 13:1-20, referred to in our Luke 22:27.

Verse 19-20
19, 20.] INSTITUTION OF THE LORD’S SUPPER. Matthew 26:26-29. Mark 14:22-24. 1 Corinthians 11:23-25. See notes on Matthew.

Verse 20
20. τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον] These words cannot be said of ποτήριον, ‘nam poculum plenum non effunditur, sed bibitur’ (Bengel), but are said πρὸς τὸ σημαινόμενον, which is the wine poured out from the grapes ( τὸ γέννημα τῆς ἀμπέλου) and represents the Blood poured out from the Lord’s Body.

Here follows, in Matthew 26:29, Mark 14:25, a second declaration, respecting not drinking any more of this fruit of the vine.

Verses 21-23
21–23.] ANNOUNCEMENT OF A BETRAYER. See notes on Matthew 26:20-25. I would not venture absolutely to maintain that this announcement is identical with that one; but I own the arguments of Stier and others to prove them distinct, fail to convince me. The expression πλὴν ἰδού bears marks of verbal accuracy, and inclines us to believe that this announcement was made after the institution of the cup, as here related. ‘Notwithstanding this My declaration of love, in giving My Body and Blood for you, there is one here present who shall betray Me.’

ἐπὶ τ. τρ., viz. in dipping into the dish with the Lord.

πορεύεται] A somewhat similar πορεύεσθαι to this occurs ch. Luke 13:33; but that is used of our Lord’s ministerial progress; this of His progress through suffering to glory.

Verses 24-30
24–30.] DISPUTE FOR PRE-EMINENCE. OUR LORD’S REPLY. Without attempting to decide the question whether this incident is strictly narrated in order of time, or identical with one of those strifes on this point related Matthew 18:1; Matthew 20:20, I will offer one or two remarks on it as it here stands. (1) Its having happened at this time is not altogether unaccountable. They had been just enquiring among themselves (Luke 22:23), who among them should do this thing. May it not reasonably be supposed, that some of them (Judas at least) would be anxiously employed in self-justification, and that this would lead, in some part of the table, to a dispute of the kind here introduced? The natural effect of the Lord’s rebuke would be to give rise to a different spirit among them, and the question “Lord, is it I?” may have been the offspring of this better mind;—but see note on Matthew 26:20-25. (2) It is surprising to find the very declaration of our Lord on the former strife related in this Gospel (ch. Luke 9:46-48), repeated as having been made at this Paschal meal,—by John (John 13:20). May not this lead us to suppose that there has been a transposition of some of the circumstances regarding these various contentions among the Apostles, and that these words occurring in John may possibly point to a strife of this kind? (3) The ἐγώ εἰμι ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν ὡς ὁ διακονῶν is too clear an allusion to the washing of their feet by the Lord, to have escaped even those Commentators who are slow to discern such hints (e.g. De Wette). The appeal, if it had taken place, is natural and intelligible; but not otherwise. (4) The diction is repeatedly allusive to their then employment: ἀνακείμενος— διατίθεμαι— ἔσθειν καὶ πίνειν— ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ μου—all these have reference to things present, or words spoken, during that meal.

I therefore infer that the strife did happen at this time, in the order related here.

Verse 25
25.] See on Matthew 20:25. The expression here οἱ ἐξουσ. αὐτ. εὐεργ. καλ. also seems to be connected with what had just taken place. ‘Among them, the εὐεργέται are those who ἐξουσιάζουσιν αὐτῶν—but among you, I, your εὐεργέτης (see Luke 22:19-20, ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν, bis), do not so, but am in the midst of you as your servant.’

Ptolemy εὐεργέτης at once occurs to us;—numerous other examples are given by Wetstein.

Verse 26
26.] οὕτως, i.e. ἔσεσθε.

Verse 27
27.] Compare John 13:13-17.

Verse 28
28.] These words could hardly have been spoken except on this occasion, when τὸ περὶ ἐμοῦ τέλος ἔχει, Luke 22:37.

Verse 29-30
29, 30.] See above, and note on Matthew 19:28, see also Revelation 2:27. The word βασιλείαν belongs to both verbs—not, ‘I appoint to you (as my Father hath appointed to me a kingdom) that ye &c.,’ but, I appoint to you, as my Father hath appointed to me, a kingdom, that ye &c.

ἐπὶ τῆς τρ.] See above, Luke 22:21, and note on Luke 22:16.

Verse 31
31. ἐξῃτήσ.] Not only ‘hath desired to have you,’ E. V., but hath obtained you;—‘his desire is granted.’

ὑμᾶς—all. This must include Judas, though it does not follow that he was present—the sifting separated the chaff from the wheat, which chaff he was, see Amos 9:9.

Verses 31-34
31–34.] APPEAL TO PETER: HIS CONFIDENCE, AND OUR LORD’S REPLY. (See Matthew 26:30-35; Mark 14:26-31; John 13:36-38.) The speech appears to proceed continuously. There are marks in these words of our Lord, of close connexion with what has gone before. His way which the Father διέθετο to Him, is to His kingdom—but it is through πειρασμοί. To these, who have been with Him in these trials, He διατίθεται βασιλείαν,—but His way to it must be their way, and here is the πειρασμός,—the sifting as wheat.

The sudden address to Simon may perhaps have been occasioned by some remark of his,—or, which I think more probable, may have been made in consequence of some part taken by him in the preceding strife for precedence. Such sudden and earnest addresses spring forth from deep love and concern awakened for another.

Verse 32
32.] ἐγὼ δὲ ἐδ. π. σοῦ] As Peter was the foremost (the rest are here addressed through him), so he was in the greatest danger. It must not be supposed that our Lord’s prayer was not heard, because Peter’s faith did fail, in his denial; ἐκλίπῃ implies a total extinction which Peter’s faith did not suffer.

Though the ὑμᾶς included Judas, he is not included in the prayer: see John 17:6-12. We may notice here, that our Lord speaks of the total failure of even an Apostle’s faith, as possible.

ἐπιστρέψας] There can, I think, be little doubt that this word is here used in the general N.T. sense, of returning as a penitent after sin, turning to God; and not in the almost expletive meaning which it has in such passages as Psalms 84:6, ὁ θεός, σὺ ἐπιστρέψας ζωώσεις ἡμᾶς (although even here it may have a somewhat similar sense to the above—see Joel 2:14; Acts 7:42).

στήρισον] The use of this word and the cognate substantive thrice by Peter in his two epistles (see reff.), and in the first passage in a connexion with the mention of Satan’s temptations, is remarkable.

Verse 33-34
33, 34.] Whether these words are in close connexion with the preceding, may I think be doubted. They may represent the same reply of our Lord as we have recorded in John 13:38. One thing seems clear, without any attempt at minutely harmonizing: that two announcements were made by our Lord to Peter of his future denial, occasioned by two very different professions of his. One,—during the last meal, i.e. before going out, and occasioned by Peter’s professed readiness to go to prison and to death (= to lay down his life) for and with the Lord:—the other,—on the way to the Mount of Olives, after the declaration that all should be offended, and occasioned by Peter’s profession that though all should be offended, yet would not he. Nothing is more natural or common than the repetition, by the warm-hearted and ardent, of professions like these, in spite of warning:—and when De Wette calls such an interpretation eine Nothhulfe, all that we can say is to disclaim any wish to clear up difficulties, except by going into their depths and examining them honestly and diligently. If the above view be correct, I conceive that the account in John of this profession and our Lord’s answer, being in strict coherence, and arising out of the subject of conversation, must be taken as the exact one: and Luke must be supposed to have inserted them here without being aware of the intermediate remarks which led to them.

This is the only place in the Gospels where our Lord addresses Peter by the name πέτρε. And it is remarkable as occurring in the very place where He forewarns him of his approaching denial of Himself.

Verse 35
35.] See ch. Luke 9:3; Luke 10:4; also Matthew 10:9.

Verses 35-38
35–38.] FOREWARNING OF PERILS AT HAND. Peculiar to Luke. The meaning of our Lord in this much controverted passage appears to be, to forewarn the Apostles of the outward dangers which will await them henceforward in their mission:—unlike the time when He sent them forth without earthly appliances, upheld by His special Providence, they must now make use of common resources for sustenance, yea and even of the sword itself for defence. This they misunderstand, and point to the two swords which they have,—for which they are rebuked (see below).

Verse 36
36.] αἴρειν was the very word used in the prohibition before.

There is a question what should be supplied after μὴ ἔχων. Very many authorities make μάχαιραν understood (as in E. V.);—but the simpler construction and better sense is to place μὴ ἔχων in contrast with ἔχων, he who has a purse, &c., and he who has none, let him &c., see reff. Thus the sense will be complete—for he who has a purse, can buy a sword, without selling his garment.

μάχαιρα must be here used in the sense of a sword,—compare Luke 22:49 :—and not a knife to eat with, which some have understood. The ‘sword of the Spirit’ (Olshausen and others) is wholly out of the question. The saying is both a description to them of their altered situation with reference to the world without, and a declaration that self-defence and self-provision would henceforward be necessary. It forms a decisive testimony, from the mouth of the Lord Himself, against the views of the Quakers and some other sects on these points. But it does not warrant aggression by Christians, nor, as some R. Catholics (see the bull “Unam sanctam” of Boniface VIII., cited in Wordsw. ad loc.), spreading the gospel by the sword.

Verse 37
37.] The connexion is this: ‘Your situation among men will be one of neglect and even of danger;—for I myself (see Matthew 10:24-25) am about to be reckoned among transgressors.’

By the very form of the expression it is evident, that the sword alluded to could have no reference to that night’s danger, or the defending Him from it.

τὸ περὶ ἐμ. τέλος ἔχει] The prophecy cited closes the section of Isaiah, which eminently predicts the Lord’s sufferings (ch. Isaiah 52:13 to Isaiah 53:12).

τὸ περὶ ἐμοῦ—supply γεγραμμένον, or perhaps more generally, ‘determined in the counsel of God.’

τέλος ἔχει does not merely mean ‘must be fulfilled,’ which would be an assertion without any special reference here—but (as E. V.) have an end;—are coming to the completion of their accomplishment. So τετέλεσται,, John 19:30.

Verse 38
38.] Two of them were armed,—either from excess of zeal to defend Him, excited by His announcement of His sufferings during this feast,—or perhaps because they had brought their weapons from Galilee as protection by the way. The road from Jericho to Jerusalem (see ch. Luke 10:30) was much infested with robbers;—and it was the custom for the priests, and even the quiet and ascetic Essenes, to carry weapons when travelling. Chrysostom (Hom. in Matt. lxxxiv. vol. vii. p. 797) gives a curious explanation of the two swords: εἰκὸς οὖν καὶ μαχαίρας εἶναι ἐκεῖ διὰ τὸ ἀρνίον. This certainly agrees with the number of the disciples sent to get ready the Passover: but it has nothing else to recommend it. They exhibit their swords, misunderstanding His words and supposing them to apply to that night. Our Lord breaks off the matter with ἱκανόν ἐστιν,—‘It is enough;’ not ‘they are sufficient;’—but, It is well,—we are sufficiently provided—‘it was not to this that My words referred.’ The rebuke is parallel with, though milder than, the one in Mark 8:17,—as the misunderstanding was somewhat similar.

Verses 39-46
39–46.] CHRIST’S AGONY AT THE MOUNT OF OLIVES. Matthew 26:36-46. Mark 14:32-42. John 18:1. For all comment on the general narrative, see notes on Matthew. Our account is compendious, combines the three prayers of our Lord into one, and makes no mention of the Three Apostles being taken apart from the rest. On the other hand it inserts the very important additional details of Luke 22:44-45, besides the particularity of ὡσεὶ λίθου βολήν, Luke 22:41.

Verse 42
42.] εἰ is not to be rendered ‘utinam,’ but ‘si,’ and the sentence is broken off at ἐμοῦ: thus rendering the meaning equivalent to a wish. Some suppose παρενεγκεῖν to be an inf. for an imperative, but incorrectly.

Verse 43
43.] The principal testimonies of the Fathers, &c. against and for Luke 22:43-44, are collected in the digest. With the early and weighty evidence there cited in favour of the passage, it is impossible that it should have been an apocryphal insertion. It was perhaps, as Epiph(114) states of ἔκλαυσε, expunged by the orthodox, who imagined they found in it an inconsistency with the divine nature of our Lord. We have reason to be thankful, that orthodoxy has been better understood since. The strengthening by means of the angel is physical—and the appearance likewise. See an interesting reply to the scoffs of Julian on this point, in Theodore of Mopsuestia, in loc. ed. Migne, p. 723. It is strange how Olshausen can have so far deceived himself as to imagine that ὤφθη αὐτῷ can imply a merely inward and spiritual accession of strength from above. It is strange likewise that the analogy of the ministration of angels in the Lord’s former temptation should not have occurred to those modern Commentators who have objected to this circumstance as improbable.

This strengthening probably took place between the first and the second prayer;—and the effect of it is the ἐκτενέστερον προσηύχετο of Luke 22:44, and the entire resignation expressed in the second and third prayer of Matthew’s narrative.

Verse 44
44.] The intention of the Evangelist seems clearly to be, to convey the idea that the sweat was (not fell like, but was) like drops of blood;—i.e. coloured with blood,—for so I understand the ὡσεί, as just distinguishing the drops highly coloured with blood, from pure blood. Aristotle, speaking of certain morbid states of the blood, says, ἐξυγραινομένου δὲ λίαν νοσοῦσιν· γίνεται γὰρ ἰχωροειδές, καὶ διοῤῥοῦται, οὕτως ὥστε ἤδη τινὲς ἴδισαν αἱματώδη ἱδρῶτα, Hist. Anim. iii. 19. To suppose that it only fell like drops of blood (why not drops of any thing else? and drops of blood from what, and where?) is to nullify the force of the sentence, and make the insertion of αἵματος not only superfluous but absurd.

We must not forget, in asking on what testimony this rests, that the marks of such drops would be visible after the termination of the agony. An interesting example of a sweat of blood under circumstances of strong terror, accompanied by loss of speech, is given in an article by Dr. Schneider in Casper’s Wochenschrift for 1848: and cited in the Medical Gazette for December of that year.

Verse 45
45.] ἀπὸ τῆς λύπης—the effect of anxiety and watching. The words may possibly express an inference of the Evangelist (Meyer): but I would rather understand them as exactly describing the cause of their sleeping.

Verses 47-53
47–53.] BETRAYAL AND APPREHENSION OF JESUS. Matthew 26:47-56. Mark 14:43-52. John 18:2-11. Our narrative is here distinguished even more than before by minute and striking details (see on the whole the notes to Matt.).

The first of these is the address to Judas Luke 22:48, calling the traitor by name, and setting before him the whole magnitude of his crime in the very words in which the treason had lately (Matthew 26:45; Mark 14:41) and so often (Matthew 26:2; Matthew 20:18; Matthew 17:22) been announced.

Another is in Luke 22:49, where the disciples seeing τὸ ἐσόμενον, ask κύριε, εἰ πατάξ. ἐν μαχαίρῃ; which question refers to, and is the filling up of their misunderstanding of our Lord in Luke 22:38.

Again Luke 22:51 is peculiar to Luke.

Verse 51
51.] ἐᾶτε ἕως τούτου I understand as addressed, not to the disciples, but to the multitude, or rather to those who were holding Him;—His hands were held,—and He says, Suffer, permit me, thus far: i.e. to touch the ear of the wounded person. If this interpretation be correct, it furnishes an additional token of the truthfulness of our narrative—for the previous laying hold of Jesus has not been mentioned here, but in Matthew (Matthew 26:50) and Mark (Mark 14:46).

Verse 53
53.] There is an important addition here to the other reports of our Lord’s speech;— ἀλλὰ … σκότους. It stands here instead of the declaration that this was done that the Scriptures might be fulfilled (Matthew 26:56 : Mark 14:49). The inner sense of those words is indeed implied here—but we cannot venture to say that our report is of the same saying.

Our Lord here distinguishes between the power exercised over Him by men, and that by the Evil One:—but so as to make the ἐξουσία which rules over them to be that of darkness—while His own assertion of this shews that all was by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God. In the word σκότος there is also an allusion to the time—midnight. Compare with this declaration of the power of darkness over Him, the declaration, in ch. Luke 4:13, that the devil left Him ἄχρι καιροῦ.

Verse 54
54.] Matthew 26:57. Mark 14:53. John 18:13. Our narrative leaves it undecided who this high-priest was,—inasmuch as, ch. Luke 3:2, Annas and Caiaphas are mentioned as high-priests. From John we find that it was Annas; who having questioned Jesus, sent Him bound to Caiaphas, before whom His trial took place. Luke omits this trial altogether—or perhaps gives the substance of it in the account (Luke 22:66-71) of the morning assembly of the Sanhedrim. See notes on Matt.

Verses 55-62
55–62.] PETER’S THREE DENIALS OF JESUS. Matthew 26:69-75. Mark 14:66-72. John 18:17-18; John 18:25-27. See throughout, table and notes in Matthew.

Verse 58
58. ἕτερος] In Matt. it is ἄλλη,—in Mark ἡ παιδίσκη.

Verse 61
61.] See extract from Robinson’s notes on Matthew 26:69. If, as there supposed, the trial was going on in an open chamber looking on the court ( αὐλή), the look might well have been given from a considerable distance. We need not enquire, how our Lord could hear what was going on round the fire in the court, as some Commentators have done. But even were such an enquiry necessary, I see no difficulty in answering it. The anathemas of Peter, spoken to οἱ παρεστῶτες with vehemence, and the crowing of the cock,—were not these audible? But our Lord needed not these to attract His attention.

Verses 63-65
63–65.] HE IS MOCKED. Luke does not, as some Commentators say, place this mocking before the trial in Caiaphas’s house, but in the same place as Matthew 26:67-68, and Mark 14:65, viz. after what happened there. The trial he omits altogether, having found no report of it. How those who take this view of Luke’s arrangement can yet suppose him to have had Matt. and Mark before him while writing, I am wholly at a loss to conceive.

Verse 66
66. ὡς ἐγ. ἡμ.] Some trace of a meeting of the Sanhedrim after daylight I believe our Evangelist to have found, see Matthew 27:1—and to have therefore related as then happening, the following account of what really took place at the former meeting.

λέγοντες—but first took place the μαρτυρία referred to in Luke 22:71; and the person who said this was the high-priest, and with an adjuration, Matthew 27:63. The ordinary rendering is the most natural and correct: If thou art (not if thou be) the Christ, tell us. The others, ‘Tell us whether thou be the Christ;’ and, ‘Art thou the Christ? tell us’ (see the question in Luke 22:49), are forced and unusual.

Verses 66-71
66–71.] HEARING BEFORE THE COUNCIL. (Probably) Matthew 27:1. Mark 14:1. It seems probable that Luke here gives us an account of a second and formal judgment held in the morning. The similarity of the things said at the two hearings may be accounted for by remembering that they were both more or less formal processes in legal courts, one the precognition, the other, the decision, at which the things said before would be likely to be nearly repeated.

Verse 68
68.] I believe these words to have been said as a formal protest on the part of our Lord against the spirit and tendency of the question asked Him, before He gives an answer to it: and as such, I regard them as an original and most valuable report.—‘It is with no view to examine and believe, that you ask this question: nor, were I to attempt to educe from your own mouths my innocence, would you answer Me [or release Me]. I am well aware of the intention of this question: BUT ( πλήν, Matthew 27:64) the time is come for the confession to be made:— ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν κ. τ. λ.’

Verse 69
69.] On ἀπὸ τ. ν. = ἀπʼ ἄρτι, see notes on Matt.

καθ. ἐκ δ. τ. δυν. is common to all Three: only Luke adds τοῦ θεοῦ.
Verse 70
70.] We find ὁ υἱὸς τ. θ. used as synonymous with ὁ υἱ. τ. ἀνθ. καθ. ἐκ δεξ. τῆς δυν. τοῦ θ., i.e. with the glorified Messiah.

On ὑμ. λέγ.… see note on Matthew 26:64.

Verse 71
71.] How would it have been possible that these words should have been said, if no μαρτυρία had been brought forward at this examination, and if the very same question had been asked at the termination of the former one?

23 Chapter 23 

Verses 1-5
1–5.] HE IS ACCUSED BEFORE PILATE. Matthew 27:2; Matthew 27:11-14. Mark 15:1-5. John 18:28-38. Our account, not entering at length into the words said, gives a particular and original narrative of the things transacted at this interview.

Verse 2
2.] This charge was intended to represent the result of their previous judgment, εὕραμεν;—whereas, in fact, no such matter had been before them: but they falsely allege it before Pilate, knowing that it was the point on which his judgment was likely to be most severe. The words themselves which they use are not so false, as the spirit, and impression which they convey. The κωλύοντα φ. κ. διδ. was, however, false entirely (see ch. Luke 20:22 ff.); and is just one of those instances where those who are determined to effect their purpose by falsehood, do so, in spite of the fact having been precisely the contrary to that which they assert.

Verse 3
3.] This question is related in all four Gospels. But in John the answer is widely different from the distinct affirmation in the other three, amounting perhaps to it in substance—at all events affirming that He was ‘a King’—which was the form of their charge. I believe therefore that the Three give merely the general import of the Lord’s answer, which John relates in full. It is hardly possible, if Jesus had affirmed the fact so strongly and barely as the Three relate it, that Pilate should have made the avowal in Luke 23:4—which John completely explains.

Verse 4
4.] The preceding question had been asked within the prætorium—a fact which our narrator does not adduce,—representing the whole as a continuous conversation in presence of the Jews: see John 18:38. We may remark (and on this see Matthew 27:18; Mark 15:10) that Pilate must have known well that a man who had really done that, whereof Jesus was accused, would be no such object of hatred to the Sanhedrim. This knowledge was doubtless accompanied (as the above-cited verses imply) with a previous acquaintance with some of the sayings and doings of Jesus, from which Pilate had probably formed his own opinion that He was no such King as His foes would represent Him. This is now confirmed by His own words (as related by John); and Pilate wishes to dismiss Him, finding no fault in Him.

Verse 5
5.] Possibly they thought of the matter mentioned ch. Luke 13:1, in introducing Galilee into their charge.

ἐπίσχ.] they strengthened, redoubled, the charge—or perhaps intransitive they became urgent.
Verses 6-12
6–12.] HE IS SENT TO HEROD, AND BY HIM RETURNED TO PILATE. Peculiar to Luke: see remarks on Luke 23:12. Pilate, conscious that he must either do the duty of an upright judge and offend the Jews, or sacrifice his duty to his popularity, first attempts to get rid of the matter altogether by sending his prisoner to Herod, on occasion of this word Galilee. This was Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peræa (see ch. Luke 3:1 and note on Matthew 14:1), who had come up to keep the feast.

Verse 7
7. ἀνέπεμψεν] “Propriam Romani juris vocem usurpavit. Nam remittitur reus qui alicubi comprehensus mittitur ad judicem aut originis aut habitationis. Itaque Pilatus Herodi, ut Tetrarchæ ejus loci unde esse Jesus dicebatur, potestatem permisit Jesum abducendi in Galilæam, ibique, si vellet, cognoscendi de ejus causa: ut fieri inter Romanos provinciarum rectores solebat.” Grotius. So Vespasian, in judging the inhabitants of Tarichææ (Jos. B. J. iii. 10. 10), allowed Agrippa to dispose of those ἐκ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ βασιλείας.

Verse 8-9
8, 9.] The reason of our Lord’s silence is sufficiently shewn, in the account of Herod’s feelings at seeing Him. “Noluit Christus miraculis et sermonibus, ut non ad auditorum curiositatem aut propriam jactantiam, ita nec ad suam ipsius a morte liberationem uti.” Drusius.

Verse 10
10.] The accusations, of worldly kingship and of blasphemy, would probably be here united, as Herod was a Jew, and able to appreciate the latter.

Verse 11
11.] στρατ. are the bodyguard in attendance upon Herod.

ἐσθῆτα λαμπρ.] Variously interpreted:—either purple, as befitting a king,—and why should this not be the very χλαμὺς κοκκίνη afterwards used by Pilate’s soldiers (Matthew 27:28; ἱμάτιον πορφυροῦν, John 19:2)?—or white, as λαμπρ. is rendered by some (but see note), Acts 10:30.

Verse 12
12.] The cause of the quarrel is uncertain: apparently something concerning Herod’s power of jurisdiction, which was conceded by Pilate in this sending Jesus to him, and again waived by Herod in sending Him back again. From chap. Luke 13:1, Pilate appears to have encroached on that jurisdiction.

The remarks of some Commentators about their uniting in enmity against Christ (so even, recently, Wordsworth), are quite beside the purpose. The present feeling of Pilate was any thing but hostile to the person of Christ; and Herod, by his treatment of Him, shews that he thought Him beneath his judicial notice.

This remission of Jesus to Herod seems not to have been known to either of the other three Evangelists. It is worthy of notice that they all relate the mocking by the soldiers of Pilate, which Luke omits,—whereas he gives it as taking place before Herod. This is one of the very few cases where the nature of the history shews that both happened.

Let the student ask himself, How could John, if he composed his Gospel with that of Luke before him, have here given us a narrative in which so important a fact as this is not only not related, but absolutely cannot find any place of insertion? Its real place is after John 18:38;—but obviously nothing was further from the mind of that Evangelist, for he represents Pilate as speaking continuously.

Verses 13-25
13–25.] FURTHER HEARING BEFORE PILATE, WHO STRIVES TO RELEASE HIM, BUT ULTIMATELY YIELDS TO THE JEWS. Matthew 27:15-26. Mark 15:6-15. John 18:39-40. Our account, while entirely distinct in form from the others, is in substance nearly allied to them. In a few points it approaches John very nearly, compare Luke 23:18 with John 18:40, also ἕνα, Luke 23:17, with John 18:39.

The second declaration of our Lord’s innocence by Pilate is in John’s account united with the first, Luke 23:38. In the three first Gospels, as asserted in our Luke 23:14, the questioning takes place in the presence of the Jews: not so, however, in John (see John 18:28).

Verse 15
15.] ἐστὶν πεπ. αὐτῷ—is done by him—not ‘to him,’ see ch. Luke 24:35, ἐγνώσθη αὐτοῖς.

Verse 16
16.] ‘Hic cœpit nimium concedere Pilatus,’ Bengel. If there be no fault in Him, why should He be corrected at all?—the Jews perceive their advantage, and from this moment follow it up.

Verse 23
23.] κατίσχυον—got the upper hand, prevailed: see reff.

Verse 25
25. τὸν δ. σ. κ. τ. λ.] The description is inserted for the sake of contrast;—see Acts 3:14. Luke omits the scourging and mocking of Jesus. It is just possible that he might have omitted the mocking, because he had related a similar incident before Herod; but how shall we say this of the scourging, if he had seen any narratives which contained it? The break between Luke 23:25-26 is harsh in the extreme, and if Luke had any materials wherewith to fill it up, I have no doubt he would have done so.

Verse 26
26. ἐρχόμενον ἀπʼ ἀγρ.] See on Mark.

ὄπισθεν τ. ἰη. is peculiar to Luke, and a note of accuracy.

Verses 26-33
26–33.] HE IS LED FORTH TO CRUCIFIXION. Matthew 27:31-34. Mark 15:20-23. John 19:16-17. Our account is original—containing the affecting narrative Luke 23:27-32, peculiar to itself.

Verse 27
27.] These were not the women who had followed Him from Galilee, but the ordinary crowd collected in the streets on such occasions, and consisting, as is usually the case (and especially at an execution), principally of women. Their weeping appears to have been of that kind of well-meant sympathy which is excited by any affecting sight, such as that of an innocent person delivered to so cruel a death. This description need not of course exclude many who may have wept from deeper and more personal motives, as having heard Him teach, or received some benefit of healing from Him, or the like.

Verse 28
28.] στραφείς—after He was relieved from the burden of the cross. This word comes from an eye-witness.

ἐπʼ ἐμέ—His future course was not one to be bewailed—see especially on this saying, Hebrews 12:2,— ὃς ἀντὶ τῆς προκειμένης αὐτῷ χαρᾶς ὑπέμεινεν σταυρόν, αἰσχύνης καταφρονήσας. Nor again were His sacred sufferings a mere popular tragedy for street-bewailing; the sinners should weep for themselves, not for Him.

ἐφʼ ἑαυτὰς … καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν] See Matthew 27:25, where the people called down the vengeance of His blood on themselves καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα ἡμῶν. Many of those who now bewailed Him perished in the siege of Jerusalem. Those who now were young wives, would not be more than sixty when (A.D. 70) the city was taken. But to their children more especially belonged the miseries of which the Lord here speaks.

Verse 29
29. ἔρχονται ἡμ.] Between this and then would be time for that effectual weeping, which might save both themselves and their children: see Acts 2:37-38,—but of which few availed themselves. These few are remarkably hinted at in the change to the third person, which excludes them— ἐροῦσιν, i.e. not ‘men in general,’ nor ‘My enemies,’—but ‘the impenitent among you,—those who weep merely tears of idle sympathy for Me, and none of repentance for themselves;—those who are in Jerusalem and its misery, which My disciples will not be.’

On the saying itself, compare the whole of Hosea 9, especially Luke 23:12-16.

Verse 30
30.] This is cited from the next chapter of Hosea (ref.).

It was partially and primarily accomplished, when multitudes of the Jews towards the end of the siege sought to escape death by hiding themselves in the subterranean passages and sewers under the city.… οὓς δʼ ἐν τοῖς ὑπονόμοις ἀνηρεύνων, καὶ τὸ ἔδαφος ἀναῤῥηγνύντες ὅσοις μὲν ἐνετύγχανον ἀνεῖλον. εὑρέθησαν δὲ καὶ ἐκεῖ νεκροὶ πλείους δισχιλίων, Jos. B. J. vi. 9. 4. But the words are too solemn, and too often used in a more awful connexion, for a further meaning to escape our notice: see Isaiah 2:10; Isaiah 2:19; Isaiah 2:21, and Revelation 6:16, where is the striking expression ἀπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς τοῦ ἀρνίου—of Him who now was the victim about to be offered. And the whole warning—as every other respecting the destruction of Jerusalem—looks through the type to the antitype, the great day of His wrath. Now, ἔρχονται ἡμέραι—then ἦλθεν ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ μεγάλη τῆς ὀργῆς αὐτοῦ, Revelation 6:17.

It is interesting to see how often David, who had passed so long in hiding among the rocks of the wilderness from Saul, calls the Lord his Rock (see Psalms 18:2; Psalms 18:46; Psalms 42:9, &c.). They who have this defence, will not need to call on the rocks to hide them.

Verse 31
31.] This verse—the solemn close of our Lord’s teaching on earth—compares His own sufferings with that awful judgment which shall in the end overtake sinners, the unrepentant human kind—the dry tree. These things— ταῦτα—were a judgment on sin;—He bore our sins;—He,—the vine, the green tree, the fruit-bearing tree,—of Whom His people are the branches,—if He, if they in Him and in themselves, are so treated, so tried with sufferings,—what shall become of them who are cast forth as a branch and are withered? Read 1 Peter 4:12-18;—Luke 23:18 is a paraphrase of our text. Theophylact’s comment is excellent: εἰ ταῦτα ποιοῦσιν ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐγκάρπῳ καὶ ἀειθαλεί καὶ ἀειζώῳ διὰ τὴν θεότητα, τί γένηται ἐν ὑμῖν ἀκάρποις καὶ πάσης δικαιοσύνης ζωοποιοῦ ἐστερημένοις;

The explanations which make the green-tree = the young, and the dry = the old (Bengel),—or the green-tree = the women, comparatively innocent, the dry = the guilty (Baumgarten-Crusius), at the destruction of Jerusalem—seem to me unworthy of the place which the words hold, though the latter agrees with the symbolism of Ezekiel 20:47, compared with Luke 21:4.

Verse 32
32.] The digest shews that the reading ἕτεροι κακοῦργοι δύο has diplomatically almost as great claims to be the true one as that in the text: and if we take the probabilities of alteration into account, it has even stronger claims. Of course it can bear but one meaning—two other malefactors. That this should have been substituted for ἕτεροι δύο κακοῦργοι, which may mean two other, malefactors (as rendered in E. V.), is simply inconceivable; that the transposition took place vice versa, is highly probable. This having now appeared by the additional evidence of the Codex Sinaiticus, it is impossible to annotate as was done in my earlier Editions.

Verses 33-49
33–49.] THE CRUCIFIXION, MOCKING, LAST WORDS, AND DEATH OF JESUS. Matthew 27:35-50. Mark 15:24-37. John 19:18-30; with however some particulars inserted which appear later in the other Gospels.

Verse 34
34.] Spoken apparently during the act of the crucifixion, or immediately that the crosses were set up. Now first, in the fullest sense, from the wounds in His Hands and Feet, is His Blood shed, εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν (Matthew 26:28), and He inaugurates His intercessional office by a prayer for His murderers,— ἄφες αὐτοῖς. This also is a fulfilment of Scripture, Isaiah 53:12;—where the contents of our Luke 23:33-34 are remarkably pointed out.

His teaching ended at Luke 23:31. His High-Priesthood is now begun. His first three sayings on the Cross are for others: see Luke 23:43 : John 19:26-27.

πάτερ] He is the Son of God, and He speaks in the fulness of this covenant relation. ἐγὼ ᾔδειν ὅτι πάντοτέ μου ἀκούεις:—it is not merely a prayer—but the prayer of the Great Intercessor, which is always heard. Notice that though on the Cross, there is no alienation, no wrath of condemnation, between the Father and the Son.

ἄφες αὐτοῖς—who are here intended? Doubtless, first and directly, the four soldiers, whose work it had been to crucify Him. The ποιοῦσιν points directly at this: and it is surely a mistake to suppose that they wanted no forgiveness, because they were merely doing their duty. Stier remarks, “This is only a misleading fallacy, for they were sinners even as others, and their obedient and unsuspecting performance of their duty was not without a sinful pleasure in doing it, or at all events formed part of their entire standing as sinners, included in that sin of the world, to which the Lord here ascribes His Crucifixion” (vi. 403, edn. 2). But not only to them, but to them as the representatives of that sin of the world, does this prayer apply. The nominative to ποιοῦσιν is οἱ ἄνθρωποι—mankind,—the Jewish nation, as the next moving agent in His death,—but all of us, inasmuch as for our sins He was bruised.

οὐ γὰρ οἴδασιν τί ποιοῦσιν, primarily, as before, spoken of the soldiers,—then of the council, who delivered Him up, see John 11:49, ὑμεῖς οὐκ οἴδατε οὐδέν,—then of all, whose sin is from lack of knowledge of the truth, of what sin is, and what it has done—even the crucifixion of the Lord. But certainly from this intercession is excluded that one sin—strikingly brought out by the passage thus cited as committed by him who said it, viz. Caiaphas, and hinted at again by our Lord, John 19:11—and perhaps also by the awful answer Matthew 26:64, σὺ εἶπας—‘thou saidst it’—viz. in prophecy, John 11:49; see also Matthew 26:25,—and on the sin alluded to, Matthew 12:31; 1 John 5:16.

Observe that between the two members of this prayer lies the work of the Spirit leading to repentance—the prayer that they may have their eyes opened, and know what they have done: which is the necessary subjective condition of forgiveness of sins, see 2 Timothy 2:25-26.

Verse 35
35.] The insults of the people are by no means excluded, even with σὺν αὐτοῖς omitted: nay they are implied, by the δὲ καί which follows. To find a discrepancy with Matt. and Mark here, is surely unfair (Meyer, De Wette):—the people’s standing looking on, does not describe their mind towards Jesus: Luke reports no more than he had before him: and the inference may be drawn that those whom he has related to have cried out an hour ago, ‘Crucify him,’—would not have stood by in silence.

On Luke 23:48, see note there.

οἱ ἄρχοντες are the chief priests and members of the Sanhedrim: Matthew 27:41.

τ. θ. ὁ ἐκλ., either the Christ of God, His elect one,—or, the elect Christ of God; I prefer the former: but either way, χρ. τ. θεοῦ must be taken together, not as in re(115).

Verse 36
36.] A different incident from that related Matthew 27:48; Mark 15:36; John 19:28-29. It was about the time of the mid-day meal of the soldiers,—and they in mockery offered Him their posca or sour wine, to drink with them.

Verse 38
38.] See on Matthew 27:37.

ἐπʼ αὐτῷ, over Him, on the projecting upright beam of the cross.

Verses 39-43
39–43.] Peculiar to Luke. Matthew and Mark have merely a general and less precise report of the same incident.

All were now mocking; the soldiers, the rulers, the mob:—and the evil-minded thief, perhaps out of bravado before the crowd, puts in his scoff also.

Verse 40
40.] Bengel supports the notion that this penitent thief was a Gentile. But surely this is an unwarranted assumption. What should a Gentile know of Paradise, or of the kingdom of the Messiah as about to come? The silence of the penitent is broken by the ἡμᾶς of the other compromising him in the scoff.

οὐδέ alludes to the multitude—Dost thou too not fear God? ὅτι—(as thou oughtest to do), seeing that.…
Verse 41
41. ἡμεῖς] He classes himself with the other in condemnation, but not in his prayer afterwards.

ἄτοπον, unseemly. This is a remarkable testimony to the innocence of Jesus from one who was probably executed for his share in those very tumults which He was accused of having excited.

Verse 42
42.] The thief had heard of the announcements which Jesus had made,—or at all events of the popular rumour concerning his Kingdom. His faith lays hold on the truth that this is the King of the Jews in a higher and immortal sense. There is nothing so astounding in this man’s faith dogmatically considered, as De Wette thinks; he merely joins the common belief of the Jews of a Messianic Kingdom, in which the ancient Fathers were to rise, &c.,—with the conviction, that Jesus is the Messiah. What is really astounding, is the power and strength of that faith, which, amidst shame and pain and mockery, could thus lift itself to the apprehension of the Crucified as this King. This thief would fill a conspicuous place in a list of the triumphs of faith supplementary to Hebrews 11.

ἐν τῇ βασ.] The Vulgate, which is followed by Luther,—and the E. V.,—renders this as if it were εἰς τὴν βασ. (see var. readd.), which is a sad mistake, as it destroys the force of the expression. It is in thy Kingdom—with thy Kingdom, so ἔλθῃ ἐν τῇ δόξῃ αὐτοῦ, Matthew 25:31, which we (E. V.) have translated rightly. The above mistake entirely loses ἔλθῃς—making it merely ‘comest into,’ just as we say to ‘come into’ an estate: whereas it is the chief word in the clause, and ἐν τῇ β. σου its qualification, at Thy coming in Thy Kingdom.
It will be seen that there is no necessity for supposing the man to have been a disciple, as some have done.

It is remarkable how, in three following sayings, the Lord appears as Prophet, Priest, and King: as Prophet, to the daughters of Jerusalem;—as Priest, interceding for forgiveness;—as King, acknowledged by the penitent thief, and answering his prayer.

Verse 43
43. ἀμήν σοι λέγω …] The Lord surpasses his prayer in the answer; the ἀμήν σοι λέγω, σήμερον, is the reply to the uncertain ὅταν of the thief.

σήμερον] this day: before the close of this natural day. The attempt to join it with σοὶ λέγω, considering that it not only violates common sense, but destroys the force of our Lord’s promise, is surely something worse than silly: see below.

μετʼ ἐμοῦ ἔσῃ can bear no other meaning than thou shalt be with Me, in the ordinary sense of the words, ‘I shall be in Paradise, and thou with Me.’

ἐν τῷ παρ.] On these words rests the whole exegesis of the saying. What is this PARADISE? The word is used of the garden of Eden by the LXX, Genesis 2:8, &c., and subsequently became, in the Jewish theology, the name for that part of Hades, the abode of the dead, where the souls of the righteous await the resurrection. It was also the name for a supernal or heavenly abode, see reff. N.T. The former of these is, I believe, here primarily to be understood;—but only as introductory, and that immediately, to the latter. By the death of Christ only was Paradise first opened, in the true sense of the word. He Himself, when speaking of Lazarus (ch. Luke 16:22), does not place him in Paradise, but in Abraham’s bosom—in that place which the Jews called Paradise, but by an anticipation which our Lord did not sanction. I believe the matter to have been thus. Our Lord spoke (as Grotius has remarked) to the thief so as He knew the thief would understand Him; but He spoke with a fuller and more blessed meaning than he could understand then. For that day, on that very evening, was ‘Paradise’ truly ‘regained’—opened by the death of Christ. We know (1 Peter 3:18-19, where see note; Luke 4:6) that our Lord went down into the depths of death,—announced His triumph (for His death was His triumph) to the imprisoned spirits,—and in that moment—for change of state, to the disembodied, is all that change of place implies—they perhaps were in the Paradise of God,—in the blessed heavenly place, implied by the word, 2 Corinthians 12. That this is not fulness of glory as yet, is evident;—for the glorified body is not yet joined to their spirits,—they are not yet perfect (Hebrews 11:40); but it is a degree of bliss compared to which their former degree was but as imprisonment.

This work of the Lord I believe to have been accomplished on the instant of His death, and the penitent to have followed Him at his death—some little time after—into the Paradise of God. That our Lord returned to take his glorified Body, was in accordance with His design, and He became thereby the first-fruits of the holy dead, who shall like Him put on the body of the resurrection, and be translated from disembodied and imperfect bliss in the Paradise of God, to the perfection of glorified humanity in His glory, and with Him, not in Paradise, but at God’s right hand.

Verses 44-46
44–46.] Our account is very short and epitomizing—containing however, peculiar to itself, the last word of our Lord on the cross.

The impression conveyed by this account, if we had no other, would be that the veil was rent before the death of Jesus;—but the more detailed account of Matthew corrects this.

Verse 45
45.] The words ἐσκοτ. ὁ ἥλ. are probably added to give solemnity to the preceding, assigning its reason; so that the gloss τοῦ ἡλ. ἐκλείποντος shews a right apprehension of the words. It can hardly be, as Me(116)., that the earth was darkened till the ninth hour, and then the sun became dark also.

Verse 46
46.] The use of φωνῇ μεγάλῃ shews that this was the cry to which Matt. and Mark allude. The words are from the LXX, varying however from the common reading παραθήσομαι, and giving the verb in the present, which is also the rendering of the Hebrew ( אַפְקִיד ).

These words have in them an important and deep meaning. They accompany that, which in our Lord’s case was strictly speaking the act of death. It was His own act—not ‘feeling the approach of death,’ as some, not apprehending the matter, have commented; but a determinate delivering up of His spirit to the Father.— παρέδωκεν τὸ πνεῦμα, John: see John 10:18— οὐδεὶς αἴρει αὐτὴν ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ, ἀλλʼ ἐγὼ τίθημι αὐτὴν ἀπʼ ἐμαυτοῦ. None of the Evangelists say ‘He died:’ although that expression is ever after used of His death stated as one great fact:—but it is, ἀφῆκεν τὸ πν., Matt.; ἐξέπνευσεν, Mark, Luke; παρέδωκεν τὸ πνεῦμα, John.

The πνεῦμα here is the Personality—the human soul informed by the Spirit, in union: not separated, so that His soul went to Hades, and His spirit to the Father (Olshausen). Both are delivered into the hand of the Father—by Whom quickened (but ζωοποιηθεὶς πνεύματι of 1 Peter 3:18 is to be rendered ‘quickened in the spirit’—by the Father is understood in ζωοποιηθείς) He worked His great victory over death and Hell.

See again 1 Peter 3:18-19, and notes, and Romans 8:10-11.

The latter part of the verse in Psalms 31, ‘for Thou hast redeemed me, O Lord, thou God of truth,’ is not applicable here. The whole Psalm is not strictly prophetic, but is applied by the Lord to Himself.

Verses 47-49
47–49.] Our account, as well as that of Mark, ascribes the impression made on the centurion to that which took place at the death of Jesus,—i.e. ὅτι οὕτως ἐξέπνευσεν. Something in the manner and words convinced him that this man was the Son of God; which expression he uses doubtless with reference to what he had before heard, but especially to the words just uttered—“Father, into Thy hands I commend my spirit.” Luke has not expressed the words exactly the same,—but the E. V. has wrongly and ungrammatically rendered what he relates the centurion to have said, and made ‘a righteous man’ (Luke) stand in the place of ‘the Son of God’ (Mark);—whereas they only give the general sense of the persuasion of the centurion. Truly, this man was innocent:—and if innocent (nay, more, δίκαιος, just, truthful), He was the Son of God, for He had asserted it.

Verse 48
48.] Peculiar to Luke.

τὰ γενόμενα are the darkness and other prodigies, after which we have no more raillery:—men’s tempers are changed, and we here see the result.

τύπτοντες … a sign of self-accusation, at least for the time,—which is renewed on the preaching of Peter, Acts 2:37.

Verse 49
49.] See on Matt. and Mark.

Verses 50-56
50–56.] BURIAL OF THE BODY OF JESUS BY JOSEPH OF ARIMATHÆA. Matthew 27:57-61. Mark 15:42-47. John 19:38-42. See notes on Matt.

Verse 51
51. οὗτος …] Peculiar to Luke. The meaning is, he had absented himself, and taken no part in their (the council’s) determination against Jesus.

Verse 53
53.] Notice the similarity of our οὐκ ἦν οὐδεὶς οὔπω κείμενος to St. John’s οὐδέπω οὐδεὶς ἐτέθη.

Verse 54
54.] παρασκευή—‘the day before the sabbath,’—which now ἐπέφωσκεν, drew on;—a natural word, used of the conventional (Jewish) day beginning at sunset. There is no reference to the lighting of candles in the evening or on the sabbath. Lightfoot (in loc.) has shewn that such use of the word was common among the Jews, who called the evening (the beginning) of a day אוֹר, ‘light.’

Verse 55
55.] Only Mary Magdalene and Mary, the mother of Joses (‘the other Mary,’ Matt.),—Mark.

Verse 56
56.] They bought their spices, &c. in the short time before sunset. The μέν before σάβ. answers to δέ, ch. Luke 24:1, which ought therefore to continue the sense, as I have punctuated it in the text.

24 Chapter 24 

Verse 1
1.] ὄρθρ. βαθ., deep dawn, i.e. just beginning to dawn (in Plato, Crito, § 1, we have οὐ πρῲ ἔτι ἐστίν; πάνυ μὲν οὖν. πηνίκα μάλιστα; ὄρθρος βαθύς) = σκοτίας ἔτι οὔσης, John, and τῇ ἐπιφωσκ. εἰς μίαν σαβ., Matt., and λίαν πρωΐ, Mark; but not ἀνατείλαντος τοῦ ἡλ., Mark also: see notes there. βαθέως may be an old form of the gen. as rendered above, or the adv.

ἦλθον—the same women as those afterwards mentioned (Luke 24:10) who told the Apostles the intelligence. The reference is to γυναῖκες αἵτινες, &c. ch. Luke 23:55.

ἀρώματα, which (ch. Luke 23:56) they had made ready before the sabbath; in Mark 16:1, had bought the evening before, διαγεν. τοῦ σαβ.

Verses 1-12
1–12.] THE WOMEN COMING TO THE SEPULCHRE LEARN THAT HE IS RISEN, AND ANNOUNCE IT TO THE APOSTLES, BUT ARE NOT BELIEVED. Matthew 28:1-10. Mark 16:1-8. John 20:1-10. See notes on Matt.

Verse 2
2.] This agrees with the more detailed account in Mark;—and, as regards the majority of the women, may also with that in Matt.:—but not as regards the two Maries.

Verse 4
4.] ἐπέστ. does not determine the position of the angels. It is merely came upon them under ordinary circumstances;—appeared to them, in a supernatural connexion: see reff. On the two angels here, see note on Mark 16:5; to which I will just add, that the Harmonistic view, as represented by Greswell [Diss. vi., vol. 3], strangely enough puts together the angel in Matthew, and the angel in Mark, and makes the two angels in Luke: see Acts 1:10.

ἄνδρες—to all appearance; the Evangelist does not mean that they were such, as clearly appears from what follows.

Verse 5
5.] τὸν ζῶντα, simply the living,—Him who liveth, as addressed to the women; but Olshausen’s view of a deeper meaning in the words (Bibl. Com. ii. 47) should be borne in mind;— τὸ κυρίως ζῆν παρὰ μόνῳ κυρίῳ τυγχάνει, Orig(117) in Joan. tom. ii. 11, vol. iv. p. 71.

Verse 6-7
6, 7.] See ch. Luke 9:22; Luke 18:32. The mention of Galilee is remarkable, as occurring in the angelic speeches in Matt. and Mark in quite another connexion. Here it is said to the women, as being from Galilee, see ch. Luke 23:55—and meaning, ‘when He was yet with you.’

Verse 9
9.] See note on Mark 16:8.

Verse 10
10.] It seems as if the testimony of one of the disciples who went to Emmaus had been the ground of the whole former part—perhaps of the whole—of this chapter. We find consequently this account exactly agreeing with his report afterwards, Luke 24:23-24.

Joanna was the wife of Chuza, Herod’s steward, ch. Luke 8:2. On ΄αρία [ ἡ] ἰακώβου, and the questions connected with it, see Prolegg. to Vol. IV. ch. 2. § i. 4.

It will be observed (see var. readd.) that the omission of the second αἵ (as in Lachm.), will make this verse mean: ‘It was Mary, &c.; also the rest with them told the Apostles these things.’

Verse 11
11.] ἐφάνησαν, a plural, with τὰ ῥήμ., is not without meaning. The ῥήματα were the (perhaps slightly differing) accounts of many persons.

Verse 12
12.] This verse cannot well be interpolated from John 20, for the only reason for the insertion would be, to tally with Luke 24:24, and in that case it certainly would not mention Peter alone. That Cleopas says, Luke 24:24, some of [them that were with] us went, &c. must not be pressed too much, although it does certainly look as if he knew of more than one (see note there). The similarity in diction to John 20:5; John 20:10 ( παρακύψας βλέπει τὰ ὀθόνια κείμενα, and ἀπῆλθ. πρὸς ἑαυτ., being common to the two passages) indicates a common origin, and, if I mistake not, one distinct from the rest of the narrative in this chapter. The meaning of πρὸς ἑαυτόν, as belonging to ἀπῆλθεν and not to θαυμάζων, is fixed by the expression in John, l. c.

Verse 13
13.] ἐξ αὐτῶν, not of the Apostles—the last-mentioned were οἱ ἕνδεκα καὶ πάντες οἱ λοιποί, Luke 24:9 : see also Luke 24:22, ἐξ ἡμῶν. One of them, Luke 24:18, was called Kleopas (= κλεόπατρος, probably a different name from κλωπᾶς, John 19:25 ( חלפי ): see note on Matthew 10:3). Who the other was, is idle to conjecture. Origen, in several places, calls him Simon; apparently from having read λέγοντες in Luke 24:34, and referring ὤφθη τ. σ. to the present appearance. Epiphanius says it was Nathanael; Theophylact, Luke himself. This may shew what such reports are worth. Wieseler (Chron. vol. i. p. 431) believes the two to have been, James the son of Alphæus or Clopas or Cleopas (but see above) journeying with his father, and the appearance on the road to Emmaus to be the same as ὤφθη ἰακώβῳ, 1 Corinthians 15:7. Our narrative seems to have been from the report of Cleopas.

ἐμμαούς] Joseph., B. J. vii. 6. 6, mentions this Emmaus as sixty stades from Jerusalem. There were two other places of the same name: (1) a town afterwards called Nicopolis, twenty-two Roman miles from Jerusalem, where Judas Maccabæus defeated the Syrian general Gorgias: see 1 Maccabees 3:40-57. (2) Another Emmaus is mentioned Jos. B. J. iv. 1. 3, πρὸ τῆς τιβεριάδος—where he adds, μεθερμηνευομένη δὲ ἀμμαοῦς θερμὰ λέγοιτʼ ἄν, ἔστι γὰρ ἐν αὐτῇ πηγὴ θερμῶν ὑδάτων πρὸς ἄκεσιν ἐπιτήδειος. This was the case also with the other places of the name. Our Emmaus is now called Cubeibi (?).

Verses 13-35
13–35.] JESUS APPEARS TO TWO OF THE DISCIPLES AT EMMAUS. Peculiar to Luke:—the incident (but from another source) is alluded to in the fragmentary addition to Mark 16 (Luke 24:12).

Verse 15
15.] καὶ ἐγέν.… καὶ …, the ordinary construction. The last καί does not mean ‘also.’

αὐτὸς ἰη.] Jesus Himself, of whom they had been speaking. But this expression forbids the supposition that He was here, strictly speaking, ἐν ἑτέρᾳ μορφῇ, as we find it less precisely expressed in Mark 16:12. The reason why they did not know Him was (Luke 24:16), that their eyes were supernaturally influenced, so that they could not:—see also Luke 24:31. No change took place in Him—nor apparently in them, beyond a power upon them, which prevented the recognition just so much as to delay it till aroused by the well-known action and manner of His breaking the bread. The cause of this was the will of the Lord himself, who would not be seen by them till the time when He saw fit.

ἐγγίσας—from behind: see Luke 24:18, where they take Him for an inhabitant of Jerusalem.

Verse 17
17.] He had apparently been walking with them some little time before this was said.

ἀντιβάλλειν λόγους implies to dispute with some earnestness: but there is no blame implied in the words. Possibly, though both were sad, they may have taken different views:—and in the answer of Cleopas we have that of the one who was most disposed to abandon all hope.

Verse 18
18. μόνος παρ.] They took Him (but we must not think of a peculiar dialect as giving that impression) for one who had been at Jerusalem at the feast:—and asked, Dost thou lodge alone at Jerusalem?
παροικ. (with or without ἐν, see reff.) in the LXX is to sojourn in—not to dwell in.

Verses 19-24
19–24.] Stier well remarks, that the Lord here gives us an instructive example how far, in the wisdom of love, we may carry dissimulation, without speaking untruth. (See the citation from Jer. Taylor below, on Luke 24:29.) He does not assert, that he was one of the strangers at this feast at Jerusalem, nor does He deny that he knew what had been done there in those days, but He puts the question by, with What things?
οἱ δὲ εἶπ.] Either, one spoke and the other assented; or perhaps each spoke, sometimes one and sometimes the other;—only we must not break up these verses and allot an imagined portion to each. They contain the substance of what was said, as the reporter of the incident afterwards put it together.

ὃς ἐγ. ἀν. πρ. κ. τ. λ.] See a similar general description of Him to the Jewish people, Acts 2:22. They had repeatedly acknowledged Him as a Prophet: see especially Matthew 21:11; Matthew 21:46. The phrase δυν. ἐν λόγοις κ. ἔργοις occurs of Moses, ref. Acts.

ἐγένετο, was, not became (or was becoming), as Meyer renders it. They speak of the whole life of Jesus as a thing past.

Verse 20
20.] ὅπως depends on οὐκ ἔγνως,, Luke 24:18.

ἡμῶν] Therefore the two disciples were Jews, not Hellenists, as some have supposed. That “they say our, not as excluding, but as including the stranger,” as alleged in some former Editions, is not a safe view from the evidently exclusive use of ἡμεῖς in the next verse.

παρέδωκαν, to Pilate.

Verse 21
21.] ἠλπ. is a word of weakened trust, and shrinking from the avowal that they ‘believed’ this.

λυτροῦσθαι—in the theocratic sense—including both the spiritual and political kingdom: see ch. Luke 1:68-69; Luke 1:74-75, and compare Acts 1:6.

σὺν π. τ., rightly rendered in E. V. beside all this: see reff.

ἄγει, not impersonal (as alli(118). and recently Wordsw.), nor to be supplied with a nom. case θεός or ὁ ἥλιος, &c., but spoken of Jesus. He is now in the third day, since &c. This is the usage of later Greek:—and the words are spoken not without a reference, in the mind of the speaker, to His promise of rising on the third day.

Verse 22
22.] ἀλλὰ καί, but, moreover—equivalent to ‘certainly, thus much has happened, that’.…

ὀρθριναί is the later form, for which the Attic ὄρθριαι has been substituted: see var. readd.

ἐξ ἡμῶν—‘disciples, as we are.’ The Apostles are distinguished presently as οἱ σὺν ἡμῖν, Luke 24:24.

Verse 23
23.] This agrees exactly with Luke’s own narrative, but not with Matthew’s, in which they had seen the Lord Himself. There seems however to be some hint that the women had made some such report in the αὐτὸν δὲ οὐκ εἶδον said below of the τινὲς τῶν σὺν ἡμῖν.

Verse 24
24. ἀπῆλθόν τινες] See Luke 24:12 and note. It is natural, even in accordance with Luke 24:12, that the antithesis to τινές before, and the loose way of speaking to a stranger, who (they believed) was not acquainted with any among them, might cause them here to use τινές, without any reference to Peter being accompanied. But what wonder, if the reports of such a day of anxiety and confusion were themselves disjointed and confused?

Verse 25
25.] ἀνόητοι, without understanding;— βρ. τ. κ. sluggish—in disposition—to believe: these were both shewn in their not having apprehended, from the fulfilment of the sufferings and death of Christ, the sequel of that death, the resurrection.

Verse 26
26. παθεῖν καὶ εἰσελθ.] The sufferings were the appointed way by which Christ should enter into His glory. παθεῖν καὶ εἰσελθ. = παθόντα εἰσελθ. It was not the entering into His glory, but the suffering, about which they wanted persuading.

Verse 27
27.] ἀρξάμ. belongs to both the following clauses, and cannot, as Stier would take it, stand by itself, leaving ἀπό in both clauses to be construed with διερμ. A similar expression is found Acts 3:24. He began with Moses first;—He began with each as He came to them.

τὰ π. ἑαυτοῦ] De Wette remarks, “It were much to be wished that we knew what prophecies of the death and triumph of Jesus are here meant. There are but few that point to the subject.” But I take the τὰ περὶ ἑαυτοῦ to mean something very different from mere prophetical passages. The whole Scriptures are a testimony to Him: the whole history of the chosen people, with its types, and its law, and its prophecies, is a shewing forth of Him: and it was here the whole,— πᾶσαι αἱ γρ.,—that He laid out before them. This general leading into the meaning of the whole, as a whole, fulfilled in Him, would be much more opportune to the place, and the time occupied, than a direct exposition of selected passages.

The things concerning Himself (E. V.) is right: not, ‘the parts concerning Himself.’

Observe the testimony which this verse gives to the divine authority, and the Christian interpretation, of the O.T. Scriptures: so that the denial of the references to Christ’s death and glory in the O.T. is henceforth nothing less than a denial of His own teaching.

Verse 29
29.] παρεβ., they constrained Him. It is not implied that He said any thing to indicate that He would go further—but simply, that He was passing on. “Our blessed Saviour pretended that He would pass forth beyond Emmaus: but if he intended not to do it, yet He did no injury to the two disciples, for whose good it was that He intended to make this offer: and neither did He prevaricate the strictness of simplicity and sincerity, because they were persons with whom He had made no contracts; to whom He had passed no obligation; and in the nature of the thing, it is proper and natural, by an offer, to give an occasion to another to do a good action: and in case it succeeds not, then to do what we intended not; and so the offer was conditional.” Jer. Taylor, Sermon on Christian Simplicity. Works (Heber), vi. 156.

μεθʼ ἡμῶν does not imply that they lived at Emmaus; merely in the same quarters with us.
Verse 30
30.] I believe that there was something in the manner of His breaking the bread, and helping and giving it to them, which was his own appointed means of opening their eyes to the recognition of Him. But we must not suppose any reference to, much less any celebration of, the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. Neither of these disciples was present at its institution (but see Wieseler’s conjecture, which is at all events worth consideration, in note on Luke 24:13); and certainly it had never been celebrated since. With this simple consideration will fall to the ground all that Romanists have built on this incident, even to making it a defence of administration in one kind only. See Wordsw., who gives, in reply, a solution as artificial and unwarranted as the argument of the R. Catholics: shewing the danger of departing from the plain sense of Holy Scripture in search of fanciful allusions. The analogy of such a breaking and giving with His institution of that holy ordinance becomes lost, when we force the incident into an example of the ordinance itself. The Lord at their meal takes on Him the office of the master of the house (which alone would shew that it was not their house, but an inn), perhaps on account of the superior place which His discourse had won for Him in their estimation:—and as the Jewish rule was, that “three eating together were bound to give thanks” (Berac. 45. 1, cited by Meyer), He fulfils this duty. In doing so, perhaps the well-known manner of His taking bread, &c., perhaps the marks of the nails in His hands, then first noticed, or these together, as secondary means,—but certainly His own will and permission to be seen by them, opened their eyes to know Him.

Verse 31
31.] ἄφαντος, not αὐτοῖς, which would imply His Body to have remained, but invisible to them: but ἀπʼ αὐτῶν, implying, besides the supernatural disappearance, a real objective removal from them.

Verse 32
32.] ‘Was there not something heart-kindling in His discourse by the way, which would have led us to suppose that it was none but the Lord Himself?’ not that they did suppose it,—but the words are a sort of self-reproach for not having done so. Compare Matthew 7:29.

ἐλάλει ἡμῖν, as Bengel remarks, is more than συνελάλει ἡμ.:—He spoke to us, not merely, ‘with us,’ as E. V.

Verse 33
33.] ‘Jam non timent iter nocturnum, quod antea dissuaserant ignoto comiti.’ Bengel. The whole eleven were not there—Thomas was not present, if at least the appearance which follows be the same as that in John 20:19, which there seems no reason to doubt. Some have derived an argument from this incompleteness in their number, for the second of the travellers being also an Apostle: see above on Luke 24:13.

Who these οἱ σὺν αὐτοῖς are, we learn from Acts 1:14.

Verse 34
34.] This appearance to Simon (i.e. Peter—the other Simon would not be thus named without explanation: see ch. Luke 5:3 ff.) is only hinted at here,—but is asserted again, 1 Corinthians 15:5, in immediate connexion with that which here follows. It is not clear whether it took place before or after that on the way to Emmaus.

Verse 35
35.] And they—the travellers, distinguished from the others—not ‘they also,’ for thus we should leave the clause without a copula.

ἐν τῇ κλ.] We can hardly after ἐγνώσθη exclude that sense of in, which gives that which follows a share in the instrumentality: being the element, in and by means of which. The example cited by De Wette, ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει, Matthew 22:28, for the sense, ‘during the breaking,’ &c. does not apply, inasmuch as in that case there is no verb: John 13:35 is far more to the point, and almost decides for the other sense. That this should have been so, does not exclude the supernatural opening of their eyes: see above, on Luke 24:31.

Verse 36
36.] ἔστη ἐν μέσῳ—while they were speaking of these things,—possibly not entirely crediting the account, as seems hinted at in Mark 16:13,—the Lord appeared, the doors being shut, in the midst (John 20:19 and notes).

εἰρ. ὑμ., the ordinary Jewish salutation, שָׁלוֹם לָכֶם, see ch. Luke 10:5, but of more than ordinary meaning in the mouth of the Lord: see John 14:27 .

Verses 36-49
36–49.] APPEARANCE OF JESUS TO THE DISCIPLES. Mark 16:14. John 20:19-23. The identity of these appearances need hardly be insisted on. On Mark’s narrative, see notes there. That of John presents no difficulties, on one supposition,—that he had not seen this of Luke. The particulars related by him are mostly additional, but not altogether so.

Verse 37
37.] On account of His sudden appearance, and the likeness to one whom they knew to have been dead.

πνεῦμα is a ghost or spectre—an appearance of the dead to the living; not exactly as φάντασμα, Matthew 14:26, which might have been any appearance of a supernatural kind.

Verse 38
38.] διαλογ., not merely ‘thoughts,’ as E. V., but questionings.
Verse 39
39.] There seems to be some doubt whether the reference to His hands and feet was on account of the marks of the nails, to prove His identity,—or as being the uncovered parts of His body, and to prove His corporeity. Both views seem supported by the text, and I think both were united. The sight of the Hands and Feet, which they recognized as His, might at once convince them of the reality of the appearance, and the identity of the Person. The account of John confirms the idea that He shewed them the marks of the nails, both by His side being added, and by the expressions of Thomas which followed. The same seems also implied in our Luke 24:40.

The assertion of the Lord must not be taken as representing merely ‘the popular notion concerning spirits’ (Dr. Burton); He who is the Truth, does not speak thus of that which He knows, and has created. He declares to us the truth, that those appearances to which He was now likened by the disciples, and spirits in general, have not flesh and bones. Observe σάρκα κ. ὀστέα—but not αἷμα. This the resurrection Body probably had not,—as being the animal life: see notes on John 6:51, and John 20:27.

Verse 41
41.] ἀπὸ τῆς χ., from their joy: the joy which they felt. Wetstein quotes Livy, xxxix. 49, vix sibimet ipsi præ necopinato gaudio credentes.

Verse 42
42.] This was done to convince them further of his real corporeity. The omission of the words καὶ … κηρίου in the best MSS. is remarkable: see var. readd. It may possibly have arisen from an idea in some transcriber that this meal is the same as that in John 21:9. The words could hardly have been an interpolation.

Verse 44
44.] Certainly, from the recurrence of δέ, which implies immediate sequence, Luke, at the time of writing his Gospel, was not in possession of records of any Galilæan appearances of the Lord, nor indeed of any later than this one. That he corrects this in Acts 1, shews him meantime to have become acquainted with some other sources of information, not however perhaps including the Galilæan appearances (see Prolegg. to Luke, § iv. 2).

The following discourse apparently contains a summary of many things said during the last forty days before the ascension;—they cannot have been said on this evening; for after the command in Luke 24:49, the disciples would not have gone away into Galilee. Whether the Evangelist regarded it as a summary, is to me extremely doubtful. Knowing apparently of no Galilæan appearances, he seems to relate the command of Luke 24:49, both here and in the Acts, as intended to apply to the whole time between the Resurrection and the descent of the Holy Ghost.

οὗτοι οἱ λ., ‘behold the realization of the words,’ &c.

οὓς ἐλ.] See ch. Luke 18:31-33; Luke 22:37 : Matthew 26:56 alli(119).; but doubtless He had often said things to them on these matters, which have not been recorded for us. So in John 10:25, we have perhaps a reference to a saying not recorded.

This threefold division of the O.T. is the ordinary Jewish one, into the Law ( תּוֹרָה ), Prophets ( נְבִיאִים ), and Hagiographa ( כְּתוּבִים )—the first containing the Pentateuch; the second Joshua, Judges, the four books of Kings, and the Prophets, except Daniel; the third the Psalms, and all the rest of the canonical books,—Daniel, Esther, Ezra, and Nehemiah being reckoned as one book, and the Chronicles closing the canon.

Verse 47
47. ἀρξάμενοι] See reff. The substance of the preaching of the Gospel literally corresponded to this description—see Acts 2:38; μετανοήσατε, καὶ βαπτισθήτω ἕκαστος ὑμῶν ἐπὶ τῷ ὀν. ἰησοῦ χρ. εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν,—were the words of the first sermon preached at Jerusalem.

Verse 48
48. ὑμεῖς] From what follows, Acts 1:22, if these words are to be taken in their strict sense, they must have been spoken only to the Apostles;—they may however have been more general, and said to all present.

Verse 49
49.] This promise is explained (Acts 1:5) to be the baptism with the Holy Ghost,—and the time is limited to ‘not many days hence.’

ἐγὼ ἐξαποστ.] The procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son is clearly here declared, as well as that from the Father. And consequently we find Peter, in Acts 2:33, referring back to these very words, in ascribing the outpouring of the Spirit to the now exalted Saviour. In that verse, the ἐγώ of this is filled up by τῇ δεξιᾷ τοῦ θεοῦ ὑψωθείς—the proper supplement of it here also.

The promise itself is not found in the three Gospels, but expressly and frequently in John 14-16; see Luke 14:16-26; Luke 15:26; Luke 16:7-11; Luke 16:13-14.

The present, ἐξαποστέλλω, is not = a future, but implies that the actual work is done, and the state brought in, by which that sending is accomplished;—viz. the giving of the πᾶσα ἐξουσία ἐν οὐρανῷ κ. ἐπὶ γῆς, Matthew 28:18.

No stress need be laid on καθίσατε: see reff.

The word ἱερουσ. is probably interpolated by some who, believing these words to represent the Galilæan discourse, placed it here for an explanation: or perhaps Acts 1:4 gave occasion to it. This command must have been (historically) uttered after the return from Galilee: see above.

ἐνδύσ.] Though the verb is used in the O.T. (see Judges 6:34; 2 Chronicles 24:20; 1 Chronicles 12:18) of inspiration by the Spirit, it here has its full meaning, of abiding upon and characterizing, as a garment does the person: this, as Stier remarks, was the true and complete clothing of the nakedness of the Fall.

Verse 50
50.] The Ascension appears to be related as taking place after the above words were spoken—but there is an uncertainty and want of specification about the narrative, which forbids us to conclude that it is intended as following immediately upon them. This however can only be said as taking the other Gospels and Acts 1 into account:—if we had none but the Gospel of Luke we should certainly say that the Lord ascended after the appearance to the Apostles and others on the evening of the day of His resurrection.

ἐξήγ. [ ἔξω], i.e. probably, after the words ἐν τῇ πόλει just occurring, outside Jerusalem, as in ref. Mark: but the ἔξω might only apply to the house in which they were, see the other reff., and Matthew 26:75.

ἕως πρὸς β.] Not quite to the village itself, but over the brow of the Mount of Olives where it descends on Bethany: see Acts 1:12. (The synonymousness of these two expressions may shew that the same is meant, when, Mark 11:11, our Lord is said to have gone out at night to Bethany, and, Luke 21:37, to the Mount of Olives.)

Verse 51
51.] διέστη—not, ‘He went a little distance from them previous to His ascension,’—as Meyer would interpret it; but the two verbs belong to one and the same incident,—He was parted from them and borne up into heaven. We need not understand, ‘by an angel,’ or ‘by a cloud,’ nor need ἀνεφ. be middle; the absolute passive is best.

The tense is imperfect, signifying the continuance of the going up during the προσκυν. of the next verse.

The more particular account of the Ascension is given Acts 1:9-12, where see notes. That account is in perfect accordance with this, but supplementary to it.

Verse 52
52. προσκ.] This had been done before by the women, Matthew 28:9, and by the disciples on the mountain in Galilee. This however was a more solemn act of worship, now paid to Him as exalted to God’s right hand.

Verse 53
53.] διὰ παντός, continually,—not ‘all their time;’—daily, at the hours of prayer: see Acts 1:13-14; Acts 3:1.

A few words must be appended here on a point which has been much stirred in Germany, even among the more orthodox Commentators; THE HISTORIC REALITY OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE ASCENSION. On those among them who doubt the fact of an Ascension at all, I have nothing to say, standing as I do altogether on different ground from them.

The Lord Himself foretold His Ascension, John 6:62; John 20:17 :—it was immediately after His disappearance from the earth expressly announced by the Apostles, Acts 2:33-34; Acts 5:31 :—and it continued to be an article of their preaching and teaching, 1 Peter 3:22; Ephesians 2:6; Ephesians 4:10; 1 Timothy 3:16. So far should we have been assured of it, had we not possessed the testimonies of Luke, here and in the Acts:—for the fragment super-added to the Gospel of Mark merely states the fact, not the manner of it. But, to take first the a priori view,—is it probable that our Lord would have left so weighty a fact in His history on earth, without witnesses? And might we not have concluded from the wording of John 6:62, that our Lord must have intended an ascension in the sight of some of those to whom He spoke, and that the Evangelist himself gives that hint, by recording those words without comment, that he had seen it?
Then again, is there any thing in the bodily state of our Lord after His resurrection which raises any even the least difficulty here? He appeared suddenly, and vanished suddenly, when He pleased; when it pleased Him, He ate, He spoke, He walked, but His Body was the Body of the Resurrection; only not yet his σῶμα τῆς δόξης (Philippians 3:21), because He had not yet assumed that glory: but that He could assume it, and did assume it at His Ascension, will be granted by all who believe in Him as the Son of God. So that it seems, on à priori grounds, probable that, granted the fact of the Ascension, it did take place in some such manner as our accounts relate:—in the sight of the disciples, and by the uplifting of the risen Body of the Lord towards that which is to those on this earth the visible heaven.

This being so, let us now, secondly, regard the matter à posteriori. We possess two accounts of the circumstances of this ascension, written by the same person, and that person a contemporary of the Apostles themselves. Of the genuineness of these accounts there never was a doubt. How improbable that Luke should have related what any Apostles or apostolic persons might have contradicted? How improbable that the universal Church, founded by those who are said to have been eyewitnesses of this event, should have received these two accounts as authentic, if they were not so? That these accounts themselves are never referred to in the Epistles, is surely no argument against them. If an occasion had arisen, such as necessitated the writing of 1 Corinthians 15, there can be little doubt that St. Paul would have been as particular in the circumstances of the Ascension, as he has been in those of the Resurrection. The fact is, that by far the greatest difficulty remains to be solved by those who can imagine a myth or fiction on this subject to have arisen in the first age of the Church. Such a supposition is not more repugnant to our Christian faith and reverence, than it is to common sense and historical consistency.

